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INTRODUCTION

-----

Importance of the oyal ty Pl

Vir.tually nothing has been p-u:01:i.::hed regardiY'g detailed studies of the reasons
why a large percentage of auto OTfmers buy' -L.Ge S2 (l6 make of car when they trade
in their old ones This two-city study of the behavior and attitudes related
to oVJner loyalty vas conducted ,,31th two general objectives in mind:

The marketing implications of auto loyalty are rather considerable
especially to the auto manufacturer who is planning to proch.lce a l1e,'1

make. If it were found that loyal ties are deep-seated, quite a differ-
ent potential market 1rlOuld be sought than if it 1vere established that
loyalties tend to be short- lived.

Auto loyalty is of particular interest to social scientists concerned
1iLth consumer beha r.or, as it reflects basic patterns of motivations
interests , and values.

AS to the actual prevalence of loyalty to make of auto as reflected by 2.wnerS t
repurchases, past studies have differed in their findbgs ,. One studY' reported
the rangeof repurchases of the same make of car to be from 45 to 67 per cent
of purchases of the various major makes. notner study, in which a national
probabili ty sample of households 1faS utilized, reports a range of 24 to 36 per
cent of the 01mers of six makes of car--who had bOClght their cars new--had re-
purchased the same make. -iH Section A of the "Findings in Detail n d.i.scusses the
ways in which the figures in these two studies may be reconciled in terms of
differences in method. For the moment, regardless of the basis on which re-
purchase loyalty is computed; it appears that auto loyalty is a very commOn
phenomenon when one compares only" two successive purchases. (It is demonstrated
later that lo ral ty over a span of several purchases is considerably less fre-
quent. )

Scope of This Report

This study is intended to isolate a number of the principal correlates of auto-
ovmer loyalty, and to describe the 1rmys in 1 hich they contribute to tendencies
toward, or a1i\ay from, loyalty. This two-city study could not achieve the pre-
cision and the conclusiveness that would be possible in a full-scale national
sampling of auto ovmers. However, many of the differences bet"leen IIloyal" and
non-loyal" auto mmers reported in this study appear substantial enough to

dra,,1 interim conclusions and to serve as a base for more de.tailed studies that
may be conducted in the future.

Design and Sampling

A nation-lJide study was ruled out as too expensive and time-consmnng" in view
of the voluJne of information desired from each person to be interve1red. 
was decided that the study be limted to a sampling in two localities that
might be presumed to be quite different in the proportions of auto Oimers who

IIQualified Prospects , II a study of passenger cars traded in on n,e1rl cars in IVarch
195.5. Undated report of the Research Department, Direct Mail Division, R. L. Polk
& Company.

.Y&

Crovlell-Collier Automotive Surv , No. 20, 19.56; the Crowell-Collier Publishing
Compan, l'Jew rk.
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have been "loyall1 over a period of time. The rationale lias that if the two
locali ties were found actually to be ql1i te slirllar in the loyalty -Character-
istics of auto mmers, one might iDfer '(.vi th more con.fidence that the findings
for only tim localities would indicate the approximate range of auto loyalty
one would eA ect to find in a coverage of more localities.

In choosing the two localities, the reasoning was that city size should be the
determning factor, since people who live in large cities have- ivide range of
choice of makes that are sold by many dealers , whereas auto choice in some
smaller cities nnght be li ted to tradiDg with a single dealer for each make.
Another criterion was that the two localities should be in one area, so as not
to introduce a geographical variable in addition to the size-of- t01VD variable.

Chicago and Rockford were the two cities selected. Rockford is a city of about
IOO OOO population, about 80 mileS from Chicago, the nearest large city; at the
tir,e of this study it had only one dealer for each of the eight makes of autos
whose Olimers i'Iere to be studied.

The sampling procedure is described in detail in the Appendix.
consisted of these steps:

In brief, it

Obtaining lists of auto owners' nffnes and addresses, limted to those whose
purchase of a car "Jas sufficiently recent (1955-1956 models) that they would
be able to discuss the circum.stances of the purchase.

Selecting specific auto Oimers to be intervevTed. In Chicago, the sampling
procedure provided for the selection of an equal nu.'1ber of Oimers of the
various makes of auto , fairly erell-distributed throughout the city in re-
lation to the distribution of the eight makes. In Rockford the sa-me pro-
cedure was followed, except that auto o'Vmers who lived in primarily indus-
trial or business areas , or in "downtovm" areas that were highly congested
or declining in population, were excluded to insure a highly "residential"
sample.

Intervevrers' choice of respondents was limted to the individual auto
Ol.mers assigned to them, with the option (infrequently exercised) of sub-
stituting another individual in the sam.e household only if the listed auto
in fact was the car of the other individual. IntervieHers made at least
two attempts to reach the specified auto ovmer. InterveVJs were completed
-w'i th 68 per cent of the ovmers who were called upon. Eighty-two per cent
of the eligible prospective respondents who were reached consented to being
interv'ieri'ed.

Five hundred forty-eight interveivs , ranging in length from one to more
than two hours, were completed during October and November, 1956.. Inter-
views re equally distributed between Chicago and Rockford auto oi.vers
and 1irere fairly evenly distributed among owners of the eight makes.

Finally, the responses of the owners of the various makes 'Vlere assigned
weights in proportion to the relative sales of these makes in 1955. Since
owners of each of the eight makes were intervewed in approximately equal
numbers in order to make it possible to analyze the responses of owners of

Exception: in accordance with the current practice of the Chrysler Corporation to
have dua dealerships, the Ch Jsler and DeSoto agencies also sold Plymouths.



cars which constitute a relatively small pr6portibn 'of the market, the
weighting process was necessary to give a better approximation of tl1e
resul ts that 1rlould have been obt8,:Lned had oWners been intervie1rJed in pro-
portion to each make i s ehare-of- the..;narket.

Statistical Reliabili V-T

\Plhile the original sample of ovmers I names was drawn in a Way that insured as-
sigl1ments in accordance wi th the principle of each owner having a known proba-

lity of being selected for intervewing, ohly 68 bent of the assig

O1rmers Here intervewed. It is not possible to establish whether the p,:::rsons
who 't'lere interve1rted ha.d the same characteristics as the persons who '('Te:r3 not

even though obtaining an approximately equal nD-mber of intervie'vJs vIi th O1rmers

of ea.ch of the eight makes of car would tend to increase the representativeness
of the final sample. In any event, the sample was sufficiently representative
for the major purose of the study, which was to analyze the interrelativn3P..ps
of behavior and attitudes rather than to provide a definitive sa.'1ple census 
car-purchasing behavior.

If one makes the assumption that the sample was representative of the base popu-
tions as defined earlier, any percentage in this report based on the total o

548 interviews would, in 95 instances out of IOO, not vary more than about foui
percentage points, from chance alone, from the percentage that would have been
obtained on the same question if all of the auto mmers of the eight makes of
autos in the base populations had been interv e",Jed. The statistical reliabn:t
of results based on sub' groups wi thin the sample l'Iould, of course , be less thai).
for the sample as a whole. Whle detailed illustrations of the reliability of
responses among sub-groups are provided in the Appendix, it should be made clea:

at the outset that a comparison of percentages based on two sub-groups of as

few as 70 intervews each (e. , results for the eight make-of-car groups) is
subject to such a large sampling variance that a difference of less than 17
percentage points should be considered as suggestive of a possible difference
rather than conclusive.



Sil;TI''IARY Ol PRII:TCIPAL FH!DINGS

The findings from 5h8 intervews in tHO cities cannot approach the au thoritative-
ness of a nation-lJide survey either in precision, or in assessment of information

abou t sub- groups in m:lnu ts cletc:il HOHever, tEa main findings of this limited
study of the auto loyalty phenomenon are consistent with information available
from other sources.

This sum: 1arJ is more general than the summaries at the end of each section. The
"Findings in Detail" should be read for a full understanding of the implications
and li.mi tations of the results obtained in this study. 

GENERAL PATTERNS OF AUTO PURCHASE BEHAVIOR

That loyalty to make of automobile--in terms of repurchase of the same make--
may be a relatively short-lived phenomenon, is indicated by the finding that

a1 though about half the auto milers .in this study had repurchased the sa.me

make last time, only 25 per cent had purchased the same make throughout the
last years. Hypothetically, it is possible for each pLITchase in a series
to show 60 per cent repurc 1.ases , and yet to have a complete IT turnO'ler " in make
of car for all owners liJithin four successive purchases. "'1Thile the nturnover
in this stud ' did not approach the ma:x;luIIl, it 1.vas fowl.d that the usual tend-
ency among auto mmers 1\1aS to switch makes after the second or third purchase.

Contrary to expectations, auto loyalty was found to be no greater in Rockford
than in Chicago , even though it had Deen anticipated tha.t loyalty would be
greater in Rockford because of the limited number of dealers in that city.
Coverage of other cities would be necessaYlJ in oro.er to establish for certain

whether ovmer loyal does not depend a great d al upon tbe number of dealers

for each make convenient to the auto shopper.

This study, as have others, found that the average person tends to upgrade his
car in his successive purchases by buying a higher-priced model or 

car. An additional finding was that a substantial proportion of upgradings
(42 per cent) vlere achieved by sv,'itching to a make of a different manufacturer
rather than buying an available higher-priced make of the samemnufacturer.
The finding suggests that line-loyalty is not necessarily firmly entrenched
in the average auto purchaser's set of values.

OBJECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF lILOYALISTS" AND lISWITCHERSII

Tw contrasting groups of respondents were singled out for special analysis
in Sections Band C of this report:

The "Loyalists , II or those 1\1ho had bought the se.me make of car
throughout the last ten years.

The "S Ji tchers , II or those who had never bought the same mal(e
twice in a row during the last ten year

Diff rences in Auto Ownership Characteristics

A larger proportion of "Loyalists" than "S1dtchers"
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--were Chevrolet O 1ers

had later model cars

had bought new cars in the past

had not upgraded in their more recent purchases

had a current car in an l1 in-between" series (neither the
most nor least e ensive for their make of car)

had bought their current cars for cash rather than credit

Also , more IILoyalistsll had accessories which contribute to driving
ease (automatic transmission, pO'Ter steering, p01-Jer brakes); BUT
fewer "J oyalists tr had white sidewall tires on their cars.

Differences in Background, or Group, Characte!istics

A larger proportion of I!Loyalists" than "Switchers

--1",ere older; had smaller households and more children living
avJay from home

--were more well-to-do (incomes of $10,000 or morc)

--were home-o mers (home-oivners were found more loyal than
others, regardless of income level)

--were job-loyal (had worked for longer periods in both their
present and most recent jobs)

did not have wives working outside the household

had been to college

--were of ancestry that had been in the U many generations

had lived in their neighborhoods for a longer period of
time; but a larger percentage of "Swi tchers" had never
lived outside their city or its suburbs

DIFFERNCES IN ATTITUDES AN EXPERIENCES

Atti tudes Concerning Loyalty to Hake of Auto

Intensive questioning as to the reasons behind recent purchases of autos
and their future buying intentions , indicated that trLoyalists" to a

greater degree emphasized motives of an economic character, whereas
Swi tehers t II apparent motives were less consistent and were relatively
more concerned with reasons reflecting personal tastes or short-term
environmental influences. In their reasons for buying their current
car rather than some other make , trLoyalistsl! emphasized mechanical
qualities or performance, price, and economy of operation. trSwitchersll
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more frequently mentioned reasons having to do with stJ- , the influence

of otber people or advertising, and the car s handling or riding quali-
ties.

The ideal of auto loyalty as representing sound judgment, was accepted

in principle by both "Switchers" and "Loyalists. " HOHever, four out of
ten of those classified as "Switchers ll on the basis of past ying be-

havior, still intended to svdtch again on their next purchase.

The consensus a.'1ong both groups was that the present-day automobile is
a good product: much to be preferred. over the cars of yesteryear. Hot-r-

ever, someuhat " more of the IISwitchersll had a sentimental regard for for-
merlY-Oiimed makes which no longer comprise a substantial share of the nevr
auto market.

General JYlotors was rated by a majority of both groups as making "the best
cars" among the principal three m:mufacturers (General jI'Iotors , Ford fIotor
Company, and Chrysler Corporation), vJ1 th Chrysler second. General Hotors
also led in ratings of the manufacturer with lithe best dealer service de-
partments ; here the Ford Hotor Compan:r vIaS rated second. O-vmers of
General Ivotors cars Here most "loyal II in their atings on both counts.

Ovmers of Ford Hotor Company cars (I ierC1lJ, Ford) Ttrere least IIloyal" on
the question of vrhich company makes the best cars; and o,mers of Chrysler
products (Dodge, Plymouth) \\Tere least IIloyal" in their ratings of dealer
service departments.

Dealer Factors and Car-Buying Experiences

As expected, more "Loyalists" (36 per cent) than f1S1dtchers" (IS per cent)
visi ted only one dealer in buying their current car. "Loyalists " leJho did
go to more than one dealer tended more than IISwitchers" to return to buy
their car from the dealer first visited. In contrast, the typical tTS1e1l tch-

ll visited a number of dealers for a variety of makes, and tended to
close a deal with the last dealer he visited.

"S'Vritchersll more than "Loyalists ll seemed to look upon the dealer as merely
ddleman between themselves and the manufacturer, and to emphasize the

short-term financial advantages of the deal rather than other consider-
ations. tTLoyalistsll put relatively more emphasis upon the connections or
obligations they had built up \\ri th the dealer, the excellence of the
dealer' s service, al1d his reliabtli ty and reputation.

In describing the characteristics of specific dealers they rated as " good;
and the Hays of other dealers they l-Jould not want to trade with, both
groups put more emphasis upon service departments and the dealer' s in-

tegri ty in living up to his cormni tments than they did upon other consi
erations.

Group and Identity Factors Involved in LoyaltyRefercnce

In this study, car-buying behavior itJas found to be influenced in much
the same way as other social behavior by 1'\hat one's reference groups do
and by how the person visuaUzes his Oirm identity or self. Analysis of
the influence of these interrelated factors was limited by the relatively
small number of interviews: it liJaS not possible, for example, to divide



the s& ple into a number of life-cycle sub-groups in order to e ne the

differences in behavior of members of different social strata and also of
different famly structures. Therefore, the analyses of differences in
behavior and out4-ook of the few sub-groupings utilized in this report are
intended to be primarily illustrative of some of the differences that are
to be expected, rather than conclusive.

A few more "Loyalists" than "Swi tchers II described themselves as "well-
educated" or as a "leader. I! A few more "Switchers" described themselves
as "plain, n "successful " and "young.

"Lojralists !! appeared to be more status-conscious than "S vi tchers. n :fore
of the.'1 reported that they thought their cars cost more . than most other
cars in the neighborhood. More of them, when asked to mention two close
friends, mentioned first a person in a higher-status occupation. Also
more "Loyalists" thought of themselves as members of the Upper or Upper
'lddle classes; this tendency held true of IILoyalists" with incomes of
less than $7, 500 as vTel1 as those who had higher incomes. F'uther, in
describing their chief goals in life , "Loyalists ll appeared to put greater
emphasis on non-materialistic objectives which had implications of status
and of social approval.

Loyalists ll appeared more conservative or "set in their vTaysll in general.
Hore of them said they felt a person is better off to stay ,nth one firm
rather than to svntch companies lihenever better opportunities appear to
lie elsewhere; and more "Loyalists!! said they ,'JOuld choose the same line
of vJOrk if they were starting allover in a career. Nore of them pre-
ferred their 01'ff neighborhoods to 0 ther places in their city. The
apparent conservatism in attitudes of !!Loyalists" is consistent w-:th
their reported behavior, not only in auto purchases but in sticking to
the same job and the same neighborhoods for longer periods than .ias the
case ,vi th "Swi tchers. 

The reactions of two sub- groups are found to be in keeping lvith reference-
group theory, in which a departure from the mode for one's associates is
presumed to set up certain tensions until the disparity between one' s be-
havior and that of one I s associates is resolved either by the individual'
conformng to the mode or by changing his associates. The two sub-groups
who do not conform to the mode for their age are the younger (under 4.5)
"Loyalists " and the "S,,1i tcher

" : 

The modal behavior for those under 45 .vas found to be to switch
makes fairly often in a rather rapid process of upgrading one'
automobiles to a satisfactory level. The Y01.mger "Loyalists
deviated from the mode for their group, constituting a minority
that had had the same make of car for the last ten years--if they
had had cars for that long. Younger "Loyalists" vTere almost as
conservative as the older IILoyalists" on such questions as the
wisdom of sticking to a job in one company, or to one' s favorite
brands of products. Tension among these younger "Loyalists" is
inferred from their being less satisfied than other persons in
their age group with their progress toward their life goals, and
from the fact that fewer of them viewed their neighbors as very
frie ndly..



Among psrsons 4.5 or older, the modal car-buying behavior was to
stick to one make of car for at least two successive purchases.
The older "Switc.hp.J:s 'l departed by definition, from the modal car-

ying beh':jioi ;y never buying the same make of car t1dce in suc-
cession during the last ten years. The older IIS1dtcher " relative

to older "Loyalists , II was found more often to be dissatisfied Id 
his neigrlborhood, to visit less in homes around the neighborhood,
and to be less satisfied with his progress tonard his goals in
life.. Findings such as these, plus the finding that very few older
S'tJi tchers" rate themselves as well-informed about the latest models
of cars, indicate that the older "S1-ritcher" tends to De an isolate--
not only in his car-buying behavior, but also in other behavior.

TI1AGES AND STEREOTl'"ES ABOUT VARIOUS TvL4KES OF AU'lNOBILES__0_.-
This section of the report is concerned only indirectly Q th the phenomenon
of auto loyalty; but the findings do illustrate that the average person is
able to evol e quite a detailed imager;'t about cars: images that no doubt have
a bearing on the formation of allegiances to certain makes.

Estimated Costs of the Various Makes

While most respondents ",ere able to ran. k nine makes as to estimated aver-
age cost, there lv-as a considerable range in the estimates. For only four
of the makes did as many as 40 per cent assign the make to the same priceran. Among the medium-priced makes , Buick and Oldsmobile vie:re better-
established in respondents' thinking as relatively higher-priced, and

Dodge as the louest-priced among the six medium makes. (Hercury and
Pontiac had rather ambiguous positions in the price hierarchy. Among
the lower-priced three makes , Plymouth was more consistently ranked as
the lowest in price..

If it is better, in appealing to a masS market, not to have a make con-
sidered as either the highest-priced or Imv-est-priced in its class
Oldsmobile and Chevrolet would appear to be the makes in the most favor-
able situation as regards the price rankings attributed to them by per-
sons intervewed in this two-city study.

Attributes of the Various Nakes

Attributes, as seen bJr the respondents , indicated that among 1.um-
priced makes Oldsmobile and Buick ranked relatively high as regards pres-
tige, trade-in value, and style; they also were seen relatively often as
cars that l1Tuld be driven by single men. Dodge md Pontiac ranked near
the bottom on prestige , trade-in value, and style. Among the lower-
priced makes, Chevrolet and Ford fared much better than Plymouth in trade
in and style ratings. Ford was "lriev.ed relatively more often as a single
man s car, and PI:ymouth as a married man s car and a 1'JOman s car.

Ratings on trade-in value and sti)le I ere found to be fairly highly re.
lated to whether the person intends to purchase the sare make. A make
of car that is seen as sui table for both married and single people, and

for both men and women, appears to fare better than other makes in the
owners' repurchase intentions.



Images of Sev n OccupationE,

Most respondents were able to express themselve TrJhen asked to say TrJhether
persons in seven occupations would drive neTrJ or used, O . flashy or con-
servative , cars; and "That :nake of car they would tave Buick and Olds;no-
bile lv-ere more often associated vj.th the higher-status occu.pations, and
XJiercury with "active" occupations (flirlinePilot, Construction Engineer).
Among the medium-priced makes , Dodge and Pontiac ,,,ere relatively seldom
selected as the make that TrTOuld be O1med by persons in any of the sevenoccupations. 
A.'1ong the lower-priced makes, Ford lv-as most often associatedTrJi th " outdoor
and lima sculine " occU"pa.tions (Factor"J vtTorker, PluJ!lber), and Plymouth l-Ji 

the more " ferninine " occupations (Social ldorker, Bookkeeper).



II. FINDINGS IN DETAIL

--..-----

GENERAL P ATTERflS OF' AUTO PURCHASE BEHAVIOR

Other Studies of PrO "ll. Loyalty

Relativel;y few published studies on product loyalty are available from
non-automotive fields to lend perspective on whether auto repurchase
loyal ty--as reflected in the findings of the studies sil arized below
--might be considered relatively higher or 10\cJer than loyalty in other
products costing a substantial amount. The only available study pro-
viding a reasonable pe..allel to auto repurchase loyalty is that of
Donald L . l'iller . concerning repurchase of the same brand of refriger-
ator among a saraple of a few hundred housewives. Miller found that be-
tvJeen one-fourth and one-third (no totals are printed) of those vJho had
previously owned a refrigerator repurchased the S&'1e brand.

Regarding the actual extent of auto repurchase loyalty, authorities diff
As mentioned in the Introduction, the R. L, Polk analysis of Hichigan new-
car purchases in 19.5.5 found that for the various makes a range of 45 to 
about 75 per cent of neliT-car purchases involved trading in a car of the
same make. Repurchases of the same make represented on the average about
two-thirds of the total purchases. The 1956 Crowell-Collier nation-1iLde
Automotive SurveY'H reports 1'1. range of 24 to 36 per cent repurchase loy-
alty among ovm.ers of six makes viho had bought their cars new. The same
study found that an understandably 10v.rer percentage had bought the sarl'e
make three times in a row.

The following table compares the Polk and CroNell-Collier fi djnGs for
the six makeE of car on which repurchase loyalty figures were published
in both studies:

TABLE 1

REPURCHASE LOYALTY RATES FROM 1111'0 STUDIES

Make s of Autos

in Present Study

Polk
Ii ch.

New- Car
Buyers
I 9.5.5

Crowell-Collier, 19.56, National
Sample of Those 'IJho Bought
Their Present Make New:

Same rialee in,
Last T't'Io

Purchases

TIthe Life Cycle and the Inpact of Advertising, 11 Consmner Behavior, Vol. II, New
York University Press , 195.5. rliller reported that re rigerator repurchase loyalt
was considerably higher among older peopl\', v-Jhich is consistent Ni th the findings
of this present study of auto loyalty.

u(. . il. , p. 16.

Same Nake as
Last Purchase

Buick
Chevrolet
Ford
Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Plymouth
IJIercur
Dodge

67%

.5.5

.51

.51

24%

Not reported
Not reported

11%

1.5

Not reported
Not reported

-----,



It is seen that the figures from the two studies differ considerably,
both in the percentages of loyalty reported and in the relative re
purchase rate am.ong the various makes However, the differences may
1'J'311 be accoun'ced for by tihe di.:fer8nces in the proced'les in the two
studies:

The Polk study reports car purchases rather tl:.an individuals
limi ted to 1955 new-car deals-nvolld.ng a trade. The percentages
represent the proportions of cIder cars traded in on the same mav8
The data were derived from official ne1i-.car registration records
for Hichigan exclusive of h'ayne County (tl1e Detroit area); and
Michigan may not be typical in its repurchase loyalty patterns.

The Crowell- Collier data, gathered through a national probability
sampling of households conducted by W . S ons and hssociates
are presented in terms of the ers of cars which were bo ght
nevj at some time in the past These owners include pers.ns who
had never O1med an auto previously, and multi-car famiJ.ies in
1'\hich actual repurchase loyalty may have been masked by successive
purchases of Hake A, then JIake B , then a replacement of Ivake 11 vn th 
another Make A, and then a replacement of l:ialce B t.Ti th another Bake B..

Regardless of the apparent differences in repurchase loyalty figures f
these sources, two general conclusions are apparent:

The proportion of repurchase loyalty on any single repurchase is
indeed high, and probably higher than for othe

' -

tyPes of fairly
costly branded items.

The proportion of repurchase loyalty over as many as three successive
QTchases may well be relatively low, according to the Crowell-Collier

figures: on none of the six makes did as many as one-fifth of the
o1'mers buy the make three times in a row. The findings indicate that
while repurchase loyalty is a very common phenomenon, it may be also
a rather transient one. The findings o this present two-city study
also indicate that relatively fei'I auto Oimers purchase the sa.'1e make
over an extended period of time.

Hypothetical upper" and "low. l! limts of potential repurchase loyalty
in the present auto market were presented in the report on Phase I of
this study (PP. 10-12), prior to publication of the Crowell-Collier 1956report. These limits are summarized thus:
(a) The theoretical upper limit of line repurchase loyalty:

As will be seen later in this report, most auto o mers go through a
process of upgrading their cars over a period of time after their
first purchase, through buying more expensive makes or models. The
theoretical upper limit of repu chase loyalty to the same man ctur-
er I s line for those upgrading through buying a more expensive 
1'Iould appear to be about 8.5 per cent. This figure is arrived 

-----,---- 

through subtracting, from 100 per cent of 19 .5 registrations 
autos in the U. S., the approximately 1.5 per cent of registrations
of makes which do not permit ready upgradings wi tbin the same manu-
facturer IS line--Cadillac, Chrysler, Lincoln, Hercury, and the makes
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of man facturers other than General otors, Ford Motor Company, and
Chrysler Corpo:;at:,

(b) The .

::')

E linT!. t 
of repm'chase 10Yc.lty t

:::

If 0:'8 assumes that the present repurchase loyalty :;ate is about 60
per cent in the aggregate on each single repurchase , a co: 18te turn-
ove:.. of ovmership is theoretically possib le 'Id t1:in four successive
purchases. Figure I shows hmlJ this might occur..-hypothetically. 
Vieusd in this light, the CrOHeE..Collie:c finchr,g of only five tu :18
per cent. loyalty throughout thr38 successive purshases c,ppea: s p12us-
ible A.gain, it 1\D.ll be seen that the results of this present st,u''l;r
on repLrchase behavior of auto owners over a ten-year period are "i te
compatib e 1 th the Crowell-Collier national findings. 

It should be emphasized that both short-term and long-term bases of
computing repurchase loyalty are seful for rather different pur-
poses. Short. term repurchase loye,lty rates in terms of tw'o s11cCessiv€
purchases:re useful in estimating the proportions of current ers '
of certain make i1Tho i\Tll buy the sc.e make the next time they get a
new car. Longer-tena loyalty rates are useful i estimating the pro-
portions o ne certain makes 10 may (all factors held constant)shift to another make after several purchases. 

Factors 1rJhich 11ay A fect Auto Loyalty

Intentions to repurchase the same make of car are much more frequent than
actual repurchases. The same Crowell-Collier 1956 Automotive Survey spow
that about twu-thirds of ovmers (vJho bought their cars new) of the eight:
makes that are involved j.n the present study, say they would buy the same
make: 

"If you were buyng a new car now, which make
do you think you would buy?!i

Percentage who think they
,qould buy same make

Buick 76.
Oldsmobile 73.Ford 71.Chevrolet 69.outh 67. 9Mercury 62.
Pontiac 62.Dodge 55.

The factors Which may reduce, or increase, loyalty have been discussed at
some length in the report for Phase I of this study and hence ",Till be
merely summarized here: 

Chart shovm on page 

Op. cit., p. 15.
v,t-\(

,,1\ Dp. cit., p. 22-33.
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Figure I. An Hypothetical odel of Heavy IITu.""overll in Repurchases
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Considerations which may duce repurchase loyalty include:

Competi tion and salesm 1ship of agencies selling other makes.

Mechanical perforr1ance--although it will be seen tl1at the present
study finds that the average auto owner is pretty well-satisfied
wi th his car I s performance.

Personal influence of significant reference groups--the car-buying
behavior or talk of those whose esteem is important to the indi..
vidual.

Changes in one I s income or credit.

Changes in one's self - image of his identity (e. g., a shift from
the role of being a young sport to being a fandly man, or from
being a struggling student to taking on the role of a successful
young professional man).

Considerations which may increase repurchase loyalty include:

Lowered mobility--arriving at a plateau of spendable income, or

settling dO'Wll into the same job, the sane community, 8.'1d the same
mode of living over an extended period of time. Lowered mobility

ll tend to reduce the effects of external influences toward
change in behavior of various sorts , including car-buying.

The gro..1ing disutili ty of reviewing one I s decisions. It appears
that the "disutili ty of decision-revieH" is primarily responsible
for a good deal of unwillingness to consider all suitable makes
of auto .d th an open mind, or the rel uct,ance in older persons to
shop around extensively, and for the apparent tendency to "get
used to" the particular features and style of a given make to a
point t'here a change would be seen as not worth the effort in-
volved.

There may be some economic advantage in repurchasing tbe same
make. In an event, as shmm later, a majority of the auto
mmers interve1rJed in this study seemed to think so.

Repurchase Behavior in This T.-ro-Ci ty Study

Hakes m-med.

For background prior to a discussion of the characteristics of the
auto owners interveHed in this study, Table 2 illustrates hO'tif

heavy a proportion of the eight-car market is accounted for by the
fi ve General JVIotors makes.

Source: R. L. Polk and Company report of the national distribution of new autos
sold in 1955.



TABLE 2

T1AKE OF AUTOIlOBILE--1rEIGHTED FIGUREa

Buick. . . 

. . 

ll%
OlQsmobile . . 9Pontiac. . 
Chevrole t . 
Nercur.
Ford

Dodge
Plymouth

1.5
Other makes.

Total (548 intervie1,;s) 100%

As noted in the Foreword, and in more detail
in the Appendi, these percentages--as well
as all ot1ers in this study--are weighted
so that each owner' s responses contribute
to the total findings in proportion to the
relative sales of the eight makes in 1955.
Again, this weighting procedure was neces
si tated because the owners of the various
makes 1irere interve1-Jed in approxiately
equal numbers in order to have enough in-
terve1irS for some ana.lysis of responses
of OiImers of each of the makes. The num-
bers of actual intervievls 'Id. th Ow'Ders of
the eight makes are presented in the Ap-pendix. 
The "make that cost most" was the make con-
cerned in all questions about the respond-
entls !fpresent" car. (The criterion of cost
was utilized so that tllere would be no con-
fusion in two-car famlies as to ich car
was being discussed. Since only 74 re-
spondents own.ed two cars, the "make listed"
for the respondent (presented in Table 2)
and the "make that cost mostll was the same
car in most instances. Numbers of inter-
views for each "make that cost most" did
not vary more than one per cent from the
distribution shown in Table 2.



Seventy-eight per cent of o mers' cars that "cost mostll were 195.5
models , 20 per cent were 1956' s, and t1i\T per cent were models pri
to 195.5"

Twelve per cent of the total respondents Here t1),CF.car mmers--six
per cent of the Chicago respondents, and 19 per-cnt of Rockford

respondents. 

Only 14 per cent of the total interviews were conducted in house-
holds in which someone other than the respondent owned a car; 12 of
the 14 per cent were one of the eig.l1t makes being studied.

Repurchase-loyal ty rat

Table 3 presents repurchase loyalty findings for the total sample
on tHO bases:

The most recent single purchase since 1946. Forty-seven
per cent were foundto have repurchased the same make.

Purchases during the last ten years (analysis limited to

the last sixpuchases since 194 Only 2.5 per cent 'Here
found to have purchased their present make throughout that
period.

TABLE 3

REURCH.ASE LOYALTY: LAST PURCHASE AND PURCHASES SINCE 1946

Last purchase:

Bought the same make. . . 

. . . . 

. . 47%

Different make but Sffne ID.nufacturer . . . . 12
Nalee of a different manufacturer. . . 

. . 

. 38

Owned only one car since 1946 .

100%

Purchases since I 946 

Bought sa.'1e make throughout

. . 

Different make s, but all from same manu-
facturer . . 

. . . . . .

Different ma.'1ufacturers; but did buy two
of some make in a row

. . . . . . . . 

3.5
Differe manufacturers; but did buy two

of some manufacturer in a row

. . . . .

. 7
Never bought cars of any ntlfacturer twice

in a row durng the period. 

. . 

. 18

01imed only one car since 1946 .

. . . .--

100%

. . 

2.5%

. . 12

Of perhaps some interest is the tentative indication--based on the relatively

few two-car famlies--that the men tended to drive the better car. Sixty-nine
of the 74 respondents from two-car families 1iiere males. Of these, 33 said they
ordinarily drove the car that cost the most, and 21 said they usually drove the
other car. (The other 1.5 men either said. the tN'O cars were of the same make
or did not specify which car they drove the most.



Last purchase Forty-seven per cent repUl'chased the same make last
time. If one sets aside the two-car owners so as to put the Jinding
of this study and the Polk study of 1955 new-car registrations on a 
more comparable footing, the finding of 52 per cent J.ast-puxchase
loyalty in this study is seen to correspoi1a-clo lyTo the :?oTh
findings.

chases since 1946: Twenty-five per cent were found to have
bOught the S '1e make throughout this ten-year period. This figure
corresponds fairly closely to the Crowell-Collier lCist-three-purchases
figure , ever. .thoug.h the tw'o studies were conducted somew1lat differeni?-ly. .
Chicago vs. Rockford It .rill be recalled that a major point in the
design of this study was to choose two localities in the same region
but differing greatly in slze: so as to increase the likelihood of a
difference in repurchase loyal t5 es: 1. e , residents of a small city
would be more likely to be loyal because the number of agencies is
so few. However, Table 4 indicates that repurchase loyalty' in Rock-
ford was certail1 .!o greater, and possi,bly even less than in Chicag9:

TJI.BLE 4

REPURCHASE LOYALTY IN CHICAGO AND ROCKFORD

Last purchase:

Bought the same make

. . . . . . . . . . 

Different make, same manufacttlrer .
Different manufacturer
ONl1ed only one car since 1946 .

. . . .

Purchases since 1946:

Same make throughout

. . . . . . . . . .

Different makes , same manufacturer. . . 
Different manufacturers; but did buy two

of some make in a row

. . . . 

Differe manufactuers; but did buy t'IO of
same manufacturer in a rOvT . . . . 

. .

Never bought cars of any manufacturer
twice in a row during period

. . 

OvJ.ed only one car since 1946 .

. . . . 

Not ascertained

. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Chicago
(N=

Rockf ord
.-!1 ::E.U)

54% 43%
1.5

100% 100%

27% 22%

100% 100%

\1 

An asterisk (*) in any table indicates less than half of one per
cent.
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The differecce in loyalty rates in Chicago and Roclcford, while not

statistically significant, is in a direction contrary to expecta-
tions:

It ",;as thought that the difference might have been attribut.sble
to the fact that a larger proportion of Rockford auto olvners
were two-car mmers (19 per cent, in contrast to six per cent
aI10ng Chicago respondents )--as pointed out earlier, two-car
mmership autolnatically tends to reduce the ap;Jarent repurc;mse
loyalt:l rate. However, uhen onljr single-car O'mers are con-
sidered, P ckford owners were stili slightly less loyal than
Chicago owTIers , both as regards last purchase (48 per cent
loyalty among Rockford respondents who ovJled one car as against
55 per cent araong Chicago single-car owners) and purchases since
1946 (24 percent loyalty throughout the period among Rockford
one-car owners, as against 30 per cent among their Chicago
counterparts) .

Another possible reason for le difference might have been out-

of- to-vm buying: 26 per cent of the Rockford O1-Jnel S had bought
their present car (jut of to'm. However j this possible e:h"plan-
ation is rul :d out by the fact that about the same percentage
of repurchase-loyal and repurchase-nonloyal people were found
to have bO"l'.ght tbeir cars out of town.

Examnation of the difference in personal backgrounds of
Chicago and Rockford respondents also fails to account for
the slight difference in loyalty: if anything, more Rockford
respondents tended to have characteristics that are associated
with higher loyalty rates (e. g., relatively more of the Rockford
people"'re older, more 'I\Tell- to- , and ovmed their own homes.

\t1Jhatever the reasons for the slightly lower repurchase rate in Roclc-
ford, its implications are:

(1) The finding may indicate that the number of dealerships in a
city for any ven make may have, in itself, little effect on
the over-all loyalty rate. One would want to have the results
of studies for other conu unties before dra'lv.ng this conclusion
h01ieVel'.

(2) The lack of much difference in rept~chase rate makes it possible
to combine the Chicago and Rockford interviews into a common
pool so as to have larger numbers in analyzing sub-groups.
Throughout the remainder of this report, Chicago and Rockford

findings are reported separately only when differences in results
in the two cities are highly relevant. However, the detai led
tables in the Appendix present separate results for the two
ci ties on almost every question in the survey.

Upgrad Dg and dOimgr ding in the aggr ate

There exists among auto owners a normal tendency to upgrade over a
period of time , by shifting from used to new cars , or to better
models, or to more eA ensive makes. The strength of this tendency
to upgrade is seen in the results of this survey:
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In their Y r purchase of a car:

47 per cent upgraded

30 per cent appeared to maintain the ame level

20 per cent appeared to do, grade

3 per cent had bought only one car during the ten-
year period under study

If purchases since 1946 are considered:

45 per cent viere classined as upgradings

33 per cent appeared to maintain the same level

22 per cent were classified as downgradings

It is belie'lced that the actual level of upgrading arnong auto owners
is higher them these figures might indicate. One reason is that the
sample for this study consisted of those lO had bought their autos
ostly 19S.5 models) netv; the o,m.ers of used cars vJOuld have a greater
upgrading potentiru. Another reason is that mmership of two cars at
anyone time during the ten-year period would tend to reduce the ap
parent rate of upgrading 1rJl1enever one bought a "second" car. Furth
the information on past cars ",as not sufficiently detailed, in many
instances, to provide sufficient grounds for classifying the purchase
as an upgrading. In any case, the findings do bear out the fact th
upgrading has been the norm in car-buying beha.vior, at least since
World v,far II.
One reasonable assumption would be that upgrading in make of car is
achieved, when possible, primarily through buying a more e)."!ensive
make in the saIne manufacturer' s line. The findings in this stuwJ
would put that aSslll tion somewhat in question:

Two hundred sixty-five respondents r most recent purchases ,,,ere
classified as upgradings. Forty-three per cent of these in-
stances involved a shift to a different manufacturer's line.
(Fifty-six per cent were purch of a car of the same make
or at least i:'1 the same line , and the makes of the remaining
one per cent were not ascertained.

One question to raise regarding these findings is: how many
of the line-crossing upgraCings liere, in a sense , I1forced
because there was not available a higher-priced make in the
same line for the customer to consider? If one sets aside
tliose instances of upgrading from a Eake of car that did not
have another make in the same line that !'Jas just one step up'
'tJard (NercuTlJ, and non-Big 3 makes), one still finds that
42 per cent of upgrad.ers ,,,ho readily could have bought another
make in the same line actually turned to the product of a dif-
ferent manufacturer.
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One may speculate on the reasons why so many upgradi gs are achieved
through crossing manufacturer s lines one reason may be that an up-
grading that crosses lines may be vielved by the purchaser--and repre-
sented by hi:rr. to h:i,s asscciates--as more of a 5tatus-enhancj.ng step
tha."1 had he bought the next car iT: the same line , since a crosf:.. line
upgrading may more readily be represented as a bigger change than a
one-step in-line upgrading.

In any case, the finding that a substantial proportion of upgradings
is achieved by crossing manufacturer I s lines does indicate that line-
loyalty is not necessarily firmly entrenched in the American auto pur..
chaser' s set of vaues. The implications should be encouraging to 
manufacturers vIho attempt to capture a larger share of the market
throug.h changes either in the product or in their marketing methods.

