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Abstract

This report explores the role of Nordic alcohol monopolies in Europe. Operating in Finland, Iceland, 
Norway, Sweden and the Faroe Islands, these State-owned entities prioritize public health and minimize 
alcohol-related harm as integral components of national alcohol strategies. Exclusively authorized to 
sell most alcoholic beverages, they operate under government oversight. Unlike other retail outlets, 
they are not driven by profit or sales, focusing primarily on public health and welfare. The monopolies 
align with WHO evidence-based recommendations for reducing alcohol consumption and harm, 
which include high alcohol taxes, limited availability and restricted marketing. They implement these 
strategies by controlling the number of stores, limiting operating hours, enforcing age limits, banning 
promotional pricing, and eliminating advertising and sales promotions, including online. Additionally, 
they educate the public about alcohol-related harm and ensure responsible sales practices. Historically, 
these monopolies have contributed to a shift in northern Europe from irregular, heavy drinking to more 
moderate consumption, resulting in lower alcohol consumption and harm compared to other European 
countries. Evidence consistently shows that privatization of alcohol sales increases consumption, while 
monopolization decreases it. Despite recent policy changes threatening their effectiveness, the Nordic 
alcohol monopolies remain crucial to national alcohol strategies, safeguarding public health and reducing 
alcohol-related harms.
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Executive summary

Alcohol consumption is one of the most important preventable risk factors for premature mortality and 
morbidity. Alcohol is causally linked to over 200 diseases, injuries and health conditions, and results in 2.6 
million deaths per year globally. Despite efforts, Europe has the highest alcohol per capita consumption 
(APC) globally and therefore requires effective policies to address public health challenges, reduce 
health-care costs, and protect vulnerable populations that are disproportionately affected by harms 
caused by alcohol.

The most effective strategies endorsed by the public health community and WHO to reduce alcohol 
consumption and alcohol-related harms (WHO’s so-called “best buys”) include increasing excise taxes, 
imposing stringent advertising bans and regulating alcohol availability through restrictions on retail outlets.

The Nordic countries of Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden, together with the Faroe Islands (a self-
governing territory of the Kingdom of Denmark), have historically implemented alcohol policies to protect 
public health that include State-owned retail monopolies, which have an exclusive right to sell alcoholic 
beverages but are not driven by profit. The monopoly-based alcohol policy systems were established 
in response to the engagement of civil society to reduce alcohol-attributable harms experienced in this 
part of Europe, as an alternative to alcohol prohibition. Over time, these systems have developed and 
evolved in dialogue with the public and against a backdrop of careful monitoring of consumption, harm 
and drinking patterns. Today, the State-owned retail monopolies are fully integrated into national public 
health strategies and are guided by considerations of health, well-being and sustainability. Their primary 
function is to manage the sale and distribution of alcoholic beverages in alignment with national policies 
and strategies in a changing world. With a clear mandate to reduce alcohol-related health and social 
harms, they are central to the comprehensive alcohol strategies of their respective countries (often as 
part of an overall public health policy), contributing to their implementation through various legal rules 
and activities. In combination with high alcohol taxes and pricing policy, restricted days and hours of sale, 
strict enforcement of age limits and age verification checks for alcohol purchase, marketing restrictions, 
blood alcohol testing for drivers, evidence-based prevention programmes and well-functioning social 
and health-care systems, the establishment of these monopolies has contributed to relatively low alcohol 
consumption and reduced alcohol-related health and social harm in the Nordic countries – a part of 
Europe known historically for detrimental drinking patterns and high levels of associated harm. Achieving 
this has required public support for alcohol policy, based on an assurance that the retail monopolies 
prioritize public health and welfare as their primary consideration.

Unlike grocery stores and other retail outlets, where alcohol sales are frequently influenced by marketing 
strategies and profit-driven motivations, the Nordic retail monopolies provide a structured and socially 
conscious environment for purchasing alcohol that prioritizes public health over profit. They work through 
various mechanisms, which are aligned with the WHO best buys:

vIII
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• They limit the availability of alcohol, by restricting the number of sales outlets in any given area, 
limiting hours and days of sale, and enforcing national age limits.

• They are integrated into national alcohol strategies that impose high alcohol excise taxes and 
they eliminate promotional pricing strategies in their retail stores. Although alcohol taxes are 
collected by government tax authorities, the monopolies set retail prices according to a transparent 
pricing scheme and eliminate sales promotions and other pricing strategies in their stores.

• They restrict marketing, eliminating advertising and other forms of promotion and sales maximization 
at points of sale, including on their websites and other communication channels. 

In addition to managing alcohol sales in a responsible way, a significant aspect of the Nordic monopolies’ 
responsibilities includes educating the public about alcohol-related harms and protecting young people, 
notably through strict age controls in their stores. Moreover, the monopolies distribute information to 
parents/guardians about the impact of alcohol on children and promote responsible behaviour through 
various campaigns. Their efforts include raising awareness about underage drinking, offering guidance to 
adults on discussing alcohol with children and teenagers, and funding research to inform policy. These 
initiatives have led to more pronounced disapproval of underage drinking and more informed attitudes 
towards alcohol in Nordic countries that have monopolies, particularly in contrast to Denmark, the only 
Nordic country without a monopoly, which has Europe’s highest indicators of alcohol consumption among 
young people. The monopolies enjoy high levels of public support, both because they offer specialized 
stores with a wide variety of products and good service, and because the restrictions they impose are 
recognized as benefiting the community and preventing harm to individuals.

The establishment of monopoly-based alcohol policy systems seems to have paid off. Today, the Nordic 
countries with retail alcohol monopolies have lower APC compared to the European Union (EU) average, 
in terms of overall consumption and consumption among young people. They also generally have lower 
rates of alcohol-attributable harm (measured by disability-adjusted life years and deaths caused by 
alcohol) than most EU countries. In Iceland, Norway and Sweden the rates of deaths and disabilities 
attributable to alcohol are among the lowest in Europe, while in Finland (where monopoly coverage is 
far lower) the rates are closer to the EU average.

Empirical evidence clearly demonstrates that alcohol monopolies have a significant impact on consumption 
and associated harms. Studies consistently show that privatizing retail alcohol sales leads to substantial 
increases in both sales and per capita consumption of privatized beverages, while monopolization is 
associated with decreases in per capita consumption. Strong evidence indicates that privatization is 
closely linked to an increase in excessive alcohol consumption.

The Nordic monopolies are fully compliant with EU law provided that they treat all products equally and 
avoid discrimination against imported goods. Although both the legal basis of the monopolies and the 
public support they enjoy are stable, recent policy developments in the Nordic countries have introduced 
initiatives that permit alcohol sales outside the monopolies, thereby undermining their position and 
increasing the availability of alcohol. These initiatives include, for example, allowing online and farm-gate 
sales and expanding the range of products available in grocery stores. While some proposed changes, 
such as farm sales, do not pose significant threats to public health because of the small volume of sales 
involved, others – such as raising the alcohol by volume limit for alcohol products sold in grocery stores 
or facilitating easy access to online purchases and home delivery – could greatly affect availability and 
likely lead to substantial sales volumes outside the monopolies, thereby increasing alcohol consumption 
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and bringing significant health consequences. The primary concern, however, is that these changes could 
undermine the legal basis of the monopolies as entities with exclusive rights to sell alcoholic beverages. 
There are serious concerns that the coherent and comprehensive Nordic alcohol policy systems are at 
risk of being dismantled (Finland, where there has been a series of changes in alcohol policy over the 
past years, stands as a warning in this respect).

Historical examples, analyses of empirical data and scenario modelling consistently demonstrate 
that privatizing alcohol sales and reducing the monopolies’ market share lead to increases in alcohol 
consumption and alcohol-related harm. Historical instances of partial privatization of beer sales in Sweden 
and Finland, for instance, resulted in significant increases in overall consumption, particularly among young 
people. Recent studies have also predicted that dismantling retail monopolies would lead to heightened 
consumption levels, exacerbating health and social harms and imposing substantial costs on society.

Acknowledging that alcohol is not an ordinary commodity because of its significant health, social and 
economic impacts on individuals and society as a whole, the monopolies implement rigorous regulatory 
measures aimed at mitigating the harms associated with its consumption. Today, the Nordic alcohol 
monopolies are recognized as modern, efficient and adaptable instruments of alcohol policy. They 
serve as fundamental and necessary components of comprehensive public health strategies aimed at 
minimizing alcohol-related harm within their respective countries.

x
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1. Background and  
objectives of the report

Over the last several decades, every comparative risk factor assessment has listed alcohol use among 
the leading causes of disease burden (1–3). There is an established causal link between alcohol use and 
more than 200 diseases and injuries, including at least seven types of cancers (4). Alcohol consumption 
causes about 2.6 million deaths globally; it affects not only individual drinkers but also those around 
them, their families and communities, and society as a whole (5,6).

The impact of alcohol consumption varies between individuals based on their socioeconomic status, with 
poorer drinkers and their families experiencing greater harm than wealthier drinkers within a society. 
This “harm per litre” finding is observed consistently across various consequences of drinking, including 
chronic diseases such as liver cirrhosis, injuries to both drinkers and those around them, and susceptibility 
to infectious diseases. Alcohol consumption raises the risk of contracting or spreading infections such 
as tuberculosis and HIV, particularly among disadvantaged populations. Additionally, heavy drinking or 
alcohol use disorders can hinder access to preventive services and treatment compliance, posing further 
risks to those already affected (7).

Since 2010, the baseline year set for measuring progress towards various global targets such as the 
Sustainable Development Goals and the noncommunicable disease targets, there has been little to 
no progress in reducing alcohol consumption and related harms in Europe. Although overall alcohol 
consumption is going down in the WHO European Region and seems to be progressing towards the 
target, this reduction is largely driven by a decline in drinking in several populous countries, such as the 
Russian Federation, Türkiye and Ukraine. However, in European Union (EU) countries, there has been no 
significant change in alcohol per capita consumption (APC) since 2010 (6).

Effective alcohol policy is essential to address the significant public health challenges posed by alcohol, 
including higher rates of chronic diseases, accidents and social problems. Furthermore, the economic burden 
resulting from health-care costs and lost productivity, and the need to protect vulnerable populations, 
underscore the importance of comprehensive and effective alcohol regulation (8,9). There are several 
guiding documents produced by intergovernmental agencies on effective strategies to reduce alcohol 
consumption and related harms; the most important of these are listed in Box 1. The most cost-effective 
strategies to reduce alcohol-related harm (the so-called WHO “best buys”) include raising excise taxes 
on alcoholic beverages, implementing strict bans or comprehensive restrictions on alcohol advertising 
across various media platforms, and enforcing restrictions on the physical availability of retailed alcohol 
(via reduced hours of sale) (10–12).

1
1. Background and objectives of the report
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Box 1. Key international guiding documents related to alcohol policy

The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) aim to provide targets and guidance 
on how to reach a more equitable and sustainable future for all people by 2030. Many of the health-
related and other targets of the SDGs are connected with alcohol use, and there is a specific target 
for substance abuse (13,14).

The WHO Global strategy to reduce the harmful use of alcohol (2010) (15) and the European 
action plan to reduce the harmful use of alcohol 2012–2020 (16) were among the first documents 
guiding WHO Member States on the most effective ways to reduce harm caused by alcohol.

In 2022 the WHO Global alcohol action plan 2022–2030 was adopted (17), as well as the WHO 
Regional Office for Europe’s European framework for action on alcohol, 2022–2025 (18). Both 
documents reiterate the most effective ways to reduce alcohol-attributable harm.

In 2006 the European Commission adopted its EU alcohol strategy to support Member States 
in reducing alcohol-related harm (19). While the Commission’s strategy expired in 2012, in 2022 
Europe’s beating cancer plan was adopted, which picked up the issue of reducing harm from 
alcohol (20).

The WHO Global action plan for the prevention and control of noncommunicable diseases 
2013–2030 includes Appendix 3, which provides policy options and cost-effective interventions 
(the so-called WHO “best buys”) for achieving global targets related to noncommunicable diseases. 
Updated periodically, it aims to support Member States in implementing effective strategies tailored 
to national contexts, including on how to reduce alcohol-related harm (12).

Nordic alcohol monopolies, often referred to as State-owned monopoly companies or alcohol retail 
monopolies, are State-controlled systems for the sale and distribution of alcoholic beverages in the 
Nordic countries of Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden and the Faroe Islands (a self-governing territory 
of the Kingdom of Denmark). This report concentrates on the State-controlled retail monopolies, as 
they control availability and target consumers, for example by setting the operating hours of stores, 
establishing age restrictions and comprehensive age verification checks, banning promotional activities 
in stores, and implementing transparent pricing schemes, which traditionally include a high share of 
alcohol tax. Most importantly, the primary objective of the Nordic retail monopolies is not to generate 
profit through alcohol sales but to sell alcohol in a way that is likely to reduce the negative social and 
health consequences of alcohol consumption. 

The principal purposes of the report are:

• to present the Nordic retail monopoly systems that aim to restrict availability of alcoholic beverages 
and to sell them without maximizing profit in the Nordic countries – Finland, Iceland, Norway and 
Sweden – and the Faroe Islands, a self-governing territory of the Kingdom of Denmark;

• to examine whether the monopolies have been effective in reducing the health and social burden 
to individuals and society due to alcohol consumption in a region of Europe that is known to have 
drinking patterns that results in high rates of acute alcohol-related harm;

• to consider the historical context and examine how contemporary alcohol retail monopolies have 
been able to adjust to EU regulations;

• to assess whether the monopolies have secured public support for their restrictive alcohol policies, 
balancing principles of control and freedom while addressing the sometimes conflicting interests of 
public health and consumers; and

• to discuss the current challenges facing some of the Nordic monopolies and to consider the latest 
evidence on what would happen to public health if these monopolies were dismantled today.

2
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2. Historical background  
of the alcohol monopolies  
in the Nordic countries

2.1 Monopolies historically as a source of State revenue

Government monopolization of desirable, yet problematic habit-forming commodities has a long and 
extensive history. The motivations for such monopolies have varied, with revenue generation being a 
major motive, particularly before the widespread adoption of modern taxation methods such as income 
tax and general sales taxes in the 20th century. Before the late 19th century, the primary motivation for 
these monopolies was to generate direct State revenue. Monopolies on products such as opium, tobacco, 
gambling and alcohol were often primary sources of State finances. They have been described as the “glue 
of empires” for European empires of the 18th and 19th centuries (21,22). Thus, the tobacco monopoly 
established in Venice in 1659 became a model copied elsewhere (23). Still in today’s China, the domestic 
cigarette market is a State monopoly, accounting for one third of all cigarette sales globally (24).

The kabaks – the State-controlled taverns or drinking establishments of the period of the Tsardom and, 
later, the Russian Empire – were an example of a monopolization of alcohol sales as a major source 
of State revenue. Then, in 1914, Tsar Nicholas II implemented a nationwide prohibition on the sale 
of alcoholic beverages, which was initially intended as a temporary wartime policy to improve public 
order and productivity during the First World War and to free up resources for the war effort. However, 
while the prohibition had limited impact on social order and public health, it led to increases in illegal 
production and consumption of homemade alcohol and a substantial loss of government revenue (25). 
The prohibition remained in effect after the Bolshevik revolution in 1917 but was eventually replaced 
by a State monopoly on alcohol production and distribution. This transition was not immediate, as the 
early years of Soviet rule were marked by civil war and economic chaos, delaying the establishment 
of a structured State monopoly (26,27). It was only in 1923 that the Soviet government introduced the 
State monopoly on alcohol production and sales, known as “Gostorg”. This move was part of the New 
Economic Policy, which aimed to revive the Soviet economy by reintroducing limited market mechanisms 
and private enterprise, while maintaining State control over key industries, including alcohol. The State 
monopoly on alcohol became a significant source of revenue for the Soviet government and remained 
in place throughout the entire history of the Soviet Union (28).

3
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2.2 Alcohol monopolies as an alternative to prohibition

The origins of the Nordic State-owned alcohol monopolies can be traced back to the need for labour and 
social order brought about by industrialization and urbanization. By the late 19th century the focus of social 
issues had shifted primarily to industrial workers, and ideas advocating restrictive alcohol policies and 
moral condemnation of workers’ drinking began to emerge in public discussions in the Nordic countries. 
It became evident that crime was closely linked to poverty and heavy drinking of alcohol, and neither 
the prison system nor minimal State intervention was effective in addressing these social problems (29). 
During the 19th century the production and distribution of alcoholic beverages increased significantly 
as part of the Industrial Revolution. This expansion led to the rise of temperance movements across 
Europe, North America, Africa, Asia and the Middle East, which sought to address the problems caused 
by alcohol consumption for drinkers and those around them. Often, these movements intersected with 
broader social reform efforts and were aligned with various social causes, including social justice, liberal 
self-determination, democratic socialism, labour rights, women’s rights and indigenous rights (30).

