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The purpose of this resarch is to study the attitudes

of new-car buyers regarding the franchised automobile dealer,

to identify those factors which are the most important to

the buyer when selecting the dealer, and to measure the

effects of dealer competition in various sized cities on the

attitudes of buyers. The attitudes were measured by use of

the Likert Scale. Statements were developed for several

categories of interaction between the dealer and the buyer.

These categories include price and profit, promotion, finan-

cing of the new car, repair and maintenance service, manu-

facturer warranty, dealer location, dealer-customer relations,

and patronage loyalty of the buyer toward the dealer.

The research was conducted in three Texas cities--Dallas,

Amarillo, and Uvalde. Data was collected by means of a

questionnaire mailed to a random sample of new-car buyers of

Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors cars between

July 1, 1972 and June 30, 1973.

Buyers ranked the following seven variables of dealer

interaction in order of expectation: manufacturer warranty,
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honest dealer reputation, dealer service and maintenance,

lowest priced deal, dealer salesman, dealer location, and

financing of the car.

Buyers in the small city of Uvalde have a more favorable

attitude regarding the dealer. They consider the dealer more

honest and truthful and consider the lowest priced deal less

important than Dallas or Amarillo buyers. Uvalde buyers

place greater importance on buying from a dealer who has a

reputation for high quality service and maintenance. They

are willing to pay more to buy from such a dealer.

Buyers are not well satisfied with the dealer imple-

mentation of manufacturer warranty. Less than one-third of

the buyers intend to have the car serviced by the dealer

after the warranty expires. Uvalde buyers are more satisfied

than those in Dallas and Amarillo.

Buyers consider dealer service reliable but expensive.

Uvalde buyers have a more favorable image of dealer service

and patronize the dealer for service more than buyers in

Dallas and Amarillo.

Although dealers in Dallas and Amarillo secure much of

the service business which is costly and complex, they lose

out to competitors regarding minor service. Dealers espe-

cially in Dallas lose much of such business to chain store

auto centers. Dealer advertising is not highly effective

in attracting new-car buyers. Dealers do not aggressively

seek to finance the new-car sale and very few buyers finance

through the dealer.
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Brand loyalty is not strong. Half of the buyers switched

brands. Buyers also indicated little loyalty to a particular

dealer. Only one-fifth purchased from the dealer before.

Recommendations so that dealers could develop strong

differential advantages to secure customer loyalty include

development of a more liberal implementation of the manufac-

turer warranty to maintain satisfied customers; development

of a more aggressive program to secure dealer financing of

the car; development of a strong dealer-customer relations

program to maintain close contact with the buyer from the

time the car is delivered, during and after the warranty,

and until the buyer is again in the market for another new

car; promotion of reliable dealer service at a reasonable

price; and development of an aggressive advertising campaign

emphasizing a competitive price appeal and high quality

dealer service at a reasonable price. If dealers cannot

develop strong buyer loyalty, a discount retailer selling

competing brands of new cars could find ready buyer acceptance.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

LIST OF TABLES ........ ...... vi

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS...... . . ........ xi

Chapter

I. INTRODUCTION

Benefits of the Research
The franchised automobile dealer
The automobile manufacturer
The ultimate consumer
Marketing theory in the area of fran-

chising
Nature of the Study
Review of the Literature
Summary of the Chapters

II. THE EVOLUTION OF THE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM FOR
AUTOMOBILES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

The Factory Agent System: 1895-1907
The Distribution System: 1908-1915
The Factory Branch System: 1916-1929
The Distributor System: 1930-1941
The Direct Franchised Dealer: 1941 To Date
Possible Advantages of the Restrictive Fran-

chise System to the Automobile Manufacturer
Possible Disadvantages of the Restrictive

Franchise System to the Automobile Manu-
facturer

Possible Advantages of the Restrictive Fran-
chise System to the Automobile Dealer

Possible Disadvantages of the Restrictive
Franchise System to the Automobile Dealer

Possible Advantages of the Restrictive Fran-
chise System to the New-Car Buyer

Possible Disadvantages of the Restrictive
Franchise System for the New-Car Buyer

iii



Page

III. METHODOLOGY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

Measurement of Attitude
The Likert Scale Technique
Scale Validity

Predictive validity
Content validity
Scale reliability

Sampling Technique
Subset Selection
Sample Adequacy--Size

Sample reliability
Sample validity

Analysis of Data
Analysis of all respondents
Analysis by geographic area
Analysis by brand of car
Analysis by brand of car within city
Individual statement analysis
Statistical Techniques

Hypotheses
The Questionnaire

Advantages of the mail questionnaire
Disadvantages of the mail questionnaire
Questionnaire construction

IV. ANALYSIS OF THE RESEARCH DATA . . . . . . . . 59

Analysis of Seven Variables of Dealer Inter-
action

Dealer Reputation
Dealer Salesman
Importance of a Quality Dealer Versus Impor-

tance of Price
Dealer Implementation of Manufacturer War-

ranty
Reliability of Dealer Service and Maintenance
Cost of Dealer Service and Maintenance
Dealer Promotion of Repair and Maintenance
Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service and
Maintenance

Dealer Advertising
Dealer New-Car Financing
Dealer Profit on the New-Car Deal
Dealer Location
Brand Loyalty of the New-Car Buyer
Dealer Loyalty of the New-Car Buyer
Dealer-Customer Relations
Shopping Habits of New-Car Buyers

iv



Page

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ........ 185

Important Factors of New-Car Buyer Relations
with the Dealer

Dealer Reputation
Importance of a Quality Dealer Versus Impor-

tance of Price
Dealer Implementation of Manufacturer War-

ranty
Reliability of Dealer Service and Maintenance
Cost of Dealer Service and Maintenance
Dealer Promotion of Service and Maintenance
Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service
Dealer Advertising
Dealer New-Car Financing
Dealer Profit on the New-Car Deal
Dealer Location
Brand Loyalty of New-Car Buyers
Dealer Loyalty of New-Car Buyers
Dealer-Customer Relations
Shopping Habits of New-Car Buyers
Differential Attitudes of New-Car Buyers

Toward Dealers in Various Sized Cities
The Continuance of the Selective Franchised

Full-Service Dealer System
Concluding Remarks
Recommendations for Further Research

APPENDIX... .... . . . 225

BIBLIOGRAPHY.... ............... . 275

V



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page

I. Questionnaire Response............-.-. 43

II. Rank Order of Importance of Seven Variables of
Dealer Interaction............ . 61

III. Method of Locating the New-Car Dealer. . . . . 69

IV. The Single Most Important Reason for Buying
from a Particular Dealer. . . . . . . . . 70

V. The Most Reliable Place for Routine Service
and Maintenance............. .104

VI. The Least Reliable Place for Routine Service
and Maintenance .-............ 105

VII. The Most Expensive Place for Routine Service
and Maintenance ....-.. . . . . . . . . 112

VIII. The Least Expensive Place for Routine Service
and Maintenance .-......-.-.... .. 113

IX. Opinions of New-Car Buyers Regarding Dealer
Repair and Maintenance. . ..-. . . . . . 114

X. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service. . . . 132

XI. Method of Financing the New Car. . . . . . . . 150

XII. Interest Rates Paid by New-Car Buyers for
Financing the Car . . . . . . . . . . . . 153

XIII. Dealer Profit on New-Car Deal. . . . . . . . . 163

XIV. Brand Loyalty of New-Car Buyers. . . . . . . . 172

XV. Price of New Car . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177

XVI. Number of Auto Dealers Visited . . . . . . . . 178

XVII. Number of Auto Dealers of the Same Brand
Visited.. . .-... . . . . . . . . . . . 178

vi



Table

X TIII. Price Differential Between Dealers for Same
Brand and Model of Car . . . . . .. . . .

XIX. Number of Visits to Dealer Where New Car Was
Purchased .. .

XX. Distance of Farthest Dealer Shopped for New
Car . . . . . . . ". ". ". ". ". ". . . . ". . .

XXI. Distance from Dealer Where New Car Was Pur-
chased.. . ..... . ...........

XII. Comparison of Income Characteristics . .

III. Comparison of Income Characteristics: Cort
Aftermarket Study Vs. New-Car Buyers'
Study ..

XXIV. Demographic Characteristics: Sex . .

XXV. Demographic Characteristics: Age . .

XXVI. Demographic Characteristics: Educational
Level

XXVII. Demographic Characteristics: Household
Income......... . .......

XXVIII. Demographic Characteristics: Occupation

XXIX. Demographic Characteristics: Marital Statu

XXX. Demographic Characteristics: Number of
Males 18 and Over

XXXI. Demographic Characteristics: Number of
Females 18 and Over

XXXII. Demographic Characteristics: Number of
Children. . . ......... ....

XXXIII. Demographic Characteristics: Years Lived
in City

XXXIV. Selected Demographic Characteristics: Com-
bined Categories for Statistical Analysis

XXXV. Method of Locating New-Car Dealer, Test of
Independence (By City) . . . . . . . . .

vii

.5

. 237

238

. 240

Page

179

180

181

182

186

187

234

234

234

235

235

236

236

236

237

X

XX



XXXVI. Method of Locating New-Car Dealer, Test of
Independence (By Brand) . . . . . . . . . . 241

XXXVII. Single Most Important Reason for Buying from
Particular Dealer, Test of Independence
(By City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 242

XXXVIII. Patronage of Dealer Service by New-Car Buyer
During Warranty, Test of Independence (By
City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 243

XXXIX. Patronage of Dealer Service by New-Car Buyer
After Warranty, Test of Independence (By
City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 244

XL. The Most Reliable Place for Routine Service
and Maintenance, Test of Independence (By
City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 245

XLI. The Least Reliable Place for Routine Service
and Maintenance, Test of Independence (By
City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 246

XLII. The Least Expensive Place for Routine Service
and Maintenance, Test of Independence (By
City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 247

XLIII. Opinions of New-Car Buyers Regarding Dealer
Repair and Maintenance, Test of Independence
(By City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 248

XLIV. Dealer Reminder for Routine Service, Test of
Independence (By City) . . . . . . . . . . 249

XLV. Dealer Reminder for Routine Service, Test of
Independence (By Brand) . . . . . . . . . . 250

XLVI. Dealer Determination of New-Car Buyer Service
Satisfaction, Test of Independence (By City) 251

XLVII. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service: Lube
Job, Oil Change, and Oil Filter, Test of
Independence (By City) . . . . . . . . . . 252

XLVIII. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Minor Tune Up, Test of Independence (By
City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 253

viii

Table Page



Table Page

XLIX. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Major Tune Up, Test of Independence
(By City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 254

L. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Brakes Relined, Test of Independence
(By City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 255

LI. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Wheels Balanced, Test of Independence
(By City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 256

LII. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Wheels Aligned, Test of Independence
(By City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 257

LIII. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Carburetor Overhaul, Test of Independence
(By City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 258

LIV. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Muffler Replaced, Test of Independence
(By City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 259

LV. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Major Engine Overhaul, Test of Independence
(By City) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 260

LVI. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Spark Plugs Changed, Test of Independence
(By City) . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 261

LVII. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
New Tires, Test of Independence (By City) . 262

LVIII. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
New Battery, Test of Independence (By City) 263

LIX. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service: New
Battery, Test of Independence (By Brand). . 264

LX. Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service:
Anti-Freeze, Test of Independence (By City) 265

LXI. Methods of Financing New Car, Test of Inde-
pendence (By City) .... . . . . . . . . 266

LXII. Methods of Financing New Car, Test of Inde-
pendence (By Brand) . . . . . . . . . . . . 267

ix



Table
Page

LXIII. Dealer Offer of Better Deal to Buyer Finan-
cing Through Dealer, Test of Independence
(By City)...-...-............ .....

LXIV. New-Car Buyer Behavior Regarding Comparison
of Finance Costs, Test of Independence
(By City)...-.................. ...

LXV. Dealer Profit on New-Car Deal, Test of
Independence (By Brand).. . . . . . . ..

268

269

270

LXVI. Dealer Determination of New-Car Buyer
Satisfaction with Car, Test of Indepen-
dence (By City)....... . ...... 271

LXVII. Price of New Car, Test of Independence
(By Brand)...-.-.--....... . ... ... 272

LXVIII. Price Difference Between Dealers for Same
Brand and Model of Car, Test of Inde-
pendence (By City).-.-.-...... . ... 273

LXIX. Distance of Farthest Dealer Shopped for New
Car, Test of Independence (By City) . . 274

x



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure Page

1. Seven Variables of Dealer Interaction (By City) 62

2. Seven Variables of Dealer Interaction (By Brand) 63

3. Dealer Reputation.. ........ ...... 74

4. Quality Dealer Vs. Importance of Price . . 83

5. Dealer Price Appeal.-...-.-........ . ... 87

6. Dealer Implementation of Manufacturer Warranty 99

7. Reliability of Dealer Service and Maintenance 110

8. Cost of Dealer Service and Maintenance . . 120

9. Dealer Promotion of Repair and Maintenance 130

10. Dealer Advertising.. ...... .. .. 148

11. Dealer Financing of the New Car . . . . . . . . 159

12. Dealer Profit on New-Car Deal . . . . . . . . . 168

xi



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Since the beginning of the automobile industry in the

late 1890's, at least five major channels of distribution

have been used. These include: (1) the factory agent

system, (2) the distributor system whereby chain stores

and mail order houses sold cars, (3) the factory branch

system, (4) the distributor system whereby distributors

were specifically established to sell new automobiles,

and most recently, (5) the manufacturer selectively fran-

chised automobile dealer system.

The selective franchised distribution system was dev-

eloped in the 1930's. The system benefits the manufacturer

and the dealer; otherwise, it would have been discarded

long ago. The dealer provided the manufacturer with strong

representation in the market place by the use of a sales

and service organization. The manufacturer heavily promotes

specific brands of cars available only from franchised

dealers. To the extent that such promotion is successful,

these dealers are assured a group of brand-loyal customers.

This is not to say, however, that the selective fran-

chise system will endure. Does the system provide maximum

1
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satisfaction for the new-car buyer? What dissatisfaction

does the new-car buyer find within the system? Can the

new-car buyer make recommendations which would provide the

consumer with greater satisfaction from the franchised

dealer system of automobile distribution? Would the new-

car buyer be more completely satisfied with a different

distribution system for new automobiles?

This research evaluates critically the perceptions of

the new-car buyer regarding the franchised new-car dealer.

These perceptions or attitudes result from the buyer's

interactions with dealers when buying a new car and in the

post-purchase aftermarket.

Benefits of the Research

This research could benefit the three parties to the

present distribution system for automobiles: the fran-

chised automobile dealer, the automobile manufacturer,

and the ultimate consumer. The research can also add to

the knowledge of marketing theory in the area of fran-

chising.

The Franchised Automobile Dealer

A major purpose of the research was to identify the

specific factors which are the most important to the new-

car buyer when selecting the dealer to patronize. The
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dealer who possesses these factors has a differential

advantage over other dealers who do not.

A particular dealership could be evaluated according

to these factors. The dealer would be able to improve his

competitive position by stressing those factors which the

new-car buyers consider the most important when selecting

the dealer to patronize.

The Automobile Manufacturer

The dealer represents the manufacturer to the ultimate

consumer. The manufacturer has a vested interest to serve

the ultimate consumer so as to retain the consumer brand

loyalty.

The knowledge of which factors the new-car buyer con-

siders the most important when selecting the dealer would

aid the manufacturer in possibly changing the dealership

method of operation to stress these factors. The loyalty

of the consumer would be strengthened not only to the

dealer but to the manufacturer's brand as well.

The Ultimate Consumer

If the dealer takes positive action on the recommen-

dations of new-car buyers, the ultimate consumer would

benefit. The dealer would be better able to satisfy his

customers; the distribution system for new automobiles
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would be better attuned to the marketing concept which

focuses on satisfying the needs of the ultimate consumer.

Marketing Theory in the Area of Franchising

The selective franchise system has been an important

method of distribution in the economy. Whether this type

of franchising will continue to play a major role in the

distribution of goods and services depends in part on the

reactions of ultimate consumers to the franchise system,

and whether consumer suggestions for improvement of the

system would be carried out.

Since the automobile is a costly durable good, the

consumer buying decision is carefully thought out over a

long period of time. The attitudes of new-car buyers

toward the selective franchised new-car dealer could shed

important light on this method of distribution.

Nature of the Study

This study describes the evolution of the distri-

bution system for new automobiles from the early 1900's to

the present method of distribution through franchised

dealers.

The attitudes of new-car buyers towards the franchised

dealer were measured by use of the Likert scale. Analysis

of these attitudes was made on the basis of several
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categories of new-car buyer interaction with the franchised

dealer. These categories included: (1) price and profit,

(2) promotion (advertising and personal selling), (3) finan-

cing of the new car, (4) repair and maintenance service,

(5) manufacturer's warranty, (6) dealer location, (7) dealer

customer relations program, (8) patronage loyalty of the

new-car buyer toward the dealer.

Recommendations to improve dealer relations with the

new-car buyer were based on an analysis of the collected

data. Recommendations based on the attitudes of new-car

buyers would provide the ultimate consumer with greater

dealer satisfaction when purchasing a new car.

Review of the Literature

Although much has been written concerning the distri-

bution system for new automobiles, most of the research

deals with the franchise agreement between the manufacturer

and dealer. Some studies are concerned with the brand

loyalty of car buyers. There is very little published

research regarding the consumers' attitudes towards the

dealer. Three major extant studies may be described as

follows:

1. In 1951 a nation-wise study was undertaken by

Elmo Roper and Associates at the request of the National
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Automobile Dealers Association (NADA). It was entitled

"What Do They Think of Automobile Dealers?". Only a brief

summary was published. Several business occupations were

evaluated; and the new-car dealer ranked last behind lawyer,

druggist, insurance agent, and real estate agent. Only two

per cent of the customer respondents were convinced that

the dealer would be the most likely to treat them "fairly

and squarely." 1

2. In January 1965 George Gallup conducted another

survey. The respondents were asked to rank various busi-

nessmen in terms of their honesty and trustworthiness.

The new-car dealer ranked last below the banker, druggist,

supermarket manager, undertaker, service station manager,

and plumber. 2

Since the compilation of these two nation-wide studies

(both by private research consultants), only excerpts of

which have been published, there has apparently not been

any study of the new-car buyer attitudes regarding the

dealer or any analysis of the reasons behind such attitudes.

J. Eustace Wolfington, "What Do They Think of Auto-
mobile Dealers?," NADA Magazine (December, 1951), pp. 14-17.

2David Ogilvy, "What's Wrong With Your Image--And What
You Can Do About It," paper presented at National Automobile
Dealers Association Convention, Las Vegas, Nevada, February
3, 1966, pp. 1-18.
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3. In October 1972 the Opinion Research Corporation

published a confidential report regarding the ethics of

business. Consumers were asked to comment on the ethical

practices of nineteen industries. In a consumer ranking

of these industries, automobile dealers were ranked second

from the bottom. Only advertising agencies were ranked

lower.3

An examination of Dissertation Abstracts and American

Doctoral Dissertations reveals two recent dissertations

concerned with automobile distribution, but dealing only

briefly with the attitudes of new-car buyers in interaction

with the new-car dealer.

1. "A Study of Automobile Distribution" by Ralph E.

Brownlee, University of Indiana. This research deals with

the development of the restrictive franchise, the reasons

for its use, and challenges to it. Alternative systems

such as the manufacturer-control center and the multiple

dealer plan are discussed. Management representatives of

the major auto manufacturers and dealers were surveyed,

but the researcher did not seek opinions from the ultimate

consumers.4

3 Opinion Research Corporation, Public Opinion Index,
"The Ethics of Business: How Consumers Rate the Practices
of Nineteen Industries," XXX, No. 19-20 (October, 1972), 3.

4 Ralph E. Brownlee, "A Study of Automobile Distribution,"
unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Indiana, 1966.
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Conclusions indicated that most dealers preferred the

existing system to any alternative proposal. The existing

system benefits both the manufacturer and the dealer.

2. "Car Owners in the Aftermarket, A Study of Con-

sumer Decision Making" by Stanton Gould Cort, Harvard

University, 1972. This research examines the car owner

attitudes, preferences and behavior in selecting where to

maintain their car after the car has been purchased. This

is the so-called aftermarket. No attempt was made to

research the new-car buyers' image of the dealer while the

buyers are making the initial buying decision as to which

dealer to patronize and why.

The conclusions indicate that the dealer is a weak

competitor except for major maintenance jobs, and that

unless dealers take remedial steps to improve their com-

petitive position in the service aftermarket, fundamental

changes in the entire distribution system could be forth-

coming.5

Summary of the Chapters

Chapter I

The brief description of the past and present distri-

bution systems for new cars is presented. The benefits of

5 Stanton G. Cort, "Car Owners in the Aftermarket: A
Study of Consumer Decision Making," unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Harvard University, 1972.
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the study to the automobile dealer, the automobile manu-

facturer, the ultimate consumer, and marketing theory in

the area of franchising are discussed. The nature of the

study is explained and a brief review of past studies of

the automobile dealer image is included.

Chapter II

The detailed description of the past and present

distribution system for new cars is presented. The reader

is provided with background information analyzing the

evolution of the distribution system including the current

restrictive franchise dealer system.

The possible advantages and disadvantages of the

restrictive franchise system to the automobile manufacturer,

the automobile dealer, and the new-car buyer are presented.

Chapter III

Detailed presentation of the research methodology,

including the measurement of attitude by the use of the

Likert scale is made. Scale validity, sample reliability,

techniques used for analysis of the data, development of

the questionnaire, hypotheses, sampling techniques, ques-

tionnaire construction, the questionnaire, and possible

limitations of the research are discussed.
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Chapter IV

The analysis of the results of the research is pre-

sented in this chapter.

Chapter V

The summary and conclusions are presented with emphasis

on the contribution made by the research. Suggestions are

made for possible further research.



CHAPTER II

THE EVOLUTION OF THE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

FOR AUTOMOBILES

The purpose of this chapter is to present a brief his-

torical account of the various channels of distribution used

to market automobiles. The history is essential to an under-

standing that the present manufacturer direct-to-dealer

franchise system as merely the most recent of a succession of

distribution systems. Much of this historical material is

cited from the doctoral dissertations of LeRoy A. Glasner, Jr.

and Jack Arthur Pontney.2

Since the inception of the automobile industry in the

1890's, distribution channels for cars has changed frequently.

At least five major channels have been utilized. These

include:

The factory agent system 1895-1907

The distributor system 1908-1915
(Existing distributors
such as chain stores and
mail order houses)

1LeRoy A. Glasner, Jr., "The Retail Automobile Dealer,"
unpublished doctoral dissertation, Duke University, 1956.

2Jack Arthur Pontney, "An Economic Analysis of the
Retail Automobile Market," unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Northwestern University, 1963.

11
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The factory branch system 1916-1929

The distributor system 1930-1941
7New distributors specifically
established for automobiles)

The franchised dealer system 1941 to Date

The above dates are approximate. The actual transition

from one type of distribution system to another may have

taken several years because some automobile manufacturers

used certain channels longer than did their competitors.

Each of the various types of distribution channels had its

inception and was justified by particular economic reasons

characteristic of the automobile industry at the particular

time.

The Factory Agent System: 1895-1907

The factory agent system was used for only a short time.

Plagued by lack of capital, inadequate engineering experi-

ence, and a skeptical public acceptance of the product,

manufacturers were in no position to establish an elaborate

system of distribution. Thus, the sale of cars was accom-

plished by the use of factory agents. Such agents carried

little if any inventory, but rather had a personal car which

served as a demonstrator. The agent often advanced cash to

the manufacturer when the car was ordered. The manufacturer

used this cash for working capital. The factory agent form

of distribution was short-lived for two reasons:
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1. Production increased rapidly and the channel
could not handle the increased volume of cars.

2. The need for service of the automobiles could
not be filled by the factory agents.3

The Distribution System: 1908-1915

The distributors were independent wholesalers who

already existed in other fields. Sometimes the manufacturer

arranged with chain stores or mail order houses to wholesale

and retail his entire output of cars.

For the manufacturer beset with large capital require-

ments for production, the distributor offered many advantages.

The distributor was able to finance inventories, provide

storage for cars, and supervise a wide-spread retail organi-

zation. As long as the automobile manufacturer remained

small, with insufficient funds, the system worked well.

However, the manufacturer and the distributor began to

disagree on the commissions the distributors were to receive

for each car sold. Also, none of the retail outlets was

equipped to offer repair service, and the manufacturers were

beginning to feel consumer pressure to provide such service.

The manufacturer began to seek a distribution system

which would provide more control over the channel of dis-

tribution and also provide greater access to the consumer.

Thus the factory branch came into prominence.

3 Glasner, pp. 29-30.
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The Factory Branch System: 1916-1929

The branch performed the same functions as the dis-

tributor except that it was owned and operated by the

automobile manufacturer. Branches franchised dealers in

prescribed areas, promoted dealer sales, and sold vehicles

to them wholesale. The factory branch also engaged in

retailing in the surrounding areas.4

Each automobile manufacturer had begun to solve the

problem of production, but the market for automobiles did

not expand as rapidly as the productive capacity. By means

of the factory branch, the manufacturer was able to gain

further control over the channel of distribution and could

aggressively promote the sale of his particular brand of

car. Sales promotion thus became a dominant consideration

in the economics of selecting the channel of distribution.

In the factory branch, both the wholesale and retail

functions of distribution were combined. The manufacturer

had complete authority over sales, service, pricing policy,

advertising, and dealer supervision. The manufacturer also

had the ability to quickly implement any change in distri-

bution policies.

However, the factory branch also had disadvantages.

The branches were often not efficiently operated. Branch

4Pontney, p. 38.
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managers often proved to be not as competent as had the

independent wholesaler who had his own funds invested in

the business.

The capital investment formerly provided by the distri-

butor was now the burden of the manufacturer. The branch

also tended to be more elaborate than the operation of the

distributor. The manufacturer established more elaborate

facilities to further his reputation as a producer of qual-

ity automobiles. The automobile manufacturer also incurred

greater administrative expense when operating a wide net-

work of factory branches.

By 1930 there was a clear trend away from the factory

branch. Losses suffered by the branch during the depression

caused the manufacturer to abandon it.

The Distributor System: 1930-1941

The distributor of this period, as contrasted with the

distributor of 1908-1915, was a private entrepreneur who

sold only automobiles. The distributor was not financed by

the factory, but the factory did carry most of the inventory

in both automobiles and parts, so that the inventory invest-

ment required by the distributor was small. Thus the system

made it easy for private individuals with little capital to

enter the field.

However, the period from 1930-1941 saw the decline of

wholesaling of automobiles. The trend was towards direct
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franchising of dealers by the manufacturer. By the late

1930's the manufacturers had grown financially strong and

did not need to rely on independent wholesalers.

The Direct Franchised Dealer: 1941 To Date

Manufacturers began to franchise direct dealers in

the early 1930's. Such dealers were first established in

metropolitan areas. By 1941 direct dealers numbered almost

40,000. Servicing of the cars was performed by the dealer,

thus solving one of the most nagging problems of the manu-

facturer regarding the sale of automobiles.

. . . the period from 1942-1945 served to bring about
conditions favorable to final abandonment of the
wholesale element of marketing channels. Suspended
automobile production permitted the remaining branches
and distributors to expire.

Thus the major channel for distributing automobiles

emerged as manufacturer-direct-to-dealer, with no middleman

in between. This direct franchise has grown in importance

since the early 1930's and, since 1948, has become the domi-

nant distribution channel for new automobiles.

Reflection upon the justification of the present fran-

chise system for distributing automobiles shows that there

are three parties to this franchise system: the automobile

manufacturer, his franchised dealers, and the new car buyer.

5 Pontney, p. 44.
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Before presenting a discussion of the possible advantages

and disadvantages of the franchise system from the viewpoints

of each of the parties concerned, some general observations

are necessary.

The dealer is a representative for the manufacturer of

a particular brand of automobile. Few dealers handle com-

peting brands of different manufacturers, although they may

handle different brands of the same manufacturer. Automobile

dealerships are sometimes referred to as exclusive franchised

operations. But such designation is not actually appropriate.

The Definitions Committee of the American Marketing Association

defines exclusive outlet selling as "that form of selective

selling whereby sales of an article or service or brand of an

article to any one type of buyer are confined to one retailer

or wholesaler in each area, usually on a contractual basis." 6

Thus, the franchise is a contractual arrangement authorizing

a retailer to be a representative of a manufacturer in a

particular area. If the term "exclusive franchise" were

applied, the manufacturer would allow no other retailer to

sell his product in the particular market. But, in an auto-

mobile dealer franchise agreement, there is no provision

limiting the market in which a dealer can sell a car. There

6American Marketing Association, Definition of Terms, A
Report of the Definitions Committee (Chicago, 19617.
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is also no provision forbidding other dealers from selling

to any new-car buyer, regardless of where the buyer lives.

Because the franchise agreement places no limit on the

market of a dealer, it should not be considered an exclusive

franchise. Rather, the new-car dealer holds a selective or

restrictive franchise. "A central characteristic of a

restrictive franchise system is that entry into the market

is blocked."7 The automobile manufacturer does limit the

number of franchises in a market area. This limitation is

based primarily on the sales potential of the area. But,

by the same token, no dealer is guaranteed protection in a

particular market. The terms of the franchise agreement do

not guarantee territorial security for any automobile dealer.