Eelineation of 
IILoyalistli and IIS r. tcherll groups

A major objective was to single out gronps of auto ovmers for com-
parison of the differences between those who had been loyal to one
make of auto over a considerable period of tinle, in con.trst to
those who were conspicuous in their svn tching from one make to
another. 01mers were classified into groups as fOllOirJs:

First , hJO small groups (those vIho had mmed only ODe car during
the teD-year period under eXaJ.ination, and t:lose ",Jho currently
OHneo. hvo cars) were set aside because their inclusion would
have obscured the differences between IILoyalists li and I:Switcherq.
Those who had aImed only one car during the ten-year period 1-Juld
have sl"elled the ranks of the "loyalists" spu!'iously; a.nd most
of those who ct1rrently owned tvJO cars would have had an undue
effect on results for "Switchers. 1I1

Next, the Nain bulk of the
purchased two or more cars
into three groups:

interviews (one-car ovmers who had
in the last ten years) were divided

f the 74 two-car ovmers in the sa':ple, only 19 per cent had bought the sarne .
make of car last time, in contrast to 51 per cent of the one-car owners. Only
II per cent of the two-car owners had bought the s e make throughout- the ten-
year period, as against 26 per cent for one-car ovmers.
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(III)
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No. of
Intervews

Weighted
Per cent

(I) "Loyalists" those who had bought
the same make of car throughout
the ten-year period. 

. . . . .

120 24%

Off -and-on r S II those who had
bought clifferent makes but all
from the same manufacturer; or
(more frequently) had bought cars
of different m2 ufacturers but
had bO"Jght the same make t'V.D.ce in
a row. 

.. . . . . . . . . . .

229

"Swi tchers " : h.9.d never bought the
same make twice in a row du ing
the ten-year period. 

. . . . .

107

The special groups previously set aside
'VJ8re:

(IV)

(V)

Current o'Vmers of two autos

. . .

7l.

Had owned only one auto during
the period, hence unclassifiable
as to repurchase loyalty

.548 100%

It is seen that the modal repurchase behavior of this sa'1ple of autQ
ovmers during the last ten years was of an "off-and-on" variety: 
the typical auto ovmer might have bought two cars of the same make
in a row, but over a ten-year period he switched makes to some ex-
tent.

Ths typical "off-and-on" behavior must be kept in mind for per-
spective throughout the rest of the report--even though, for pur-
poses of contrast, the analysis is focused primarily upon the dif-
ferences between the two extreme minority' groups: the "Loyalists 
and the "S1d tchers..

"* 

1rJhile most of the tables in the remainder of
this report present findings for only the IILoyalists " and "S'Wtchers"
and the grand total, resppnses of the "Off-and-on I S" and tl.;o-car 
ovmers appear when relevant in the detailed tables in the Appendix.

Number of autos owned during the last ten years by persons in the
various sub groups is worth examning, to make sure that classifi-
cation of an owner as a "Loyalist" or a "Swi tcher" is not merely a
reflection of a difference in the n1J.mber of cars bought. Theoreti-
cally, the more cars a person buys , the greater is the likelihood

It is understood that the terms "Loyalists" and II S'w-i tchers l1 are used merely as
shorthand, and do not imply any value judgments regarding individuals in either
of the two groups.
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that he will appear as a IISwitcher. n Table.5 sho1-S how many cars
were purchased since 1946 by members of Group I-IV:

TABLE .5

il'ffER OF AUTOS PURCHASED SINCE 1946

Gp. 1

"Loyal-
ists"

Gp. III
"Sltii tch-

ers

Gp. IV
2.. car
Owers

Gp. II
If Off -and- Grand

Total a

Puchased 1 car 
Puchased 2 or 3 cars 52'
Purchased 4 cars

Purchased .5 cars
Purchased 6 or more cars 1.5

100% IOO% 100% l007 IOO%

No. of interviews (120) (229) (107) (74) (.548)

--,

The Grand Total includes the 18 persons (Group V) 'tvho had olmed
only one automobile during the ten-;year period.

It is seen that the "Loyalists" and "Switchers " are very alike in
the proportion that had u o or three cars during the ten-year
period. This indicates that the rather considerable differences
between these 0 extreme groups that are apparent throughout the
rest of the report are not simply a function of hOloJ many cars they
had purchased.

Table .5 shows that two-thirds of the "off-and-on" group had bought
four or more cars during the period under study doubt some re-
spondents ",'1 thin this "off-and-on" group really "belong" in the
"Switcher" or "Loyalist" groups on the basis of their inclinations.
HOirJever, the reallocation of some" off -and-on" buyers to the STJi tcher
or Loyalist groups, perhaps on the basis of some ratio of loyalty
in relation to nU..l1ber of cars purchasedt was ruled out because such
a reallocation might have introduced more artifactual influences in
the findings than tl1e groupings as established.

B.. OBJECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF "LOYALISTS" AND "SHITCHERSII

The last section described the process of isolating two extreme groups of
auto ovmers--the 24 per cent irTho were "Loyalists 'tIDO had bought only the
one make of car durng the last ten Tears; and the 21 per cent irTho were
"Swi tchers , II or had never bought the same make u,vice consecutively during
the same period. Again, for purposes of contrast, most of the remainder
of this report are focused upon differences between those two gro ps.

.,.
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Results for the other groups are presented in detail in the Appendix. 

To save' space , many of the following Loyalist/Swi tcher comparisons present
princtpal findings rather than detailed tables vJl-(;!1 appear in full in the
Appendix.

Differences in Auto Ownership Characteristics

TABLE 6

DIFFERNCES IN AUTO OWNERSHIP CHARA.CTERISTICS

Loyalists
(N=120)

Swi tchers
(N=

Grand
Total

(N==548)

a.. Make owned at present

More of the Loyalists owned,
Chevrolets:

Buick 9%' 11%
Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet 28, 2.5

.53' 54.

Hercury
Ford 2.5

2.5

Dodge
Plymouth

1.5 1.5

other make 

100% 100% 100%

mership of medium-priced and
lower-priced makes was virtu-
aU;'l identical for Swi tchers
and Loyalists:

Medium-priced (Buick, aIds.
Pont., Nerc., Dodge) 

. . 

L01.Jer-p:riced (Chev. , Ford
Plymouth) .

. . 

31% 33% 40%

.59

100%

Not ascertained

. . 

100% 100%

The Appendix also presents findings separately for Chicago and Rockford
ents, and for O1mers of the eight makes of auto covered in this study..
findings are relegated to the Appendix in the interest of concentrating
Loyalist/Sed tcher comparisons.

---

respond-
These
upon the
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LE 6--Continued

Year of model owned, f10re Loyal-
ists had 195 m()els. (The
sample was designed priarily as
a late-model one; probably differ-
ences would be greater in a sample
of the general car-ovming public. 

Nodel earlier than 195.5
19S.5 model. . . 

. . 

1956 model . 

Used/New purchases since 1946.

Wi th this late-model sample
most present cars were purchased
ne1I': 

. . . . . . . . . .

More of the f1Switchers ll cars pur-
chased 1946 were 

Upgrading (change from used to new
or to more expensive model or
make) :

On most recent purchases, 3wi tch-
ers upgraded more frequently:

Upgraded. . 

. . .. ,

Downgraded, . 

. . 

tJo change; or change
not established

. .

The difference is also apparent

in contrasting all purchases
since 1946: 

Upgraded. . 

. . . . 

Downgraded. . 

. . . .

No change; or change
pot established

Loyalists
1\ - "-..L

98%

19%

47%

36%

.58

Swi tchers
(l'=107 )

94%

4470

67%

.58%

Grand
Total

(N=.548)

94%

32%

47%

4.5%

As pointed out in Section A, 3c, IIUpgrading and downgrading in the
aggregate , 11 i-t is believed that upgrading was actually' higher tha.1l is
reflected in these findings. Information on past cars often was not
sufficiently detailed to provide sufficient information as to whether
the purchase represented an upgrading or a dovmgrading. It was easier
to give a definite classification to a purchase when there was a change
in make. Therefore, the findings for Switchers are more valid than
for Loyalists.
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TABLE 6--Continued

Loyalists
(N::120)

Swi tchers
-,107 )

Grand
Total

(N:-.:548)

e.. Length of time autos were kept:

As to last car disposed of, there
was little difference in propor-
tions of ovmers who kept them
less than three years: . 

. . . .

LL!'
LI/O .52%

Including all cars bought since
1946 that wee disposed of dif-
ferences in the proportions of
cars kept less than three years
also were small: . 

. . . . . . 

.5.5% .50% 64%

Time of purchase of present car:

Hore than eight in ten in both groups
bought their car during the model
year:

Bought prior to model year
(e. g., bought 156 in r.5.5) 16% 12% 17%

Bought in model year
Bought after mo el year

Series of present car:

Loyalists tended to a greater extent
to buy neither the mos t nor the least
expensive series of their make:

Most expensive series 19% 2.5% 23%
In-between series
Least expensive series 

Not ascertained

Body type:

Rela ti vely more S,.Ji tchers mmed two-
door hardtops:

Two-door sedan . 21+% 21% 19%
TvJO-,door hardtop 2.5
Four-door sedan
Four-door hElrdtop
Station wagon
Convertible
Other types and

Not ascertainable
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TABLE 6--Continued

i. Accessories en present car:

Loyalists tended to have more of the
kinds of accessories that contribute
to driving ease (automatic trans-
mission, power steering or brakes);
and more Swi tci1ers had white sidewall
tires on their cars:

Automatic transmission.
PmJ'er steering

. . . .

Power brakes

. . . . . .

White sidewall tires

. .

Safety belts

. . . . .

(None. of these) .

. .

Financing of present car

More Switchers (.54%) than Loyalists
(43%) said they financed their car:

Loyalists
(jI.T""

Grand
Switchers Total

(N=107.L _,(N2

79%

.56

(12 )

67%

(23)

77%

(15)

Finance company 25% 32% 29%
Bank loan
Paid cash (inc. trade- in)
Other arrangement; not

ascertained

Mileage On present car:

Loyalists and SLd tchers differed little.
A fel'J more Swi tchers had less than

000 miles on their present cars:

Less than 10 000 miles on
car

. . .' . . . . 

000 to 20 000 miles
000 miles or more

. .

liles usually drive in a year:

There was little difference:

Less than 10 , 000 miles 
year. 

.- . . . .

000 to 20 000 miles
000 lniles or more

. .

Not ascertained

. . .

2.5% 30%

2.5

25%
4.5

39% 38% 30%

rt is believed that more owners reported having paid cash than actually did
pay cash, even though the question deliberately encouraged owners to admt
that they financed their cars ("How did you finance it--through a finance
company, or a bank loan?") Hm"ever, the data apfJear sufficiently usefu to
establish that a larger proportion of Switchers did buy their cars on credit.
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Differences in ckgr Group, Characteristics

The differences bet1\Teen Loyalists (those who had bought the same make of
car for the last ten :rears) and Switchers (those 1\ho never had bou,ght the
same make twice during the ten..year period) on a nurnber of census., t;ype
variables are presented in Table 7.

TABLE 7

DIFFERENCES IN BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Sex. Between 80 and 90 per c!:nt
both groups of respondents were

men: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . " .

Age. A material proportion of the
Loyalists were older:

Less than 30 years

. .

30-39 years

. . . . 

40-44 years

. . . . .

4.5-49 vears .

. . . .

50-59 yep-rs .

. .

60 or older

. . . .

Not ascertained

Hari tal status.
unportant:

Differences were

Single

. . . . . .

Harried less than 10 years
Ten to 20 years
20 years or longer. 
Years not ascertained

Number in household. Swi tchers
averaged a larger number per
household:

One or two persons

. .

Three per sons

. . . .

or more

. . . . .

Composi tion of household Svdtchers
more often lived in larger house-
holds--more children, more relatives:

One child at home

. .

Two or more children.
Parent. u . . 

. . .

Brother or sister

. .

Other relatives

Loyalists
(N:.120)

Swi tchers
(N=ld7)

85% 89%

16%

1.5

18% 22%

41%

3.5

28%

21% 26%

3.5

Grand
Total

(N=54

90%

14%

16%

33%
2.5

21%
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TABLE 7 --Continued
Loyalist.s

!=120)

f., Children gom i'r:'Hl 110118. vfnile, as
justreported, more gwitchers had
children at home, the (generally
older) Loyalists had more children
who were no longer living in the
home:

Children not now living in household 30%

Net income previous year. A few more
of the Loyalists had family incomes
of $10 , 000 and up, even though they
averaged fewer wage-earners per
famly:

Swi tchers
, (N" .9:0

22%

Grand
Total

(N=.548) .

23%

Less than $.5, 000 10% 15% 12%

p5, 000 7 )'f99c: '*'iJ ,. 00 - jJ , 999
$10 000 or more
Not ascertained

Expected incom tJlree years from now. a

A substantial number of both groups
expected an increase in income: The
proportion in the $10 , OOO-and-up
anticipated.. ome class doubled in
both groups:

Lee s than 5, 000
0\)0 $7, 499

$7) 500 - $9, 999
$10 000 or more
Not ascertained

10%
. 30

. . .. . .. . . . . . . .

A larger proportion of the Loyalists
aps1.Jered that they expected to be in
the sa.me income bracket three years
from no: b

Expect to be in higher bracketb 

. .

Expect to be in lower bracket. . .
Expect to be in same income group.
Change not ascertained

. . . 

32%

11%

39% 35%

There were six income groups under .500 :'2 , 500 - 4, 999, P.5, 000 - $7, 499,
$7, .500 - $9, 999, $10 000 - $14, 999, and $15, 000 or more.

Of all those anticipating an increase in income!! 41 per cent expected to
achieve it through w ge boost.s , 23 per cent expected a growth in business
which would mean more income, 17 per cent cited an expected promotion, and
11 per cent guessed that higher living costs would necessitate higher wages.
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TABLE 7--Continued

Income in relation to age. Earlier
tabclations sho.wed Svdtchers to be
in the aggregate, relatively younger
and. slightly lower in income. 
cross-tabulation of income and. age
reveals that while Loyalists under

45 ilTere evenly distributed into two
income groups , the largest group of
SvQ tchers was composed of persons
under 45 whose last-year famly
earnings irJere less than (;'7, 500:

Under .5, income less than i;7, 500
Under h5, income 7 ,500 or more

45 or older, income

); 

7, 500 

. . . . 

45 or older, income

less than

. . . . .

:::;7, .500 or more

Not ascertained. .

Looking at the age/income il1 ormation
in another ,Tay, it is found that:

Of the 1.52 Young/Poorer, 23% were
Loyalists and 2.5% Swi tchers
Of the 158 Young/Richer, 33% were
Loyalists and 22% Sw tchers

Of the 9.5 Older/Poorer, 14% were
Loyalists and 18% Swi tchers
Of the 117 Older/Richer, 28% were
Loyalists and 14% S Q tchers

Home ownership. A larger proportion
of Loyalists owned tlleir own homes:

Home owned by family member.. 

. .

Home rented. 

. . . . . . . .

Other arrangement; not ascertained

Loyalists
IF'-l'):;:::..J-

28%

64%

Swl tchers

~~~

36%

2.5

.53%

Grand
Total
-J5h8 )

29%

59%
3).+
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TfBLE 7--Continued

Loyalists
(l'j'''l G )

-- - --..-..

Income in relatiou to home ownership.
The proportions of home-owning

,- 

per
sons with fanil;y income of less than
7 , 500 were equal in both groups.

The S,v. tchers had a larger propor-
tion of renters ",nth incomes above
$7, 500 (dfference is not statisti
cally significant Hi th this size
sample) ..

Home O1mers
500iJ i , .

Home O1mers
more e . 

income less than

income ;7 , 500 or

Renters , income less than 7 , 500
Renters , income 7, 500 or more
Other arrangement; not ascertained

Income in relation to home otmership.
Presenting the home hip7Tncome
information the other Hay around, it

is seen that:

Of the 124 O mers/Poorer, 31% were
Loyalists , 24% Swi tc ers

Of the 186 Owner /Ri cher , 20% 1irere
Loyalists , 15% Svd tchers

Of the 110 Renters/Poorer, 21% were
Loyalists , 23% Swi tchers

Of the 74 Renters/Richer, 12% were

Loyalists , 21% Scd tchers

1.. Socio-econo QC stat s. Intervewers
ra.ted cl1 sp0J1derit: I s status in
relation to hving standards in his
ci ty. Loyalists were somewhat high-
er in socio-economic status:

Higher status ("A" or "BII) . . . .
LOTJer status (110" or liD") . . 

. .

Not rated 

. . . . . .

H01irever, there was not as much dif-
ference in the two groups insofar as
rating of the general socio-economic
status of the blocli: in which the re-
spondent Ii ved

Higher-status (II All or "B") block
Lower-status ("e" or "D!!) block
Block not rate

. . . . . . . . 

33%

39%
.59

34%

8wi tchers

(,:.

-l_-

30%

32%

30%

Grand
Total

(1\T:: 1: \ '

~~~~

2.5%

40%

36%
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TABlE 7 --Continued

Occupation. a Differences were not

e;reat;' aJfhough Loyalists inc1uded
a clightJ.y greater proportion of
the higher-stat)s (professional and
business) occupations Distribution
for the six most frequent occupation-
al classes:

Professional, semi-professional.
Business (proprietors , officials)
Clerical, sales work

. . . .

Craftsmen, foremeTl, and si:rd.lar
lJ"ork 

. . . . . . . . . '. . .

Machine operatives 

. . . . . . 

Service vJOrkers . 

. . 

of time resporx1 en,! (or hu
band) had been 1-orking for the saY.

ncerD. ' wIce as-m . Lo ;.ali:Sts""
as Svrlichers had worked for the smne
concern 20 years or more:

Less than two years
Tt-vo to fi ye year s 

. . . . . . ' 

Five to ten \ ars . . . 

. .

Ten to 15 ye rs . 

. .

IS to 20 years

. . . . . . . . .

20 years or longer
Not ascertained. . 

. . 

Previous job Not only did a larger
proportion of Loyalists report long-
er periods at their present job; but
more of them also spel; onger per-
iods in their last previ job:

Loyalists

. ''''

:.:-L
Svd tehers

"' -

Grand
Total

(N,. r,)IS)

17% 13%

1.5

1.5

17% 14%
1.5 1.5

1.5

to three years in last previous
job 14% 12%

Three up to ten years 2.5
Ten years or longer 3.5
Did not have a previous job
Not ascertained 

Women (onl;,,; 10 per ce:rt of total sa.'nple) 1Tre asked their husbands 
occupations.
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TABLE 7-.Continued

Loyalists
i'= O )

Working wives. More S"rl tchers re-
ported theirwives as working at
eit:ter part-time or full-time jobs
outside the home:

1J.!:tfe had full- time job. . 
Part-time job outside home
No job outside home
Respondent not married
Not ascertained. .

. . . . 

Father t S occupation. Li ttle differ-
ence is discernea: A larger propor-
tion of Swi tcilers reported their
fathers as having jobs as craftsmen
or foremen:

Father professional or semi..pro-
fessional 

. . . . . . . . .

Farmer or farm manager. 

. . .

Business (proprietor, manager) 

. .

Clerical , sales work. . . 

. . . .

Craftsmen, foremen, and similar
work. 

. . .. .. . . .. . .. - .. .

Hachine operatives

. . . .

Servce vJOrkers
Laborers

. . . . . . . . . . 

Not ascertained

Respondent's education. More of the
Loyalists had been to college:

Eight grades or less 

. . . . . 

Some high school

. . . . . . . .

Graduated from high school.
Some college

. . . . . . . 

Not ascertained

. . . . . . .

Father I S education. :More of the
Swi tchers reported their fathers had
not gone beyond the sixth grade:

Six grades or less

. . . . . . . 

Seven or eight grades

. . . . .

Some or completed high school

. .

Some college

. . . . . . 

Not ascertained 

. . . .

16%

.5.5

1.5

26%

21%

Swi tchers
(11=107)

23%

1.5

2.5%

31%

Grand
Total

(N"'54

23%

.52.

.5%

22%

28%

1.5
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7--Continued

Loyalists
12Q 

TABlE

mbership in organizations.. a The
two groups differed little in the
proportions belonging to some
group (three-fol:lrths of each group) ,
and also little in the types of
organizations in which they held
membership:

Veterans , military, patriotic.. 
L2.,bor unions

. . " . . . " . .

Civic or service (Kiwanis , etc.
Political or pressure groups
Lodges, fraternal or secret

societies, sick benefit associ-
ations ...

. . 

of . . . 

., . . . 

Church , religious organizations
Econo , occupational, profes-

sion.a1 . A . . 

. . .. 

.. 0 . 6 .
CuI tural, educational, alt ffi

associations

. " . . " . . . .

Social, sports , hobby, recreation-

Niscellaneous . 

. . . . . . 

Belong to no organizations
Not ascertained. . 

. . . .

(Some belonged to more than one
type) . . 

. . . . . . 

Offices held in organizations.
ferences were slight:

Dif-

Never held office in an organi-
zation . . 

.. . . . . . " .

Office in one organization
Office in two or more orgal1izations
Not ascertained. . . 

. . . . 

.5%

1.5

143%

7.5%

Swi tchers
lOI

1.55%

70%

Grand
Total

(N"'

1.5

1h9%

74%
1.5

. l' ,
The question asked' "Do you belong to any organizations--like civic groups
lodges, church groups , unions , and so on? vmat organizations?"
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TABLE 7--Continued

Recency of foreigh origin. There
was no difference in proportion
of na ti V6- born in the two groups:

Native-born. . . 

But, a larger proportion of Switch.
ers I parents had been emigrants:

Self or parent foreign-born

. .

Grandparents foreign-born

. . 

Great-grandpareaGs or earlier
Don't know 1-That generation

. .

Length of time in the neighborhood.
Loyalists showed a slight 1l6tsig
nificant) tendency to have lived in
their neighborhoods a longer time 

Less than two years

. . . . . . 

Two to fOL years
Four to five years

. . . . .

Fl ve to ten years

. . . . . . . .

lore than ten years

. . . . . . . . .

Where had respondent lived previous-
ly? A larger proportion of S tchers
had never lived beyond their present
ci ty or its suburbs:

Only in present city or its suburbs
Otller cities or tovITS in Illinois
States bordering on Illinois
States not bordering on Illinois;

abroad

. . . 

#1 . . 

. . .. .

Not ascertained. . 

. . 

Religious preference and church at-
ndance: Differences acc rding to

religious preference were slight.
Sva tchers reported slightly more
frequent church attendance (the
difference is not significant):

Protestant religious preference

. ,

Catholic

. . . . . . . . . . .

Other, no preference

. . . . 

Attended services within a week.
More than a week through a month
More than a month up to a year

year or longer; don 't know

Loyalists
2.L

92%

32%

IS%

59%
1.5

.59%

1001;

44%

100%

Swi tehers
(lJ=IO?.l

90%

42%

20%
1.5

70%

52%

100%

.50%

100%

Grand
Total

(N=Sh8)

92%

34%

17%

66%

60%

100%

40%

100%
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T I\.LE Continued Grand
Loyalists Swi tchers Total

(N"'120) (N=107) (N=.548)

Race. Both groups had an equal

prortion of white respondents: 94% 94% 94%

aa. Presidential preference. There
was Ii tile differencef conse-
quence:

Eisenhower. 60% 6.5% 62%
Stevenson
No preference; refused to say

bb. Interest in 1"ho will win the
election. a Differences were nomi-
nal on this item also:

Very interested 56% 52% .55%

Somewhat interested
Not very interested
Not ascertained

he questions 1"ere

election this year:
in ,-Tho will win the
very interested?"

'T1oJhich man w01.ld yo't prefer to see win the presidential
Stevenson or E:isenhower?" and !1HmJ interested are yoU:

election--very interested, somewhat interested, or not

These questions were not asked in intervews conducted after election day.
The numbers who loJere asked the question were: Loyalists 79, Si'Jitchers
70, and Grand Total, J37

It is recognized that presidential preference and interest in elections do
not quite belong in this table of "objective II characteristics.
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Sumary of Differences in Objecti iTe Characteristics

TheLoyalists and S1ii tchers were fou d to be similar
principal ffe

~~~

in this "O..city study are

a. Differepces in..u.to ship

in many respects.
listed below:

A larger proportion of Loyalists were Chevrolet owners

had later models

Swi tchers had bought sed cars in the past
had 2

'pg

their most recent cars

Loyalists bought an in-between series of car:
nei ther the most, nor least, ex-

pensive series of their make of car

owned two..door hardtops
had accessories that contribute to
dr'i ving ease (3."l,toma tic transmission
pmfer steering, pmJer brakes). But

-..

had white sidewall tires on their car

Swi tchers
Loyalists

SvJi tchers
bought their cars on credit

Differences in Group Characteristics:
A larger proportion of Loyalists were older auto o rners

were of ancest J that had been in
the U. S. many generations

A few more of Loyalists had lived in their neighborhoods for a longer
period of time ; but . a larger per- 
centage of Swi tchers had never Ii v
outside their present city or its
suburb

SvJi tchers

Loyalists

had smaller households and children
Ii ving away from home
had incomes of ooo or more. But--

expected to be in a higher income
bracket three years from now

owned their ovm homes. (Home mmer-
ship was correlated 1v.th loyalty, re-
gardless of income level.

were in the higher-status business
and professional occupations--al-
though differences are not signifi-
cant
had worked for longer periods in
both their present and most recent
jobs
did not have wives working

had been to college
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It is seen that the Loyal sts and Switchers differed on some elements

in their recent auto ownership patterns and in their background char-
acteristics. The next section indicates that they differed even more
in their attitudes and tastes.

DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDES AND EXPERIENCES

Earlier studies, particularly a recent one conducted by the Bureau of Applied
Social Research of Columbia University/" have shown that many auto owners
have well-established and fairly sharply differentiated imageries concerning
various attributes of the different makes of automobiles. Most auto owners

have definite ideas even ,concerning the type of occupation and social class
of people who would be likely to drve the various makes of autos. It is not
surprising that the auto, as an object which has been so intimately associ- 
ated with the daily lives of many million Americans and which has become so
important in our economy in the last fifty years , has become endm-1ed with a
personali ty to a degree that apparently does not apply to many other kinds
of material possessions. The process of personification of autos no doubt
is speeded up by the fact that it is the most highly visible and mobile pos-
session through which an ovmer can convey his tastes and style of living to

. anyone he may meet.

This section of the report first delineates the differences between Loyalist
(again, those who have stayed with the same make for the last ten years) and
Sw:.tchers (those who never bought the same make tt.ice in a row during that
period) in attitudes ,that are rather directly related to the issue of auto
loyalty.

Atti tudes Concernng Loyalty to Make of Auto

a.. Reasons for purchasing one I s make in preference to last make

All 01mers who had owned a previous Car were asked, "lrJen you got
your present car why did you get a ..... instead of (some other
make) (another... 

)?" 

Follow-up questions included "What experiences
might have had some effect on your choice?1I and IIWhat other things
might have had some effect on your choice?"

Table 8 presents the reasons given by four groups of owners: the
separate Loyalist and S tcher groups, defined by their car-buying
behavior over the last ten years ; and those who bought the same
make last time as the one just previous, as against those who had
bought a different make last time.

' -

Reported in part in liThe Market and Personality Objectives of the E-Car " report

of the Marketing Research Department, Merchandising and Product PI '1ning Office
Special Products Division, Ford Motor Company, 19.56

The 12 per cent who ovmed two cars were asked the e questions regarding the car
that cost the most Again, the Loyalist and Switcher groups are composed en-
tirely of one-car owners.. Results for bra-car owners are included in the Grand
Total, and are reported separately in Appendix tables.
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In inspecting these figues, it must be remembered that th.e "Same"
colum includes the Loyalists , and the "Different" col1J includes
the S"Ji tche rs.

Answers in a given category may have been given in terms unavorable
to the former make ,. or in terms favorable to the current make o-vmed.

TillLE 8

REASONS FOR BUYING PRESENT MAKE RATHER THAN A tOTHER l'1KE

Different Grand
Loyalists Swi tchers I Same Make Fake Total

(N=119) (N=107) I (N=270) (N=257) i (N=S27)

Puchase price trade-
good deal. 41% 42% 4.5% 48%

j Mechancal qualities 
performance .57 3.5

. Styling, appearance , up-
holstery, colors 3.5

. Handling or riding quali-
ties; room

. Economy in maintenance;
mileage

Dealer or manufacturer
factors

. Influenced by others or
advertising.

Specific features (e.g.,
pmier brakes)

Habit; fear of the unknown

, Prestige reasons: impres-
si ve car

His cellaneous other reasons

Not ascertained or unclassi-
fiable

(Some gave more than one
type of reason) 211% 228% 216% 228% 221%

In interpreting the relative emphasis auto owners gave to the
various reasons why they bought their current make of car rather
than some other make , it is of course entirely pos sible that the

actual motives may not have corresponded exactly with the expressed
motives, even though it appeared most auto owners attempted to an-
swer the question candidly. It is difficult for persons to analyze
their own motives correctly; and it is presumed that misinterpreting
one's own motives--or being unaware of certain influences on motives..
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tfill lead more often than not to an emphasis on the motives that th
person thinks he Houg:,t to 1:ave. !! (For example , only two per cent

mentioned l?licit. p1 estige reasons--tbat they vJ8.nted to get an im-

prcsGive ca:'- -8"i8n -:I10 g5- t is est.s.,li2hsd. later tllat most al1to
01i\nerS are someleJhat sensitive to pl'estige considerations.

Another factor that can ir luence the expression of motives is the

salience of a particular type of motiire For example , while a fair"

ly t-Jell-to-do man actually m:Lght tal e economic factors into account

in his car purchases , he might tend to emphasize motives that are

of more concern to him than money 

liowever, at the very least the reasons given should tell lIS a good

deal about the values that are prevalent among the significant refer--
ence groups (fa.'1Hy, friends, social class) of 10yalists and Sin tchT'

ers.

In the aggregate, it is of interest to note that economic consider-

ations pur as-e price , trade- , good deal) were m8ntioned most

often, closely followed by mentions of mechanical quaIi ties Gr per-

formance. Styling and handling qualities were also mentioned by more
than one- fourth of the total.

Differences between Loyalists and tchers that appear noteworthy:

Loyalists stressed relatively more often such factors as mechani..
al qualities or perfoJ mance , economy in maintenance or mileage
and dealer or manufacturer factors (good serJice, reliability,

personal relations or obligations involving a dealer or manu-
facturer) .

8wi tchers more often mentioned styling, handling or riding qua+i.,
es J and the influence of other persons or of advertising. 

It might be possible to characterize the Loyalists as stressing
reasons of an economic or "ratjonal" characler, an Switchers
emphasizing reasons involving personal taste or personal influence

iners were also asked the reasons for their next- to-Iast purchase;
Nhy they chose that make rather than some other. ince the results
i-Jere much the saIne as for the most recent purchase, the responses
on next-to-Iast pt chase are not presented here, they appear in theAppendi. 
Assumed reasons why 1180me people" are Loyalists

To measure the projection of Loyalists' and Sid tchers I viel,-rs onto
other people " as ieJell as to get the benefit of auto milers 1 ob-

servations of car-buying behav'"or, the question vJas asked

, "

'\Jhat do
you thinl: are the main reasons why some people vJil1 stick to one
make of car for a long time?1I The question was follolved up by the
queries IfTJ11at kinds of people tend to stick to one make of car?"
and "1-,1bat else might make a person stj.cl( to one make--aside from
the kind of person he is?!! The results are presented in Table 

. ,
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TABLE 9

RACTERIZATION OF LOYALTY AND LOYALISTSBy 
Loyalists Swi tchers

(N=120) (1\0;107) r

Grand
Total

(N=548)

Answers in terms of reasons:

, iilechanical qualities or performance 73% .56% 61%

. Purchase price trade- good deal
Habi t fear of the unknown

. Dealer or manufacturer factors

.. 

Economy in maintenance; mileage

. Styling, appearance colors

. Prestige reasons.
. Handling or riding qualities
\ Influence of others or advertising

Specific features (e. g. , brakes)

Niscellaneous other reasons

Don't know; not ascertained.
(Some gave more than one reason) 204% 192% 206%

Answrs in terms of kinds of people:

Comments favorable to Loyalists 27% 19% 21%

Unfavorable characterizations

Specific but neutral comments

Loyalists not characterized.
100% 100% 100%

In the aggregate, the assumed reasons given by the total sample for
"loyal" beha.vior (Table 9) conform fairly closely lrlrak order to
the Loyalists ' statements as to the reasons for their own bellavior
on ther most recent repurchase of their make of car (Table 8), at
least insofar as !!mechanical qualities or performance !! being first
and "purchase price , trade- , good deal" being second. !'Habi tIt
1ITas mentioned more often in talking about the loyalt;)r of " other
people!! tha.11 in talking about oneself; and " stylingll was mentioned
more often in talldng about one IS mm purchase behavior than in talk..
ing about others.

Loyalists mentioned relatively more often than Svn tchers the factor
of !!mechanical qualities or performancel! as a reason for II other
people I " sticking to one make.. 8wi tchers more often than Loyalists

mentioned " economy" as a presumed motive for loyalty.
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It appears that oyalists areviewe ofte favorably than 

favorably, even by Switchers , although the general tendency among
respondents in both groups was not to pass a value judgment upon
Loyalists. Even among the minority who said that they felt that
the person who sid tches makes fai!,ly often is using "better judg-
ment " less than one-third ventured unfavorable comments about

Loyalists as people.

ASS1Jed reasons why "some people" are 8"Wtchers

Paralleling the questions regarding L yalists , all respondents were
asked "vvl1at do you think are the main reasons why some people 1rill
SirJi tch from one make of car to another fairly often? 

II Follm;r-up sub,

questions 'were: "1rJhat kinds of people tend to s 'Jitch fairly often
from one make of car to another?" and 

1!vJhat else might make a person

s1ritch makes--aside from the kind of person he is?" The results
appear in Table 10.

TABI,E 10

ClIARACTERIZATION OF SHITCHING AND SHITCHEHS

Answers in terms of reasons

Mechanical qualities or performance

. . .

Purchase price, trade- , good deal

Styling, appearance, colors

. . . . . . .

One gets tired of the same car

. . . . 

Prestige reasons

. . . . . . . . . . .

Dealer or manufactuxer factors

. . . .

Influenced by others or ads. . . . 

. . 

Economy in maintenance; mileage

. . . . 

Handling or riding qualities

. . . . 

Specific features preferred or disliked
(e.g., brakes) .

. . . .

Vascellaneous other reasons

. . . . . . .

Don I t know, not ascertained. 

. . . .

(Some gave more than one reasOl

) . . .

Answers in terms of kinds of people:

Comments favorable to S1ri tchers . . 

. . 

Unfavorable characterizations. 

. . . . 

Specific but neutral comments

. . .

SIv. tehers not characterized.

l\y.
Loyalists

(N::12G)

58%

19.5%

.5%

-.-

100%

SwH-,r "hers

(N=107 )

50%

1.5

202%

13%

2.5

2.5

100%

Grand
Total

=.548)

.52%

194%

10%

100%
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The t1-JO leading types of presmned reasons for swi tehing-- mechanical
. qualities or performance , II "p1).rchase price, trade- , good deal

are the same as for the presumed reasons for loyalty, presented
earlier in Table 9. "St.;yling " and "prestige!! were mentioned more
often as a reason for swi tcting than for remaini:1g loyal. lI,styling
was mentioned relatively more often by SvJ1 teners , and "mechanical
quali ties or performance!! and "prestige" more often by IJoyalists as
a presumed motive for " other people s" switching makes.

Apparently loyalty to make of automobile is a positive value, not only

to Loyalists but also to Swi tehers. A larger proportion of both grou
characterized S'VJitchers unfavorably (Table 10) than had characG0rized'
Loyalists unfavorably (Table 9).

lati ve advantages of 10Y:9ty an s,n tching

The results of this study indicate that there is an approximately
equal number of Loyalists and Swi tcners in t.'le car-01ming population.
Even so , questions on the principle of loyalty show that the majority

of Sw tchers , as well as Loyalists, feel that the Loyalist is e 1ibit
ing better judgment:

TABLE 11

IS LOYALIST OR SlrJITCHER USING BETmR JUDGliFNT

"Generally speaking, 'Hho do you think is using better judgment--
the person who sticks to one make of car for a long time, or the

person 1,ho STrD. tches from one make to another fairly often?"

The person who sticks

" " .

Loyalists
(N=120)

8h%

SI,ri tehers
(N=107)

Grand
Total

(IT=548)

56% 65%.

The person vJho switches

Undecided.

Not ascertained.

100% 100% 100%

On a related question, regarding the relative financial advantages
of trade-ins , again a majority of S1Jitchers as well as Loyalists
J;eported that loyalty 'VTaS an advantage:
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TABLE 12

RELATIVE ADVANTAGE OF TPJ DING SANE OR DIFFEPKJT IAKE

"Some people say you. generally get a better trade-in vihen you. go

to a dealer ,,,ho sells the same make. Others say you generally
get a better trade when youg to a dealer Nho sells a competi ti ve
make. v\7ha t do you think about this?

Generally better to trade same make

Hakes little or no difference. 

. .

Generally better to trade for a

difereht make

. . . . . . . . .

It depends; l'0 opinion; not ascer-
tained 

. . . .. . . . . . .. . . .

Loyalists
(N=120)

66%

8wi tchers
=107)

63%

100% IOO%

e. Makes that vnll be considered on next purchase

Grand
Total

(N=548) 

60%

100%

As a preliminary to asking what make of car they would be most likely
to buy next, respondents were handed a card on which 1iJere listed the:
names of all eight makes that were being studied, plus DeSoto, and tpe

inteNiewer asked, "When you buy your next car , which makes dll you

consider at all?" Results are arranged in Table 13 by manufacturer

and then by price of car.

TABLE 1.3

HAKES THT 1-JOULD BE CONSIDERED IN NEXT PURCHAE

Lovalists i.tchers
(N=120) (N=107)

2.3% 32%38' 18 20 29 11 24 

Buick. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . " .

Oldsmobile

. . . .. . . .. . . . . .

Pontiac

. . . . . .. . . . . .

Chevrolet. . . 

. . . . . . . . .. .

Mercur 

. . . . . . .. . .. . . . 

Ford

. . . . . . . . . .. . ... 

Deoto
Dodge e . . . 

.. . . . . . 

Plymouth

.. . . . . .. . . . . .

Other mfgrs.; not ascertained. 

. .

(Nany would consider more than one
make) . 223% 2.52%

Grand
Total

(N =.548 )

33% 

2.5

.30

1.5

248%

DeSoto is at a disadvantage in this comparison, because DeSoto own-

ers were not included in the sample..
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Swi tchers said they would consider more makes than Loyalists. More
SNi tchers 1vould consider Buick, DeSoto , and Plymouth. Loyalists 
relatively greatcr consideration of Chevrolet may merely reflect
the greater proportion of Loyalists r oWDiDg Chevrolets (see T )le 6

earlier) .

Oldsmobile and Chevrolet led in makes that would be considered
folbwed, in order, by Buick, Ford, PI;ymouth, and lIercllry, with then
a distinctly smaller number of mentions of Pontiac , DeSoto, and Dodg

Tb.ese results are obviously affected by the present make of car O1roed..

it Has shown (Table 2) that Chevrolet and Ford o mers together const
t1lted about half the total sample , 1vhen properly weighted in propor-
tioD to the relative sales of the eight autos. On a basis of what
proportion of present o'W-ners 1'Iould consider their o!rm make , the fol-
lovring rank order emerges:

Hake Currently 01med
Per cent Would Consider

Sa."Te lVake l'Jext Time
No. of

Interviews

--'---

Buick 85% (75)Oldsmobile 8.5 (67)Pl;YITouth 84 (69)Chevrolet 83 (68)Mercur 83 (70)Pontiac 78 (64)Ford 76 (67)Dodge 68 (68)

(These differences must be interpreted with extreme caution
because of tl:e small numbers of intervews with Olimers of
each make of auto.

After deterw ning what makes would be considered for the person's
next purchase, the intervewer asked 'IlJhich make of car will you
actuallY be the most likely to bu.v? II Results appear in Table 14.

TABLE ' 14

J''lKE NOST LIKELY TO BUY NEXT TDvlE Grand
Loyalists 8wi tchers Total

(N:.120) (N=I07) .548) 

Buick 10% 12%
Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet
HercUI'Y .
Ford
DeSoto (no O1roers intervie"red)
Dodge
Plymouth

.. 

Other mfgrs.; not ascertained

.. 

IOO% 100% 100%
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Nore Loyalists than Swi tchers said they "tTould be most likely. to buy
a Chevrolet next time--again in part this reflects the fact that
more of the Loyalists were Chevrolet ovmers. S",rj tchers 1-Jere rela-
tively more inclined than Loyalists to mention Buick and Plymouth.

The rank order Qf the proportion of present ovmers who will be
lithe most likely to buylf the same make is as follows:

Make Currentl~ Oved
Per cent !!Ivlost Likely to

Buy" Same Hake
No. of

IntervewsBuick 76%Oldsmobile Plymouth Chevrolet Hercur Pontiac .59Ford .57Dodge .57

(Again, these differences must not be taken too
because of' the small nU1bers of interviews ,d th
each make of auto.

(75)
(67)
(69)
(68)
(70)
(64)
(67)
(68)

li te rally,
owners of

The rank order of present owners' intentions of buying is identical

to the rank order of the makes they would consider, presented earlier.

The general finding that about two-thirds say they would be "the most.
likely to buyll the same make next time are consistent wi th tbe Croweil-
Collier 19.56 AutomotiveSurvey findings. !- It is obvious , h01rJever, frgm

past repurchase behavior data in this and other studies that only 
about half, rather than about two-thrds, actually will repurchase tlje
same make.

Loyalsts and Swi tchers were classified as such on the basis of thei
past car-buying behavior , over the last ten years. Both groups 1iiTre:

C'osed of owners of fairly new (19.5.5 or 19.56 ) automobiles ; and it 
would not be expected they would differ a great deal in their satis-
faction with their present cars. Even so , Swi tchers were consistent

in being appreciably less likely than Loyalists to say they would buy
the same make next time 

Of those specifying a preferred make:
Grand
Total

(N=.521)
Loyalists

(N=116)
Swi tchers

(N=103 )

Plan to get same make they
have now. . 

. . . . . . .

Plan to get a different make

58% 68%78%

. -

100% 100% 100%

*Op cit

., 

p. 15.
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Reasons f car prefer

In much the same way as they '\,ere asked why the:, boug. t their present
make, auto owners were asked their reasons for their preference of t
car they would be most likely to buy next: fI"\Jh;y- would you get a 

.. 

instead of (some other make) (another ...,,

)?"

, the proper alternative
phrase var ng according to whether the respondent planned to buy th
same make as he had currently, or a different make. Responses are
sumarized in Table 1.5.

TABLE 1.5

REASON FOR PLANNING TO BUY CERTAIN MA.KE NEXT TIJ\iil

Mechancal qualities or performance

. . . . .

Handling or riding qualities; room

. . . .

Purchase price, trade- , good d.eal . . 

. . 

Economy in maintenance; mileage

Styling, appearance, colors

. . . . . . . . 

Dealer or manufacturer factors

. . . . . .

Specific features (e.g , pushbuttons) 

. . . .

Habit; fear of the unnown

. . . . . . . . .

Influenced by others or advertising. .
Prestige reasons: (new or expensive car

impressive) . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . .

IVliscellaneous other reasons

. . 

Not ascertained or unclassifiable 

. . . . . .

(Some gave more than one type of reason)

Loyalists
(N=116 )

56%

1.5

223%

S1'Iitchers
(N=I03)

57%

220%

Grand
Total

(N=.521)

.56%

2)0%

Differences between Swi tchers and Loyalists on the reasons given for
their next-car preference were not as marked as t.'1e differences on
why members of the two groups bought their current make of car
(Table 8). As regards the next car, Loyalists put relatively more
emphasis on purchase price and trade-in value; and relatively more
Swi tchers mentioned styling.

Below is marized the rank order of mentions of six leading reasons
for Loyalists and Swi tchers , for buying their present make (Table 8)
and for buying their next car (Table 15). 



Loyalists
Present Make Next Make
Performance PerformancePrice Pri ce
Economy HandlingStyling Economy
Dealer, Mfg. Styling
Handling Dealer, Hfg.

..38

Swi tchers
Present l:a.ke Next MakePrice PerformanceStyling Handling
People, ads Styling
Handling Economy

Performance Price
Economy Dealer, Mfg.

Grand Total

Present Hake Next. Nake
Price Perfomane,e
Perforn1ance HandlingStyling Price
Handling Economy
Economy Styling
Dealer, I'trg. Dealer 1/fi

The differences in aggregate emphasis upon various reasons for buying
one's current car in contrast to those given for buying one's next car
(see "Grand Total" figues above) are understandable because of the
greater emphasis upon price as regards last purchase. One may infer
that most respondents naone more comparison-shopping on their last:
car than they had on their next car. The greater emphasis on "handJrJ
or riding quaities " regarding one's next car may reflect merely a 

ference in one's point of viet" in talking about the future in contras&
to the past-.,or it may reflect an actual change in potential custome
interests in What they want most in a car. 
It appears the Loyalists were somewhat more consistent than were Swi teh-
ers in their stated reasons why they bought the last and plan to buy
the next car.. This may reflect merely the fact that more Loyalists ip-
tend to buy the same make again. In any case, more Switchers mention
styling and the influence of other people and advertising

g. 

Make and year of car liked most in the past

01_.

...

All auto owners in the sample were asked, HOf all the cars you ve ever
owned, which one did you like the most?" The makes and years are pr
sented in Table 16. 

TABLE 16

J'AKE AND YEAR LIKED BEST OF ALL CAR EilR OHNED

Make like d most:

Buick. . . . 

. . . . . . .

Oldsmobile

. . . . . . . 

pontiac

.. . . . . . . .. .

Chevrolet. . . 

. . . . . 

Ivlercur 

. . .. . . . . . 

CI .
Ford 

. . . . . . . . . .

Dodge

.. . . . . . . . 

Plymouth

. . . . . . . .

Some other make.. 

. . . . .

Owed no other cars;
Ivake not ascertained 

. .

Year of car liked most:

194.5 or earlier. . . 

. . .

1946 through 19.54 . . 

. . 

19.55-$6 model respondent
now o"ms .

. . . .

Some ot er 195.5-.56 car
Not ascertained. . 

. . 

Loyalists
(N=120):;

100%

100%

Std tchers
(No:107) .

100%

10%

100%

Grand
'!otal

(N-,48)- 

10%

IOO%

10%

100
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As regards make of car liked best of all cars ever owned: Loyalists I
relatively Iiigher preference for Chevrolets may well be attributable
in part to Loyalists I owning more Chevrolets. Swi tchers' greater
preference for Plymouths is in line liL th their greater ovITlership of

nouths. Swi tchers I greater preference for some other car than the
makes listed, and their liking for older models of cars incQcates 
that more Swi tchers than Loyalists had a nostalgia for formerly-owned
makes ifJhich no longer command much of a share of the total car market

The following listing, of the percentages liking their current makes
(not necessarily their current cars) the most, provides additional
perspecti va on owner satisfaction 1iL th his own make. There was rela
tively little difference amortg owners of the' v.arious makes:

HakeOurehtlyaimed

. ' . - ' - \- - '

Bi1dk
Nei.biirj
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Chevrolet
Dodge
Ford
Pontiac

Per cent namng same make
as l, d most of all oimed

" - - - .. '

f "

' ' :; ..,...

80%
7t;

Nq, . of
InterviewS

" --

(75)
(70)
(67)
(69)
(68)
(68)
(67)
(64)

(Caution is needed in interpreti!1g these findings; the number of
intervews are small.

As to the year of car liked best of all the cars one has ever aimed
several implications are apparent:

Relatively few O"mers of fairly new (19.55- .56) cars 'tv-ere think-
ing of pre-VJorld War II cars as somehow "Better. II Only ten per

cent of this two-city sample mentioned a 194.5-or-earlier model
as liked best among all the cars they had ever Olorned.

More of the Si':r tchers than Loyalists mentioned a 1946- .54 model
of car.

That most Oimers of fairly new cars are quite lore11 pleased with
their current makes of car is indicated by the fact that hm-
thirds mentioned their current car as the one they liked best
of all the cars they ever had.

The reasons people gave for liking most the make-liked-most-of-all-
ever-olrned are presented in Table 17.
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TABJ,E 17

RE.ASON FOR LIKING CERTAIN lIAKE BEST OF ALL HAKE3 EVER 01rJNED

Grand
Total

(N=.53J. )

I1echanical quaEties or performance
Handling or riding qualities

. . .

Economy in maintenance; mileage

Styling, appearance , colors

Specifi C features ( e. g., overdri vo 

Purchase price, trade- , good deal

All other reasons 

. . . . 

Not ascertained

. . . .

(Some gave more than one reason) 

Loyalists
(N=1l6 )

60%

4.5

203%

vrLtchers
O\flO.5)

50%

206%

60%

.57

214%

As in the :reasons for buying their present makes rather than another
make (Table 8), the reasor offered by Loyalists for liking a certain
make best of all they had ever o'tmed were simlar in that the Loyal-
ists mentioned. performance a little more often than Swi tchers did.
How.ever , one reversal in responses is that whereas Sl-\ tchers mentionE?d
styling more often in tal ing about their present make, Loyalists
mentioned styling more often in talking about the nlake they had liked,best of all the cars they had ever ovmed. 
Make and year of car liked least in the past

The mal es and years specified by Loyalists and SirQ tchers as liked
lea.st of all cars ever owned are presented in Table 18.

On make of car liked least, the principal differences between Loyal-
ts and SvJitchers were that more Loyalists "t,rere unable to single out

any make they had ovmed as liked least (it must be remembered that
they have had only the one make for the last ten years), and that more
Swi tchers mentioned some make other than the eight primary ones that
were under study--mostly "minor league" makes.

Relati vely fevJ (only nine per cent of the total) mentioned a 19.5.5 or
19.56 model as liked least; A majority mentioned pre-war or wartime
models. This is still a.YJother indication that the present-da3T auto-
mobile is, in general, considered to be a pretty good one.

Sixty per cent of Loyalists, as against 41 per cent of Swi tchers ,
mentioned liking least some model prior to 1946.
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TJI.BIE 18

HAKE Al\fD YEAR J..IImD LEAST OF ALL CARS OHi\fD

lake liked lea,3t:
l07alists S1rn t.ehers

(H:;:;20) (Nc= 07 

2.5

I007 100%

Grand
Total

(H:;SL 8 )

Buick. . .
Oldsmobile
Pont,iac .
Chevrolet

HercD.ry .
Ford 

. . . .'" . . . . '" . . . . 

Do de:e . . 

. .

Plyrr'.ou 

Some other make

. . . .

Owned only one make

. . . . .

Can I t say; no am,n.ver

. . 

100%

Year car liked lel1st: LOl (p- 06 =4?4)

"---"--

"'.fL
l'lodel prior 1940 35% 38%
19L through 1945
1946 through 19t,9 2.5
1950 through 1954

1956
Hot ascert.ained