At least partially influenced by the global temperance movement, various countries adopted prohibition 
or very restrictive alcohol policies at the beginning of the 20th century. However, the experiences of 
different countries varied widely, reflecting different social, economic and political contexts.

At the beginning of the 20th century, all the Nordic countries faced widespread issues related to alcohol 
consumption, including violence, crime and significant health problems. These challenges were exacerbated 
by a longstanding tradition of heavy episodic drinking, often centred around distilled spirits such as vodka 
and aquavit (31). In response to these issues and the global temperance movement, alcohol prohibition 
was introduced in Finland, Iceland and Norway, while Sweden implemented alcohol rationing and 
Denmark focused on higher taxes and stricter controls on distilled spirits (27,32). Prohibition led to a rise 
in illegal production and smuggling, economic difficulties and social unrest, ultimately proving ineffective 
and unfeasible. The negative consequences of prohibition in these countries led to its repeal and the 
establishment of State-controlled alcohol monopolies, which evolved over time into the modern Nordic 
alcohol monopolies as they are known today (31). Their emergence occurred alongside broader 20th-
century developments in social engineering and policies, such as those supporting parental participation 
in the workforce, maintaining population health, and advancing social security and education.

An alternative to prohibition in Sweden was the so-called Gothenburg system, which developed in the 
late 19th century. This system, involving public ownership and control of alcohol sales, aimed to reduce 
social harm, with profits reinvested in community services. It emphasized public health and social 
responsibility and influenced the development of Nordic alcohol monopolies. While other countries pursued 
prohibition in the early decades of the 20th century, Sweden adopted the Gothenburg system as a more 
balanced approach, which influenced other countries and regions, including Australia, Canada and many 
American states, and laid the groundwork for State alcohol monopolies, including those recommended 
by a Rockefeller-financed report in the United States of America (33). Originally, the Gothenburg system 
was managed by local governments and focused on on-premises drinking establishments. Such systems 
can still be found in some parts of the world, including regional Australia, some towns in Wisconsin in 
the United States, and southern Africa (34).

Today, however, the primary focus of State-owned retail monopolies in Nordic countries, Canada and 
certain American states is off-premises sales of higher-strength alcoholic beverages. In Norway and most 
Canadian provinces, State monopolies extend to wholesale and imported products, enhancing control 
at the retail level. Sweden and Finland had to dismantle their import/export and wholesale monopolies 
as a condition for joining the EU.

4
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2.3 The specific mandate and function of Nordic alcohol 
monopolies today

Today, government alcohol monopoly remains one of the three options for governance of alcohol markets, 
the other two being complete prohibition and government licensing and regulation (10). Globally, there 
are still several types of alcohol monopolies: monopolies with an exclusive right to produce alcoholic 
beverages; monopolies with an exclusive right to import and export alcoholic beverages; wholesale 
monopolies with an exclusive right to sell to stores and restaurants; and retail monopolies, which may 
enjoy an exclusive right to serve alcoholic beverages on-premises or to sell containers of alcoholic 
beverages for customers to consume elsewhere.

The Nordic alcohol monopolies are State-owned retail monopolies of the latter kind: enterprises reporting 
to the responsible ministry with an exclusive right to sell alcoholic beverages in containers to consumers 
for consumption elsewhere (22).

To be effective in reducing harm, retail monopolies must have public health and welfare aims as their 
primary consideration (10,35,36). Nordic alcohol monopolies differ from other existing alcohol monopolies 
in their emphasis on public health and social responsibility, prioritizing harm reduction over profit. They 
are integral parts of the broader alcohol control strategies of their countries, designed to limit the harmful 
health and social effects of alcohol (37). Their operational principles are grounded in a broad international 
and scientific consensus that strategies aimed at reducing overall alcohol consumption in the population 
mitigate alcohol-related harm (38). The monopolies are central to the Nordic countries’ alcohol policy 
systems, which – alongside high taxes and prices, strictly enforced age limits, restrictions on marketing, 
blood alcohol testing for drivers, and well-functioning social and health-care systems – have contributed 
to relatively low APC and reduced alcohol-related health and social harm in a region traditionally known 
for harmful drinking patterns and alcohol’s high contribution to mortality (31).

2.4 Key features of alcohol retail monopolies and their integration 
into comprehensive alcohol control strategies in the Nordic 
countries

Focusing on public health-motivated monopolization of alcohol retail sales in general, a government 
monopoly has several features that facilitate the implementation of comprehensive strategies to reduce 
alcohol-related harms (39,40):

• it restricts physical availability of alcoholic products by limiting the number of sales outlets per area, 
thus effectively controlling outlets density;

• it controls temporal availability by regulating hours and days of sale (in a competitive market, 
extending hours of sale is often used as a competitive tactic; in all countries with retail monopolies, 
the operating hours of monopoly stores are shorter than those of grocery stores);

• it permits responsible service of alcohol, including strict enforcement of minimum purchasing age 
legislation and refusal of service to customers who appear to be intoxicated;

5
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• it allows a comprehensive and transparent pricing scheme in which no product is sold below a 
particular price to be implemented across all monopoly stores;1

• it allows an effective ban on all forms of sales promotion and discounts; and

• it eliminates advertising and other promotional activities that are conducted in stores by private 
interests in a competitive market.2

These features of alcohol retail monopolization largely address the three cost-effective strategies, or “best 
buys”, identified by WHO for limiting alcohol-related problems: restricting availability of retailed alcohol, 
banning or restricting marketing, and ensuring sufficiently high prices through excise taxation (43).

Although alcohol taxes are collected separately by government tax authorities, the monopolies set retail 
prices that include these taxes and communicate the different price components openly to the public 
and the suppliers (44–47). In the Nordic countries high alcohol taxes and State-controlled monopolies 
work together as part of a comprehensive strategy to reduce alcohol-related harm. For instance, Nordic 
countries with alcohol monopolies have a higher proportion of alcohol taxes in their final retail prices 
(so-called tax shares) compared to other European countries, including Denmark, where taxes make up 
a smaller share of the price. This results in relatively lower alcohol affordability in the Nordic countries, 
especially given their economic wealth, compared to countries in central and southern Europe (48).

Moreover, there are specific features of the Nordic alcohol monopolies that partially distinguish them 
from other existing alcohol retail monopolies and contribute to the reduction of alcohol-related harms:

• Disinterested management (as it has been termed in discussions of alcohol monopolies): the sales 
volume of a government store is not a consideration in the salary of those managing it, so they do 
not have an incentive to increase sales.

• Extensive staff training: staff at monopoly stores receive extensive and specialized training in 
providing neutral information about products and, for example, offering guidance on pairing alcoholic 
beverages with meals. They are also trained in responsible alcohol sales practices, such as strict age 
verification procedures and refusal of service to intoxicated individuals (such regulations are typically 
less likely to be enforced by staff in privately owned stores).

• A strong public health focus and explicit harm reduction objectives: alcohol monopolies have 
a strong track record of prioritizing strategies to mitigate harm from alcohol; they often support 
research and conduct controlled trials to assess policy interventions aimed at reducing health and 
social impacts.

• Integration with existing alcohol policy frameworks: monopolies align closely with the broader 
welfare architecture of their governments and integrate well with existing alcohol policy frameworks.

As an additional means of contributing to the reduction of alcohol-related harm, the Nordic monopolies 
supplement the efforts of public health authorities by collecting and disseminating health information on 
both the short-term and the long-term effects of alcohol, as well as by conducting independent research 
on how well alcohol policies, such as age verification procedures, are enforced (49). The aim is to ensure 
that the information provided by the monopolies is based on the latest independent research findings 

1 For example, leading studies on the effects of minimum pricing on reducing alcohol consumption were carried out in Canadian 
provinces where the monopoly had adopted such a rule before the term “minimum unit price” had been invented (41).

2 This is often substantial; for instance, nearly half of alcohol advertising in traditional Australian media comes from retailers of 
alcoholic beverages (42).
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and not on limited scattered studies. For example, Systembolaget, the retail monopoly in Sweden, 
allocates 10 million Swedish krona (approximately €1 million) annually to various research projects 
through an independent alcohol research council. This council issues open calls for funding based on 
traditional scientific criteria and provides support to medical and social science alcohol research (35). 
In Norway and Finland the monopolies cooperate with several State authorities and nongovernmental 
organizations and support the work of impartial and independent researchers (36,37). One key advantage 
of this cooperation is that it allows public health-based monopolies to employ knowledgeable staff who 
are well informed both about the various alcoholic beverages and about the monopoly’s objectives, 
national regulations and health impacts. Furthermore, the monopolies have allocated funds to spread 
information on the most effective ways to reduce alcohol-related health and social harms, with research 
results disseminated to governments, local communities and the health-care system. The Nordic alcohol 
monopolies have had a particularly strong role in funding and facilitating independent research on ways 
of reducing alcohol problems.

3. Nordic alcohol retail 
monopolies today 

3.1 The monopolies at a glance

In the Nordic context, State-owned alcohol retail monopolies currently exist in Finland, Iceland, Norway, 
Sweden and the Faroe Islands, which are a self-governing territory of the Kingdom of Denmark. All of these 
Nordic monopolies have been established to mitigate the health and societal harm caused by alcohol 
and are focused on limiting alcohol availability, rather than generating State income. This approach not 
only reflects a societal responsibility towards public health but also aligns with broader public policy 
objectives to safeguard community well-being. Although the systems differ at both regulatory and policy 
levels, they are similar in structure, and there is a clear consensus on the role and overall goal of the 
Nordic approach. Nevertheless, each country maintains its own national alcohol policies and legislation.

Fig. 1 shows some key information on each of the monopolies in the Nordic countries.
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Finland Population, 2023
5 584 264

APC in litres (15+ years) a 8.7 total  
7.4 registered, 1.2 unregistered (2023)

State retail monopoly
Alko, with exclusive right to sell any alcoholic beverages above 
8% ABV and spirits-based premixed drinks above 5.5% ABV

Number of stores/outlets 372 stores  
126 pickup points (2023)

Purchasing age 18 years, alcoholic beverages under 22% ABV
20 years, alcoholic beverages 22% ABV and above

General opening hours

Monday–Thursday: 09:00–21.00 or 9:00–18:00, depending on the 
location of the store
Friday: 09:00–21:00
Saturday: 09:00–18:00
All stores are closed on Sundays. 
Exceptions: limited hours or closed stores on holidays. 

Online sales Yes.

Home delivery No. (Delivery to Alko pickup points only)

Farm sales allowed Yes. Allowed for berry wines, craft beer 
 and malt-based beverages up to 12% ABV.

Share of consumption/sales  
held by the monopoly

39.0% of recorded consumption
33.5% of total consumption (2022)

Ownership and responsibility Ministry of Social Affairs and Health

 a Data are based on national sources (50).

Key indicators on alcohol retail monopolies in the Nordic countries

Fig. 1.  
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Norway Population, 2023
5 519 594

APC in litres (15+ years) a 7.3 total  
6.7 registered, 0.6 unregistered (2022)

State retail monopoly
Vinmonopolet, with exclusive right to sell alcohol  
above 4.7% ABV

Number of stores/outlets 348 stores (2023)

Purchasing age 18 years, alcoholic beverages under 22% ABV
20 years, alcoholic beverages 22% ABV and above

General opening hours

Monday–Friday: 10:00–18:00
Saturday: 10:00–16:00
All stores are closed on Sundays, Christmas Eve, 1 May  
and 17 May, and on public holidays.  
Exceptions: some stores have shorter opening hours.

Online sales Yes.

Home delivery Yes.

Farm sales allowed

Yes. Allowed for products not covered by the European 
Economic Area (EEA) agreement and with up to 22% ABV, 
provided they are produced on-site, use at least one third self-
produced ingredients, exclude added alcohol, and do not exceed 
a 15 000-litre annual sales limit.

Share of consumption/sales  
held by the monopoly 49.7% of all registered sales (2022)

Ownership and responsibility Ministry of Health and Care

 a Data are based on national sources (51).
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Sweden Population, 2023
10 536 632

APC in litres (15+ years) a 8.6 total 
7.4 registered, 1.2 unregistered (2023, preliminary data)

State monopoly
Systembolaget, with exclusive right to sell alcohol  
beverages above 3.5% ABV

Number of stores/outlets 452 stores 
467 agents (2023)

Purchasing age 20 years

General opening hours

Monday–Friday: 10:00–20:00
Saturday: 10:00–15:00
All stores are closed on Sundays.  
Exceptions: limited hours or closed stores on holidays.

Online sales Yes.

Home delivery Yes.

Farm sales allowed

Yes.  Starting from 2025, allowed for all products of small-scale 
producers who make a maximum of 75 000 litres of spirits,  
400 000 litres of fermented drinks up to 10% ABV or up to  
200 000 litres of fermented drinks over 10% ABV. Sales allowed 
only between 10:00 and 20:00 to visitors who have paid for a 
guided tour or lecture, with an individual purchase limit of  
3 litres of wine, beer or cider, and 700 ml of spirits.

Share of consumption/sales  
held by the monopoly

83.3% of registered sales  
70.3% of total consumption (2022)

Ownership and responsibility Ministry of Finance

 a Data are based on national sources (52).
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Iceland Population, 2023
393 600

APC in litres (15+ years) a 7.7 registered consumption (2023)

State monopoly

Vínbúðin as the retail store of the Alcohol and Tobacco Company 
of Iceland (ÁTVR), with the exclusive right to sell alcohol with an 
ABV exceeding 2.25%. ÁTVR holds exclusive rights to sell alcoholic 
beverages and tobacco. Since 2022 breweries have been allowed 
to sell their products directly to customers. Exclusive rights to 
online sales remain a legally disputed area.

Number of stores/outlets 50 stores  
7 delivery points

Purchasing age 20 years

General opening hours

Monday–Thursday: 11:00–18:00
Friday: 11:00–19:00
Saturday: 11:00–18:00
All stores are closed on Sundays.

Online sales Yes. Exclusive rights of the monopoly to online sales  
remain a legally disputed area. 

Home delivery Yes.

Farm sales allowed Yes. For breweries only.

Share of consumption/sales  
held by the monopoly 68.0% of registered sales (2023)

Ownership and responsibility Ministry of Finance and Economic Affairs

 a Data are based on national sources (53).
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Population, 2023
53 270Faroe Islands  

(autonomous territory of the Kingdom of Denmark)

APC in litres a 6.5 total (2022) 
APC in litres (15+ years) cannot be determined

State monopoly Rúsdrekkasøla Landsins, with exclusive right to sell all  
alcoholic beverages including tax-free above 2.8% ABV

Number of stores 6 stores

Purchasing age 18 years

General opening hours Differ across the six existing stores, with generally shorter hours 
on Fridays and Saturdays. All stores are closed on Sundays.

Online sales Yes.

Home delivery Yes.

Farm sales allowed No.

Share of consumption/sales  
held by the monopoly No available data

Ownership and responsibility Ministry of Health

 a Data are based on national sources (54,55).
12

Nordic alcohol monopolies

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO



As Fig. 1 shows, the extent to which the alcohol market is covered by monopolies varies significantly 
across the Nordic countries. In Sweden 83% of registered alcohol sales occur in monopoly stores, while 
the figure is 68% in Iceland and drops to just 50% in Norway. Although data for the Faroe Islands are not 
available, Finland appears to have the lowest coverage of registered alcohol sales among these countries, 
with only 39% occurring in monopoly outlets.

This variation in coverage is influenced by factors such as geography and opportunities for cross-border 
shopping, as well as by legislation regulating the sale of alcoholic beverages outside monopoly systems 
(including online sales) and the alcohol by volume (ABV) thresholds established in each country for 
alcoholic beverages that are allowed to be sold outside monopoly stores. For instance, in Iceland grocery 
stores can only sell alcoholic beverages with an ABV of 2.25% or lower, while Vínbúðin, the monopoly retail 
store, sells all alcoholic beverages exceeding this threshold. In the Faroe Islands, Rúsdrekkasøla Landsins 
has the exclusive right to import and sell all alcoholic beverages with an ABV above 2.8%. In Sweden 
non-monopoly stores are permitted to sell beverages with an ABV of 3.5% or lower, while Systembolaget, 
the monopoly, handles sales of products with higher alcohol content. In Norway grocery stores can sell 
alcohol with an ABV of 4.7% or lower, while the monopoly, Vinmonopolet, retains the exclusive right to 
sell beverages exceeding this limit. Finland has clearly the highest ABV thresholds for beverages that can 
be sold outside the monopoly: grocery stores can sell beverages with an ABV of 5.5% or lower, while the 
monopoly, Alko, is authorized to sell any alcoholic beverages above that threshold. This change occurred 
relatively recently, in 2018, when the ABV limit was raised from 4.7%, allowing full-strength beer and 
premixed beverages made from spirits to be sold outside the monopoly. Moreover, since June 2024 the 
sale of fermented alcoholic beverages below 8% ABV has also been permitted outside monopoly stores.

Opening hours for retail monopoly stores vary across countries, with Finland currently having the longest 
operating hours compared to others. All Nordic countries generally shorten their monopoly store hours on 
Saturdays, and all stores are closed on Sundays to ensure community safety and address social concerns 
related to alcohol consumption.