In a smaller city where one dealer holds the only fran-

chise for a brand of car, territorial security may exist

naturally, because a prospective new-car buyer, wishing to

shop another dealer selling the same brand, may need to

drive many miles to locate such a dealer. However, in any

large city, several dealers selling the same brand of car

can be found in various geographic locations within the

metropolitan area.

The franchised automobile dealer actually operates four

separate businesses. He sells new cars, used cars, and parts

and operates facilities for service and maintenance.

7 Bedros Peter Pashigan, The Distribution of Automobiles,
An Economic Analysis of the Franchise System (Englewood

CliffsNew Jersey: Prentice-Hall, In, 1961), p. 12.
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A large metropolitan dealer is expected by the manu-

facturer to carry a large stock of cars for immediate delivery.

The manufacturer also expects the dealer to provide service

and maintenance facilities for the new car.

With the large amount of capital necessary for plant,

equipment, inventory in both new and used cars, and parts

and supplies, the dealer is almost always in need of finan-

cial assistance. The automobile manufacturer assists the

dealer in first establishing the dealership, and also by

financing inventory on a continuing basis.

The automobile dealer and the manufacturer whom he

represents are mutually dependent. The dealer usually dis-

tributes only the brand or brands of cars from one manufacturer,

and the manufacturer utilizes only franchised dealers to

distribute his product.

The direct franchised dealer system of distribution

evolved from the trial and error of several earlier systems.

The restrictive franchise system has been the major method

of distribution for automobiles for more than twenty years.

The continuance of this channel of distribution over this

length of time indicates that the channel operates to the

mutual benefit of both the automobile manufacturer and the

franchised dealer. If this were not true, the franchise

system would have been abandoned long ago, or radically

changed.
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Possible Advantages of the Restrictive Franchise
System to the Automobile Manufacturer

1. The manufacturer, particularly of lower priced cars,

seeks wide distribution for his product. One of the primary

reasons for granting a restrictive franchise is to insure

strong representation for the manufacturer's product in the

local market. The manufacturer sets the sale price of the

product and also sales quotas for the various dealers in the

market. The dealer with a restrictive franchise has a

somewhat captive market because of the brand preference of

consumers for the particular brand of car he sells. Thus,

the dealer should be able to promote actively the product

for the manufacturer.

2. "The restrictive franchise system may develop

consumer-retailer attachments, and hence, consumer-brand

attachments more efficiently and at lower cost to the

manufacturer than any other sales promotion policy." 8

If the dealer is able to generate sufficient customer

loyalty, this in turn should be reflected in loyalty to the

brand of car the dealer sells. Whether the restrictive

franchise system actually develops the strong consumer-

retailer loyalty remains to be proved.

3. The choice of alternative distribution systems

available to the manufacturer must also be considered.

8Pashigan, p. 38.
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The manufacturer could establish his own retail outlets,

or he could grant anyone with a sufficient amount of capital

the right to sell the product.

If the manufacturer allowed anyone with sufficient

capital the right to sell the product, keen competition

would result in the market areas with the greatest potential.

Sparsely settled areas of the country would be poorly repre-

sented. The manufacturer, primarily concerned with promoting

a quality product image, and desiring adequate service facil-

ities over the entire country, has found it advantageous to

grant restrictive franchises. The restrictive franchise

system allows the manufacturer to enjoy the advantages of

scale; that is to say, by carefully locating dealerships

in widely spaced geographic parts of the country, the manu-

facturer can enjoy complete representation in many market

areas.

4. The automobile, one of the most complex consumer

products, requires considerable expert service. Poor ser-

vicing of the product reflects an image of poor quality

back to the manufacturer. The problem of providing adequate

service facilities for the automobile has always plagued

the manufacturer.

The restrictive franchise allows the dealer to secure a

somewhat captive service market, since the franchised dealer

is the only one, under ordinary circumstances, who can honor

the warranty of the manufacturer.
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Also the franchised dealer is the only retailer with

factory trained service personnel. Such mechanics are in

the best position to provide the service needed for the

automobile.

5. The franchised dealer provides the customer with

an immediate inventory of new cars from which to choose.

The sale of the product is facilitated by immediate delivery.

This is an advantage to both the manufacturer and the dealer

since both have a primary interest in the sale of the car.

The manufacturer is able to distribute his inventory to a

large number of locations away from the manufacturing plant,

and once the product inventory is in the hands of the dealer,

it is no longer a financial burden to the manufacturer.

Acceptance corporations of the automobile manufacturer assist

their franchised dealers in financing the car inventories.

6. Since service of the product is a major consid-

eration for any purchaser, the manufacturer must make

inventories of parts, supplies, and accessories available

wherever the product is sold. The franchised dealers carry

these inventories, thus solving the problem for the manu-

facturer.

7. The restrictive franchise gives the manufacturer a

considerable amount of control over the dealership organi-

zation. The franchise agreement provides that the dealer

who does not meet the sales quota established by the manu-

facturer can lose his franchise.
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Possible Disadvantages of the Restrictive Franchise
System to the Automobile Manufacturer

1. The manufacturer does not have complete control

over the channel of distribution. The dealer is an inde-

pendent business man who contracts with the manufacturer to

sell the product. The amount of sales promotion given the

product by the franchised dealer may or may not satisfy the

manufacturer.

2. Once a manufacturer has situated a dealership, it

is difficult to take away a franchise. "Once a dealer has

been placed, he cannot easily be cancelled. The larger

automobile companies are not going to antagonize the Justice

Department or members of the Congress by liberal use of

the cancellation provision."9

Also the dealers have formed a strong trade association,

the National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA). This

group acts as a spokesman for its franchised dealer member-

ship and defends its members against what they consider

unfair treatment by the manufacturer.

3. In an expanding market area, the manufacturer may

wish to grant another restrictive franchise to obtain greater

representation in the market. Often this move is fought by

the existing dealers, since it means additional competition.

9Pashigan, p. 35.
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4. The manufacturer may be dissatisfied with the

quality of the service and maintenance work of certain

dealers. Shoddy work, whether of a routine nature or

complex service covered under the manufacturer's warranty,

reflects on the overall quality of the product.

If the manufacturer owned and operated his own service

facilities, he could control the quality of the work per-

formed. Since this is usually not the case, he must use

other means to insure that his franchised dealers establish

and maintain a reputation for high quality service and

maintenance. The manufacturer does this by establishing

centers to train mechanics who can later be employed by

the dealers. The manufacturer also instructs the dealer in

how to perform high quality service and maintenance by using

the special testing devices developed by the manufacturer.

Possible Advantages of the Restrictive Franchise
System to the Automobile Dealer

1. Perhaps the single most important advantage of the

franchise to the automobile dealer is that he is one of

relatively few retail outlets selling a highly differen-

tiated branded product in a particular geographic area.

The demand for automobile transportation is well estab-

lished. The demand for a specific brand of car is created

primarily by the manufacturer who spends millions of dollars

each year on sales promotion.
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The holder of a restrictive franchise for a branded

product such as the automobile has a captive market to the

extent that the consumer prefers one brand of car over

another. Each of the automobile dealers holding a restric-

tive franchise for a particular brand competes with the

other dealers holding the same franchise for a share of

this captive market.

2. Another major advantage for the dealer concerns the

creation of demand for the product. Retailers might well

anticipate they have the task of creating demand for the

product they sell. However, in the case of the automobile,

the primary demand creation is performed by the manufacturer.

The manufacturer does this by constantly extolling the

virtues of his specific brand or brands of cars to the mass

consumer market by means of the mass media.

Thus the dealer can concern himself primarily with per-

suading the brand-loyal consumer to patronize his particular

dealership when in the market for a new car.

3. For the most part, the main competitors of the

franchised dealer are other franchised dealers selling the

same brand. This is true because new-car owners demonstrate

a considerable degree of brand loyalty. The restrictive

franchise system provides the dealer with a differential

advantage over dealers selling other brands of cars, because

of the brand loyalty factor.
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Since the individual dealer does not have to build

brand loyalty for the particular brand he sells, he can

concentrate on building a differential advantage which will

set him apart from other dealers who sell the same brand.

Such a differential advantage might be concerned with

the general reputation of the dealer for fair and equitable

treatment of customers, for sharp price-cutting, or for

providing customers with excellent service and maintenance.

4. The dealer also has a somewhat captive market for

servicing the brand of automobile he sells. The manufacturer

promotes this captive market by authorizing only the fran-

chised dealer to perform the necessary service and maintenance

to keep the manufacturer's warranty in force. The manufac-

turer also promotes the service and maintenance of his entire

dealership organization by advertising the benefits of dealer-

ship service in the mass media.

The franchised dealer is in the best position to furnish

the new-car customer with reliable service and maintenance.

The dealer employs factory-trained mechanics. This assures

the dealer of a somewhat captive service market.

The service market, however, is not nearly as captive

as the market for the original sale of the new car. Normally

the car can be purchased from only a franchised dealer, but

if the new-car owner so chooses, he can have the car serviced

at one of the many service competitors of the dealer.
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5. Most dealers require financial assistance, not only

to finance the cost of the dealership plant and equipment,

but also for continual financing of the product and parts.

The automobile manufacturer with strong financial resources

is able to assist the dealer with such financing.

6. The automobile manufacturer is also able to provide

the dealer with management advice. This advice concerns

accounting control practices, sales promotion devices, ser-

vice operation management, as well as general management.

7. In general, the profit rate of retailers operating

under a restrictive franchise system should be higher than

that of retailers operating in a free, competitive market.

The profit is protected by the franchise, which provides the

franchise holder with a captive customer to the extent that

the customer demonstrates loyalty to the branded product

being sold under a franchise system of distribution.1 0

Possible Disadvantages of the Restrictive Franchise
System to the Automobile Dealer

1. A possible disadvantage to the automobile dealer

who holds a restrictive franchise is the amount of control

which the manufacturer can exert over the dealer. The

manufacturer establishes sales quotas for each dealership.

If these are not met, the franchise agreement allows the

manufacturer to terminate the franchise.

1 0 Pashigan, p. 14.
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The indirect, hidden controls can be just as disagree-

able to the dealer. The dealer in close cooperation with

the manufacturer is more likely to secure the types and

quantities of cars he desires than is the dealer who does

not follow the advice offered by the manufacturer.

2. The manufacturer also provides the dealer with

management assistance. The dealer may or may not be grateful

for this assistance, but the manufacturer can exert pressure

to encourage the dealer to implement such management assis-

tance. The goal is to improve the profitability of the

dealership, but the manufacturer and the dealer may disagree

on how to best accomplish this goal.

3. Both the franchised dealer and the manufacturer are

primarily interested in selling the product. Yet the manu-

facturer may feel that some dealers create too much of a

price-cutting image, thus damaging the quality image which

the manufacturer attempts to build into the product. The

manufacturer may exert pressure on a dealer to modify an

advertising campaign, or other practices which the manu-

facturer feels will damage the quality product image which

has been carefully created.

Possible Advantages of the Restrictive Franchise
System to the New-Car Buyer

1. The automobile is a complex and expensive product.

"As a consumer durable good it is the second most costly
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item purchased by the average consumer during his lifetime,

exceeded only by real estate." 1 1

The automobile manufacturer would willingly furnish the

prospective new-car buyer with detailed technical information

concerning the product, but most new-car buyers have neither

the ability nor the desire to absorb such information. Thus,

the new-car buyer relies on the reputation of the product,

the manufacturer, and the local retailer when in the market

for a new car. The manufacturer is too far removed to pro-

mote customer confidence in the quality of the product,

except by means of the mass media.

By franchising only a select few retail outlets in any

one market area, however, the manufacturer is able to advance

the concept that his franchised dealers are specialists in

selling and servicing this complex product. Thus, the fran-

chised dealer, being the personal representative of the

manufacturer in the local market, is in the best position to

give the new-car buyer confidence when he spends several

thousand dollars for a product which will provide transpor-

tation utility for a long period of time.

In a smaller city, the dealer is able to maintain a

close personal relationship with his customers. In a larger

llAlfred Alexander Cox, "The Marketing of New Automobiles
by Franchised Dealers with Special Reference to Sales Manage-
ment Policies and Practices," unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Ohio State University, 1961, p. 31.
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metropolitan area, this is more difficult, if not impossible.

However, the new-car buyer still looks upon the franchised

dealer as the personal representative of the automobile manu-

facturer. Whether the new-car buyer actually views the

franchised automobile dealer with confidence remains to be

proved.

2. The franchised dealer should be better able to serve

the needs of the new-car buyer. The product is complex and

requires frequent servicing. The franchised dealer, with

factory-trained mechanics and factory-authorized equipment,

is in the best position to give the new-car owner the highest

quality service for the product.

3. When the prospective new-car buyer makes the buying

decision, he is anxious to take delivery on the car. The

franchised dealer with an inventory of cars on hand for

immediate delivery is able to complete the sale without

delay. Also, by means of rapid communications among the

various dealers selling the same brand in a particular market

area, the dealer has their entire inventory of cars at his

disposal. The manufacturer allows his franchised dealers to

trade their particular models of cars when necessary to make

immediate delivery to a new-car buyer.

4. The new-car owner may choose to have the car ser-

viced at the franchised dealer or at one of the several

competitors of the dealer. In any event, parts are usually
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required to maintain the vehicle. The franchised dealer

carries an inventory of factory approved parts and supplies

valued at several thousand dollars. This readily available

inventory provides the new-car buyer with a fast, reliable

source of parts, regardless of whether the car is serviced

by the franchised dealer, one of his competitors, or by the

new-car buyer himself.

Possible Disadvantages of the Restrictive Franchise
System for the New-Car Buyer

1. The new automobile is sold only through the fran-

chised dealer. Theoretically, in a free enterprise system,

the greater the degree of competition among sellers, the

greater the efficiency of the sellers, and the more the

consumer benefits from this efficiency.

"However, once the franchise system has been developed

and used over a period of time, it is likely to delay and

possibly exclude the introduction of more efficient resources

into the retail sector." 1 2 This occurs because the auto-

mobile manufacturer blocks free entry into the marketplace

by means of restrictive franchising--not making the product

available to any retailer other than the one franchised by

the manufacturer.

Donald F. Turner, Antitrust Chief of the United States

Department of Justice, has repeatedly made clear that he

12Pashigan, p. 42.
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"believes there would be more competition in the auto busi-

ness if cars were sold through supermarket-type outlets."13

More competition could benefit the new-car buyer if lower

prices resulted.

2. At the present time, a strong selling point for

the franchise system, according to the manufacturer and his

dealers, is that the franchised dealer is the only retail

outlet able to provide both the new car and the service

necessary to maintain this complex product.

Whether the consumer actually desires to buy a new car

from a retail outlet which also provides complete repair

and maintenance service has yet to be proved. Many new-car

owners trade the car before major service is normally required.

Although some consumers may wish to buy the new car from a

retail outlet which also provides the necessary service to

keep the product operational, all consumers may not wish to

do so.

Some consumers may wish to buy the product with a mini-

mum of services. For these consumers a retail outlet which

simply sells the new car with a few services could appeal to

and secure their patronage. Yet at the present time, a new

car can be purchased only through the franchised automobile

dealer, an operation fully equipped with facilities for repair

and maintenance service.

1 3 "Are Supermarkets for Autos Next?" Business Week,
7 May 1966, p. 33.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

This chapter is an explanation of the research meth-

odology. The use of the Likert scaling technique is

explained and justified. The sampling techniques used to

select the sample of new-car buyers are explained. A dis-

cussion of sample reliability is included. The methods used

in analyzing the collected data are discussed.

The chapter concludes with a statement of the hypothe-

ses and the methods employed to construct the questionnaire.

Measurement of Attitude

A definition of attitudes by Irving Crespi of the

American Marketing Association Committee on Attitude Research

indicates that:

Attitudes can be defined as 'predispositions to behave
in specific ways to specific stimuli.' That is to say,
they are the predetermined tendencies that account for
the fact that people behave in relatively consistent
ways.1

It is relatively simple to measure overt behavior by direct

observation, but because attitudes are not directly observ-

able, the measurement of the attitudes which influence covert

behavior is not easily accomplished.

1Irving Crespi, American Marketing Association Committee
on Attitude Research, Attitude Research, Marketing Research
Techniques Series 7 (Chicago, 1965), p. 9.

33
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The attitudes of new-car buyers toward the dealer

are formed by past interaction with dealers or by vicarious

interaction based on the experiences of others. These

attitudes influence the future behavior of the consumer

when he is again in the market for a new car.

The Likert Scale Technique

In this research, the Likert scaling technique was used

to measure the attitudes of the new-car buyer towards the

dealer. This technique used to measure attitudes was devel-

oped by Rensis Likert and first reported by him in 1932.2

The technique is referred to as the Likert Scale or the Method

of Summated Ratings.

A Likert-type scale consists of a series of statements

to which subjects are asked to react. Instead of just

checking agreement or disagreement, the subjects are asked

to respond to each item by several degrees of agreement or

disagreement: (5) strongly agree, (4) agree, (3) undecided,

(2) disagree, (1) strongly disagree.

Approximately half of the statements are cast in a

positive sense. The other half are cast in a negative sense.

A value of 5 is given to the "strongly agree" response to

a positive statement, a value of 4 is given to a "agree"

response, a value of 3 is given to a "undecided" response,

2 Rensis Likert, "A Technique for the Measurement of
Attitudes," Archives of Psychology, No. 140, p. 132.
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a value of 2 is given to a "disagree" response, and a value

of 1 is given to a "strongly disagree" response.

If the statement is cast in a negative sense with

"strongly approve" indicating an unfavorable attitude,

then the scoring is reverse.

The advantage of casting approximately half of the

items in a positive sense and half in a negative sense is

stated by Allen E. Edwards in Techniques of Attitude Scale

Construction:

The advantage of having both kinds of statements repre-
sented in final scale is to minimize possible response
sets of subjects that might be generated if only favor-
able or unfavorable statements were included in the
scale.3

There are several important categories of interaction

between the new-car buyer and the dealer. These categories

include: (1) price and profit, (2) promotion (advertising

and personal selling), (3) financing of the new car, (4)

repair and maintenance service, (5) manufacturer's warranty,

(6) dealer location, (7) dealer customer relations program,

(8) patronage loyalty of the new-car buyer towards the dealer.

Several statements were developed for each of these

categories. These statements were carefully constructed to

measure the attitude under study, and then tested for validity.

Each individual statement in a category was scored. By sum-

ming the numerical response to each statement the investigator

3Allen L. Edwards, Techniques of Attitude Scale Con-
struction (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1937),
p. 155.
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could obtain a measurement of the new-car buyer's attitude

regarding this statement. The higher the score, the more

favorable was the new-car buyer's attitude; the lower the

score, the more unfavorable was the new-car buyer's attitude.

The intensity of attitude measured by a higher or lower

numerical score is a more valuable tool of analysis.

Tittle speakes of this degree of intensity as a strong

advantage of the Likert scale. He comments:

It seems to be the particular advantage of the Likert
technique that it incorporates an intensity dimension.
Because scoring is influenced by the degrees of response
for each item, intense judgments weight the final score
assigned to an individual. Hence an ordering of sub-
jects by the summated rating procedure is not only a
ranking on a favorable-unfavorable dimension, but it is
a ranking influenced by how strongly the subject feels
about his judgments.4

Scale Validity

Validity is concerned with the degree to which the scale

instrument measures what it is designed to measure. In this

research the scale instrument is designed to measure the

attitude of the new-car buyer towards the auto dealer. Scale

validity has two parts: predictive validity and content

validity.

4 Charles R. Tittle, "Attitude Measurement and Prediction
of Behavior: An Evaluation of Five Measuring Techniques,"
unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Texas at
Austin, 1965, p. 75.
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Predictive Validity

Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell indicate that predictive

validity refers to "the requirement of ascertaining some

type of measure of the behavior the attitude scale is

designed to measure.,5 Predictive validity is concerned

with assessing the actual behavior of the respondent com-

pared to the attitude of the respondent.

To prove predictive validity, several questions were

designed to determine the actual behavior of the respondent.

These replies were then compared with the attitude of the

new-car buyer in the specific categories of buyer-dealer

interaction. For example, did the respondent patronize the

dealer for repair and maintenance service? Did the respon-

dent buy the new car from the dealer offering the lowest

priced deal? These replies were then compared with the

attitude towards the dealer, and his attitude towards the

quality of dealer repair and maintenance service.

Content Validity

Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell indicate that content

validity "is evaluated by determining the extent to which

scale items really sample the domain of the attitude.

5James F. Engel, David T. Kollat, and Roger D. Blackwell,
Consumer Behavior (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,
968),p. 172.
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Generally measurement is nothing more than a judgment,

frequently by experts regarding the items." 6

To judge content validity, each of the statements

was tested by fifty jurors. Each juror was an individual

who had purchased a new car during the past twelve months.

Each juror was asked to categorize himself as being either

favorably or unfavorably inclined toward the dealer. Each

juror was asked to assign a numerical value to each of the

statements: (5) strongly agree, (4) agree, (3) undecided,

(2) disagree, and (1) strongly disagree.

Any statement to which more than fifteen per cent of

the jurors assigned a value of 3 was not considered defini-

tive and was, therefore, not included in the final scale

instrument.

Scale Reliability

The reliability of the scale was measured by the test-

retest method. As stated by Engels, Kollat, and Blackwell,

This approach consists of administering the same scale
to the same group of people at different points in time,
and statistical correlation between the two sets of
scores is computed. If the two sets correlate highly,
the scale is said to be reliable.7

The statements previously judged by the fifty jurors to

determine content validity were administered to the same

fifty jurors one week later to determine scale reliability.

6 Engels et al, p. 173. 7Engels et al, p. 172.
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Sampling Technique

The universe was defined as all new-car buyers of

Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors cars between

July 1, 1972 and June 30, 1973 in three Texas cities--Dallas,

Amarillo, and Uvalde.

In Dallas and Amarillo, only those new-car buyers of

the specified brands who resided within the city limits were

considered part of the universe. One goal of the research

was to measure the effects of competition on the attitudes

of new-car buyers toward dealers and keen dealer competition

exists within the city limits of Dallas and Amarillo. How-

ever, in Uvalde all new-car buyers of the specified brands

residing within approximately a fifteen-mile radius were

considered part of the universe since only one dealer of

each brand was found in Uvalde. It was assumed that most

new-car buyers in Uvalde were unwilling to travel more than

sixty-five miles to San Antonio to shop for the new car in

an atmosphere of keen dealer competition.

In Dallas and Amarillo, the sample of new-car buyers

for the specified brands was selected by the systematic

random sampling technique. In Uvalde, all new-car buyers

of the specified brands were selected because of the small

total number of new-car buyers.

The names and addresses of new-car buyers were selected

from lists compiled by independent research agencies based
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on vehicle title information collected when the new-car

buyer licensed the vehicle and paid the appropriate taxes

at the local county courthouse.

Subset Selection

Each of the three subsets, Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde,

represents different degrees of shopping opportunity for the

ultimate consumer. There is considerable variation in the

number of dealers of the brands under study which are easily

accessible to new-car buyers in each of the three areas.

In terms of time, money, and effort, the new-car buyer

has a greater opportunity to shop more dealers in the Dallas

area than in Amarillo or Uvalde. There is more competition

to be found in Dallas simply because of the greater number

of dealers located there. Within the city limits of Dallas

there are twelve Chevrolet, twelve Ford, five Plymouth, and

three American Motors dealers.

This is not to say that a high degree of competition

cannot be found in Amarillo or Uvalde. In Amarillo there

are two Chevrolet, two Ford, one Plymouth, and one American

Motors dealer. It is quite possible that strong competition

exists among the dealers of various brands of cars, as well

as strong competition among dealers who sell the same brand

of car.

In Uvalde, competition exists among dealers of various

brands of cars although there is only one dealer for each
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of the brands of Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American

Motors automobiles.

Sample Adequacy--Size

A sample was selected from the Dallas and Amarillo

subsets. In Uvalde due to the small number of new-car

buyers, all new-car buyers of the specific brands within

a fifteen-mile radius of the city were selected.

The sample was determined by systematic random sampling

techniques. The following formula was used:

pqN
n =

N E + pq

In this formula "n" is equal to the desired sample size,

"p" is equal to the percentage expected in the sample, "q"

is equal to 1-p. AE is the allowable error. This is stated

in terms of how close the sample results are to be to the

true universe percentage. AE was established to be five

per cent. Z is connected with the level of confidence

desired for the final predictions, in this case the ninety-

nine per cent level of confidence. N signifies the size of

the universe.8

J. B. Spalding, "Statistical Determination of Sample
Size," The Business Symposium, Graduate Student Society in
Business Administration, Texas Tech University (Lubbock,
Texas, August, 1970), pp. 5-6, 21.
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Applying the formula, the sample size required for

Dallas was 600 questionnaire respondents; Amarillo, 500

questionnaire respondents; and Uvalde, 155 questionnaire

respondents.

Sample Reliability

It is realistic to expect replies from less than

one-third of the new-car buyers who receive a mail ques-

tionnaire. Therefore approximately 2000 questionnaires

were mailed in Dallas, and almost 1000 questionnaires in

Amarillo. In Uvalde, since the universe is small, the

questionnaire was mailed to all 218 new-car buyers of the

specified brands who resided within the fifteen-mile radius

of the city.

As indicated in Table 1, the sample return necessary

to assure statistical reliability at the 99 per cent con-

fidence level was not attained; therefore, a study of the

non-respondents was undertaken. A two-page questionnaire

was sent to the non-respondents of the initial questionnaire.

Sample Validity

The sample must be validated with respect to the non-

response. The effect of extraneous variables could be

removed, balanced or equalized, or randomized.

The effect of non-response could be removed by securing

a 100 per cent response to the questionnaire. This is
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TABLE I

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE

Questionnaire Sent Mailed Undeliv- Delivered Usable
_______ ______ ______erable _ _ _ _ _

Initial 4-page
Questionnaire

Dallas 2179 299 1880 371

Amarillo 954 186 768 175

Uvalde 218 14 204 27

Follow-up 2 page
Questionnaire

Dallas 1509 183 1326 229

Amarillo 593 78 515 117

Uvalde 177 8 169 17

Total delivered and total
usable (367 return) 2586 936

unrealistic since it is impossible to secure a total response

to a mailed questionnaire.

To prove sample validity in this research, the effect

of non-response was balanced or equalized by proving the

characteristics of the respondents to the first four-page

questionnaire were highly correlated with those of the respon-

dents to a later two-page questionnaire.

The two-page questionnaire was mailed to the non-

respondents of the first four-page questionnaire. The
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questions were taken from the first questionnaire. Included

were twenty-one questions based on the Likert type scale;

questions concerning the demographic variables of age, sex,

marital status, occupation, education and income; and questions

relating to brand loyalty and dealer service and maintenance.

The Chi-square cross-classification test was performed

to determine if there were significant differences between

those respondents who returned the first and second ques-

tionnaires. In almost all comparisons between the questions

found on the first and second questionnaires there were no

significant differences. Therefore, the sample was considered

valid.

To further prove sample validity, the non-response was

shown to be random in its effect. This was done by validating

the respondents as being a random sample of consumers. The

income characteristics of the sample were compared with known

parameters from the Bureau of the Census. The income char-

acteristics of the new-car buyers were also compared with

those of the Dallas respondents of a study of the automobile

aftermarket. The results of these comparisons are indicated

in Tables XXII and XXIII located in the last chapter.

Analysis of Data

The analysis was undertaken in the following manner:

(1) an analysis of all respondents; (2) an analysis of all

respondents within each of the three areas (Dallas, Amarillo,



45

Uvalde); (3) an item analysis of attitude statements of

the questionnaire.

Analysis of all Respondents

This analysis was based on categories of interaction

between the new-car buyer and the dealer. These are: (1)

price and profit, (2) promotion (advertising and personal

selling), (3) financing of the new car, (4) repair and

maintenance service, (5) manufacturer's warranty, (6) dealer

location, (7) dealer customer relations program, and (8)

patronage loyalty of the new-car buyer towards the dealer.

A specific number of statements on the questionnaire

were designed to measure the attitude of the new-car buyer

towards the dealer in each of these categories of inter-

action.

Analysis by Geographic Area

The analysis based on categories of interaction between

the new-car buyer and the dealer was undertaken within each

of the three geographic areas of Dallas, Amarillo, and

Uvalde, Texas. The importance of each of the categories

of interaction within each of the geographic areas was

analyzed. Each of the three geographic areas was compared

to determine if significant differences existed among the

geographic areas. An analysis was made to determine the

reasons for such differences. The analysis was also
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performed according to the variables of brand of car, income,

occupation, education, age, and sex of the respondents to

determine whether significant differences existed among

respondents in the three geographic areas.

Analysis by Brand of Car

The analysis based on categories of interaction between

the new-car buyer and the dealer was performed by brands of

Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors cars. The

importance of each category of interaction was analyzed.

Each of the four brands was compared to determine whether

significant differences existed among the brands. An analysis

was undertaken to determine the reasons for such differences.