~~~

100% IOO% 100%

Ta:&e19 summarizes the reasons given for liking a particular malce
least.

TABLE 19

RE"SON FOR LIKING CERTAIN f'AKE LEAST OF JlJ,L HAKES EV::R Q1'1jT.D

Grand
Loyalists Swi tchers Total

=l20) (N=I07) (N=I-!64)
fllemon" mechanically or in
its performance 771; 71% 76'7(,

Exensive maintenance; poor
mileage

. . . . . .

Difficul t hancUe; poor ride

Poor styling, visi on colors 

Disliked specific features
(e.g. , overdrive)

Problems ui th dealer or manu-
facturer

All other reasons
Not ascertained
(Some gave more than one reas on) 138% 160% 153%
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Loyalists had fewer complronts than
sistent In th the finding (Table 18)
vJ8re unable to single out some make
they have ovn:ed.

Sid tcheI'S. This tendency is con-

that vne-fourth of the Loyalists
as l ked least llQOng the cars

ating of I1Big 3" rl1anufa tllrers on cc:rs and service

Atti bldes toward the three principal manufacturers were touched on
briefly in the interview through the question, "Now, 110. like you
to compare the ChIj'sler COI".ioration, the Foro Hotor Company, and
General Motors on two points: lifuich one of the three do you think
makes the best cars? ""lhich one do you think has the best dealer
service departments?" (- The answers are presented in Table 20.

TABLE 20

RATINGS OF BIG 3 HANUFACTURERS ON CARS AND DEALER SERVICE

Grand
Total

(N::.548 )
Loyalists

(N=120)
SNi tchers

(N=107 )

--makes the best cars:

.---

Not ascertained

23% 27% 21%

.51

100% 100% 1007b

Chrysler Corporation. . 

Ford Hotor Company. . 

. .

General l"otors .

Can 't decide

has the best dealer
service department:

Chrysler Corporation 12% 11%

Ford Motor Company.

General flotors .51

Can 1 t decide

Not ascertained

100% 100% 100%

General Motors ilTaS rated best by a majority on the question of cars
and by a plurality on the question of dealer servce departments.

!-*

In part thi.s advantage in esteem is related to the distribution of
the makes of the three manufactuxers in the total market: of the

Questions on the IInext best" cars and dealer service departments were also
asked, thus making possible some kind of 1-2-J ranking of each of the companies
on both points. Because the 1-2-3 rankings resulted in a large number of IInot
ascertained" for persons who could give their first choice but not their second
the rankings are not utilized in Table 20. They appear in the Appendi.

B(-It is recognized that the dealer service departments are not the direct responsi-
bili ty of the manufacturers , although certain service standards are prescribed
in dealers' franchises.
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eight makes covered in the SlJrvey, more than half the cars ovmed 
liTer€!

General Motors cars , 30 per cent were Ford Motor Company cars , and
15 per cent were Ch sler products (see Table 6 a., earlier). It is
seen that the CtJ.rY:Jlm:' Corpoy' atior. fa,red. 1",;lp.tj:vely better tban t.he

Ford fiIotor Compa.ny in the rating of which manufa:;t.'..l:rer m2kes the besif
cars; and that in the rating of dealer service departments , Ford and

Chrysler stood in appro:xmately the same relatj.onship as the distri-
buti on of their makes (jVlercury and Ford, Dodge and Pl;ymouth) in IS'S5

sales 

Relati vely more of the Loyalists than Swi tchers rated General lotors
best on both cars and dealer service departments, the differences are
not significant, and me:y merely reflect the fact that mOl'e of the

Loyalists (60 per cent) had General Hotors cars than did Slri tellers
(53 per cent) 

The follol'ling tabu.lation of ratings by of the three companies 

cars show that:

General Motors was rated best on both counts by more of the
mmers of General Eotors cars than 1"as true of Olm-corcpany

ratings of mmel'S of other cars. Ovmers of Ford IIotor Company

cars v.Jere least "loyal 11 to the company on the question of Hhich
company makes the best cars. Owners of ChrTsler Corporation
cars Here least tlloya1" to the manufacturer of their make re-
E!3 ding the c:uestion of dealer service departmeni:f3.

makes the best cars

Chrysler Corporation. .
Ford Motor Company. . 
General fvotors . 

. . . .

Can't decide; not ascert.

has the best dealer
servic

e. 
departments

Jsler Corporation. .
Ford riotor Company. . 
General Motors

. . . .

Can 't decide; not ascert.

Owners of ' makes manufactured by:

Chrysler
Corporation

(Dodge , Plymouth)
(N=134)

Ford 110tor

Company
(I1ercury, Ford)

(N=134)

General j'fIotors
(Buick, Olds
Pontiac, Chev.

(N=27 .L-
(68%) 19% 11%

(42)
(81)

100% 100% IOO%

(32%)
1.5 (.52)

(63)

100% 100% 100%

Right length of time between trades

The issue of time-betvleen-trades is relevant to an analysis of auto
loyal ty in that a rapid turnover should lead to an increase in Qyalty
because of more frequent reinforcement of dealers I relationships with
the smne customers and lessened customer dissatisfaction because of
repair bills or lower trade-in values on cars kept beyond some opti-
mum trade-in point. If the majority of auto mmers become convinced
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that a relatively short tj,me-between..trades it: t their advantage

sales would iLcrease and it is assvmed that loyalty would also in
crease.

Earlier (Table 6 e. ), Loyalists were seen
slightly shorter period be ween trade.ins
were not statistically significant.

to keep their cars for a
than. Swi tchers; the resul 

Table 21 presents a comparison of Loyalists r and Sin tchers' views
on the optimum trade-in period.

TABLE 21

OPTTImN PERIOD BETTJEEN 'lfulDES

"irJat would you consider to be about the right length
of time for you to keep a new car before trading it in?!!

Grand
Lcyalists Sid tchers Total

120) (N=5L

One year or less IO%

Nore than one year through two 

:Hore than t 1'J through three
)re than three through four

More than four through five
Six years or longer

Don't know; not ascertained

100% 100% 100%

Sixty-six per cent of Loyalists

, ,

compared to 56 per cent of the
Q tchers , mentioned three years or less.

Sixteen per cent of Loyalists, and 28 per cent of Switchers , men-

tioned a pe.riod longer than fOl~ rears.

Loyalists did appear to approve in principle a shorter time-between-
trades than did Swi tchers . This , of course , does not in itself
prove the assumption that shortening the t.rade-in period will in-
crease owner loyalty; but at least the findings are not inconsistent
vJi th that assumption.

Best time to buy a new car

Another assumption 1'1aS that more Loyalists than Swi tehers would buy
their cars soon after the new models come out, primarily because
those lJho are already " sold" on a given make of car i,"ould have less
motivation than others to take a longer time to shop around or to
see irJhether any I1bugs 11 ioyould develop in the new model" HOirJever
no differences between Loyalists and Swi tchers in this particular
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sample (composed largely--78 per cent-".of owners of 1955 models) were
founQ. as regards time of purchase (see Table 6 f. About 85 per ceht,

Of both LoyaHsts and Sl,vtchers bour;ht their ears durj,ng the model
year: 8" go., a 19)5 model, tls\19.11y reIee.sed in la:te 1954, was usually
bought in 19S5.

The following question T.TaS asked

, "

loJat do you think 
to buy a nE.W car: when they first come out in the fall
the next new models come out;or some time in bet1rJeen?"
appear in Table 22.

TABLE 22

BEST THil TOBtl A NEhT CAR

Loyalists S tcllers

, (p=

(N="lO?)

lrJen they first come out l' '1 10%

Just before the ney:'L nevi models

(Volunteered) After next model
out

Sometime in between

opinion
100% IOO%

the best timE?

or just before
ponseS'

Grand
Total

(N=5) .B )

13%

100%

Swi tehers and l,oyalists here show no great difference on what is
the best time to buy a neH car. Forty nine per cent of the Swi teh-
ers, in contrast to 39 per cent of Loyalists , say they think the
best time is either just before the nevi models come out or to get
a car from leftover stocks after the new models are out. The find-

ings , tl1en, aprear to be in line with the asswnption that Loyalists
might tend to buy earlier in the model year.

The most important finding from this question is that 
only 13 per

said they thought the "best time to buy a new car" was when
the new models first co out in the fall.

A follow-up question vJaS asked, "vvhy is that the best time to buy
neli car?" Table 23 presents the reasons given, divided accord-

ing to the time specified as "best.
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TABLE 23

REASONS FOR BEST TI1JE TO BUY A NEVi CAR

Those saying
IIWhen they first come out"

(N= 65)

Less depreciation . .. 42%

Have " new" car longer : 3.5

Better deal then. . . 34

Prestige considerations 10

Better-made car . . 3

Avoid seasonal trouble 

Other reasons; NA . . 10

(Some offered more
than one type of
reason) .

. .

135%

Those saying " Just before
next neH models

(N=222 )

Those saying 
IISome time in between(N=2l2) 

. ..

car. . r..1:: iBetter deal th,n . . . 93% Better-made

Better dealBetter-made car
Depreciation advantage

Would have "new carll .
Avoid seasonal trouble

Avoid the rush.

Prestige

. . . . . . . . 

. . 47

Avoid seas onal trouble l$

Avoid the rush

. . . 

No ans,;.rer

. . . .

Depreciation advantage
Would have " new" car

Other reasons: NA

113% 1.33%

The reasons given by the small group (65 per SODS) sa'Jing "vJhen they
first come out" are not rel le statistically because of the small
nur ber in the group. One may infer that if we take their ans rers
at face value , those advocating early buying are at least as con-
cerned about having a car that is factory-fresh as they are concerned
about getting a better deal.

Almost all of those saying "Just before the next new models" mentioned

the "better deal" they thought they Hould get by bu:ying late"

It appears that the majority of the car-buy ng public remains to be
convinced that they can get just as good a deal on a car if they buy
when the models first come out. Nost of the owners in this stucrJ
said they thought they would do better if they waited a while.

Sumary of attitudesc cerning loyalty to ' make 

In the reasonS they gave for buying their preseT1t make of car:

Loyalists emphasized mechanical qualities or performance price
and economy of operation, in that order.

Swi tchers laid relatively greater emphasis than Loyalists on
style , the influence of other people or advertisements , and
handli ng or riding qualities. - 

The Loyalists r responses appeared to emphasize reasons that might be
given by a rather logical "economic man " while the 3witchers' re-
sponses &ho'\red less cOD'sistency--and relatively more influence of
rather iITil diate environI ntal factors and of personal taste or wh
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The of auto loyalty (as reflecting "better jUdgment" ) was accep"j-
ed in principle even by a majority of Swi tchers; and c011Jrents about
the kinds of people who stick to one make were generally more favor- :
able than comments about, people who switch makes rather frequently. 
Even so, 42 per cent of tbose classified as tchers on the basis of

their East buying behavior still intended to switch again on their

next purchase.

More 8witchers than Loyalists appeared to have a nostalgic feeling for
formerly-owned makes vlhich no longer are prominent in the auto market
However, majorities of both groups said they' liked their present make:

the best" of all maes they had ever owned; and all evidence indi- 
cates that the consensus among this sample of auto o'lmers WE.:" that
the present-day automobile is just generally a well-regarded product.

General Hotors was rated by a majority of both groups as making 
lithe

best cars , II and by a plurality (40 per cent among Sv:r tchers, 51 per
cent among Loyalists) as having " the best dealer servce departments. II
The Chrysler Corporation was rated second on its makes of cars, and

the Ford Notor Company second on its dealer sen,-ice departments. Own:-

ers of Ford flotor Company cars 'lJere least "loyal" on the question of
which company makes the best cars; and o'lmers of Chrysler Corporation

cars were least "loyaltl regarding dealer service departments.

Relatively few (less than IS per cent) of either Loyalists or Switch-
ers said they thought the best time to buy a new car was when the new 

models first come out in the fall. Most persons in the majority that

regarded it wiser to buy later, gave as their principal reasons that

they could get a better deal later, or that they would run less risk
of buyng a car with early-model "bugs ll in it..

Dealer Factors and Car-Buying Exper

Theoretically, Loyalists should tend to be more loyal to particular deal
ers, and should shop around less, than would be true of Swi tchers. . To

examne differences between Loyalists and Swi tchers in their car-shopping
behavior and their relationships with dealers, a number of questions were

asked about their most recent purchase, supplemented by at ti tude questionS
regarding dealers and car"shopping in general. 

Number and sequence of dealer visits

The data in Table 24 :rere derived from responses to the question
"Now, getting back to your presen.t car (that cost tJ1e most): 'Wch
dealers' places did you visit before you bought the car? Try to
remember every dealer. Let' s start with the very first place you
went to, and tall.e the 'ITisi ts in order Count as separate visits

the various times you may have gone back to a place you had visited
before. 'hThere did you buy the car?"
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TABLE 24

PLACE OF PURCHASE 111 RELATION TO SEQUENCE OF VISITS

Visited only one dealer, bought

there. 

. . . . . . . '. .

Visited two dealers , bought from
first.. 4t . . . 

. . . . . . .

Visi ted three dealers , bought

from first

. . 

. 4 . . . 

. . 

Visi ted four or more , bought

from first

. . . . . . . .

(Total buying from first dealer)

Visi ted two dealers, bought at
second 

-- . . . . . . . . .

Visited three , bought at second.

Visited three , bought at third

Visi ted four or more , bought at

second to next- to-Iast dealer
Visited four or more, bought from

last dealer. . . 

. . . . . .

(Total buying from other than
the first dealer visited) 

Bought from private party; Not
ascertained. . . 

. . . . . . .

Loyalists
=120)

Swi tchers
=107 )

Grand
Total

(N=548 )

36% 15% 27%

46% 23% 36%

1.5

53% 77% 63%

100% 100%100%

A substantially larger proportion of Loyalists visited only one

dealer and bought their car from him. Further, recombining data
from Table 24 in another vray, it is seen that of those who visited

more than ODe dealer, more of the Sr,dtchers bought their cars in
the place they visited

Loyalists Swi tchers
Grand
Total

Visi ted two dealers , bought at
1.5% 14%second 161&

Visi ted three dealers bought at
third.

Visited four or more bought at
last 2.5

48% 61% .53%
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Another recombination of the dealor-visi t data shows that the modal
or most usual behavior of Loyalists 1fas to visit only one dealer;
and the moet usual practice of S:d tchers was to call on four or
mo:Ce dealers:

Grand
Loyal SvD. tchers Total

---

Visited one dealer. (36%) 15% 27%

T"t1o dealers
Three dealers

Four 0 r more (42)
Pri vate party; not ascertained

100% IOO% IOO%

That the average car-buyer does at least some shopping around is
indicated by the finding that three..fourths of t.'J8 persoLa inter-
viewed visited more than one dealer, and 5.3 per cGnt. did not return
to buy their car in the first place they visited.

Other findings, presented later in this section, indicate that
dealer loyalty was a factor in Loyalists l one-stop purchases.
However, it appears certain basic differences in outlook on how
to go about buying a car are largely responsible for the Sw tcher
making more dealer visits and tending to buy in the last place he
visi ts. TIie rest of this section describes these differences.

Table 25 shows that wp..le about the s& e proportion (half) of
Loyalists and S1\D. tchers visited other dealers that sold the same
make they purchased, fewer Loyalists visited dealers that soId--
othe r make s:

TlILE -2.5

SHOPPING FOR OTHER NAlilS

Visited one dealer, bought there.

Visi ted other dealers selling same
make as purchased

. . . . . . 

Visited dealers not selling same
TIlake 

. . . . . -:. . . . . . .

36% 1.5%

Grand
Total

(N=548 )

27%

Loyalis ts

(N=120)
S1v: tchers

(N=107 )

.51 .53

No dealers; not ascertainable

(Some visited both types of dealers) 118%

.58

124%126%
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Out-of- town bUJ

One would aSSlJllB tha.t more IJoyalist3 woc:lrl haye bou,ght their cars in
their own ci tie s , since most ri tch8rs shop;eQ a ound a good d
more than Loyalists. H01QeVer, Table 26 shovJS there was no material.

difference.

T.A.BLE 26

OUT-OF-T01 SHOPPING

Loyalists Swi tchers
Grand
Total

Bought in his own city 83% 88)3; 83%

Bought out of town

Not ascertained
100% 100% 100

It has been noted earlier that, contrary to expectations, a slightly

larger percentage of Rockford respondents n comparison to Chicagoans)
were Swi tchers , even though it had been supposed that 1:l/i th the lirn t-
ed number of dealers in Rockford, more of the residents of Rockford
would be Loy lists because of lesser competition for their ptlrchases.
While it is true that a larger proportion of Rockford O'Vffers (26 pel?

cent) had ought their cars out of tovm, in comparison to six per c
out-of- town bu;yi.ng among Chicagoans in the sample, out-of- town buying
could not account for the Rockford people 1 s lesser loyal ty-- because
as we have just noted, Loyalists and Switchers differed little in theproportion buying out of town. 
Previous purchases from last de ler

Forty-one per cent of the Loyalists , 1.5 per cent of the S-witchers
and 29 per cent of the total persons interviewed, said they had

bought one or more other cars from the sa"Te dealer that sold them
their present car.

Twenty-one per cent of the Chicago, and 37 per cent of the Roclaord, respondents

were "repeat" customers.
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TP.BLE 27

PREVIOUS PURCHASES FRON DEALER

Bought from first dealer visited
had bought from him before 0 . . .

Bought from dealer visited later
had bought from him before

Bought from first dealer visited
had ,!ot bought from him before

. .

Bought from dealer visited later
had bought from him before

. .

All others

. . . . . . . . . . .

To sumarize--the Loyalists:

Loyalists

26%

100%

S,ri tchers

OO%

Grand
To tal

16%

100%

-..

bought more frequently 011 the first vis:Lt, and from a

dealer they had bought from before.

ReasoI! f?r bll:'ng..r.esent !rom cert

Responses to the question 
n,\Jhy did you buy it there instead of

somewhere else?n are surnmaried in Table 28.

TABLE 28

REASON FDR BUYING FOOH CERTAIN DEALER

Good financial deal; prices clear 
Connections, obligations to dealer
Dealer proxity

, . . . . . . . ,

Behavior of dealer pers onnel (polite,
low-pressure, friendly) . . . 

. .

Service department reputation. 

. .

Reliability: they stick to their word

Pealer reputation; referred by others

Advertising, salesroom displays

. .

Dealt there previously; used to them

All other reasons

. . . . . . . .

Not ascertained. . 

. .

(Some gave more than one type of
reason) 

. . . . . . . .. . . . 

Loyalists
(N"'119)

60%

1.52%

Switchers
(N=107)

7.5%
1.5

131%

Grand
Total

(N;:540)

70%

153%
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These reasons cannot be taken entirely at face value: as i-rlth all

questions asking someone to introspect regarding his m oti vations
responses may be slanted toward socially acceptable reasons" How.,

ever, the distZ'J.!YIl-c;i.oil of reasor,s is ccmsist(:m- with the general

inte:;:'Pretaticr. that the Loyalist tends to ' be influenced cO:1sidGJ:' bly
by considerations other than price , ,,,hile a Swi tcher tends to mil1i-
mize considerations other th short-term financial ones

Loyalists, in general, thought up more reasons why the:r bought their
present car from a certain dealer, and they gave relatively more em-
phasis to connections or obligatioDA , the dealer 1 s service department
and the de ler! s reliabilty andre.p1,tation. S J'l che. mio '2:cialj:Y 
exceeded Loyalists only in their mentioning the good financial deal

Satisfaction crith last "deal"

Table 29 shm-Js that a few more Lo:ralists rated the deal they got when
they bought their present car as either "Very good" or I:Better than
average. II Two-thirds of the total persons rated their deal as at
least "Better than average.

TABLE 29

SATISFACTION \oJITH LAST DEAL

"What kind of deal do you think you got vJhen you
bought your present car--very good, better than
average, about average, or somewhat poorer than
average?"

Grand
Loyalis ts SHi tchers Total

(N"'l .o) (N=107) (N=548)

Very good 36% 26% 32%

Better than average 

About average

Poorer than average
opinion

100% 100% IOO%

Hardly any in either group would concede that they had made a "Poorer
than average 11 deal.

Servce departments

Table 30 presents answers to two questions: where did Loyalists
and S,d tchers take their car for repairs; and how did they rate
the servce departmj3nts of dealers that sold the make of car
they owned.
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TABLE 30

SERVICE DEPARtmENTS OF DEALERS

Loyalists
(N=120)

"l!Jhere do you generally take your car for
repairs--to (N. 1E OF HIS l'lAKE) agency, 
somewhere else?

Authorized agency or that make 7.5%

. . .

SomevJhere else

Equally divided .

. . . .

Had had no repairs on car

. . . 

loOJb

"Would you expect the servce department
of a (NM E OF HIS MAlCE) agency to 
better, not as good, or about the s
quali ty of w"ork on your car, compared
to other garages?

Expect authorized agency better

Not as good. . 

. . . . . . .. .

78%

1.5

100%

About same quality of work

.. . . 

No opinion; not ascertained. 

. . 

Swi tchers
(N=107)

Grand
Tota

(N=54

.50% 62%

IOO% 100%

64% 7.5%

100% 100%

Although majorities of both groups patronized and thought better of
authorized dealers, fewer Swi tchers ei ther patronized such dealers f
service departments or rated their work better than that o other
garages. Thus the evidence accumulates that the Switcher tends more
than the Loyalist to regard the dealer as only a middleman between
him and the manufacturer, and to have less faith in dealers f services.

Who are the "good" dealers?

Table 31 shows the makes sold by local dealers who were rated "good , n

and indicates the relative proportions of Loyalists and tchers
who named the dealer from whom they bought their current car as agood" dealer. 
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TABLE 31

DEALERS NAIlED lI trGOODI1 DEALERS

S1rn tchers
(1r,'l07 )

Grand
Total

(N=5) 8 )
Loyalists

=120 )

VJho are the good dealers , of any make

in (N 1E OF CITy)?a

Buick dealer named. 13% 13% 1.5%

Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet

11ercur
Ford.

1')

DeSoto 

Dodge
Plymouth

Other )nakes--s ne manufacturer as for

his ovm car
Other makes--different manufacturer

Can I t think of any good dealers 1.5 2.5

Not ascertained

(Some mentioned more than one make) 181% 198% 186%

(N=119) (N;;lqlL (N;;540)

Nentioned as 11 good 11 the dealer from
vrhom he bought his car. .59% 40% 46%

Did not mention his dealer as Hgood
ut mentioned others

Can't think of any good dealers; not
ascertained

100% 100% 100%

Ir respondent was new to his city, he was asked about the dealers in the
last town in i'hich he lived.

b Again, DeSoto "ras at a disadvantage in this question, since the sampling
plan provided only for coverage of owners of the eight other makes speci-
fied.
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As to makes of cars sold by dealers termed "good" differences be-
tl'1een Lo; ralists and S'tr. tchers may reflect primarily the differences
in ownership patterns in these two groups" Loyalists , more of Hhom
mentioned Chevrolet dealers , nwnbered a great proportion of Chevrolet
owners; and more Switchers ovffed Dodges or Plymouths and also named
dealers of these makes as " good. ,,

Fewer Sld tchers than Loyalists mentioned as " goodlt the dealer from
whom they bought their current car, even though SId tchers tended
to name a great number of dealers and thus more of them might have
mentioned their "own" dealer if they had so desired. One infers
that Switchers simply had less confidence in the dealer with ,,,110m

they- did business.

easons why certain dealers are called" good

Table 32
thinking
on those

--79 per
per cent

delineates the reasons given by Loyalists and Svn tchers for
of certain dealers as " goed" ones. The table is based only
respondents vJho could think of dealers they would call "good'
cent of the Loyalists , 73 per cent of the Switchers , and 74
of the total persons intervewed,

TJI.BLE 32

REASOns FOR RiSING CERTAIN DEALERS AS "GOOD"

"Hhat is there about these dealers that makes you call them I good' dealers?
(FOLWH-UPS: 1:Jhy might you like to trade with them? vJhat kinds of exper-
ience have you had with them? lfnat have you heard about them?)1t

Based on those rating a dealer as " goocl"

Grand
ky-alists 8"td tehers Total

(N= 93) (N= 80) (N=401)