3.2 How do Nordic monopoly stores differ from other  
alcohol retailers?

The Nordic monopoly stores offer a carefully designed, and in many ways quite unique, shopping 
experience, informed not only by public health considerations but also by behavioural science. The 
stores are service-minded and stay in continuous dialogue with the public and consumers. They offer 
great customer service through well-trained and educated staff, adhere to strict regulatory standards, 
and fulfil the public health mandate entrusted to them by their respective governments. For example, 
much attention is paid to store layout, its social architecture and atmosphere. The monopoly stores are 
typically designed with a clear social architecture to streamline the shopping process, without trying 
to keep the customer in the store as long as possible. Customers can easily navigate the stores, quickly 
find what they need, and proceed to the checkout. The checkout areas are prominently displayed and 
intentionally free of products to minimize impulse purchases, particularly while customers are queueing. 
Unlike typical grocery stores, monopoly stores do not play music, which can influence consumers’ 
purchasing decisions. The quiet atmosphere is intended to help customers make thoughtful, informed 
choices without external influences.

Rigorous staff training is one of the key features of the monopolies, ensuring that personnel can provide 
product advice while also performing competent identity checks and assessment of intoxication at 
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checkouts. The customer-centric, yet public health-oriented policies are another standout feature. In 
some countries customers can return their unopened beverages if they keep the receipts, and online 
orders can be cancelled and returned within a certain period. These and other features encourage 
customers to make better-informed choices and to change their behaviour with a view to reducing 
alcohol consumption. For example, the “second thoughts trolley” in the larger Systembolaget stores in 
Sweden is a small but significant feature of its social architecture. Located near the checkout counter 
and often marked by a sign asking customers whether they really need all their selected products, it 
allows shoppers to place items they have decided against buying in the box. This concept is intended to 
provide customers with a last-minute opportunity to reconsider their purchases before finalizing their 
transaction. It encourages thoughtful decision-making and reduces impulse buys. Items placed in the 
second thoughts trolley are then returned to the shelves by staff, ensuring that products are not wasted 
and are available for other customers.

In contrast to grocery stores and other shops, where alcohol sales are generally driven by marketing 
tactics and profit motives, the Nordic retail monopolies offer a structured and thoughtful environment 
for purchasing alcohol that is not guided by profit-making. Based on public health considerations, their 
approach seeks to strike a balance between customer service and responsible management of alcohol 
sales, with the aim of minimizing harm and promoting informed consumption. In their contact with 
the retail monopolies, customers are provided with knowledge of alcoholic beverages, their origins, 
ingredients, and other considerations and information in a setting that does not pressure them into 
making a purchase.
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4. Do monopolies make a 
difference? Alcohol consumption 
and harm in the EU and the 
Nordic monopoly countries

This section aims to compare alcohol consumption and harm in the Nordic alcohol monopoly countries 
and in the EU, drawing on the comprehensive data compiled in the WHO Global Information System on 
Alcohol and Health (56). These data are systematically collected and validated by WHO Member States 
and were recently summarized in the 2024 WHO Global status report on alcohol and health and treatment 
of substance use disorders (6).

4.1 Alcohol per capita consumption

Alcohol per capita consumption (APC) refers to the average amount of alcohol consumed by each person 
within a specific population over a defined period, usually a calendar year. It encompasses all types of 
alcoholic beverages, including beer, wine and spirits, and is measured in litres of pure alcohol (ethanol) 
per person aged 15 years and over. APC is widely recognized as a good indicator for assessing alcohol 
exposure in a population, and it is more widely available compared to other measures of alcohol use. 
APC is also considered a good indicator for estimating alcohol-attributable harm (38).

The EU27 is the global region with the highest APC worldwide.3 In 2019 the average total APC among adults 
(15+ years) in the EU27 was 11.0 litres of pure alcohol, twice the world average. The Nordic countries that 
have retail monopolies are well below the EU27 average, with a lower APC than most EU countries (Fig. 2).

3 The 27 countries that comprise the EU27 are Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, 
France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands (Kingdom of the), Poland, 
Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden.
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a APC is measured in litres of pure alcohol. Data are derived from the WHO Global Information System on Alcohol and Health (56); 
WHO’s global estimates are produced by collecting and standardizing data from multiple sources and using statistical models to 
fill gaps.

4.2 Heavy episodic drinking

Heavy episodic drinking (HED) is another relevant measure of alcohol use, defined by WHO as consuming at 
least 60 g of pure alcohol on one or more occasions in the previous 30 days. This corresponds to consuming 
about six 350 ml bottles of beer (Europe’s most consumed alcoholic beverage) on each such occasion. 
HED is a drinking pattern of particular public health relevance, as it is associated with immediate risks 
such as alcohol poisoning and injuries. Historically, the pattern of drinking in Nordic cultures resembled 
the patterns in eastern Europe, with HED as a dominant pattern and distilled spirits accounting for a large 
proportion of beverages consumed (57).

The prevalence of HED among the adult population (15+ years) (Fig. 3) and among young people (15–19 
years) (Fig. 4) varies significantly both across the EU27 and among the Nordic countries with retail 
monopolies. Iceland and Finland exhibit higher prevalence than the EU27 average, whereas Sweden and 
Norway show lower prevalence rates.

a HED is defined as consuming at least 60 g of pure alcohol (5–6 standard glasses) on one or more occasions in the previous 30 days. 
Data are age-standardized for the total adult population (15+ years).
Source: WHO Global Information System on Alcohol and Health (56).
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Fig. 2. Total APC of the total adult population (15+ years) in the EU27 countries, Iceland and Norway, 2019 a

Fig. 3. Prevalence of (age-standardized) HED among the adult population (15+ years) in the EU27 countries, 
Iceland and Norway, 2019 a
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a HED is defined as consuming at least 60 g of pure alcohol (5–6 standard glasses) on one or more occasions in the previous 30 days.
Source: WHO Global Information System on Alcohol and Health (56).

4.3 Alcohol-attributable disability-adjusted life years

Disability-adjusted life years (DALYs) are a measure of overall disease burden, expressed as the number 
of years lost due to ill health, disability or early death. In the context of alcohol harm, DALYs are used to 
quantify the impact of alcohol-related conditions and injuries on population health. They combine the 
years of life lost due to premature mortality and the years lived with disability due to alcohol-related 
diseases, injuries and conditions. DALYs provide a comprehensive assessment of the health impacts of 
alcohol use, allowing comparisons across different countries.

Analysing the rates of alcohol-attributable DALYs across the EU27 countries, Iceland and Norway, the 
monopoly countries – except Finland – also stand out in this respect (Fig. 5). The age-standardized DALY 
rates are substantially lower in the Nordic monopoly countries compared to the EU27, with the exception 
of Finland, where alcohol is more broadly available because of the longer opening hours of monopoly 
stores compared to other Nordic monopoly countries and the fact that grocery stores are permitted to 
sell a larger range of beverages with higher ABV. 

Source: WHO Global Information System on Alcohol and Health (56).

Fig. 4. Prevalence of HED among young people aged 15–19 years in the EU27 countries, Iceland and Norway, 2019 a
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Fig. 5. Rate of (age-standardized) DALYs per 100 000 inhabitants in the EU27 countries, Iceland and Norway, 2019 
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4.4 Alcohol-attributable deaths

A comparison of alcohol-attributable deaths among the EU27 countries, Iceland and Finland shows a 
similar pattern to that of DALYs, with the Nordic monopoly countries positioned at the lower end of the 
scale (Fig. 6).

Source: WHO Global Information System on Alcohol and Health (56).

4.5 Changes in patterns of alcohol consumption  
and alcohol-attributable harm

One of the most detailed comparative monitoring studies in alcohol epidemiology across the EU was 
carried out within the Joint Action on Reducing Alcohol-related Harm project (59). The result of this very 
first Standard European Alcohol Survey, which was carried out in 19 European countries in 2015–2016, 
showed that drinking cultures have remained quite varied across the EU. Some countries have a traditional 
drinking pattern of high quantities on one occasion; in others, drinking on a daily basis is common; and 
in yet others, it is characteristic to drink beer frequently and in large quantities.

The Nordic countries traditionally belonged to the northern/eastern HED culture, which is characterized 
by occasional but intense episodes in which large quantities of alcohol, typically spirits, are consumed 
in a short period, such episodes often being socially accepted as part of celebrations and social activities 
(60–62). However, drinking patterns in many of these countries have shifted over time from traditional 
spirits consumption to resemble cultures marked by beer- and wine-drinking (see, for instance, Kraus 
et al. (60)).

Overall, the Nordic alcohol retail monopolies have played a crucial role in shaping drinking patterns 
in their respective countries by regulating availability, eliminating sales promotions and point-of-sale 
marketing, supporting the implementation of high alcohol taxes as part of comprehensive alcohol 
frameworks, and supporting public health initiatives. On the one hand, the monopolies have shaped 
drinking habits by offering a wide range of alcoholic products in their stores and thereby diversifying 
beverage preferences in traditionally spirits-drinking countries. On the other hand, they have played 
a key role in communicating the various harms to the public caused by alcohol and promoting more 
controlled and moderate alcohol consumption.

As of 2024, various drinking patterns were prevalent in different Nordic countries, as shown in Fig. 7 (63).

Fig. 6. Proportion of alcohol-attributable deaths among all deaths in the EU27 countries, Iceland and Norway, 2019
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Source: based on Correia et al. (63).

Fig. 7. various clusters of drinking patterns across the EU27, Iceland and Norway, based on APC,  
beverage preference and drinking status indicators, 2024

Countries with high beer and low spirits consumption in central-western Europe

Countries with high lifetime abstainers and high spirits consumption in eastern Europe

Countries with high beer consumption and HED among current drinkers in eastern Europe

Countries with high spirits and “other” beverages consumption in eastern Europe

Countries with high current drinkers and HED

Wine-drinking countries

Data not available
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One example of these shifting drinking patterns is seen in the developments in Finland and Sweden. 
Finland, where the monopoly’s share of registered consumption was only 39% in 2022 (64), is categorized 
in the same consumption pattern group as Iceland and Ireland, which are characterized by a high number 
of people in the population who consume alcohol as well as by a high prevalence of HED. In contrast, 
Sweden, where the monopoly’s share was 70.3% in 2022, now belongs in the same group as countries 
such as France and Italy (63), which are characterized by wine drinking. The above-mentioned differences 
in HED prevalence between the Nordic countries further contribute to the differences in the identified 
consumption pattern groups.

A closer examination of all the above-mentioned indicators, as well as total mortality rates over time, may 
provide some further insights into the public health implications for the Nordic monopolies. As shown 
in Fig. 8, in the first two decades of the 21st century total and recorded APC in all Nordic countries with 
alcohol monopolies remained lower than the EU27 average (though individual trends varied). Drinking 
levels were highest in Denmark, the only Nordic country without a monopoly (excluding its self-governing 
territory, the Faroe Islands). Finland follows, with its APC increasing after 2000, then decreasing, and 
finally stagnating at a level similar to that of Denmark and Sweden. Sweden demonstrated quite stable 
trends over time, with a substantial proportion of unrecorded alcohol in its total APC, mostly coming from 
cross-border shopping in Denmark and Germany. Iceland and Norway showed lower total APC levels than 
the other countries, although Iceland’s level has increased in recent years. In terms of HED, Finland and 
Iceland have historically demonstrated a higher HED prevalence compared to the EU and other Nordic 
countries, with a declining trend in Finland and a rising trend in Iceland. Denmark, Norway and Sweden 
showed lower HED prevalence, with slight fluctuations but generally stable or decreasing trends.

Source: Global Information System on Alcohol and Health (56); Correia et al. (63).

2000 2005 2010 2015 2019 2000 2005 2010 2015 2019 2000 2005 2010 2015 2019

8 8

10 10

12 12

35

40

45

Total APC (litres of pure alcohol) Recorded APC (litres of pure alcohol) HED (%)

2000 2005 2010 2015 2019 2000 2005 2010 2015 2019 2000 2005 2010 2015 2019

3

4

5

6

7

20

30

40

400

500

All deaths (per 100 000 inhabitants) Alcohol-attributable deaths (per 100 000 inhabitants) Alcohol-attributable deaths (%)

Iceland Sweden EU27Denmark Finland Norway

Fig. 8. various indicators of alcohol consumption and harm in the Nordic countries with alcohol monopolies, 
Denmark and other EU27 countries, 2000–2019
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There was a consistent decline in overall and alcohol-attributable death rates in the EU and all Nordic 
countries, with the exception of Iceland, where alcohol-attributable deaths increased after 2010. Denmark 
showed the highest overall death rate, as well as the second-highest alcohol-attributable death rate 
and second-highest proportion of all deaths attributable to alcohol as compared to the other Nordic 
countries. Overall, Finland was the country with the highest alcohol-attributable death rate and overall 
contribution of alcohol to its mortality, which was at a level similar to the EU average. Although the gap 
in alcohol-attributable burden between these two countries and the other Nordics had been closing over 
time, the two countries still stood out from the others, which may be partly explained by their APC levels 
and prevalence of HED being at or above the EU average. Although data on these indicators are only 
available for the years 2000–2019, the trends suggest that, despite some fluctuations, Nordic monopoly 
countries have maintained alcohol consumption and alcohol-attributable disease burdens below the EU 
average. Finland is a notable exception, where HED combined with high alcohol consumption contributes 
to high alcohol-attributable mortality rates. The more recent data indicate that, while total APC in the EU 
remained stable in the decade after 2010, all Nordic countries, except Iceland (where consumption was 
among the lowest in Europe), reduced their total APC over the same period.

4.6 How do monopolies make a difference?

There is consistent evidence that the structure of the retail alcohol distribution system significantly affects 
alcohol sales, with government monopolies on off-premises retail sales influencing alcohol consumption 
and related harms (65,66).

The most comprehensive analysis of the impact of monopolization versus privatization on alcohol 
consumption is a systematic review of 12 distinct privatization events across North America and Europe 
(35). The review found strong evidence that privatizing retail alcohol sales leads to increased alcohol 
consumption, including what the authors classify as excessive consumption. Across 17 studies, privatization 
was associated with a median 44.4% increase in sales in locations that privatized retail alcohol sales and 
a slight decline in sales of non-privatized beverages. One study also showed that remonopolization of 
alcohol sales in Sweden reduced alcohol-related harms, highlighting the potential for policy to influence 
consumption patterns and associated outcomes (68). The review also developed an analytical framework 
for assessing the impact of privatizing alcohol sales; privatization often increases the density of alcohol 
outlets, extends selling hours and days, and broadens the range of available products and brands, 
making alcohol more accessible and appealing, particularly to high-risk drinkers. While overall prices 
may rise, privatized systems frequently offer low-cost options that attract heavy drinkers. Additionally, 
increased competition among outlets tends to amplify alcohol advertising and promotion and may 
weaken enforcement of sales regulations, such as minimum drinking age laws. These factors collectively 
enhance demand and access, potentially driving increased alcohol consumption and related harms 
(35). The findings thus suggest that the Nordic monopolies’ strict regulation of alcohol availability and 
elimination of promotion and marketing at sales outlets, including online stores, are key features that 
contribute to reduced alcohol consumption at the population level in their respective countries.

There are at least two well-documented real-world examples from the Nordic countries illustrating that 
increases in alcohol consumption, at both individual and population levels, correlate with periods when 
the retail monopolies were relatively weak in terms of status and coverage, as revealed in survey data 
and alcohol sales figures.
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One of the most comprehensive studies documenting this relationship examines the impact on different 
population groups of changes introduced by Finland’s 1969 Alcohol Act, which significantly transformed 
the country’s alcohol consumption landscape. The Act allowed the sale of medium-strength beer (up to 
4.7% ABV) in grocery stores and cafés, and also lifted the ban on Alko stores in rural areas, which led to 
a notable increase in the number of licensed establishments, with fully licensed restaurants growing by 
46% and Alko retail stores by 22%. Consequently, overall alcohol consumption increased by 46%, with 
medium-strength beer consumption rising by 242% and total beer consumption by 125%. Consumption 
of light beer, on the other hand, dropped by 50%, reflecting a shift in drinking preferences. This increase 
was observed across all demographic groups, regardless of age, gender, education or urban/rural status. 
However, the largest increases were observed in those who initially had higher consumption levels; among 
women, especially those aged 15–29 years; and among residents of rural areas (67).

Sweden serves as a notable example of how changes in alcohol availability outside monopoly stores can 
influence consumption levels in both directions. A time-series analysis examined alcohol sales data in 
relation to policy changes affecting the alcohol monopolies’ range of coverage of beer. In 1965, just a few 
years before Finland, the sale of medium-strength beer (up to 4.7% ABV) was permitted in grocery stores. 
In the period 1965–1977, alcohol sales increased by 15% compared to the preceding years (1961–1965). 
However, unlike Finland, Sweden reversed this policy in 1977 after observing these increases. Subsequently, 
in the three years following the withdrawal of medium-strength beer from grocery stores, sales decreased 
by 15% compared to the 1965–1977 period (68,69).