The analysis was also performed according to the variables

of geographic area, income, occupation, education, age, and

sex to determine whether significant differences existed

among respondents of the four brands of cars.

Analysis by Brand of Car Within City

The analysis based on brand of car within each city was

undertaken to determine whether the attitudes of new-car

buyers were the result of geographic location of the buyers

rather than the fact that they purchased a particular brand

of new car.
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Individual Statement Analysis

All Likert-type statements which pertained to the atti-

tude of new-car buyers were individually analyzed. Two-way

analysis of variance was performed to determine whether there

were significant differences in responses to the questions

on attitude. The variables of income, occupation, education,

age, and sex were matched against geographic areas and brands.

An analysis was made to determine the reasons for such dif-

ferences.

Statistical Techniques

Strictly speaking, data generated by the Likert-type

attitude scale should be considered ordinal data. Based on

the research of L. L. Thurstone and Rensis Likert, however,

there is adequate justification for treating the data as

interval data. The analysis of interval data can be under-

taken by the application of parametric statistical techniques.

L. L. Thurstone states that:

In fact, an attitude, practically speaking, is a narrow
range or vicinity on the scale. When a frequence dis-

tribution is drawn for any continuous variable, such as
stature, we classify the variable for descriptive pur-

poses into steps or class intervals. The attitude
variable can also be divided into class intervals and
the frequency counted in each class interval. When we
speak of 'an' attitude, we shall mean a point or a
vicinity, on the attitude continuum. Several attitudes
will be considered not as a set of discrete entities,
but as a series of class intervals along the attitude
scale. 9

9L. L. Thurstone, "Attitudes Can Be Measured," The
American Journal of Sociology, XXXIII, No. 4 (January, 1928),

p. 537.
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Thurstone constructed an attitude scale with values

ranging from 0 to 11 in order to measure the attitude of

individuals. The Thurstone scale is also called the method

of equal appearing intervals. Thurstone concludes:

The essential characteristic of the present measurement
method is the scale of evenly graduated opinions so
arranged that equal steps or intervals on the scale
seem to most people to represent equally noticeable
shifts in attitude.1 0

The attitude data collected by the Thurstone scale

technique can be considered interval data, since the scale

contains a point of origin and equal appearing intervals.

The Thurstone attitude scale required readers or judges to

"sort" the statements and determine the validity of each

statement. As Rensis Likert has stated,

A number of statistical assumptions are made in the
application of his (Thurstone's) attitude scales, eg.,
that the scale values of the statements are independent
of the attitude distribution of the readers who sort the
statements . . .--assumptions which, as Thurstone points
out, have not been verified. The method is, moreover,
exceedingly laborious.

Likert, therefore, developed a sigma method of scoring state-

ments in order to avoid the problems of the Thurstone scaling

technique. Likert explains: "the percentage of individuals

that checked a given position on a particular statement was

converted into sigma values."12 Likert developed statements

10 Thurstone, p. 554.

11 Rensis Likert, "A Technique for Measurement of Atti-

tudes," Archives of Psychology, No. 140 (New York, 1932), p. 6.

12 Likert, p. 22.
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to measure attitudes on internationalism. The statements

yielded moderately high reliability (.86 and .88) when

tried on three different groups of students.13 Likert

concludes that "these results and the following considerations

seem to justify the statement that the sigma scoring tech-

nique is the most satisfactory now available for attitude

measurement. ,,14

Based on further research Likert developed a simplified

method of scoring. This technique was to assign values of

1 to 5 to each of the give positions on the statements. One

was always assigned to the negative end of the sigma scale

and five to the positive end of the sigma scale. Likert con-

cludes:

After assigning in this matter the numerical values to
the possible responses, the score for each individual
was determined by finding the average of the numerical
values of the positions that he checked. Actually, since

the number of statements was the same for all individuals,
the sum of the numerical scores rather than the mean was
used. The reliability of odds vs. evens for this method
yielded essentially the same values as those obtained

with the sigma method of scoring. The scores obtained
by this method a .the sigma method correlated almost
perfectly (.99).

Although this original study occurred in 1932, the Likert-

type scaling technique is still widely used. Karl Schuessler

comments:

14 Likert, p. 23.

15 Likert, p. 26.
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When persons are scored according to the strength of
their agreement with each of n items, it becomes
unnecessary to scale the items themselves, as in the
method of equal appearing intervals or in the method
of paired comparisons. To the extent that the dis-
pensing with this step is a saving of effort, Likert's
method is more economical to apply than either the
method of equal appearing intervals or paired com-
parisons. This possible economy, coupled with the
finding of a high correlation between attitude test
scores based on equal appearing intervals and those
based on degree of agreement, probably accounts for
the wide currency of Likert's technique in social
research.16

The attitudes of new-car buyers in this research have

been mostly measured by the Likert-type attitude scale.

Based on the conclusions of L. L. Thurstone and Rensis

Likert, the steps or intervals on the attitude scale were

considered equal intervals. The collected data were, there-

fore, considered interval data.

Two parametric tests for statistical significance were

used to analyze the data. These tests were the t test (for

testing the significance between one or two sample means or

proportions) and the F test (for analysis of variance in

testing three or more means).

For other than Likert-type questions the Chi-square

test of independence was used to determine whether the

responses to such questions were dependent or independent of

particular cities or brands. As the difference between the

expected and observed frequencies becomes greater and greater,

16 Karl Schuessler, Analyzing Social Data: A Statistical
Orientation (Boston, 1971), p. 321.
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the difference between the variables becomes dependent rather

than independent of particular cities or brands. Tables

containing the observed and expected frequencies of responses

for specific questions are found in Appendix B.

Hypotheses

1. New-car buyers consider the lowest priced deal as

the single most important factor when selecting the dealer

to patronize. Dealer promotion (advertising and personal

selling), financing, repair and matinenance service, imple-

mentation of manufacturer warranty, dealer location, dealer-

customer relations program, or patronage loyalty of the

buyer towards the dealer are of secondary importance.

2. New-car buyers do not demonstrate strong patronage

loyalty to any automobile dealer.

3. Dealer-customer relations programs do not achieve

strong patronage loyalty from new-car buyers.

4. There is no significant difference in the attitudes

of new-car buyers toward dealers in a large metropolitan

area compared with smaller cities.

5. The new-car buyers' perception of the automobile

dealer supports the continuance of the selective franchised

full-service dealer system as the only channel of distribution

for new automobiles.
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The Questionnaire

The data for the rearch was collected by the use of

a mailed questionnaire. The questionnaire was mailed to a

sample of new-car buyers in Dallas and Amarillo, Texas, and

to all new-car buyers of the specified brands in Uvalde,

Texas.

Advantages of the Mail Questionnaire

The use of a mailed questionnaire resulted in savings

both in time and money as compared to the personal interview

technique. The questions were constructed in a direct and

concise way to attempt to avoid misinterpretation by the

respondent. The respondent was asked to reply by placing

a check mark in the box adjacent to the appropriate reply.

The questionnaire contained only three open-end questions

requiring a subjective response. All other questions required

an objective reply by placing a check mark in the appropriate

box, or in the Likert-type statements, by rating the statement

on a scale from strongly agree to strongly agree.

Disadvantages of the Mail Questionnaire

It is difficult to elicit a strong response from those

who receive a mail questionnaire. People tend to ignore or

delay their response to a mailed questionnaire unless they

have a keen interest in the subject. Several factors, however,

operated in favor of a strong response.
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1. The automobile is one of the most imporant purchases

made by the consumer. The buying decision is carefully

thought out over a long period of time. Those who received

the questionnaire had recently purchased a new car, and the

factors involved in this buying decision were fresh in their

mind.

2. The research was conducted under the auspices of the

College of Business Administration of North Texas State Uni-

versity. Hopefully, people were more receptive to partici-

pating in research which is under the direction of the faculty

at an institution of higher learning.

3. The respondents were promised anonymity. No indi-

vidual was identified in the research.

Questionnaire Construction

Upon review of the literature, several factors of impor-

tance were distinguished in the relations between the new-car

buyer and the dealer. The factors are categorized as

follows: (1) price and profit, (2) promotion (advertising

and personal selling), (3) financing of the new car, (4)

repair and maintenance service, (5) manufacturer's warranty,

(6) dealer location, (7) dealer-customer relations program,

and (8) patronage loyalty towards the dealer. Several state-

ments were constructed in each of these categories. The

statements were designed to measure the attitude of the

new-car buyer towards the dealer.
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Approximately half of the statements were phrased in a

positive sense and half in a negative sense. The items were

arranged on the page so the respondent could not discern any

particular pattern or cause a halo effect by replying to

each of the statements in only a positive way. Other ques-

tions were constructed to collect specific demographic data

concerning the respondents including household size, age,

sex, marital status, education, income, and occupation.

The attitudes measured in each of the eight categories

of new-car buyer interaction with the dealer include:

1. The perception of the new-car buyer regarding the

importance of price and profit when selecting the dealer.

a. Did the buyer accept the lowest priced deal?

b. Did the buyer feel the dealer tries to appeal

to new-car buyers primarily on the basis of

price?

c. What was the buyer's estimate of the dollar

amount of dealer profit per car?

d. Did the buyer consider this profit fair and

reasonable?

2. The perception of the new-car buyer regarding the

importance of dealer advertising and personal selling when

selecting the dealer.

a. Did the buyer locate the dealer by means of

the dealer advertising?
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b. Which media does the buyer feel was the most

effective in attracting customers?

c. Did the buyer consider the dealer advertising

false and misleading or truthful? Why?

d. Did the buyer consider the advertised price

of the car truthful?

e. Did the buyer consider the dealer's salesman

honest and truthful?

f. Did the buyer consider the dealer's salesman

a strong positive factor in selecting the dealer

to patronize?

3. The perception of the new-car buyer regarding the

importance of financing the new car at the dealership.

a. Did the buyer feel the dealer actively sought

to arrange the financing of the new car?

b. Did the buyer compare the costs of alternative

ways of financing the new car?

c. Did the buyer feel the dealer gave a better

deal if the buyer pays cash?

d. Where did the buyer finance the new car?

4. The perception of the new-car buyer regarding the

importance of the repair and maintenance service of the

dealer when selecting the dealer to patronize.

a. Where did the buyer take the car for routine

maintenance? For major maintenance?
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b. Did the buyer feel the dealer actively solicited

his service business?

c. Did the buyer feel that other dealers actively

solicited his service business?

d. Did the buyer feel the dealer accurately esti-

mated the charges for repair and maintenance

service?

e. Did the buyer feel the prices charged by the

dealer for repair and maintenance were reasonable?

f. Did the buyer feel the dealer tried to solicit

service business which the buyer does not need?

g. What degree of satisfaction did the buyer receive

from the service and maintenance performed by

the dealer?

5. The perception of the new-car buyer regarding the

dealer implementation of the manufacturer warranty.

a. Did the buyer consider the manufacturer warranty

a strong positive factor in selecting the dealer

to patronize?

b. Did the buyer feel the dealer carefully explained

those items covered and not covered under the

warranty?

c. Did the buyer have warranty service performed by

the dealer?
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d. Did the buyer feel the dealer tried to solicit

service business which the buyer feels should

be covered under the warranty?

e. Was the buyer satisfied with the dealer imple-

mentation of the manufacturer warranty? If not,

why not?

f. After the manufacturer warranty has run out, did

the buyer have the car serviced at the dealer?

6. The perception of the new-car buyer regarding the

importance of dealer location when selecting the dealer.

a. Did the buyer feel the location of the dealer

was a strong positive factor in selecting the

dealer to patronize?

b. How far away did the buyer shop for the new car?

c. How far away did the buyer live from the dealer

where the new car was purchased?

7. The perception of the new-car buyer regarding the

dealer-customer relations program.

a. Did the dealer later contact the buyer to

determine the buyer satisfaction with the car?

b. Did the dealer solicit comments from the buyer

regarding his satisfaction with the dealer

service and maintenance.

c. Did the dealer remind the buyer when routine

maintenance is due for the car?
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d. Did the dealer solicit comments from the buyer

regarding his satisfaction with the new car?

8. The perception of the new-car buyer regarding

patronage loyalty to the dealer.

a. Had the buyer patronized the dealer before

for a new or used car?

b. Did the buyer feel the dealer treated him "fair

and square" in the new-car deal?

c. Will the buyer patronize the same dealer when

next in the market for another new car? If not,

why not?

d. Will a new-car buyer patronize a dealer who

sells several brands of medium-priced cars but

has no service facilities even if the dealer

offers a low-priced deal?



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE RESEARCH DATA

This chapter is a presentation of the analysis of the

research data. The number of responses to each question

depended on whether the question was included only in the

initial questionnaire or in both the initial and follow-up

questionnaire.

The numbers of usable questionnaires returned from each

subset were 600 from Dallas, 292 from Amarillo, and 44 from

Uvalde. The total sample of 936 was smaller than origially

intended. The analysis of a particular question in terms

of a significant difference versus a nonsignificant dif-

ference must be interpreted in the light of this smaller

sample.

An insignificant difference in the number of responses

also occurred because some of the respondents did not reply

to all questions.

The analysis of individual Likert-type questions is

based on mean values. The grand mean is very similar to the

mean of the Dallas subset sample since 64 per cent of the

respondents are from the Dallas subset. The mean values

are set off by parentheses.

59
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The analysis of questions other than Likert-type ques-

tions was based on the Chi-square test of independence. In

the response to a specific question if the Chi-square value

was greater than a critical value, the response was con-

sidered dependent upon rather than independent of particular

cities or brands.

In order to analyze responses by the demographic vari-

ables of age, education, income, and occupation, certain

categories of each variable were combined to form broader

categories. This was necessary because there were not

enough respondents in a particular category to allow for a

valid statistical comparison. These new combined categories

are found in Table XXXIV of Appendix A.

For purposes of analysis, if a statement was signifi-

cantly different at the 90 per cent, 95 per cent, or 99 per

cent confidence level, the difference was considered as

significant, very significant, or very highly significant,

respectively.

Analysis of Seven Variables of Dealer Interaction

Respondents were asked to determine the relative

importance of seven variables when buying a new car. Each

of the seven variables was paired with all of the others.

Respondents were asked to choose between each pair. A ranking

of 0 to 6 was calculated and a grand mean was computed for each

variable by total respondents, by city, and by brand. The
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rank order of importance for each variable by all respon-

dents is shown in Table II.

TABLE II

RANK ORDER OF IMPORTANCE OF SEVEN
VARIABLES OF DEALER INTERACTION

Variable

1. Manufacturer warranty . . . . .

2. Honest dealer reputation. .

3. Dealer service and maintenance.

4. Lowest priced deal. . . . . . .

5. Dealer salesman. . . . . . . .

6. Dealer location . . . . . . . .

7. Financing of car. . . . . . . .

Grand Mean

4.04

3.89

3.87

. . . 3.24

1.85

1.73

1.33

As indicated in Table II and Figures 1 and 2, the

first four variables of manufacturer warranty, honest dealer

reputation, dealer service and maintenance, and lowest priced

deal are of much greater importance to the respondent when

buying a new car than the last three variables of dealer

salesman, dealer location, and financing of the car.

Any significant differences by city or by brand are

found in the specific part of this chapter where the analysis

of the particular variable is found.
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Dealer Reputation

Respondents consider the honest reputation of the auto

dealer to be of great importance when buying a new car. As

indicated in Figures 1 and 2, respondents of all cities and

all brands rank the honest reputation of the dealer as the

second most important of all seven variables of dealer inter-

action when buying a new car. There is no significant dif-

ference when comparing respondents by city or by brand.

Statement Analysis

Each Likert-type statement delineates the attitude of

new-car buyers regarding a specific aspect of their relation-

ship with the auto dealer. Each statement retains the number

of the original questionnaire even though the statements do

not appear in numerical order. The order of the statements

pertaining to the dealer reputation is 21, 40, 48, 57, and 50.

Statement 21: "The auto dealer was honest and truthful.

I was well pleased."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to agree (grand mean 3.8).

Analysis by city.--There is a significant difference

when comparing respondents by city. Uvalde respondents tend

to agree more strongly with the statement than do Amarillo

respondents (means 4.1 and 3.6, respectively). There is no

significant difference when comparing Dallas respondents with

all others.
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Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors

respondents. Within each city there is no significant dif-

ference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no signifi-

cant differences when comparing respondents by categories of

sex, education, or income.

1. Analysis by age.--There is a significant dif-

ference when comparing respondents age 55 and older with those

age 25-34. The older respondents tend to agree more strongly

with the statement by a significant degree than do the younger

respondents (means 3.9 and 3.6, respectively). There is no

significant difference when comparing respondents of other

age categories.

2. Analysis by occupation.--There is a very signifi-

cant difference when comparing respondents in the two higher

categories of occupations with those in the two lower cate-

gories. Respondents with professional and managerial

occupations tend to agree more strongly (means 3.8 and 3.9,

respectively) with the statement by a very significant degree

when compared with respondents with clerical and sales and

craftsmen, operatives, etc. occupations who also tend to

agree (means 3.6 and 3.5, respectively).
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Statement 40: "The auto dealer was honest. He treated

me 'fair and square.t'

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to agree (grand mean 3.6).

Analysis b city.--There is a significant difference when

comparing respondents of Amarillo and Uvalde. Uvalde respon-

dents tend to agree more strongly with the statement than do

Amarillo respondents (means 3.9 and 3.5, respectively). There

is no significant difference when comparing Dallas respondents

with all others.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no signifi-

cant differences when comparing respondents by categories of

sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Statement 48: "The dealer was not honest. He did not

treat me 'fair and square.'"

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to disagree (grand mean

3.8).
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Analysis by city.--There is a significant difference when

comparing Uvalde respondents with those of Amarillo. Uvalde

respondents tend to disagree more strongly with the statement

than do those of Amarillo (means 4.0 and 3.7, respectively).

There is no significant difference when comparing Dallas

respondents with all others.

Analysis by brand: There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no signifi-

cant differences when comparing respondents by categories of

sex, age, education, or income.

Analysis by occupation.--There is a significant

difference when comparing respondents in the two higher levels

of occupation categories with those in the two lower levels.

Professional and Managerial respondents tend to disagree more

strongly with the statement by a significant degree (means 3.8

and 3.6, respectively). Although the mean value (3.8) appears

in both categories, it is not contradictory due to the small

sample size of one category. There is no significant dif-

ference when comparing respondents of the other occupation

categories.
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Dealer Salesman

It would seem that the dealer salesman would have an

important influence on the new-car buyer's attitude regarding

the dealer reputation. However, as indicated in Figure 1

and 2, respondents of all cities and all brands rank the

dealer salesman as relatively unimportant of all seven vari-

ables of dealer interaction. Only dealer location and

financing of the car received lower rankings.

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents of Amarillo with those of Dallas and

Uvalde. Amarillo respondents consider the dealer salesman

more important by a very highly significant degree than do

respondents of Dallas or Uvalde (means 2.2, 1.7, and 1.8,

respectively).

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by brands. Plymouth and American Motors respon-

dents consider the dealer salesman less important (means 1.4

and 1.6, respectively) by a very significant degree than do

Chevrolet and Ford respondents (means 1.9 and 2.0, respec-

tively).

The actions of respondents reinforce their attitude.

When respondents were asked "How did you know about the

dealer where you bought your new car?", only fifteen per cent

of all respondents indicated it was because they knew the

dealer salesman. This is indicated in Table III.
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TABLE III

METHOD OF LOCATING THE NEW-CAR DEALER

Response Per Cent
Response

Knew the dealer salesman. .... ......... 15

A friend or relative recommended the dealer . . . . . 17

Bought a used car from the dealer before. . . . . . . 2

Bought a new car from the dealer before . . . . . . . 20

Newspaper, television, radio, telephone, yellow
page advertising. .. ............ 23

Other (credit union, convenient location, shopped
around, etc.)... . . . . . . 23

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city. As indicated in Table XXXV of Appendix B,

the indication that the respondents located the dealer by

knowing the dealer salesman is greater than expected for

Amarillo respondents but less than expected for Dallas

respondents. There is no significant difference by brand.

When respondents were asked "What is the single most

important reason you bought from this particular dealer?",

only four per cent of all respondents indicated it was because

the dealer salesman was friendly and courteous. This is

indicated in Table IV.
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TABLE IV

THE SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT REASON FOR
BUYING FROM A PARTICULAR DEALER

Response

Had the brand and model I wanted. . . . . .

Knew dealer, bought there before. . . . . .

Convenient location for service . . . . . .

Received best deal, best trade-in price . .

Dealer gives good warranty service. . . . .

Dealer gives good service after warranty.

Dealer salesman was friendly and courteous.

Recommended by friend or relative . . . . .

Other...... ...........

Per Cent
Response

.38

17

.. . ". . 7

25

1

1

4

5

.. 2

There is a very highly significant difference when

comparing respondents by city. As indicated in Table XXXVII of

Appendix B, the response that the dealer salesman was friendly

and courteous is greater than expected for Amarillo respon-

dents but less than expected for Dallas respondents.

Statement 57: "The dealer salesman was not honest and

truthful. I was not well pleased."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to disagree (grand mean

3.7).

Analysis by city.--There is no significant difference

among respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.
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Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, or income.

Analysis by occupation.--There is a significant

difference when comparing respondents by occupation. Respon-

dents with professional, managerial, and clerical and sales

occupations tend to disagree with the statement (means 3.8,

3.9, and 3.6, respectively) by a significant degree when

compared with those respondents with craftsmen, operatives,

etc. occupations who tend to be undecided (3.4).

Statement 50: "I will not buy from this dealer

again."

On the average, respondents of all cities and all brands

tend to disagree (grand mean 3.5).

Analysis by city.--There is no significant difference

when comparing respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents.
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Analysis by brand within city.--On the average, American

Motors respondents in Amarillo tend to agree (2.1) with the

statement. They will tend not to buy from the dealer again.

On the average, American Motors respondents in Uvalde tend

to disagree (3.8) with the statement. Rather, they will tend

to buy again from the dealer. There are no other significant

differences among brands within each city.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, education, or income.

1. Analysis by age.--On the average, there is a

significant difference when comparing respondents in various

age categories. As the age of the respondents increases,

respondents tend to disagree more strongly with the statement.

Respondents under 18-24 and 25-34 tend to be undecided (means

3.2 and 3.3, respectively); respondents age 35-44, 45-54,

and 55 and older tend to disagree (means 3.5, 3.6, 3.6, respec-

tively).

2. Analysis by occupation.--On the average, there

is a very significant difference when comparing respondents

in the two higher occupation categories with those in the two

lower occupation categories. Respondents with professional

and managerial occupations tend to disagree (means 3.6 and

3.5, respectively) with the statement by a very significant
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degree. Respondents who have clerical and sales, and crafts-

men, operatives, etc. occupations tend to be undecided (means

3.2 and 3.2, respectively).

Figure 3 is a graphic profile of the new-car buyers'

attitudes regarding the dealer reputation. The Likert-type

attitude statements are numerically identified on the right

side of the page.

Summary

Respondents of all cities and all brands tend to con-

sider an honest dealer reputation to be of great importance

when buying a new car. Only the manufacturer warranty was

ranked higher by all respondents.

Respondents of all cities and all brands tend to feel

that the auto dealer was honest and truthful and treated

them "fair and square." Respondents in the smaller city of

Uvalde tend to feel more strongly about the honesty and

truthfulness of the auto dealer than do respondents in the

larger cities of Dallas and Amarillo.

Older respondents (55 and older) and respondents with

professional and managerial occupations tend to have a more

positive attitude toward the honesty and truthfulness of

the auto dealer.

Respondents of all cities and all brands tend to

disagree with the negative statement that the dealer

was not honest and did not treat the buyer fairly. Uvalde
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respondents tend to disagree more strongly with this negative

statement than do respondents in Dallas and Amarillo. Respon-

dents with professional and managerial occupations also tend

to disagree more strongly with this negative statement.

Respondents do not consider the dealer salesman as an

important factor when buying a new car. The dealer salesman

was ranked only fifth of all seven variables of dealer inter-

action!

Amarillo respondents consider the dealer salesman more

important than do respondents of Dallas and Uvalde. Plymouth

and American Motors respondents consider the dealer salesman

less important than do Chevrolet or Ford respondents.

Only fifteen per cent of all respondents located the

dealer by means of the dealer salesman. Amarillo respondents

attach greater important to the dealer salesman when locating

the dealer to patronize. This reinforces the attitude of

Amarillo respondents that they consider the dealer salesman

to be more important than do the respondents of Dallas and

Uvalde.

When asked the single most important reason for buying

from a particular dealer, only four per cent of all respon-

dents indicated the reason was that the dealer salesman was

friendly and courteous. The reply that the dealer salesman

was friendly and courteous was greater than expected for

Amarillo respondents but less than expected for Dallas

respondents.



76

Although the dealer salesman is not considered important

when selecting the dealer to patronize, respondents do not

tend to consider the salesman dishonest or untruthful. In

evaluating the statement "The dealer salesman was not honest

and truthful. I was not well pleased.", all respondents

tend to disagree. Respondents with professional, managerial,

and clerical and sales occupations tend to disagree more

strongly with this negative statement.

In evaluating the statement "I will not buy from this

dealer again.", respondents of all cities tend to disagree.

American Motors respondents in Amarillo tend to agree with

the statement that they will not buy from the dealer again.

American Motors respondents in Uvalde, however, tend to

disagree with the statement; they will tend to buy from the

dealer again.

Importance of a Quality Dealer Versus
Importance of Price

As indicated in Figures 1 and 2, the analysis of seven

variables of dealer interaction indicates that respondents

of all cities and all brands rank manufacturer warranty, honest

dealer reputation, and dealer service and maintenance higher

than lowest priced deal. Respondents of Uvalde consider lowest

priced deal to be significantly less important than do respon-

dents of Dallas and Amarillo (means 2.5, 3.2, and 3.4, respec-

tively).

As indicated in Table IV only 25 per cent of the respon-

dents indicated that the single most important reason for



77

buying from a particular dealer was because they received

the best deal and the best trade-in price. There are no

significant differences when comparing respondents by city.

As indicated in Table XXXVII of Appendix B, the Chevrolet

respondents indicating that they received the best deal or

the best trade-in price as the single most important reason

for patronizing a particular dealer were greater than

expected but the American Motors respondents were less than

expected. There were no other significant differences by

brand.

Statement Analysis

The order of the Likert-type statements pertaining to

the importance of a quality dealer versus the importance of

price is 23, 24, 62, 38, and 43.

Statement 23: "I shopped around for a quality auto

dealer, one who gives good repair and maintenance service

and stands behind the car."

Analysis by city.--On the average, there is a very highly

significant difference when comparing respondents of Uvalde

with those of Dallas and Amarillo. Uvalde respondents tend

to agree (4.0) but Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to

be undecided (means 3.3 and 3.3, respectively).

Analysis by brand.--On the average, respondents of all

brands tend to be undecided (grand mean 3.4). There is no
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significant difference among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and

American Motors respondents. Within each city there is no

significant difference between each brand.

Analysis bh_ demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, and occupation.

Statement 24: "I am willing to pay more to buy my new

car from such a quality dealer."

Analysis b city.--On the average, there is a very

highly significant difference when comparing respondents of

Uvalde with those of Dallas and Amarillo. Uvalde respondents

tend to agree (3.6) but Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend

to be undecided (means 3.0 and 3.0, respectively).

Analysis by brand. --On the average, respondents of all

brands tend to be undecided (grand mean 3.4). There is no

significant difference among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and

American Motors respondents. Within each city there is no

significant difference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, and occupation.

Statement 62: "I am a price shopper. I visted many

new-car dealers looking for the lowest priced deal."
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On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 3.1).

Analysis by city.--There is no significant difference

among respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.

Analysis by brand.--There is a very significant dif-

ference when comparing Chevrolet, Ford, and Plymouth

respondents with those of American Motors. Chevrolet, Ford,

and Plymouth respondents tend to be undecided (means 3.2,

3.0, and 3.2, respectively). American Motors respondents

although undecided tend toward disagreement (2.8) with the

statement. Within each city there is no significant dif-

ference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, education, income, or occupation.

Analysis by age.--There is a very significant dif-

ference when comparing respondents in various age categories

although respondents tend to be undecided. Respondents in

older age categories tend to be more undecided by a signifi-

cant degree when compared with those in younger age categories.

The means for respondents under 18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54,

and 55 and older are 3.4, 3.2, 3.2, 3.1, and 2.8, respectively.
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Statement 38: "I bought my new car from the dealer who

gave me the lowest priced deal."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 3.3).

Analysis by city.--There is no significant difference

when comparing respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There is no signifi-

cant difference when comparing respondents by sex.

1. Analysis by age.--On the average, there is a

very significant difference when comparing respondents in

various age categories. Respondents age 24 and under tend

to agree (3.6). Respondents in all other age categories tend

to be undecided. The older the respondents, however, the

more undecided they tend to be by a very significant degree

when compared with younger respondents. The means for respon-

dents age 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55 and older are 3.4, 3.3,

3.4, and 3.1, respectively.
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2. Analysis by education.--On the average, there

is a significant difference when comparing respondents with

graduate education to respondents with undergraduate edu-

cation. Respondents with a graduate education, although

undecided (3.2), tend toward agreement with the statement

by a significant degree.