Their service deparbnents 4.5% 51%
Stand behind product keep promises
Behavior; low-pressure friendly
Good deal charge vJha t they say
Hearsay, general reputation.
Have connections there
Advertising, displays .
Special servces (e.g., courtesy car)
Habi t; used to them.
All other reasons
Not ascertained
(Some gave more than one reason) 204% 200% 191%

~~~

s mentioned before , DeSoto was at a disadvantage because current DeSoto o ers
were not covered in the St ey. The mention of Plymouth dealers, however, may
have been somewhat inflated by the fact that at the time of this surey the usual
practice was for all dealers in ChrJsler Corporation cars to be trdual dealerships"
all sold Plymouths along 1iLth a higher-priced make (Ch Jsler, DeSoto, or Dodge).
Thus in Rockford, where there was only one dealership for each of the General
Notors or Ford Eotor Company makes, there Here three dealers Hho sold Pl;ymouths.
This may account for 21 per cent of the Rockford respondents' mentioning a Ply-
mouth agency as tr good " in contrast to 13 per cent a.'1ong Chicago respondents.
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Differences between Loyalists and Switchers in their reasons for
nominating certain dealers as II goodfl '(Jere not substa:1tial and are
subject to fdrlyhigh unreliability because of the relatively few
int3r'vieirs en .,1::.(:h a cO!1pariscn mi ht, be t,-"sed. It is possible
that the Swi tdlel's: tendency to en' i:ion somei-Jhat, more often the
behavior of dealer personnel may be an indication of a greater
tendenc among Sui tchel's to be more sensitive or wary in their

relations .nth dealers I representatives.

The chief point in the results in Table 32 is that ctlstomers
in general emphasize servce departments and standing behind
the product to a greater extent than considerationswcll as
the price of the car, when they are thinking about the cr.ar-
acteristics that distingush "goodfl dealers from other dealers.

vfuo are the undesirable dealers?

Paralleling the questions on " good" dealers , respondents 1-rere asked
whether they knew of aJ1Y dealers in their city with whom they would
not want to trade. Table 33 sho',rs the makes sold by dealers termed
undesirable , and also the proportions 1-1ho na:lled the dealer from whom

they bought their current car as one with whom they 1-JOuld not Ivant

to trade again.

TABLE 33

UNDESIRABLE DEALERS

flAre there any dealers here in (NAl'it OF CITY, OR PREVIOUS TOi:,JN IF 11EvJ IN

CITY) you wouldn't want to trade with? Who?"

Grand
Loyalists S.d tchers Total

(N=120) (l\=107) .548)

Buick dealer named.
Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet
l1ercur"J
Ford
DeSoto

.. 

Dodge
Plymouth
Other makes--same manufacturer as

for his OvID car
Other makes--different manufacturer

Can It tbink of any. 1+5

Not ascertained
(Some mentioned dealers for more

than one make) 125% 127% 130%

(N=119) (N=107) (N=540)

\10uld. not ",ant trade with dealer
fro 1iJhom he bought car

. '

11%

Mentioned only other dealers as un-
desirable

Can I t think of any undesirable deal-
ers; not ascertained. .56

100% 100% 100%
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Loyalists and Swi tchers differed little in the relative frequency wit
which they mentioned their not 'VJanting to trade 'lri th r-crtain dealers
who sold specified makes.

It is noteworthy that about half of this sample of auto ovmers were
unable or unwilling to name some dealer as undesirable.

.A.mong specific makes, Ford dealers were mentioned most often as U.
desirable. It should bBointed out, so as not to reflect t airly
upon the Ford agency in Rockford, that the majority of those mention-
ing a Ford agency were from Chicago.

That individual agencies do develop reputations , good or bad, that

circulate among the general car-buying public is indicated by this
comparison of Rockford and Chicago responses (Roc ord had only one
primary agency for each make):

For one make, only three
a dealer of that make as
business, in contrast to
mal e in Chicago.

per cent of Roe .ford respondents named
one Hi th liJhom they would not want to do
12 per cent mentions for dealers of that

For another make , 21 per cent of Rockford respondents named a
dealer of that make as undesirable, in contrast to only one per
cent in Chicago.

Reasons why certain dealers are considered undesirable

Table 34 sumarizes the reasons given for not wanting to trade with
certain dealers. Since less than half named some dealer as unde-
sirable, the differences between Loyalists and Switchers are based
on too few intervews to enable one to make any hard-and-fast com-
parisons.

The sumar of types of responses (in Table 34) as 'tlTell as the gen-
eral color of the detailed comments from which the summary has been
prepared, is that most people said they would avoid a dealer because
they thought he was dishonest or uneliable , and not just because of
his prices.

As regards advertising while the total number mentioning advertis-
ing in an adverse way was relatively small, it may be of some signi-
ficance that most such mentions concerned television advertising.
A number commented that fl aIl" the dealers who advertised on TV were
to be given a "ride berth.

Again, comparisons of Loyalists a.'1d Swi tchers on these reasons is
ill-advised because of the small nu.mber of persons in each group
who named some dealer as undesirable. I t may be that Loyalists
depend relatively more on hearsay in deciding to avoid certain
dealers.
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TABJE 34

REASONS FDE CONSIDERING CERTAIl DEltLERS AS UNDESIRALE

IIWhy wouldn't you want to trade ,vith these dealers? (FOLI,hT UPS: "t'hat
kinds of experiences have you had with them? 'V1That have 70u heard about
them?)"

Based on those rating a clealer
as one with 1" hom he l"auld not
,,:rnt to trade:

Don I t keep promis es ; don't stand
behind their product. . . 

. . .

Servce departments unreliable or
expensive .

. . . . . . .

Bad financial deal:
gy artists

. . .

overcharging,

. . . . . . .

General reputation, hearsay

. . 

Personnel: high-pressure, dis-
courteous

. . . . . . . . . 

Advertising media (e.g., TV) or
type of advertising

. . . . . 

All other reasons

. . . . . . '..

Not ascertained

. .

(Some gave more than one response)

Loyalists
OJ= 47)

Svd tchers
(N= 53)

48% 45%

1.5

188% 167%

Responsibili ty of the dealer beyond the warranty perio.2

Gr and
Total

(N=267)

42%

3.5

181%

New cars are sold th a warranty that the- dealer will make adjust-
ments that are necessary because of existing defects , without cost
to the buyer if dra1-i to his attention 1.v thin a certain specified
period or prior to the accumulation of a specified mileage. Since
it was suspected that a good many people would expect a dealer to
make it good" even after the warranty had expired--and that more
Loyalists than Swi tchers would feel that Hay--a question waS included
to cover the point. See Table 35.
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"DT'- ,:.,u_'J 0

RESPONSIBILITY AFTER EXPIR TION OF WA RArITY

IISuppose you bought
warranty period was
ought to take--full
bili ty?"

a new car and something went Tong Hi th it after the
over. Hew much responsibility do 3rou think the dealer
responsibility, some responsibility, or no responsi-

Grand
Loyalis"hs 8wi tchers To tel

(J\=120) (N=107) (TJ=548)

Full responsibility 17% 11% 16%

Some responsibility 5.5

No responsibility

No opinion; not ascertained.

100% 100% 100%

About three-fourths of both groups said they felt the dealer "ought
" talce at least some responsibility, even after expiration of the

formal warranty period.

The aggregate results imply that dealers who attempt to hold their
customers to the formal terms of the warranty are likely to find
that most customers feel that the dealer' s moral responsibility
extends somewhat beyond the specifications in the l"arranty.

Dealer-switching on a price basis

Conversations vJi th dealers prior to the surey indicated there are
some notions prevalent among dealers that the "average" customer
will switch from a favorite dealer to another dealer if the price
differential exceeds a certain small ount. To test whether
Swi tchers 1rJOuld be more inclined than Loyalists to swl tch dealers
on a price basis , the question was asked: at what point would
customers s1rd. tch? Resul ts appear in Table 36.
The question is an hypothetical one. It assumes that car O1rmers
have a favorite dealer; and I"Je have seen that many do not. Further
it does not take into account the many factors other than price
that operate to determine one's choice of a make and a dealer;
consequently, the results C '1ot be used directly to predict the
exact price differential at Ivhich the average custo:r r would switch
dealers. However, results sho1.J d give some indication of the rela-
tive price-mindedness of Loyalists and Switchers.
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TABLE 36

DEALER-SI:ITCHING ON A PRICE BASIS

"Suppose you got a price on a ne'tJ ca.r from a dealer you liked to do business
with. HovT much cheaper ,,,ould another dealer's offer have to be to make you
do business with him?1I

Grand
Loyalists Swi tchers Total

(N=120) (N=I07)

Less than $.50

$.50 $99 12 '

$100 199

p200 $299

$300 to $399

$400 $499

$.500 or more

Don I t knOirT

Not asked

100% 100% IOO%

The modal , or most-of ten-mentioned, figure was between :aoo and

$200. Loyalists and Swi tchers did not differ greatly in the
dollar amounts they mentioned; but considerably more Loyalists
just were unable to name a figure. The inference is that the

question of price is somewhat more salient to the Sidtcher, who
has revealed his greater price-consciousness earlier, when asked

his reasons for past purchases.

Self-rating of one's bargaining abilities

In the report for the Phase I qualitative study preceding the two-
ci ty survey, it was h:ypothe siz ed that SitD. tchers , by and large, would
enjoy bargairing iv. th dealers mor8--and would be better at bargaining

than Loyalists, on the grounds that bargatning 1rJOuld be more dis-

tasteful to the Loyalist for reasons of status and a difference in
values. It ,,,as beyond the scope of this particular study to develop
ways of assessing the actua relative bargaining prowess of Loyalists
and Swi tchers; but they were asked to rate their own abilities. See
Table 37.

Qp. cit. p. 29.
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T.iLE 37

SELF-RATING OF .iILITY TO BARGAIN \'JITH DEAL.

"How good do you think you are at bargaining with car dealers , compared to

the people you know-- bet ter than average, about average, or not as good as

average?"

About average

. . . . 

Grand
Loyalists Swi tchers Total

(N= 20 =107) :=548)

11% 15% 16%

2.5

100% 100% 100%

Better than average 

. . 

Not as good as average

. . . 

No opinion

. . . . . .

A few more Loyalists are seen to be uncertain abo'lt their bargaining
abilities than is observed for S1rVltchersj the difference is not sig-
nificant.

Results of this self-rating may not reflect the actual relative bar-
gaining abilities of Loyalists and Swi tehers . One may tend to give
oneself the benefit of t0e doubt ,men challenged by such a question.
Also, it may be that some rather wretched bargainers associate pri-
marily va th others who are e ually poor at car-bargaining, and thus
have in mind a low standard of bargaining ability in rating themselves.

It is of interest to observe that more persons rated themselves "not
as good as average l1 than responded "better than average l1 perhaps

indicating that quite a fevT auto ovmers feel at a disadvantage in
negotiating 'i th dealers.

of dealer factors and car-buying experiences 

Twice as many Loyalists as Svn tchers visited only one dealer when
purchasing their last car.. Further, Loyalists vrho had gone to
several dealers tended more often than Switchers to-rturn to the
first dealer visited to purchase their car. Tyical behavior among
SiiL tchers , on the other hand, was to visit a number of dealers (in-
cluding those selling makes other than the ones they finally bought),
and to buy their cars from the last dealer visited.

Forty-one per cent of Loyalists , and 1.5 per cent of SliL tchers , re-
ported previous purchases of other cars from the dealer who sold
them their present cars.

In their reasons for buying their present car from a certain dealer
Loyalists gave greater relative emphasis to the connections or obli-
gations they had had vis-a-vis the dealer, the dealer I s servce, and

his reliability and reputa ion Swi tchers I reasons centered heavily



62-

upon the good financ al they had made vii th the dealer.

Few (less than ten per cent,) al'lng either group would concede that
they had mad6 a Hpoorer- than-average ii deal in buyir.g their current
car.

Switchers appeared more than Loyalists to view the dealer as 1erely
a middleman betrreen himself and the Manufacturer. S,ri tchers had
less confidence in authorized dealers' serv ce depart ents

In describi g the characteristics of specific dealers they called
II good;, II and other dealers they uould not want to trade T,Ji th, both
Loyalists ff d SvQ tchers put more emphasis upon sel dce departments
and integrity in livi:1g up to corr.mitments more than other consider-
ationS;SUh as the.price of the car.

Nost milers said they would expect dealers to take at least " some
responsibili ty if something went wrong .vI th a new car after the
formal warranty had expired.

Reference Group aJ2 Identi ty F ac..1;rs II1VOl v in 1oy

The analysis of the differences between Loyalists and Swi tchers described
in this section involve issues uhich have reasonably clear implications
as to the auto OTJDer' s significant reference groups and his conceptions
of h self: his identi ty. Adw ttedly, since man is a social being and
car-buying is a social phenomenon, almost any' question related to auto-
mobiles might be classified as having II reference group II or lI identity
implications; thus the selection of items for this section has been
rather arbitrary.

Self-rati of level f information about

The assumption is that Loyalists will be actually less well infonned
than Sidtchers about the features of the later models of cars , be-
cause loyalty and lack of information should be reciprocally related
--a person LO has finally decided upon a make of car will have less
motivation to keep himself up- to-date on other makes; and a person
whose knowledge about the various makes is limited 1rill be likely to
cling to the make "Jith which he is fa:iliar rather than to take
chances with unknown makes. operly" an liinformation quiz" would
be needed to establish how well-informed a person is regarcling cars;
but such a quiz was ruled out because of the length of the intervew.
Instead, an effort was made to get some idea of relative levels of
information by asking respondents to rate themselves. Their answers
appear in Table 38.

Thirty-two per cent of the Svr.t,chers , in contrast to 21 per cent of
the I,oyalists , rated themselves as at least " someHhat better informed1l
than average about the late models of cars.
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TABLE 38

SELF- ING OF LEVL OF INFORNATION ABOUT Clms

"In comparison Ni th the people you know, how well..il1formed 8.bout the late
models of cars vJOuld you say you were -much better informed, somevJhat

better informed, about average , or somewhat less well informed?"

Grand
Loyalists Swi tchers Total

(N=120) (N==107 (l\=54S) 

l1uchbetter informed 10% ll% 11%

Somevlha t better
About average 6.5 .5'"

Somewhat less well informed
opinion

100% 100;6 IOO%

The question arises: might the difference bet"\leen Loyalists and
Switchers have been a function of 'D.ge only, since Loyalists tended
to be older, and older people tend be less Hell-informed about

the late models? Separation of the responses of older and younger
Loyalists and S"n tchers shoHs that about an equal proportion of
younger and older Loyalists ratedthemselves-aa:bove average in
their" level of informat on: whereas materially more of the younger
Swi tchers than the older Swi tchers said theY Jell- orrned

Number
Interviewed

Proportion rating selves "much"
or "somewhat" better-.informed
on the late models of cars:

Under 4.5, all persons (316) 32%

Loyali s ( .54)

Swi tcher s ( 68)

4.5 or older, all persons (223)

Loyalists ( 6.5)

Sld tchers ( 35)

The older Switchers thus are seen, on the basis of evidence gathered

through a very few interviews , to have been the group least well-
informed on late-model cars--if one takes their self ratings at face

value; and it is plausible that a person v,ho will admt he is not
better-ini' ormed than the average actually has some grounds for hi
self-estimate, since the normal temptation would be to say one is
It average 11 or better in level of information. The older Switchers
in this survey thus were ei tier less loJell informed or more modest
than others 
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Thus it appears as though younger and older Swi tchers ma.y differ
more in their characteristics than the younger ff1d older Loya1ist
at least, the tuo Swi tcher groups d5.ff"'red more in their self-
ratings cf' level of infor.mation on ne.W3l' CRr.': than did the yotmg-
eraL1d old.er Loyalists It will be seen tha'c, other evitianco , pre:"

s8nted later, bears out the existence of other differences between
yotmgGr and older 8wi tehers.

ning the self-ratings of level of information of responder-ts
when rearranged in other groupings , it is seen that relatively more
men and college graduates gave themselves a higher rating on nfOl
mation about late-model cars; but that those above ana belm'J ":;7580
in last year' s income rated themselves about thesame:

Proportion rating selvE;s IImuch"
or n some\ hat better-.inforr,led
on the late models of cars:

NUTnber

IntervieFed

(499)
( 49)

31%Men. 

., . . . 

l'l o:nen . 

. .

Less than nine years 
schooling

. . .. ' . . .

(Ill )

Some high school to some
college

. . . . . . . .

College graduate

(55)
( 79)

Income less than $7500yearly 

. . . . . .

Income p7500 or higher

(254)

(277)

The terms in which Loyalists and Swi tchers describethemsel,!es

It already has been established that Loyalists tended to be older
more settled in their jobs , more well- to- , married for a longer

time, living in smaller households, and better-educated than were
the Switchers (see Section B). So much for the establishment of
objective differences; the question is, are there any differences
in the subjective ways in which Loyalists and S d tchers view them-

selves?

A partial self-description 1"ras provided by Loyalists and Swi tchers
in response to a word-choice question. The respondent was handed a
list of seven occupations (Doctor, Plumber , etc. *), and asked to

underline any of the 17 1.vords II that 1eJould seem to go uith a person
in that occupation. II He then Has asked to underline any of the 17

words he "rould be I1most likely to thi k of" in connection lJi th him-
self. The responses of the 324 persons who described themselveS-
through 'this word-choice procedure are pre$ented in Table 39.

See Section D for a fuller description of the
on the seven occupations. This technique was
dropped in mid-surve T after enough intervievm
liminary findings. Thus the results in Table
rather than 548.

techl1ique, and for word choices
experimental in nature , and was

had been obtained to eld pre-

39 are based on 324 interviews
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TtffLE 39

SELF-DESCRIPTION THROUGH irJORD-CHOICE

nHere is a list of eight occupations. There is a list of Hords under each OCCU,:
p ati en" Please read th'3GC ' 'Jc. :ds q1.i.ckly and u':der1. i."18 th0 wo:;'ds that ;,muld seem.
to go idth a person in that occupation. You may unarUne as many words as you
like. "

... 

liAs you think 
of Ul1SELF, irJhich words are you most likely to think of?

Loyalists
(N= 77)

l'lords Chosen

Dependable

Hard worker

Family man

Cautious
Conservative
Respected

Regular guy

Hature
Plain
Aggressive

Hell-educated
Leader
Successful
Rugged

Young

Sports car owner

ttracti ve

Per cent
Choosing

63%

.51

3.5

Swi tchers
(N= 64)

vords Chosen

Dependable
Hard worker

Faxnily man

Respe cted

Cautious

Plain
Reguar guy

Conservati 

I:Iature

Successful
Young

Aggressive
Rugged

I'JeU-educated
Leader

Attractive
Sports car mmer

Per cent
Choosing

70%

Grand Total-;:-
(N=32)

)_.

er cept
ChoosipgHords Chosen

Hard l.vorker

Dependable

a.mily man

Respected

Cautious
Regular guy

rIa ture
Conservative
Plain
Aggressive
Successful
Young

Hell-educated
Rugged

Leader

Sports car Oimer

Attractive

---_.,_.._-_._-' _._-_.__..

69%

.50

-Y-

Again, this question was asked only in 324 intervieHs rather than in the full
sample of. .548. Please see footnote on preceding page.

In the aggregate , the 324 respondents who participated in describing
themselves, through choosing appropriate words from the 17 descrip-
tive terms provided, put a heavy emphasis on terms connoting incon-
spicuous yet solidly virtuous attributes: "hard worker, Ii "dependable/'
Itfamly man , n "respected, 'rTautious. To what degree these l"ere the
respondents' most candid self-identifications , and to TrJhat deg-ree the
responses might have been inluenced by a desire to appear modest
cannot be determined. 
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In comparing self-descriptions of Loyalists and Switchers , responses

cal1..ot be taken very literally because of the small number of re-
spondents to be compared (77 Loyalists , 6h Switchers). These dif-

ences did appee..; to what extent they were occasioned by chance
could only De determned by accumulating more interviews:

More Loyalists than Srdtchers described themselves as:

"t-Jell-educated" (Loyalists 20%, Swi tchers 

%.. 

It was shown

earlier that more Loyalists 
well-educated.

"Leader (Loyalists 19%, Swi tcners 9%. )

Fewer Loyalists than Switchers described themselves as:

II Plain" (Loyalists 35%, Switchers 4.5%.

"Successful II (Loyalists 19%, S1dtchers 28%.

"Young II (Loyalists 16%, Switchers 28%.
earlier that more Swi tchers ''lere '"ung.

While this experiment in ash.-ing respondents to describe themselves
by choosing applicable words from a list does not appear to provide
information that points up the differences between Loyalists and
Switchers in diensions that were not covered by other items in the
survey, at least the findings are consistent with the other infor-
mation that is available on the differences between the t1'l0 groups.
A more extensive application of the word-choice technique in the
future would serve to delineate self-images more sharply than was

possible in this limted nuraber of intervews.

It was shown

c.. Itting of car in relation to other cars in neighborhooSl

It already has been show (Section B) that Loyalists and Switchers
owned ca;rs of approximately the same vintage--about eight out of ten
in each group ownng 19.5.5 models, with Loyalists having a slightly
higher percentage of 19.56 models; that a few more Loyalists mrned
the medium-priced series of their make 1.Jhile a few more of the
Switchers mmed either the most expensive or the least expensive
series; and that the proportions ownng medium-priced and lower-

priced makes were virtually identical. In short , the objective
facts were that Loyalists I and Swi tchers I cars in the aggregate wererar similar in their age and cost. An analysis of the differences

in opinions on how one 1 s car compares to others in the neighborhood
may contribute to a better understanding of the ways in 1"\hich Loyal,!
ists and SvTi tchers may differ in their conceptions of their status 
in the neighborhood.

Three questions were asked concerning the respondents' car in re-

lation to "most of the cars in your neighborhood. II Answers are
presented in Table 40..
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TABLE 40

ONE'S CAR IN CONPARISON TO OTHER CARS IN NEIGHBORHOOD

alists Swi tchers
(N:120) :1=107)

Grand
Total

(N==.548 )

"ls your present car newer, or older
than most of the cars in Jrour neighbor-hood? " 

Newer. 47% 487b 44%
About the same
Older.

opinion; not ascertained.
100% 100% 100%

liDo you think your car cost more, or
less, than most of the cars in your
neighborhood? n

Cost more

. . . . . . . . . . 

About the same 

. . . .

Cost les s . 

. . . . . . . . . . 

No opinion; not ascertained. . . 

20% 27%

IOO% IOOlb 100%

"Does your car have more, or fewer
optional or extra features than most of
the cars in your neighborhood?1I

Hore features 28% 2.5% 27%
About the same number.
Fewer.
No opin:tonj not ascertained.

100% 100% 100%

The only difference of any consequence that can be discerned is that
a somewhat greater proportion of Loyalists said they thought their
cars cost more than most of the other cars in the neighborhood. 
While this diference might possibly have been a reflection of the
actual facts , it is interpreted--for reasons that 1vill be presented
further on--as a reflection of greater pride or status-consciousnesson the part of the Loyalists. 
Fathers I automobiles

Respondents were asked what makes of cars their fathers ovmed while
they were still living with their fathers, which of their fathers.
makes of cars they had liked the most, and which had they liked the
least. Findings based on these questions appear in Table 41.
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TABLE 41

FATHERS' AUTm'iBILES

Loyalists S,il tchers
Grand
Total

"Did your father own any cars while you
were living at home? (IF 11 YE 11 ) liVat
makes? Please start with the first car
of his you can remember. 

!Excludes
- not have

(No; 41)

cases where i-ather did
a car

(lIJ=61) (N=310)

Father ovmed a Buick 29%, 14% 2.5%

Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet 3.5

Hercury
Ford 3.5 .55

DeS oto

Dodge

.. 

Plymouth 1.5

Other make of same manufacturer
son ! s present car

Other "Big 3" manufacturer
Some other manufacturer

..,

(Some named more than one make) 235% 233% 237%

(Number of different makes father ovmed
while respondent lived at home): (N =120) (N=107) (N=.548)

Father did not have a car at that
time .56% 34% 37%

One make of car
Two or three makes

Four or more makes
Not ascertained 

1007b 100% 100%
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TABLE 41--Continued

Loyalist d tchers
Grand
Total

"1rJhich make did you like the most among
your father I scars?"

r= /ExcJ des cases where father had
- no car or the make was not ascer

tained
(N= 28) (N= 46) (N=229)

Buick 15% 13% ll%
Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet

Hercury
Ford 1.5

DeSoto
Dodge
Pl;ymou th

Other make same ma.nufacturer
sori I s :rrescrrt ce.

Other "Big )It marmi'acturer J.2
Some other manufacturer
Not ascertained -1 

100% 100% 100%

"'Wi ch make did you like the least?

Buick
Oldsmobile
Pontiac 

Chevrolet
Mercury
Ford

DeSoto
Dodge

...

Plymouth

Other makes sa.'1e manufacturer
son's present car

Other "Big )11 manufacturer
Some other manac'ture :t::

-.-",

Not ascertained
100% 100% 100%
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To sumarize the differences between Loyalists and 8wi tchers in the
cars the:T reported their fathers as ownng while theJr vrere st;ill
living at home:

j\1aterially more of the Loyalists reported that their fathers
did not have a car while they were living at home. The chief
appart reason for this is that more of the Loyalists were
older, thus 1rJere Ii iling at home when automobile ovmership viaS
less corGmon. (The difference apparently is not attributable to
economic causes: LQyalists were son what morewell- to-do thfui

, 8wi tchers. )

Although generalizations are based on shaky evidence, since the
comparison is based on so feH cases, it appears that there may
be a connection between the father' s ovmership of a Buick and
one I s being a Loyalist--not necessarily a Buick-owning Loyalist
but loyal to some make of car. (There appears to be a similar
c0l1 1ecti on betWn one I s father s aIming a Ford and one s being
a 8wi teher. )

Although there is some correlation betHeen the makes of cars
one s father oi'med and the makes of cars one owns now, the
connection 't\lS a relatively l,reak one among present owners of
the eight makes being studied. In six of the eight Olmer-groups
a larger-than-average proportion said that their father had the
same make; even in these cases (see detailed tables in Appendix)the
correlation l,ras not high. The general lack of continuity of make
of car from one generation to the next is hardly surprising, in
viel\! of the disappearance of so man makes from the market during
the last thirty years, as well as changes over the years :i makes

. bearing the same name throughout a extended period.

Responses on which makes owned by respondents t fathers did the
respondents like best and least are of questionable. reliability,
because of the very sma ll 11ber of interviews among Loyalists
and Swi tchers reporting that their fathers had automobiles while
they were still living at home. The findings are also of ques-
tionable validity, since . how one felt about an autb' many years
ago is subject to being slanted by how one feels now about
ei ther the make of car or the father who owned i t:-About all
one can s y is that somewhat more of the Loyalists reported
themselves as having liked best their fathr' s Chevriolet
some unlisted make thatd the same manufacturer as their pres-
ent make; and ,that they liked least their father s Dodge or
Plymouth. As for Switchers relativeJ.y more of them reported
tha t they had liked best a make of some manufacturer other than
the "Big Thre i' (General Notors, Ford, Chrysler); and that they

. had liked least some other non- 'Big- Three " make or a Chevrolet.

One's closest friends" and their cars

To assess whether patterns of olmership were similar among members of

friendship groups, and to establish whether Loyalists and 8wi tchers
differed in the kinds of friends they had, respondents were' asked
"Now, please think of your two closest friends 1\!hom you see at least
fairly often. ASK ABOUT EACH What is his occupation? Does he
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Year? II
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1N11at make of car . does he have?

Table 42 present.s find:i:ngs 0:1 the friends' most-frequently-mentioned
occupations , '.hether they vJorked in tile same place ctG the respondent
what year of car ,they owned and whether the friends 1 make of car
1'1aS the sa'1e as the respondent is.

TABLE 42

RESPONDENT'S IITl.0 CLOSEST FRIENDS" AND THEIR CARS

The five most frequently-mentioned
occupations:

Professional, semi-professional
Business (proprietors , officials)
Clerical, sales work. . . 

. .

Craftsmen, foremen, siIilar work
Machine operatives

. . . . . . .

Work at sa.'1e place as respondent:

Yes

. . . . .. . . .

1\To II . . 
Not ascertained

. . . . . .

Year of car ovmed by frie

Loyalists
To:I20)

Friend hen-
tioned:

1st . 2nd

---

(20%)

17,
26,

(11)

( 9%)

(18)

S'tr. tchers
(N=107)

Friend Tven-
tioned:

lst 2nd

Grand Total
(N=548)

Friend Hen-
tioTIed:

1st 2nd

30% 29%68 
100% 100%

---

10%
22 i

--- 

17% 13%

33% ' 32%63 -1 
10076 IOO%

33% 29%66 1 --
1001; 100%

Earlier than 1955 model 47% 41% 41-1% 42% 42% 40%
1955 or later model .51 5'2 5'.5 .59
Don t t know; has no car; not

ascertained
(SomefriendShadmorethan
one model) 101% 100/ 102% 105% 103% 103%

Same or different make of car as
owned by respondent:

Same make of car. . . . 

. . . .

Diferent make

. . . . . . . . .

2.5%

7.5

100%

19%

100%

23%

100%

tailed tabulations on the other occupations of respondents t friends
appear in the Appendix.

-I(-
These questions were adapted from the earlier Bureau of Applied Social Research
survey.
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As regards friends' occu ati0ns : if the respondents had a strong
tendency to name friends in their o"m occupations , the persons named
as friends by Loyalists and Switchers "Jould be found to be similar
in occ1.pa-:ions 1:0:.: it vJas sho;vn early in -this repol t (Table '7 m.
that LoyaHst.3 and S1dtchers l'Tere rather si (Jilarly distributed ai110ng
the five leading types of o0cupations.

The friends' occupations mentioned by Lc.yalists and Svd tchers were
rather similar in many respects. Tae exc8ptions that appear of inter-
est involve differences in the occupations of fir a,'Ted and ,?ondnamed friends: 

tchers' listings of their first-named and second-narred friends I
occupations were veT"J unform as to type of lvcrk.

Loyalists listed a higher-status occupation (professional or semi-
professional) mucrl more frequently for their first-named friend
than for their second; and they also listed a lower-status occu-
pation (machine operator) a little more frequently for their

eco -mentioned friend than for their first.

This finding lends wei 1t to the growing impression at Loyalists
are somewhat more status-conscious than the Swi tchers.

There vTas no difference in the tvJO groups on l,)hether their friends
worked in the same establishment as they did. 11.. -thirds L.11 both
roups said their two closestfriends did not work at the same place.

nor l'I8.S there any difference in their friends car models between
.50 a.'1d 60 per cent of Loyalists and S"ntchers reported their two
closest' friends had cars that were 1955 or later models.

A few more Loyalists (2.5 per cent) than Switchers (19 per cent) had
the same make of car as they reported as being ovmed by a friend
(the first-mentioned of IItwo closest friends

"). 

The difference is
not significant. . In any case, the aggregate findings show that, at
least in the areas covered in this study, there is a connection be-
tween the make of one IS OW'1 car and one I s friends I cars , although the
cOI'..ection is not strong.

Identification vJi th social class

--._--

As an aid in establishing the differences in class-identifications of
Loyalists and Switchers , the question was asked, uIn general, do you
think of yourself at present as being in the upper class , the upper
middle class, the 10v.Ier middle class , or the lower class?" Results
appear in Table 43.
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TABLE h3

CLASS IDENTIFICATION

Grand
Loyalis:ts Swi tchers Total

(N=120) (N=107) (N=548)

Upper class
Upper middle .59

.50 .58
Lower middle 3.5
L01.ver class

No opinion; not ascertained.
100% 100% 100%

Table 43 shows that more of the Loyalists than the Switchers identi-

fied themselves as belonging to the upper or upper middle classes.
The question is: might not this difference be based merely on econ-
omic factors, since it waS sho r. (Section B, Table 7 g ) that Loyal-
ists are some1-Jhat more well- to-do than Sv.r. tchers? An answ'er on that
point is provided by dividing tentatively negative Loyalists , and
Switchers into those reporting-a last-year income of less than $7, 500
and those whose families earned 7 , .500 or more:

TtUber
IntervievJed

Per cent identifying self as
member of the !!upper!! or

upper middle !! class

._.._--

All persons with
incomes of less than

p7 .500: (254) 51%

Loyalists (6.5) 59%
Sm tchers (61) .50%

All persons , with in-
comes of J7, 500 or more (277) 72%

Loyalis ts (48) 71%
Swi tchers 43) 61%

Wi thin each of the two particular income groups utilized, it is seen
that a larger pro:portion of the Loyalists than Swi tchers described
themselves as "upper class" or "upper middle" people. (The differ-
ences are not statistically significant; further, a subdivision of
a larger sample into a larger ntUber of income groups might show
somewhat different relationships between Loyalists I and Switchers'

social class identifications and income levels.

Agreement with general statements related to loyalty

Table 44 shows the differences between Loyalists and Swi tchers on
their agreement or disagreement with four generalizations. The first
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two generalizations do not mention automobiles; they were intended to
get at basic differences in values regarding job-switching and product-
Sl,a tching.

TABLE 44

AGREENENT HITH GE!\1ERAL STATEllENTS

III am going to read you four statements.
I I d like you to tell me, for each state-
ment, whether you would tend to agree
or disagree 1dth it.

"In general, a person is better off
to keep worldng for one company,
rather than to chwge jobs when-
ever he thinks he sees a better
opportuni ty in another company.

Agree

.. . . . .

Disagree

. . . .

Don I t know

. . . . .

"If a person likes a ctertain brand
of product, he I s usually better
off to keep on buying it instead
of trying other products in the
hope of finding something better.

Agree

. . . . . . . .

Disagree

. . . . . .

Don I t know

. . . .

The make of car YQu buy is gener-
ally more important than the dealer
you buy it from. 

Agree

. . . . . . . 

Disagree

. . . . . .

Don I t lmou . . 

. .

"You can usually save enough money
by shopping around for a car at
several agencies to make it 1vorth
the bother.

Agree

. . . . . .

Disagree

. . . . 

Don I t know

. . . . .

Loyalists
(N=120)

62%

100%

75%

100%

75%

IOO%

.54%

100%

Sw: tchers
(N =107)

.54%

100%

52%

100%

72%

100%

81%

100%

Grand
Total

(N=.548 )

58%

100%

64%
3.5

100%

72%
2.5

IOO%

67%

100%
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On three of the f011r generalizations , Loyalists and Sii. tchers showed
the expected difference in reactions: more of the Loyalists agreed
that a person was better off to keep working for the s me company and
to stick to one I s favorj.te product, and more Loyalists disar:reed with
the stateme t that shopping aro d for a car at several agencies was
Horth the bother. On one generalization-- IIt.he make of car you buy is
generally more important than the dealer you buy it fromlf--about three
fourths of both Loyalists and Switchers agreed, indicating (I) that
loyal ties to makes may be generally stronger than loyal ties to dealers"
arcd (2) that even S't\d.tchers (who had never bought the same malce t't:dce
in a row during the last ten years) conceded that in principle loyalty
to make is more important than dealer loyalty.

The age factor to rule out t-he possibility that the relatively great-
er take-a-chance spirit shmved by 81-i tcners was not occasioned merely
by the fact that more of the S,dtchers were younger people, the follow-
ing SUIffT,ar shows the responses of Loyalists and Swi tehers when each
group is divided into two age sub-groups:ber Proportion agreeing

Intervie1-J"ed with the statement
A. ... a person is better off to keep

working for one company...

All persons under 45 years old
Loyalists under h5 . 

. .

Sv-Ji tchers under 45 . 

.. ..

All persons 4.5 or older

.. . .

Loyalists 4.5 or older
Swi tchers 45 or older

B. ... better off to keep on buJdng
it /Javori te brar~7

All persons under 4.5 years old
Loyalists under 45 

.......

S,d tchers under 4.5 . 

.. .

All persons 45 or older. 

.. .

Loyalists 45 or older
Swi tchers 4.5 or older

c. ... the make of car.. . more important
than the dealer...

All persons under 45 years old
Loyalists under 4.5 . . .
Swi tchers under 4.5. 

.. .

All persons 45 or older. . .
Loyalists 4.5 or older

tchers 4.5 or older
D. ... can usually save enough... 

shorriD.g around f or car ... to make
it worth the bother

(316 )
( 54)
( 68)

(223)
( 6.5)

( 35)

54%
63%
487

667;'
61%
69;

(316) 61%

( 5L!. 68%
( 68) 39%

(223) 70'!;
( 65) 81%
( 3.5) 74%

(316) 67%

( 54) 69%
( 68) 67%

(223) 77%
( 6.5) 78%
( 3.5) 80%

All persons under 45 years old (316) 72%
Loyalists under 45 . ( .54) .57%
S"Ji tchers der h5 . ( 68) 86%

All persons 45 or older. (223) 59%
Loyalists 4.5 or older ( 65) .50%

tchers 4.5 or older ( 3.5) 71%
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On the one i temon which no Loyalist/Swi tcher differences were found
(make-of -car-more-important- '1- dealer), Loyalists and Swi tchers
within each of the two age groups responded similarly, although more

der persons as a whole agreed that the make of car was more impor-
tant than the dealer.

On the other three generalizations (sticking to one company,
sticking to favorite brands, whether one saves enough by shopping
around for cars to make it worth the bother), you. ger persons
as a whole gave more take-a-chance and worth-the-bother answers.
Howeve , it appears that the younger Loyalists were just about
as conservative on these questions as the older Loyalists.

The conservatism of the younger Loyalists will be examned in further
detail on other issues 1ater in this section.

Neighborliness and preferred neighborhoods

Earlier it was showll that a very slightly larger proportion of Loyal-
ists than S rl tchers had lived in their neighborhoods a longer time
(Table 7 w. ), but that more S1'n. tchers had never lived beyond their
present city or its suburbs (Table 7 x.

). 

As regards attitudes and
behavior that might reflect a preference for neighborhoods and the
extent to l-Jhich friendships had been built up, we would expect
Loyalists to have among their ranks a larger number of IIstand-
patters" (those who ould want to stay in their present neighborhoods).,

Table 45 presents comparisons of Loyalists and 8wi tchers on points
concerned with neighborhoods and neighborliness.

On questions about the neighborhood, the Loyalists are seen to have
been:

More inclined to anSl..er that they would prefer to live in
, their present neighborhood;

No different from 8wi tchers in the advantages they listed
for the area they would prefer to live in, except that fewer
Loyalists mentioned "convenient to schools, churches, other
institutions" (perhaps this difference may be attributable
to Loyalists I being older, and having fewer children of school
age) ; 

A trifle less inclined to rate the people in their present
neighborhood as "very friendly" or "fairly friendl" (the
difference is not significant);

BUT:

More neighborly, in terms of visits to homes in their neigh-, bo'rd wi thin the last month.
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TABLE 45

NEIGHBORLIJ.1ESS MID PREFERRED nEIGHBORHOODS

"If you could live anywhere in the
(NM1JE OF CITY, AREA), where would
you prefer to Eve?"

Present neighborhood or area. " . .
Area lived in previously. 

. . . . 

Some other area

. . . . . . . . . 

Don't know; not ascertained

. . . .

"vJhat advantages would you say there
were to living there?"

Physical features (residential;
quiet; well-kept; spacious;
accessible) .

. . . . .

Convenient to transportation
work, shopping. 

. . ' . . . . 

Social-psychological: class of
people, ethnic composition, com-
munty spirit, respect for pri-
vacy, mind, business

. . . . . 

Convenient to schools, churches

other institutions . 

. . . . . .

Near friends or relatives

. . . . .

Lived here all my life; am used to it

Property values

. . . . . . . . . .

Recreational facilities

. . . . .

All other specific advantages

,. . .

Don t t know; not ascert.ained . 

. .

(Some gave more than one reason) 

. .

"How would you rate most of the people in
this neighborhood--very friendly, fairly
friendly, or rather unriendly?"

Very friendly

. . . . . . . 

Fairly friendly

. . . . . . . . . .

Nei t11er 

. . . . . . . . . . . .

Ra ther 'Uriendly

' . . . . . . . . .

No opinion; not ascertained

. . . .

"In about how many homes in the (NJ\1E OF

ARA) neighborhood have you visited with-
in the last month, aside from relatives'
homes? (Social, non-business visits.

None

.. . . . . . .. . . .

One or two

. . . . . . .

Three or four

. . . . . . .

Five or more

. . . . . . . . . .

Don 't know,; not ascertained

. . . .

Loyalists
(N=120)

67%

100%

62%

1717;

37%

1007b

3.5%

10%

Swi tchers
(N=107)

53%

100;

62%

172%

42%
.54

100%

39%

100%

Grand
Total

(N=S48)

61%

100%

63%

1831b

38%
.54

IOO%

34%

100%
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A slight paradox is apparent: how does it happen that fewer of the

Loyalists rated the neighbors as friendly, yet more of the Loyalists
had visited in five or more homes in the neighborhood ld thin the

last month? If these findings did not happen by chance, they may

reflect a tendency on the part of some Loyalists to have reservations
about the neighbors I friendliness because they know more neighbors

or because Loyalists llave higher expectations or needs regarding
neighborlines s.

The follovring division of Loyalists and Sldtchers into tvJO age groups

reveals differences in the traits of the younger and older Swi tchers
in this sample. (Comparisons are based on a liITd ted nLtmber of cases.

Nuber
Interviel,;ed Per cent of grou

Prefer to live in present area:

l persons under 4.5 years (316) .57Jb

Loyalis ts ( .54) .57%

Sed tchers ( 68) 51%

All persons 4.5 or older (223) 69%

Loyalists ( 65) 76%
Sld tCDers ( 35) .57%

Rate most people in neighborhood as
very friendly

All persons under 4.5 years (316) 31%
Loyalists

. .

( .54) 281&

S't.Ji tchers ( 68) 37%

All persons 4.5 or older (223) 49%
Loyalists ( 6.5) 48%
Sldtchers ( 3.5) 49%

Visi ted five or more homes in neigh-
borhood ld thin the last month:

All persons under 45 years (16) 17%

Loyalists ( 54) 20%

Swi tchers ( 68) 14%

All persons 45, or older (223) 21%

Loyalists ( 6.5) 24%
SvTi tchers ( 3.5)

These--igures show that the younger persons, in the aggregate , were

less inclined to prefer to l their present neighborhoods, to

rate most people in the neighborhood "very friendly, " or to have

visi ted extensively in their neighborhood recently. (Perhaps the
younger people, being less comrnitted to their o neighborhoods
were less likely to get extensively acquainted in "t"eir neighbor-
hoods. )

Fewer Swi tohers of ei the r age group were corn ttedto their present
neighborhoods. Mo re of -- e younger 8wi tchers than younger Loyalists
rated the neighborhood as " friendly ; but a few more of tn.e younger
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Loyalists had visited extensively in the neighborhood in the last
month.

This may indicate that the YOUl1ger Loyalists may not like people as
Vlell the younger Svd tchers do, but visi t more 'Hi thin the neighbor-
hood because of status-related reasons or obligations.

The older Svdtchers did not visit extensively, even though their
vie'ljS the friendliness of the neighborhood were about the same as
for other persons 4.5 or older. 1rJe have noted earlier that fei,; of
these older Switchers rated themselves as well-informed on the late
models of automobiles: perhaps the limited visiting of these older
Switchers may have a connection with their self-adFatted lotrer level
of information. As we will see a little later, they also appeared
to be less ,.,ell satisfied than other older persons -;n th their pro-
gress in reaching their main goals in lie. It appears the older
Sldtchers tend to be isolated.

..-----

Life goals and satis:factio

One might expect Swi tchers to be more dissatisfied than Loyalists
wi th their progress in achieving their life goals , as evidenced by
their inferred restlessness as reflected by their never getting the
same make of car t'ldce in a r01rJ during the last ten years. Also
Swi tchers tended to be somewhat younger than Loyalists; and another
study reported by L8.nsing and 110rgali found that satisfaction 'Wth
standard of living was slightly IOvJer among persons under 4.5 than
among older persons.

Questions on one 
I s life goals and one s satisfactions in achieving

them may have quite different implications to the young and to the
old. To the younger person 1eJho is concerned about maintaining the
process of upward mobility, his expressions of discontent serve a
real function in reinforcing his own levels of aspiration; and it
appears to be part of the social norm for expressions of discontent
to be socially approved if expressed by younger persons. On the
other hand, expressions satisfaction trl th one's achievements have
more functional utility to older persons, and appear to be more in
confoImity:vdth what society expects of the older person. Thus, it

is expected that the rela ti vely simple and direct questions asked in
, this survey about life goals and satisfactions would measure the more

superficial reactions of people when asked by strangers.- nd not nec-

essarily one s private feelings about how well one has done in life.
HO'lJever , the measure 'of "public" attitudes on life goals and satis-
factions have relevance here, because it is one 's IIpublic" rather
than one s "private" atti S that people are most likely to reflect
in their relations 'Vilth (6ldeJ? people--including purchases of articles
vdth social imPlications;- omobiles.

Table 46 compares the answers of Loyalists and Swi tchers regarding
their life goals and how well-satisfied they are in having achieved
them.

John B. Lansing and James N. Horgan, "Consumer Finances over the Life Cycle

pp. 36- .51, Consumer Behavior Vol. II The Life Cyc le and Consumer Behavio
ed. by LinqOln fL. Clark , New York niversity Pres
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TABLE ,

LIFE GOALS Mm SATISFACTIONS

Jhat are some of the main things you
(want) (have wanted) out of life?"a.

Financial and/or job security . ;

Famly aspirations (good farnily
life, ambitions for children) 

Heal th (f amly or self) . 

. . 

Material possessions (home, nice

car, lu.'1ries) .
Emotional security: contentment.

Recreation or leisure; travel. .
Religious or altruistic goals;
be a good citizen. 

. . . . . .

Prestige or status

.. '. . . . . .

All other reasons

. . . . . . .

Don rt know; not ascertained. . .
(Some gave more than one goal) 

Loyalists
(N=120)

.57%

2.5

231%

How satisfied are you in your pro-
gress (so far) in reaching these goals
-..very satisfied, fairly satisfied, or

not ver:r satisfied?ub
satisfied

. . . . . . . .

I' 38%
Fairly satisfied

. . . . . . . . 

.57

Not very satisfied

. . . . . . . 

Not ascertained. . 

. . . . . . 

II If you were starting allover again
what line of work would you want to
get into?"

Same line of work. . . . 

. . . .

Simlar line in SaIe industry,
profession, or craft

. . . . 

Different line of ork .

.. . .

Don't know; not ascertained. 

. .

100%

50%

100%

S"tri tchers
(N=I07)

65%

1.5

228%

36%
.54

100%

44%

100%

Grand
Total

(N=5

64%

237%

39%
.53

100%

49ro

100%

The first parenthetical phrase ("want" ) was used with younger persons;
the second phrase ("have wanted") uas used In th persons near retirement
age.

The parenthetical phrase (II so ' far ll ) was used with persons in their early
h.renties 1rJho may not yet have settled into full-time l.ark.
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On life goals , Loyalists and Swi tchers did not differ a great deal
in their responses. Loyalists appeared a little less concerned with
financial and job security (the difference is no significant); this
may be because Loyalists were, on the average, more well- to- do than
&'iitchers. Hore of the Loyalists expressed the non-materialistic
responses lIemotional security and content.'Ient" and religious , altru-
istic, and good-citizensbd.p goals. This may mean that more Loyalists
than Swi tchers are concerned about social approval, although the
evidence is slender.

On level of satisfaction in achieving life goals , 92 per cent of thetota said they were at least II fairly satisfied. Loyalists and
8wi tehers differed Ii ttle--in the aggregate. However vIe "Jill see
that differences do appear when Loyalists and Swi tchers are divided
into two age groups.

On line of i'lrk one would choose if one were starting allover again
a few more Loyalists than Svli tchers said they i'Iould choose the same
line ofvlOrk. (Since asons given by the tHO groups for their
choice of a line of '(\fork showed no differences of consequence, the
table presenting their reasons is relegated to the Appendix.

The folloiving sumar compares the level of satisfaction of Loyalists
and Swi tchers when each group is divided into two small sub-groups
as to age.

Per cent saying livery sat-
Number . isfied" in progress toward

Intervewed achievng life goals

All persons under 4.5: (316) 34%
Loyalists ( .54) 25%
Swi tchers . ( 68) 37%

All persons 45 or over: (223) 45%
Loyalists

. .

( 6.5) 47%
Switchers . ( 3.5) 36%

110re of the older persons, in the aggregate, said they were "very
satisfiedll with the progress toward achieving their life goals.
(This is in consonance with the Lansing and Morgan findings on sat.
isfaction in standard of living, referred to earlier.

Nore of the younger Swi tchers than younger Loyalists said they were
very satisfied. I! 

Jury n1.ber of causes -may be responsible for the
diference: the younger Loyalists may have had a higher level of
aspiration, or more of them may have been thwarted in their goals
or more of them may have been chafing under the greater conformity
that has been observed among this group in terms of sticking to the
same job. Tf,)hatever the reason more of the younger Loyalists appeared
discontented.

Fevler of the small sample of older Sw. tchers than older Loyalists
saIcr-they- were livery satisfie'dven though the norm for older
persons appears to be one of expressing satisfaction. This finding
is consistent with other evidence, given earlier, that the older
Switcher tends to be an isolate. From a theoretical standpoint
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one might expect the chal es of being an isolate to be greater for
older Switchers , since the ap:?arent norm for persons over 4.5 is 
find a favorite make of automobile and to stick with it for an ex-
tended period. Older 8wi tchers did not conform to the norm for their
age group, either because they "tifere not -Jare of the noms , or re-
jected the norms , or perhaps because for various reasons they Here
unable to achieve the norms.

ary of r group and i e.nti ty f.:ctors

The available evidence suggests that Loyalists are more status-
conscious than Stntchers. In tr..s two-city study, it vniSfound

that:

More of the Loyalists reported they thought their cars cost
more than other cars in the neighborhood, even though the
facts indicate that Loyalists and Svri tchers paid about the
same anlounts for their cars.

In thinking of their two best friends , Loyalists tended to
mention first a person in a high-status (professional) occupa-
tion and-snd a person in a lower-status occupation.

More Loyalists thought of themselves as members of the Upper or
Upper rliddle classes. That this tendency -vias not attributable
merely to the somevvb.at hi/?:her income of Loya.lists is indicated

by the finding that more Loyalists than Switchers rated them-
selves as members of the upper stratum regardless of 1PThether
their income was higher 7, 500 or more) or 10v!er..

In describing their chief goals in life , relatively more Loyal-
ists cited non-material goals of emotional security and content-
ment, religious or al trustic motivations , and a concern 9ver
good citizenship. It appears the Loyalists I goals were more in
line with the obtaining of social approval than were the goals
expressed by Sen tchers.

Loyalists appeared to be more conservative than Svritchers:

Nore Loyalists than 3vri tchers said they thought a person is
better off to stick ,nth the same company rather than to sHi tch
companies whenever an apparently better opportunity elsewhere
presents itself; and more Loyalists also thought a person was
generally better off to stiek to a favorite brand of product
rather than to try others in hopes of finding some"thing better.

110re Loyalists than 8m tehers said they vTould choose the same line
of work if they uere starting over again. This reaction is consist-
ent with the earlier findings that Loyalists have stuck to their
present job--and their last previous job--Ionger than the S,ri tchers.

'IifO special sub- groups appeared to deviate from the norm for their
age groups. They vTere the younger (under 4.5) Loyalists , and the
older Svn tchers. (Comparisons were based on a very small nuber
of intervieTtTs in each sub-group.
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The Y01:mger JJoyalists appeared to be almost as conservative as
the older o;ralists as regards the wisdom of sticking to a job
in one cor. any or sticking to one I s favorite brands of products.
F'evJer of the younger Loyalists than youncer S"Ji tchers ifere sat-
isfied 'lr. th their progress tOHard their life goaJ.s , and fe-lifer
rated most of the people in their neighborhood$ as being very
friendly. One interpretation would be that the younger Loyal-
ists I higher level of aspiration is in conflict i th their tend-

ency to stick to one job, thus resulting in tension.

The older Sifitchers , relative to older Loyalists , were found to

visi t less in the neighborhood, to prefer to live in sor1e other
neighborhood, and to be less satisfied v th their progress toward
their life goals. These findings lead to the inference that rela-
tively more of the older Swl tchers are isolates--an impression
that is consistent "ri th the finding thatver-y few of them rate
themselves as well-informed on the latest models of cars.

IHAGES Alm STEREOTYPES ABOUT VARIOUS HAKES OF AUT0110BTLES

This section of the report is concerned less directly with comparisons of
Loyalists and S1".Q tchers. Rather, its purpose is to illustrate that the aver-
age automobile ovmer has quite a detailed imagery about the various makes
not only regarding their intrinsic mechanical and econo Qc merits, but also
concerning their relative prestige, and even the kinds of people who drive
them. The findings in this section are in general consistent "!Jith similar
findings in an earlier study conducted by the Bureau of Applied Social Re-
search, Columbia Uni versi ty. 

Estimated Costs of the Various Makes

It "JOuICt appear that the auto industry tends to view the car-buying pub-
lic as a rather cost-conscious one, in view of the publicity that is
given to price cuts iiThen they occur, and the apparent efforts on the part
of manufacturers to have the various makes in a line represent 11 grad-
ation of costs so as to appeal to all groups as well as to present a
ready opportunty for upgrading 1dthin a manufacturer's line. HmrJever
the price structure of the autc IDrket has become complicated in recent
years by the great range in series and available "extras" within almost
all makes , so that some price " overlap" occurs betueen all of the cars
termed medium-:riced; and there is even some "overlap" between the lower-
priced makes (Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth) and some of the medium-priced
makes. Fuher, seasonal and other variations in retail prices and trade-
in allowances are considerable. Consequently, it was suspected that the
average owner would have a rather hazy 9onception of the rank order of
prices of the various makes.

Table 47 shows that while the auto owners in this study tended to have a
general idea of differences in average costs of the various makes, as
evidenced by he existence of a fairly distinct modal or most-frequent
rank for each make (indicated by parentheses), there is a rather consider-
able overlap in estiJT.a of the rank order of prices,

Reported in liThe Harket and Personality Objectives of the E-Car " the Ford Motor
Company report cited earlier.



(HAND RESPONDENT CAR- TITLE CARDS. niJe're interested in knowing people's im-
pTessions about the cos t of cars. Please put the caJ. that you think costs
the 