Additionally, as already explained, Nordic monopolies have played a key role in shifting drinking patterns 
away from heavy, irregular consumption of spirits separate from meals. This shift has been influenced by 
the introduction of a wider variety of alcoholic beverages in monopoly stores, offering customers more 
options than regular stores. Additionally, the obligation of monopoly staff to provide neutral information 
on the different beverages encourages customers to consume alcohol with food, further shaping drinking 
patterns. Clear regulations on opening hours, strict age verification procedures, and refusal of service to 
intoxicated individuals also contribute to shaping long-term drinking behaviours and social norms. The 
monopolies have contributed to relatively low levels of consumption in a region historically known for 
alcohol-related problems, where prohibition was at one point introduced in response to alcohol harm.
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5. Protecting young people – 
fundamental for the monopolies

5.1 Lower prevalence of alcohol use among young people  
in Nordic countries with monopolies

Alcohol use is the leading global risk factor for the burden of disease among people aged 10–24 years (2). 
Early onset of alcohol use/early initiation of drinking is associated with a heightened risk of alcohol and 
other substance use disorders, as well as related issues such as violence, injuries and social problems 
(70,71). Heavy alcohol consumption during adolescence impairs cognitive development and tends to 
continue into adulthood, and it is linked with alcohol-related issues such as dependence, premature 
mortality and reduced work performance (72,73). Delaying the onset of alcohol use and preventing 
or reducing experiences of intoxication in adolescents could substantially decrease the risk of various 
alcohol-related harms later in life.

For example, a recent national cohort study from Finland indicates that raising the minimum legal 
drinking age (MLDA) not only benefits adolescents and young adults but also reduces alcohol-related 
health problems in later life (74). It reveals a clear association between exposure to a lower MLDA during 
youth and decreased alcohol-related morbidity and mortality later on; the trend is also associated with 
reduced socioeconomic health disparities and is particularly marked among those with lower educational 
attainment. These findings underscore the importance of MLDA policies and their enforcement in preventing 
long-term alcohol harm and suggest that interventions targeting late adolescence could significantly 
impact public health outcomes.

The Nordic monopolies have given high priority to reducing young people’s drinking. In monopoly stores 
in Norway and Sweden, all customers who look below 25 years of age are obliged to show an official 
identity document to prove that they are above the purchase age limit, while in Finland the instruction 
is to do this if the customer looks below 30 years. To check how the monopolies enforce their age limits, 
so-called mystery shopper surveys using young-looking test customers are carried out once or twice a 
year. These studies showed that in 2022 the rate of identity checks was 97% at Systembolaget in Sweden 
(75), 97% at Alko in Finland (76) and 96% at Vinmonopolet in Norway (77). In Norway, in 2022, 15 278 
customers attempting to buy alcohol were turned away because they could not show a valid proof of 
identity or were under the legal purchasing age. Overall, the compliance rate is much higher than in 
countries without retail monopolies, such as Slovenia (12%), Netherlands (Kingdom of the) (28%) and 
Lithuania (55%), according to the most recent data (78,79). Moreover, store employees are not allowed 
to sell to people who they suspect are buying alcohol for minors.

Young people’s drinking often, but not always, mirrors the drinking behaviour of the total population 
in the country. For example, prevalence rates of current drinking are higher in the EU27 (77%) and the 
WHO European Region (62%) as compared to the global average (44%) and other regions, which is also 
reflected in the high level of drinking among young people in the EU27 (56). According to global WHO 
data, alcohol consumption among 15–19-year-olds in Nordic countries with monopolies is lower than 
the EU27 average, as it is among adults (Fig. 9).
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a APC is measured in litres of pure alcohol.
Source: WHO Global Information System on Alcohol and Health (56).

These estimates are partly based on pan-European survey projects, such as the European School Survey 
Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs (ESPAD), which is a collaborative research project that aims to collect 
comparable data on substance use among 15–16-year-old students across Europe. The latest ESPAD 
data from 2019 show that fewer 15–16-year-olds in Nordic alcohol monopoly countries reported that 
they had tried alcohol in their lifetime: Iceland (37%), Norway (53%), Sweden (58%) and Finland (69%), 
compared to an ESPAD average lifetime prevalence of 79% across Europe, which includes Denmark, the 
only Nordic country without a retail monopoly, at 92% (Fig. 10) (80). However, the Faroe Islands, a self-
governing territory of the Kingdom of Denmark, were an exception to this pattern, reporting a lifetime 
prevalence of 80%.

[1]  In accordance with United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244 (1999).

a The ESPAD average is derived from the following: Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Faroe Islands, Finland, 
France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Kosovo [1], Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Monaco, Montenegro, Netherlands 
(Kingdom of the), North Macedonia, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and Ukraine.
Source: based on ESPAD 2019 data (80).

Fig. 9. Total APC among 15–19-year-olds in the EU27 countries, Iceland and Norway, 2019 a
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Furthermore, ESPAD results showed that prevalence of HED in the previous 30 days was generally lower 
in the Nordic monopoly countries/territories – Iceland (8%), Norway (16%), Sweden (20%), Finland 
(22%) and Faroe Islands (32%) – than the ESPAD average of 34% and lower than Denmark at 59%, the 
highest reported prevalence of all countries (80). Similarly, 15–16-year-olds from Nordic countries with 
monopolies generally experienced lower levels of alcohol intoxication in the previous 30 days: Iceland 
(3.8%), Norway (8.6%) and Sweden (9.4%) reported lower intoxication prevalence compared to the 
ESPAD average of 13%. Finland and the Faroe Islands both reported 13%, whereas Denmark reported 
the highest prevalence in the entire sample, with 40% of their 15–16-year-olds getting intoxicated with 
alcohol at least once in the previous 30 days (80).

As mentioned above, one key indicator of drinking among young people that is indicative of future 
behaviour is the age of onset of alcohol use. An average of 33% of the young people in the ESPAD study 
reported that they had used alcohol at the age of 13 or earlier. In the Nordic alcohol monopoly countries/
territories, the reported percentages were lower: 7.1% in Iceland, 13% in Norway, 15% in Sweden, 20% 
in the Faroe Islands and 24% in Finland. Denmark again reported the highest prevalence of the entire 
sample, with 43% of the young people surveyed reporting that they had consumed alcohol at the age 
of 13 or earlier (80,81).

5.2 The role of Nordic monopolies in raising awareness  
of alcohol’s harm

The Nordic monopolies are also actively raising awareness of the harms caused by alcohol among parents 
and supporting the distribution of information to consumers about the impact on children of adults’ 
alcohol consumption and intoxication at events such as parties and family dinners. For example, the 
brochure Teenagers and alcohol is distributed for free to all parents/guardians in Sweden and Norway, 
and in Norway Vinmonopolet distributes information to parents on how to “say no” to teenagers who 
ask them to provide alcohol (82). The brochures give information about alcohol and ideas for parents 
on how to talk about alcohol with teenagers, and additionally Vinmonopolet has a dedicated campaign 
targeting young adults under the age of 25 to raise awareness of their responsibility not to buy alcohol for 
minors and providing tips on how to refuse such requests (82). Several studies have found that alcohol-
related attitudes and norms among parents have been changed by such efforts (83,84). Disapproval of 
underage drinking has become more common in the Nordic countries, and one factor mentioned behind 
the decline in underage drinking is a change in parents’ attitudes. For example, disapproval of drinking 
alcohol in the presence of children was 91% in Norway, 86% in Sweden and 85% in Finland, compared to 
only 69% in Denmark. Similarly, disapproval of occasionally providing alcohol to individuals under the 
age of 18 was substantially higher in Sweden (69%), Norway (68%) and Finland (41%) than in Denmark, 
where only 19% considered it to be wrong (81). As mentioned in section 2.4, one of the key features of 
the Nordic alcohol monopolies is their active role in funding and disseminating research to inform policy 
and educate the public about alcohol-related issues. For example, Sweden’s Systembolaget has its own 
Alcohol Research Council that funds various studies related to alcohol consumption and its effects on 
young people, including a longitudinal study among adolescents and various studies on treatment 
interventions aimed at adolescents (85–87), and in Finland Alko donates money to the Finnish Foundation 
for Alcohol Studies for it to fund independent alcohol research (88).
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6. Strong public support for the 
Nordic alcohol monopolies

Policy measures that restrict market freedom, such as State-owned monopolies focused on public health, 

are more likely to persist if they enjoy high legitimacy and public support. This can be achieved if the 

institutions concerned demonstrate that they operate on evidence-based principles and function in a 

social contract with citizens who understand that the institutions are well intentioned and have their 

interests at heart. Recent studies in the Nordic countries indicate that a majority of the population have 

confidence in the ability of the Nordic monopolies to reduce alcohol consumption and mitigate related 

health and social harms (89).

This has not always been the case, however. In the early 1990s Sweden, Finland and Norway negotiated 

membership of the EEA; Sweden and Finland (but not Norway) then proceeded to negotiate membership 

of the EU, which they joined in 1995. Membership of the EEA and the EU resulted in new trade liberalization 

requirements that decreased public support for the Nordic alcohol monopolies. Moreover, in the 1980s 

and 1990s retail monopoly stores in the Nordic countries were designed to create separation between 

customers and beverages in a way that did not meet consumers’ interests. For example, customers had to 

queue to get to the sales desk and then ask for the products they wanted. Self-service alcohol shops were 

rare and the monopolies were considered to be outdated by the majority of citizens. This led to increased 

policy discussions, research and surveys on potential changes in the Nordic monopoly countries. The 

new situation – both EEA and EU membership and the rise of a new generation of customers with specific 

interests and needs – therefore required change. The outcome of negotiations between the European 

Commission’s task force and the internal working groups at the respective government offices led to a 

decision to adapt alcohol retail monopolies in alignment with EU law and address emerging challenges. 

It was found necessary to establish a better balance between retaining restrictions on sales to minimize 

alcohol-related problems and, at the same time, meeting customers’ demands for consumer guidance, 

service and health information. Achieving this balance, while still focusing on public health, had an 

impact on public opinion.

A key factor underlying the current customer confidence and satisfaction rates in the monopoly countries 

is that the monopolies still have a clear focus on their motivating rationales – namely, to contribute to 

reducing the harm, both social and health-related, caused by alcohol consumption, especially by protecting 

young people. After joining the EEA/EU, the Nordic countries managed to retain their retail monopolies 

and high alcohol excise taxes, thereby excluding a major part of the commercial, profit-maximizing 

element. For example, they continued to sell alcohol without promotional deals or incentive systems 

and to apply strict selling rules and age controls (90,91).

26
Nordic alcohol monopolies

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO



One example of this evolving balance is seen in the developments that took place in Sweden. The guiding 

vision of Sweden’s Systembolaget became “a society in which everyone can enjoy alcoholic drinks with 

consideration about health and without harming either themselves or others” (89). Public confidence in 

Systembolaget increased steadily during the 2000s, from a relatively low level in 2004, when only 24% had 

very or fairly high confidence in the company, to the situation in 2022, when as many as 58% had a high 

level of confidence and only 5% had fairly or very little confidence (89). By contrast, when respondents 

were asked whether they favoured alcoholic beverages being sold in grocery stores, the results showed 

a significant shift: while 50% responded positively in 2001, indicating that allowing such sales was a very 

good or fairly good idea, this percentage had decreased to 28% by 2022 (Fig. 11).

Source: Karlsson et al. (89).

A similar development can be seen in Norway. In 2023 some 60% of respondents agreed that Vinmonopolet 
should retain exclusive rights to off-premises retail sales of wine and spirits, while 87% held a positive 
view of the company. Furthermore, Vinmonopolet continues to appear in national rankings among the 
top companies in Norway in terms of reputation (92).

In Finland support for the alcohol monopoly and national alcohol policy has been tracked in an opinion 
poll of people’s views on the matter (93). In 2024, 55% of the Finnish population stated that the retail 
alcohol monopoly Alko is “a good way” to reduce alcohol-related harm. Even though the proportion has 
decreased in recent years, there is still ongoing support for the monopoly’s public health mission (Fig. 12).

Confidence in Systembolaget (% very high or fairly high)
Public support for selling strong beer, wine and spirits in grocery stores (% very good or fairly good idea)

Fig. 11. Changing confidence in Systembolaget and public support for allowing sales in grocery stores, 
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Source: Karlsson (2024) (93).

According to the same poll, support for the sale of wine in grocery stores is also declining. In 2022, 54% 
of participants stated that they supported the proposal to sell wine in grocery stores, but this figure had 
declined to 44% by 2024 (93).

As already mentioned, in order to meet customers’ needs and comply with EU regulations, the monopolies 
have a special responsibility to offer good service and adhere to trade rules (94). They provide the same 
service and beverage choices across all regions of their respective countries, ensuring strict compliance 
with trade regulations and offering a range of alcoholic beverages in a nondiscriminatory manner, 
without regard to producer or country of origin. While not all stores carry every item, nearly all alcoholic 
beverages can be ordered from any monopoly store or agent in the country at no additional cost. For 
example, Systembolaget has approximately 900 suppliers and 28 000 items in its range, including wine, 
beer, spirits and cider (95).

A recent development aimed at aligning customer interests and sustainability considerations is the 
Nordic retail monopolies’ focus on reducing not only alcohol’s negative impact on public health but also 
its environmental and climate impact. The entire life cycle of the product and its impact on individuals, 
society and the environment is considered, even before it is consumed, including factors such as working 
conditions in the cultivation of raw materials and the production of beverages, and the effects of pesticides 
and fertilizers on soil viability. The significant climate impact associated with packaging, manufacturing 
and shipment is also a key focus. As some of the world’s largest purchasers of alcoholic beverages, the 
Nordic monopolies are in a unique position to influence sustainability across the supply chain, including 
areas such as working conditions, biodiversity and water supply. Collaboratively, the monopolies are 
actively working to mitigate the environmental impact of alcohol production and transport, with efforts to 
reduce carbon dioxide emissions. In Sweden’s Systembolaget retail shops, for example, alcohol products 
are labelled with information about their environmental and climate impact, guiding customers towards 
products that meet stringent sustainability criteria and reflect the company’s strong commitment to 
environmental considerations and social responsibility (Fig. 13) (96–98).
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a The green label reads (from top): Environmentally certified – cultivation and production; Social responsibility – cultivation 
and production; Lower climate impact – packaging.
Source: Systembolaget (99).

In summary, the reasons for retaining and increasing public support for monopolies include the growing 
trend to accommodate customers’ needs and wishes and to make their visits pleasant experiences, while 
at the same time having a clear public health mission and objective. The first goal is achieved through, 
for example, self-service options, a wide variety of products that far exceed those typically available in 
grocery stores, and the availability of informed and trained personnel who offer purchase advice. The 
second objective is achieved by employing highly trained staff who are motivated to fulfil the mission of 
the monopoly stores. These employees are trained in responsible sales practices, such as denying service 
to intoxicated and underage customers, and providing comprehensive information to both customers 
and the general population about the harms associated with alcohol (94).

Fig. 13. Label giving information on production and packaging from a Systembolaget store in Sweden a
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7. Are the Nordic alcohol 
monopolies still relevant to 
reducing harm today?

7.1 Nordic monopolies in the context of the EEA Agreement  
and EU membership

In the EU both public health and alcohol policy are matters of national competence, but – in accordance 
with the principle of primacy – any national laws and regulations must be compatible with EU law. In 
particular, a State monopoly of a commercial character needs to ensure that no discrimination exists 
between providers in different EU Member States, in line with Article 37 of the Treaty on the Functioning 
of the European Union regarding the conditions under which goods are procured and marketed (100). 
When Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden became members of the EEA in 1994, and with Finland and 
Sweden joining the EU in 1995, the Nordic retail alcohol monopolies were permitted to continue because 
their aim was to protect public health. Their methods of product selection, retail sales network, and 
marketing did not disadvantage imported goods from other Member States “in law or in fact” and were 
not considered disproportionate (37). On the other hand, the import, export and wholesale monopolies 
were considered by the European Commission to distort competition and free trade and hence to conflict 
with the EU’s primary objective of creating a single market. Thus, despite considerations of health within 
the Nordic States, these monopolies had to be abolished.

In addition, the Nordic monopolies fall under EU competition rules and cannot abuse their dominant 
position (Article 102 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union) (100). To date, the retail 
alcohol monopolies have taken the necessary actions to ensure that their systems of product selection 
give equal treatment to national products and products produced in other countries.

There are growing challenges facing the Nordic monopolies, despite the strong public support they 
enjoy and their strong performance. While the current policy discourse in some Nordic countries is not 
focused mainly on abolishing the monopolies per se, there are policy initiatives to open up sales through 
other channels, thereby undermining their rationale and current roles and functions. These initiatives 
include, for example, in Sweden, the introduction of farm-gate sales (meaning that alcohol producers 
could sell their products at the site of production) and permitting Internet sales through providers other 
than Systembolaget. In Finland the policy changes permit the sale of alcoholic beverages up to 8% ABV 
and spirits-based premixed drinks up to 5.5% ABV in grocery stores, with initial proposals suggesting a 
higher limit of up to 15% ABV for wines (101–104). 