3. Analysis by income.--On the average, there is

a significant difference when comparing respondents in the

extreme high and low income levels. Respondents with incomes

of under $10,000 tend to agree (3.5) with the statement by a

significant degree. Respondents with incomes of $20,000 and

above tend to be undecided (3.2). Respondents in the two

middle income categories tend to be undecided (means 3.3. and

3.4, respectively). There is no significant difference

between them.

4. Analysis by occupation.--On the average, there

is a very significant difference when comparing respondents

in the craftsmen, operatives, etc. category with all other

occupational categories. Respondents in the craftsmen,

operatives, etc. category tend to agree (3.6) with the state-

ment by a very significant degree. Respondents in all other

occupational categories tend to be undecided (3.3).

Statement 43: "If a dealer who sells all brands of

medium priced cars but has no service facilities offered to

sell me a new car for $125 over cost, I would buy from him."
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On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 2.7).

Analysis bii city.--There is no significant difference

among respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.

Analysis b brand.--There is no significant difference

when comparing Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors

respondents. Within each city there is no significant dif-

ference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, income, or occupation.

Analysis by education.--There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents of various education

categories. Respondents in the lower category (grade school

through high school or trade school diploma) tend to disagree

(2.5) with the statement by a very significant degree when

compared with respondents in all other education categories

who tend to be undecided.

Figure 4 is a graphic presentation by city of the new-

car buyers' attitudes regarding the importance of a quality

dealer versus the importance of price. The Likert-type

attitude statements are numerically identified on the right

side of the page.
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The order of the Likert-type statements pertaining to

the price appeal of the dealer is 41, 29, and 30.

Statement 41: "The auto dealer tries to appeal primarily

on the basis of price."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 3.1).

Analysis by city.--There is a significant difference

when comparing respondents of Dallas with those of Amarillo.

Dallas respondents tend to be undecided (3.1). Amarillo

respondents although undecided (3.2) tend toward agreement

with the statement. There is no significant difference when

comparing Uvalde respondents with all other.

Analysis bly brand.--There is a significant difference

when comparing respondents by brand. Plymouth and American

Motors respondents tend to be more undecided than Ford

respondents (means 3.0, 3.0, and 3.1, respectively).

Chevrolet respondents, although undecided (3.2), tend toward

agreement with the statement. Within each city there is no

significant difference between each brand.

Analysis by_ demographic variables. --There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, education, income, or occupation.
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Analysis by age.--There is a significant difference

when comparing respondents in various age categories. Respon-

dents in older age categories tend to be more undecided by a

significant degree when compared with respondents in younger

age categories. The means for respondents under 18-24, 25-

34, 35-44, 45-54, and 55 and older are 3.3, 3.3, 3.0, 3.1,

2.9, respectively.

Statement 29: "The dealer advertising mostly stressed

low bargain prices."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 2.9).

Analysis by city.--There is a very highly significant

difference when comparing Dallas and Uvalde respondents with

those of Amarillo. Dallas and Uvalde respondents tend to

be undecided (means 2.8 and 2.6, respectively). Amarillo

respondents although undecided (3.2) tend toward agreement

with the statement.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

when comparing Chevrolet, For, Plymouth, and American Motors

respondents. Within each city there is no significant dif-

ference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no signifi-

cant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, education, income, or occupation.
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Analysis by age.--There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents age 25-34 with respon-

dents age 35 and older. Respondents 25-34 although undecided

(3.1) tend toward agreement with the statement by a very sig-

nificant degree. Respondents under 24, 35-44, 45-54, and 55

and older tend to be undecided (means 2.9, 2.7, 2.8, and

2.8, respectively).

Statement 30: "The dealer advertising mostly stressed

things other than low bargain prices."

Analysis by city.--There is a very significant difference

when comparing Uvalde respondents with those of Dallas and

Amarillo. Uvalde respondents tend to agree (2.5) with the

statement by a very significant degree when compared with

Dallas and Amarillo respondents who tend to be undecided

(means 2.9 and 3.0, respectively).

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

when comparing, Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American

Motors respondents. Within each city there is no significant

difference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Figure 5 is a graphic presentation by city of the new-

car buyers' attitudes regarding the price appeal of the
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dealer. The Likert-type attitude statements are numerically

identified on the right side of the page.

Summary

Although the lowest priced deal is important when buying

a new car, respondents ranked it only fourth of the seven

variables of dealer interaction. Manufacturer warranty,

honest dealer reputation, and dealer service and maintenance

were ranked higher by respondents of all cities and of all

brands.

Only twenty-five per cent of all respondents indicated

that the single most important reason for buying from a

particular dealer was the fact that they received the best

deal. For Chevrolet respondents this response was greater

than expected; for American Motors respondents, less than

expected.

On the average, respondents of Uvalde tend to shop for

a quality auto dealer who gives good repair and maintenance

service and stands behind the car. They are willing to pay

more to buy from such a dealer. Respondents in Dallas and

Amarillo tend to be undecided. Respondents of all brands

tend to be undecided.

On the average, respondents of all cities tend to be

undecided as to whether they are price shoppers looking for

the lowest priced deal. American Motors respondents although

undecided tend toward disagreement with this statement.
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Chevrolet, Ford, and Plymouth respondents tend to be undecided.

Respondents in older age categories (55 and older) tend to be

more undecided than younger respondents as to whether they

were price shoppers.

On the average, respondents of all cities and all brands

tend to be undecided as to whether they bought their new car

from the dealer who gave them the lowest priced deal. Respon-

dents under age 24 tend to be more price conscious. They tend

to agree that they bought their new car from the dealer who

gave them the lowest priced deal.

On the average, respondents with graduate educations,

respondents with incomes of under $10,000, and respondents

in the craftsmen, operatives, etc. occupation categories

all tend to agree that they bought from the dealer who gave

them the lowest priced deal.

On the average, respondents of all cities and all brands

tend to be undecided as to whether they would buy from a

dealer with a low price appeal but with no service facilities.

Respondents with a lower level of education (grade school

through high school or trade school diploma) indicate they

would tend not to buy from such a dealer. Respondents in

higher education categories tend to be undecided.

Amarillo respondents although undecided tend toward

agreement with the statement that the dealer tries to appeal

primarily on the basis of price. Dallas and Amarillo
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respondents tend to be undecided. Plymouth and American

Motors respondents tend to be more undecided than Ford

respondents. Chevrolet respondents although undecided tend

toward agreement with the statement. Older age respondents

tend to be more undecided than younger age respondents as to

whether the dealer tries to appeal to new-car buyers primarily

on the basis of price.

Amarillo respondents although undecided tend toward

agreement with the statement that dealer advertising mostly

stressed low bargain prices. Dallas and Uvalde respondents

tend to be undecided. Respondents 25-34 although undecided

tend toward agreement. Respondents of all other age cate-

gories tend to be undecided.

Uvalde respondents tend to agree that the dealer adver-

tising mostly stressed things other than low bargain prices.

Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided.

Dealer Implementation of Manufacturer Warranty

As indicated in Figures 1 and 2, respondents of all

cities and all brands rank the manufacturer warranty as the

most important of all seven variables of dealer interaction

when buying a new car.

There is no significant difference when comparing respon-

dents by city; however, there is a very highly significant

difference when comparing respondents by brand. American

Motors respondents rank the manufacturer warranty higher



91

(5.06) than respondents of all other brands by a very highly

significant degree. Chevrolet, Ford, and Plymouth respon-

dents do not differ significantly from one another.

Respondents do not consider the manufacturer warranty

important, however, when selecting the particular dealer to

patronize. As indicated in Table IV only one per cent of all

respondents indicated that the single most important reason

for patronizing a particular dealer was that the dealer gave

good warranty service. There is no significant difference

when comparing respondents to city or by brand.

In response to the question "Do you have your new car

serviced by the dealer while it is under the manufacturer's

warranty?", seventy-eight per cent of all respondents have

their new car serviced by the dealer while it is under the

manufacturer warranty. Twenty-two per cent do not.

There is a significant difference, however, when com-

paring respondents by city. As indicated in Table XXXVIII of

Appendix B, the use of the dealer for service while the car

is under manufacturer warranty is greater than expected for

Dallas and Uvalde respondents but less than expected for

Amarillo respondents. There is no significant difference

among brands.

In response to the question "When the manufacturer's

warranty has run out will you have the car serviced by the

dealer?", fifty-six per cent of all respondents will not
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return to the dealer for service after the manufacturer

warranty has run out. Sixteen per cent are undecided.

Only twenty-eight per cent of all respondents indicate

they intend to patronize the dealer for service after the

expiration of the warranty.

There is a very highly significant difference when

comparing respondents by city. As indicated in Table XXXIX

of Appendix B, the intended use of the dealer for service

after the expiration of the manufacturer warranty is greater

than expected for Dallas and Uvalde respondents but less

than expected for Amarillo respondents. There is no sig-

nificant difference among brands.

Statement Analysis

The order of the Likert-type statements pertaining to

the dealer implementation of the manufacturer warranty is

44, 22, 32, 59, and 28.

Statement 44: "The dealer stressed the high quality of

the manufacturer's warranty and promised excellent service

under this warranty."

Analysis by city.--On the average, respondents of all

cities tend to be undecided (grand mean 3.0). There is a

significant difference, however, when comparing respondents

of Uvalde with those of Dallas and Amarillo. Uvalde respon-

dents although undecided (3.3) tend to move toward agreement
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with the statement by a significant degree. There is no

significant difference between respondents of Dallas and

Amarillo.

Analysis b brand.--On the average, there is a very

highly significant difference when comparing respondents

by brand. Chevrolet and Ford respondents tend to be undecided

(means 2.9 and 2.9, respectively). American Motors and

Plymouth respondents tend to agree (means 3.5 and 3.4,

respectively). Plymouth and American Motors respondents

do not differ significantly from each other. Within each

city there is no significant difference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Statement 22: "The dealer carefully explained the

manufacturer's warranty to me. He told me what is or is not

covered."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 2.7).

Analysis by city.--There is a very significant differ-

ence when comparing respondents of Uvalde with those of

Dallas and Amarillo. Uvalde respondents tend to be more
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undecided (3.1). Dallas and Amarillo respondents although

undecided tend to move toward disagreement (means 2.7 and

2.6, respectively).

Analysis by brand.--There is a very highly significant

difference when comparing American Motors respondents with

those of Chevrolet, Ford, and Plymouth. American Motors

respondents although undecided (3.3) tend toward agreement

with the statement. Chevrolet, Ford, and Plymough respon-

dents do not differ significantly from one another. Within

each city there is no significant difference between each

brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, education, or income.

1. Analysis by age.--On the average, there tends

to be a significant difference when comparing respondents

in the oldest age category with all other age categories.

Respondents age 55 and older although undecided (3.1) tend

toward agreement with the statement by a significant degree.

Respondents of all other age categories tend to be undecided.

There is no significant difference among them.

2. Analysis by occupation.--On the average, there

tends to be a very highly significant difference when comparing
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respondents in various occupation categories. Respondents

in professional occupations and in clerical and sales occu-

pations tend to disagree (means 2.5 and 2.4, respectively)

with the statement by a very highly significant degree when

compared to respondents in the management occupations and

craftsmen, operatives, etc. occupations who tend to be

undecided (means 2.8 and 2.9, respectively).

Statement 32: "The dealer did not carefully explain

the manufacturer's warranty to me. He did not tell me what

is or is not covered."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 2.7).

Analysis by city.--There is no significant difference

among respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.

Analysis by brand.--There is a significant difference

when comparing American Motors respondents with all others.

American Motors respondents although undecided (3.3) tend

toward disagreement with the statement. There is no sig-

nificant difference among Chevrolet, Ford, and Plymouth

respondents. Within each city there is no significant dif-

ference between each brand.
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Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no sig-
nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, income, or occupation.

1. Analysis by age. --There is a significant dif-

ference when comparing respondents 25 and older with those

under 25. The older the respondents, the more undecided they

tend to be by a significant degree. The means for age cate-

gories 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55 and older are 2.4, 2.5, 2.8,

and 3.2, respectively. Respondents under 18-24 are also

undecided (2.8).

2. Analysis by education.--There is a very sig-

nificant difference when comparing respondents in a lower

education level with all others. Respondents in a lower

level of education (grade school through high school or

trade school diploma) tend to be more undecided (2.9) by a

significant degree when compared with respondents in higher

levels of education.

Statement 59: "I am well satisfied with the way the

dealer takes care of problems under the manufacturer's

warranty."

On the average, respondents of all brands and each brand

within each city tend to be undecided (grand mean 3.2).

Analysis by city.--On the average, there is a very

highly significant difference when comparing respondents
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by city. Respondents in Dallas and Amarillo tend to be unde-

cided (means 3.3 and 3.1, respectively). Uvalde respondents

tend to agree (3.7).

Analysis by brand. -- There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, or income.

Analysis by occupation. --There is a significant

difference when comparing respondents in the two higher

categories of occupations with those in the two lower cate-

gories. Professional and managerial respondents although

undecided (means 3.2 and 3.3, respectively) tend toward

agreement with the statement. Clerical and sales respondents

and craftsmen, operatives, etc. respondents tend to be unde-

cided (means 3.2 and 3.0, respectively). Although the mean

value (3.2) appears in both categories, it is not contra-

dictory due to the small sample size of one category.

Statement 28: "My new car was okay when I took delivery.

I did not need to return to the dealer to get the car fixed

or adjusted."
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On the average, respondents of all brands and each brand

within each city tend to disagree (grand mean 2.5).

Analysis b city.--On the average, there is a very

highly significant difference when comparing respondents of

Dallas and Amarillo with those of Uvalde. Dallas and Amarillo

respondents tend to disagree (means 2.5 and 2.3, respectively).

Uvalde respondents although undecided (3.3) tend toward

agreement with the statement.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-
nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Figure 6 is a graphic presentation by city of the new-

car buyers' attitudes regarding the dealer implementation of

the manufacturer warranty. The Likert-type attitude state-

ments are numerically identified on the right side of the

page.

Summary

Importance of manufacturer warranty.--The manufacturer

warranty is considered by all respondents to be very
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important when buying a new car. It was ranked highest of

all seven variables of dealer interaction by respondents of

all cities and all brands. American Motors respondents

ranked manufacturer warranty higher than did respondents

of any other brands.

However, only one per cent of all respondents indicate

the single most important reason for patronizing a particular

dealer was because the dealer gives good warranty service.

Use of dealer for service during and after warranty

period.--Seventy-eight per cent of all respondents have the

car serviced by the dealer while the car is under warranty.

Respondents in Uvalde patronize the dealer for service to a

greater extent than respondents in Dallas or Amarillo.

After the expiration of the warranty, dealers lose a

considerable portion of the service business of the respon-

dents. More than half of all respondents do not patronize

the dealer for service after the warranty expiration.

Another sixteen per cent did not know what they would do as

their car was still under warranty when they replied to the

questionnaire. Only twenty-eight per cent of all respondents

indicate they would continue to have the car serviced by the

dealer. Dallas and Uvalde respondents were more likely to

patronize the dealer for service after expiration of the

warranty than Amarillo respondents. There is no significant

difference by brand.



101

Satisfaction with dealer implementation of the manufac-

turer warranty.--Respondents in Dallas and Amarillo tend to

be undecided as to whether they are well satisfied with the

manner in which the dealer takes care of the problems under

the warranty.

Uvalde respondents, however, tend to be well satisfied

with dealer handling of problems under the manufacturer

warranty. This satisfaction is evident by the fact that a

greater than expected number of Uvalde respondents continue

to have the car serviced by the dealer after the expiration

of the warranty.

Respondents regardless of brand tend to be undecided

as to whether they are well satisfied with the manner in

which the dealer takes care of problems under the manufac-

turer warranty.

Respondents with professional and managerial occupations

although undecided tend toward agreement with the statement

that they are well satisfied with the way in which the dealer

takes care of problems under the manufacturer warranty.

Dealer promotion of the manufacturer warranty.--Respon-

dents of all cities tend to be undecided as to whether the

dealer stressed the high quality of the manufacturer warranty

and promised excellent service under this warranty.

In comparing respondents by brands, however, American

Motors respondents tend toward agreement with the statement
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by a very highly significant degree. Chevrolet and Ford

respondents tend to be undecided. Plymouth respondents

although undecided tend toward agreement with the statement.

There is no significant difference between brands.

Respondents of all cities and all brands tend to be

undecided as to whether the dealer carefully explained the

manufacturer warranty. American Motors respondents although

undecided tend to move toward agreement with the statement

that the dealer carefully explained the manufacturer warranty.

Respondents 55 or older tend to feel that the dealer

carefully explained the manufacturer warranty. Younger

respondents tend to be undecided. Respondents with profes-

sional and sales occupations tend to feel that the dealer

did not carefully explain the warranty. Respondents with

lower levels of education tend to be more undecided as to

whether the dealer did not carefully explain the warranty.

Respondents in the larger cities of Dallas and Amarillo

tend to be dissatisfied with the condition of the new car

upon delivery and returned to the dealer to get the car

fixed or adjusted. Uvalde respondents although undecided

tend toward being satisfied with the condition of the new

car upon delivery. Respondents of all brands tend to be

dissatisfied with the condition of the new car upon delivery

and returned to the dealer to get the car fixed or adjusted.
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Reliability of Dealer Service and Maintenance

As indicated in Figures 1 and 2, respondents of all cities

and all brands rank dealer service and maintenance third in

order of importance of all seven variables of dealer inter-

action. Only manufacturer warranty and honest dealer reputation

were ranked higher by the respondents. There are no significant

differences among respondents by city or by brand.

The reliability of dealer service is not considered an

important reason for buying a new car from a particular

dealer. As indicated in Table IV when respondents were asked

the single most important reason for buying from a particular

dealer only one per cent of all respondents indicate it was

because the dealer gives good service during warranty. Only

one per cent indicated it was because the dealer gives good

service after warranty.

In response to the question "Which one do you think is

the most reliable place for routine service and maintenance?",

only forty-three per cent of all respondents consider the

dealer the most reliable place for routine service as indicated

in Table V.

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city as indicated in Table XL of Appendix B.

Dallas respondents' reply that the independent garage is the

most reliable place for routine service is less than expected;
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TABLE V

THE MOST RELIABLE PLACE FOR ROUTINE
SERVICE AND MAINTENANCE

Response Per Cent
Response

Independent garage... . ..... . . . . . . . . . . 36

Service station . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

New-car dealer. ........... .. . . . . . . . . . 43

Chain store auto service. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

Amarillo respondents' reply is greater than expected. Dallas

and Uvalde respondents' reply that the new-car dealer is the

most reliable place for routine service is greater than

expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is less than expected.

There is no significant difference by brand.

In response to the question "Which do you think is the

least reliable place for routine service and maintenance?",

only twenty per cent of all respondents consider the new-car

dealer the least reliable for routine services as indicated

in Table VI.

There is a significant difference when comparing respon-

dents by city as indicated in Table XLI in Appendix B.

Amarillo respondents' reply that the independent garage

is the least reliable place for routine service is less than

expected; Uvalde respondents' reply is greater than expected.

Dallas and Uvalde respondents' replies that the new-car
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TABLE VI

THE LEAST RELIABLE PLACE FOR ROUTINE
SERVICE AND MAINTENANCE

Response Per Cent

Response

Independent garage. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

Service station . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50

New-car dealer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Chain store auto service. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

dealer is the least reliable place for routine service are

less than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is greater

than expected. There is no significant difference by brand.

Statement Analysis

The order of the Likert-type statements pertaining to

the reliability of dealer service and maintenance is 52, 33,

56, and 60.

Statement 52: "The dealer does a good job of repair and

maintenance. I am well satisfied."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 3.1).

Analysis by city. --There is a very highly significant

difference when comparing Amarillo respondents with those of

Dallas and Uvalde. Amarillo respondents although undecided

(2.9) tend toward disagreement. Dallas and Uvalde respondents
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although undecided (means 2.3 and 3.3, respectively) tend

toward agreement. There is no significant difference between

Dallas and Uvalde respondents.

Analysis by brand. --There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, or American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, education, or income.

1. Analysis by age. --There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents in various age cate-

gories. Although all respondents tend to be undecided, older

respondents tend more toward agreement with the statement

by a significant degree when compared with younger respon-

dents. Respondents age under 18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54,

and 55 and older have means of 3.0, 2.9, 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3,

respectively.

2. Analysis by occupation. --There is a very highly

significant difference when comparing respondents in the two

higher categories of occupations with those in the two lower

categories. Respondents with professional and managerial

occupations although undecided (means 3.1 and 3.2, respectively)
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tend toward agreement. Respondents with clerical and sales

and craftsmen, operatives, etc. occupations although undecided

(means 2.9 and 2.9, respectively) tend toward disagreement

with the statement.

Statement 33: "The dealer does a poor job of repair and

maintenance. I am not satisfied. "

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 3.1).

Analysis by_ city. --There is a very significant difference

when comparing respondents of Dallas with those of Amarillo.

Dallas respondents although undecided (3.2) tend toward dis-

agreement with the statement by a very signficant degree when

compared with Amarillo respondents who also tend to be unde-

cided (3.0). Uvalde respondents although undecided (3.3) tend

toward disagreement with the statement. There is no signifi-

cant difference when comparing Uvalde respondents with all

others.

Analysis by brand. --There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, or income.
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Analysis by occupation. --There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents in the two higher cate-

gories of occupations with those in the two lower categories.

Respondents with professional and managerial occupations

although undecided (means 3.2 and 3.2, respectively) tend

toward disagreement. Respondents with clerical and sales

and craftsmen, peratives, etc. occupations although undecided

(means 3.0 and 2.9, respectively) tend toward agreement with

the statement.

Statement 56: "I can depend on the dealer service

manager to tell me what service my new car really needs."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 3.0).

Analysis by city. --There is a very significant differ-

ence when comparing respondents of Dallas and Uvalde with

those of Amarillo. Dallas and Uvalde respondents although

undecided (means 3.1 and 3.4, respectively) tend toward

agreement with the statement by a very significant degree

when compared with Amarillo respondents who tend to be unde-

cided (2.9).

Analysis by brand.--There seems to be a significant

difference between brands. However, the difference between

brands is due to the effect of interaction of the cities on
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the brands. When analyzed by brands within each city, the

difference becomes insignificant. Therefore there is no sig-

nificant difference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables..--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Statement 60: "The service manager tries to sell me

service I do not really need."

Analysis by city.--On the average, there is a very highly

significant difference when comparing Dallas and Uvalde respon-

dents with those of Amarillo. Dallas and Uvalde respondents

both tend to disagree (means 3.7 and 4.0, respectively) by a

very significant degree when compared with Amarillo respon-

dents who tend to be undecided (3.3).

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference
among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no signifi-

cant differences when comparing respondents by categories of

sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Figure 7 is a graphic representation by city of the new-

car buyers' attitudes regarding the reliability of dealer
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service and maintenance. The Likert-type attitude statements

are numerically identified on the right side of the page.

Summary

Although all respondents consider dealer service and

maintenance to be very important when buying a new car, only

two per cent of all respondents indicate that the single most

important reason for buying from a particular dealer was

because of good dealer service during or after warranty.

Less than half of all respondents indicate that the

dealer is the most reliable place for routine service. Dallas

and Uvalde respondents indicate a more positive attitude but

Amarillo respondents indicate a more negative attitude toward

dealer service. Respondents of all cities and all brands

tend to be undecided as to whether the dealer does a good job

or a poor job of repair and maintenance.

Dallas and Uvalde respondents although undecided tend

toward agreement that the dealer does a good job of repair

and maintenance. Older respondents and respondents with pro-

fessional and managerial occupations although undecided tend

toward agreement that the dealer does a good job of repair

and maintenance.

Respondents of all cities and all brands tend to be unde-

cided as to whether they can depend on the dealer service

manager to tell them what service the new car really needs.

Dallas and Uvalde respondents although undecided tend toward

agreement that the dealer service manager is dependable.
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Dallas and Uvalde respondents tend not to feel that the

dealer service manager tries to sell them service they do not

really need. Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided.

Cost of Dealer Service and Maintenance

In response to the question "Which one do you think is

the most expensive place for routine service or maintenance?",

sixty-six per cent of all respondents consider the auto dealer

the most expensive place for routine service and maintenance.

This is indicated in Table VII.

TABLE VII

THE MOST EXPENSIVE PLACE FOR ROUTINE
SERVICE AND MAINTENANCE

Response Per Cent
Response

Independent garage. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

Service station . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

New-car dealer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66

Chain store auto service. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

There are no significant differences when comparing

respondents by city or by brand.

In response to the question "Which one do you think is

the least expensive place for routine service or maintenance?"

only ten per cent of all respondents indicate that the auto

dealer is the least expensive place for routine service and

maintenance. This is indicated in Table VIII.
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TABLE VIII

THE LEAST EXPENSIVE PLACE FOR ROUTINE
SERVICE AND MAINTENANCE

Response Per Cent
Response

Independent garage. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

Service station . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

New-car dealer...-........... ....... . 10

Chain store auto service. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city, however, as indicated in Table XLII

of Appendix B. Dallas respondents' reply that the chain store

auto service centers are the least expensive is greater than

expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is less than expected.

Amarillo respondents' reply that the independent garage

is the least expensive is greater than expected; Dallas

respondents' reply is less than expected. Uvalde respondents'

reply that the auto dealer is the least expensive is greater

than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is less than

expected. There is no significant difference by brand.

In response to the question "What is your opinion of

the repair and maintenance service of the new-car dealer?",

twenty-one per cent of all respondents consider that the

dealer has good service at a reasonable price. Fifty-one per

cent, however, consider the dealer service to be expensive.
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Thirty per cent indicate that the dealer although expensive

does a good job on repair and maintenance service. This is

indicated in Table IX.

TABLE IX

OPINIONS OF NEW-CAR BUYERS REGARDING
DEALER REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE

Response Per Cent
Response

Good service, reasonable price. . . . . . . . . . . . 21

Poor service, reasonable price. . . . . . . . . . . . 5

Expensive but does a good job . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

Expensive and does a poor job . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

I don't use the dealer for service. . . . . . . . . . 23

As indicated in Table XLIII of Appendix B, there is a

very highly significant difference when comparing respondents

by city.

For the reply "good service, reasonable price", Dallas

and Amarillo respondents are less than expected; Uvalde

respondents are greater than expected. For the reply "poor

service, reasonable price", Dallas respondents are less than

expected; Amarillo respondents are greater than expected.

For the reply "expensive but does a good job", Dallas respon-

dents are greater than expected; Amarillo and Uvalde respon-

dents are less than expected. For the reply "expensive and

does a poor job", Dallas and Uvalde respondents are less than
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expected; Amarillo respondents are greater than expected.

For the reply "I don't use the dealer for service", Amarillo

respondents are greater than expected; Uvalde respondents are

less than expected. There is no significant difference by

brand.

Statement Analysis

The order of the Likert-type statements pertaining to

the cost of dealer service and maintenance is 45, 49, 45, and

37.

Statement 45: "The dealer prices for repair and mainte-

nance service are fair and reasonable."

Analysis by city.--On the average, there is a very highly

significant difference when comparing respondents by city.

Uvalde respondents tend to agree (3.5). Dallas respondents

although undecided (3.1) tend toward agreement. Amarillo

respondents although undecided (2.9) tend toward disagreement.

Dallas respondents tend to differ from Amarillo respondents

by a very highly significant degree.

Analysis by brand. --On the average, respondents of all

brands tend to be undecided (grand mean 3.0). There is no

significant difference among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and

American Motors respondents. Within each city there is no

significant difference between each brand.
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Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, education, or income.

1. Analysis by age.--There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents by age. Respondents

55 and older although undecided (3.2) tend toward agreement.

There is no significant difference among respondents of all

other age categories; they tend to be undecided.

2. Analysis by occupation.--There is a very sig-

nificant difference when comparing respondents with managerial

and administrative occupations with those with clerical and

sales occupations. Respondents with managerial and adminis-

trative occupations although undecided (3.1) tend toward

agreement. Respondents with clerical and sales occupations

although undecided (2.9) tend toward disagreement. There is

no significant difference between respondents in the other

two occupation categories; they tend to be undecided.

Statement 49: "The dealer prices for repair and mainte-

nance service are too expensive."

Analysis by city.--On the average there is a very highly

significant difference when comparing respondents by city.

Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided (means

2.9 and 2.7, respectively). Uvalde respondents tend to
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disagree (3.3). The respondents of each city tend to differ

by a very highly significant degree from respondents of all

other cities.

Analysis by brand. --On the average, respondents of all

brands tend to be undecided (grand mean 2.9). There is no

significant difference among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, or

American Motors respondents. Within each city there is no

significant difference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Statement 35: "The dealer does a good job of estimating

the cost of repair and maintenance service."

Analysis by city. --On the average, there is a very highly

significant difference when comparing respondents by city.

Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided (means

3.2 and 3.0, respectively). Uvalde respondents tend to agree

(3.7). The respondents of each city tend to differ by a very

highly significant degree from the respondents of all other

cities.