~~~

-..on -the ave'Etge..-at the top, and rank all the rest of them

, p"

c1tting
the car "Ghat costs the least on the bottom.

odal or most-frequent responses are indicated by parentheses. 

Hedium Priced Hak l,ov.Ter-Priced Lakes:
Buick 011 Soto I'Ierc. . Pont. Dodge ord Che"v': Piym

32% 16% 4% l% 1% -

% -% --------

0.5)
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TABLE 47

ESTDU\.TED RA1TI( ORDER OF COS S OF VARIOUS l'fAEI'S

Rank

I (highest) (44%)

(41)

(29)

(32)

(34)

- CT92

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -----------,\'

CIOl\Test)

-;\'

Don. 't knov.T

100 IOO% 1"0% 100% 100% IOO% Ino%

-)(

- - 2 -

, (46)

(5)

100% 100%

It is seen that among the medi -priced makes , Buick and Oldsmobile were

relati vely betteT-establish8d than the other four makes as higher-priced

and t at Dodge was regarded as the lowest-priced. The placement of De-
Soto appeared to be the most difficult, as deduced by its having the

smallest percentage of responses at the modal value third rank); per-

haps the cause of this cQspersion of responses is the fact that DeSoto
O1mers VJere not included in this study. Hercury and Pontiac also appeared

to have relatively ai'nbiguous positions on the relati price hi.erarchy.

Among the three lower-priced makes , PI;)lmouth emerges as most consistently

ranked lovJ8st inprlce:ord was ralked as higher in price ! than Chevro-let by a slight margin. 
It is difficult at this point to establish a general principle on wheth
a relatively high or relatively low ranking of costs roflects either 

favorable or unavorable reactions toward a given make of car: 

It is presumed that if a medium..'t,:;iced make is to 'be 1-Jell, esteGmed
the ge:neral oonceptions of TIs cbs'F la ti va to other mediwn-priced
makes should not be concentrated at the lowest ranks for meoium- 
priced cars. HO':iever, on the other hand, for a mediwn priced make

to appeal to a mass market, it should not be regarded by almost all
persons as being the highest-priced in its market, or else a sub-
stantial proportion of buyers may reject t as being beyond their
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reach. Applying these crite , Oldsmobile appears to be in an ex-

cellent position as regards conceptfOr;:s i ts price posi tion TrJhere-,
as Dodge appears in a relatively weak position among the medi'wm-

p!'i Z:c;r;1ak 6S .

As to the lower--priced cars , ap-clying the same criteria, Chev:colet

appears to be-ir. a better conception-of price position than-Pl-y1i1ith.
The modal rank of Chevrolet was bet"lJeen Ford 2.nd PIY;:lOUth whiI8
almost half (46 per cent) of the total respondents labeled Plymouth
the Im'Test-priced make.

The fo:::'c'VJing st1iIary shmm that tll.e mmers of the mediu11l..priced makes
tended to rank their own make as higher-In-price than did all persons in
the total saInple. It also apFeared th&t Ford mmeI'S tended to rank their
cars as higher in cost than did the general sample, wl1ereas Chevrolet
mmers tended to ra.Ylk their cars Im-Ter in cost.

Hedhun-:Priced Eakes
Eo. of

Intervi.ews

Per cent Ranking Make
Highest or 2:'.d.:

-'y"---'

Jjy-
Owners All persons

-- ,,- ,;_..,

Buick
Oldsmobile
DeSoto
Hercu.ry
Pontiac
Dodge

(75) 787;(67) 
not interviGwed)(70) (64) (68) 

70%

, .-. .;

( ()lmers

J.s't est..Prlced Netkes

-_.. .. 

Per cent Rankins 119.ke

as One oz.3 o"Test:

Ford
Chevrolet
PI;YTilou 

(67)
(68)
(69)

Because of the small numbers involved in the various miler-groups , these
differences in price conceptions between owners of the various makes are
not to be relied upon.. 1,ost of' the differences betvreen the milers t rank-
ing of their oun makes and the ranking given that m2.ke by all persons

(including o mers) are consistent with the ectation tllat o n1ers! pride
would induce them to represent their make as higher-priced than nOll-01mers
would.

Attributes f the Various MaIms

-. 

Respondents were asked, concerning nine makes , which would:

have the highest and 10 Test social standing or prestige
have the best and poorest de-in-value
have the best and poorest style
might be bought by a ingle man, and by a married man

might be bought to try to imp ess people , or Dot to try to impress

might be bought by a , and by a 

Table 48 presents the aggregate responses on these attributes. The makes

are arranged in order by manufacturer, they appeared alphabetically on
the list that was used by t.he respondent.
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TABLE 48

ATTRIBUTIS OF THE VARIOUS EAh."ES

(HAND RESPOlTDEIIJT CARD) IIt\!J.1ich t'lJO of those makes TrJ0ulc1 be

be O1med by people with high social standing or prestige?
be O\iled by people Hith ION standing or prestige?1I

the most likely to
Which hJO vJOuld

''I!hich two do you think have the best trade-in value in proportion to their
cost? ';Jhich' tvJO have the pooresttre.de-in value?"

1IilJhch hw do you t11ink have the best style
style? 

\'Jhich tvJQ do you think have

1INow I Hant to get your opinion on the t:l'pes of people Hho drive different
makes of cars. I just want your first impressionS:

, '

"tJl1ich two makes might a singl man buy?
man buy?"

Which two might a married

''lIhich tHO might a person buy to try to impress peopb? l:hich two
might a person TrJho is trying to impress people 'buy?"

1IvJhich tTrJO might a buy? l.v"lich two might a buy? 

High Best Best Tryng to
restige Traloe- Style Single Impre 111oman

Buick 75% 17% 32% 24% 73% . 23%

Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet 24, 2 ' 1.11

Nercury
Ford 18. 2 :

DeSoto 17 .
Dodge
:Plymouth "i\'

Not ascertained
196% 195% 194% 194% 197% 190%

Low Poorest Poorest Not try
Prestige Trade St.fIe Harried Impress l'ian

--- _--.- 

Buck 20" 16% 12% 24% 46%

Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet
Nercury
Ford 6.5 46'

DeSoto
Dodge 1.5

Plymouth

Not as Gertained
192% 1907b 1Ems 195% JL-1-.

DeSoto o'tmers uere not intervewed as part the sample.
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Table 48 is rather un eldy, consisting as it does of two sets of figures
for each of the six attributes. In a moment these figures '&1i11 be re-
duced to one single figure for each mate for tbe various attributes; see
Table 49 belmv. HcrvJ("ysr ) certain diffe!'enees are readily apparer.t from
inspection of Table 48:

Relatively few respondents were unable to express a judgment on
the various a ttribu tes, even on s:.lch questions as vrhich make
might be O1med b'J a single man, or by a woman.

On prestige, Buick and Oldsmobile appeared high among mediwG.-

priced ca

On trade- , Oldsmobile appeared high among medium-priced cars
hevrolet and Ford among lOieJer-priced makes.

On style , by a close margin Oldsmobile appeared to be tlle leader
ong me di 1).m-priced makes , and Chevrolet among the 101rJer-pri,ced

cars.

To express the standing of each make on each attribute as a single index
the procedure that 1IJaS utilized in the analysis of the B\1"eau of Applied
Social Hesearch survey data

'C was adopted. Indices P8l'
e computed as

fol101vS:

The percentage of !lEigh ! (or !lBest") men. ions 'iilS d:5.i;ridcd by the
SThIl of orcentage6 i'ur 

!tHigH' (or !lBest") merrti;)l1s pJ..us IIL011'; or
"Poorest mentions. In short, t1:e index is the propo1'tion of nEigh"
(or "Best" ) mentions in relat,ion to total mentions of the sarne make
regarding the same attribute.

See page 31 of the Ford Motor Company report, "The Harket and Personality Ob-
jectives of the E-Car.

"" "Single" and "Nan" 1eJere substituted for "High" in the Narital Status and Sex
indices. The arrangement of terms in the computation of these two indices v!aS

completely aroi trary.
These indices have the advantage of simplicity of computation. They have the
limitations of any unorthodox procedure "Jhich does not readily lend itself to
computations of the statistical reliability of differences Such indices have

the further limitation that they do not take into accotmt the phenomenon of
relati ve neg of respondents to mention a make as either high or low in an
attribute. 1QX'. example, J;ontiac "!as mentioned by only eight per cent of the
total as ei r "high" or "low!! (four per cent !!1':i gh " four per cent 1!10'&J'i

yet Pontiac gets a IIprestige index" of . , not far removed from DeSoto (,, 87),
which .Has mentioned as either "high II or "low" b7 23 per cent It might be
argued that DeSoto I s prestige index shaDId be even higher in relation to
Pontiac IS, since DeSoto was mentioned three times as often as was Pontiac.

Even so, the indeY ng procedure should give a fairly clear indication of rela-
tive rank, even though the differences in the index values are not to be taken
too lIterally.
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Table 49 prese..''lts data (from Table 48) in index form. For "prestige
"trade.. " and tr style" indices , the higr.er the index, the higher were
the proportions of I1I'Iigh" or fIBestt' responses in relation to the total

"'''

:i 

" +

'hQ C --.o ' na '" h "'i :"'

!' 

.,,1-; r"::",, r.r. 'h+,-.1.: -- . ...1.l-- 

.... . '' _

:: '-.0 

... \. 

"-11 :.oO - -' .J.. J.v.. d,) :J .J_- ,J Ii...
the index) the higher '011e proportion of those select:bg the make '13

one that a single man (rather than a married man) vl'uld buy; and for
"Han/Woman" indices , the 'higher the index +'he higher the proportion
selecting the make as one a man (rather than a woman) would buy.)

TABLE

INDICES ATTRIBUTES THE VARIOUS HAKES

Prestige Trade- 'style Single/l"!arried Han/H
l'iake Index l1ake Index Eake Inc:ex jVake Index Hake Index

-_. ---.-_--

0Ids. Chev. 9.3 Olds. 77. HercuF,y Buick 

Buic;c Ford l"ercUl.f . 74 Olds., Olds. 

Nercury Olds. Bui ck Buick I ierCl2ry. I .-
DeSoto Buick Chev. Ford De 30to .50
Pontiac Herc'U:Y Ford Pontiac Pontiac
Dodge Plymouth DeSoto Chev.. Ford 

Chev. Pontiac Pontiac 2.5 DeSoto Dodge 

Ford Dodge Dodge Dodge Chev. 

Plymouth DeSoto Plymouth Plymouth Plymouth

Among the six medium-priced makes, Oldsmobile and Buick were ranked
among the top ree as regards prestige , trad in value, and style.

They also ranked ar"long the top three in the lIindex of singleness" and
"index of maleness. II Dodge and Pontiac ranked near the bottom on pres-
tige , trade-in value and st;yle: Dodge also ranked relatively IOv1 as
a flsingle-man I s car" and a "man f scar , It while Pontiac held a medium
posi tion on the single/married and man/woman indices.

ong the three lower-priced makes , all rated a out the sar e (low) in
prestige. Chev.colet and Ford vJere considerably in the lead over Plymouth
as regards t:e: lue and rle , as seen by respondents in t1is par-
ticu ar survey.. Ford wa viewed more often as a single man! s car and a
man I s car; Plymouth 1-ra i.rieifJed more often as a marriedman I s car and a
won r S car; Chevrolet occupied an intermediat osition on both the
single married and man/woman indices.

The mmers f images of their mm makes are shOiJ n in index form in Table
.50 forctrast 'with ratings on the sarr.. attributes by all persons in
the sample (shovm in Table 49). The nUIilber of interve'Hs on which the
results for the various owner..groups were computed were small, ranging
from 64 to 75 per owner- group; and another study in which the nW1ber of
intervieus lJ8re tripled might produce quite different results on O1-mer
images for the various makes. HOHever , the 01'mer images are presented
because at least they illustrate how all ovmer grol s rated their own
makes considerably higher than did the total saJaple on trade-in value
and style.

The index on the makes tha.t "JOuld be bought by a person lito try to impress
people ll is omitted, since the results were almost the same as for the "prestigett
index.
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TABLE .50

INDICES OF ATTRIBUTES OF O 1E'S OUN I'lAE

Single/ Han/
No. Prcstige Tr.ade.. Style I-1arried Woman

Interviews Jl1ake Index Index lndex Index Index
(67) 01(1

(7.5) Buick

(70) I1ercury .57

(64) Pontiac 1.00
(68) Dodge .50

(67) Ford

(68) Chev.

(69) Plymouth

Among medium-priced cars, owner-ratings of DOdge lJere relatively 100.Jer
on the attributes ofpr8stige and trade- but higher on style. Dodge

was considered relatively often by its owners as a married man's car.
dsBobile had a fairly high Olmer index on prestige, trade- and

style; and it occupied an intermediate position on the single/married
and man/woman indices. As will be discussed in a moment, an intermedi-
ate position on these two indices appears to be a favorable sign in terms
of mass appeal.

Among the lower-priced cars Plymouth had the lowest ranking on all
attributes.

A highly relevant issue is: while these data may be of intrinsic
interest in that they reveal considerable variation in the kinds
of images people hold regarding the various makes, to what degree

are such finding'S of value in predicting replJrchases?

This survey cannot provide a definite anS1frer on prediction of repurchases;
but data ,-jere obtained on intended repurchase. As presented earlier 
this report, about tvl'- thirds orall respondents said t:1ey" muld be most
likely to buy the same make next time. Table.5l presents information
on ovm-make-of-car images for those who intended to buy. the same make

next time , in contrast to the ovm-car images of those wtJo did not intend
to buy the same make.

TvJO different criteria were utilized in the Table .51 comparisons of those
planning, and not planning, repurchases of the same makes. It is assumed
that "high prestige " "high trade-in value " and Ifbetter style" are
favorable per se; so Table .51 simply lists the averages of the "highlf
(or Ifbett ? percentages of the various make-of-car mmer-groups for
each of these three attributes. On the other hand, it is assUlled that
for the other tifO attributes (whether it is a make that i-Jould be ovmed
by men or Homen, or by married or single men), it vJ't'ld be likely that
an ovr. er who was intending to repurchase his current make of car would
nominate it as a car which would be ovmed by both men and i!\Omen, or by

marrj.ed men 2E single men. Therefore , for these two attributes the
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table presents the average of 01T.oer-groups I mentions of men women
and single and married men.

TABLE .51

C0l1PAH.ISON OF ATTRIBUTES OF OHN Y1AKE OF CAR OF THOSE

INTENDING OR NOT INTENDING TO EEPURCHASE

Those Intending to
Repurchase the

Sa-'1e l1ake
(N=358 )

Those Not Intending
to Repurchase

(N=163)

Prestige: average of percent-
ages mentioning OvID car as"high" 

. . . . . . . 

29% 2l.%

Trade-in value: average of per-
centages mentioning own car as
"high T! 

. . . . . . . .

49% 36%

Style: average of percentages
mentioning own car as "best" 66% 33%

Single/married: average of per-
centages choosing OvID car 
one that might be ovmed by
single or married men (Single
and l1arried responses combined) 68% 53%

I"en/1uomen: average of combined
percentages of mentions of 01-.
car as one that might be owned
by men, or by 1-/"men . . 84% 57%

(NOTE: This table should be read as follO'vs: of those vTho intended to
repurchase the sa-me make, 29 per cent mentioned the make as
having "high" prestige.

One may compare the average percentages for the first three attributes
(prestige , trade-in value , and style) with each her because they
are on the same basis: each wOlud have a mamum value of 100 per cent
if all respondents had nominated their own make as "high fJ or "best" in
the attribute. The single/married and men/women average percentages may
be compared to each other because they have the same base; each 1'\Tuld
have a maxium val ue of 200 per cent, if all respondents had nominated
their ovm make as one which both men and 'VJOmen (or married or u.rnarried
men) might buy.

Any generalizations on the basis of these find.ings should be made on 
highly tentative basis, because of the small nWTIber of intervews in
the group that did not intend to repurchase the same make HO'VTever
a gude to any later more extensive study of the relationship between
the images people hold regarding various makes and their intentions to
repurchase the SaIae makes , it appea:rs that:
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Prestize, in and of itself, may not be a very good indicator of
2hase intentions , since the average percentage of mentions

of one s own car as having "high" prestige did not vary signifi-
cantly for those intending to repurchase in comparison 1jJi th those
not intending to repurchase (This is a reflection of the fact
that the intended repurchase rate was fairly high on the loner..
priced cars, even though they rated relatively 100ITer in prestige
in It competi tion 1rJi th medium-priced cars. ) It is expected that
prestige would be a better indicator of repurchase intentions if
10Her-priced cars t..ere compared only 1"Jith each other.

Trade-in value appears to have fai:i'y high prornise 8.8 an indicator of
repurchase intentions. It has the advantage of being an objectively-
definable attribute, although no doubt influenced by subjective reac
tions: that is, if a person becomes convinced that his make of car has
high trade-in value, it is lilcely to result in a repurchase regardless
of t-Jhether the ovmer' s opinion on trade-in value is based upon objecti 
facts..

Style appears to have high predictive value in indicating repurchase
intentions: an average of 66 per cent of those planning to repurchase
the same make rated their make as one of the two "best" in st'- , in
contrast to an average of 33 per cent among those not intending to re-
purchase the same make next time. Style-related images are vi81..ed as
highly subjective and generalized--an amalgam ,..hich is the resultant of
perhaps many favorable (or unfavorable) actual experiences with the make
of auto, plus hearsay regarding others I experiences with the make , plus
positive or negative influences of many varieties. In short, ,.hen an
mmer says he is "tired of the stylelt of his :make of auto he means he
no longer identifies , l1imself vdth it; and there is a high likelihood of
his buying another make if be finds the DiSvJer models of the sa.TJe make
are not in keeping "Ii th his changes in identity.

Single/married: the make that is
arried pebple appears to have at

repurchase intentions.

seen as a car for both single and
least a slight advantage in mmers I

Men/1romen the make that is vie't.ed as suitable for both men and women
seems to have a considerable advantage.

The inference that a manufacturer 1-J'hO is attempting to sell to a
mass market is fortul1.ate if he can avoid extremes (having his au-t,o
considered either strongly masculine or strongly feminine, or as
a car primarily for single men) is certainly consistent with the
data from this tvio-city study.

Images of Se en Occupations

The earlier Bureau of Applied Social Research study had established that
auto ovmers quite readily associate certain makes of cars with certain
occupations . Addi tional information t..as desired regarding their images

See liThe Larket and Personality Objectives of the E-Car , II op. cit., p. 28.
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of the kinds of people who would own various kinds , and makes , of cars.
Accordigly, seven occupations were selected which represented a range
in social status, and the follovring questions were asked about each
occupation:

Hhich of a list of 17 descriptive terms would seem to go Ji th a
person iD that occupation

Jould a person in that occupation have a new, or used, car

Would he have a flashy, or conservative , car

fuich of nine makes of car would he be most likely to have

These questions vrere asked of the first 324 respondents interviewed
thus providing enough data for pl"elim:lnary puroses. They vJ8re then
dropped in order to concentrate on other items in the lengthy intervew.

Choice of words to d.escribc: occupations

Table .52 shows the words which were selected to describe persons in
the seven occupations. The words have been arranged according to
the frequency with which they were selected. to describe a person in
the occupation of highest status , IiDoctol'. lh'(

The words most often selected to describe a person in the highest-
status occupation, IIDoctor 1f were: "respected " liwell-educatedusuccessful , If and IIdependable. " If one "lere to choose among these
seven occupations one evl1ich car ovmers in general regard fairly
highly, yet one with 'tlhich th. ey could fairly readily identify them-
selves if a person representing a certain occupation were shown in

A nation-wide st'Udy on the social status of occupations, directed by the wrter
of this present report, found IfPhysicianll to rank second in prestige among 90
occupations: on a par lJith riState Governor. In the national study (NORC Surey
No. 244, "National Opinion on Occupations , II April 22, 1947), the ranking of occu-
pations lJhich lJere ver"J similar to the ones used in this present study, 1Jas asfollows:

Pre sent Study 19W NORC Study Status Ran

uDoctor" Physic ian lt 

If Constructi on

engineer" Civil engineer

" .

"Airline pilot" "Airline pilot"
,yelfare worker for
a city government" "Social 1vorker

"Bookkeeper" "Bookkeeper
"Plwnber" "Plumber"
"Hachine operator in

a f8.Ctoryl' "Factory vJOrlcer
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auto advertisements, one 1-lOuld guess that "Doctor ll might be 

read:Uy identified ,rith than some of the other occupations:
uDoctor" might be an ideal in terms of status, but would be per-
haps too far above the average person in status to permit of ready
identification Hith him. l\Jnong the other six occupations , 11

.921)::
struction engineer appears to have been associated most strongly
wi th the terms that were used in describing the high-status tJDoctortJ
and tJFactory worker" appears to have been strongly associated
with high-status terms.

TABLE .52

CHOICE OF 1rJORDS TO DESCRIBE OCCUPATIONS

"Here is a list o:feight occupations. There is a list of words under each occu-
patten. Please read these 1iJOrds quickly and underline the i-Jords that ",otlld seem
to go with a person in that occupation. You may underline as many 1-wrds as you
like. U

Co" stl". ' Book.. .Airline! F'acto!? Social ! "Your-
i Doctor I Plumber' Engc-er: keeper

i Pilot . ll :l'ker l'Torker I selfua
lvords: % Rank Ran

j.! 

Rank % Rank 

, % 

Rank Jb Rank % Rank
"Respected" . 

181, 
(1) 17 ( 9)138 ( 7)143 ( 7) 46 ( 5) 22 ( 8)1 63 ( 1) 150 ( 4)

"Well-educated 83 (2) 3 (15)172 ( 1)156 ( 2) .56 (3) 3 (16)160 ( 2)118 (13)
"Successful" ' ( 3) ( 7) i 4 ( 4) 

122 (10) 32 ( 9)J 7 (13)116 (14)12.5 (11)"Dependable
159 ( 4) 137 ( 6) 43 ( 5)1 54 ( 3) .57 ( 2) 40 ( 6)150 ( 3)! 63 ( 2)

II Famly man" . !46 (5) 
1.57 

(3) 30 (11)IM ( .5) 20 (lL) ?3 (2)133 ( 9)163 (3)
. "Hard worker

IW. (6) 178 ( 
1)1.52 (2) 41 ( 8) 13 (16) 80 ( 1)!46 (4)1 (I)

"Nature I! .
138 (7) 119 ( 8) 2.5 (12) 27 ( 9) 28 (II)! 24 (7)135 (7):40 (

"Cautious

!! . .

132 (8) 
(11) 3.5 (

160 (
1)158 (1)119 (10)1 Lf9 (.5)

"Leader

' . . . 

127 ( 9) 
5 (14) 41 ( 6) I 8 (14) 34 ( 8)1 3 (lh)137 ( 5) 1.5 (15)

"Conservative
/24 (10) 11 (12) 15 (13)

146 ( 4) 18 (15)!20 ( 
9)13.5 ( 6) 11. ( 8)

IIAggressive

" /

20 (11) 17 (10) 49 (3) I.5 (II) 30 (IO) ll (11)1 21 (11) 27 (11)
"Sports-car 

owner" .
. il5 (12) , I (17) 13 (1.5)! 3 (16) 36 (7)1 (15)1 (16)1 (16)

"Reguar guy" . 113 (13) 146 (4) 30 (10)1 (13) (6)1.58 (3)1 (12)1 (6)
"Plain II . . 1 8 (lL ) 140 (5) (16);4.5 ( 6), 6 (17)154 ( 4)133 (10)!40 (9)
"Attractive

" .

! 8 (1.5) (16) 7 (1?): .5 (15) 26 (12) 1 (17)110 (15)1 4 (17)
"Young : 4 (16) (13)113 (14)!13 (12)1-f7 (4) 8 (12)116 (13)!22 (12)
"Rugged" 

. .

2 (17) ; 62 (2)137 ( 8): - 
12b 

(13)1 48 ( .5)1 1 (17)\16 (14), I
TI1is table should be read as follows: of the t ta1 of 324 a rs athis question, 84 per cent underlined the "'ord IlRespected, If and 83 per cent
underlined the '!-Jord IIYlell-educated " for the occupation of Doctor
aThe responses for "Yourself" 

lvere also presented earlier in this report (Section
c- 3, "Reference Group and Identity F actors Involved in Loyalty
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As pointed out in an earlier section (C- 3), in choosing "mrds to
describe themselves, respondents put a relatively heavy emphasis
on attributes-ha connoted inconspicuous yet solidly virtuous
qua Ii ties: "hard 1'1orker , II "d.ependable i:ramily man , It respected , II
and " cautious. Since the respondents in describing themselves may
have desired to represent themselves as rather modest as well as
virtuous, such terms as "haTd worker" and "family man" are not
interpreted as necessarily reflecting the attributes that peop
admre most in people.

ess and f ashiness of cars associated with oc?upations

Table .53 shows that almost all respondents found it possible to
guess whether a per80n in one of the seven occupations would have
a neVJ or used car, or a flashy or conserva ti ve car and that
there were considerable diferences in. the responses for the sevenoccupations. 

TABLE 53

1\!:!Jmss ArID FLHD1ESS OF CARS

(N=324)

"tIould a

...

have anew or used car?"

lould he have a flashy, or cons8rvative car?"

Constr. Book- Airline Factory SocialDoctor P1um.ber Eng. keeper Pilot Worker lITorker
or used:

New' 93%. 88% 3.5% 90% 37% 37%Used 59' 59 .
No idea;

answer

100% IOO% 100% lOOib 100% ICO 100%
Flashy or con-
servative:

Flashy 23%. 1.5% 45% 12% 78% 22%Conservative
idea;

answ'

100% IOO% 100% IOO% IOO% 100% 100%

-'I
The terms "flashy" and " conservative" 1-Jere left for the respondents to define as
they pleased.
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The higher-status occupations (Doctor, Construction Engineer, Air-
line Pilot) tended to have new cars associated with them. The
Doctor V1as generally associated with a conseriTa car and the
Airline Pilot ivi th a flashy car; and the' Construction Engineer vTas
visualized by about an equal number as having a flashy or conserva-
tive car.

1akes of cars associated v-r. th occupations

Host of the 324 respondents t'1ho were asked the question vrere able 
say which make a person in one of the seven occupations Hould be most
likely to have. The associations of the occupations with makes of
cars appear in Table 54. The makes are arr.s ged in order by the
manufacturer.

T;iELL. 54

!lmE OF CAR JI.SSOCIATED HITH VJiRIOUS OCCUPATIONS

(I-IAND RES PONDENT CARD) "Whch of these makes vTould ...
be most likely to have?"

Cons tr. Book.. Airline Factory Social
Doctor Plumber Eng. keeper Pilot vJorker l/Jorker

Buick h9% 22% 15% .5%
Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet 3.5 31.
He rcury 22?
Ford 2.5

DeSoto
Dodge
Plymouth

idea; not ascer-
tained

.5 

100% 100% 100 100% 100% 100% IOO%

To summarize the associations of certain occupations with certaL n
makes of cars:

Among mediQm-pric 2. makes

Buick was most often associated ..ri th Doctor, Construction
Engine , and Airline Pilot, in that order.

Oldsmobile vJaS mentioned by approximate1y equal numbers as
associated with Construction Engineer, Airline Pilot, and
Doctor--all fairly high-status occupations.

Pontiac vIas associated by ver;r fe1fT people 'fTi th any of
ths"Etoccupations--another in 1ication that the Pontiac
tended to be " overlooked" by respondents.

fercil l'\aS most often seen as a car that vTOuld be ohmed
by a11 Airline Pilot or a Construction Engineer.
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DeSoto Has infrequentl;/' associated Hi th any of the occu-
pations (It Cannot properly be compared to the other
medimn-r'riced makes on. this question, because no DeSoto
mmers were interviewed in this surve?) Hine per cent
did associ& te DeSoto with Airline Pilot.
Dodge was mentioned infrequently, most often (II per cent)

car a Plumber would have.

nong the three lower-pri

Chevrolet was most often chosen as a car for a Bookkeeper
actory Horker, and a Social Horker.

Ford was mentioned most often as a car for a Factory lTorker
Soc 'Torker , or Plumber--which One infers to ;1ave been a
greater association of Ford with "outdoor" and "masculinell
occupations them ll1as true of Chevrolet.