One reason why the policy discourse has not been focused on abolishing the monopolies is the strong 
public support. However, there are substantial concerns that the proposed changes would lower the 
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proportion of alcoholic beverages sold through the monopoly stores, potentially leading to indirect 
discrimination against imported products, which is forbidden in Article 37 regarding monopolies in the 
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (100).

For example, in Sweden the overall remit of the government inquiry into farm-gate sales of alcoholic 
beverages is to investigate whether and how such sales could be introduced while retaining the monopoly 
in the country (101). The suggestion from the inquiry (still pending a final decision) is to allow very limited 
sales (below 0.7 litres of spirits, 3 litres of fermented drinks and 3 litres of strong beer per customer). Only 
small-scale and independent producers would be allowed to sell alcoholic drinks at the site of production 
as part of organized visits to the farm.

In June 2024 the Swedish Government outlined a plan to allow farm sales of alcoholic beverages in 
Sweden while maintaining Systembolaget’s retail monopoly (102). The proposal is in alignment with the 
recent inquiry, and further restrictions have been added to the sales requirements. The proposal includes 
all alcoholic beverages – beer, cider, wine and spirits. Winemakers must grow their own grapes to be 
considered for farm sales, and sales must take place at a point directly adjacent to the manufacturing site 
or place of cultivation. Only small-scale and artisanal production will be involved: up to 75 000 litres of 
spirits, 400 000 litres of fermented beverages up to 10% ABV, and 200 000 litres of fermented beverages 
of more than 10% ABV. All purchases must be preceded by a paid lecture or tour of the manufacturing 
site. A referral to the Council on Legislation was decided in July 2024, at the same time as it was notified 
to the European Commission. The Government’s view is that this limited proposal protects the retail 
monopoly and is deemed compatible with EU law and the aim of protecting public health.

Apart from the possibility that farm-gate sales will be permitted in Sweden, a new court case on Internet 
sales presents a significant challenge to Systembolaget’s monopoly on alcohol sales. In 2019 Systembolaget 
brought a legal action against a Danish online retailer and its Swedish parent company to halt their 
alcohol sales to Swedish consumers. Despite initially winning in a lower court, Systembolaget’s injunction 
was overturned by the Swedish Supreme Court in July 2023. The court ruled that the Danish company’s 
e-commerce sales, facilitated through a Swedish parent company, did not violate Swedish alcohol laws 
as they involved private importation, not retail trade in Sweden. Aligned with previous case law from 
the Court of Justice of the European Union, this ruling marks a precedent allowing cross-border Internet 
sales of alcohol into Sweden (103).

There are more far-reaching policy developments in Finland which are challenging the position of the 
Finnish alcohol retail monopoly. The current government programme for the period 2023–2027 contains 
several proposals concerning alcohol in a section entitled “Opening up markets and increasing competition” 
that would further decrease the proportion of alcohol sold through the monopoly (104). These include 
extending retail sales licences to include fermented beverages with a maximum of 8% ABV, exploring 
the feasibility of allowing sales of wines up to 15% ABV in such stores, and permitting farm sales directly 
to consumers from production sites and online for small wineries, craft breweries and small distilleries 
(105). By February 2024 the Government had already notified the European Commission of the proposed 
change to allow sales of fermented alcoholic beverages up to 8% ABV in grocery stores, and – despite 
the Commission’s concerns that this measure might lead to discrimination against imported products – 
the proposal was passed in spring 2024 (Box 2) (106,107). Since June 2024 new Finnish regulations have 
permitted the sale of fermented alcoholic beverages up to 8% ABV in food outlets such as supermarkets, 
kiosks and petrol stations. Moreover, the Finnish Government will introduce another proposal to authorize 
home delivery of alcohol (107).
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Box 2. Finland’s proposal to extend sales of fermented beverages up to 8% ABv and the EU’s response

The proposed Finnish law to extend sales of fermented beverages up to 8% ABV to grocery stores was 
notified to the European Commission’s Technical Regulation Information System in early 2024. This 
is an online database and notification system designed to facilitate the exchange of information on 
technical regulations and standards among EU Member States; it plays a crucial role in enhancing 
regulatory cooperation and ensuring that technical regulations across the EU are compatible with 
the principles of free movement of goods, services and persons.

On 10 October 2023 the Commission had provided feedback on the proposal, requesting further 
details from Finland regarding the public health justification for the differential distribution and 
treatment of equally strong alcoholic products made through fermentation or distillation. It further 
requested scientific evidence to substantiate the assumption that products made from distilled 
spirits with 5.5–8% ABV would be more appealing to underage girls than fermentation-based 
beverages with an equivalent ABV. It also asked for an assessment of the effects of the measure on 
competition between producers of alcoholic beverages. On 20 October 2023 the Finnish authorities 
replied to the request, still asserting that one of the main arguments for allowing only fermented 
alcoholic beverages to be sold in grocery stores was the protection of young people, especially 
girls. In its reply of 15 December 2023, the Commission emphasized the need for solid evidence 
of health risks and stated that national authorities were required to prove that the marketing of 
specific products posed a serious and real risk to public health. An important remark from the 
Commission emphasized that protection of young females’ health could not be cited if the true 
intent of a measure was to safeguard the domestic market. In conclusion, the Commission invited 
the Finnish authorities to assess the potential competitive impacts of their proposed legislation 
and to ensure that it did not indirectly discriminate against imported products. 

Irrespective of whether or not there is sufficient evidence of differential public health impacts 
resulting from beverages produced in different ways, the process in Finland illustrates the European 
Commission’s stance that countries cannot use public health justifications to defend their proposed 
measures without the support of robust international scientific research – particularly where there 
are suspicions that the primary motive is to protect national economic interests.

It is worth noting that alcohol legislation in Finland had already been amended in 2018 to allow alcoholic 
beverages up to 5.5% ABV (and including for the first time premixed beverages made from spirits) to be 
sold in grocery stores, raising the upper limit from the previous 4.7% ABV (108). The Alcohol Act adopted 
in 2018 led to a significant increase in the number of retail outlets for 4.8–5.5% ABV beers as well as for 
mixed beverages up to 5.5% ABV (108). In 2017 such beverages were sold in around 350 Alko shops, but 
by the end of 2018 there were 5904 alcohol retail trade licences in mainland Finland, and the number had 
climbed to 6024 by 2019. This has led to a decrease in the Finnish alcohol monopoly’s share of recorded 
alcohol consumption, which today is substantially lower than the shares held by the monopolies in other 
Nordic countries (see Fig. 1) (64). It should also be noted that the recent decision to increase this limit 
yet again and allow sales of fermented beverages up to 8% ABV was made amid substantial scepticism 
in the general population. In a survey conducted in early 2024 by the Institute for Health and Welfare in 
Finland, the majority of respondents (57%) considered the country’s current alcohol policy restrictions 
to be appropriate; by contrast, 26% expressed a preference for liberalizing current policies – the lowest 
level of support for such a view recorded in surveys conducted regularly since 2015 (93).

By 2024 both Finland and Sweden had experienced changes in government, and these new governments 
have either reorganized (in the Swedish case) or are considering reorganizing (in the Finnish case) the 
oversight of their respective alcohol monopoly such that it would be moved away from the health ministry. 
Since 1 January 2023 Systembolaget has been overseen by the Ministry of Finance (109). In Finland the 
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Government has included in its programme that the feasibility of transferring oversight of Alko from the 
Ministry of Health to the Ministry of Trade will be explored (104). The Swedish Government has stated 
that the shift to the Ministry of Finance does not represent a shift in Sweden’s restrictive alcohol policy, as 
alcohol policy is still within the Ministry of Health and the protection of the retail monopoly remains an 
essential part of Swedish alcohol policy. In Finland the new government has affirmed that the monopoly’s 
primary goal remains to protect public health, but it is uncertain what the possible switch of the ministry 
responsible for oversight would entail (104). How these two contrasting declarations will play out in 
practice remains unclear, however. Notably, in 2024 only 10% of the population of Finland expressed a 
desire for strong alcoholic beverages to be available in grocery stores (93).

Similar relaxations in alcohol sales legislation have taken place in Iceland, undermining the role of the 
State Alcohol and Tobacco Company of Iceland (ÁTVR) and its alcohol retail store chain Vínbúðin. For 
instance, new legislation passed in June 2022 permitted national breweries to sell their products directly 
to customers from the following month (110). There has also been legal uncertainty surrounding online 
alcohol sales, allowing some retailers (like their counterparts in Sweden) to exploit legislative loopholes 
by operating through foreign-based companies to legally sell craft beer and wine online to Icelandic 
consumers. Legal challenges were initiated by ÁTVR against one retailer, but the district court dismissed 
the case, citing insufficient evidence of harm caused to ÁTVR’s operations by online sales (111).

As of 2024, Iceland’s alcohol policy and monopoly are managed jointly by the finance and health ministries. 
ÁTVR, responsible for alcohol and tobacco sales and excise tax collection, reports to the Ministry of Finance 
and Economic Affairs. Governed by Act No. 86/2011, the alcohol monopoly aims to mitigate the adverse 
impacts of alcohol consumption. Meanwhile, alcohol prevention and broader policy initiatives fall under 
the purview of the Ministry of Health (112,113).

In July 2016 the Norwegian Government implemented a regulation allowing “farm sales” – the direct 
sale by producers of certain beverages up to 22% ABV. This regulation specifically applies to products 
that fall outside the scope of the EEA agreement and do not contain added spirits or are mixed with 
other alcoholic beverages. The authority to grant sales licences rests with the municipality where the 
sales occur, and licences can only be issued if specific conditions are met. These conditions include that 
production must take place at the point of sale, the sale should contribute to the overall character and 
offerings of the location, at least one third of the ingredients used must be self-produced, and total annual 
sales cannot exceed 15 000 litres (114).

There have been no recent developments in the alcohol retail monopoly in the Faroe Islands, which 
remain under the Ministry of Health.

7.2 Potential impact on alcohol consumption and public health  
if Nordic monopolies were dismantled today

Ongoing policy developments in Finland, Iceland and Sweden highlight the significant risk – already partly 
realized – of a gradual erosion of the fundamental functions of the Nordic alcohol retail monopolies. This 
erosion arises as profit-seeking retailers are permitted to enter national markets and sell a substantial 
portion of products, operating outside the overarching welfare considerations that govern the monopolies. 
The gradual erosion of the monopolies’ exclusive rights to alcohol sales could ultimately lead to their 
complete collapse.
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As more concessions allowing sales of alcoholic beverages outside the monopolies are made, their coverage 
rates will decline against a backdrop of increasing alcohol availability, resulting in greater consumption 
and associated harms at the population level, with specific concerns for younger age groups. Maintaining 
the monopolies’ specialized stores, which offer a wide selection of products, employ knowledgeable staff 
and provide high levels of customer service, will become increasingly unsustainable if more alcohol can 
be purchased outside these entities. Allowing a broad range of alcohol products to be sold externally 
undermines the purpose of the Nordic monopolies as public health-oriented organizations and defeats 
their fundamental objectives. Furthermore, as more exceptions that favour domestic producers who can 
sell directly to consumers through farm sales and other arrangements are made, it becomes increasingly 
difficult to justify the existence of a monopoly with exclusive rights, thereby undermining its legal foundation.

In this context, proclaiming the public health significance of the monopoly systems will become increasingly 
challenging, as their reach and effectiveness will only diminish along with their public health impact.

The challenges outlined above and their implications underscore the critical need to ground decisions 
in established research and evidence. Previous studies of real-world changes to retail monopolies have 
consistently found that shifting from a monopoly system to one based on private licences is associated 
with a substantial increase in per capita sales of privatized beverages (35). Moreover, these studies have 

shown that allowing alcohol sales in grocery stores fosters heightened competition, leading to increased 
promotional activities (such as “buy three for the price of two”), less stringent regulations, and greater 
availability of alcoholic beverages due to expanded opening hours and greater outlet density (22,35,115). 
International research has consistently demonstrated that such developments are very likely to increase 
alcohol consumption and hence extend the scope of alcohol-related social and health problems (116–120).

In addition to findings from international research, historical examples from Finland and Sweden provide 
further insight into potential outcomes if a larger proportion of alcoholic beverages were to be sold 
outside monopoly stores in the Nordic countries. Two significant real-world privatization events that took 
place in these countries illustrate how allowing alcohol sales in grocery stores has historically resulted 
in increased consumption and associated problems.

As mentioned in Chapter 4, one such example occurred in Sweden between 1965 and 1977. Medium-

strength beer (up to 4.5% ABV, called mellanöl in Swedish) was allowed to be sold in grocery stores, 
replacing the previous limit of 3.5% ABV. The assumption at the time was that this would decrease 
alcohol-related problems (68). However, extensive marketing efforts by brewers, occupying 75% of 
available poster space, led to a rapid increase in consumption. As a result, alcohol consumption rose 
very quickly, and reports from both local communities and the public revealed problems of increased 
underage drinking and drunkenness. The minimum purchasing age was 16 years and not enforced in 
most grocery stores, and reports from schools and youth clubs documented HED among 10–15-year-olds. 
During this period, consumption of medium-strength beer in Sweden increased from 1.2 litres per capita 
to 2.58 litres – a 130% increase. The documented increase in problems among young people led to the 
abolition of private sales in 1977, so that Systembolaget regained the exclusive right to sell beverages 
of more than 3.5% ABV (68,69).
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Another important move towards privatization occurred in Finland in 1969, when retailers were permitted 
to sell alcoholic beverages below 4.7% ABV. In the two years following this change, APC in Finland surged 
by nearly 50% (67).

Today, there are new and emerging movements advocating privatization, particularly championed by 

parties that have adopted neoliberal ideas. This has underscored the need for innovative research to 
assess the potential impacts on health and society. There are two leading studies that have modelled 
the economic, health and social impacts of partial or complete dismantling of the Nordic monopolies.

One notable study from Sweden, published in 2018, employed advanced modelling techniques to 
forecast health outcomes under different scenarios following the potential abolition of Systembolaget 
(36). The scenarios considered included (1) replacing Systembolaget with privately owned liquor stores 
or (2) allowing alcohol sales in grocery stores. The analysis projected the effects of privatization on factors 
such as pricing, outlet density, trading hours, advertising and marketing, drawing on Swedish expert 
insights and existing literature, and then assessed the effect of these changes on APC and related harms 
as based on research literature. The researchers concluded that, if the alcohol monopoly in Sweden 
were abolished:

• replacing government stores with privately owned liquor stores (Scenario 1) would lead to a 20% 
increase in APC, a 47% increase in alcohol-attributable deaths, and a 29% increase in hospitalizations; 
or

• replacing government stores with private grocery stores (Scenario 2) would lead to a 31.2% increase 
in APC, a 76% increase in alcohol-attributable deaths, and a 42% increase in hospitalizations.

The study estimated that dismantling the retail monopoly and replacing it with private grocery stores 
(Scenario 2) would lead to significant increases in alcohol-related issues: 29 000 more cases of assault 
per year, 8000 additional cases of drink–driving, and 1000 more alcohol-related deaths.

The most recent study estimating the economic, health and social impacts of changes to a State-governed 
Nordic monopoly, published in 2023, examined the implications of different alcohol retail ownership 
models in Finland (121). It found that, in 2018, alcohol use was estimated to be responsible for €1.51 
billion in social costs, 3846 deaths and 270 652 criminal justice events. Two alternative scenarios were 
modelled: (1) increased public ownership of the alcohol retail system and regulation in which only low-
strength alcoholic beverages could be sold outside the monopoly (a situation similar to neighbouring 
Sweden); and (2) full privatization of the alcohol retail system.

The modelling results indicated that, in the public ownership scenario, alcohol use would decline by 15.8% 
and social costs by €384.3 million. Full privatization was associated with a 9.0% increase in alcohol use 
and a €289.7 million rise in social costs. The findings suggest that greater public ownership of the alcohol 
retail system would lead to significant decreases in alcohol-related deaths, disabilities, crimes and social 
costs, whereas full privatization would lead to increased harm and costs (for an overview, see Fig. 14).
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Source: based on Sherk et al. (121).

Fig. 14. Predicted economic, health and social impacts of public versus private ownership of alcohol retail 
stores in Finland, 2018
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Conclusions

The Nordic countries of Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden have for many years implemented public 
health-based alcohol policies recommended by WHO. Together with the Faroe Islands (a self-governing 
nation with extensive autonomous powers within the Kingdom of Denmark), these nations maintain modern 
retail alcohol monopolies designed to minimize alcohol-related issues, while also prioritizing customer 
service and adapting to contemporary challenges, including environmental and sustainability concerns.

As public health policies, the monopoly systems are of significant interest globally because they have the 
potential to address competing or conflicting interests related to alcohol consumption and public health.