Analysis by brand. --On the average, respondents of all

brands tend to be undecided (grand mean 3.2). There is no

significant difference among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, or
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American Motors respondents. Within each city there is no

significant difference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no signifi-
cant differences when comparing respondents by categories of

sex, age, education, or income.

Analysis by occupation. --There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents in various occupations.

Respondents with managerial and administrative occupations

although undecided (3.3) tend toward agreement with the

statement. Respondents with clerical and sales occupations

tend to be undecided (3.0). There is no significant differ-

ences between respondents in the other two occupation cate-

gories; they tend to be undecided.

Statement 37: "The cost of the dealer repair and main-

tenance service is often more than his estimate."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 3.0).

Analysis by city. --There is a very significant difference

when comparing Amarillo respondents with all others. Amarillo

respondents although undecided (2.9) tend toward agreement.

Dallas and Uvalde respondents tend to be undecided (means 3.1

and 3.1, respectively).
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Analysis by brand. --There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, or American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, education, income, or occupation.

Analysis by age.--There is a significant difference

when comparing older respondents with all others. Respondents

55 and older although undecided (3.2) tend toward disagreement

with the statement by a significant degree when compared with

all others. There is no significant difference among respon-

dents of all other age categories; they tend to be undecided.

Figure 8 is a graphic presentation by city of the new-

car buyers' attitudes regarding the cost of dealer service

and maintenance. The Likert-type attitude statements are

numerically identified on the right side of the page.

Summary

Respondents consider the auto dealer the most expensive

rather than the least expensive place for routine service

and maintenance. Sixty-six per cent of all respondents con-

sider the dealer the most expensive but only ten per cent of

all respondents consider the dealer the least expensive.
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Dallas respondents are more likely to indicate that

chain store auto service centers are the least expensive.

Amarillo respondents are more likely to feel that the

independent garage is the least expensive. Uvalde respon-

dents are more likely to indicate that the auto dealer is

the least expensive place for routine service and maintenance.

There is no significant difference when comparing Chevrolet,

Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respondents.

Respondents in the smaller city of Uvalde tend to indi-

cate that dealer prices for repair and maintenance are fair

and reasonable and not too expensive. Respondents in the

larger cities of Dallas and Amarillo tend to be undecided.

Respondents 55 and older and respondents with managerial

and administrative occupations although undecided tend toward

agreement that dealer prices for service are fair and reason-

able. Respondents of all brands tend to be undecided as to

whether dealer prices for service are reasonable or too

expensive.

Respondents in Uvalde tend to indicate that the dealer

does a good job of estimating the cost of repair and mainte-

nance. Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided.

Respondents of all brands tend to be undecided. Respondents

with managerial and administrative occupations although unde-

cided tend toward agreement that the dealer does a good job

of estimating the cost of service.
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In analyzing whether the cost of the dealer repair

service is often more than the estimate, respondents of all

cities and brands tend to be undecided. Amarillo respondents

although undecided tend toward agreement that the cost is

often more than the estimate. Older respondents although

undecided tend toward disagreement with the statement that

the cost is often more than the estimate.

About half of all respondents indicate the dealer does

a good job of repair and maintenance. However about half of

all respondents indicated that the cost of dealer service is

expensive.

Uvalde respondents' indication that the dealer has good

service at a reasonable price is greater than expected. This

attitude influences the actions of Uvalde respondents who

patronize the dealer for service more than Dallas and Amarillo

respondents do.

Dallas respondents' indication that the dealer is expen-

sive but does a good job is greater than expected. Amarillo

respondents' indication that the dealer is expensive and does

a poor job is greater than expected. This attitude influences

the actions of Amarillo respondents who do not patronize the

dealer for service as much as the Uvalde respondents do.
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Dealer Promotion of Repair and Maintenance

The dealer does not aggressively promote repair and

maintenance service. In response to the question "Does the

dealer remind you when routine service is due for your new

car?", only thirty-five per cent of all respondents indicate

that the dealer reminds them when routine maintenance is due

for the new car. Sixty-eight per cent indicate the dealer

does not do so.

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city. As indicated in Table XLIV of Appendix B,

Dallas respondents' reply that the dealer does remind them

when routine service is due for the new car is less than

expected, Amarillo respondents' reply is greater than

expected, and Uvalde respondents' reply is greater than

expected.

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by brand. As indicated in Table XLV of

Appendix B, Chevrolet respondents' reply that the dealer does

remind them when routine service is due for the new car is

greater than expected, Ford respondents' reply is less than

expected, Plymouth respondents' reply is much less than

expected, and American Motors reply is less than expected.

The dealer does not aggressively attempt to determine

whether the new-car buyer is satisfied with the dealer

service. In response to the question "Does the dealer
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contact you to ask if you are satisfied with his repair and

maintenance?", only twenty-two per cent of all respondents

state that the dealer contacted them to determine their

level of satisfaction with dealer repair and maintenance

service. Sixty-four per cent indicate the dealer does not

contact them and fourteen per cent do not use the dealer

for service.

There is a significant difference when comparing respon-

dents by city. As indicated in Table XLVI of Appendix B,

Dallas respondents' reply that the dealer does contact them

to determine their level of satisfaction with dealer service

is greater than expected, Amarillo respondents' reply is

less than expected, and Uvalde respondents' reply is less

than expected. There is no significant difference by brand.

Statement Analysis

The order of the Likert-type statements pertaining to

the dealer promotion of repair and maintenance is 47, 26, 39,

55, and 53.

Statement 47: "The dealer stressed the high quality of

his repair and maintenance service as an important reason to

buy my new car from him.

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to be undecided (grand

mean 2.7).
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Analysis by city.--There is no significant difference

among respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.

Analysis by brand.--There is a significant difference

when comparing respondents of Chevrolet and Ford with those

of Plymouth and American Motors. Chevrolet and Ford respon-

dents although undecided (means 2.7 and 2.6, respectively)

tend toward disagreement with the statement by a significant

degree when compared with Plymouth and American Motors

respondents who tend to be undecided (means 3.0 and 3.0,

respectively).

Analysis b demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, or income.

Analysis by occupation.--There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents with clerical and sales

occupations with all others. Respondents with clerical and

sales occupations tend to disagree (2.5) with the statement

by a very significant degree when compared with respondents

with professional managerial and craftsmen, operatives, etc.

occupations who tend to be undecided (means 2.7, 2.8, and 2.8,

respectively).

Statement 26: "The dealer really wants my service busi-

ness."
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Analysis by city. --On the average there is a very highly

significant difference when comparing respondents by city.

Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided (means

3.2 and 2.9, respectively). Uvalde respondents tend to agree

(3.6). The respondents of each city tend to differ from all

other cities by a very highly significant degree.

Analysis by brand. --On the average, respondents of all

brands tend to be undecided (grand mean 3.1). There is no

significant difference among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and

American Motors respondents. Within each city there is no

significant difference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Statement 39: "Other auto dealers try to convince me

to take my new car to them for service."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to disagree (grand mean

2.4).

Analysis by_ city.--There is no significant difference

among respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.

Analysis y brand. --There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors
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respondents. Within each city there is no significant dif-

ference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no signifi-

cant differences when comparing respondents by categories of

sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Statement 55: "The dealer really does not want my service

business."

Analysis by city.--On the average, there is a very highly

significant difference when comparing respondents by city.

Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided (means

3.4 and 3.1, respectively). Uvalde respondents tend to dis-

agree (3.7). The respondents of each city tend to differ by

a very highly significant degree from all other cities.

Analysis by brand. -- On the average, respondents of all

brands tend to be undecided (grand mean 3.3). There is no

significant difference among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and

American Motors respondents. Within each city there is no

significant difference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There is no signifi-

cant difference when comparing respondents by categories of

age, education, or income.

1. Analysis by sex.--There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents by sex. Male respondents
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although undecided (3.3) tend toward disagreement with the

statement by a very significant degree when compared with

female respondents who tend to be undecided (3.2).

2. Analysis by occupation. --There is a very sig-

nificant difference when comparing respondents with managerial

occupations with all others. Respondents with managerial

occupations although undecided (3.4) tend toward disagreement

with the statement by a very significant degree. Respondents

with professional, clerical and sales, and craftsmen, operatives,

etc. occupations tend to be undecided (means 3.2, 3.2, and

3.3, respectively).

Statement 53: "Other auto dealers make no effort to get

my service business."

On the average, respondents of all cities and of all

brands tend to agree (grand mean 2.4).

Analysis by city. --There is no significant difference

among respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.

Analysis b brand. --There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents.

Analysis by brand with city. --When analysis was performed

by brands within each city, there was interaction. However,

the results of the interaction are in agreement with the
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analysis performed by city and by brand individually because

of the pooling of interaction and the error of variance.

Therefore, there is no significant difference between cities

or brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There is no signifi-

cant difference when comparing respondents by categories of

sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Figure 9 is a graphic profile of the new-car buyers'

attitudes by city regarding the dealer promotion of repair

and maintenance. The Likert-type attitude statements are

numerically identified on the right side of the page.

Summary

The dealer does not aggressively solicit the repair and

maintenance business of the new-car buyer. Only thirty-five

per cent of all respondents indicate the dealer reminds them

when routine service is due.

Amarillo and Uvalde respondents indicate the dealer is

more likely to remind them when routine service is due;

Dallas respondents indicate the dealer is less likely to

remind them when such service is due.

Chevrolet respondents indicate the dealer is more likely

to remind them when routine service is necessary; Ford

and American Motors respondents indicate the dealer is

less likely to remind them when such service is due.
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Plymouth respondents indicate that the dealer is very lax in

reminding them when routine service is needed for the new

car.

The dealer does not aggressively attempt to determine

the degree of satisfaction of the new-car buyer with dealer

service. Only twenty-two per cent of all respondents indi-

cate the dealer contacted them after repair service was

performed to ask if they were satisfied. Dealers in Dallas

do a better job of contacting the respondents then dealers

in Amarillo or Uvalde.

Respondents of all cities and all brands tend to be

undecided as to whether the dealer stressed the high quality

of repair and maintenance as an important reason for buying

the new car. Chevrolet and Ford respondents although unde-

cided tend toward disagreement with the statement. Respon-

ents with clerical and sales occupations tend to disagree

with the statement by a very significant degree when compared

to respondents in the other occupation categories.

Respondents in Uvalde tend to indicate that the dealer

really wants their service business. Respondents in Dallas

and Amarillo are undecided. Respondents of all brands tend

to be undecided.

Respondents of all cities and all brands tend to indicate

that other auto dealers make no effort to convince them to

have the car serviced at their dealership.



132

Patronage of New-Car Buyers for
Service and Maintenance

Respondents were asked to indicate where they usually

take the new car for service. The responses are presented

in Table X.

TABLE X

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE

Q) a)W a) 4W
ru P UU)Cl

Q)"rdGr ) c"~ r-I O

Maintenance Q ) 1W I ' o 4Jr 0
Services ciQc)j .Cf O 'O

~4J
H C70

Lube job, oil change, filter 5% 21% 41% 2% 0% 31%

Minor tune up 20 37 12 4 0 27

Major tune up 26 53 6 3 1 11

Brakes relined 22 36 5 9 15 13

Wheels balanced 22 26 20 18 12 2

Wheels aligned 24 31 11 20 13 1

Carburetor overhaul 30 50 7 3 1 9

Muffler replaced 14 25 6 12 31 12

Major engine overhaul 35 56 1 1 2 5

Spark plugs changed 16 25 15 3 1 40

New tires 10 5 15 57 10 3

New battery 7 7 18 58 2 8

Anti-freeze 5% 7% 33% 17% U Io

t 4t tLt-

38%
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There is a very significant difference as indicated in

Table XLVII of Appendix B when comparing respondents by city

as to where the new car is usually taken for a lube job, oil

change, or oil filter. For the response "new-car dealer",

Dallas respondents' reply is greater than expected; Amarillo

respondents' reply is less than expected. For the response

"gas service station", Uvalde respondents' reply is less

than expected. For the response "I do my own work", Dallas

respondents' reply is less than expected, Amarillo respondents'

reply is greater than expected, and Uvalde respondents' reply

is less than expected. There are no significant differences

by brand.

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city as to where the new car is usually

taken for a minor tune up as indicated in Table XLVIII of

Appendix B. For the response "independent garage", Dallas

respondents' reply is less than expected; Amarillo and Uvalde

respondents' replies are greater than expected.

For the response "new-car dealer", Dallas and Uvalde

respondents' replies are greater than expected; Amarillo

respondents' reply is less than expected. For the response

"gas service station", Dallas respondents' reply is greater

than expected; Amarillo and Uvalde respondents' replies are

less than expected. For the response "I do my own work",

Amarillo respondents' reply is greater than expected; Uvalde

respondents' reply is less than expected. There are no sig-

nificant differences by brand.
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There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city as to where the new car is usually

taken for a major tune up as indicated in Table XLIX of Appendix B.

For the response "independent garage", Dallas respondents'

reply is less than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is

greater than expected. For the reply "new-car dealer",

Dallas respondents' reply is greater than expected; Amarillo

respondents' reply is less than expected. For the reply

"chain store auto service", Dallas respondents' reply is

greater than expected. For the response "I do my own work",

Dallas and Uvalde respondents' replies are less than expected;

Amarillo respondents' reply is greater than expected. There

are no significant differences by brand.

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city as to where the car is usually

taken for having the brakes relined as indicated in Table L

of Appendix B. For response "independent garage", Dallas

respondents' reply is less than expected; Amarillo respondents'

reply is greater than expected. For the reply "new-car dealer",

Dallas and Uvalde respondents' replies are greater than

expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is less than expected.

For the response "gas service station", Dallas respondents'

reply is greater than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is

less than expected. There are no significant differences by

brand.
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There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city as to where the new car is usually taken

for balancing the wheels as indicated in Table LI of Appendix B.

For the response "independent garage", Dallas respondents'

reply is less than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is

greater than expected. For the response "new-car dealer",

Amarillo respondents' reply is less than expected; Uvalde

respondents' reply is greater than expected. For the

response "chain store auto service", Dallas respondents'

reply is greater than expected; Uvalde respondents' reply

is less than expected. For the response "I do my own work",

Dallas respondents' reply is less than expected; Amarillo

respondents' reply is greater than expected. There are no

significant differences by brand.

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city as to where the car is usually taken to

have the wheels aligned as indicated in Table LII of Appendix B.

For the response "independent garage", Dallas respondents'

reply is less than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is

greater than expected. For the response "new-car dealer",

Amarillo respondents' reply is less than expected; Uvalde

respondents' reply is greater than expected. For the

response "chain store auto service", Dallas respondents'

reply is greater than expected; Uvalde respondents' reply is

less than expected. There are no significant differences

by brand.
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There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city as to where the new car is usually

taken for a carburetor overhaul as indicated in Table LIII

of Appendix B. For the response "independent garage",

Dallas respondents' reply is less than expected; Amarillo

respondents' reply is greater than expected. For the response

"new-car dealer", Dallas and Uvalde respondents' replies are

greater than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is less

than expected. For the reply "gas service station", Dallas

respondents' reply is greater than expected. Amarillo and

Uvalde respondents' replies are less than expected. For the

reply "I do my own work", Dallas and Uvalde respondents'

replies are less than expected; Amarillo respondents' replies

are greater than expected. There are no significant differ-

ences by brand.

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city as to where the car is usually taken for

muffler replacement as indicated in Table LIV of Appendix B.

For the response "independent garage", Dallas respondents'

reply is less than expected; Amarillo and Uvalde respondents'

replies are greater than expected. For the response "new-car

dealer", Dallas and Uvalde respondents' replies are greater

than expected. For the response "chain store auto service",

Dallas respondents' reply is greater than expected; Uvalde

respondents' reply is less than expected. For the response
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"I do my own work", Dallas and Uvalde respondents' replies

are less than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is greater

than expected. There are no significant differences by brand.

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city as to where the new car would

usually be taken for a major engine overhaul as indicated in

Table LV of Appendix B. For the response "independent garage",

Dallas respondents' reply is less than expected; Amarillo

respondents' reply is greater than expected. For the response

"new-car dealer", Dallas and Uvalde respondents' replies are

greater than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is less

than expected. For the reply "I do my own work", Dallas and

Uvalde respondents' replies are less than expected; Amarillo

respondents' reply is greater than expected. There are no

significant differences by brand.

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city as to where the new car is usually

taken for spark plug replacement as indicated in Table LVI

of Appendix B. For the response "independent garage", Dallas

and Uvalde respondents' replies are less than expected;

Amarillo respondents' reply is greater than expected. For

the response "new-car dealer", Dallas and Uvalde respondents'

replies are greater than expected; Amarillo respondents'

reply is less than expected. For the response "I do my own

work", Amarillo respondents' reply is greater than expected;
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Uvalde respondents' reply is less than expected. There are

no significant differences by brand.

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city as to where they purchase new

tires as indicated in Table LVII of Appendix B. For the

response "independent garage", Dallas respondents' reply is

less than expected; Amarillo and Uvalde respondents' replies

are greater than expected. For the response "new-car dealer",

Amarillo respondents reply is less than expected; Uvalde

respondents' reply is greater than expected. For the reply

"chain store auto service", Dallas respondents' reply is

greater than expected. Amarillo and Uvalde respondents'

replies are less than expected. There are no significant

differences by brand.

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city as to where they purchase a new

battery as indicated in Table LVIII of Appendix B. For the

response "independent garage", Dallas respondents' reply is

less than expected; Amarillo and Uvalde respondents' replies

are greater than expected. For the response "new-car dealer",

Amarillo respondents' reply is less than expected; Uvalde

respondents' reply is greater than expected. For the response

"gas service station", Uvalde respondents' reply is greater

than expected. For the response "chain store auto service",

Dallas respondents' reply is greater than expected; Uvalde

respondents' reply is less than expected.
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There is a significant difference when comparing

respondents by brand as to where they purchase a new battery

as indicated in Table LIX of Appendix B. For the response

"independent garage", Chevrolet respondents' reply is greater

than expected; Ford and Plymouth respondents' replies are

less than expected. For the reply "new-car dealer",

Chevrolet respondents' reply is less than expected; Ford

respondents' reply is greater than expected.

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city as to where they purchase anti-freeze

as indicated in Table LX of Appendix B. For the response

"new-car dealer", Amarillo respondents' reply is less than

expected; Uvalde respondents' reply is greater than expected.

For the response "gas service station", Amarillo respondents'

reply is less than expected; Uvalde respondents' reply is

greater than expected. For the reply "I do my own work",

Dallas and Uvalde respondents' replies are less than expected;

Amarillo respondents' reply is greater than expected. There

are no significant differences by brand.

Summary

For a lube job or oil change twenty-one per cent of all

respondents patronize the new-car dealer, forty-one per cent

patronize the gas service station, and thirty-one per cent

do their own work. Dallas respondents are more likely to

patronize the dealer; Amarillo respondents are less likely to

do so.
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For a minor tune up, thirty-seven per cent of all respon-

dents patronize the new-car dealer, twenty per cent patronize

the independent garage, and twenty-seven do their own work.

Amarillo and Uvalde respondents are more likely to patronize

the independent garage for a minor tune up.

For a major tune up, fifty-three per cent of all respon-

dents patronize the new-car dealer; twenty-six per cent

patronize the independent garage. Amarillo respondents are

more likely to patronize the independent garage; Dallas

respondents are more likely to patronize the chain store auto

service.

For brake relining service, thirty-six per cent of all

respondents patronize the new-car dealer; twenty-two per cent

patronize the independent garage. Dallas and Uvalde respon-

dents are more likely to patronize the dealer; Amarillo

respondents are more likely to patronize the independent

garage.

For wheel balance service, respondents patronize most

of the service outlets. Twenty-six per cent do patronize

the new-car dealer. Dallas respondents are more likely to

patronize the chain store auto service; Uvalde respondents

are more likely to patronize the dealer. Amarillo respon-

dents are more likely to patronize the independent garage.

For wheel alignment, thirty-one per cent of all respon-

dents patronize the dealer; twenty-four per cent, the
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independent garage; and twenty per cent, the chain store auto

service. Uvalde respondents are more likely to patronize the

dealer; Amarillo respondents, the independent garage; and

Dallas respondents, the chain store auto service.

For a carburetor overhaul, fifty per cent of all respon-

dents patronize the new-car dealer; thirty per cent patronize

the independent garage. Dallas and Uvalde respondents are

more likely to patronize the dealer; Amarillo respondents,

the independent garage.

For muffler replacement, twenty-five per cent of all

respondents patronize the dealer; thirty-one per cent patronize

a service specialist. Dallas and Uvalde respondents are more

likely to patronize the dealer; Amarillo respondents, the

independent garage. Dallas respondents are also more likely

to patronize the service specialist.

For a major engine overhaul, fifty-six per cent of all

respondents would patronize the new-car dealer; thirty-five

per cent would patronize the independent garage. Dallas and

Uvalde respondents are more likely to patronize the dealer;

Amarillo respondents, the independent garage.

For spark plug replacement, forty per cent of all respon-

dents do their own work; twenty-five per cent patronize the

new-car dealer. Dallas and Uvalde respondents are more likely

to patronize the dealer; Amarillo respondents are more likely

to patronize the independent garage or do their own work.
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For the purchase of new tires, fifty-seven per cent of

all respondents patronize the chain store auto service. Only

five per cent purchase new tires from the new-car dealer.

Dallas respondents are more likely to do so. Amarillo and

Uvalde respondents are less likely to do so.

For the purchase of a new battery, fifty-eight per cent

of all respondents patronize the chain store auto service.

Only seven per cent purchase a new battery from the new-car

dealer. Dallas respondents are more likely to do so; Uvalde

respondents are less likely to do so. Amarillo and Uvalde

respondents are more likely to patronize the independent

garage; Uvalde respondents, the new-car dealer.

For the purchase of a new battery, Chevrolet respondents

are more likely to patronize an independent garage; Ford and

Plymouth respondents are less likely to do so. Chevrolet

respondents are less likely to patronize the new-car dealer;

Ford respondents are more likely to do so.

For the purchase of anti-freeze, thirty-eight per cent

of the respondents do their own work; thirty-three per cent

purchase the product from the gas service station. Only

seven per cent purchase anti-freeze from the new-car dealer.

Uvalde respondents are more likely to patronize the gas ser-

vice station or the new-car dealer. Amarillo respondents

are more likely to do their own work and are less likely to

patronize the new-car dealer or the gas service station.
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Dealer Advertising

In response to the question "How did you know about the

dealer where you bought your new car?", twenty-three per cent

of all respondents indicate they located the dealer by means

of dealer advertising. This is indicated in Table III.

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city as indicated in Table XXXV of Appendix B.

The response that they located the dealer by means of dealer

advertising is greater than expected for Dallas respondents;

less than expected for Amarillo respondents. There is a very

significant difference when comparing respondents by brand

as indicated in Table XXXVI of Appendix B. The response that

they located the dealer by means of dealer advertising is

less than expected for American Motors respondents and greater

than expected for Plymouth respondents.

Statement Analysis

The order of the Likert-type statements pertaining to

dealer advertising is 42, 61, 25, and 51.

Statement 42: "The dealer advertising was honest and

truthful. "

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and brands within each city tend to agree (grand mean 3.5).

Analysis by city. --There is a very significant difference

when comparing Uvalde respondents with those of Dallas and

Amarillo. Uvalde respondents tend to agree more strongly (3.8).
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There is no significant difference between Dallas and Amarillo

respondents.

Analysis by brand. --There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Statement 61: "The dealer advertising was false and

misleading."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to disagree (grand mean

3.7).

Analysis by_ city. --There is a very highly significant

difference when comparing Uvalde respondents with those of

Dallas and Amarillo. Uvalde respondents tend to disagree

more strongly (4.0). There is no significant difference

between Dallas and Amarillo respondents.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.
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Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, income, or occupation.

Statement 25: "The car prices advertised by the dealer

were honest and truthful."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to agree (grand mean 3.6).

Analysis by city. --There is a very highly significant

difference when comparing Uvalde respondents with those of

Dallas and Amarillo. Uvalde respondents tend to agree more

strongly (4.1) than do the respondents of Dallas sand Amarillo.

There is no significant difference between Dallas and Amarillo

respondents.

Analysis by_ brand. -- There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables. --There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, or income.

Analysis by occupation.--There is a significant

difference when comparing respondents in the professional

category with those in the craftsmen, operatives, etc. cate-

gory. Respondents in the professional category tend to agree



146

more strongly (3.7) with the statement by a significant

degree than those in the craftsmen, operatives, etc. category

who tend to be undecided (3.4). There is no significant

difference between the other occupational categories.

Statement 51: "The car prices advertised by the dealer

were false and misleading."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to disagree (grand

mean 3.7).

Analysis by city.--There is a very significant differ-

ence when comparing Uvalde respondents with those of Dallas

and Amarillo. Uvalde respondents tend to disagree more strongly

(4.0) than do the respondents of Dallas and Amarillo. There

is no significant difference between Dallas and Amarillo

respondents.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of education, income, or occupation.

1. Analysis by sex.--There is a very significant

difference between male and female respondents. Male
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respondents tend to disagree more strongly (3.7) than do

female respondents (3.6).

2. Analysis by age. --There is a significant dif-

ference when comparing respondents in the two older age

categories with all others. Respondents age 45-54 and 55

and older tend to disagree more strongly (means 3.8 and 3.9,

respectively) than do respondents under age 18-24, 25-34,

and 35-44 (means 3.6, 3.5, and 3.7, respectively).

Figure 10 is a graphic profile of the new-car buyers'

attitudes regarding the dealer advertising. The Likert-type

attitude statements are numerically identified on the right

side of the page.

Summary

Respondents do not consider dealer advertising extremely

important as a method of locating the dealer. Only twenty-

three per cent of the respondents located the dealer by means

of dealership advertising.

Dealer advertising is more effective in Dallas than in

Amarillo or Uvalde. Chevrolet and American Motors respondents

are less likely to rely on dealer advertising but Plymouth

respondents are more likely to rely on dealer advertising

to locate the dealer.

Respondents of all cities and all brands tend to consider

dealer advertising (including advertised car prices) to be

honest and truthful rather than false and misleading.
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Respondents in the smaller city of Uvalde tend to have

a more favorable attitude toward dealer advertising than the

respondents in the larger cities of Dallas and Amarillo.

Respondents with professional occupations tend to agree more

strongly that dealer advertised car prices were honest and

truthful than respondents in the craftsmen, operatives, etc.

category. Male respondents and older respondents tend to

disagree more strongly with the statement that dealer adver-

tised car prices were false and misleading than female

respondents or younger respondents.

Dealer New-Car Financing

As indicated in Figures 1 and 2, respondents of all

cities and all brands rank financing of the car as the least

important of all seven variables of dealer interaction when

buying a new car. There is no significant difference when

comparing respondents by city or by brand.

The actions of respondents substantiate their attitude.

In response to the question "Where did you finance your new

car?", only seven per cent of all respondents financed the

new car through the dealer as indicated in Table XI.

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city as indicated in Table LXI of Appendix B.
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TABLE XI

METHOD OF FINANCING THE NEW CAR

Response Per Cent

Response

I did not finance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

Auto dealer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

Commercial bank. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

Finance company. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 3

Credit union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23

Savings and loan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Other. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

The response that they did not finance is less than

expected for Amarillo respondents; greater than expected for

Uvalde respondents.

The response that they financed through the auto dealer

is less than expected for Amarillo respondents; greater than

expected for Uvalde respondents.

The response that they financed through a commercial

bank is less than expected for Dallas respondents; greater

than expected for Amarillo respondents.

The response that they financed through a finance company

is less than expected for Dallas respondents; greater than

expected for Uvalde respondents.

The response that they financed through a credit union is

greater than expected for Dallas respondents; less than

expected for Amarillo respondents.
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There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by brand as indicated in Table LXII of Appendix B.

The response that they did not finance is greater than

expected for Plymouth respondents. The response that

they financed through the auto dealer is less than expected

for American Motors. The response that they financed through

a commercial bank is less than expected for American Motors.

The response that that they financed through a finance company

is greater than expected for Chevrolet respondents; less than

expected for Ford respondents. The response that they fin-

anced through a credit union is less than expected for Plymouth

respondents; greater than expected for American Motors respon-

dents.

In response to the question "Do you think the dealer

gives you a better deal if you finance your new car through

the dealer?", fifty-four per cent of the respondents said

no, thirty-six per cent did not know, and only ten per cent

said yes.

There is a very significant difference when comparing

respondents by city as indicated in Table LXIII of Appendix B.

Amarillo respondents' reply that the new-car buyer does

receive a better deal if the car if financed through the

dealer is greater than expected. Uvalde respondents' reply

that the new-car buyer does not receive a better deal if the

car is financed through the dealer is less than expected.
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They response that they did not know is less than expected

for Amarillo respondents; greater than expected for Uvalde

respondents. There is no significant difference among

Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, or American Motors respondents.

In response to the question "Do you think the dealer

gives you a better deal if you pay cash for your new car?",

only thirty-two per cent said yes, forty per cent said no,

and twenty-eight per cent did not know. There is no sig-

nificant difference when comparing respondents by city or

by brand.