Plymouth Has associated lJith the seven occupations , in gen-eral, less frequently than TrlaS either Chevrolet or Ford.It vJaS most frequently associated Hi th Social vorker and
Bookl::eeper--occupations that are in keeping nith Plymouth'
more "feminine profile II as indicated earlier 

in Section D-2
Attributes of the Various Hakes.

Summary on Images rid Stereotypes
1-"17

.,- ....--

Most respondents were readily able to elicit stereotypes about the var-
ious makes of cars' attributes, even on such points as which make Hould
be more likely to be owned by persons in various specific occupations.

Estimated costs of the various makes: 1ile most respondents were able
to rank nine-kes as to estimated average cost, there ':Tas a considerablerange in the estimates. For only fO'.T of the makes did as many as 40
per cent assign the make to the same price rank. 

l'mong the medium-
priced makes, Buck and Oldsmobile were relatively better-es ablished in
respondents I thinkng as relatively higher-priced and Dodge as the low-est-priced among the six medium makes. lercury and Pontiac had rather
Qbiguous positions in the price hierarchy. Among the lower-priced

three makes, Plymouth was more consistently ranked as the lowest inprice. 
If it is better, in appealing to a mass market to have a make
considered as either the hichest-priced or lowest-priced in itsclass, Oldsmobile and Chevrolet would appear to be the makes in the
most favorable situation as regards the price ranklngs attributed
to them by persons intervevred in this t'tvo-city study.

ttributeE of the various makes, as seen by the respondents, indicated
that among mediUJ'1-priced makes , Oldsmobile and Buick ranked relatively
high as regards prestige, trade-in value, and style; they also wereseeD relatively often as cars that would be driven by men. Dbdge and
Pontiac ranked near the bottom on prestige , trade-in value, and s vle.
Among the lOvrer-priced makes, Chevrolet and Ford fared much better than
Plymouth i' trade-in and style ratings. Ford vras viewed relatively more
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often as a single man I scar, and Plymouth as a marri ed man I S car and a
woman IS car.

As indicators of repurchase intentions, ratings on trade-in value and
style were found to be fairly highly related to whether the person in-
tended to repurchase the same make. A make of car that-v" s seen as suit-
able for both married and single people, and for both men and women
appeared to fare better than other makes in owners I repurchase intentions.

Most respondents were able to express themselves en asked to associate
persons in seven occupations with t..hether they would drive new or used,
flashy or conservative, cars; and with what make of car they would have.
Buick and Oldsmobile were more often associated with the apparently high-
er-status occupations, and Hercur rJith "active II occupations (Airline
Pilot, Construction Engineer). Among the medium-priced makes , Dodge
and Pontiac were relatively seldom selected as the make of car that
would be ormed by persons in of the seven occupations.

.Aong the lower-priced maes, Ford was most often associated Hith "out-
door" and "masculine" occupations (Factory Worker, Plumber), and Ply-
mouth with the more "feminine" occupations ' (Social Worker, Bookkeeper)..

The following trprofiles of the images and stereotypes respondents had
concernng nine makes of automobiles have been drawn up from the find-
ings in this section of the report:

Cost
Most Single/ Man/ Status

Often Harried '\loman Occupa tion
lTen- Prestige Trade- Style Index Index Nost Often

tioned Index Index Index "t- 1 ..Nas- Associated

..-

Make (I=High) (l=High) (l"High) (l..High) Single) culine) lhTi th flake

Buick. High

Olds. Qui te high
Pontiac Seldom as-

sociated
td th any
occupation

Chevrolet Lmfer;
feminine

Mercur Fairly high;
masculine"

Ford Lovrer;
masculine

DeSoto Seldom
mentioned-Y.

Dodge LO'fer; in-
frequently
mentioned

Plymouth Low medium;
" feminine

r As 
mentioned earlier, DeSoto nas at a disadvantage.

DeSoto owners were not included in the sample.
these comparisons because
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The findings are interpreted as indicating this approximate order of
avorableness bf images on the part of respondents in this particular

study:

Among medium-priced makes, Oldsmobile and Buick appear most highly
regarded, and Dodge least favorably considered.

.Aong the three lower-priced makes Chevrolet is interpreted as
most highly regarded, and Plymouth as the least.

.Again, these findings must be considered tentative, coming as they didfrom lin ted-sample coverage of auto owners in two cities. But they do
illustrate that auto O1imers have stereotypes about the various attributes
of these makes, and that a make that is considered high in one attribute
may be ranked somewhat differently on another..
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TIl. APPENIX

SAl-PLING AND FmLD ADI'IDU5TRATlON

Because of time and cost considerations, it- was decided to limt the study
to a sampling in two localities, so chosen as to increase the likelihood
that auto owners in the bro localities would be different in the proportions
who l1Qve been "loyal" to one make of car over a period of tie.
vlith this in mind, it was decided to select one large city and one small or
med:um-sizedcity, since people who live in large cities have a wide range
of Choice of makes that are soldby many dealers, wh:Ue auto choice in some
smaller cities might be limted to only the major makes, "With only one dealer
for each make. The two cities decided upon were:

For the larger city, Chcago was chosen. Chicago itself represents a
substantial share of the . S. auto maket; and the relative sales of
the various makes in Chicago is quite similar to total sales wi thin the

. United States.

For the smaller city, the choice was narrowd to cities in the midwest
so as not to introduce a geographical variable in addition to the size-
of-toml varable. The smaller city also had to have a minimum number of
dealers .for each of the eight makes of autos that were being studied.
Another consideration in choosing the smaller 01 ty was that it be isolated
from larger metropolitan areas by a distance suf.ficient to insure that
most auto owers would procure their autos locally. Rockford, Illinois
fitted these criteria; and its .final choice was sugges ed by the :ilarket-
ing Research Department of the Special Products Division

, Ford 1otor
Company, on the grounds that Rock.ord represented a "growth" communt.of a kind that would be of special interest to an auto manufacturer
;. '0 vas nnng to put a TIel! moke of car on ther arkE;t. U :forclis a cit'T of more than 100 e-on po;rulation todny, as compared to 93, 000
in 1950; it is the trading center for 

a. metropolitan area of about
175,000 persons. I was considered: suf.ficiently isolated from the near-
est large city, being some 80 miles from Chicago, to make it likely
that most auto O'mers loJould buy their cars locally; and the survey
verified that most Rockford mmers did make their purchases locally.

St!pling oee6.es

The population to be sampled was defined generally as the owners of
fairly new" autos of the eight makes that comprise about 8.5 per cent of
the U. S. new-car market, * since the objectives of the study included an
inquiry into the circumstances surrounding the more recent purchase of
an auto, and consequently the inquiry would have to be linrl ted to those
owners whose purchase of a new car were suficiently recent that they
could remember the major details.

*R. L. Polk report on the national distribution of new-car sales durng 19.5.5.
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In drawing samples of recent car purchases in these two cities
, cer-

tain modifications in the definition of the population of recent car
pu.rchasers were introduced in the interest of the special requirements
of the study and to facilitate the field tmrk. Dj,,fferences in pro-
cedures in the two cities were as follows:

(I) In Chicago, owners of cars who were listed as living in the
central "Loop" area Here excluded from the sample on the grounds
that they would be too highly transient. Ten Postal Zones 'Here
selected for the Chicago intervie1dng. Each Zone had a proba-
bili ty of being selected wInch was in proportion to the total
19.5, new-car registrations 'liTthin the various Zones. A geograph-
ic distribution was obtained by ordering the Zones geographically
prior to selection. Within each selected Zone , tvm clusters were
mapped out, separated geographically within the Zone, each clus-
ter consisting of a nl ber of blocks along each of two contiguous
streets, and a number of blocksal ong each of tt\T other contigu-
ous streets that were at right angles to the first pair of
streets. (Exception: in three of the 20 cluste s the procedure
was modified, because of the narrowness of the Zone or its mied
business-and-residential character, by having the cluster con-
sist of four or five contiguous parallel streets. Names of
oWDersof the eight makes were then dravm at random from each of
the 20 clusters.

(2) In Rockford, in order to insure the primarily " residentialfi
sample required, names of ovmers living in areas designated as
industrial or business by the Rockford Planning Commission, or
in areas shmving a decrease in population from 1940 to 1952 , or
in areas that had a density (1952) of 9, 000 or more per square
mile, vlere excluded from the sample. Names of otmers of the
eight makes vJho lived outside the excluded areas were dravID at
random; this included some owners who lived outside the Rockford
city limits but vJho were served by the Rockford postai system.

The final sampling procedure consisted of these steps:

(1) Obtaining lists of auto owners' names and addresses. The most
recent lists available were the R. L. Polk and Company s List I
for Rockford and Chicago purchases of 19.5.5-1956 autos.

(2 ) Selecting from these lists by random methods the specific auto
Oters to be interveHed. For both cities , the sampling pro-
cedure provided for the selection of an equal number of ovmers
of the various makes , so that there ",ould be sufficient inter-
views to do some limited analyses of responses among the various
mmer-groups , including 1ers of makes that comprise such a
small proportion of the total auto market that a proportionate
representation of Ovn1ers of those makes would have resulted in
too few interviews for any analysis. Procedures in the two
ci ties resulted in a selection of a smnple from the various
areas of each city in relation to the distribution of the eightmakes. 
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Field Admnistr tion

Selected auto owners were assigned to intervewers in approxiately equal
numbers for each 01. the eight makes. Interviewers t choic of respondents
was limted to the individual who 10Jas listed as the auto s mmer, "nth
the infrequently-exercised option ofsubsti tuting another individual in
the same household, but only if the listed auto vl'as de 1.acto the c r of
the other individual (e.g., a wife or a son in a two-car fanily ioJould be
intervewed if the wife or son T..fere the primary drver, even though the
auto was listed in the name of the male head of e household).

IntervieNs . were conducted in the respondent' s home , after the prospective
respondent had been notified by letter that his name had been drawn in
the sample and that an intervewer vlould call on him wi thin a fe,v days.
InterveNers were instructed to make at least two attempts to reach the
specified auto otmer before listing hi as "unavailable" during the per-
iod of the survey.

Five hundred forty-eight intervews vTere completed during October and
November, 19.56" Interveus v1ere equally distributed between Chicago
and Rockford auto ovmers , and were fairly evenly divided among ovm-
ers of the eight makes , the range being from 64 to 75 completed inter-
views with owners of each of the various makes.

Intervews were completed 'Inth 68 per cent of the ovmers who were
called upon. (Fifteen per cent of the owners who 'tiere approached
refused to be interveived; ' most of the remaining 17 per cent had
moved and could not be located Hithin the city, were temporarily out
of town, were deceased, or were ineligible because they no longer
ovmed the autos that were listed in their names.

Of the eligible respondents, 82 per cent were intervCl.rd.

The Weighting Process

All responses of the owners of the various makes were assigned weights
in proportion to the relative sales of these eight makes in 19.5.5, e.g..,
Chevrolet sales were 25. 7 per cent of the eight-car total in 195.5, and
so the responses of Chevrolet owners were given this weight in the final
tabulations. While owners of each of the makes were interviewed in ap-
proximately equal numers in 'order to make it possible to analyze the
responses of owners of makes which constitute a relatively small propor-
tion of the market, the weighting process was necessary to give anapproxi-
mation of the reeults that would have been obtained had owners been in..
terviewed in proportion to each make IS share-of- the..market.

Statistical Reliability

As stated in the Introduction, any percentage based on the of .548
intervie1-Js would in 9.5 instances out of 100, not vary more than about
four percentage points from the percentage that would have been obtained
if all of the auto owners of the eight makes in the base populations had
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been interve1'Jed.

Illustrations of the reliability of results based on sub-groups:

If comparison of the percentage of Loyalists (nUI ering 120) and
the percentage of 8vn tchers (rnxmbering 10711 is involved, differ-
ences of less than 13 percentage points should be considered as
suggesti ve of a ssi difference in the indicated direction
rather than conclusive.

In the same way, differences between owners of two differ t makes
of cars in the percent ges giving any response would have to be 

percentage points or more in order to be established as statisti-
cally significant, in view of the relatively small number (average
of 70) of interJieHS 1-nth OTmers of each make.

DETAILED TABLES

The tables that follow are arranged in the Sffne general order as the i terns
appeared in the questionnaire. In many tables, in addition to the aggre-
gate response of all persons asked tIle question, findings for three sub-
groupings are provided: 

For persons in the four categories of auto purchases during the last
ten years--the 11 Loyalist

, " "

in-between 1I "Swi tcher" and " two-car-mmer
groups. (These groups were defined at the begin.lling of Section I-

For o"mers of the eight makes of cars. In some instances , the grouping
is in terms of. the designated make, e.g., a Buick Oifmer who was sought
out as a Buick O1rmer. In other instances , the grouping is in terms of
the make of car that cost the respondent the most. Since only 74 re-
spondents ovmed two cars , in most instances the "designated make" and
the IImake that cost mostll were identical.

For residents of the tl..O cities, Chicago and Rockford.

The IBH card, colur.., and rOvJ designations have been retained in the Appendix
tables for reference puroses.

These statements of statistical reliability are based on the most conservative
comparison: where the observed distribution of responses on a question would
be .50-50. Computations are based upon the criterion of "significancell as being
the . 05 level.
Statements of statistical reliability are, of course, distinct from issues con-
cerning the representativeness of the sample or regarding the validity of the
questions in terms of whether they measured -Jhat they 1.vere supposed to measure.
On both counts, due efforts were exercised to minize inaccuracies.
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TABLE A-

Q. I. Make of car owned (and listed for that household):

Buick
Chevrolet
Dodge

.5 Ford

r1ercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Ponti ac

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Card IV

Col. 

Groups Number lL .i i. 1- !. 

(.548) II 26 25 10 Total auto OlIDers . .
Loyal ty to make
since 19Lj6:

Loyalty througho

Loyal on and off

Never 1i:a1e make twice

Tt,m-car famly

. .

(120)

(229) 1.5

(I07) 2.5

( 7h). 1.5

(271) 2.5

(277) 2.5

City:
Chicago

. . . .

Rockford

. .

0 .

(Number of auto s owned by respondent)

One
Two

Groups NUJ1oer

Total auto o r.ers (548)
'Loyal ty to make
since 1946::

Loyalty throughout (120) 100

Loyal on and off (229) 100

Never same make twi ce (107) 100

Two-car family ( 74) 100

Ci ty:

Chicago (271)

Rockford (277)

1946.Omi ts the 18 persons who mmed only one car since
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TABLE A-

Q. 2. Are any ca.rs owned by anybody else who lives in your
household?" (Nultiple responses are possible.

Buick tdSMobile
Chevrolet Plymouth
Dodge Pontiac
Ford Other makes
Hercury No other cars

Per cent giving each of Card I V
the above answers: Col. 5

Groups Number ' 1 .2.

Total auto O1'mers (,48) 103%

Hake of car:

:Buiok . . 75)1 100%

Oldsmobile (67)7

..,

103%

Pontiac (64)9 100%

Chevrolet. (68)2 100%

11ercury (70)6 103%

Ford (67).5 100%

Dodge (68)4 .3 100%

Plymouth (69)8! 100%
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TfJ3LE A- 3

Q. 4. "On the average, about how many miles do you yourself
dri ve during a yea:? 

Less than 5,000 miles 8 15, 000-19, 999
000- 7, 499 000 miles or more
.500-9, 999 Hot ascertained
000-14, 999

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: 001.

Groups Number j

Total auto ovmers (.548) 3.5

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
' I

3.5

Loyal . on and off (229) 2.5

Hever same make
tvr ce . (107).

Two-car famly ( 74)

llake of car: 

Buick. (7.5)1
Oldsmobile ( 67)7

Pontiac (64)9
Chevrolet ( 68)2 3.5

Nercury ( 70)6

Ford (67)5 1.5

Dodge ( 68)!t

Plymouth ( 69)8 14-

Ci ty:

Chi cago . (271)
Rockford (277)



Q. .5.

Groups

Total auto ers .
Loyal tv tQ make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make
twice

. . . .

Two-car fa.111ly .

M"ke of car:

Buick. . . . 

. .

Oldsmobile

Pontiac

. .

Chevrolet

. . . .

I06-

TABLE A-

"Of all the cars you've ever owned, which one did you
like the most? 

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
1'1erf'UIJ
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac

Hae owned no other cars
.Aother make of same manu-

facturer r:s ('1.,1 er.t oar
Make of some other manu-

facturer
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each

of the above answers:
Card IV
Col. 7

Nur

.. = 

Jr%

(548) 

(120)
I 4

(229)

(107)

(74)

75)1 80

( 67)7

( 64)9

( 68)2

14.

Hercur . 70 )6

Ford (67).5

Dodge

.. .

(68)4
Plymouth

. .

(69)8
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TPJ3LE A-

.5. Year (model) of car liked most of all cars ever 
ned

Nodel year prior to 1940
2 1940-194.5
3 1946-1949
4 19.50-19.54
.5 19.5.5 or 19.56 model trlat respondent now owns

19.5.5 or 19.56 model he no longer 
Don't know; not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Co1.

Groups Number Llf =IOO%

Total auto Olimers (531)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyalty throughout (116)

Loyal on and off (228)

Uever same make
twi ce . (105)

/\'

'I\m-car family 74) 28 .51
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TABLE A-

Q. 6. H"Vhy did you like that one the most?"
respondent has ever O1,med)

(of an cars

1 I" fechanical qualities or performance, workmanship
Economy in maintenance or mileage
Purchase price, trade- , good deal
Easy to haJ1dle , good ride
styling: design, lines , colors
Prestige reasons: new car, impressive , conservative
Dealer or co pany factors
Habit
Had specific features (e.g., overdrve)
Influenced by others, advertising, reputation

R Don 't know; not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Card VI
Col. 

Groups N1.ber" Ii.

-- 

Total auto owners. (531) i 60 =214%

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (116) ' 60 =2037;

Loyal on and off (228) 6.5 =224J

Never same make
twice (10.5) 18 206%

Tw-car famly 74) =221%

Hake of car liked
most:

Bui ck . (67)1 =2135;

Oldsmobile (61)7 =234);

Pontiac (LI.6)9 .59 =24776

Chevrolet (63)2 4.5 =192%

li.iercuI"J . .59)6 .59 =2287b

Ford (5.5).5 .50 =2215;

Dodge (54)4 .56 =2097

Plymouth (63)8 =214%
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Groups

Total auto ovmers

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off
Never same make

twice

. . . 

. Two-car famly

Make of car:

Buick. . . 0 .
Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac

. . 

Chevrolet. . .

Nercury . 

. . 

Ford

. . . .

Dodge

Plymouth

. . . .. . .
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TABLE A-7

flOf all the cars you've ever owned, which one did you like
least?1I

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto

4. Dodge
.5 Ford
6 Nercur

Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac

Has ol ed no other car
Other make by same manu-

facturer as for current
car

Other make by a different
manuf acturer

Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card IV
of the above answers: Col.

Number' I
.l =100% .

' '-...- '-

(548)

(120) 1.5 2.5

(229) -t,

(IO?)

(74)

( 7.5)1

(67)7
( 64) 9 1.5

(68)2 2.6 1.5

( 70)6

(67).5

(68)4
( 69) 81 2.5
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Table A-

Q. 7. Year (model) of car liked least (of all cars ever
owned by respondent)

Hodel prior to 1940
1940-194.5
1946-1949
19.50-19.54
19.55 or 1956 model respondent now 01n1S
1955 or 1956 model respondent no longer owns
Don I t know

Per cent giving each Card VI
of the above answers: Col. 6

Groups Number =100%

Total auto owners (464)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 90)
Loyal on and of:f (203)
Never same make

tld ce 

.. . 

(96) 3.5

Two-car family ( 67)
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TABLE .A-9

Q. 8. ''1'Jhy did you like that one the least?"
respondent has ever ovmed)

(of all cars

Nechanical or performance reasons; poor workmanship

Exensi ve mantenance or poor mileage
Purchase price: poor deal, trade-in; not '.forth the money
Difficult to handle, poor ride
Poor styling: design, colors; outmoded
Poor prestige
Dealer or manufacturer factors
Disliked specific features (e.g., overdrive, hand shift)
All other reasons; not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col

Groups Number 2.. 2 Y

Total auto owners (464) 2.5 1.53%

Loyalty to make

since 1946:

Loyal throughout 90) 138%

Loyal on and off (203) 2.5 162%

Never same make
t1vice (96) 160%

Two-car family (67) 2.5 143%

Make of car liked
least:

Buick

. . . .

23)1 196%

Oldsmobile (16 ) 88, 126%

Pontiac

. . .

(40) 9' 34' 165%

Chevrolet. . 79)2 13 144%

Ivercury . (18)6 13.5%

Ford (101).5 160%

Dodge

. . .

38)4 143%

Plymouth

. .

(.51) 8- 1.54%
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TABLE A-

Q. 9. ''iJhat would you consider to be about the right length of
tL'1e for you to keep a new car before trading it in?"

One year or less
More than one year through two years
More than two years t: rough three
More than three years through four
Hore than four through five

Six years or more
No opinion
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card IV
of the above anStrlers: Col.

Groups \1umb r 11. =100%

Total auto owners (548)

Loyal ty to make
. since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off (229)
Never sa.'1e make

twice (107) 2.5

Two-car family (74)

iake of car:

Buick. . (75)1 1.3

Oldsmobile (67)7
Pontiac

. .

(64)9 1.5

Chevrolet. (68)2 2.5

fiercnry . (70)6
Ford

. .

(67).5

Dodge.

. .

(68)4 2.5

Plymouth (69)8

City:
Chicago. (271)

Rockford (277)
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TABLE A-

Q. 10. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) "Hhen you buy your next car
which makes will you consider at all? 

Buick Oldsmobile
Chevrolet Plymouth

Soto Pontiac
Dodge , Y Some other make or makes
Ford Have no idea
Mercur

Per cent giving each Card IV
of the above answers: Col.lO

Groups Number 9 X

Total auto owners (548) 40 15 248%

Loyalty to make
since 191.:
Loyal throughout (120) 223%

Loyal on and off (229) 3.5 245

Never same make
t'tJlce . " (107) 2.52%

Two-car famly 74) .51 3.5 .53 1-3 287%

Make of car:

Buick (75)1 8.5 1.5 229%

Oldsmobile (67)7 237%

Pontiac

. .

(64)9 .53 304%

Chevrole t (68)2 Z27%

Nercury . . 70)6 , 23 273%

Ford

. .

(67).5 2.5.5%

Dodge (68)4 1.5 1.5 242%

Plymouth (69)8 2.5 237%

City:
Chicago (271) ' 227%

Rockford

. .

(277) 267%
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TABLE A-

Q. lOA. "which make of car will you actually be the most

likely to buy

?" 

(next purche.se)

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge

.5 Ford
Eercury

Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Some other make
Have no idea

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Card IV
Col. II

Groups N1.ber =100%

''. ''''-..'''

Totalauto owners (548) 1.5

*Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

ten ce . (107)

Two-car famly 74)

Make of car cost
most:

Buick. . . . 76 ) 1

Oldsmobile (66 ) 
Pontiac

. . .

(64) 9

Chevrolet. (. 69) 2

Mercury (69)6
Ford (6.5 ).5 .57

DOdge

. . .

(67)4
Plymouth

. .

(66) 8

Ci ty:

Chicago. . . (271) I
Roclcford (277)

. . .
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TABJJE A-

Q. II. II\iJhy would you get a .." (1"IAKE HE 1rJOULD BE MOST LIKELY
TO BlJY) instead of (some ether :make (another... 

)?"

Mechanical qualities or performance, workraanship
Economy in maintenance or nrileage
Purchase price, trade- - deal
Ease in handling or riding

.5 Styling, lines, design, colors
Prestige reasons; new or expensive car, impressive
Dealer or company factors

8 Habit, fear of unknown; used to certain make
Presence or absence of specific fea ures
Influenced by othex' , advertising, reputation

R Miscellaneous, or not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card VI
of the above answers: Col.

Groups N'Uber X R -.2 -
Totalautoovmers (521) .56 230%

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (116) 2.5 1.5 223%
Loyal on and off (214) .57 249%
Never same make

tvJice . (103) 220%
TlilO-car famly (71) 2.5 1.5 221%

l1ake of car most
likely buy:

Buick. . . . (77)1 228%
Oldsmobile 7.5) 7 6.5 250%
Pontiac. . .

(45)9 .59 255%
Chevrolet. . (64)2 ' 43 .53 220%

l1ercury . 

. .

(61)6 2.5 .54 230%
Ford

. . .

(47).5 .55 .51 236%

Dodge

. . .

47)4 249%
Plymouth

. .

(62)8 .59 220%
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TABLE A-

Q, 12A, l!Iake of car (for two-car famlies, the make that cost the most)

Buick
Chevrolet
Dodge

.5 Ford
Mercury

, Y

Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Other mal(es

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Card IV
Col. 12

Groups Nu.11ber 1
2. 

= IOO%-40.

- - - -

Total auto owners (.548 ) 11 10 

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off (229) 1.5

Never same make 

t"Jice . . (10?)
Two-car family (74)

Ci ty:

Chicago. . (271)
Rockford

. .

(277)



Q. 12A
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TABLE A-1.5

l'iodel year of present car that cost most.

19.50 or earlier
19.51
19.54
195.5
1956

Groups

Total auto o"rners

.,,*

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off
Never same make

twice

. . .

Two-car family

llake of car
cost most:

Buick. . . 

. .

Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac

. . . .

Chevrolet . 

Nercu!"J . 

. . .

Ford

. . . .

Dodge

. . . . 

Plymouth

. . .

City:

Chicago

. . .

Rock..ord . 

. .

Per cent giving each
of the above apswers:

Number 

(54
) 1-;

(120)

( 22 9)

(107)

( 74) 6.5

( 76)1 78 
( 66)7 7.5 2.5

( 64) 9 89 11

( 69)2

(69)6 7.5

(6.5).5 80 18

( 67)4 1.5

( 66) 8

(271)

(277 )

80 19

77 21

==100%

Card IV
Col. 13
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TABLE A-

Q. 12A. (Time of purchase of car, in relation to its
model year: for car th2.t cost most.

Puxchased before model year Ce. g., '.56
pl1rchased late in 19.5.5)

Purchased during model year (e.g., '.55 in 19.5.5)
After model year (e.g., '54 in 19.5.5
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Gal. 1.5

Grou Nuber ;:100%

Total auto ers (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

t..Ji ce (107)
Two-car famly 74)

Make of car cost
most:

Buick ( 76) I!

Oldsmobile (66)7
Pontiac. (64)9"
Chevrole t " ( 69)2

Hercury . ( 69)6!

Ford ( 65) 5 JL5

Dodge (67)41
Plymouth ( 66) e i

City:
Chicago (271)
Rockford (277)
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TABLE A-

12. Present car: series

Host expensive series for that
make that year

Hedium cost of three or more
series

Least expensive series
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anSi'Jers: Col. 14

Groups Number = IOO%

Total auto OiinerS (548) 2,3 .54

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off (229) .52

Never same make
twice (107)

TlrJo-car family ( 74)

IvIake of car
cost most:

Buick. ( 76h
Oldsmobile ( 66)7 .56

Pontiac ( 61+) 9

Chevrolet. ( 69) 2

Mercury. ( 69)6 1.5

Ford ( 65) 5 .54

Dodge ( 67)4

Plymouth ( 66) 8
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TABLE A-

. 12 Present car: Body t;ype

1 Two-door sedan
2 Two-door hardtop
3 Four-door sedan

Four-dooJ?ihatdtop
.5 Station w gdn

Oonvertible
bthel' body type
Not ascertai ned

Per cent giving each
of the above anS1jvers.

Card IV
Col. 16

Groups Number = 100%

TotalautoOvITers (.548) 2.5

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

IITever same make
twice . (107)

Two-car family (74) 1.5

Make of car
cost most:

Buick.. . . . (76) I

Oldsmobile (66) 7 2.5

Pontiac. . . (64)9 \ 19

Chevrolet. . (69)2 

Nercury . 

. .

(69)6 II 1.,.

Ford

. . .

(6.5).5

DOdge (67)4. .50

Plymouth (66)8

Ci ty:

Chicago. . . 

Rockford

. . 

(271)

(277) 3 .

21 27 34
17 23 39
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TABLE A-

Q.. 12 D. Present car:
accessories?"

Does it have any of these

Automatic transmission
Power steering
POl"er brakes
fu te sidewall tires

.5 Safety belts
None of these accessories
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anS1"Jers:

Card IV
Col. 17

Groups Number j 1

Total auto O Tners (548) 1.5 220%

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

(120) .58 203%Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off (229) 230%

Never same make
167tHice . . (107) 196%

Two-car family (74) )+2 6.5 244%

j''iake of car cost
most:

Buick. 76)1 .50 301%

Oldsmobile (66 ) 349%

Pontiac (64) 9 243%

Chevrolet. (69) 2 1.52%

Mercury. . (69)6 233%

Ford (65).5 201%

Dodge

. . . . 

Plymouth

. .

( 67) 41 
( 66) 8 I 46

22 12 6.5 195%

142%

Ci ty:

Cr..cago . . 

. .

RocYJord . 

. .

(271) 7.5 25 27 
(277) I 78 29 29 62 1.5

218%

220%
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TABLE A-

Q. 12 G Present car: lIHm1" did you finance it--thro1.gh a
fin&'1ce company, or a bank loan? 

Finance compan
Bank loan

.5 Paid cash
Some other arrangement
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anSI rs: CoL

Groups Number i 3 "" I007

Total auto owners (.548) ! 29

.Y-

" Loyalty to. make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) i 25 1+9

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
tv.o.. ce 

.' .

(107) I 32
Two-car family (74) \ 23

:e of car cost
most:

Bui ck . 76 )1 1 24 18 .53

Oldsmobile (66)7124 .51

Pontiac (64)9! 27

Chevrolet (69)2 i 2.5

Hercur . (69)6 1 29 2.5

Ford (65).5
1 38

Dodge (67)4! 21.

Plymouth (66) 8 ! 30 3.5
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TPJ3LE A-

Q. 12 H. Present car: II About how mcmy miles are there

on it n01'I?1I

Less than 5, 000 miles 000-29, 999
.5, 000.. 499 000-39, 999

.500- 999 000- 49, 999
000-14, 999 000 or more

15, 000-19, 999 Not ascertains d

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Co1. 22

Groups Number i I = 100%

Totalautoowners (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 2.5 1.5

Loyal on and off (229)

Never sa-me make
tluce . . (107)

Two-car fmnily 74)

Make of car cost
most:

Buick

.. .

76)1
Oldsmobile (66) 7 2.5

Pontiac (64) 9

Chevrolet (69)2

Hercur.r . (69)6 

Ford (65).5 2.5

Dodge ( 67)4
Plymouth (66)8

Ci ty:

Chicago (271)

Rockford (277)



Q. 13 (Most recent purchase compared
to last previous purchase.

Sa:ne make
Different make of the same
manufacturer

3 A make of a different
manufacturer
Not applicable (has cvm.
only 9ne car since 1946)

124-

TABIJE A-

(Most recent six purchases , 1947 and

later. )

Same make throughout
Different makes of only one manu-facturer 
Different mfgrs.; but did buy two of
some make twice in a row

Different mfgrs.; but did buy two of
some manufacturer's makes tvQce in
a row

I\Iever bought cars from same mfgr.
t1D.Ce in a row

Not applicable (has Ov.-ned only one
car since 19L

Not ascertained

Per cent Giving each
of the above nnswers:

Card IV
Col. 34

(Most recent pur-
chase compared to
last previous pur- (Most recent six purchase

chase.) 1947 and later.

Groups Number = 100%

-- 

Total auto owners (548) 2.5 3.5

Make of car cost
most:

( 76 )11Buick ..
1.5Oldsmobile (66)7

Pontiac ( 64)9.

Chevrolet (69)2 .56 / 3.5"

erct ( 69)6

Ford (65)5 4.5 4.5

Dodge (67)4
Plymouth (66)8

Ci ty:

Chicago (271) .54 3.5

Rockf ord (277) 1.5

:". .

i\"

"..""
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TABLE A-

Q. 12-13. (Nuniler of autos owned si4 e 1946.

One Six
Tt..o Seven
Three Etgnt
Four Nine
Five Ten or more

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Colo

Groups Number 11: = 100%

(.548)Total auto owners

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
twice. (107) f\,

THo-car f arily ( 74)

1ake of car:

Buick 75)1

Oldsmobile (67)7
Pontiac (64)9
Chevrolet ( 68)2

l1ercur . ( 70)6

Ford (67).5

Dodge (68)4
Plymol. th (69)8

Ci ty:

Chicago (271) 2.5

Rockford (277)
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TABLE A-

Q. 13. ength of time last previous auto was kept.

One year or less
Nore than 1 UP to 3

Three to 4 years
Four years

.5 Five

Six
Seven
Eight
Nine
Ten years or longer
Had no car (since 1946)
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
Card

of the above answers: Col. 20

Groups N1.ber =100%

Total auto milers (548)
..x-

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 2.5

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
tHice (107)

-.-

Two-car famly (74)
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TABLE A-

Q. 14. l1ake of car 1rJhich was replaced by current car.

Buick
Chevrole t

Dodge
Ford
Nercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Other makes
Not ascertai ned

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Number j 1 2. !: 

-- j- - -

Total auto O1rrners (531) I 8 23 .5 19 .5 5 II 

Loyal throughout (120) I S 39
Loyal on and off (229) , f 10 
Never same make . I

tvrice . . (107) I 3 12
74) 

113 13

, YGroups

1.5

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Two-car famly .5 IS

Hake of car cost
most:

Bui ck . . 

. .

(76)1
Oldsmobile (64)7
Pontiac. . . (62)9

1 2Chevrolet. (68)2 1 1.5

(69)61Me rcuI"J . . . .

Ford

. . 

(63).5 i

Dodge

.. . .

(6b)4! 

Plymouth

. .

(60) 8 I .52

Card VI
Col. 2.5

:: 100
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TABLE A-

Q. 14A
H1rfen you g t your present car, why did you get a 

...

instead of \.some other make) (another... )?II

(PROBES: ""lfuat exper-lence might have had some effect
on your choice? Nhat other things might have had some
effect on your choice? 

II)

Hechanical qualities or performance, workmanship

Economy in maintenance or mileage
Purchase price lolJ" or reasonable , good deal , trade-
Ease in handling or ridig
Styling, including upholstery, good vision, colors

Prestige reasons; expensive car , attention-getting or attention-avoiding

Dealer or company: service, or personnel

Habit; fear of the 1.11known

Specific features (power steering, overdrive, etc.

Influenced by others , adv-ertising, general reputation
X All other reaSODS

Y, R Don I t lmovJ; not ascertained

Per cent giiring each Card

of the above answers: Gal. 26

Groups ;r i 

Totalautoovmers 221%

-1!-Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (119) 2111b

Loyal on and off (229) 233%

Never same make
twice. . (107) 228%

Two-car family 72) 196%

Iake of car cost
most:

Buick. 76)1 228%

Oldsmobile (62)7 218%

Pontiac (62 ) 239%

Chevrolet. (68)2 204%

Hercury. (68)6 225%

Ford (62 ) 227%

Dodge (63)4 213%

Plymouth

. .

(60)8 214%
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TABLE A..

15. "Is your present car newer or older than
most of the cars in your ne ghbo:('hood?

HelrJer
About the same
Older
No opinion
IJot ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col.

Groups NTh"1ber 100%

Total auto ovmers (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) LI.

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
t1rn ce (107)

Two-car fa.nily 74)

rilake of car cost
mos t:

Buick (76)1
Oldsmobile ( 66) 7

Pontiac (64) 9

Chevrolet. (69)2

11ercl1ry 69)6
Ford (65)5

Dodge (67)4
Plymouth ( 66) 8 I
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TABLE A- 30

Q. 16. Do you think your car cost mOTe, or less , than

most of the cars in your neighi:,c:.'lnod?1I

Cost more
About the same
Cost less
No opinion
Not .ascertained

Groups

Total auto ers

Loyal ty to make
since I 946 :

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

ever same make
t1iJice . . . 

T"To-car famly

Make of car cost
mo st:

Buick

. . . .

Oldsmobile

Pontiac
Chevrolet. . .

11ercury . 

. . 

Ford

. . . . 

Dodge

. . . . 

Plymouth

. .

I er cent gi \ ng each
of the above anSi'Iers:

(120 )

(229)

(107)

( 74)

( 76) I

( 66) 7

( 64)9
( 69)2

( 69)6

( 65)5

( 67)41
(66)8 t

Card IV
V)l. 36

= 100;b

'j\,
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TABLE A- 31

Q. 17. Does your car have more , or fe'tJer, optional or extra

features than most of the cars in your neighborhood? 

More features
About the smae nt ber
Fe1-Jer
No opini on
Not ascertained

Grups

Total auto OirfferS

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Number I

(548) I

(107) 

( 74)

Loya1ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

Wever same make
tTrnce . 

. . .

-Jo-car fmllly

Make of car cost
most:
Buick. . . 

. .

Oldsmobile

Pontiac

. . . .

Chevrolet. . .

Hercur . . 

. "

Ford

. . 

Dodge

. . . . .

Plymouth

. . "

( 76) 1

( 66)7

( 64) 9

( 69)2

( 69)6

( 65)5

( 67)4

( 66)8

Card IV
Col. 37

100%
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TABLE 11-32

Q. 18A. :rake of car lJhich uas replaced by next-to-last car

Buick
Chevrolet
Dodge

;; Ford
Merct1!Y
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Other makes
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

C :lrd 

Gal. 27

Total auto 01waers (410)

1: 1. J! 

25 
, Y =100%

"'''--;''

Groups Number

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

twice

. . . 

( 63)

(208)

( 67)

( 72)

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make

Two-car family
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TABLE A-33

Q. ISA. (COhPARE LAST CAR TO NE:XT- TO-LAST CAR)
1Ii.1hy did you get a.... instead of (some other make)
(another... )?11 (PROBES: lI;fuat experiences might
have had some effect on your choice?" (IF NEXT-TO-
LAST AND ALIJ CARS SINCE THEN hlERE OF S.AJE HAIil):
''1-Iow did you get started buying (NANE OF YilKE)?"

'1echa."1ical qualities or performance, ,,,orkmap..hip
Economy in maintenance or miloage
Purchase price 1mI! or reasonable, good deal, trade-
Ease in handling or riding
Styling, including upholstery, good vision, colors
Prestige reasons: expensive car, attention-getting or attention-avoiding
Dealer or company: servce , or personnel
Habit; fear of the unkn01ID

9 Specific features (power steering, overdrive , etc.
Influenced by others, advertising, general reputation

X All other reasons
, R ron I t know; not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col. 28

Groups Number Y R'"

Total auto o \ners (403) 6 191ii

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (63) 3 211%

Loyal on and off (207) 5 193Jb

Never same make
t1dce (6L 8 164%

Two-car family (69) 3 195%
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TABLE A-34

19. HAND RESPONDENT CARD. I'\Jhich ti'1O of those makes wouJd
be the most likely to be oHned by people Hi th hig.e social
standing or prestige?"

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
l'lercur

Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Have no idea
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anSvJers:

Card IV
Col. 38

Groups lJumber 1.2 L!.
':1

Totalautoowners (540) 196%

\'.