Governed by strict regulations to eliminate private profit motives, the Nordic alcohol retail monopolies 
have played a crucial role in maintaining low levels of alcohol consumption and related harms in a region 
historically marked by heavy episodic drinking of distilled spirits and high alcohol-attributable disease 
burdens. The monopolies have diversified drinking patterns in the Nordic countries and contributed to 
reducing alcohol harms in various ways. As an integral part of national alcohol strategies, they play a 
direct or indirect role in implementing cost-effective measures to reduce alcohol consumption and related 
harms, such as taxation and pricing and restrictions on availability and marketing. While monopolies do 
not set alcohol excise taxes or determine age limits or hours of sale, they are integrated into the broader 
alcohol strategies of their countries that impose high alcohol excise taxes and impose strict availability and 
advertising regulations. These retail monopolies are a cornerstone of the Nordic countries’ comprehensive 
alcohol policies, which are grounded in broad international consensus on effective alcohol control.

Today, in the Nordic monopoly countries, APC and related metrics are below the EU average, and 
indicators of alcohol consumption among young people also show lower prevalence compared to other 
European countries. While these Nordic countries generally exhibit lower alcohol consumption and 
alcohol-attributable disease burdens than the EU average, Finland is an exception because of its high 
prevalence of heavy episodic drinking and high levels of alcohol consumption, which contribute to higher 
alcohol-attributable mortality. Finland also stands out for having the lowest monopoly coverage, with 
most alcohol consumed outside monopoly stores. This coverage is expected to decline further in the 
future as the role of the alcohol monopoly has been reduced in recent years.

To effectively reduce harm, alcohol retail monopolies must prioritize public health and welfare, maintain 
exclusive control over a significant portion of alcohol sales, and operate within a comprehensive alcohol policy 
framework. The experience of public health-focused retail monopolies in the Nordic countries demonstrates 
their relevance in today’s society: they are widely accepted by consumers and the general public, comply 
with EU law and, importantly, contribute to lower overall alcohol consumption and reduce harms.

The Nordic alcohol monopolies approach alcohol as more than just a regular commodity, recognizing its 
profound impact on public health and social well-being. In line with the principles outlined in the seminal 
work Alcohol: no ordinary commodity (10) and acknowledged by WHO, these monopolies recognize that 
alcohol consumption carries substantial health risks and societal costs and therefore demands robust 
regulatory measures beyond those applied to typical consumer goods. By maintaining control over 
alcohol sales, the Nordic alcohol monopolies view their role not merely as retailers but as integral parts 
of broader national alcohol strategies, ensuring that alcohol is managed responsibly within society.

37
Conclusions

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO



References

1. Rehm J, Imtiaz S. A narrative review of alcohol consumption as a risk factor for global burden of 
disease. Subst Abuse Treat Prev Policy. 2016;11(1):37 (https://doi.org/10.1186/s13011-016-0081-2).

2. Murray CJL, Aravkin AY, Zheng P, Abbafati C, Abbas KM, Abbasi-Kangevari M et al. Global burden 
of 87 risk factors in 204 countries and territories, 1990–2019: a systematic analysis for the Global 
Burden of Disease Study 2019. Lancet. 2020;396(10258):1223–49 (https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-
6736(20)30752-2).

3. Griswold MG, Fullman N, Hawley C, Arian N, Zimsen SRM, Tymeson HD et al. Alcohol use and burden 
for 195 countries and territories, 1990–2016: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease 
Study 2016. Lancet. 2018;392(10152):1015–35 (https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31310-2).

4. Rehm J, Gmel GES, Gmel G, Hasan OSM, Imtiaz S, Popova S et al. The relationship between different 
dimensions of alcohol use and the burden of disease: an update. Addiction. 2017;112(6):968–1001 
(https://doi.org/10.1111/add.13757).

5. Laslett AM, Room R, Waleewong O, Stanesby O, Callinan S. Harm to others from drinking: patterns in 
nine societies. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2019 (https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/329393). 
Licence: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO.

6. Global status report on alcohol and health and treatment of substance use disorders. Geneva: 
World Health Organization; 2024 (https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/377960). Licence: CC BY-NC-
SA 3.0 IGO.

7. Room R, Rehm J. “Harm per litre” as a concept and a measure in studying determinants of 
relations between alcohol consumption and harm. Int J Drug Policy. 2023;115:104006 (https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2023.104006).

8. Rehm J, Mathers C, Popova S, Thavorncharoensap M, Teerawattananon Y, Patra J. Global burden 
of disease and injury and economic cost attributable to alcohol use and alcohol-use disorders. 
Lancet. 2009;373(9682):2223–33 (https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(09)60746-7).

9. Manthey J, Hassan SA, Carr S, Kilian C, Kuitunen-Paul S, Rehm J. What are the economic costs to 
society attributable to alcohol use? A systematic review and modelling study. Pharmacoeconomics. 
2021;39(7):809–22 (https://doi.org/10.1007/s40273-021-01031-8).

10. Babor TF, Casswell S, Graham K, Huckle T, Livingston M, Österberg E et al. Alcohol: no ordinary 
commodity: research and public policy, third edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2023 (https://
doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192844484.002.0003).

11. Chisholm D, Moro D, Bertram M, Pretorius C, Gmel G, Shield K et al. Are the “best buys” for alcohol 
control still valid? An update on the comparative cost-effectiveness of alcohol control strategies 
at the global level. J Stud Alcohol Drugs. 2018;79(4):514–22.

12. Technical annex (version dated 26 December 2022): updated appendix 3 of the WHO global NCD 
action plan 2013–2030. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2022 (https://cdn.who.int/media/
docs/default-source/ncds/mnd/2022-app3-technical-annex-v26jan2023.pdf).

13. Room R, Cook M, Laslett AM. Substance use and the Sustainable Development Goals: will development 
bring greater problems? Drugs Educ Prev Policy. 2022;31(1):148–57 (https://doi.org/10.1080/096
87637.2022.2150125).

14. Alcohol consumption and sustainable development: fact sheet on Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs): health targets. Copenhagen: WHO Regional Office for Europe; 2020 (https://iris.who.int/
handle/10665/340806). Licence: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO.

38
Nordic alcohol monopolies

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13011-016-0081-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30752-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30752-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31310-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/add.13757
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/329393
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/377960
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2023.104006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2023.104006
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(09)60746-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40273-021-01031-8
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192844484.002.0003
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192844484.002.0003
https://cdn.who.int/media/docs/default-source/ncds/mnd/2022-app3-technical-annex-v26jan2023.pdf
https://cdn.who.int/media/docs/default-source/ncds/mnd/2022-app3-technical-annex-v26jan2023.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687637.2022.2150125
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687637.2022.2150125
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/340806
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/340806


15. Global strategy to reduce the harmful use of alcohol. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2010 
(https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/44395).

16. European action plan to reduce the harmful use of alcohol 2012–2020. Copenhagen: WHO Regional 
Office for Europe; 2012 (https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/107307).

17. Global alcohol action plan 2022–2030. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2024 (https://iris.who.
int/handle/10665/376939). Licence: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO.

18. Seventy-second Regional Committee for Europe, Tel Aviv, Israel, 12–14 September 2022: European 
framework for action on alcohol 2022–2025. Copenhagen: WHO Regional Office for Europe; 2022 
(EUR/RC72/12; https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/361662).

19. Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European 
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: an EU strategy to support 
Member States in reducing alcohol related harm. European Union; 2006 (COM/2006/0625 final; 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A52006DC0625).

20. Europe’s beating cancer plan: communication from the Commission to the European Parliament 
and the Council. Brussels: European Commission; 2020 (https://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/default/
files/non_communicable_diseases/docs/eu_cancer-plan_en.pdf).

21. Courtwright DT. Forces of habit: drugs and the making of the modern world. Cambridge (MA): 
Harvard University Press; 2002.

22. Room R. The monopoly option: obsolescent or a “best buy” in alcohol and other drug control? 
Soc Hist Alcohol Drugs. 2020;34(2):215–32 (https://doi.org/10.1086/707513).

23. Austin GA. Perspectives on the history of psychoactive substance use. Rockville (MD): National 
Institute on Drug Abuse; 1979.

24. Cheng L. The political mapping of China’s tobacco industry and anti-smoking campaign. Washington 
(DC): Brookings Institution; 2012 (https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-political-mapping-of-
chinas-tobacco-industry-and-anti-smoking-campaign-2/). 

25. Mäkinen IH, Reitan TC. Continuity and change in Russian alcohol consumption from the tsars to 
transition. Soc Hist. 2006;31(2):160–79 (https://doi.org/10.1080/03071020600562983).

26. Herlihy P. The Russian vodka prohibition of 1914 and its consequences. In: Savona E, Kleiman M, 
Calderoni F, editors. Dual markets. Cham: Springer; 2017:193–206 (https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-319-65361-7_12).

27. Schrad ML. Vodka politics: alcohol, autocracy, and the secret history of the Russian state. New 
York (NY): Oxford University Press; 2014.

28. Nemtsov A. A contemporary history of alcohol in Russia. Stockholm: Södertörn University; 2011.
29. Svedin G. Brottslighet som politiskt konfliktområde: från bråkiga arbetare till kriminella invandrare: 

samhällsfarliga i kriminalpolitisk debatt och brottslighetens politisering i Sverige under 200 år 
[Crime as an area of political conflict: from rowdy workers to criminal immigrants: social danger 
in crime policy debate and the politicization of crime in Sweden over 200 years]. Statsvetenskaplig 
tidskrift. 2021;123(3):587–624 (https://journals.lub.lu.se/st/article/view/23733) (in Swedish).

30. Schrad ML. Smashing the liquor machine: a global history of prohibition. New York (NY): Oxford 
University Press; 2021.

31. Room R, editor. The effects of Nordic alcohol policies: what happens to drinking and harm when 
alcohol controls change. Helsinki: Nordic Council for Alcohol and Drug Research; 2002 (https://
iogt.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/nad42.pdf).

32. Room R. The evolution of alcohol monopolies and their relevance for public health. Contemp Drug 
Probl. 1993;20:169–197.

33. Gutzke DW. Progressivism and the history of the public house, 1850–1950. Cult Soc Hist. 
2007;4(2):235–59 (https://doi.org/10.2752/147800307X199065).

34. Brady M. The reinvention of Sweden’s “Gothenburg system” in rural Australia: the community 
hotels movement. J Aus Stud. 2021;45(1):108–24 (https://doi.org/10.1080/14443058.2021.1871934).

35. Hahn RA, Middleton JC, Elder R, Brewer R, Fielding J, Naimi TS et al. Effects of alcohol retail 
privatization on excessive alcohol consumption and related harms: a community guide systematic 
review. Am J Prev Med. 2012;42(4):418–27 (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2012.01.002).

39
References

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO

https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/44395
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/107307
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/376939
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/376939
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/361662
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A52006DC0625
https://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/default/files/non_communicable_diseases/docs/eu_cancer-plan_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/default/files/non_communicable_diseases/docs/eu_cancer-plan_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1086/707513
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-political-mapping-of-chinas-tobacco-industry-and-anti-smoking-campaign-2/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-political-mapping-of-chinas-tobacco-industry-and-anti-smoking-campaign-2/
https://doi.org/10.1080/03071020600562983
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-65361-7_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-65361-7_12
https://journals.lub.lu.se/st/article/view/23733
https://iogt.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/nad42.pdf
https://iogt.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/nad42.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2752/147800307X199065
https://doi.org/10.1080/14443058.2021.1871934
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2012.01.002


36. Stockwell T, Sherk A, Norström T, Angus C, Ramstedt M, Andréasson S et al. Estimating the public 
health impact of disbanding a government alcohol monopoly: application of new methods to the 
case of Sweden. BMC Public Health. 2018;18(1):1400 (https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-018-6312-x).

37. Ugland T. Europeanization of the Nordic alcohol monopoly systems: collisions between ideologies 
and political cultures. Nordisk Alkohol Narkotikatidskrift. 1997;14:7–16 (https://doi.org/10.1177/
145861269701401S07).

38. Rossow I, Mäkelä P. Public health thinking around alcohol-related harm: why does per capita 
consumption matter? J Stud Alcohol Drugs. 2021;82(1):9–17 (https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2021.82.9).

39. Room R. Alcohol monopolies as instruments for alcohol control policies. In: Österberg E, editor. 
International seminar on alcohol retail monopolies. Helsinki: National Research and Development 
Centre for Welfare and Health; 2000:7–16.

40. Room R, Cisneros Örnberg J. Government monopoly as an instrument for public health and welfare: 
lessons for cannabis from experience with alcohol monopolies. Int J Drug Policy. 2019;74:223–8 
(https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2019.10.008).

41. Thompson K, Stockwell T, Wettlaufer A, Giesbrecht N, Thomas G. Minimum alcohol pricing 
policies in practice: a critical examination of implementation in Canada. J Public Health Policy. 
2017;38(1):39–57 (https://doi.org/10.1057/s41271-016-0051-y).

42. White V, Faulkner A, Coomber K, Azar D, Room R, Livingston M et al. How has alcohol advertising in 
traditional and online media in Australia changed? Trends in advertising expenditure 1997–2011. 
Drug Alcohol Rev. 2015;34(5):521–30 (https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.12286).

43. Tackling NCDs: best buys and other recommended interventions for the prevention and control 
of noncommunicable diseases, second edition. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2024 (https://
iris.who.int/handle/10665/376624). Licence: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO.

44. Pricing coefficients [website]. Alko; 2024 (https://www.alko.fi/en/alko-inc/for-suppliers/prices/
pricing-coefficients).

45. Pricing at Systembolaget [website]. Systembolaget; 2024 (https://www.omsystembolaget.se/
english/producers/pricing-model/).

46. Priser og avgifter [Prices and fees] [website]. Vinmonopolet; 2024 (https://www.vinmonopolet.
no/content/om-oss/priser-og-avgifter) (in Norwegian).

47. Pricing [website]. Vínbúðin; 2024 (https://www.vinbudin.is/english/desktopdefault.aspx/
tabid-2369/2744_read-8771/).

48. Taxes and prices of alcoholic beverages in the WHO European Region in 2022 [fact sheet]. Copenhagen: 
WHO Regional Office for Europe; 2024 (https://www.who.int/europe/publications/m/item/taxes-
and-prices-of-alcoholic-beverages-2022).

49. Anderson P, Møller L, Galea G. Alcohol in the European Union: consumption, harm and 
policy approaches. Copenhagen: WHO Regional Office for Europe; 2012 (https://iris.who.int/
handle/10665/107301).

50. Alkoholijuomien kulutus 2023 [Alcoholic beverage consumption 2023] [website]. Finnish Institute for 
Health and Welfare; 2023 (https://thl.fi/tilastot-ja-data/tilastot-aiheittain/paihteet-ja-riippuvuudet/
alkoholi/alkoholijuomien-kulutus) (in Finnish).

51. Alkoholomsetningen i Norge [Alcohol turnover in Norway] [website]. Norwegian Institute of Public 
Health; 2023 (https://www.fhi.no/le/alkohol/alkoholinorge/omsetning-og-bruk/alkoholomsetningen-
inorge/?term=) (in Norwegian).

52. Trolldal B. Alkoholkonsumtionen i Sverige 2001–2022 [Alcohol consumption in Sweden 2001–2022]. 
CAN Rapport 221. Stockholm: Centralförbundet för alkohol- och narkotikaupplysning (CAN); 
2023 (https://www.can.se/app/uploads/2023/10/can-rapport-221-alkoholkonsumtionen-i-
sverige-2001-2022.pdf) (in Swedish).

53. Consumption of alcoholic beverages 1980–2023. Statistics Iceland; 2023 (https://px.hagstofa.
is/pxen/pxweb/en/Samfelag/Samfelag__heilbrigdismal__lifsvenjur_heilsa__1_afengiogreyk/
HEI07202.px/).

54. Rúsdrekkasøla Landsins [National alcoholic beverage retailing monopoly of the Faroe Islands] 
[website]. Rúsdrekkasøla Landsins; 2024 (https://rusan.fo/).