In response to the question "Did you compare the costs

of different ways of financing your new car?", fourteen per

cent of the respondents did not finance, fifty-two per cent

said yes, and thirty-four per cent said no. There is a very

significant difference when comparing respondents by city

as indicated in Table LXIV of Appendix B.

Amarillo respondents' reply that they did compare costs

of financing is greater than expected; Uvalde respondents'

reply is less than expected. Uvalde respondents' reply that

they did not finance is greater than expected. There is no

significant difference among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and

American Motors respondents.

In response to the question "Did you finance your new

car where the cost of financing was the lowest?", forty-nine

per cent of the respondents said yes, eleven per cent said

no, twenty-four per cent did not finance, and sixteen per
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cent did not know. There is no significant difference when

comparing respondents by city or by brand.

There is a wide range of interest rates paid by respon-

dents in financing their new car. This is indicated in

Table XII. 1

TABLE XII

INTEREST RATES PAID BY NEW-CAR BUYERS
FOR FINANCING THE CAR

Yearly
Rate

5 per cent or

6 per cent. .

7 per cent. .

8 per cent. .

9 per cent. .

10 per cent .

11 per cent .

12 per cent .

13 per cent o

Per Cent
Response

less. 17

.. .. .. 17

8

. . . . . 9

..... ..... 18

.. . ..... 11

.. 5

.... .. ..... ...11

. 4r more

There is no significant difference when comparing respon-

dents by city or by brand. Thirty-one per cent of all

respondents did not know the annual rate of interest. There

is no significant difference when comparing respondents by

city or by brand.

1Respondents' perception of the yearly rate of interest
seems to be inaccurate in the lower categories of response.
This is probably due to unfamiliarity with the concept of the
annual equivalent rate of interest.
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Statement Analysis

The order of the Likert-type statements pertaining to

dealer financing of the new car is 27, 46, 34, and 36.

Statement 27: "Financing my new car through the dealer

would be the least expensive way."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to disagree (grand mean

1.9).

Analysis by city.--There is a significant difference

when comparing respondents of Uvalde with those of Dallas

and Amarillo. Uvalde respondents tend to disagree less

strongly (2.4) with the statement by a significant degree

when compared with respondents of Dallas and Amarillo who

tend to disagree more strongly (means 1.9 and 1.9, respec-

tively).

Analysis by brand. -- There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex or education.

1. Analysis by age. There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents age 35-44 with all
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others. Respondents age 35-44 tend to disagree more strongly

(1.6) with the statement by a very significant degree when

compared with respondents age under 18-24, 25-34, 45-54, and

55 and older who all tend to disagree (means 2.2, 1.9, 1.9,

and 2.0, respectively).

2. Analysis by education.--There is a very sig-

nificant difference when comparing respondents in lower

education categories with those in higher education categories.

Respondents in lower education categories (grade school through

high school or trade school diploma) tend to disagree less

strongly (2.1) with the statement by a very significant degree

when compared with respondents in college or graduate education

categories who also tend to disagree (means 1.9 and 1.8,

respectively).

3. Analysis by income.--There is a very highly sig-

nificant difference when comparing respondents by income

categories. As their income increases, the respondents tend

to disagree more strongly with the statement by a very highly

significant degree. Mean values for respondents in income

categories under $10,000, $10,000-15,000, $15,000-20,000, and

$20,000 and above are 2.2, 2.0, 1.8, and 1.7, respectively.

Statement 46: "Financing my new car through the dealer

would be the most expensive way."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to agree (grand mean 2.5).
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Analysis by city.--There is no significant difference

among respondents of Dallas, Amarillo, and Uvalde.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, education, and occupation.

Analysis by income.--There is a very significant

difference when comparing respondents with incomes under

$10,000 with all others. Respondents with incomes under

$10,000 tend to be undecided (2.7) by a very significant

degree when compared with respondents with incomes $10,000-

15,000, $15,000-20,000, and $20,000 and above who all tend

to agree (means 2.5, 2.4, and 2.4, respectively).

Statement 34: "The dealer really tried to convince me

to finance my new car through him."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to disagree (grand mean

2.3).

Analysis by city.--There is a very highly significant

difference when comparing respondents of Dallas and Uvalde
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with those of Amarillo. Respondents of Dallas and Uvalde

tend to disagree with the statement by a very highly sig-

nificant degree (means 2.2 and 2.2, respectively) when

compared with Amarillo respondents who tend to be undecided

(2.7).

Analysis by brand.--Chevrolet respondents tend to dis-

agree less strongly (2.5) with the statement by a very

significant degree when compared with Ford respondents

who tend to disagree more strongly (2.2). Within each city

there is no significant difference between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of sex, age, income, or occupation.

Analysis by education.--There is a very highly sig-

nificant difference when comparing respondents with a graduate

education with all others. Respondents with a graduate edu-

cation tend to disagree more strongly (2.0) with the statement

by a very highly significant degree when compared with respon-

dents with a lower level of education (grade school through

high school or trade school diploma) or undergraduate respon-

dents (one to three years of college through college diploma)

who also tend to disagree (means 2.5 and 2.4, respectively).

Statement 36: "The dealer did not seem to care whether

or not I financed my new car through him."
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Analysis by city. --On the average, there is a very

highly significant difference when comparing respondents

of Dallas and Uvalde with those of Amarillo. Dallas and

Uvalde respondents tend to agree (means 2.5 and 2.4, respec-

tively) with the statement by a very highly significant

degreee when compared with those of Amarillo who tend to be

undecided (2.9).

Analysis by brand. --There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There is no signifi-

cant difference when comparing respondents by categories of

sex, age, education, or occupation.

Analysis by income. --There is a very highly signifi-

cant difference when comparing respondents of different income

categories. Respondents with incomes under $10,000 and

$10,000-15,000 tend to be undecided (means 2.9 and 2.6,

respectively) about the statement by a very highly significant

degree. Respondents with incomes of $15,000-20,000 and $20,000

and over tend to agree (means 2.5 and 2.3, respectively) with

the statement.

Figure 11 is a graphic presentation of the new-car buyers'

attitudes by city regarding the dealer financing of the new car.
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The Likert-type statements are numerically identified on

the right side of the page.

Summary

Respondents of all cities and all brands consider finan-

cing of the new car to be the least important of all seven

variables of dealer interaction. Respondents of all cities

and all brands tend to consider financing the new car through

the dealer to be the most expensive way. Respondents in Dallas

and Amarillo tend to agree more strongly with this attitude

than do respondents in Uvalde.

The actions of the respondents reflect their attitudes.

Only seven per cent of the respondents financed their new car

through the auto dealer. Thirty-seven per cent financed

through the commercial bank and twenty-three per cent finan-

ced through a credit union.

Uvalde respondents are less likely to finance their new

car; Amarillo respondents are more likely to do so. Amarillo

respondents are more likely to finance through a commercial

bank; Dallas respondents are less likely to do so. Uvalde

respondents who finance are more likely to finance through a

finance company; Dallas respondents are less likely to do so.

Dallas respondents are more likely to finance through a credit

union; Amarillo respondents are less likely to do so.

Plymouth respondents are more likely not to finance the

purchase of the new car; however, for Plymouth respondents
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who do finance, they are less likely to use a credit union.

American Motors respondents are less likely to finance through

the auto dealer or through the commercial bank, but more

likely to finance through a credit union. Chevrolet respon-

dents are more likely to finance through a finance company;

Ford respondents are less likely to do so. Only ten per cent

of all respondents feel the dealer gives abetter deal if the

car is financed through the dealer. Fifty-four per cent do

not feel so. More than one-third of the respondents do not

know. Amarillo respondents are more likely to to feel that

the dealer gives a better deal if the car is financed through

the dealer. Uvalde respondents are less likely to feel this

way; rather, they are more uncertain. There are no significant

differences among brands.

More than one-third of the respondents indicate that the

dealer gives a better deal if the buyer pays cash for the new

car. There are no significant differences among respondents

by city or by brand.

Over half of the respondents who financed the new car

compared the costs of financing. Amarillo respondents are

more likely to compare the costs of financing; Uvalde respon-

dents are less likely to do so. There are no significant

differences among brands.

Only thirty-one per cent of the respondents who finance

did not know the annual rate of interest. There are no sig-

nificant differences among respondents by city or by brand.
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Regarding the statement that financing through the

dealer would be the least expensive way, respondents age

35-44 tend to disagree more strongly than respondents in

other age categories; respondents with a lower level of

education (grade school through high school or trade school

diploma) tend to disagree less strongly than those with

higher levels of education. As the income of respondents

increases, respondents tend to disagree more strongly with

the statement.

Regarding the statement that financing through the

dealer would be the most expensive way, respondents with

incomes under $10,000 tend to be undecided. Respondents

with higher income levels tend to agree.

Respondents of Dallas and Uvalde tend not to consider

the dealer aggressive in seeking to finance the new car.

Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided. Regarding the

statement that the dealer really tries to convince the new-

car buyer to finance the car through the dealer, respondents

of Dallas and Uvalde tend to disagree. Amarillo respondents

tend to be undecided. Respondents of all brands tend to

disagree. Chevrolet respondents tend to disagree less

strongly and Ford respondents tend to disagree more strongly

with the statement. Respondents with a graduate education

tend to disagree more strongly with the statement than those

with lower levels of education.
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Regarding the statement that the dealer did not seem

to care whether the new-car buyer financed the car through

the dealer, respondents of Dallas and Uvalde tend to agree.

Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided. Respondents of

all brands tend to agree. Respondents with incomes under

$10,000 tend to be undecided. Respondents with higher

incomes tend to agree.

Dealer Profit on the New-Car Deal

In response to the question "How much profit do you

think the dealer made on your new-car deal?", forty-eight

per cent of all respondents feel the profit was between

$100 and $300. This is indicated in Table XIII.

TABLE XIII

DEALER PROFIT ON NEW-CAR DEAL

Response

Dealer lost money. .

Under $50. . . . . . . .

$50-00 . . . . . . . ..

$l00-200..-.......

$200-300 . . . . . . . .

$300-400 . . . . . . . .

$400-500 . . . . . . . .

$500-750 . . . . . . . .

Over $750. . . . . . ..

Per Cent
Response

. . . . . . . . . 11

...29

.
.... ..". ". 19

........13

. . ." . " " . . ". ". 9

. . .w . .e 9

8
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There is no significant difference when comparing respon-

dents by city. There is a very significant difference when

comparing respondents by brand as indicated in Table LXV of

Appendix B. The response $50-100 is less than expected for

Chevrolet respondents; greater than expected for Plymouth

respondents. The response $100-200 is greater than expected

for Chevrolet respondents, much less than expected for Plymouth

respondents, and less than expected for American Motors respon-

dents. The response $500-750 is less than expected for

Plymouth respondents and greater than expected for American

Motors respondents. The response over $750 is less than

expected for Chevrolet and American Motors respondents, greater

than expected for Ford respondents, and much greater than

expected for Plymouth respondents.

Statement Analysis

The order of Likert-type statements pertaining to the

profit of the dealer on the new-car deal is 31 and 54.

Statement 31: "The dealer profit on my new car was fair

and reasonable."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to agree (grand mean 3.6).

Analysis by city.--There is a very significant difference
when comparing Uvalde respondents with those of Dallas and

Amarillo. Uvalde respondents tend to agree more strongly (4.0)
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with the statement than Dallas and Amarillo respondents

(means 3.6 and 3.6, respectively). There is no significant

difference between Dallas and Amarillo respondents.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference

among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis b demographic variables.--There are no signifi-

cant differences when comparing respondents by categories of

age or income.

1. Analysis by sex.--On the average, there tends to

be a very significant difference when comparing male and female.

Male respondents tend to agree more strongly (3.6) with the

statement by a very significant degree than female respondents

who although undecided (3.4) tend toward agreement with the

statement.

2. Analysis by education.--On the average, respon-

dents of all educational levels tend to agree as the level of

education increases, however, respondents tend to agree more

strongly with the statement by a very significant degree.

3. Analysis by occupation.--On the average, respon-

dents of all occupational levels tend to agree. There is a

significant difference when comparing various occupational
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levels. Respondents in the professional and managerial

levels tend to agree more strongly (means 3.7 and 3.6,

respectively) with the statement by a significant degree.

Respondents in the clerical and sales tend to agree (3.5).

Respondents in the craftsmen, operatives, etc. although

undecided (3.4) tend toward agreement. There is no sig-

nificant difference between respondents in these two lower

occupation levels.

Statement 54: "The dealer profit on my new car was

too high. It was unfair."

On the average, respondents of all cities, all brands,

and each brand within each city tend to disagree (grand

mean 3.5).

Analysis by city.--There is no significant difference

when comparing respondents by city.

Analysis by brand.--There is no significant difference
among Chevrolet, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents. Within each city there is no significant difference

between each brand.

Analysis by demographic variables.--There are no sig-

nificant differences when comparing respondents by categories

of age, education, income, or occupation.

Analysis by sex.--There tends to be a very sig-

nificant difference when comparing male and female respondents.
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Male respondents tend to disagree more strongly (3.6) with

the statement by a very significant degree than do female

respondents who although undecided (3.4) tend toward disagree-

ment.

Figure 12 is a graphic presentation of the new-car

buyers' attitudes by city regarding the profit of the dealer

on the new-car deal. The Likert-type statements are numeri-

cally identified on the right side of the page.

Summary

Approximately half of all respondents indicate that the

dealer profit on the new-car deal is between $100 and $300.

Chevrolet respondents are less likely to indicate that the

profit is between $50 and $100; Plymouth respondents are

more likely to do so. Chevrolet respondents are more likely

to indicate that the dealer profit is $100-200. Plymouth

and American Motors respondents are less likely to do so.

Plymouth respondents are less likely to indicate that the

profit is between $500 and $700; American Motors respondents

are more likely to do so. Chevrolet and American Motors

respondents are less likely to indicate that the dealer profit

was over $750; Ford and Plymouth respondents are more likely

to do so.

On the average, respondents of all cities and all brands

tend to agree that the dealer profit on the new car was fair

and reasonable. Uvalde respondents tend to agree more strongly
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than do respondents in Dallas and Amarillo do. Male respon-

dents tend to agree more strongly with the statement than

female respondents do. Respondents with higher levels of

education and occupation tend to agree more strongly that

the dealer profit on the new car was fair and reasonable.

On the average, respondents of all cities and all

brands tend to disagree with the statement that the dealer

profit was too high and unfair. Male respondents tend to

disagree more strongly with statement than female respondents.

Dealer Location

The location of the dealer seems to be relatively unim-

portant to the new-car buyer when selecting a dealer to

patronize. As indicated in Figures 1 and 2, respondents of

all cities and all brands rank the dealer location sixth in

order of importance of all seven variables of dealer inter-

action. Only financing of the car was ranked lower. There

is a very highly significant difference when comparing respon-

dents of Amarillo with those of Dallas and Uvalde. Amarillo

respondents rank the dealer location as the least important

of all seven variables (means 1.0, 2.0, and 2.3, respectively).

A convenient dealer location for service also seems to

be relatively unimportant to the new-car buyer. As indicated

in Table IV, the respondents were asked the single most impor-

tant reason for buying from a particular dealer. Only seven

per cent of all respondents indicate it was because the dealer
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had a convenient location for service. There is a very

highly significant difference when comparing respondents by

city. As indicated in Table XXXVII of Appendix B, Dallas

respondents' reply that the dealer had a convenient location

for service is greater than expected; Amarillo respondents'

reply is much less than expected. Uvalde respondents'

reply is less than expected. There is no significant dif-

ference by brand.

Summary

Respondents of all cities and all brands tend not to

consider the location of the dealer as an important factor

when selecting the particular dealer from whom to buy the

new car. Less than ten per cent of all respondents consider

whether the dealer has a convenient location for service as

an important reason for selecting the particular dealer from

whom to buy the new car. Amarillo respondents are much less

likely to consider whether the dealer has a convenient

location for service as the single most important reason

for buying the new car from a particular dealer.

Brand Loyalty of the New-Car Buyer

Brand preference is important to the new-car buyer when

seeking a dealer to patronize. Thirty-eight per cent of all

respondents indicate the single most important reason for

buying from a particular dealer was that the dealer had the

brand and model they wanted. This is indicated in Table IV.
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The degree of brand loyalty is indicated in Table XIV.

Less than half of all respondents purchased the same brand

this time as last time. Almost half of all respondents do

not know which brand they intend to purchase next time.

There is no significant difference by city, There is a

very highly significant difference by brand. Only fifty-

three per cent of Chevrolet respondents purchased a Chevrolet

last time and only forty-three per cent intend to purchase

another Chevrolet next time. Ford respondents' brand loyalty

is slightly less than that of Chevrolet respondents. Only

forty-nine per cent of Ford respondents purchased a Ford

last time and only forty-four per cent intend to purchase

another Ford next time.

Plymouth respondents' brand loyalty is less than that

of either Ford or Chevrolet respondents. Only forty-eight

per cent of Plymouth respondents purchased a Plymouth last

time and only thirty-eight per cent intend to purchase another

Plymouth next time.

The brand loyalty of American Motors respondents is the

least of all four brands, Only twenty-two per cent of

American Motors respondents purchased American Motors brand

last time and only twenty-seven per cent intend to purchase

another American Motors brand next time.
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Dealer Loyalty of New-Car Buyer

When respondents are asked "How did you know about the

dealer where you bought your new car?", twenty-two per cent

of all respondents indicate they purchased a new or used car

from the dealer before. There is a very significant difference

when comparing respondents by city as indicated in Table XXXV

of Appendix B. Uvalde respondents' reply that they had pur-

chased a car from the dealer is greater than expected. There

is a very significant difference when comparing respondents

by brand as indicated in Table XXXVI of Appendix B. American

Motors respondents' reply that they had purchased a car from

the dealer before is greater than expected.

Seventeen per cent of all respondents all indicate they

located the dealer upon the recommendation of a friend or

relative. There is a very significant difference when

comparing respondents by city as indicated in Table XXXV of

Appendix B. Uvalde respondents' reply that they had located

the dealer upon the recommendation of a friend or relative

is less than expected. There is a very significant differ-

ence when comparing respondents by brand as indicated in

Table XXXVI of Appendix B. The response that they located

the dealer upon the recommendation of a friend or relative

is greater than expected for Chevrolet and American Motors

respondents but less than expected for Ford respondents.
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When respondents were asked "What is the single most

important reason you bought from this particular dealer?",

seventeen per cent indicated it was because they knew the

dealer or had bought there before. Five per cent indicated

it was because the dealer had been recommended by a friend

or relative.

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city as indicated in Table XXXVII of

Appendix B. For the response "knew the dealer, bought there

before", Uvalde respondents' reply is greater than expected;

Amarillo respondents' reply is less than expected. There is

no significant difference by brand.

Summary

Dealer loyalty is very important when the new-car buyer

determines the particular dealer to patronize. Twenty-two

per cent of all respondents located the dealer because they

had previously purchased a car there. Uvalde respondents are

more likely to have purchased from the same dealer before.

American Motors respondents are also more likely to have

done so.

The recommendation of a friend or relative is very impor-

tant when the new-car buyer locates the dealer to patronize.

Almost twenty per cent of all respondents located the dealer

because of such a recommendation. Uvalde respondents are
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less likely to have located the dealer because of this

recommendation. Chevrolet and American Motors respondents

are more likely to do so. Ford respondents are less likely

to do so.

Seventeen per cent of all respondents indicate the

single most important reason they bought from a particular

dealer was because they knew the dealer or had bought there

before. For Uvalde respondents this reply is greater than

expected; for Amarillo respondents it is less than expected.

Dealer-Customer Relations

When respondents were asked "Did the dealer contact you

later to ask you if you were satisfied and happy with your

new car?", only thirty-six per cent of all respondents said

yes; sixty-four per cent said no. There is a significant

difference when comparing respondents by city as indicated

in Table LXVI of Appendix B. Uvalde respondents' positive

reply is greater than expected. There is no significant

difference by brand.

As previously discussed in the analysis of dealer pro-

motion of service and maintenance, sixty-eight per cent of

all respondents indicate that the dealer does not remind them

when routine service is due. Sixty-four per cent of all

respondents indicate the dealer does not contact them to

determine if they are satisfied with the repair and mainte-

nance service of the dealership.
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Summary

Approximately one-third of all respondents tend to

indicate that the dealer tried to contact them to determine

if they were satisfied with the new car, remind them when

routine service was due, or tried to determine their level

of satisfaction with the dealer repair and maintenance ser-

vice.

Shopping Habits of New-Car Buyers

The new-car buyers selected for this research had pur-

chased one of four popular-priced American cars. Forty-four

per cent of the respondents purchased Chevrolet, thirty-nine

per cent purchased Ford, eleven per cent purchased Plymouth,

and six per cent purchased American Motors brand of cars.

As indicated in Table XV, seventy-six per cent of all cars

purchased were priced between $3,000-5,000.

There is no significant difference when comparing respon-

dents by city. There is a very highly significant difference

when comparing respondents by brand as indicated in Table LXVII

of Appendix B. For the response $1,000-2,500, Chevrolet and

Plymouth respondents' replies are less than expected; Ford

respondents' reply is greater than expected.

For the response $2,500-3,000, Chevrolet respondents'

reply is less than expected; American Motors respondents'

reply is greater than expected. For the response $3,000-

3,500, Ford respondents' reply is less than expected;
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TABLE XV

PRICE OF NEW CAR

Response Per Cent

Response

Under $2,000. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0

$2,000-2,500. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

$2,500-3,000. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

$3,000-3,500. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

$3,500-4,000. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

$4,000-4,500. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

$4,500-5,000. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

Over $5,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

American Motors respondents' reply is greater than expected.

For the response $3,500-4,000, Chevrolet and Plymouth respon-

dents' replies are greater than expected. For the reply

$4,000-4,500, American Motors respondents' reply is less than

expected. This is also true for the reply $4,500-5,000. For

the reply over $5,000, Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors

respondents' replies are less than expected.

Respondents shop before deciding on a particular dealer

to patronize. As indicated in Table XVI, only twenty per

cent of all respondents visited one dealer. Forty-nine per

cent visited two to four dealers.

It is not possible to perform a meaningful statistical

analysis by city or by brand because of the few replies in

some response categories.
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Number of
Dealers

One. . . . ..

Two. . . . .

Three. . . .

Four . . . .

Five . . . .

Six to ten

Over ten .

TABLE XVI

NUMBER OF AUTO DEALERS VISITED

Per Cent
Response

20

16

16

17

13

15

3

Many respondents shop more than one dealer selling the

same brand. As indicated in Table XVII, fifty-three per

TABLE XVII

NUMBER OF AUTO DEALERS OF THE SAME BRAND VISITED

Dealers
Visited

One . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Two . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Three... .......... . . . . . . . . ..

Four.... . . ....... . . . . . . . . . . .

Five........... . ........ . . ..

Six to ten........... . .........

Over ten............ . .........

Per Cent
Response

. 35

. 26

17

. 10

. 6

5

1

. ." .M ." ."

. ." ." ." ."

. ." . ." ."

. ." ." ." ."

. ." ." ." ."

. ." ." .e ."

." . . .

. ." .R ." ." ."

. ." ." ." ." ."

. ." ." ." ." ."

. ." ." ." ." ."

. .e .s ." .e ."
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cent of all respondents shopped between two and four dealers

who sell the same brand. Thirty-five per cent of all respon-

dents, however, shopped only dealers selling the same brand.

It is not possible to perform a meaningful statistical

analysis by city or by brand because of the few replies in

some response categories.

The respondents who shop different dealers selling the

same brand found considerable difference in price. As indi-

cated in Table XVIII, twenty-eight per cent of all respondents

found a price differential between $100-200. Sixteen per

cent found a price differential between $250-500.

TABLE XVIII

PRICE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN DEALERS FOR
SAME BRAND AND MODEL OF CAR

Response Per Cent
Response

I did not shop around. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

No difference in price . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

$25-50 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

$50-100. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

$100-250 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

$250-500 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16

Over $500. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

There is a significant difference when comparing respon-

dents by city as indicated in Table LXVIII of Appendix B. For

the response "I did not shop around", Amarillo and Uvalde
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respondents' replies are less than expected. For the response

"No difference in price", Dallas respondents' reply is less

than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is greater than

expected. For the responses $100-250, $250-500, and over $500,

Uvalde respondents' replies are less than expected. There is

no significant difference by brand.

Respondents often make more than one visit to the dealer

before purchasing the new car. As indicated in Table XIX,

although thirty-one per cent of all respondents visited the

dealer only once, fifty-six per cent visited the dealer two

to three times.

TABLE XIX

NUMBER OF VISITS TO DEALER WHERE
NEW CAR WAS PURCHASED

Number of Per Cent
Visits Response

One. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

Two. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

Three. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

Four . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

Five . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Six to ten . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Over ten . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

It is not possible to perform a meaningful statistical

analysis by city or by brand because of the few replies in

some response categories.
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Many respondents put forth great effort to shop several

dealers. As indicated in Table XX, twenty-eight per cent of

all respondents shopped dealers from seven to fifteen miles

away; forty per cent shopped dealers over fifteen miles away.

TABLE XX

DISTANCE OF FARTHEST DEALER SHOPPED FOR NEW CAR

Distance Per Cent

Response

Less than one mile. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

One to three miles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

Three to seven miles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

Seven to fifteen miles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

Over fifteen miles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40

Did not shop around . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

There is a highly significant difference when comparing

respondents by city as indicated in Table LXIX of Appendix B.

For the response "less than one mile", Dallas respondents'

reply is less than expected; Uvalde respondents' reply is

greater than expected. For the response "one to three miles",

Dallas respondents' reply is less than expected; Uvalde

respondents' reply is greater than expected. For the response

"three to seven miles", Dallas and Uvalde respondents' replies

are less than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is greater

than expected. For the response "seven to fifteen miles",

Dallas respondents' reply is greater than expected; Uvalde
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respondents' reply is less than expected. For the response

"over fifteen miles", Dallas respondents' reply is greater

than expected; Amarillo respondents' reply is less than

expected. There is no significant difference by brand.

Many respondents, however, purchase the new car from

a dealer close to home. As indicated in Table XXI, sixty-

one per cent of all respondents purchased from a dealer

located within seven miles of their home.

TABLE XXI

DISTANCE FROM DEALER WHERE NEW CAR WAS PURCHASED

Distance Per Cent
Response

Less than one mile. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

One to three miles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... 26

Three to seven miles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

Seven to fifteen miles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

Over fifteen miles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

There is a very highly significant difference when com-

paring respondents by city, as indicated in Table

Appendix B. For the response "less than one mile", Dallas

respondents' reply is less than expected; Amarillo and Uvalde

respondents' replies are greater than expected. For the reply

"one to three miles", Dallas respondents' reply is less than

expected; Amarillo and Uvalde respondents' replies are greater

than expected. For the response "three to seven miles",
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Amarillo respondents' reply is greater than expected; Uvalde

respondents' reply is less than expected. For the response

"seven to fifteen miles", Dallas respondents' reply is

greater than expected; Amarillo and Uvalde respondents' replies

are less than expected. For the response "over fifteen miles",

Dallas respondents' reply is greater than expected; Amarillo

respondents' reply is less than expected. There is no sig-

nificant difference by brand.

Summary

More than seventy-five per cent of the new cars purchased

by the respondents were within a price range of $3,000-5,000.

Chevrolet respondents are more likely to purchase a car above

this price range. Ford, Plymouth, and American Motors respon-

dents are less likely to purchase a car above the $5,000 price

range.

Almost fifty per cent of all respondents visit more than

one dealer before making the purchase decision. Over fifty

per cent of all respondents shopped more than one dealer selling

the same brand. One-third of all respondents, however, shopped

only one dealer before buying the new car. Amarillo and Uvalde

respondents are less likely to shop around. Respondents who

shopped different dealers selling the same brand found a con-

siderable difference in price. Twenty-eight per cent found

between $100 and $200 price differential between different

dealers selling the same brand. One-third of all respondents
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visited one dealer only once before buying the new car.

More than fifty per cent of the respondents, however,

visited the dealer two to three times before making the

purchase decision.

Although sixty-eight per cent of all respondents

shopped dealers located seven to fifteen miles or further

than fifteen miles away, sixty-one per cent of all respon-

dents purchased the new car from a dealer located within

seven miles of their home. Dallas respondents are more

likely to shop seven to fifteen miles or further than

fifteen miles away. Uvalde respondents are more likely

to shop a dealer located one to three miles away. Amarillo

respondents are less likely to shop a dealer more than

fifteen miles away. Amarillo and Uvalde respondents are

more likely to purchase from a dealer located one to three

miles away. Dallas respondents are more likely to purchase

from a dealer located seven to fifteen miles away or further

than fifteen miles away.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The conclusions and recommendations are put forth in the

same order as the analysis of the data in the previous chapter.

A major obstacle, however, to drawing generalized conclusions

regarding the entire universe of all new-car buyers of major

brands of American cars is the problem of non-respondents. As

indicated in the chapter on methodology, the respondents to

the first and second mailing of the questionnaire were compared

and in almost all comparisons there were no significant differ-

ences. To further prove the sample validity of this research,

the non-response was shown to be random in its effect. This

was done by validating the respondents as being a random sample

of consumers. The income characteristics of the sample were

compared with known parameters from the Bureau of the Census.