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 75 ' 2 198%

Loyal on and off (229) 194%

Never same make
h-Jice (107) 199%

T1iTo-car family (74) 198%

NaLe of car:

Buick (75)1 1977

Oldsmobile (67)7 8L. 238%

Pontj_ac . (6L. ) 9 200%

Chevrolet (68)2 199%

l'iercur . 70)6 197%

Ford (67) 5 193J

Dodge (68)4 189%

Plymouth (69)8 3- 27 195%
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TA.BLE A-35

Q. 19.

. .. "

"IJhich bJO would be Oi-r'1ed by people Ni th low
standing or prestige? II 

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
Hercur

Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Have no idea
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anSHers:

Card IV
C(JI" 39

Groups Nmnber 

11:Totalautoowners (548) 192%

Loyal ty to make
since 19

(120) ILoyal throughout 193%

Loyal on and off (229) I 189%

Never same make
tmce . (107) I 194%

Two-car family 74) I 192%

Nake of car:

( 75)11Buick 193%

Oldsmobile (67)7; 191%

Pontiac

. .

(64)91 195%

Chevrolet (68)21 188%

Nercury . 70)6! 193%

Ford (67) 5 189%

Dodge (68) 190%

Plymouth (69)8 189%
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TABLE 11-

Q. 20. vJhich tvJO do you think have the best -trade-in -value in proportionto the cost?" 
Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
Hercur
Oldsmobile
Plyrn.outh
Pontiac
Have no idea
Jot ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col. 40

Groups IIJumber i 1

I -=
Totalautoowners (548) i 17 195%

Loyalty to make
since I 946 :

Loyal throughout (120) I 193%

Loyal on and off (229) 196%

Never same make
t'!,rice . . (107) I 1927

Two-car farnily (74) 192%

Hake of car:

Buick 75)1 189%

Oldsmobile (67) 7 191%

Pontiac. . (64) 91 195%

Chevrolet. (68) 2 193%

Hercury . (70 )61 200%

Ford

., .

(67 )51 67" 192%

Dodge

. .

(68)4 126%

Plymouth (69)8 192%
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TABLE 11-

Q. 20. ... "h'hich tvJO have the poore: .! trade-in value?

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
Hercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontia.
Have no idea
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each (;ard
of the above anSiVers: Gel.

Groups Number- 1--1
Total auto Brs (548) 190%

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 185%

Loyal on and off (229) ISO%

Never same make
twice (107) 187%

Tvm-car family 74) 188%

I"ake of car:

Buick. 75)11 13 188%

Oldsmobile (67)7! 9 1897b

Pontiac (64)91 192%

Chevrolet. (68)21 15 188%

Nercury . 70)6! 192%

Ford (67)51 189%

Dodge 179%(68)4'1
184%Plymouth (69)81
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TABLE A-38

Q. 21. "Whch t1I\O do you think have the best style? 

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
l"iercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
I'Iave no idea
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above ansvJers: GaL 

Groups Number:

Totalautoovmers (548) 194%

Loyalty. to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 192%

Loyal on and off (229) 19()%

Never same make
twice. (107) 196%

TIJO-car fariJiIy 74) 200%

Make of car:

Buick 75)1 194%

Oldsmobile (67)7 1997

Pontiac ( 64)9 19. Ii)

Chevrolet. (68) 194%

Nercury . (70)61 28 187%

Ford (67)5! 196%

Dodge ( 68) 196%

Plymouth (69)81 957b 
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TABLE A- 39

Q.. 21.

. .. 

I!l\1ich tl O do you think have the poorest
stv1e?

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
I'tercury
Oldsmobile
P1:\iTouth
Pontiac
Have no idea
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Ca::'d IV
CoL 

Grou.ps N1lbe

1.1(548) ! 187%Total auto owners

*Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 179%

Loyal on and off (229) 190;
Never same make

t"tD.ce . (107) 185%

TTJo-car family 74) 185%

Ivake of car:

( 75)1Buick. 187%

Oldsmobile (67)71 190%

, Pontiac. (64)9, 192%

Chevrolet.

.. 

(68)2! LI4 IB8%

l!ercUIJ. 70 )6111 1877;

Ford (67 ) 5! 15 188%

175%Dodge .. (68)4) 24

Plymouth (69)8121 175%
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Groups

Total auto owners

Loyalty to make
since 19h6:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make
ttoJice . . . 

'I\w-car family

Bake of car:
Buick

. . . . .

Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac. . . 

Chevrolet. . .

NercUTJ . 

. . 

Ford

. . . 

Dodge,. . 

. . 

Plymouth

. . 

142-

TABLE 11-

N01oJ, I want to get your opinion on the types of

.-eople who drve different makes of cars. I just
want your first impressions..

Jhich two makes might a single man buy?"

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
Hercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pan tiac

Have no idea
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anS1rJers:

Num 11. 
(548) j 24 30 46 37 39

(120) 
(229) 

I 23 

(107) 27 
( 74) 

I 26 

45 31 
49 34 

40 48 

( 75)1

( 67)7

( 64) 9

( 68)2

48 33 
h5 30 34
48 30 

2 4 , 43 41.

57 25 
49 40 

17 
31 
22 
31 

70)6 28 
(67)5 18 
( 68)4 19 
(69)8 25 21

38 33 38 11
41 37 38 10

Card IV
Col. 44

.2 1-

I.J

194%

191

19:5%

197%

196%

190%

196%

197%

199%

198%

193%

197%

1921
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TABLE A-

Q. 22A

. .. 

n1rJhich two might a ied man buy?

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto

. Dodge
Ford
Hercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Have no idea

Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anSHers:

rJ IV
GeL 45

Groups Number

11. 

1. 1. 2- 1- J.. .2- .. 
(548) I 24 58 46 17 16 5 ITotal auto 01inerS 195%

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 4)+ 191%

Loyal on and off (229)
i 25

;;t;'I:. i..

Never same make
tw'i ce (107) 193;';

THo--car family (74) In;
Nah'e of car:

Buick 75)1 190j

Oldsmobile (67)7 1937

Pontiac. (64) 9 196%

Chevrolet. (68) 2 19.J%

Hercur . (70)6 195%

Ford (67) 5 194%

Dodge (68)4 197%

Plymouth (69 )8116 194%
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TPJ)LE A..

Q. 22 B. nHhich t1vO might a person buy to try to
impress peoplJ? II 

- .

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford

6' Eercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Have no idea

Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

CaJ'd IV
0010 46

Nwnber I I 

- - - -

2- lJ- .2Groups

- -

Total auto ovmers (.5L. 17 197%

it-
Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) .. OI

/. ;

Loyal on and off (229) 191/'i,

Never same make
tT,Qce .. (107) 19.

T1;rM.car family 74) 195-7:

Ifake of car:

Buick (7.5)1 192%

Oldsmobile (67)7 195

Pontiac (61. 194%

Chevrolet. (68)2 1.5 20 L

Hercury . 70)61 19h;G

Ford 67).5 j .5' 12 196%

Dodge (68 )11 1.5 1907:

Plymouth (69)8 In%



Groups

Total auto owners

Layalty to make
sine,': 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Neyer same make
twi ce 0 . 

. .

TvJO-,car famly

Ivalee of ca,

Bu.ick . 

. . . .

Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac

. . . 

Chevrolet. . .

Mercur. . . 
Ford

. . . .

Dodge

. . . .

Plymouth

. . .

Q. 22 B.

lh5-

TAIJ1E A- 43

. .. "

1rJch tvJO mi.ght a perso n who is not
tr,-ing to impress people buy?!! 

Number i 

- -

(548)

I 7

(120) I 13

(229) I 4

(107 )

( 7

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
HercuJ:J
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
have no idea
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above ansvrers:

'5 61 14 '57 10
13 60 

7511 12 49

( 67) 7 
(64)9 II 

( 68)2 
( 70)6

( 67)5

( 68)u

( 69) 8 t

5Lt

12 53 
18 49 
19 49 
10 56 
13 56 
15 60 
21 
18 

- -...

32 
23 

'5 35 
30 II
26 
29 

41 
52 

- -

Co-cd 
CoL 47

v -A -

196%

196 q

19 

ISiS?,

198;;

19076

; ):

196;s

197ys

19;,;3

191,

186;:
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TPJ3LE A-

Q. 22 C. I!vJhich t1r 
might a aE buy?1f

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
11ercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Have no idea

Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
or the above answers:

C9.

::'

i IV
o::., 48

Groups Number ' 2: 1. .2 JL

- - - _. ....- -- ---

Total auto owners (548) 23 II 36 21 19 190%

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229) J)J C 7'.l:;

Never same make

hd ce (107) 191/
THo-car famly (74) 193%

1Jlake of car:
Buick. (75 h 19V'

Oldsmobile (67)7 lO""Z

--/ ,.

Pontiac. (64)9 ., r

) /.../.. :;

Chevrolet. (68)2 1 Q"

:Mercur . (70)6 19Gfb

Ford 67)5 18t

;:,

Dodge (68)4 197%

Plymouth (69) 8 i 15 189%
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TABLE A-

Q. 22 C. 

... "

Hhich two might a buy?"

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
Mercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Ha.ve no idea
Not ascertained

Per .cent giving each
of the above anS1rers:

Card I 
Col

Groups Number

Totalautoowners (;48) 196%

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229) 19j%

Never same make
twi ce . (107) 192%

T"-o-car famly 74) 193?;

Make of car:

Buick. . . . 75h 195%

Oldsmobile (67)7 193%

Pontiac. . . (64)9 196%

Chevrolet. . (68)2 195%

Nercury . 

. .

70)6 190%

Ford

. . . . 

(67)5 192%

Dodge

. . . .

(68) 195%

Plymouth (69)8 192%
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TABLE A-

24 c. (HANDRESpmmEI':T CARD. \ilich one of these makes would he fa Doctor?
be most likely to have? II - 

Buick Oldsmobile
Chevrolet Plymouth
DeSoto Pontiac
Dodge Have no idea 

Ford Not ascertained
Hercury

Per cent gi ring each Card
of the above anS.viers: Col. 64

Groups Number! :: 100%

Total auto owners (329) I . 2

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (77) 

Loyal on and off (136)

.,..

Never same make
twice ( 66)

TvJO-car family ( 37)

Make of car:

Buick (40) II
Oldsmobile (39)7
Pontiac ( 35)9

Chevrolet. (33)2

Hercury . ( 52)6

Ford (45 ) 

Dodge. 40)4
Plymouth L6)8



151..

TABLE A-

Q. 24 C. Which ODe of these makes 1.Jould he (a Plumber? be most likely
to have?"

Buick
Chevrolet

3 DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
I1ercury

Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Have no idea
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the a.bove answers:

Card IV
Col. 65

Groups NU11ber i 1 :: 100%

Total auto owners (329) 

Loyal i: to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 77)

Loyal on and off (136)
Never same make

twice

.. 

(66)
Tvro-car family

37) ! 16

Bake of car:

Buick.

. .

(40)1
Oldsmobile 39)7 j 5

Pontiac. . (35)9 i II
Chevrolet. (33)21

IVlercury . . (52)6
Ford (45 ) 5 ! 

Dodge 40)41
Plymouth (45) 81
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TABLE A-

Q. 24 C. IIHhich one of these 
makes vlOuld he ra Construction Engineer?

be most likely to have? II 
Buick Oldsmobile
Chevrolet Plymou th
DeSoto Pontiac
Dodge Have no idea
Ford IIJot ascertained
Hercurv

Fer cent giving each ard
of the above anS1Jers: Col. 66

Groups Number i = 100%

Total auto o mers (329) I 22

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 77) I 2'
r 4

Loyal on and off (136)
Never same make

twi ce . (66) j 19

T't -car famly 37) ! 21

Bake of car:

( 40)1Buick.
Oldsmobile (39)71 25

Pontiac 35) 9!

Chevrolet 33) 2 i

lVercury (52 ) 
Ford (45) 5! 11

Dodge 0)41 

Plymouth (45)81 20
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TABIJE A-

Q. 24 c

. "

lrJhich one of these makes would he ta Bookkeeper? be most likely
to have?"

- -

Buick Oldsmobile
Cr.evrolet Ply"Youth
DeSoto Pontiac
Dodge Have no idea
Ford Not ascertained
Hercury

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Cole 67

Groups IJumber I = 100%

Total auto owners (329) I 

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 77)
Loyal on and off (136)
Never sa.'1e make

tvdce . (66)
Two-car family (37)

l'iake of car:
( 40)1Buick 

Oldsmobile 39)7\
Pontiac

. .

(35)9!
Chevrolet. 33)2

ercU!J . (52)6
Ford (45 ) 

Dodge. (40) 4 I
Plymouth (45) 8
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TABLE A-

Q. 24 c. "1'\hich one of these makes would he (a Pilot7 be most likely to
have?" 

- ----

Buick Oldsmobile
Chevrolet Plymouth
DeSoto Pontiac
Dodge Have no idea
Ford Not ascertained
Mercury

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anm-Jers: Col. 68

Groups Number "" 100%

Total auto ers 329)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 77)
Loyal on and off (136)

Never same make
tHice . . (66)

Tr:vo-car family (37)
lVIake of car:

Buick. (40)1
Oldsmobile (39)7
Pontiac

. . 

35)9
Chevrolet. 33)2'

l1ercury . (52)6
Ford 45) 5

Dodge

. .

40) 4

Plymouth (45) 8
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TABLE A-

Q. 24 C. 1iJhich one of these makes ,"ould he ra Factory 1j!orker7b most
likely tOhave? 

-- 

Buick Oldsmobile
Chevrolet Plyrr10uth
DeSoto Pontiac
Dodge Have no idea
Ford Not ascertained
Nercury

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anSi"ers: Col. 69

Groups Number l.! :: 100%

Total auto O-Vffers (329)

oyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 77)
Loyal on and off (136)
Never same ma

twice. (66)
Two-car family (37)

Jvake of car:

Buick (40)l
Oldsmobile 39)7
Pontiac (35) 9

Chevrolet. (33)2

Nercury . (52)6
Ford

.. 

(45) 5

Dodge (40)4
Plymouth (45) 8
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TABLE A-

24 "1rJbich one of these makes would he ra Social Jorker7 be most likelyto have"' 
Buick Oldsmobile
Chevrolet Plymouth
DeSoto Pontiac
Dodge Have no idea
Ford l\Jot ascertained
Hercur

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anS1Vers: Col. 70

Groups Humb :: 100%

Totalautoowners (329)

oyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 77)

Loyal on and off (136)

Never same make
twice 66) 

Two-car famly 37)

Make of car:

Buick. (40 )11

Oldsmobile (39) 71 1.1

Pontiac

. .

35) 9

Chevrolet. (33) 2

Hercur . (52)61
Ford (45 ) 

Dodge (40)4
Plymouth (45)8
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TABLE A..

"Gene!\ally speaking, "liTho do you think is using better
judgment--the person who sticks to one make of car for
a long time, or the person ,\Tho switches from one make
to another fairly of ten? II

Q. 27.

Groups

Total auto O1imers

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make
twice

. . . .

TOl ..car famly

Bake of car:

Buick. . . 

. ,

Oldsmobile

. '

Pontiac

. . . .

Chevrolet

Eercury

. . 

Ford

. .

Dodge

. . . .

Plymouth

. . .

The person 1orho sticks
The person vrho switches
Undecided
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anS1:oTers:

Number r 7

(548) 

(120 )

(229 )

(107 )

( 74)

( 75) I

( 67)7

( 64)9

( 68)2

( 70)6

( 67)5

( 68) 4

( 69) 8 

= IOO%

Card IV
Col. 71



Q.. 28.

Groups

Total auto o mers

Fake of c.ar:

Buick

. . . .

Oldsmobile

Pontiac

. . 

Chevrolet. . .

f'lercury . . 

. .

Ford

. . . .

Dodge. . . 

. .

Plymouth

--'--- -''' -"- -

160-

TABLE A.. 58

(HAND RESPONDENT CAR TITLE CARDS) "Tie I re interested
in kno nng people I s impressions about the cost of cars.
Please put the car that you think costs the most- on 'the
average- at the top, and rank all t e rest of th
putting the car that costs the least on the bottom.

Ranking of relative cost of Buick:

Buick I-ercury
Chevrolet Oldsmobile
DeSoto Plymouth
Do dge Pontiac
Ford Not ascertained

POI' cent giving each Card
of the above ans'(..ers: Gal. 04

Number 12: = 100%

(548) ! LI4

( 75)1 157

(67)7

(64)9

(68)2

( 70)6

( 67)5 I 

( 68 )4 1 49

(69)8
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TABLE A-

(HAND RESpmmmlT CAR- TITLE CARDS) "VIe' re interested in
knowing people's impressions about the cost of cars.
Please put the car that you think coststhe most--on the
average--at the top, and rank all the rest oTtem
putting the car that costs the on the bottom. 

Ranking of relative cost of Chev olet

Groups

Total auto owners

Nake of car:

Buick. . . 

Oldsmobile

Pontiac

. . .

Chevrolet. .

hercury . .

Ford

. . . .

Dodge

. . . .

Plymo

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford

6 Hercur
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Not ascertained

Card 

Col. 5

X = 100%

Per cent giving each of
the above answers:

W1ber

- -

(548)

( 75)1 

- -

( 67)7

(64)9

( 68)2

. .

( 70)6

((7)51 -

(68)41 -
( 69) 8 !

- - - -- -

27 35 

29 

44 24

29 
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TABI,E A-6o .

Q. 28. (BlID REPONDENT CAR- TITLE CARD. flHe Ire interested in
kno'Wng people's impressions about the cost of cars.
Please put tl1e car that you think costs the most--on the
average--at the top, and rank all the rest of th
putting the car that costs the on the bottom. 

Ranking of relative cost of DeSoto

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford

Nercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Not ascertained

Per cent giving, each
of the above ans'VJers:

Card V
Col. 6

16 17 29 18 
l L L .! 2. i. 1- !. .2 1. = 100%Groups Nwnbe

Total auto owners (548)

Hake of car:

Buick

. . 

Pontiac

. . . .

( 75) 31 24

(67)7 15. 36 Ie 15

(6h) 17 19 14

(68)2 18 21 15 

Oldsmobile

Chevrolet. . .

Mercury. . . (70)6

Ford

. . .

67)5

Dodge

. . . .

(68)4

Plymouth

.. .

(69) 
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TJlJ3LE A-

Q. 28. (HAND RESPONDENT CAR-TITLE CARD. "vfe1re interested in
knovnng people I s impressions about the cost of cars.
Please put the car that you think costs most--on the
average--at the top, and rank all the rest or-em
putting the car that costs the on the bottom. 

Ranking of relative cost of Dodge

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford

Nercury
Oldsmobile
PI;ymouth
Pontiac
Not ascertaL ned

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Groups Nuber .l 1. 1. J: 2. i. 1-

- -

Total auto owners (548 ) 10 21 49
Ivake of car:

Buick. . . 

. .

( 75h
( 67)7 19 
( 64) 9 14 
( 68)2 25 43 ' 4

Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac. . . 

Chevrolet. . .

I'1ercury .' 70)6

Ford

. .

(67)5

Dodge

. . . ..

(68)4

Plymouth (69)8

Card V
001. 7

= IOO%
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TABLE A-

Q. 28. (HAND RESPONDENT CAR-TITLE CARD. ''1 Te re interested in
know ng people 's impressions about the cost of cars.
Please put the ca that you think costs most--on the
average--at the top, and rank all the rest or-
putting the car that costs the on the bottom. 

Ranking of relative cost of Ford

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford

Hercury
Oldsmobile
Pl:,/mouth
Pontiac
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above 8.'1SHers:

Card 
Gol. 8

Groups Number i = 100%

Total auto o'tmers (548)

Make of car:

Buick. . (75 ) I

Oldsmobile ( 67)7

Pontiac (64)9

Chevrolet. (68)2.

Mercury. . 70)6

Ford (67) 5

Dodge (68)4

Plymouth ( 69)8
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TABLE A-

'Q. 28. (HAPD RESPONDENT CAR-TITLE CARD. IIljJe Ire interested in
l::ocring people I s impressions about the cost of cars.
Please put the car that you think costs most--on the
average--at the top, and rank all the rest of th
putting the car that costs the leapt on the bottom. 

Ranking of relati va coat of Mercur

...,

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford

l1ercur
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Groups 2. !:ber I 1:

- - -- 

Total auto owners (548 ) 23 32 
Nake of car:

Buick

. . . . 

( 75)1

( 67)7

( 64)9

( 68)2

21 35 21 
Oldsmobile

. .

23 46 
20 32 Pontiac

. . . .

11 30 28 Chevrolet. .

. .

Hercury. (70)6

Ford

. .

(67)5

. Dodge

. .

(68) 4 

Plymouth (69)8

- -

Card V
Cole 9

= IOO%
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TABLE A-

Q. 28. (HAND RESPONDENT CAR-TITLE CARD. 111i'Je t re interested in
knowing people I s impressions about the cost of cars.
Please put the car tha.t you think costs-ue most--on the
average--at the top, and rank all the rest of ih
putting the car that costs the least on the bottom.

Ranking of relative cost of Oldsmobile

-. 

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford

Hercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Not ascertained

Per cent gi 1ring each of
the above answers:

Card V
Col.

Groups Numb!-l' = 100%

. I
Totalautoovmers (548)

J.1ake of car:

Buick. (75)1

Oldsmobile (67)7

Pontiac .. (64)9

Chevrolet. (68)2

i"ercury . 70)6

Ford (67)5

Dodge

. .

(68)h
l 31Plymouth (69)8 , 35
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TABLE A-

28. (HAND RESPONDENT CAR-TITLE CARD. I11rJe Ire inter.3sted in
knovTing people I s impressions about the cost :. 3.::s.
Please put the car that you think costS-the m08t -on the

average--at the top, and rank all the rest 
putting the car that costs the least on the bottom.

Ranking of relative cost of Plymouth

Buick Hercury
Chevrolet Oldsmobile
DeSoto rffouth
Dodge Pontiac
Ford IJot ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above ahs1rJers: CoJ. II

Groups Number j 1. = 100%

Total auto owners (548) I

"'''

Make of car:

Buick 75)11

Oldsmobile (0j7)7

Pontiac (64)9

Chevrolet (68) 2 

Mercury. (70)6

Ford (67)5

Dodge (68)4

l:rrlOuth (69)8 L!.
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TABLE A-

(HAND PESPONDENT CAR-TITI"E CARD. ) IIvre' re int'3rested :i.
l:nowing people's impressions about the (:()st of c::rs.!
Please put the car that you think cost,

'--

-ig ; lost,--on the
average--at the top, and rank all the :cest, cI'-
putting the car that costs the least on the bottom. 

Ranking o:f relative cost of Pontiac

Groups

Total auto ovmers

Hake of car:

Buick

. . . . .

Oldsmobile

Pontia.c . 

. . 

Chevrolet

. . 

Merc1.

. . . .

Ford

. . .

Dodge

. . . .

Plymouth... . .

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford

..--

6 lIex'curj'
Old.smobile
Pl;y:mouth
Pontiac
Not ascerta.ined

Per cent giving each
of the above anS1,mrs:

- -

i. 1. 2. .!
(548)

Humber I .! 1. 1.
3 II 24 34 

( 75)1 28 35 
( 67)7 14 24. 37 

20 36 ( 64)9

(68)2 ;) 19 33

( 70)6 10 43 
( 67)5 15 31 15

. .

( 68)4J

( 69)81

38 27 
10 26 36 

Card V
Co1. 12

= 100%
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TABLE A-

"Now, getting back to your present car (tha.t cos the most):

Which dealers r places did you visit before yon bcught the
car? Try to remember eve J dealer Let i s start with the
very first place you went to , and take the visits in order
Vi1ere did you buy the car?"

Q. 29

Visited one dealer, bought there
Visited two, bought at first visited
Visited two, bought at second visited
Visited three , bought at first vj.si ted
Visited three, bought at second visited
Visi ted three, bought at third visited
Visited four or more, bougllt at first visited
Visi ted four or more, bought at second through next-

to-last dealer visited 
Visited four or more, bought at last visited
Bought from private party, or not ascertained

Percent givi g each
of the above answers:

Groups

Total au to owners

Loyal to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make
twice

. . . .

Ttv-o-car family

Make of car cost
most:

Buick

. . . . .

Oldsmobile
Pontiac

. . 

Chevolet. . .
Nercur . . 

. .

Ford

. . . . 

Dodge. . 

. . .

Plymouth

. . .

City:
Chicago

. . 

Rockford

. . 

Number .. 1. 

(548) I 27 
JL 2.

(120 )

(229 ) 1.5

(107 )

( 74)

Lr 16 .5 17

1.5

( 76)1 27 
( 66)7 35 - 1.5

(64)9 28 10 
(69)2 24 
(69)6 28 
(6.5).5 29 
(67)4 31 
(66)8

117 

.. 16

.. 13

(271) 28

(277) 26

3 II 
14 

.5 10 23

9. 22

.5 30

10 

Card V
Col. 13

." 100%
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TA.BLE A-

Q. 29. Visi ts to dealers selling same/different make than the one
purchased.

Visited one dealer, made purchase there
Visited other dealers selling Sff e m

3 V isi ted dealers 11Tho did not sell same make
Visited no dealers, nor Not ascertained

NOTE: Eultiple answers fitting into Codes 2
and 3 occvxred frequentlyo

Per cent giving each
of the above anSwers:

Card VI
Co!. 33

Groups Nt1ber i

Total auto owners 124%

oyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 117%

Loyal on and off (229) 125%

Never same make
twice

. .

(IO?) 125%

JO-car family 74) 1)0%

Make of car cost
most:

Buick ( 76h 124%

Oldsmobile ( 66) 7 124%

Pontiac ( 64)9 120%

Chevrolet. ( 69)2 118%

Herc'U"i . ( 69)6 134%

Ford ( 65)5 128%

Dodge ( 67)4 120%

Plymouth (66)8 130

Ci ty:

Chicago (271) 122%

Rockford ( 27 7) 163%
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Tf.JLE 11-

29. Has current auto plITchased outside respondent! s city?

Bought car in respondent' s OiJn city
Bought car outside his city
Jot ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col.

Groups Number I 100%

Total auto OiiDers (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Hever same make

t1i'1 ce (107)

Two-car family ( 74)

bake of car cost
most:

( 76)11Buick
Oldsmobile ( 66) 7

Pontiac ( 64)9

Chevrolet (69)2

11ercuT\J . (69)61
Ford (65)51

Dodge 67)L

Plymouth ( 66) 8 

Ci ty:

Chicago (271)

Rockford (277)
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TABLE A-

Q. 30. 1rJhy did you buy it /Current auto? there instead of some'tfhere
else? II 

Dealer stands behind product; hore st, dependable
Dealer reputation--referred by others
Good financial deal: trade- , no price padding
Good reputation of servce department
Dealer personnel: no pressure, friendly
i\dvertising: ne't.vspaper , radio, TV, salesroom display
Special servces: lend you courtesy car
Dealt there previously; used to them
Personal relationships: connectj,ons, business obligations
Dealer proximity, only dealer around 'tho sells make

X All other specific reaSons
Don't know, not ascertained, or didn't buy from dealer

Groups

Total auto owners

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never sa."1e make
twice

. . . .

Two-car famly

:r'Iake of car cost
most:

Buick. .
Oldsmobile
Pontiac
Chevrolet. . .

J1ercury 

. .

Ford

. . 

Dodge

. . . . .

Plymouth

. . 

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anS't1Ters: CQl.

Number! , R

(540)

,; , , '

(119) 152

( 22 7) 10 :)0 162.

(107) l"" .J..

(69) 163;0

(75)1 71 12 
( 62 )7 1 6 72 
(64)9 69 12 17
(69)2 10 69 
(69)6\ 9 10 75 
(65)5 6 12 69 
( 67) 4 60 12 
(65)8! 9 12 71 

16 34

19 
22 15

18 23

.. 28 14

7 " I
12 
19 

.. 161%

1357:

')"

'"-I'j

16 '

3 16"2;"

144

152;;
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TABLE A-

Q. 31. "Had you ever bought any cars there /from dealer v-rho sold
respondent his current caE? before that time? 

Yes

Not ascertained

Per cent giving es. Card
of the above answers: Col. IL!-

Number I 100%

Total auto o mers (548)

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 5'1

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
twi ce . (107)

Two-car famly ( 74)

Make of car cost
most:

Buick. ( 76h 

Oldsmobile ( 66)7

Pontiac (64)91
Chevrolet. (69)21 

Hercury ( 69)61

Ford (65)51

Dodge (67)41
Plymouth ( 66) 8 I'

Ci ty:

(271)Chicago

Rockford (277)
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TABLE A- 72

Q. 32. "lmat kind of deal do you think you got 1.Jhen you bought your
present car--ve J good, better than average about average

or someHhat poorer than average?"

Very good
Better than average
About a.verage
Poorer than average
No opirrl.

Per cent giving eaeh Card
of the above answers: Col. 1.5

Groups Number IOO%

Total auto ers (548)

:...

Loyalty to make

since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
twi ce . (107)

Two-car famly ( 74)

lfiake of car cost
most:

Buick. 76h
Oldsmobile ( 66)7

Pontiac . (64)9
Chevrolet (69)2

r'1ercury . (69)6
Ford (6.5)5

Dodge ( 67) 4

Plymouth (66)8

City:
Chicago (271)
Rockford (277)
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TABLE A-

IIlrJere do you generally take yourca:r for repairs--
to a (name of his make) agency, or somewhere else?"

Authorized agency for that make of car
Somewhere else
Equally divided between authorized agency and others
Never have had any repairs on present car
Not ascertained

Groups

Total auto owners

Loya1 ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on ahd off
Never same make

tl'nce . . 

. .

Two-car famly

Make of car cost
most:

Buick. . . 

. .

Oldsmobile

Pontiac

. . . .

Chevrolet

. .

1"ercury

Ford

. . . . .

Dodge

. . . .

Plymouth

. . .

Ci ty:

Chicago

. . .

Rockford

. . 

Per cent giving ca0h
of the above anSwBTS:

Number I

(51J.8) 

( 120 )

(229 )

(107 )

( 74)

( 76)1 I
( 66) 7

( 64)9

( 69)2

( 69)6

( 65)5 I

( 67)4

( 66)8

(271)

(277)

Card V
Cole 16

:= 100%
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TABLE A-

I11;Jou1d you expect the service department of a (name of
his make) agency to do better, not as good, or about
the same quality of ""ork on your car, compared to
other garages?"

Expect (name of his make) agency would do better
Not as good
About the same quality of tvork
1\To opinion
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above ans1orers:

Groups

Total auto owners

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make
tvQce . 

. .

Two..car family

Make of car cost
most:

Buick. . . 

. .

Oldsmobile

Pontiac

. . 

Chevrolet. . .

Hercury . 

. . .

Ford

. . . .

Dodge

Plymouth

. . . .. . 

Ci ty:

Chicago

Rockford

Number I

(548)

(120)

( 22 9 )

(107 )

( 74)

( 76)1

( 66)7

( 64) 9

( 69)2

( 69)6

( 65)5

( 67)4 I
( 66)8 .

(271)

(277 ) 19.

Card V
001. 17

== 100%
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T!J3LE A-75

Q. 35. "1rJho are the good dealers , of any make, in (name of city)1 
(IF RJ SPOl\DENT IS NEW IN TOVJN, ASK ABOUT LAST TOil11J HE LIVED
IN. )

Buick dealers named
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford

6 Mercur
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Other dealer for makes made by same manufacturer as respond-

ent I s current make of car
Other dealer for makes made by other manufacturers
No good dealers; can 't think of specific ones
Not ascertained

NOTE: Interviewers Here instructed to obtain the names and
locations , and makes , for tr ee dealers whenever
possible.

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: 001. 18

Groups Numberi R::

Totalautoowners (548) 5 100;:

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) I 6 181%

Loyal on and off (229) I 6 184%

Never saIne make
t..Jice . . . (107) 2 198%

Two-car fa1'.ily ( 74) 
I 21

7 188%

Make of car cost
most:

Buick.. " . . 76)1 60 4 175%

Oldsmobile (66)71 6 10 194%

Pontiac

. .

(64)9 5 210%

Chevrolet. (69)2 4 167%

l1ercur . . . (69)6! 13 7 217%

Ford

. . 

( 65)5
1 11

6 178%

Dodge

. .

(67)4 4 215%

Plymouth (66)8 5 2167

Oi ty:

Chicago (271) 4 160%

Rockford

. .

(277) 7 210%



Q. 36.

Group

Total auto ovmers

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make
t"Wce . . 

. .

Two-car family

lIal\:e of car cost
m.os t:

Buick

Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac

. . 

Chevrolet. . .

Mercury. . . 

Ford . 8 

. .

Dodge

.. . . 

Plymouth

. . .

178.

TABLE A-

What is there about these dealers that makes
you call them r good r deale rs? II (?:?OBES I11:Jhy

might you like to trade 1v1 th them? Hhat kinds
of experiences have you had with them? fuat
have you heard about them?")

Stand behind the product; honest, dependable
Dealer reputation; referred by others
Good financial deal: trade- , no padding
Servce department reputation
Personnel: no pressure, CovTteous , businesslike
Advertising: newspaper, radio, TV, salesroom

displays
Special servces: courtesy cars, travel booklets, etc
Dealt there previously; used to them
Personal relationships: connections , business

obligations
X All other specific reasons

, R Don I t know; not ascertained

Per cent giv-ing each
of the above ans"rers:

Card VI
Col. 36

Number

(401 ) 47 20 28 48 

.! 

3 2 ' 191%

- - -

93) 204%

(162) 178j

( 80) 
I 47

200%

( 53) 23 188%

( 52)1 48 13 19 54 
( 42)7 39 21 60 
(54)9 44 19 24 57 
(52)2 49 16 35 45 24
(53)6 34 15 26 57 

49)5 55 31 29 l. 

( 47)4! 28 
( 47) 8 : 36 

189%

186%

199%

175%

190%

207%

173%

189%

11 47 
32 47 

1.3
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TABLE A-

Whether dealer who sold respondent his cnrrent car was
listed as a "good" dealer

Dealer was mentioned as II good"
That dealer not mentioned, but other dealers 1ITere
Can't think of any " good" dealers by name, think
all are good, and not ascertained

Groups

Total auto owners

Loyalty to make
since 19LP:

Loyal throughot1 

Loyal on and off

Never same make

t1nce . . 

. . 

Two-car family

Make of car cost
most:

Buick. .

. . 

Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac. . . 

Chevrolet. . .

Mercury. . . 

Ford

.. .. . .

Dodge

" . . . .

Plymouth

. . .

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Number

(5ho )

(119 )

(227)

(107 )

( 69)

( 75)1

( 62)7

( 64)9

( 69)2

( 69)6
( 65) 5

7)4
( 65)8 4Ll

100%

Card VI
Col. 35
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Groups

Total auto owners

oyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make

twice

. . . .

'1o-car famly
Make of car cost
most:
Buick. . . 

. .

Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac

. . . .

Chevrolet. . .
Mercury. . . 
Ford

. . . . 

Dodge

. . . .

Plymouth

. . .

Ci ty:

Chicago. . . 

Rockford

. .

180

TABLE A-

"Are there any dealers here in (name of city; or
previous tmm, if new to city) you l..ouldn I t -r;ant
to trade with? 1rJho?"

Buick dealer mentioned
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
Eercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Other dealers for other makes of same manufacturer

as for respondent I s present make
Other dealers for makes of other manufacturers
No dealers \'lOuldn 't 'VJ'ant to trade with; can r t

think of any specifically
Not ascertained

Note: Intervewers were instructed to obtain thg
es and locations , and makes , of three

dealers whenever possible.

Per cent giving each

of the abo"Ie anS'lJ"ers:
Card V
Col. 19

:;r .1- R =

8 130;

(120) 4 125 %

(229) 10 135%

(107) 9 127 %

74) 11 1;6%

( 76)1 5 134%
( 66 )7 13 13L%

(64)9 5 1.5 %

(69)21 4 13124%
( 69)6 i 2 4 1h%
(65)51 2 8 12

(67)41 2 9 144
( 66) 8 6 12%

(271) I 5 7 125%

(277) , 11 136%
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T.tffLE A-

37. 1rhether dealer for respondent I s current car v,as
mentioned as one T,Ji th lfhom he would not want to
trade.

His dealer mentioned unfavorably
His dealer not mentioned unavorably although

other deaJ rs were specified
No deC'"lers '\wu1dn f t want to trade Lath; can I t
think of any specifically

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Total auto O ITers

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make
t'\Ji ce . 

. . .

Two-car famly

Nake of car cost
most:

Buick

. . . . .

Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac

. . . .

Chevrolet. . .

Ivercur . . 

. .

Ford

. . . . 

Dodge. . 

. . .

Plymouth

. . .

t1r
I Jl

(5hO)

(119)
(227)

(107 )

( 69)

( 75)1

( 62) 7

( 6L!- )9 

( 69)2

( 69)6

(65) 5

( 67)4

( 65)8

49/

Card VI
Col. 37

100i;
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TABLE A-

Q. 38. flWhy wouldn't you uant to trade with those dealers?"
(PRJBES: 1!1rJhat kinds of experiences have you had '111 

them? What have you heard about them?")

The don It stand behind the product; dishonest
undependable

General reputation, hearsay
Poor financial deal: over-charging, price-changing,

padding, turng back speedometers
Servce department slow, unreliable, expensive
Personnel unriendly, high-pressure, attitude

changes for the worSe after car is bought
Aversion to dealer I s 

advertising (media or content);
advertising adds - to cost of car

X All other explicit reasons
Don 1 t know; not ascertained

" '

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Cola 38

Groups Number

Total auto owners (267) 181%

Loyalty to make
since 19lt:
Loyal throughout (47 )., 168%

Loyal on and off (121) 178%

Never same. .make
twice

. . .

(53) 167%

Two-car famly (38) 211%
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TABLE A-

Q. 39. "Suppose ='ou. bought a. new car and something went wrong
'tdth it after the Harrant'\T period Has over. HOVI,mu.ch
responsibili t=r do you think the dealer ought to take--
full responsibility, some responsibility, or no re-
sponsibili ty?

full responsibility
Some responsibili t.
No responsibility
No opinion
Hot ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col. 20

Groups Humber I = 100%

Total auto owners (548)

Loyal ty to make
since 19

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make
t,dce . (107)

Two-car farni1y (74)
l1ake of car cost
most:

Buick. (76h
Oldsmobile (66)7
Pontiac. (64) 9

Chevrolet (69)2

lVIercury . (69)6
Ford (65)5

Dodge (67)41
Plymou th

. '

(66) 8 I 17

Ci ty:

Chicago (271) j18
Rockford (277) ! 14
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TABLE A- 82

Q. 40. IIS1JppOSe you got a ' price on a ne'iJ car from a dealer you liked
to do business I,d th Hal" much cheaper would another dealer I 
offer neve to be to make you do business w-:,th the other dealer?!!

Less than i60 400" 499ti? . \ -t::

50-$99 500 or more
lOO- rpI99 Don I t know
200- 299 Not ascertained
300- 399

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anSl.Jers: Col. 

Groups Number! 1 100%

Total auto O1imers C5L ' 7

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughou t (120)
Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

t"Ji ce (107)
Two-car famly 74)

Hake of car:

Buick" (75)1
Oldsmobile (67)71
Pontiac. (64) 9!

Chevrolet. (68)2 I

lVercury . 70)6
Ford (67)5

Dodge (68)4
Plymouth (69)8 I

City:
Chicago (271)
Rockford (277)
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TABLE A- 83

L!l. Ho1'J good do "ou think yon are at bargaining "Ji th car
dealers compared to tIle people you know-- better than
average about average or not as good as average?"