40
Nordic alcohol monopolies

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-018-6312-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/145861269701401S07
https://doi.org/10.1177/145861269701401S07
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2021.82.9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2019.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41271-016-0051-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.12286
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/376624
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/376624
https://www.alko.fi/en/alko-inc/for-suppliers/prices/pricing-coefficients
https://www.alko.fi/en/alko-inc/for-suppliers/prices/pricing-coefficients
https://www.omsystembolaget.se/english/producers/pricing-model/
https://www.omsystembolaget.se/english/producers/pricing-model/
https://www.vinmonopolet.no/content/om-oss/priser-og-avgifter
https://www.vinmonopolet.no/content/om-oss/priser-og-avgifter
https://www.vinbudin.is/english/desktopdefault.aspx/tabid-2369/2744_read-8771/
https://www.vinbudin.is/english/desktopdefault.aspx/tabid-2369/2744_read-8771/
https://www.who.int/europe/publications/m/item/taxes-and-prices-of-alcoholic-beverages-2022
https://www.who.int/europe/publications/m/item/taxes-and-prices-of-alcoholic-beverages-2022
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/107301
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/107301
https://thl.fi/tilastot-ja-data/tilastot-aiheittain/paihteet-ja-riippuvuudet/alkoholi/alkoholijuomien-kulutus
https://thl.fi/tilastot-ja-data/tilastot-aiheittain/paihteet-ja-riippuvuudet/alkoholi/alkoholijuomien-kulutus
https://www.fhi.no/le/alkohol/alkoholinorge/omsetning-og-bruk/alkoholomsetningen-inorge/?term=
https://www.fhi.no/le/alkohol/alkoholinorge/omsetning-og-bruk/alkoholomsetningen-inorge/?term=
https://www.can.se/app/uploads/2023/10/can-rapport-221-alkoholkonsumtionen-i-sverige-2001-2022.pdf
https://www.can.se/app/uploads/2023/10/can-rapport-221-alkoholkonsumtionen-i-sverige-2001-2022.pdf
https://px.hagstofa.is/pxen/pxweb/en/Samfelag/Samfelag__heilbrigdismal__lifsvenjur_heilsa__1_afengiogreyk/HEI07202.px/
https://px.hagstofa.is/pxen/pxweb/en/Samfelag/Samfelag__heilbrigdismal__lifsvenjur_heilsa__1_afengiogreyk/HEI07202.px/
https://px.hagstofa.is/pxen/pxweb/en/Samfelag/Samfelag__heilbrigdismal__lifsvenjur_heilsa__1_afengiogreyk/HEI07202.px/
https://rusan.fo/


55. Alcohol [website]. Hagstova Føroya (Statistics Faroe Islands); 2024 (https://hagstova.fo/en/society/
health/alcohol).

56. Global information system on alcohol and health [online database]. Global Health Observatory. 
Geneva: World Health Organization; n.d. (https://www.who.int/data/gho/data/themes/global-
information-system-on-alcohol-and-health).

57. Ahlström SK, Österberg EL. International perspectives on adolescent and young adult drinking. Alcohol 
Res Health. 2004;28(4):258–68 (https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6601676/).

58. Uusitalo L, Nevalainen J, Rahkonen O, Erkkola M, Saarijärvi H, Fogelholm M et al. Changes in 
alcohol purchases from grocery stores after authorising the sale of stronger beverages: the case of 
the Finnish alcohol legislation reform in 2018. Nordisk Alkohol Nark. 2022;39(6):589–604 (https://
doi.org/10.1177/14550725221082364).

59. Directorate-General for Health and Food Safety. Joint Action on Reducing Alcohol-related Harm 
shares its results [news article]. European Commission; 13 October 2016 (https://health.ec.europa.
eu/latest-updates/joint-action-reducing-alcohol-related-harm-shares-its-results-2016-10-13_en).

60. Kraus L, Seitz NN, Loy JK, Trolldal B, Törrönen J. Has beverage composition of alcohol consumption 
in Sweden changed over time? An age-period-cohort analysis. Drug Alcohol Rev. 2022;41(1):153–66 
(https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.13297).

61. Moskalewicz J, Room R, Thom B. Comparative monitoring of alcohol epidemiology across the 
EU: baseline assessment and suggestions for future action. Warsaw: PARPA (State Agency for 
Prevention of Alcohol Related Problems); 2016 (https://www.parpa.pl/images/file/Comparative%20
monitoring%20of%20alcohol%20epidemiology%20across%20the%20EU.pdf).

62. Leifman H. A comparative analysis of drinking patterns in six EU countries in the year 2000. Contemp 
Drug Probl. 2002;29(3):501–48 (https://doi.org/10.1177/009145090202900303).

63. Correia D, Manthey J, Neufeld M, Ferreira-Borges C, Olsen A, Shield K et al. Classifying national 
drinking patterns in Europe between 2000 and 2019: a clustering approach using comparable 
exposure data. Addiction. 2024;119(9):1543–53 (https://doi.org/10.1111/add.16567).

64. Yearbook of alcohol and drug statistics 2023. Helsinki: Suomen virallinen tilasto (Official Statistics 
of Finland); 2023 (https://www.julkari.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/147998/URN_ISBN_978-952-
408-204-4.pdf) (in English, Finnish, Swedish).

65. Room R, Cisneros Örnberg J. Government monopoly as an instrument for public health and welfare: 
lessons for cannabis from experience with alcohol monopolies. Int J Drug Policy. 2019;74:223–8 
(https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2019.10.008).

66. Wagenaar AC, Holder HD. Changes in alcohol consumption resulting from the elimination of 
retail wine monopolies: results from five US states. J Stud Alcohol. 1995;56(5):566–72 (https://doi.
org/10.15288/jsa.1995.56.566).

67. Mäkelä P. Who started to drink more? A reanalysis of the change resulting from a new alcohol law 
in Finland in 1969. Helsinki: Nordic Council for Alcohol and Drug Research; 2002 (https://www.
julkari.fi/handle/10024/91417).

68. Ramstedt M. The repeal of medium-strength beer in grocery stores in Sweden: the impact on 
alcohol-related hospitalizations in different age groups. In: Room R, editor. The effects of Nordic 
alcohol policies: what happens to drinking and harm when alcohol controls change. Helsinki: Nordic 
Council for Alcohol and Drug Research; 2002:69–78 (https://iogt.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/
nad42.pdf).

69. Noval S, Nilsson T. Mellanölets effekt på konsumtionsnivån och tillväxten hos den totala 
alkoholkonsumtionen [The effects of medium beer on consumption levels and the rise in overall 
alcohol consumption]. In: Nilsson T, editor. När mellanölet försvann [When the medium beer was 
withdrawn]. Linköping: Universitetet i Linköping, Samhällsvetenskapliga institutionen; 1984:77–93 
(in Swedish).

70. Grant BF, Dawson DA. Age at onset of alcohol use and its association with DSM-IV alcohol abuse 
and dependence: results from the National Longitudinal Alcohol Epidemiologic Survey. J Subst 
Abuse. 1997;9(1):103–10 (https://doi.org/10.1016/s0899-3289(97)90009-2).

41
References

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO

https://hagstova.fo/en/society/health/alcohol
https://hagstova.fo/en/society/health/alcohol
https://www.who.int/data/gho/data/themes/global-information-system-on-alcohol-and-health
https://www.who.int/data/gho/data/themes/global-information-system-on-alcohol-and-health
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6601676/
https://doi.org/10.1177/14550725221082364
https://doi.org/10.1177/14550725221082364
https://health.ec.europa.eu/latest-updates/joint-action-reducing-alcohol-related-harm-shares-its-results-2016-10-13_en
https://health.ec.europa.eu/latest-updates/joint-action-reducing-alcohol-related-harm-shares-its-results-2016-10-13_en
https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.13297
https://www.parpa.pl/images/file/Comparative%20monitoring%20of%20alcohol%20epidemiology%20across%20the%20EU.pdf
https://www.parpa.pl/images/file/Comparative%20monitoring%20of%20alcohol%20epidemiology%20across%20the%20EU.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/009145090202900303
https://doi.org/10.1111/add.16567
https://www.julkari.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/147998/URN_ISBN_978-952-408-204-4.pdf
https://www.julkari.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/147998/URN_ISBN_978-952-408-204-4.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2019.10.008
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsa.1995.56.566
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsa.1995.56.566
https://www.julkari.fi/handle/10024/91417
https://www.julkari.fi/handle/10024/91417
https://iogt.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/nad42.pdf
https://iogt.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/nad42.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0899-3289(97)90009-2


71. Dawson DA, Goldstein RB, Chou SP, Ruan WJ, Grant BF. Age at first drink and the first incidence of 
adult-onset DSM-IV alcohol use disorders. Alcohol Clin Exp Res. 2008;32(12):2149–60 (https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2008.00806.x).

72. Squeglia LM, Jacobus J, Tapert SF. The influence of substance use on adolescent brain development. 
Clin EEG Neurosci. 2009;40(1):31–8 (https://doi.org/10.1177/155005940904000110).

73. Marshall EJ. Adolescent alcohol use: risks and consequences. Alcohol Alcohol. 2014;49(2):160–4 
(https://doi.org/10.1093/alcalc/agt180).

74. Luukkonen J, Tarkiainen L, Martikainen P, Remes H. Minimum legal drinking age and alcohol-
attributable morbidity and mortality by age 63 years: a register-based cohort study based on alcohol 
reform. Lancet Public Health. 2023;8(5):e339–e346 (https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(23)00049-X).

75. Compliance of age limits during test purchases at Systembolaget. Indikatorlabbet; 2024 (https://www.
andtuppfoljning.se/en/indikatorlabbet/?SavedQueryId=2237ea4b-25c3-4457-9e17-76337e51a823).

76. Alko annual report and sustainability report 2022. Helsinki: Alko; 2023 (https://www.alko.
fi/INTERSHOP/static/WFS/Alko-OnlineShop-Site/-/Alko-OnlineShop/en_US/pdf_t/Alko_
Vuosikertomus_2022_EN.pdf).

77. Hvor mange viser leg på Polet? [How many people show up at Polet?] [website]. Vinmonopolet; 
2024 (https://www.vinmonopolet.no/content/om-oss/aktuelt/hvor-mange-viser-leg-pa-polet) (in 
Norwegian).

78. Kamin T, CoZ S, Atanasova S. An examination of retailers’ compliance with the minimum legal 
drinking (purchasing) age law in Slovenia: a quasi-experimental intervention study. Zdr Varst. 
2021;60(2):105–13 (https://doi.org/10.2478/sjph-2021-0016).

79. Miščikienė L, Tran A, Petkevičienė J, Rehm J, Vaitkevičiūtė J, Galkus L et al. A mystery-shopping 
study to test enforcement of minimum legal purchasing age in Lithuania in 2022. Eur J Public 
Health. 2023;33(2):317–22 (https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckad027).

80. ESPAD Group. ESPAD report 2019: results from the European School Survey Project on Alcohol 
and Other Drugs. EMCDDA Joint Publications. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European 
Union; 2020 (http://www.espad.org/espad-report-2019).

81. Dryckeskultur så in i Norden: så ser vi på alkohol i Sverige, Norge, Finland och Danmark [Drinking 
culture in the Nordic countries: how we view alcohol in Sweden, Norway, Finland and Denmark]. 
Stockholm: IQ; 2022 (https://www.iq.se/app/uploads/Rapport-alkoholindex-2021-webbtill.pdf) 
(in Swedish).

82. Vær grei, si nei [Be fair, say no] [website]. Vinmonopolet; 2024 (https://www.vinmonopolet.no/
content/om-oss/samfunnsoppdrag/kampanjer/vaer-grei-si-nei) (in Norwegian).

83. Pape H, Rossow I, Brunborg GS. Adolescents drink less: how, who and why? A review of the recent 
research literature. Drug Alcohol Rev. 2018;37 Suppl 1:S98–S114 (https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.12695).

84. Törrönen J, Roumeliotis F, Samuelsson E, Kraus L, Room R. Why are young people drinking less 
than earlier? Identifying and specifying social mechanisms with a pragmatist approach. Int J Drug 
Policy. 2019;64:13–20 (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2018.12.001).

85. Sjödin L, Karlsson P, Raninen J. Psychosocial correlates of drinking transitions: a longitudinal study 
among adolescents in Sweden. Drug Alcohol Rev. 2024;43(3):643–53 (https://doi.org/10.1111/
dar.13632).

86. Anderberg M, Dahlberg M. Gender differences among adolescents with substance abuse 
problems at Maria clinics in Sweden. Nordisk Alkohol Nark. 2018;35(1):24–38 (https://doi.
org/10.1177/1455072517751263).

87. Anderberg M, Dahlberg M, Wennberg P. Adolescents with substance abuse problems in outpatient 
treatment: a one-year prospective follow-up study. Nordisk Alkohol Nark. 2021;38(5):466–79 
(https://doi.org/10.1177/1455072521995611).

88. Säätiölain tarkoittama toimintakertomus [Activity report as referred to in the Foundations Act]. 
Helsinki: Alkoholitutkimussäätiö; 2023 (https://alkoholitutkimussaatio.fi/core/wp-content/
uploads/2024/06/Vuosikertomus-2023.pdf).

42
Nordic alcohol monopolies

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2008.00806.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2008.00806.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/155005940904000110
https://doi.org/10.1093/alcalc/agt180
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(23)00049-X
https://www.andtuppfoljning.se/en/indikatorlabbet/?SavedQueryId=2237ea4b-25c3-4457-9e17-76337e51a823
https://www.andtuppfoljning.se/en/indikatorlabbet/?SavedQueryId=2237ea4b-25c3-4457-9e17-76337e51a823
https://www.alko.fi/INTERSHOP/static/WFS/Alko-OnlineShop-Site/-/Alko-OnlineShop/en_US/pdf_t/Alko_Vuosikertomus_2022_EN.pdf
https://www.alko.fi/INTERSHOP/static/WFS/Alko-OnlineShop-Site/-/Alko-OnlineShop/en_US/pdf_t/Alko_Vuosikertomus_2022_EN.pdf
https://www.alko.fi/INTERSHOP/static/WFS/Alko-OnlineShop-Site/-/Alko-OnlineShop/en_US/pdf_t/Alko_Vuosikertomus_2022_EN.pdf
https://www.vinmonopolet.no/content/om-oss/aktuelt/hvor-mange-viser-leg-pa-polet
https://doi.org/10.2478/sjph-2021-0016
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckad027
http://www.espad.org/espad-report-2019
https://www.iq.se/app/uploads/Rapport-alkoholindex-2021-webbtill.pdf
https://www.vinmonopolet.no/content/om-oss/samfunnsoppdrag/kampanjer/vaer-grei-si-nei
https://www.vinmonopolet.no/content/om-oss/samfunnsoppdrag/kampanjer/vaer-grei-si-nei
https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.12695
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2018.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.13632
https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.13632
https://doi.org/10.1177/1455072517751263
https://doi.org/10.1177/1455072517751263
https://doi.org/10.1177/1455072521995611
https://alkoholitutkimussaatio.fi/core/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Vuosikertomus-2023.pdf
https://alkoholitutkimussaatio.fi/core/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Vuosikertomus-2023.pdf


89. Karlsson D, Holmberg S, Weibull L. Svenska folket tycker om Systembolaget [Swedish people 
like Systembolaget]. In: Andersson U, Öhberg P, Carlander A, Martinsson J, Theorin N, editors. 
Ovisshetens tid [The age of uncertainty]. Gothenburg: University of Gothenburg; 2023 (https://
www.gu.se/sites/default/files/2023-05/Svenska%20folket%20tycker%20om%20Systembolaget%20
-%20F%C3%B6rhandspublicering.pdf) (in Swedish).

90. Örnberg JC. Escaping deadlock: alcohol policy-making in the EU. J Eur Public Policy. 2009;16(5):755–73 
(https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760902983531).

91. EU-inträdet: nya spelregler [EU entry: new rules of the game]. Stockholm: Systembolaget; n.d. 
(https://systembolagethistoria.se/teman/handelser/eu-intradet-nya-spelregler/#:~:text=”Tanken%20
var%20att%20kommissionen%20skulle,borde%20kunna%20tydliggöra%20Systembolagets%20
roll) (in Swedish).

92. Vipps på topp i Traction Norge [Vipps at the top in Traction Norway] [news release]. Apeland; 20 
March 2024 (https://www.apeland.no/vipps-pa-topp-i-omdommemalingen-traction-norge/) (in 
Norwegian).

93. Karlsson T. Alkoholipoliittiset mielipiteet 2024: yli puolet väestöstä kannattaa nykyistä 
alkoholipolitiikkaa – viinejä ruokakauppoihin haluavien määrä vähentyi [Alcohol policy opinions 
2024: more than half the population supports the current alcohol policy – the number of people 
wanting wines in grocery stores decreased]. Helsinki: Suomen Virallinen Tilasto (SVT); 2024 
(https://www.julkari.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/148420/Alkoholipoliittiset%20mielipiteet%20
2024_Tilastoraportti%2014.2.2024_s.pdf) (in Finnish). 

94. Örnberg JC, Ólafsdóttir H. How to sell alcohol? Nordic alcohol monopolies in a changing epoch. 
Nordic Welfare Centre. 2017;25(2):129–53 (https://doi.org/10.1177/145507250802500205).

95. Systembolaget explained: Systembolaget by the numbers [website]. Systembolaget; 2022 (https://
www.omsystembolaget.se/english/systembolaget-explained/).

96. Våra hållbarhetsmål: så gör vi skillnad [Our sustainability goals: that’s how we make a difference] 
[website]. Systembolaget; 2023 (https://www.omsystembolaget.se/hallbarhet/mal-och-uppfoljning/) 
(in Swedish).

97. Klima og miljo [Climate and environment] [website]. Vinmonopolet; 2023 (https://www.vinmonopolet.
no/content/om-oss/barekraft/klima-og-miljo) (in Norwegian).