When comparing the median income of the sample with the median

income families in the United States in 1972, there were no

significant differences.1 This is presented in Table XXII.

Also a comparison was made between Dallas respondents

and respondents of a research study of Dallas car owners in

the aftermarket. The research was based in part on personal

1U. S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census, Current
Population Reports: Consumer Income, Series P-60, No. 90,
Table 35 (Washington, Dec. 1977), p. 91

185
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TABLE XXII

COMPARISON OF INCOME CHARACTERISTICS

Class Interval
Occupation Categories Containing U. S. Family

of Respondents Respondents Median Income
U. S. Family 1972

Median Income

Professional, technical $15,000-20,000 $17,052

Managers and administrators 15,000-20,000 16,901

Clerical and sales 12,500-15,000 11,412

Craftsman 12,500-15,000 12,713

Operatives including
transport workers 10,000-12,500 10,889

Laborers including farmers
and farm managers 7,500-10,000 8,303

Service workers including
private household 7,500-10,000 9,386

Retired not available not available

interviews of two hundred car owners selected randomly from

telephone directories in the Dallas area.2 The results of

this comparison are presented in Table XXIII.

There seems to be few significant differences when

comparing the per cent of respondents of both studies in

various income categories excepting the category over $15,000,

2 Stanton G. Cort, "Car Owners in the Aftermarket: A
Study of Consumer Decision Making," unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Harvard University, 1972.



187

TABLE XXIII

COMPARISON OF INCOME CHARACTERISTICS: CORT
AFTERMARKET STUDY VS. NEW-CAR BUYERS' STUDY

Household Household
Income Income

Income Categories of Dallas Dallas
Respondents New-Car Aftermarket

Respondents Study
Respondents

Under $7,500 11% 23%

$7,500-10,000 15 13

$10,000-12,500 12 22

$12,500-15,000 12 16

Over $15,000 50 26

the category of $10,000-12,500 and the category under $7,500.

The Dallas new-car buyer respondents with incomes under $7,500

are approximately half as numerous as Dallas respondents in

the Cort study. The Dallas new-car buyer respondents with

incomes of $10,000-12,500 are approximately half as numerous

as Dallas respondents in the Cort study. The Dallas respondents

with incomes over $15,000 are approximately twice as numerous

as Dallas respondents in the Cort study. These differences

could be explained by the fact that the Cort study dealt with

used car owners. They are more likely to be in the lower and

middle income levels. The present study is concerned only with

new-car buyers. They are more likely to be in the higher

income levels.
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Important Factors of New-Car Buyer
Relations with the Dealer

Conclusions

The manufacturer warranty is considered the most impor-

tant of all seven variables of dealer interaction, closely

followed by honest dealer reputation and dealer service and

maintenance. Lowest priced deal was ranked fourth. When

respondents were asked to indicate the single most important

reason for buying from a particular dealer, thirty-eight per

cent indicated it was because the dealer had the brand and

model the buyer wanted. Twenty-five per cent indicated it

was because of receiving the best deal and best trade-in

price. Seventeen per cent indicated it was because they

knew the dealer and had bought there before.

Recommendations

Dealers should attempt to attract prospective new-car

buyers on the basis of the manufacturer warranty, a dealer

reputation for honesty, and a high quality image for repair

and maintenance service. Dealers must also have available

the model of the particular brand selected by the buyer at

a competitive price.
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Dealer Reputation

Conclusions

The dealer reputation is of great importance to the

prospective new-car buyer. Respondents of all cities and

all brands tend to have a favorable attitude regarding dealer

reputation. They tend to feel that the dealer was honest and

truthful and treated them fairly. Respondents of Uvalde tend

to have a more favorable attitude in this regard than respon-

dents of Dallas or Amarillo do. Older respondents and

respondents with higher levels of occupations (professional

and managerial) also tend to have a more favorable attitude

regarding the dealer reputation.

The dealer salesman is usually the first contact between

the prospective new-car buyer and the dealership. Respondents,

however, do not consider the dealer salesman as an important

factor when buying the car. Amarillo respondents consider

the dealer salesman more important and also more friendly and

courteous than respondents in Dallas or Uvalde. Respondents

tend to consider the salesman honest and truthful. Respon-

dents with professional, managerial, and clerical and sales

occupations indicate a more favorable attitude regarding the

honesty and truthfulness of the salesman than other respondents.

Respondents generally do not tend to indicate such a negative

attitude toward the dealer that they would refuse to buy from the
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dealership again. In Amarillo, however, American Motors

respondents do exhibit this negative attitude. They tend

to agree that they will not buy from the dealer again.

Recommendations

Since the dealer reputation is of such great importance

to the new-car buyer, a dealer should attempt to measure the

quality of the dealership reputation, attempt to determine

the weak aspects, if any, of this reputation and take cor-

rective measures. Possible weak aspects of the dealer

reputation will be discussed under the various sub-headings

of this chapter.

Importance of a Quality Dealer Versus
Importance of Price

Conclusions

Hypothesis.--The hypothesis "new-car buyers consider

the lowest priced deal as the single most important factor

in selecting the dealer to patronize" is rejected. The

following conclusions drawn from the analysis of the research

data support the rejection of this hypothesis. Respondents

of all cities and all brands did not rank lowest priced deal

as the most important of all seven variables of dealer inter-

action. Rather it was ranked fourth. Manufacturer warranty,

honest dealer reputation and dealer service and maintenance

received a higher rank by all respondents. Uvalde respondents
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consider lowest priced deal of less importance than respon-

dents in Dallas and Amarillo do. Twenty-five per cent of all
respondents consider the lowest priced deal as the single
most important reason for patronizing the dealer. Chevrolet

respondents are more likely to do so, American Motors respon-
dents are less likely to do so.

Respondents of Dallas and Amarillo tend to be undecided

as to whether they are price shoppers looking for the lowest
priced deal or whether they shop for a quality auto dealer

(one who gives good repair and maintenance) and are willing

to pay more to buy from such a dealer. Uvalde respondents,

however, tend to shop for such a quality dealer and indicate

a willingness to pay a higher price to buy from such a dealer.
American Motors respondents tend to do the same.

Respondents age fifty-five and older tend to place less
emphasis on being a price shopper. Respondents under age

twenty-four tend to be price shoppers and tend to buy the

new car from the dealer who gives the lowest priced deal.

Respondents with graduate educations, with incomes under

$10,000, and with lower levels of education (craftsman,

operatives, etc.) tend to buy from the dealer who gives the

lowest priced deal.

Amarillo respondents tend to agree that the dealers'

appeal is primarily a price appeal and that dealer advertising

mostly stressed low bargain prices. Dallas and Uvalde
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respondents tend to be undecided. Plymouth and American

Motors respondents tend to be more undecided than Ford

respondents. Uvalde respondents, however, tend to agree

that the dealer advertising stressed things other than low

bargain prices. Dallas and Amarillorespondents tend to be

undecided.

Recommendations

Respondents in Dallas and Amarillo are undecided as to

whether they seek a quality dealer and are willing to pay

more to buy from such a dealer or are more interested in the

lowest priced deal. Therefore, dealers in these larger cities

should maintain a strong image of price competition and yet

continue to stress the importance of the manufacturer warranty,

honest dealer reputation, and the high quality of dealer repair

and maintenance service.

Respondents in Uvalde consider lowest priced deal of less

importance and they tend to shop for a quality dealer with

good repair and maintenance service and are willing to pay

more to patronize such a dealer. Therefore, it would seem

that dealers in small cities should emphasize the high quality

of their repair and maintenance service and not strive to

engage in strong price competition.

Dealers should be aware that older respondents place

less emphasis on being price shoppers. Dealers who attempt

to appeal on the basis of lowest priced deal will find that
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younger buyers, buyers with lower incomes, and buyers with

lower levels of education are much more price conscious and

tend to seek the dealer who offers the lowest priced deal.

Dealers appealing to such a market should base their adver-

tising and sales appeal on low price.

Dealer Implementation of Manufacturer Warranty

Conclusions

The manufacturer warranty is considered to be of very

great importance when buying the new car. However, only one

per cent of all respondents indicate the single most impor-

tant reason for patronizing a particular dealer was because

the dealer gives good warranty service.

Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided as

to whether they are satisfied with dealer implementation of

the manufacturer warranty. Uvalde respondents, however, tend

to be well satisfied as are respondents with professional and

managerial occupations.

More than three-fourths of all respondents have the new

car serviced by the dealer while it is under warranty. Since

many respondents are not well satisfied with the dealer imple-

mentation of the warranty, they seek other service outlets

after the warranty has expired. Less than one-third of all

respondents continue to have the car serviced by the dealer

after the expiration of the warranty.
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Respondents tend to indicate that the dealer does not

strongly promote the manufacturer warranty as an important

reason for buying from a particular dealer. American Motors

respondents are an exception; they tend to agree that the

dealer did stress the manufacturer warranty. They also tend

to agree that the dealer carefully explained the warranty.

Older respondents (fifty-five and older) indicate that the

dealer carefully explained the manufacturer warranty, but

respondents with professional and sales occupations indicate

the dealer did not do so. All other respondents tend to

agree that the dealer did not carefully explain the manu-

facturer warranty.

Respondents in Dallas and Amarillo tend to indicate

dissatisfaction with the condition of the new car upon delivery

and returned the car to the dealer for adjustment or repair.

Uvalde respondents, however, tend toward being satisfied with

the condition of the new car upon delivery.

Recommendations

Dealers must make a greater effort to promote the manu-

facturer warranty as an important reason for buying from a

particular dealer. Respondents consider the manufacturer

warranty to be of great importance. Yet the respondents

(excepting those of American Motors) tend to indicate that

the dealer does not strongly promote the manufacturer warranty.



195

Respondents (excepting those of American Motors) tend to

indicate that the dealer does not carefully explain the

manufacturer warranty.

Dealers must make a greater effort to satisfy the new-

car buyer regarding the implementation of the manufacturer

warranty. It is during this time that the buyer decides

whether to continue to patronize the dealer for service after

the expiration of the warranty. Many respondents are not well

satisfied with the dealer implementation of the manufacturer

warranty. Less than one-third of the respondents continue to

patronize the dealer for service after the warranty expires.

Dealers in Dallas and Amarillo must make a greater effort

to prepare the new car for delivery. Respondents in these

cities tend to be dissatisfied with the condition of the new

car and return it to the dealer for adjustment or repair;

therefore, the relationship between the new-car buyer and the

dealer begins in an unsatisfactory manner.

Reliability of Dealer Service and Maintenance

Conclusions

Respondents consider dealer service and maintenance to

be very important when buying the new car. Yet less than

half of all respondents indicate that the dealer is the most

reliable place for routine service. Amarillo respondents

tend to indicate a more negative attitude regarding the



reliability of dealer service. Dallas and Uvalde respondents

although undecided tend toward indicating that the dealer

does a good job of repair and maintenance service.

Respondents tend to be undecided as to whether they can

depend on the dealer service manager to tell them what service

the new car really needs. On the other hand, Dallas and

Uvalde respondents do not tend to indicate that the dealer

service manager would try to sell them service they do not

really need. Amarillo respondents, however, are undecided

about this.

Recommendations

The dealer should take strong action to improve the

reliability of the dealer service and maintenance. This is

especially true in Amarillo where respondents tend to have a

more negative attitude regarding the reliability of the

dealer service.

The respondents tend not to have a strong favorable

attitude regarding the dependability of the service manager

to indicate the service really needed for the new car. Dealers

should attempt to build a strong positive image of the service

manager as one who is very knowledgeable as to the necessary

service for the new car. The service manager must be able to

impress the new-car buyer with his knowledge and honesty.
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Cost of Dealer Service and Maintenance

Conclusions

Respondents in Dallas and Amarillo tend to consider the

dealer as the most expensive place for routine service. Uvalde

respondents, however, tend to indicate that the price of the

dealer's service and maintenance is fair and reasonable and

that the dealer does a good job of estimating the cost of

repair and maintenance.

Respondents with managerial and administrative occupations

although undecided tend toward agreement that the dealer prices

for repair service are fair and reasonable and that the dealer

does a good job of estimating the cost of such repairs. Amarillo

respondents again indicate their negative attitude toward dealer

service. Although undecided they tend toward agreement that

the cost of the dealer service is often more than the estimate

and that the dealer service is poor and expensive. Amarillo

respondents do not tend to patronize the dealer for service

as much as Uvalde respondents do.

Recommendations

Dealers in the larger cities of Dallas and Amarillo must

attempt to educate the new-car buyer that the dealer service

is competitively priced. This could be accomplished by means

of a promotion campaign with strong emphasis on competitive

cost and reliability of dealer service.
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The competition for the service dollar in the small

city of Uvalde is not as keen. The dealer has a better repu-

tation for high quality service at a reasonable price. In

order to solicit more business the small town dealer must

continue to promote an image of providing quality service at

a competitive price.

Dealers in Amarillo must make an additional effort to

solicit the service business of the new-car buyer. Respondents

in Amarillo tend to indicate that the cost of the dealer ser-

vice is expensive, the service is poor, and the cost is often

more than the estimate.

Dealer Promotion of Service and Maintenance

Conclusions

Dealers seem not to aggresively solicit service and

maintenance customers. Only thirty-five per cent of all

responses tend to indicate that the dealer reminds them when

routine service is due. Plymouth respondents tend to indi-

cate the dealer is very lax in this regard. Uvalde respondents

tend to indicate that the dealer really does want their service

business. Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided.

Respondents tend to indicate that dealers other than the dealer

where the new car was purchased seem to make no effort to

solicit their service business. Dealers seem to have little

concern as to whether the new-car buyer is satisfied with the
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dealer service. Only twenty per cent of all respondents

tend to indicate that the dealer contacted them later to

determine the level of satisfaction with dealer service.

Dealers do not aggressively stress the high quality

of dealer service as an important reason for buying from

a particular dealer, in spite of the fact that respondents

rank dealer service as very important when buying a new car.

Recommendations

Dealers should improve the quality of their service

and maintenance image and promote a high quality image to

the prospective new-car buyer as an important reason for

buying the new car from the dealer. Respondents indicate

that they consider dealer service and maintenance as very

important when buying a new car and yet respondents tend to

indicate that the dealer does not really want their service

business.

Dealers should conduct an aggressive promotion campaign

to solicit the service business of new-car buyers. This is

especially necessary in the larger cities of Dallas and

Amarillo where competition is keen for the service dollar of

the new-car buyer.

Dealers must also conduct a strong follow-up campaign to

determine whether or not the new-car buyer is satisfied with

dealer service. If there are areas of dissatisfaction, the

dealer should then take the necessary steps to correct the

causes of such dissatisfactions.
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Patronage of New-Car Buyers for Service

Conclusions

The new-car buyer is much more likely to patronize the

dealer for service which is complex and costly such as brake

relining, a major or minor tune up, carburetor overhaul, or

major engine overhaul. The new-car buyer is less likely to

patronize the dealer for such services as lube job, oil

change, new tires, new batteries, or anti-freeze. The gas

service station secures over forty per cent of lube jobs and

oil change service and the chain store auto center secures

almost sixty per cent of new tire and new battery service.

Almost one-third of all respondents perform their own work

regarding a lube job, oil change, minor tune up, or instal-

lation of anti-freeze.

Amarillo respondents again indicate their dissatisfaction

with dealer service. They are more likely to patronize the

independent garage for spark plug replacement, major or minor

tune up, brake relining, wheel balancing, wheeling alignment,

carburetor overhaul, muffler replacement, new battery, or

major engine overhaul. Dallas respondents are more likely to

patronize the chain store auto center for a major tune up,

wheel balancing, wheeling alignment, or a new bettery. Dallas

respondents are more likely to patronize the dealer for lube

job, oil change, spark plug replacement, brake relining,

carburetor overhaul, muffler replacement, or major engine
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overhaul. Uvalde respondents are more likely to patronize

the independent garage for a minor tune up, but are more

likely to patronize the dealer for brake relining, wheel

balancing, wheeling alignment, carburetor overhaul, muffler

replacement, and major engine overhaul.

Recommendation

Although dealers secure much of the service business

which is costly and complex, they lose out to their competitors

regarding minor service. Especially in Dallas dealers lose

such business to chain store auto centers.

If dealers wish to attain more service business, they

should institute a comprehensive promotion campaign for the

specific types of service business they desire to increase.

In an attempt to capture more business from chain store auto

centers and independent garages, the campaign could stress

the competitive cost as well as the reliability of dealer

service.

Dealer Advertising

Conclusions

Dealer advertising is not highly effective in attracting

respondents to a particular dealer. Only twenty-three per

cent of all respondents located the dealer by means of dealer

advertising. In the larger metropolitan area of Dallas,

dealer advertising is more effective than in Amarillo or Uvalde.



202

Respondents tend to consider dealer advertising to be

honest and truthful rather than false or misleading. Uvalde

respondents tend to indicate a more favorable attitude toward

the honesty and truthfulness of dealer advertising than

respondents in Dallas or Amarillo. Older respondents, male

respondents, and respondents with professional occupations

tend to agree more strongly that dealer advertised car prices

were honest and truthful.

Recommendations

Dealers in Dallas should conduct intensive advertising

campaigns in order to attract new-car buyers since the

large number of competitive dealers enables the new-car buyer

to shop around.

More intensive advertising in Amarillo would perhaps

also sway buyers toward a specific dealer. In the small city

of Uvalde, new-car buyers usually are already aware of the

dealers and intensive advertising campaigns would probably

not be justified.

Dealers of all brands located in larger cities should

conduct more intensive advertising campaigns. Competition is

keen and only slightly more than twenty per cent of the new-

car buyer respondents now locate the dealer by dealership

advertising. Plymouth respondents rely more heavily on

dealer advertising than do Chevrolet and American Motors

respondents.
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Auto dealers should strive to maintain a high level of

honesty in their advertising campaigns in the larger cities

of Dallas and Amarillo.

If dealers tend to differentiate their target market,

they should be aware that respondents with professional occu-

pations, male respondents, and older respondents already tend

to have a more favorable attitude toward the honesty and

truthfulness of dealer advertised car prices. In target

markets other than these, dealers should emphasize advertising

campaigns based on highly ethical price appeals.

Dealer New-Car Financing

Conclusions

Respondents tend to consider financing the new car as

very unimportant when buying the car. Respondents tend to

consider financing the new car through the dealer to be the

most expensive way. Respondents with higher levels of edu-

cation and income tend to disagree more strongly with the

statement that financing through the dealer would be the

least expensive way. Over half of all respondents tend to

indicate that the dealer does not give a better deal if the

car is financed through the dealer. More than one-third of

all respondents, however, tend to indicate that the dealer

gives a better deal if the new-car buyer pays cash for the

car.
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The actions of the respondents reflect their attitude.

Although seventy-four per cent of all respondents financed

the purchase of the new car, only seven per cent financed

through the dealer. Uvalde and Plymouth respondents are

less likely to finance through the dealer. Amarillo respon-

dents are more likely to do so. More than half of all

respondents who financed the car compared the costs of

financing. Yet thirty-one per cent of those who financed

did not know the annual rate of interest.

Respondents of Dallas and Uvalde and respondents with

higher levels of education and income tend to indicate that

the dealer does not aggressively seek to finance the purchase

of the new car.

Recommendations

Dealers should more aggressively try to secure a greater

share of the new-car financing market. The sale of a new car

through a particular dealer may depend on whether the pro-

spective buyer can obtain financing.

Dealers must aggressively work toward changing the nega-

tive image of the prospective buyer regarding financing

through the dealer. More than half of all respondents tend to

consider the dealer to be the most expensive place to finance

the car.
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The details of car financing are complex and easily

misunderstood. They must be carefully explained to the

prospective buyer. It would seem that the dealer salesman

is in an ideal position to explain financing details and to

aggressively promote the dealer financing plan. Respondents

tend to consider the salesman honest and truthful and

practically the only contact which the prospective buyer has

with the dealer is through the dealer salesman.

Dealer Profit on the New-Car Deal

Conclusions

Respondents tend to agree that the dealer profit on the

new car was fair and reasonable. Respondents of Uvalde, male

respondents, and respondents with higher levels of education

and occupations tend to agree more strongly that the dealer

profit was fair and reasonable.

Recommendations

It would seem that dealers need not pay much attention

to criticism that the dealer profit was too high or unfair,

especially if such criticism originates from small town buyers

or buyers with higher levels of education and occupations.

It would seem that most new-car buyers are satisfied

with the new-car deal. Thirty-eight per cent of all respon-

dents indicate the single most important reason for buying
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from a particular dealer was that the dealer had the brand

and model they wanted. Twenty-five per cent indicated it

was because they received the lowest priced deal.

Dealer Location

Conclusions

The location of the dealer is relatively unimportant

to the respondents. This is true in Dallas and Uvalde and

especially true in Amarillo. Dallas respondents are more

likley to consider the dealers' convenient location for

service important, but yet all respondents tend to consider

this as relatively unimportant when selecting the particular

dealer to patronize when buying a new car.

Recommendations

It would seem that dealers should not place strong

emphasis on dealer location as an important reason to encourage

prospective car buyers to patronize a particular dealer.

Dealers should not place strong emphasis on convenient dealer

location for service either although Dallas respondents are

more likely to consider this important when buying a new car

than respondents in Amarillo or Uvalde.

Brand Loyalty of New-Car Buyers

Conclusions

Respondents indicate that loyalty for a particular brand

is an important factor when selecting the dealer. Thirty-eight
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per cent of all respondents indicate the single most important

reason for buying from a particular dealer was because the

dealer had the brand and model they wanted. The loyalty of

respondents for a particular brand, however, is not extremely

strong. Comparison of the brand purchased last time with the

brand purchased this time indicates that almost half of all

respondents switched from one brand to another. Approximately

half of all respondents indicate they do not know which brand

they intend to purchase next time.

Recommendations

Dealers cannot rely on brand loyalty as a strong differ-

ential advantage to attract prospective new-car buyers. Less

than half of the respondents purchased the same brand last

time as this time. Brand loyalty is now becoming stronger.

Less than half of all respondents intend to buy the same

brand next time as they did this time and approximately half

of all respondents are undecided as to which brand to purchase

next time.

Dealer Loyalty of New-Car Buyers

Conclusions

Hypothesis.-- The hypothesis "new-car buyers do not

demonstrate patronage loyalty to any automobile dealer" is

accepted. The following conclusions drawn from the analysis

of the research data support the acceptance of this hypothesis.
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New-car buyers have little loyalty to a particular dealer.

Only twenty-two per cent of all respondents indicate they

purchased a new or used car from the dealer before. Uvalde

respondents and American Motors rspondents are more likely to

indicate dealer loyalty. Amarillo respondents are less likely

to do so.

The recommendation of a friend or relative is indicative

of loyalty to a particular dealer. Seventeen per cent of all

respondents located the dealer upon such a recommendation.

Chevrolet and American Motors respondents are more likely to

have located the dealer in this way. Uvalde respondents and

Ford respondents are less likely to have done so.

Recommendations

Dealers should attempt to build a strong differential

advantage upon factors other than possible dealer loyalty of

customers. The respondents indicate little such loyalty to

a particular dealer. Dealers should encourage new-car buyers

to recommend the dealer to friends and relatives. Almost

one of every five respondents located the dealer in this way.

Dealer-Customer Relations

Conclusions

Hypothesis.--The hypothesis "dealer-customer relations

programs do not achieve strong patronage loyalty from new-car

buyers" is accepted. The following conclusions drawn from
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the analysis of the research data support the acceptance of

this hypothesis. The dealer seems to place little importance

on a strong customer relations program. Only one of every

three respondents indicate that the dealer contacted them to

determine their satisfaction with the new car, reminded them

when routine service was needed, or attempted to determine

their satisfaction with dealer maintenance service.

Recommendations

If dealers are to build strong dealer patronage loyalty,

they should institute a strong customer relations program.

The dealer should attempt to measure the degree of buyer

satisfaction with the new car and take the necessary steps

to insure this satisfaction.

Dealers should also develop new-car buyer patronage

loyalty for both routine and major items of service and

maintenance. Dealers would benefit from the additional

service dollar income and buyers would be more likely to

buy the next new car from the same dealer providing the

deal is competitively priced.

Shopping Habits of New-Car Buyers

Conclusions

Although the majority of respondents tend to shop

several dealers before making a buying decision, one-third

of all respondents shopped only one dealer before buying
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the new car. One-third of all respondents visited one dealer

only once before making the buying decision.

The size of the city and the proximity of dealers within

influences the amount of comparison shopping. Amarillo and

Uvalde respondents are less likely to shop dealers outside of

the city because these dealers are located many miles away.

Dallas respondents are more likely to shop several dealers

located seven to fifteen miles away or further. Amarillo and

Uvalde respondents are more likely to purchase from a close

dealer (one to three miles away). Dallas respondents are more

likely to purchase from a dealer further away (seven to fifteen

miles or further). Respondents who shop several dealers do

find a price differential of up to several hundred dollars

for the same brand and model of new car.

Recommendations

Dealers should be prepared for prospective buyers who

shop several dealers comparing brands, models, and price.

Two-thirds of all respondents shopped several dealers. Dallas

respondents tend to do more comparison shopping than respon-

dents in Amarillo and Uvalde.

Dealers should make a strong effort to sell the prospective

buyer a new car the first time contact is made. Dealers should

attempt immediately to determine the exact brand and model

desired by the prospective buyer and offer a competitively priced

deal. One-third of all respondents contacted only one dealer

one time before making the buying decision.
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Differential Attitudes of New-Car Buyers
Toward Dealers in Various Sized Cities

Conclusions

Hypothesis.--The hypothesis "there is no significant

difference in the attitudes of new-car buyers toward dealers

in large metropolitan areas compared with smaller cities" is

rejected. The following conclusions drawn from the analysis

of the research data support the rejection of this hypothesis.

1. Uvalde respondents tend to indicate a more

favorable attitude regarding the reputation of the dealer

than respondents of Dallas or Amarillo.

2. Amarillo respondents tend to consider the dealer

salesman more important and also more friendly and courteous

than respondents of Dallas or Uvalde.

3. Uvalde respondents consider lowest priced deal

to be a less important variable of dealer interaction than

respondents of Dallas or Amarillo.

4. Uvalde respondents tend to shop for a quality

dealer who will stand behind the new car and give good repair

and maintenance service. They are willing to pay more to buy

the car from such a dealer. Dallas and Amarillo respondents

tend to be undecided.
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5. Amarillo respondents tend to indicate that the

dealer appeal is primarily a price appeal. Dallas and Uvalde

respondents tend to be undecided.

6. Uvalde respondents tend to agree more strongly

with the statement that dealer advertising is honest and truth-

ful than respondents of Dallas and Amarillo.

7. Amarillo respondents tend to agree that dealer

advertising mostly stressed low bargin prices. Uvalde respon-

dents tend to agree that dealer advertising stressed things

other than low bargain prices.

8. Uvalde respondents tend to be well satisfied

with the dealer implementation of the manufacturer warranty.

Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided.

9. Amarillo respondents are less likely to patronize

the dealer for service after the manufacturer warranty expires

than Dallas or Uvalde respondents.

10. Uvalde respondents tend toward being satisfied

with the condition of the new car upon delivery rather than

finding it necessary to return the car to the dealer for

adjustment or repair. Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend

to be dissatisfied with the condition of the car upon delivery.
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11. Dallas and Uvalde respondents although unde-

cided tend toward agreement that the dealer does a good job

of repair and maintenance. Amarillo respondents although

undecided tend toward disagreement.

12. Uvalde respondents tend to indicate that the

dealer is the least expensive place for routine service,

that the dealer prices for service are fair and reasonable,

and that the dealer does a good job of estimating the cost of

repairs. Dallas and Amarillo respondents tend to consider

the dealer the most expensive place for routine service.

13. Uvalde respondents tend to indicate that the

dealer really wants their service business. Dallas and

Amarillo respondents tend to be undecided.

14. Uvalde respondents are more likely to patronize

the dealer for service than Dallas or Amarillo respondents.

15. Dallas and Uvalde respondents tend to disagree

with the statement that the dealer tries to sell them service

they do not really need. Amarillo respondents tend to be

undecided.

16. Amarillo respondents tend to agree that the

cost of dealer service is often more than the estimate and

that the service is poor and expensive. Uvalde respondents

tend to disagree.
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17. Uvalde respondents tend to consider dealer

advertising less effective for locating the dealer to patron-

ize when buying a new car. Dallas and Amarillo respondents

tend to consider dealer advertising more effective for this

purpose.

18. Uvalde respondents tend to indicate a more

favorable attitude toward the honesty and truthfulness of

dealer advertising than Dallas and Amarillo respondents do.

19. Uvalde respondents are less likely to finance

the new car through the dealer. Amarillo respondents are

more likely to do so.

20. Dallas and Uvalde respondents tend to indicate

that the dealer does not aggressively seek to finance the

purchase of the new car. Amarillo respondents tend to be

undecided.

21. Amarillo respondents are more likely to finance

the new car through the dealer than respondents of Dallas or

Uvalde.