Better than average

About average 
Not as good as average
No opinion
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col. 22

Groups Nu.mber 100%

Total auto Ovn1ers (51..8)

Loyalty to ma.
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

twice (107)
T1rJO-car famly

l1alce of car:
Buick (75)1
Oldsmobile ( 67)7

Pontiac. ( 64)9
Chevrolet. ( 68) 2

( 70)6HercurJ .
Ford (67)5

Dodge ( 68) 4

Plymouth (69)8
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TABLE A-

Q. 42. II Some people say you genera.lly get abetter
trade-in when you go to a dealer who sells
the same make., Others say you generally get
a better trade when you go to a dealer who
sells a competitive make. Tifuat do you think
about this

Generally better to trade same make
hakes little or no difference
Generally better to trade for different make

9 It depends; no opinion
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Groups

Total auto owners (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) I\'

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
tiri ce . (107)

11m-car family 74)
11ake of car:

Buick 75)1
Oldsmobile (67)71 54

Pontiac. (64)9
Chevrolet (68)2 
Hercury . ( 70 )61 58

Ford (67)5j 66

Dodge (68)4 
Plymouth ( 69)81 58

100jS

Card V
Col. 23
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Q. 43.

TABLE A- 85

"1i\hen do you think is the best time to buy a
new car: 1vhen they first come out in the fall
or just before the nexew models come out, or
some time in between?"

"tfuen they first come out
Just before the next new models

Some ti.'le in bet1"Jeen
(Volunteered): Buy a "new car left over from
the previous model year

No opinion
Not ascertaned

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anSl,ers: CoJ. 24

Groups Number I L .. 100%

"'''

Total auto owners (548)

. Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

Hever same make
t,d ce . (107)

Two-car famly 74)

:Hake of car:

Buick. 75h \ 12

Oldsmobile (67)7, 13

Pontiac. (64) 91

Chevrolet. (68)2 \12

1-1ercury . 70)6 i 10

Ford

. . . ,

(67)5

Dodge. . (68) 4

Plymouth

... 

(69)8 ! 9

Ci ty:

Chicago. (271) 114
Rockford (277) III



Q. 44.
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TABLE A-

"N01o!, I'd like you to compare the Chrysler
Corporation, the Ford hotor Company, and
General Motors on two points:

A. n Jhich one of the three do you think
makes the best cars?!!

ChI"Jsler
2 For

General Motors

4 Can 't decide
Not ascertaL ned

Groups

Total auto owners

Nurriter i 1 f- -
(548) t 21 15

1. i. .! = 100%
57 -Y.-

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughou t (120) 23 17 
Loyal on and off (229) , 18 15 
Never same make

t",Jice . . 

. .

Tt'Io-car famly

Make of car cost
most:

Buick

Oldsmobile

,. .

Pontiac. . . 

Chevrolet. . .

Nercu:r . . 

. .

Ford

. . . . .

Dodge

. . . . .

Plymouth

. . 

(107 )

( 74)

27 14 51 
15 11 60 

( 76) 1

( 66)7

(64)9
(69)2

( 69)6

( 65)5

1 18 

( 67)4

( 66)8 ! 63
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TIllLE A-

4 A. Ranking of Chrysler Corporation, Ford l"Iotor Company,
and General !'lotors on I'VJhich do you think makes the
best cars?"

CC first, FNC second, GN third
CO first CJ1 second, FHC third

first, GN second, CO third
BiC first, CC second, GM third
il1 first, CO second, BiC third
Q1 first, F IC second, OC third
Did not rank all three compar

NOTF: Some "Jho gave a first choice -Iere unable
to rank tbe other h:r compar es. See
firs choice table for Q. - 44 A.

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Co:! 75

. Groups = 1007

Total auto ovmers (548)

"'-

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyai througll()U (120)

L6yal on and off (229)

Never same make
t'Wce . (107)

Ti,ro-car family 74)

I'1ake of car cost
most:

Buick 76)

Oldsmobile (66) 7

Pontiac (64)
Chevrolet. (69)2

HercuI"J . . (69)6
Ford (65)5 I:)

Dodge ( 67)

Plymouth (66)8 tl1
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TABLE A-

Q. 44 B" '\lhich one !ChrJsler Corp., Ford flotor Co." General
Hators? do you think has the best dealer servce
departments? "

Chr:)1"Sler
Ford
General J'iotors
Can't decide
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Groups Number 

Total auto owners (548)

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

twi ce . (107)
Two-car famly ( 74)

Make of car cost
most:

Buick. . . 76)1
Oldsmobile ( 66)7

Pon tiac 

. .

(64)9
Chevrolet (69)2

I1ercury . (69)6
Ford

. .

(65)5 
Dodge

. .

(67)41 42

Plymouth (66 ) 8 I 27

Card V
Gal. 27

: "" 100;;;
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TABLE A-

Q. Ranking of Chrysler Corporation, Ford Motor Company,
and General lIotors on H1rJ?!'ich ... do you think has the
best dealer ser-vice departments?"

CO first, FNC second, ilf third
CC first, ON second F\llC third
FMC first, aIr second, CC third
FMC first, CO second, C1I third

first, CC second lC third
OM first, FI10 second, CO third
Did not rank all three companies

NOTE : Some who gave a first choice were
unable to rank the other two

ies. See first-choice table
for Q. 44 B.

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Card 
Col. 76

Groups Number I 1
1- 

= 100%

Total auto ovmers (548) I 3

Loyalty to make
since 1946i

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off ( 22 9)

ever same make
tvrice . . . (I07)

Two-car fanily ( 74)

Make of car cost
most:

Buick

. . . .

(76 )11

Oldsmobile (66) 7

Pontiac

. .

(64) 9

Chevrolet (69)2 I

Hercury . 

. .

(69)6 
Ford

. .

(65)5

Dodge

. .

(67)4 j21
Plymouth (66) 8 . 11 lJ.



Q. 45.
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TABLE A- 90

"Did your father ovm any cars ,.,hile you Here living at home?
(IF "YES 

") 

What makes? Please start (nth the first car of
his you can remember. 

Groups
Total auto owners

i1-
Loyalty to make

since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Neyer same make
twice

Two-car famly

Number of makes specified:

01;iIed no cars 1rJhile respondent was at home

:) 

Ope
2,-,'1o

Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
Eight
Nine or more makes
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each

of the above ans"\'Jers:
Card
Col.

Nlln
.2 2: 1. .. i.

(548) 37 14 15 11 12 
1. B: = 100%

7', 5

- -

(120)

(229)

(10?) 34 
74)
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TABLE A-91

Q. 45. Specific makes of cars respondent' s father had

while respondent was still living at home

Buick
Chevrolet

3 DeSoto
DOdge
Ford
e::cury

Oldsmobile

Plymouth
Pontiac
Other makes of same manu-

facturer as respondent 
r s

car
Otller makes of another IIBig

3" manufacturer (GM, FlvIC

ce)
Other maaafacturer

NOTE: Excludes those whose fathers had no car
or not ascertained.

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers. Col. 41

Groups Number! 1

OIO)Total auto owners 237%

Loyalty to make
since I 946 :

Loyal throughout (41) 235%

Loyal on and off (143) tw. 230%

Hever same make
twice 

. .

(61) , 14 233%

Tim-car famly (56) \24 252%

)\ake of car cost
most:

( 45 )11 Buick 228%

Oldsmobile (40)7 276%

Pontiac

. .

(36) 9! 11 217%

Chevrolet. (38)2 235%

l1ercury . 

. .

(42)6 223%

Ford

. . . 

(39)5 243%

Dodge

. .

(31)4116 215%

Plymouth

. .

(35)8 i 211%
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TABLE A- 92

Q. 46. "vvh:tch make did you like the most among your father I s

cars?"

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
DOdge
Ford
Hercl1ry
OldsI1o'bile
Plymouth
Pontiac

Other makes of same manu-

facturer as respondent I s

car
Other makes of another "Big

3" manufacturer (GE, FJVC
CC)
Other manufacturer
Hot applicable (father had

no car)

Per cent giving each
of the a Dove answers:

Card VI
Col. 42

Groups Number .! =100%

Total auto owners (829)

oyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 28)

Loyal on and off (106)
Never same make

twice (46)
Two-car family (43)
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TABIJE A-93

Q. h7. Which make /Of father J s car2-7 did you like
the least?" -

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge

.5 Ford
Hercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac

Other makes of same manu-

factUl er as respondent r s

car
Other makes of another "Big
3f1 manufacturer (aI::, FNG
CC)
Other manufacturer
Not applic )le (father had
no car)

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Co1.

Groups NUJnber R =J;CO%

Total auto o"mers (229)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 28)
Loyal on and off (106 )

Never same make
tvn ce . 46)

Two-car family ( 43)
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TABLE A-

Q. 48. Occupation of first-mentj.oned of "your two closest
frie ds 1rThoHl yoosee at least fairly often

1 Professional, semi .professional
2 Farmer, farm manacer 

Business (proprietor, manager, 0 fficial)
4 Clerical, sales work
5 Craftsrran, forerran, or similar 1rTOrk

Machine operator
Service ::-rrl(er
Farm laborer, foreman
Other laborer
No specific occupation given; house,,'ife , student.; has
no occupation

Per cent giving each
of the above anSiiTers:

Card VI
001. 44

Groups Number = 100%

Totalautoo1rmers (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

tvJice (10?)
Tvro-car far,ily 74)



Q. LB.

Groups

Total auto Oynlers

Loyalty to make
since 1946: 
Loyal throughout

Loyal on. and off
ever same make
hvice . 

. . .

Two-car famly

197-

Tf\JLE A-95

Occnpat:i.on of second-mentioned of "yo'lr tvm
closest friends whom you see at least fairly
often n

Professional, semi-professional
Farri1er, far ma:1C1.ger
Bvsiness (proprietor, manager, official)
Clerical, sales work
Craftsman, foreman, or similar '\Jork
I'lachine operator
Servce worker
Farra laborer, foreman
Other la.borer
No specific occupation gi Yen; housmdfe

student; has no occupation

Per cent giving each
of the above anSvTers:

Card VI
CoL 45

Number l = 100%

- - - -

(548 ) 24 20 17

,..

(120)

( 229)

(107)

(74)
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TABLE A- 96

Q. 48. Whether "two closest friends whom you see at least fairly often
work at the sam place as respondent

1 Yes, works at same place

Not ascertained

Second-mentioned friend

I 4 Yes
, 1,,orks at same place

! 5 , 6 Not ascertained

First-mentioned friend

Card Per cent giving each Card
Col. 46 of the above anS1'iers: Col. 47

100%Groups Number 3 =100%

Total auto owners . (.548) 66 

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229) 63 

Never same make
twice ..

. .

(107)

Tw-car family (14)
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TABLE A-97

Q. 48. Nakes of cars oimed by -mentioned of "two closest
friends. . 

. "

Buick
Chevrolet
DeSoto
Dodge
Ford
Nereu:ry
OJ.dsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Other make , same manufacturer as respondent ' s car
Other make of "Big 3" manufacturer (GN, FEC, CC)
Some other manufacturer
Not ascertained; or f end 01inS no car

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col.

!y\M

,) 

;'1:

Groups Number j 1: R =

Total auto owners (548) j 1.5 2 104%

Make of car cost
most:

Buick" It ( 76)1 1.5 - 103%

Oldsmobile ( 66) 7 1.5 2 103%

Pontiac. (64)9 - 100;;

Chevrolet. (69)2 1 101%

Nercury . (69)6 1 103%

Ford (65).5 1.5 - 106%

Dodge ( 67)4 3 100%

Plymouth ( 66) 81 103Jg



Groups

Total auto oiinerS

Make of car cost
most:

BuiCk. . . 

. .

Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac. 

. . 

Chevrolet

. . .

l"ercury . 

. . 

Ford

. . . .

Dodge

Plymouth

. . 
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TABLE A-

Q. 48. Hakes of cars owned by second-mentioned of 11 two
closest friends.... 

Buick
Chevrole t

DeSoto
Dodge

.5 Ford
Ivercury
Oldsmobile
Plymouth
Pontiac
Other make, same manufacturer as respondent 

I s car
Other make of IIBig 311 manufact:arer (Gl'I , Fl' , CO)

Some other manufacturer
Not ascertained; or friend OvffS no car

Per cent giving each
of the above ansifJers:

Card VI
Col. 49

Number j 1
1. lL i. .t 1.

- - - -

R ""

-- 

(.548 ) 3 102%14 

( 76h - 101%

( 66)7 3 100%

(64)9 3 lo05

(69)2 3 1007!

(69)6 1.5 2 lOOJb

(6.5;.5 2 10.5

( 67)L 3 101Y"

( 66)8! 27 6 103%
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T.ABLE A- 99

Q", 48. Nadel years of cars O1'1ned by first-mentioned of " t-tJo
closest friends...

" -

fiodel year prior to 1951
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
lJot ascertained; or friend ovms no car

Per cent giving each
of the above p.nswers:

Card VI
co1. 50

Groups Nmnber

Total auto o ers (548) 103%

Lo;yal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 101ib

Loyal on and off (229) lOO

Never same make
t1dce . (107) 102%

Ttolo-c8.r family (74) 104%



Q," 48.

Groups

Total auto ovmers

i'1
Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

ever same make
tv-Jice . 4 

. .

ThJo-car family

202-

TABLE A- IOO

Ilodel years of cars miled by second-mentioned of
"ti'JO closest friends...

, Y

NWllber

(548 )

Model year prior to 1951
1951
1952
1953
I 954
1955
1956
1957
Not ascertained; or friend OvffS no car

Per cent gbring each
of the above answers:

Card VI
001. 51

7 X R =

- -

.? 1.

103.5 10 13 33 

(120) 100%

(229) 100%

(IO?) 105%

74) 107%
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TABLE A- IOI

Q. 49. "In comparison i.,ith the people you knOtor, h01\T vlell-inforrned
about the late models of cars lJould you say you -,;rere--much
better informed, somein1at better informed, about average
or somewhat less well informed?"

Much better informed
Somev;rhat better
About average
Somewhat less well informed

Ho opinion; not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col 29

Groups jlwi1beri 5
(,1

= IOO/b

Total auto owners (5L

';'

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

-;,

Loyal on and off (229)
liJever same make

ti'1Ce . (IO?)
T,'JO-car famly 74)

I'lake of car:
( 75hlEui ek.

Oldsmobile (67)7
Pontiac. (64)9
Chevrolet. ( 68) 2

Mercury . (70 )6/
Ford (67 )5

Dodge (68)4!
Plymouth (69)8!

Ci ty:

\12Chicago (271)
Rockford

(277) ; 10
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TABLE A- I02

Q. 50. "I am going to read you four statements. Ild like
you to tell me, for each statement, whether you
would tend to agree or disagree 1-li th it. 

"In general, a person is better off to keep
working for one company, rather than to
change jobs whenever he thiks he sees a
better opportunity in another comp&"1Y.

Agree
Disagree
Don It know

..., . ....,....-.'

Per eent giving each
of the above anSvJers:

Card V
Gol. 30

Groups Number 100%

Total auto owners (548)

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

J"oyal on and off (229)

ever same make
tidee . (107)

Two-car famly 74)

City:

Chi ca.go

. .

(271)

Rockford (277)
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TABLE A-I03

. 50. (Agree/disagree with four statements)

"If a person likes a certain brand
of product, he's usually better off
to keep on buying it instead of try-
ing, other products in the hope of
fi71ding something better.

Agree
Disagree
Don It know

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Groups Humber

:; 

100%

Totalautoowners (548)

.,'t
Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make

t1.v ce (107)

Two-car family 74)

City:

Chicago (271)

Rockford (277)

Card V
Co:! 
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TABLE A..l04

Q. 50. (Agree/disagree "nth four statements)

liThe make of ear you buy is generally
more important than the dealer you buy
it from-

Agree
Disagree
Don't know

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Grou:p Number 100%

Total auto o mers (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
ttdce . . 

. .

'f..car famly

01 ty:

Chicago. . . 

Rookford . . 

(107)

( 74)

72 
68 

(271)

( 27 7 )

68 
72 25

Card V
Co1. 32
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TABLE A-I05

Q. .50.. (Agree/disagree dth four statements)

"You can usually save enough money
by shoPling arOlmd for a car at
several agencies to make it worth
the bother 

Agree
Disagree
Don It know

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Groups Number 0 100%

- -

Total auto owners (548 ) 67 

Loyal ty to make
since I 946 :

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

ever same make
twice. (107)

Two-car family (74)
Ci ty:

Chicago. (271)

Rockford (277)

Card V
Co1. 33
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TABLE A-I06

Q. .5. "How many people are there in your household? 

Per cent giving each Card
of the answers below: Col. 34

Groups Number "" 100%

Total auto o mers (.548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229) "r-
C:;J

Never sante make
twice. (I07) :14 

Two-car famly 74)

Ci ty:

Chicago. (271)

-:!

Rockford (277) 1.5
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TABLE A-I07

51 B. Sex of respondent

Hale
Female

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Gol. 35

Groups Number 100%

Total auto owners (5LI8)

Loyalty to make
since 19L

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

Never sa-me mal
twice (107)

Two-car famly ( 74)

Ci ty:

Chicago (271)

Rockford (277)
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TABLE A- lOB

Q.. 51. Inventory of members of respondent I s household

Respondent has one child &t home
two

. '

three
four
five
six

Husband or wife
Father, mother, stepfather, stepmother
Brothers or sisters
Other relatives
Other persons (boarders, etc.
Single, or not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Co).

Groups Number

Total auto owners (548) 172%

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 1637;

Loyal 0 nand 0 ff (229) 168%

Never same make
t1dce . (107) 178%

THo-car family (74) 182%
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TABLE A-I09

Q. 52. Do you have any children who are not
noN' living in your household?" 

Yes; one child
t"W
three

Four or more children
No children not now in household
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anSHers:

Groups Number = IOO;b

Totalautoowners (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229) 73 

Never same make
twce. . (107)

Two-car family 7h)

Card V
Col. 38
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TABLE A-I10

Q. 53. "rIOH long have you been living in this
neighborhood? II

Less than one year

One year up to two
Two years up to three
Three years up to four
Four years up to five
Five years up to ten
Ten years or longer

Per cent giving each of
the above Dswers:

Card V
Col. 39

Groups Number 100%

Total auto owners (548)

, Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
tHice . 

. . 

THo-car family

(107)

( 74)

18 41

25 16 113

Ci ty:

Chicago

. . . .

(271)

(277 )

19 44

22 Rockford

. . 
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TABLE A-Ill

Q. 54. "Where did you live previously?"

Only in present city or its suburbs
(Rockford respondents) Larger tows in

Illinois
.3 Lived in other t0111S 1d thn Illinois

Lived in states bordering Illinois
Lived in other states
Lived in foreign country
Not ascertained

NOTE: Categories are mutually exclusi 
lid th this order of precedence:
Codes 6 1. 

Per cent giving each
of the above anstrers:

Groups Number 1 1. !. 2. .. .! = 100%

- -

Tota auto 01rmers (548 ) 66' .3 10

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
il/eversamemake

twice,. . . (107) 1.3

Two-car famly (74)

Make of car cost
Most:

Buick. . . . (76)1
OldsMobile (66)7
Pontiac. . . (64)9
Chevrolet.. .. (69)2

IJlercur 

.. .. ..

(69)6 1.3

Ford (65)5

Dodge ,.

. . .

(67)4
Plymouth (66)8

City:
Chicago

. . ..

(271) 1 75

Rockford (277) 
1 57

Card VI
Col.. 53
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Table 11-112

Q. 55. If you could live anY'vhere in the (na.me of city)
area, where Hould you prefer to live llt

Present nei&hborhood or area
Previous neighborhood or area
Some other area
Don It know; not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anSI'Jers:

Groups FtlmOer = 100%

Totalautoowners (548)

.Y-

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout ( 120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

twice. (107)
Ttvo-car famly (74)

Ci ty:

Chicago. (271)
Rockford (277)

Card V
Col. 40



Groups

Total auto owners

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off
Never sa'1e make

twice

. . . .

Tw-car famly

215-

TABLE A-ll3

Q. 56. II\!hat advantages would you say there were to
living there Taroa in city in which he tiould
pre'fer to livy?1!

Physical features: residential, quiet, well-
kept, space, new area, far or near from city

2 Socio-psychological features: social, ethnic
economic, intellectual class; community
spirit, sociability, respect for privacy;
more flexible local administration

Jear friends or f8.mly
Convenient to transportation, work , business
or shopping

5 Schools , churches , other institutions
Police and fire protection
Recreational facilities
Property values
Cost of living: cheaper utilities, taxes , more
for your money

Used to it; lived here all my life
, Y Niscellaneous; don It know; not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col. 54

Number , Y

(540) 183%

(119) 171%

(227) 190%

(104) 172%

72) 212%
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TABLE A-114

Q. 57. "Bow would you rate most of the people in this
neighborhood--very friendly, fairly friendly,
or rather unfriendly?"

Very friendly

Fairly friendly
Neither
Rather unfriendly
No opinion
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anS1'Jers: Co1. 41

Groups Number = 100%

Total au to O'mers (5L i\"

ii-
Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

tlnce (IO?)

'Dm-car family

Ci ty:

Chicago (271)

Rockford (277)
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TABLE A- lIS

Q. 58. In about how. manr homes in the (name of area)
neighborhood have you visi tea cd tl1in the last
month, aside from relatives r homes? (Social
non-bu:siness visi ts)

None
(the nu iler indicated)
Ten or more homes
Number not ascertained

Per ' cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col. 42

Gro Number = 1005,

.... 

Total auto ovmers (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

twice. (107)

TVTo car famly 74)

Ci ty:

Chicago (271)
Rockford (277)



2113-

TABLE A-1l6

Q. 59. 111/\hat are some of the main things you CHant) (have vranted)
out of life? 

, Y

The phrase !1 (have 1,ranted) II was used 1'Then respondent
was at or beyond retirement age.

Financial and/or job security
Emotional s ecuri ty: pleasure , happiness , contentment
Prestige or status: be looked up to, pillar in

the cowmuni ty, be a professional man, advance

myself
Heal th for family or self
Family life aspi:rations: happy home, decent neigh-

borhood, children, friends
Citizenship, religious , and altruistic goals
Have material possessions: home , car, luxries
Recreation or leisure , social clubs
Self-improvement: education, change in jobs
lViscellaneous; don I t knm,r; not ascertained

NOTE:

Per cent gh"'ng each

of the above anmiers:

Card VI
Col. 55

C?48 )

1. 1- 1. .. 2. i. i. 1. 
, Y , R

64 24 37 44 36 13 237%

Groups

Total auto ov-mers

Nu.mber

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

IJoyal on and off
lifever same make

t'tdce . . 

. .

Two-car family

(120) 25. 231

(229) 232;:

(107) 65, . 15 228%

(74) 263%
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TABLE A-117

"How satisfied are you in your progress (so far) in

reaching those goals--ve J satisfied, fairly satis-

fied, or not very satisfied?1I

Q. 60.

Groups

Tota auto owners
.;r
Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Jeve r same make
tt-Jlce . . . 

Tfw-car famly

J'1ake of car:
Buick. . . . 

()ldsmobile .
1'ontiac . . . 

Chevrolet. . .

Hercur . . 

. .

Ford

. . . . 

DOdge

. . . . 

Plymouth

. . .

Oi ty:

Chicago

. . 

Rockford

. . .

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied
Not very satisfied
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above anSHers: Col. 43

100%

(120) I 38
(229) i 34

(107)

(74)

75)1
( 67)7

( 64) 9

(68)2

( 70)6

(67)5

(68)4
(69)8

(271)

(277)
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TABLE A-l18

Q. 61. hat is your (husband r s) occupation?lI

NOTE:

I Professional, semi-professional
2 Farmer farm manager 
.3 Business (proprietor, manager, official)
4 Clerical, sales

CraftsF , foreman, and siF lar worker
Hachine operative
Service worker

borer
o Retired, unemployed, pensioner

Other (student.; not in labor market)
Not ascertained

Responses add to more than lOa per cent because
those coded 0 1,crc e.lso coded in l1nother category.

Per cent Ci ving each
. the above ansvJers:

Caro. V
Co1. 44

Groups Number

Totalautoowners (.5L 1.5 1.5 100%

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) I02%
Loyal on and off (229) 100%
Never same make

twice (107) 100%
TvJo-car family (74) 100%

City:
Chicago (271) 100%

Rockford (277) 100%



63.

.,roups

Total auto owners

Loyal ty to makE)
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make

trrJice . . . 

Two-car family

City:
Chicago

Rockford

221-

!\LE A-1l9

ROIfT long has respondent (or ffain earner in famly)
been 1eJOrk:Lng for the same concern

Less than one year
One to t1irD years
Two to three years
Three to four years
Four to five years
F:t ve to ten years
Ten to 15 years

Fifteen to 20 years
Twenty years or more
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above ar.s,iTers:

Card V
Col. 45

NTh"'ber x = lOG?;

- - - -

(.548 )

(120)

(229)

(IO?)

( 7

(271)

(277)
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TABLE A-120

Q. 64. Longest time respondent (or main earner in family)
worked in 8Jl;' previ jOE

Less than one year
One 'Up to two years
Two up to three
Three up to four

4 F our up to Ii 
.5 Five up to ten

Ten up to 1.5
Fifteen up to 20

, 9 ven years or longer
Did not have any previous job
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Oard VI
Col. 56

Groups Number , 9 .! .l = 1COrc

- - - - - -

Total auto ovmers (.548 ) .5 19 11

-3E-

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

Never same make
t'VJice . . 

. .

(120)

(229)

(107)

74)l1'JO-car famly



223-

TABLE A- 121

Q. 65. (ASK HUSBANDS ABOUT IJIVS , NARPJ:2D 1fi01lll'T ABOUT THEH-
SELVES) :

Does your .Jife (Do you) have a regular job out-
side the home?

Yes; a full-time job
7 A part-time job

Respondent not marri ed
Not ascertained

Per cent gi v-lng each
of the above anSvJers:

Groups Number = 100%

Totalautoouners (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

ever same make
twice. (I07)
.,o-car fa.mi1y 74)

Ci ty:

Chicago (271)

Rockford (277)

Card V
CoJ. 46
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TABLE A-122

Q. 65 B lIari tal status of respondent and number of
years IT.ar:ried.

Less than one year
One to five -;rears
Five to ten years
Ten to 15 years
Fifteen to 20 years

Tvrellt.y to 25 years
TliJ8nty fi V8 years or more
:Married, length of time not
Not married

ascertained

NOTE: The number "net married" may var'y
one per cent from the fif:"Ures shovm
for Q. 65 A, bacmlse percentages
were rounded to 100 per cent.

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Groups Humber

-,-

Total auto OvJlers (548)

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

t1.Qce (I07)
Tr,m-car family ( 74)

Card V
Co:! 48

= 1007;
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TilBLE A-123

. 66. "If you. were starting allover again, what line of
vJQrk would you want to get into?"

Same line of "lmrk he has been in most recently
Similar same industr:,, profession, or craft
Di.ffer'8nt in industry, profession, or craft
Don I t know.; no idea
Not in labor market; not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the ab ve 8Bswers:

Groups Number 5 X = 100%

---

Total auto owners (548)

LOJral ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) i,"

Loyal on and off (229)

ever same make
t1I'ice (107) 41+

Two-car fe.mily 7L!.

Card V
Col. 49
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TABLE A-124

Q. 66A. fhy would you choose that line of 1'\ork? II
(Lins he " uld prefer if he were starting
aE over again)

, Y

:jorking conditions
P2Y
Offers a challenge

Pas prestige
Independence , being one I S mJn boss
Has a future
Altr1J:h;tic aspects; helps people
fjecuri:Gy-
Sui ted to my personality, aptitudes
Mi scellaneous 5 ,u clas sifiab Ie; not

ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Co:!

Groups Number

Total auto owners (508) 148%

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (114) 139%

Loyal on and off (213) 143%

Never same make

t-vJice . 98) 157%

'TJo-car famly (66) 162%



227-

TABLE A- 125

(HAND RRSPOIJDENT Cl\I:J). IIh'hich one of these groups
best fits your family's cor,lbined income last year?!!

Under :;:, 500
tJ1 ,

:/ 

lJ 1

;/;(!,

QOO

), '

-'iP , 

7, 5oo- 1;9, 999

5 $IO Ooo- 14, 999

15 , 000 or more
Just can It guess

Refused to say
Not ascertained

Per cent g'iving each Card
of the above C1.DS1iTers: Col. 50

Groups = 100%

Total auto owners

.00

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (12C)

Loyal on and off (229) I

Never same make
(10?) Itlrice

Two-car family (74)

Hake of car:

Buick. (75)1
Oldsmobile (67)7
Pontiac (64)9
Chevrolet. ( 68) 2 

Eerc1lJ. (70)6 t
Ford (67)5

Dodge (68)4
Plymouth (69)8

Ci ty:

Chica.go . (271)

Rockford (277)



Q. 68.

228-

TABLE A-126

"Thinking realistically in which group do you
think your famly's combined income vJi11 be three
years from now?"

Under ;;2, 500
2 ;:;'2 , 500- : ;1., 999

i;5, 000- :::, 7, 499
4 $7, 500- 09, 999

;;lO OOO- ;14, 999

Groups

Total auto owners

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout

Loyal on and off

ever same make
twice. . . .

TT,vo-car fa.'1ily

Hake of car:

Buick. . . 

. .

Oldsmobile
Pontiac

. . . .

Chevrolet. . .

Mercury. . . 

Ford

. . . . .

Dodge

. . . . .

Plymouth

. . 

Ci ty:

Chicago. . . 

Rockford

. . .

!IS, 000 or more
Just can't guess

Refused to say
Not ascertained

Per cent gi ng each
of the above answers:

Humber J 1 
Jt 

-- 

24 19 

(120) 30 20 22 
(229) 1 21 25 IS 17 
(107) I 1 10 22 34 15 
( 74) I - 14 12 18 39 

( 75)11

( 67 )71

( 64) 91 
( 68)2! 

( 70 )61 
( 67)5 

(68)41 4 22 23 
( 69)8 f 3 16 32 29 

12 24 25 25 
19 10 19 27 

11 25 26 16 20 
. 7 25 25 19 

23 27 24 
19 25 16 

1,.

(271)

(277)

Card V
Col. 51

x = 100/
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TABLE A-127

Q. 70.
IIvJhat lias your father I s occupation at the time
you 1iere growing up? 

1 Professional, semi-professional
Farmer or farm manager
Busine ss (proprietor, manager, official)

4 Clerical, sales
5 Craftsman, foreman, similar vJ"rk

Machine ope rator
Servce worker
Farm laborer or foreman

9 Laborer, except farm or mine
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Card V
CoJ. 52

Groups Number = 100%

Totalauto01mers (548)
-;I
Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

hdce . . (107)

'Iio-car farily (74)

Ci ty:

Chicago. . (271)

Rockford

. .

(277)
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TJlJ31E A- 128

Q. 71. Education of respondent' s father

Completed 0-4 years2 5-3 7-4 9-
One to three years college
Completed 4 years college
hore than ti years college
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anS1,rers:

Card V
Co). 53

Groups Ntmber = 100%

Total auto ers (548)

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on ,and off (229)
Never same make

.j .

(IO?)vWJce .

., .

TwO-carfamlY (74)



231-

TABLE A-129 .

Q. 71. Respondent I S education

Completed 0-4 years2 5-3 7-4 9-
One to three years college
Completed years college
More than 4 years college

Not ascertro_ned

Card
Cal 55

Groups :: 100%

Total auto o mers

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off (229)

ever same make
twice (I07)

Tt'lo-car famly 74)

l\lake of car:
Buick 75h
Oldsmobile (67)7
Pontiac (64) 9

Chevrolet. (68)2

Mercur'J . (70) 6

Ford (67).

( 68)4Dodge

Plymouth (69) 8

City:
Chicago (271)
Rockford ( 2 77)

Per cent giving each

of the above answers:
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TABLE A-130

Q. 72. "In general , do you think of yourself at present
as being in the upper class , the upper nnddle
class , the lower middle class , or the lower
class?"

pper class
Upper middle
LO'fler middle
Lm,erclass

opinion
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each Card
of the above answers: Col. 57

Groups Number '" 100%

Total auto Oimers ( 548)

Loyalt;.r to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

twice (107)

T'fTO-Car' family (74)

Nake of car:

Buick. . 75)1
Oldsmobile (67)7
Pontiac ( 64) 9

Chevrolet (68)2

Mercury. ( 70)6

Ford ( 67) 5

Dodge (68)4
Plymouth (69)8

City:
Chicago (271)
Rockford (277)
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L\LE A-13l

Q. 73 A. liDo you belong to any organizations--'1ike civic groups
lodges , church groups, unions , and so on? II 

Veterans, military, patriotic (and alL liaries)
Labor unions

Civic or seFvice
Political or pressure groups
Lodges , fraternal, secret societies mutual benefit

associations nd auxliaries)
Church, religious
Economic, occupational, professional (other than unons)
Cultural, educational , alumni
Social, sports , hobby, recreational (non-church-connected)
Uncodable above (incluoing too vague)
No; , belong to none
Not ascertained

Per cent gi viDg each Card
of the above answers: Col.. 58

Groups NUmber

!.!

Total auto owners (548) I 6 149%

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) 143%

Loyal on and off (229) 135%

Never same make
t1d ce . (107) 155%

Two-car family (74) 201%

Hake of car:

Buick. (75)1 16o%

Oldsmobile (67)7 146%

Pontiac (64)9 167%

Chevrolet. (68)2 139%

I'1erc1lJ (70)6 154%

Ford (67)5 153%

Dodge (68) 4 125%

Plymouth (69)8 131%

Ci ty:

Chicago. (271) 137%

Rockford (277) 158%
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TABLE A-132

Q. 73 B "Did you ever hold any office in any organ-
zation? 1!fuich organzations?"

One
Two
Three or more
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each ard
of the above answers: Col.

Groups Number! 0 100%

Total auto Nners (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120) I
Loyal on and off (229) I
Never same make

(107) Itwice
Two-car family 74)

l!Iake of car:
Bui ck . 75)1
Oldsmobile (67)7
Pontiac (64)91
Chevrolet. (68)2

llercur . (70)61
Ford (67)5

Do dge . (68)L
Plymouth (69)81

City:
Chicago. . (271)

Rockford (277)
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TABLE 133

Q. 74. VTere you born in the United States?"

Yes

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Groups Number 100%

Total auto owners (548)

Loyalty to make
since 19L

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off (229)
Never same make

twi ce . (107)

Two-ce. family ( 74)

Ci ty:

Cl1cago (271)

Rockford (277)

Card V
Cole 60
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TABLE A-134

Q. 7Lf A. Generation of emigratj.on from abroad

Either parent born abroad
Any grandparent born abroau
Great-grandparents or earlier
Generation of emigration not ascertained

NOTE: Percentages represent answers
from persons born in U. S.
only.

Per cent giving each
of the above a.'1sVJers:

Groups Number 100%

Total auto o-vmers (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

ever same make
hdce . (I07)

THo-car famly (74)

Ci ty:

Chicago (271)

Rockford (277)

Card V
Col. 60
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TABLE A- 135

Q. 75. '\1hat is your religious preference?!!

Protestant
Catholic
Jewish
Other religion or none

Per cent giving each
of the above ans1-rers:

Groups Humber 1007

Total auto ovmers (548)

Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal thrughout (120)

Loyal on and off (229)

Never same make
tw. ce . . (I07)

Tw-car famly (74)

City:

Chi cago . (271)

Rockford (277)

Card V
Co1. 61



238-

TABLE: A-136

Q. 76. II About how long has it been since you
attended a religious service?"

.5 Within a week; last Sunday
j!fot Hi thin week but wi thin a month;

a month
I-lore than a month up to one year
One year or more
Don It knmV' how long; long time
Not ascertained

Per C$nt giving each
of the above anSHers:

Groups rumber 2. !: 1. 2. 1. 

Total auto 01n1erS (.548 ) 40 23 19 

., 

Loyalty to make
since 19M:

Loyal throughout (120)

(229) IS'

(107) .50 21+

74)

Loyal on and off

Never sarlle make
ti-DCe . . 

. .

T1\1o-car family

about

= 100%

Card V
Col. 62
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TABLE A-13?

Q. 77. 1rJhch man 1'iould you prefer to see win the
presidential election this year: Stevenson
or Eise:om'Jer?"

Stevenson
Eise11110wer
No preference

4 Refused to sqr
Not ascertained

NOTE: This que stion was not included in
intervews conducted after election
day.

Per cent giving each

of the above anS1-l8rs:

Groups N1lber 100%

Total auto o ers (337)

" Loyalty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout 79)

Loyal on and off (137)

Never same make
t1rice . . 

. .

( 70)

( 38)

24 65

19 Iwo-car family

City:

Chi cago (171)

(166 )

"if'35 
19 69

. . . 

Rockford

Card V
Col. 63
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TABLE A-138

Q. 73. Em,! interested are you in uho will 'Inn
the election--very interested, sorrlewl1at
interest,ed, or not very interested?"

Very intGrested

Somewhat interested
Not very interested
Not ascertained

NOTE : This quest::.on was not included in
intervews cond cted after election
day.

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Card V
Col. 64

Groups Number 100%

Total auto milers (337)

Loyal ty to !!a.
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (79)

Loyal on and off (137)

Never same make

t1frtce 70)

T'I.Jo-car f amil;)T (38)
Ci ty:

Chicago. (171)

Rockford (166)



241-

TlIBLE A-139

Q. 79.. Do you rent , or OWIl your place? 

Rented apartment or flat
Rented house or duplex
House or duplex O'med by member of
Some other arrangement
Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above anSl ers:

household

Groups Number 100?

Total auto OvTners (,48)

Loyal ty to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)

Lo;yal on and off (229)

Never same make
tm ce . . 

. .

(10? )

( 74)

28 10 
Tlivo-car family

City:

Chicago (271)

(277)

. . 

Roc kford

. . 

Card V
Col. 65



Q. 84.

242- .

TALE A-140

Socia-economic level of respondent

1 A (highest socio-economic status)
2 B
3 C
4 D (lo;.Test)

Not ascertained

Groups

Total auto o'tmers

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Number; 1 1. 1. 1L .r

(548) 36 50 
.;f.
Loyal ty- to make
since 1946:

Loyal throughout (120)
Loyal on and off (229)

Never S8..l1e make

ttdce . . 

. .

Tlvo-car family

Hake of car:
Buick. . . . 
Oldsmobile

. .

Pontiac

. . . .

Chevrolet. . .

Hercur . . 

. .

Ford . . D .

Dodge.
Plymouth

. . .

Ci ty:

Chicago

. . . 

Rocldord . . 

34 .5
36 

(IO?) 23 61

( 74) 57 

( 75 43 40 
(67)7 10 54 29. 4
(64)9 3 35 53 
(68)2 6 29 55 
70)6 4 36 53 

( 67)5 I - 36 52 
( 68)4 I 2 29 54 
( 69)8 i 3 32 55 

(27) J2 54 
(277) I 3 40 44 

0: loo;t

Card V
Col. 73
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TABLE A-I41

Q. 84. Socio-economic level of block in
which respondent lives

5 A (highest socia-economic status)
6 B
7 C8 D (lowest)

Not ascertained

Per cent giving each
of the above answers:

Groups Number 12. 100%

Total auto owners (548) i 4

Loyal ty to make
since 1946 

Loyal throughout (120)

Loyal on anf off (229)

ever same ma;(e
twice. (107)

Two-car family (74) 

Hake of car:

Buick. (75)11
Oldsmobile (67)71
Pontiac

. .

(64) 9

Chevrolet. (68)2 i

Hercury. 70)6 t
Ford (67)51

DOdge

. . 

(68)4 j
Plymouth (69)8

Ci ty:

Chicago. ( 271)

Rockford ( 277)

Card V
Col. 74