98. Produktens hållbarhet [Durability of the product] [website]. Alko; 2024 (https://www.alko.fi/sv/
ansvarsfullt/produktens-hallbarhet) (in Finnish).

99. Hållbarhet på Systembolaget [Sustainability at Systembolaget] [website]. Systembolaget; 2024 
(https://www.omsystembolaget.se/hallbarhet/) (in Swedish).

100. European Union. Consolidated version of the treaty on the functioning of the European Union. 
Off J Eur Union. 2008;C115:47–199 (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:41f89a28-
1fc6-4c92-b1c8-03327d1b1ecc.0007.02/DOC_1&format=PDF).

101. Statens offentliga utredningar: en möjlighet till småskalig gårdsförsäljning av alkoholdrycker [The 
State’s public investigations: an opportunity for small-scale farm sales of alcoholic beverages]. 
Sweden; 2021 (SOU 2021:95; https://www.regeringen.se/rattsliga-dokument/statens-offentliga-
utredningar/2021/12/sou-202195/) (in Swedish).

102. Regeringen presenterar förslag om gårdsförsäljning av alkoholdrycker [The government presents 
proposals on farm sales of alcoholic beverages] [press release]. Regeringskansliet; 5 June 2024 
(https://www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2024/06/regeringen-presenterar-forslag-om-
gardsforsaljning-av-alkoholdrycker/) (in Swedish).

103. Vinhandeln på internet [Wine trade on the Internet] NJA 2023 s. 593. Högsta domstolen; 7 July 
2023 (Mål: T4709-22; https://www.domstol.se/hogsta-domstolen/avgoranden/2022/122171/) (in 
Swedish).

104. Vahva ja välittävä Suomi: Pääministeri Petteri Orpon hallituksen ohjelma [Strong and caring 
Finland: Prime minister Petteri Orpo’s government programme]. Finland; 20 June 2023 (https://
julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/handle/10024/165044) (in Finnish).

43
References

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO

https://www.gu.se/sites/default/files/2023-05/Svenska%20folket%20tycker%20om%20Systembolaget%20-%20F%C3%B6rhandspublicering.pdf
https://www.gu.se/sites/default/files/2023-05/Svenska%20folket%20tycker%20om%20Systembolaget%20-%20F%C3%B6rhandspublicering.pdf
https://www.gu.se/sites/default/files/2023-05/Svenska%20folket%20tycker%20om%20Systembolaget%20-%20F%C3%B6rhandspublicering.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760902983531
https://systembolagethistoria.se/teman/handelser/eu-intradet-nya-spelregler/#:~:text=”Tanken%20var%20att%20kommissionen%20skulle,borde%20kunna%20tydliggöra%20Systembolagets%20roll
https://systembolagethistoria.se/teman/handelser/eu-intradet-nya-spelregler/#:~:text=”Tanken%20var%20att%20kommissionen%20skulle,borde%20kunna%20tydliggöra%20Systembolagets%20roll
https://systembolagethistoria.se/teman/handelser/eu-intradet-nya-spelregler/#:~:text=”Tanken%20var%20att%20kommissionen%20skulle,borde%20kunna%20tydliggöra%20Systembolagets%20roll
https://www.apeland.no/vipps-pa-topp-i-omdommemalingen-traction-norge/
https://www.julkari.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/148420/Alkoholipoliittiset%20mielipiteet%202024_Tilastoraportti%2014.2.2024_s.pdf
https://www.julkari.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/148420/Alkoholipoliittiset%20mielipiteet%202024_Tilastoraportti%2014.2.2024_s.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/145507250802500205
https://www.omsystembolaget.se/english/systembolaget-explained/
https://www.omsystembolaget.se/english/systembolaget-explained/
https://www.omsystembolaget.se/hallbarhet/mal-och-uppfoljning/
https://www.vinmonopolet.no/content/om-oss/barekraft/klima-og-miljo
https://www.vinmonopolet.no/content/om-oss/barekraft/klima-og-miljo
https://www.alko.fi/sv/ansvarsfullt/produktens-hallbarhet
https://www.alko.fi/sv/ansvarsfullt/produktens-hallbarhet
https://www.omsystembolaget.se/hallbarhet/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:41f89a28-1fc6-4c92-b1c8-03327d1b1ecc.0007.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:41f89a28-1fc6-4c92-b1c8-03327d1b1ecc.0007.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://www.regeringen.se/rattsliga-dokument/statens-offentliga-utredningar/2021/12/sou-202195/
https://www.regeringen.se/rattsliga-dokument/statens-offentliga-utredningar/2021/12/sou-202195/
https://www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2024/06/regeringen-presenterar-forslag-om-gardsforsaljning-av-alkoholdrycker/
https://www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2024/06/regeringen-presenterar-forslag-om-gardsforsaljning-av-alkoholdrycker/
https://www.domstol.se/hogsta-domstolen/avgoranden/2022/122171/
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/handle/10024/165044
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/handle/10024/165044


105. Beekmann L. New Finnish government proposes major overhaul of alcohol laws to increase market 
competition [news release]. NordAN; 16 June 2023 (https://www.nordicalcohol.org/post/finnish-
government-coalition-negotiations-resistance-to-allowing-wine-sales-in-grocery-stores).

106. Asian käsittelytiedot HE7/2024: Hallituksen esitys eduskunnalle laiksi alkoholilain 17 ja 26 §:n 
muuttamisesta [Information on the processing of the matter HE7/2024: Government proposal 
to Parliament to amend sections 17 and 26 of the Alcohol Act]. Finland; 2024 (HE7/2024; https://
www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/KasittelytiedotValtiopaivaasia/Sivut/HE_7+2024.aspx) (in Finnish).

107. Hallituksen esitys laiksi alkoholilain muuttamisesta, alkoholin kotiinkuljetus [The government’s 
proposal to amend the alcohol law, home delivery of alcohol]. Finland; 2023 (STM101:00/2023; 
https://stm.fi/en/project?tunnus=STM101:00/2023) (in Finnish).

108. Alcohol Act. Finland; 2017 (1102/2017; www.stm.fi/alcohol-act).
109. Swedish Alcohol Retailing Monopoly (Systembolaget Aktiebolag). Regeringskansliet; 2014 (https://

www.government.se/government-agencies/swedish-alcohol-retailing-monopoly--systembolaget-
aktiebolag/).

110. In focus: relaxing legislation on alcohol sales [news report]. Iceland Review; 19 September 2022 
(https://www.icelandreview.com/in-focus/in-focus-relaxing-legislation-on-alcohol-sales/).

111. Health minister calls for action on online alcohol sales [news report]. Iceland Review. 12 June 
2024 (https://www.icelandreview.com/news/politics/health-minister-calls-for-action-on-online-
alcohol-sales/).

112. Act No. 86/2011 on Trade in Alcohol and Tobacco. Iceland; 2011 (86/2011; https://www.vinbudin.
is/Portaldata/1/Resources/um_atvr/log_og_reglur/Frumvarp_til_laga_EN2014.pdf).

113. Forsetaúrskurður um skiptingu stjórnarmálefna milli ráðuneyta í Stjórnarráði Íslands [Presidential 
decree on the division of government affairs between ministries in Iceland’s Government Council]. 
Iceland; 2022 (6/2022; https://www.althingi.is/altext/lagasofn/nuna/2022006.html) (in Icelandic).

114. Salgsbevilling for alcohol [Sales licence for alcohol]. Oslo: Helsedirektoratet; 2018 (https://www.
helsedirektoratet.no/tema/alkohol/salgsbevilling-for-alkohol) (in Norwegian).

115. Her M, Giesbrecht N, Room R, Rehm J. Privatizing alcohol sales and alcohol consumption: evidence and 
implications. Addiction. 1999;94(8):1125–39 (https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1360-0443.1999.94811253.x).

116. Rowland B, Evans-Whipp T, Hemphill S, Leung R, Livingston M, Toumbourou JW. The density of 
alcohol outlets and adolescent alcohol consumption: an Australian longitudinal analysis. Health 
Place. 2016;37:43–9 (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2015.11.004).

117. Pereira G, Wood L, Foster S, Haggar F. Access to alcohol outlets, alcohol consumption and mental 
health. PLoS One. 2013;8(1):e53461 (https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0053461).

118. Trapp GSA, Knuiman M, Hooper P, Foster S. Proximity to liquor stores and adolescent alcohol 
intake: a prospective study. Am J Prev Med. 2018;54(6):825–30 (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
amepre.2018.01.043).

119. Azar D, White V, Coomber K, Faulkner A, Livingston M, Chikritzhs T et al. The association between 
alcohol outlet density and alcohol use among urban and regional Australian adolescents. Addiction. 
2016;111(1):65–72 (https://doi.org/10.1111/add.13143).

120. National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion. Guide for measuring alcohol 
outlet density. Atlanta (GA); Centers for Disease Control and Prevention; 2017 (https://stacks.cdc.
gov/view/cdc/61301).

121. Sherk A, Stockwell T, Sorge J, Churchill S, Angus C, Chikritzhs T et al. The public–private decision for 
alcohol retail systems: examining the economic, health, and social impacts of alternative systems 
in Finland. Nordisk Alkohol Nark. 2023;40(3):218–32 (https://doi.org/10.1177/14550725231160335).

44
Nordic alcohol monopolies

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO

https://www.nordicalcohol.org/post/finnish-government-coalition-negotiations-resistance-to-allowing-wine-sales-in-grocery-stores
https://www.nordicalcohol.org/post/finnish-government-coalition-negotiations-resistance-to-allowing-wine-sales-in-grocery-stores
https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/KasittelytiedotValtiopaivaasia/Sivut/HE_7+2024.aspx
https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/KasittelytiedotValtiopaivaasia/Sivut/HE_7+2024.aspx
https://stm.fi/en/project?tunnus=STM101:00/2023
http://www.stm.fi/alcohol-act
https://www.government.se/government-agencies/swedish-alcohol-retailing-monopoly--systembolaget-aktiebolag/
https://www.government.se/government-agencies/swedish-alcohol-retailing-monopoly--systembolaget-aktiebolag/
https://www.government.se/government-agencies/swedish-alcohol-retailing-monopoly--systembolaget-aktiebolag/
https://www.icelandreview.com/in-focus/in-focus-relaxing-legislation-on-alcohol-sales/
https://www.icelandreview.com/news/politics/health-minister-calls-for-action-on-online-alcohol-sales/
https://www.icelandreview.com/news/politics/health-minister-calls-for-action-on-online-alcohol-sales/
https://www.vinbudin.is/Portaldata/1/Resources/um_atvr/log_og_reglur/Frumvarp_til_laga_EN2014.pdf
https://www.vinbudin.is/Portaldata/1/Resources/um_atvr/log_og_reglur/Frumvarp_til_laga_EN2014.pdf
https://www.althingi.is/altext/lagasofn/nuna/2022006.html
https://www.helsedirektoratet.no/tema/alkohol/salgsbevilling-for-alkohol
https://www.helsedirektoratet.no/tema/alkohol/salgsbevilling-for-alkohol
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1360-0443.1999.94811253.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2015.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0053461
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2018.01.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2018.01.043
https://doi.org/10.1111/add.13143
https://stacks.cdc.gov/view/cdc/61301
https://stacks.cdc.gov/view/cdc/61301
https://doi.org/10.1177/14550725231160335


DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO



World Health Organization 
Regional Office for Europe
UN City, Marmorvej 51,
DK-2100, Copenhagen Ø, Denmark
Tel.: +45 45 33 70 00
Fax: +45 45 33 70 01
Email: eurocontact@who.int
Website: www.who.int/europe

WHO/EURO:2025-XXXX

The WHO Regional Office for Europe

The World Health Organization (WHO) is a specialized agency of the United Nations created in 
1948 with the primary responsibility for international health matters and public health. The WHO 
Regional Office for Europe is one of six regional offices throughout the world, each with its own 
programme geared to the particular health conditions of the countries it serves.

Member States

Albania
Andorra
Armenia
Austria
Azerbaijan
Belarus
Belgium
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czechia
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Georgia
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Latvia

Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Monaco
Montenegro
Netherlands (Kingdom of the)
North Macedonia
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Republic of Moldova
Romania
Russian Federation
San Marino
Serbia
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Tajikistan
Türkiye
Turkmenistan
Ukraine
United Kingdom
Uzbekistan

DRAFT UNDER EMBARGO


	OLE_LINK1
	OLE_LINK2
	_Hlk176866593
	_Hlk176260893
	_Hlk180650395
	_Hlk180650420
	_Hlk180650344
	_Hlk176442742
	_Hlk164066794
	_Hlk101541780
	_Hlk171668648
	_Ref175742993
	_Ref175743906
	_Ref175742998
	_Ref175743007
	_Ref175743019
	_Ref175743023
	_Ref175743030
	_Ref175743036
	_Ref175743040
	_Ref175743046
	_Ref175743051
	_Ref175743063
	_Ref175743067
	_Ref175743078
	_Ref180609511
	_Ref175743094
	_Ref180490561
	_Ref175743102
	_Ref175743112
	_Ref175743123
	_Ref175743131
	_Ref175743173
	_Ref175743181
	_Ref175743187
	_Ref175743194
	_Ref175743204
	_Ref175743208
	_Ref175743216
	_Ref175743223
	_Ref175743236
	_Ref175743244
	_Ref175743256
	_Ref175743279
	_Ref175743286
	_Ref175743322
	_Ref175743326
	_Ref175743338
	_Ref175743345
	_Ref175743363
	_Ref175743368
	_Hlk174728024
	_Ref175828893
	_Ref175743375
	_Ref175828918
	_Ref175743382
	_Ref175743389
	_Ref175743393
	_Ref175743401
	_Ref175743437
	_Ref180609421
	_Ref176434045
	_Hlk175928190
	_Ref175743518
	_Hlk174725134
	_Ref175743543
	_Ref175743561
	_Ref175743583
	_Ref175743591
	_Ref175743603
	_Hlk174725190
	_Ref175743828
	_Ref175743844
	_Ref186892779
	_Ref186892787
	_Ref175744561
	_Hlk174727817
	_Ref175744546
	_Hlk174727687
	_Ref180508449
	_Ref175743922
	_Ref175743926
	_Ref175743934
	_Ref175743938
	_Ref175743950
	_Ref175743959
	_Ref175743970
	_Ref175743981
	_Ref175743994
	_Ref175743997
	_Ref175744022
	_Hlk174725098
	_Ref175744063
	_Ref174745377
	_Ref175744076
	_Ref174745348
	_Ref175744099
	_Ref175744104
	_Ref175744123
	_Ref174745366
	_Hlk174724804
	_Ref175744128
	_Ref180569991
	_Ref175744153
	_Ref175744138
	_Ref175744145
	_Ref175744185
	_Ref175744197
	_Ref175744225
	_Ref175744235
	_Ref175744255
	_Ref175744259
	_Ref175744269
	_Ref175744294
	_Ref175744328
	_Ref175744347
	_Ref175744354
	_Ref175744332
	_Ref175744374
	_Ref187056875
	_Ref175744386
	_Hlk174725811
	_Ref175744409
	_Ref175744439
	_Ref175744470
	_Ref175744477
	_Ref174745573
	_Ref175744484
	_Ref175744487
	_Ref180594876
	_Ref175744527
	_Ref175744534
	_Ref175744538
	_Hlk174727950
	_Ref175743416
	Acknowledgements
	Abbreviations
	Executive summary
	1. Background and 
objectives of the report
	2. Historical background 
of the alcohol monopolies 
in the Nordic countries
	2.1 Monopolies historically as a source of State revenue
	2.2 Alcohol monopolies as an alternative to prohibition
	2.3 The specific mandate and function of Nordic alcohol monopolies today
	2.4 Key features of alcohol retail monopolies and their integration into comprehensive alcohol control strategies in the Nordic countries

	3. Nordic alcohol retail monopolies today 
	3.1 The monopolies at a glance
	3.2 How do Nordic monopoly stores differ from other 
alcohol retailers?

	4. Do monopolies make a difference? Alcohol consumption and harm in the EU and the Nordic monopoly countries
	4.1 Alcohol per capita consumption
	4.2 Heavy episodic drinking
	4.3 Alcohol-attributable disability-adjusted life years
	4.4 Alcohol-attributable deaths
	4.5 Changes in patterns of alcohol consumption 
and alcohol-attributable harm
	4.6 How do monopolies make a difference?

	5. Protecting young people – fundamental for the monopolies
	5.1 Lower prevalence of alcohol use among young people 
in Nordic countries with monopolies
	5.2 The role of Nordic monopolies in raising awareness 
of alcohol’s harm

	6. Strong public support for the Nordic alcohol monopolies
	7. Are the Nordic alcohol monopolies still relevant to reducing harm today?
	7.1 Nordic monopolies in the context of the EEA Agreement 
and EU membership
	7.2 Potential impact on alcohol consumption and public health 
if Nordic monopolies were dismantled today

	Conclusions
	References