22. Uvalde respondents tend to agree more strongly

than Dallas and Amarillo respondents that the dealer profit

on the new car was fair and reasonable.
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23. Amarillo respondents tend to consider the

dealer location to be less important when selecting the par-

ticular dealer to patronize when buying a new car than

respondents of Dallas or Uvalde.

24. Uvalde respondents tend to indicate more loyalty

to a particular dealer. Amarillo respondents tend to indicate

less loyalty to a particular dealer.

25. Uvalde respondents are less likely to have

located the dealer upon the recommendation of a friend or

relative than Dallas or Amarillo respondents.

26. Uvalde and Amarillo respondents are more likely

to shop and buy the new car from dealers located close to their

homes. Dallas respondents are more likely to shop and buy the

new car from dealers located further away from their homes.

The Continuance of the Selective Franchised
Full-Service Dealer System

Conclusions

Hypothesis. --The hypothesis "the new-car buyers' perception

of the automobile dealer supports the continuance of the selective

full-service dealer system as the only channel of distribution

for new automobiles" is rejected. The following conclusions

drawn from the analysis of the research data support the rejection

of this hypothesis.
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1. The new-car dealer has had little success in

establishing any basis for his relations with the new-car

buyer other than price. Twenty-five per cent of all respon-

dents indicate the single most important reason for buying

from a particular dealer was because they received the lowest

priced deal. Respondents in the larger cities of Dallas and

Amarillo are undecided as to whether they would pay a higher

price to buy from a quality dealer who stands behind the car

and gives good repair and maintenance. The dealer today is

primarily a sales organization competing with other dealers

who sell the same brand primarily on the basis of price.

2. The franchised dealer has a selective rather

than an exclusive franchise. In larger cities several dealers

sell the same brand of car. Less than one of every five respon-

dents demonstrates any loyalty to a particular dealer. Respon-

dents in Dallas and Amarillo tend to do considerable comparison

shopping before selecting the dealer.

3. The dealer had assumed that a full-service

dealership was necessary to attract the new-car buyer. This

is a false assumption. As more competitors enter the service

field, the dealer has lost a greater share of the service dollar

of the new-car buyer. The service normally required is of a

routine nature and unfortunately for the dealer he is losing

routine service business to his competitors. The new-car owner
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who does not patronize the dealer for routine service develops

no particular dealer loyalty to the dealer and continues to

seek the dealer with the lowest priced deal when again in the

market for a new car.

It seems doubtful whether most new-car buyers would

patronize a dealer with a strong reputation for quality service.

Respondents especially those in Dallas and Amarillo tend to

consider the dealer service expensive and tend to be undecided

as to whether they shop for a quality dealer with good service

and maintenance and are willing to pay more to buy from such a

dealer.

4. The dealer is either unwilling or unable to

develop any strong differential advantages which would set the

dealership apart. Respondents indicate some degree of brand

loyalty but there is very little differentiation among the

various dealers selling the same brand of car. Thus it seems

that for most new-car buyers the reasons for buying are derived

from the car itself rather than from the dealer from whom it

was purchased. Either by design or default most dealers seem

to put forth primarily a price image. Such an image does little

to build consumer loyalty to a particular dealer. The dealer

merely sells the car itself and makes little effort to sell

the service and maintenance required to keep the car operational.

When the dealer either loses service business because

he does not have the capacity or has it taken away by keen
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service competitors, the dealer not only loses service busi-

ness but also the customer contact as well. Loyalty to a

particular dealer is lost and the dealers lose the chance to

be the first dealer contacted by the buyer when in the market

for another new car.

The dealer does have a differential advantage in

that the manufacturer warranty work can normally be performed

only by a franchised dealer. Many respondents, however, indi-

cate dissatisfaction with the dealer implementation of the

manufacturer warranty and more than half of all respondents

do not patronize the dealer for service after the expiration

of the manufacturer warranty.

Thus, it would seem that a discount type of retail dis-

tribution outlet for competing brands of cars would find

ready buyer acceptance. The new-car buyer relations with the

dealer are often based on a price appeal. There is little

new-car buyer loyalty to a particular dealer and many respon-

dents indicate they are very price conscious especially

younger respondents and those with lower levels of education

and income. These prospective new-car buyers would be a

target market for a discounter.

Concluding Remarks

In order for a particular dealer to build strong brand

loyalty and dealer loyalty among new-car buyers, the dealer

must develop some type of strong differential advantage which

will set the dealership apart from other dealers.
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A differential advantage based on price alone is easily

lost and encourages buyers to shop several dealers to secure

the lowest priced deal.

More favorable implementation of the manufacturer warranty

would maintain satisfied customers who would more likely return

to the dealer for service after the warranty expires. The

extended warranty of the manufacturer should benefit the

dealer. Since the warranty is honored only by the dealer,

the new-car buyer is a captive customer of the dealer at least

for the service required under the terms of the warranty.

Unfortunately the dealer has not done a responsible job of

promoting good relations with his warranty customers. Fifty-

six per cent of all respondents indicate they will not return

to the dealer for service after the expiration of the warranty.

Customers who are dissatisfied with the warranty work are not

likely to return to the dealer for other types of repair and

maintenance service either.

The dealer could attempt to secure a differential advan-

tage for service and maintenance which would set the dealership

apart from other dealers and from other service competitors.

The dealer now has the reputation for high quality service,

but at a high price. The dealer should develop and promote

the same high quality service but at a more competitive price.

The dealer must actively solicit service business if he

intends to keep abreast of his service competitors. Most
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of the service and maintenance required by the new-car owner

is of a routine nature. It is in this type of service that

the dealer finds his keenest competition. Unfortunately for

the dealer, many new-car buyers are unhappy with the service

they receive from the dealer. It is sound business for the

dealer to seek more service work. As service sales increase,

costs should not increase as rapidly as revenues and profits

should rise. Also, quality service is a strong promotional

weapon for the dealer. The car owner who is satisfied with

the dealer repair and maintenance service is more likely to

return to the dealer when in the market for another new car.

The dealer could attempt to create a differential advantage

for the dealership by marketing a "transportation package"

which would consist of the new car plus the guaranteed service

required to maintain this complex and expensive product.

Financing the sales of the new car could become a strong

differential advantage for the dealer. The dealer is in the

best position to first approach the new-car buyer regarding

financing. The dealer who is able to finance the sale of the

car is able to increase his overall profit and yet today the

dealer does not aggressively seek this financing.

The dealer who is able to secure the financing business

of the new-car buyer would possess a differential advantage

over those dealers who do not. Such a dealer could offer more

liberal credit terms and lower priced deals to the new-car
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buyers who finance through the dealer. Dealer loyalty would

be encouraged especially for those prospective new-car buyers

who are younger or have less education or lower incomes.

These prospective buyers are more likely to seek the lowest

priced deal.

The dealer advertising could attempt to focus on the

lasting differential advantage. Ideally, advertising should

extol the factors which set the particular dealership apart

from its competitors. Unfortunately, most dealers advertise

the differential advantage of price, an advantage easily

duplicated by competing dealers.

The dealer is not successful in maintaining positive

relations with the new-car buyer. Little attempt is made to

determine the degree of customer satisfaction with the new

car or with the dealer service and maintenance.

A well implemented customer relations program would keep

the dealer in close contact with the new-car buyer from the

time the car is delivered through the warranty and non-warranty

service period until the car owner is again in the market for

another new car. Such a total commitment to the new-car

buyer should pay handsome dividends to the dealer willing to

devote the time and money to such a program. The dealer would

build continued patronage loyalty both for service business

and new-car sales. The dealer with a strong following of
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loyal customers need not be content with merely swapping new-

car customers with competitors. The dealer would have a

differential advantage not easily duplicated by his competitors.

The attitudes of the new-car buyer regarding the dealer

often seem to be dependent upon the size of the city in which

the dealer is located. Dealers should therefore attempt to

develop differential advantages based on size of city. Small

city dealers should promote the image of quality rather than

the image of a highly price competitive dealer. The quality

should be based on service both during the manufacturer war-

ranty and after it expires.

Dealers in larger cities should maintain a highly price

competitive image and yet also stress the high quality of

dealer service during the manufacturer warranty and after it

expires. The satisfied customer is more likely to return to

the dealer for service after the warranty has expired and is

also more likely to contact the dealer again when in the market

for another new car.

Dealers in larger cities should make a greater effort to

promote reliable dealer service at a reasonable price. There

is keen competition in the larger metropolitan areas for the

service dollar of the new-car buyer. Dealers in larger cities

should also make a greater effort to improve the preparation

of the new car for delivery. Many buyers are dissatisfied

with the condition of the new car upon delivery and therefore

develop a negative attitude in any further relations with the

dealer.
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Dealers in larger cities should conduct intensive adver-

tising campaigns. Advertising is more effective in larger

cities in attracting prospective new-car buyers to a partic-

ular dealer than in smaller cities. The advertising should

stress a competitive price appeal and high quality of dealer

service both during the manufacturer warranty and after it

expires.

Recommendations for Further Research

Research could be conducted with new-car buyers of the

same brands in other parts of the country. Comparison could

be made to determine if significant differences exist between

the attitudes of those new-car buyers and the attitudes of

the respondents to the present research.

Research could be conducted among new-car buyers of

other brands of American cars (both lower and higher priced)

and foreign brands in order to determine whether significant

differences exist in their attitudes regarding the dealer.

Research could be conducted to determine why new-car

buyers have developed certain negative attitudes regarding

the dealer and attempt to make specific recommendations toward

improving such negative attitudes.

Research could be conducted by use of personal interview

to determine the attitudes of new-car buyers regarding dealers.

Personal interviews would avoid the problem of non-response
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to mailed questionnaires. Comparison could then be made with

the attitudes of new-car buyers presented in this research

to determine if significant differences exist.
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January 2, 1974

As a new car buyer, have you ever wished to give your opinions
about the automobile dealer? Here is your chance to do so!

As a doctoral candidate at North Texas State University, Denton,

Texas, I am studying the attitudes of new car buyers toward auto
dealers. The purpose of the study is to determine how you feel

about the services your new car dealer provides. Hopefully, the

results of this study will be used by new car dealers as a guide

to of fer you the kinds of services you want and need.

Since you have purchased a new car within the past 18 months,
would you please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed
questionnaire. Your opinions are very important to the success
of this study. I have selected only a limited number of new car
buyers to receive the questionnaire; therefore, your reply will
actually represent the opinions of thousands of other new car
buyers.

You can easily answer the questions, and I think you will enjoy
doing so. This study is not sponsored by car dealersor manufac-
turers. Please give your true feelings in answering the questions.
Your reply is confidential, and you will not be identified to any
dealer.

If you are interested, I shall mail you a short summary of the
results. To receive this summary, include your name and address
at the bottom of the questionnaire.

After you have completed the questionnaire, please mail it in the
enclosed self-addressed envelope which requires no postage. I am
looking forward to receiving your questionnaire. Your reply can

lead to improved services from new car dealers. Thank you for
your help.
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Sincerely yours

Frank J. ribyl
Doctoral Candidate
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NEW CAR BUYER ATTITUDES ABOUT AUTO DEALERS
PLACE A "V" IN THE BOX OF YOUR CHOICE

21. The auto dealer was honest and truthful. I was
well pleased.

._22. The dealer carefully explained the manufactur-
er's warranty to me. He told me what is or is
not covered.

-23. I shopped around for a quality auto dealer, one
who gives good repair and maintenance serv-
ice and stands behind the car.

.24. I am willing to pay more to buy my new car
from such a quality dealer.

.25. The car prices advertised by the dealer were
honest and truthful.

26. The dealer really wants my service business.
27. Financing my new car through the dealer

would be the least expensive way.
__28. My new car was okay when I took delivery.

I did not need to return to the dealer to get
the car fixed or adjusted.

-29. The dealer advertising mostly stressed low
bargain prices.

-30. The dealer advertising mostly stressed things
other than low bargain prices.

31. The dealer profit on my new car was fair and
reasonable.

_32. The dealer did not carefully explain the manu-
facturer, wcrranty to me. He did not tell me
what is or is not covered.

_33. The dealer does a poor job of repair and
maintenance service. I am not satisfied.

_34. The dealer really tried I convince me to
finance my new car through him.

35. The dealer does a good job of estimating the
cost of repair and maintenance service.

236. The dealer did not seem to care whether or not
I financed my new car through him.

.37. The cost of the dealer repair and maintenance
service is often more than his estimate.

-_38. I bought my new car from the dealer who
gave me the lowest priced deal.

_39. Other auto dealers try to convince me to take
my new car to them for service.

.40. The auto dealer was honest. He treated me
"fair and square".

-_41. The auto dealer tries to appeal primarily on the
basis of price.

.42. The dealer advertising was honest and truthful.
.43. If a dealer who sells all brands of medium

priced cars but has no service facilities offered
to sell me a new car for $125. over cost, I
would buy from him.

._44. The dealer stressed the high quality of the
manufacturer's warranty and promised excel-
lent service under this warranty.

.45. The dealer prices for repair and maintenance
are fair and reasonable.

-46. Financing my new car through the dealer
would be the most expensive way.
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PLACE A "V' IN THE BOX OF YOUR CHOICE

... 47. The dealer stressed the high quality of his
repair and maintenance service as an import-
ant reason to buy my new car from him.

_48. The dealer was not honest. He did not treat
me "fair and square".

-49. The dealer prices for repair and maintenance
service are too expensive.

50. I will not buy from this dealer again.
51. The car prices advertised by the dealer were

false and misleading.
52. The dealer does a good job of repair and

maintenance. I am well satisfied.
-53. Other auto dealers make no effort to get my

service business.
.54. The dealer profit on my new car was too high.

It was unfair.
-55. The dealer does not really want my service

business.
56. I can depend on the dealer service manager to

tell me what service my new car really needs.

.57. The dealer salesman was not honest or truthful.
I was not well pleased.

-58. I will not buy from this dealer again.
59. I am well satisfied with the way the dealer

takes care of problems under the manufactur-
er's warranty.

.__60. The dealer service manager tries to sell me
service I do not really need.

-61. The dealer advertising was false and mislead-
ing.

.62. I am a price shopper. I visited many new car
dealers looking for the lowest priced deal.

Please circle the rmbcr in front of your answer.
Circle only one answet.
63. What brand of new car did you buy this time?

1. Chevrolet
2. Ford
3. Plymouth
4. American Motors
5. Other _

(write in)

64. What brand of new car did you buy the last time?
1. Chevrolet
2. Ford
3. Plymouth
4. American Motors
5. I did not buy a new car last time.
6. Other_

(write in)

65. What brand of new car will you buy' next time?
1. Chevrolet
2. Ford
3. Plymouth
4. American Motors
5. 1 don't know
6. Other

(write in)

66. If you shopped around for your new car, what price
difference did you find between dealers for the some
brand and model of car?
1. I did not shop around
2. No difference in price
3. $25-$50
4. $50-$100
5. $100-$250
6. $250-$500
7. Over $500

Strongly
agree
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67. How much did you new car cost?
1. Under $2,000
2. $2,000-$2,500
3. $2,500-$3,000
4. $3,000-$3,500
5. $3,500-$4,000
6. $4,000-$4,500
7. $4,500-$5,000
8. Over $5,000

68. How much profit do you think the dealer made on
your new car deal?
1. Dealer lost money
2. Under $50
3. $50-$100
4. $100-$200
5. $200-$300
6. $300-$400
7. $400-$500
8. $500-$750
9. Over $750

69. How did you know about the dealer where you bought
your new car?
1. Knew the dealer salesman
2. A friend or relative recommended the dealer
3. Bought a used car from the dealer before
4. Bought a new car from the dealer before
5. Newspaper advertising
6. Television advertising
7. Radio advertising
8. Telephone yellow pages
9. Other

(write in)

(end of cord no. 1)

9 %. r I %W a. F % v I I Is I I I b. w N.0 If % 1%.r I I v-P .



2nd card
dup 2-20 229
WHEN BUYING A NEW CAR WHtCH IS MORE IMPORTANT TO YOU?

Check A or B for each ony of the paired choices.
Place a "V" in the box of your choice.

21-27 A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

Li

LiEl
Li
Li
LiL
El
Li
Li
Li

Li
Li

Li

LI

LII
Li

manufacturer warranty
honest dealer reputation
dealer salesman
lowest price deal
dealer service and maintenance
manufacturer warranty
lowest priced deal
honest dealer reputation
manufacturer warranty
dealer salesman
lowest priced deal
manufacturer warranty
financing of car
manufacturer warranty
dealer salesman
dealer location
dealer salesman
honest dealer reputation
lowest priced deal
dealer location
manufacturer warranty

or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or
or

B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B

Please lrdicutc Where Yor Usucdy Tok Your New Car for Service
Place a "V" in the box o0 your choice.

Independent New car Gas
gore~e diker service

station

lube job, oil change, filter
minor tune up
major tune up
brakes relined
wheels balanced
wheels aligned
carburetor overhaul
muffler replaced
major engine overhaul
spark plugs changed
new tires
new battery
anti-freeze

LI

L]
Li

L]

Li

L
Li
l

Li
Li
Li
li
Li
Li

Li
El
Li
li
Li
Li

Chain-store
auto service

Sears, Wards
Penneys, etc.

Li

Service
specialist

Midas, Aamco
Brake'o, etc.

Li

I do
my own

work

l
Li
Li

l
Li

L
Li
L

Li
l

Please circle the number in front of your answer.
Circle only one answer.

41. Does the dealer remind you when routine maintenance
is due for your new car?
1. Yes
2. No

42. Does the dealer contact you to ask if you are satisfied
with his repair and maintenance service?
.1. Yes
2. No
3. I don't use the dealer for service.

43. What is the single most important reason ,you bought
from this particular dealer?
1. Had the brand and model I wanted
2. Knew dealer, bought there before
3. Convenient locction for service
4. Received best deal, best trade-in price
5. Dealer gives good warranty service
6. Dealer gives good service after warranty
7. Dealer salesman was friendly and courteous
8. Recommended by a friend or relative
9. Other

(write in)

44. How for away do you live from the dealer where you
bought your new car?
1. Less than 1 mile
2. 1-3 miles
3. 3-7 miles
4. 7-15 miles
5. Over 15 miles

45. How for away is the farthest dealer you shopped for
a new car?
1. Less than 1 mile
2. 1-3 miles
3. 3-7 miles
4. 7-15 miles
5. Over 15 miles

46. Do you think the dealer gives you a better deal if you
pay cash for you new car?
1. Yes
2. No
3. 1 don't know

47. Do you think the dealer gives you a better deal if
finance your new car through the dealer?
1. Yes
2. No
3. I don't know

Li
Li
Li
LI

L]
E!

Li
Li

LI
L

El

[I]
LII
L]
LI
LI
F]
[]
LI

dealer salesman
financing of car
dealer service and maintenance
honest dealer reputation
lowest price deal
dealer service and maintenance
dealer location
dealer service and maintenance
lowest priced deal
honest dealer reputation
financing of car
dealer location
dealer service and maintenance
financing of car
dealer location
dealer service and maintenance
financing of car
dealer location
dealer salesman
financing of car
honest dealer reputation

28.
29.
30.

3 1.
32.

-33.
-34.
-35.

36.
-37.

38.
-39.

.40.



48. Where did you finance your new car?
1. I did not finance
2. Auto dealer
3. Commercial bank
4. Finance company
5. Credit union
6. Savings and loan
7. Other ._ . _

(write in)

49. Did you compare the costs of different ways of
financing your new car?
1. Yes
2. No
3. I did not finance.

50. Did you finance your new car where the cost of
financing was the lowest?
1. Yes
2. No
3. I did not finance
4. I don't know

51. Do you have your new car serviced by the dealer
while it is under the manufacturer's warranty?
1. Yes
2. No

52. When the manufacturer's warranty has run put will
you have the car serviced by the dealer?
1. Yes
2. No
3. 1 don't know

53. Which one do you think is the most expensive place
for routine service or maintenance?
1. Independent garage
2. Service station
3. New car dealer
4. Chain store auto service (Sears, Penneys, Wards)

54. Which one do you think is the least expensive place
for routine service or maintenance?
1. Independent garage
2. Service station
3. New car dealer
4. Chain store auto service (Sears, Penneys, Wards)

55. Which one do >ou think is the most reliable place for
routine service or maintenance?
1. Independent garage
2. Service station
3. New car dealer
4. Chain store auto service (Sears, Penneys, Wards)

56. Which do you think is the least reliable place for
routine service or maintenance.
1. Independent garage
2. Service station
3. New car dealer
4. Chain store auto service (Sears, Penneys, Wards)

57. What is your opinion of the repair and maintenance
service of the new car dealer?
1. Good service, reasonable price
2. Poor service, reasonable price
3. Expensive, but does a good job
4. Expensive, and does a poor job
5. I don't use the dealer for service.

5.8. Did the dealer contact you later to ask you if you were
satisfied and happy with your new car?
1. Yes
2. No

Please write in the correct number.
230

During the time you actively shopped for your new car:

59-60. Gf How many auto dealers did you visit?

61-6,2. [~~] How many times did you visit the dealer

where you bought your new car?

63-64. Q How many other dealers selling the same

brand did you visit?

65-66. f If you financed your new car, what yearly
rate of interest did you pay? .. %

67. 1 don't know the rate of interest.

The following information will be used for classification
purposes only.
68-69. R[I How many years have you lived in this city?

Household size:

70. male adults (18 and over)

71. female adults (18 and over)

72. number of children

Please circle the number in front of your answer.
73. Your oge:

1. under 18
2. 18-24
3. 25-34
4. 35-44
5. 45-54
6. 55-65
7. Over 65

74. Sex:
1. Male
2. Female

75. Marital Status:
1. Single
2. Married
3. Separated
4. Widowed
5. Divorced

76. Your education: (circle highest level)
1. Grade school or less
2. 1-2 years of high school
3. High school diploma
4. Trade school diploma
5. 1-3 years of college
6. College diploma
7. Graduate work

77. About how much is your household income each year?
1. under $4,000
2. $4,000-$7,500
3. $7,500-$10,000
4. $10,000-$12,500
5. $12,500-$15,000
6. $15,000-$20,000
7. $20,000-$35,000
8. $35,000-$50,000
9. Over $50,000

78. What is your occupation? please be as specific as
possible.

79. If you consider dealer advertising to be false and misleading, why?

80. If you will not buy again from this dealer., why not?

81. If you wish to make further comments about your experience with new car dealers, please do so here. Thank you for
your help.
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June 14, 1974

In January I mailed you a questionnaire, asking you to give your
opinions about the automobile dealer. I am a doctoral candidate
at North Texas State University, Denton, Texas. I am studying the
attitudes of new car buyers towards auto dealers.

Hopefully, the results of this study will be used by new car dealers
as a guide to offer you the kinds of services you want and need.

Unfortunately I did not receive your completed questionnaire. I know
you have many deraands on your time, but I sincerely need your help.

Enclosed is a short one-page questionnaire. Would you plase take a
few moments to fill it out.

You can easily answer the questions and I think you will enjoy doing
so. This study is not sponsored by car dealers or manufacturers.
Your reply is confidential and you will not be identified to any
dealer.

If you are interested, I shall mail you a short summary of the results.
To receive this summary, include your name and address at the bottom
of the questionnaire.

Please mail the questionnaire in the enclosed self-addressed envelope
which requires no postage. I am looking forward to receiving your
questionnaire. Your reply can lead to improved services from new car
dealers.

Thank you for your help.

North Texas
State

University

Denton, Texas
76203

Department
of

Marketing,
Communication

and
International

Business

sincerely yours,

Frank J. Pribyl
Doctoral Candidate

FJP :ma
Enclosure



NEW CAR BUYER ATTITUDES ABOUT AUTO DEALERS
PLACE A "V" IN THE BOX OF YOUR CHOICE

Strongly
agree

Strongly
agree undecided disagree disagree

21. The dealer carefully explained the manufactur-
er's warranty to me. He told me what is or is
not covered.

_22. I shopped around for a quality auto dealer, one
who gives good repair and maintenance serv-
ice and stands behind the car.

23. I am willing to pay more to buy my new car
from such a quality dealer.

_24. The dealer really wants my service business.

_25. The cost of the dealer repair and maintenance
service is often more than his estimate.

26. 1 bought my new ca-r from the dealer who
gave me the lowest priced deal.

27. The dealer does a poor job of repair and
maintenance service. I am not satisfied.

_23. The dealer prices for repair and maintenance
are fair and reasonable.

29. The auto dealer was honest. He treated me
"fair and square".

30. The auto dealer tries to appeal primarily on the
basis of price.

31.

32.

The dealer advertising was honest and truthful.

If a dealer who sells all brands of medium
priced cars but has no service facilities offered
to sell me a new car for $125. over cost, I
would buy from him.

33. The dealer was not honest. He did not treat
me "fair and square".

34. The dealer prices for repair and maintenance
service are too expensive.

35. The car prices advertised by the dealer were
false and misleading.

36. The dealer does a good job of repair and
maintenance. I am well satisfied.

37. The dealer does not really want my service
business.

__38. I will not buy from this dealer again.

39. I am well satisfied with the way the dealer
takes care of problems under the manufactur-
er's warranty._40. The dealer advertising was false and mislead-
ing.

_41. I am a price shopper. I visited many new car
dealers looking for the lowest priced deal.
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Please circle the number in front of your answer.
Circle only one answer.
42. What brand of new car did you buy this time?

1. Chevrolet
2. Ford
3. Plymouth
4. American Motors
5. Other _

(write in)

43. What brand of new car did you buy last time?
1. Chevrolet
2. Ford
3. Plymouth
4. American Motors
5. I did not buy a new car last time.

(write in)

44. What brand cf new car will you buy next time?
1. Chevrolet
2. Ford
3. Plymouth
4. American Motor;
5. I don't know
6. Ot her

(write in)

45. What is the single most important reason you bought
from this particular dealer?
1. Had the brand and model I wanted
2. Knew dealer, bought there before
3. Convenient location for service
4. Received best deal, best trade-in price
5. Dealer give; good warranty service
6. Dealer gives good service after warranty
7. Dealer salesman was friendly and courteous
8. Recommended by a friend or relative
9. Other ___-__ ----

(write in)

46. Do you think the dealer gives you a better deal if you
pay cash for you new car?
1. Yes
2. No
3. I don't know

47. Do you have your new car serviced by the dealer
while it is under the manufacturer's warranty?
1. Yes
2. No

48. When the manufacturer's warranty has run out will
you have the car serviced by the dealer?
1. Yes
2. No
3. I don't know

49. Which one do you think is the most expensive place
for routine service or maintenance?
1. Independent garage
2. Service station
3. New car dealer
4. Chain store auto service (Sears, Penneys, Wards)

50. Which one do you think is the least expensive place
for routine service or maintenance?
1. Independent garage
2. Service station
3. New car dealer
4. Chain store auto service (Sears, Penneys, Wards)

51. Which one do you think is the most reliable place for
routine service or maintenance?
1. Independent garage
2. Service station
3. New car dealer
4. Chain store auto service (Sears, Penneys, Wards)

52. Which do you think is the least reliable place for
routine service or maintenance.
1. Independent garage
2. Service station
3. Newscarsdeaer
4. Chain store auto service (Sears, Penneys, Wards)

53. What is your opinion of the repair and maintenance
service of the new car dealer?
1. Good service, reasonable price 2332. Poor service, reasonable price
3. Expensive, but does a good job
4. Expensive, and does a poor job
5. 1 don't use the dealer for service.

54. Did the dealer contact you later to ask if you were
satisfied and happy with your new car?
1. Yes
2. No

The following information will be used for classification
purposes only.

55-56. -- How many years have you lived in this city?

Household size:

57. -_male adults (18 and over)

58. . female adults (18 and over)

59. __.number of children

Please circle the number in front of your answer.

60. Your age:
1. under 18
2. 18-24
3. 25-34
4. 35-44
5. 45-54
6. 55-65
7. Over 65

61. Sex
1. Male
2. Female

62. Marital Status:
1. Single
2. Married
3. Separated
4. Widowed
5. Divorced

63. Your education (circle highest level)
1. Grade school or less
2. 1-2 years of high school
3. High school diploma
4. Trade school diploma
5. 1-3 years of college
6. College diploma
7. Graduate work

64. About how much is your household income each year?
1. under $4,000
2. $4,000-$7,500
3. $7,500-$10,000
4. $10,000-$12,500
5. $12,500-$15,000
6. $15,000-$20,000
7. $20,000-$35,000
8. $35,000-$50,000
9. Over $50,000

65. What is your occupation? Please be as specific as
possible.

Thank you for your help.
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TABLE XXIV

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: SEX

Response

Male. .

Female.

Per Cent
Response

. 76

. 24

TABLE XXV

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: AGE

Response

18-24 .

25-34 . .

35-44 .

45-54 .

55-65 . .

Over 65

Per Cent
Response

. . . . 12

. . . . 25

. . 19

. . 23

15

6

TABLE XXVI

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS:
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

Response Per Cent
Response

Grade school or less. . . . . . . 3

1-2 years of high school.. ........

High school diploma. . ........

Trade school diploma. . . . . . . . . . .

1-3 years of college. . . . . . . . . . .

College diploma..... .......

Graduate work........ .......

. . . . . . 6

24

4

.30

17

. 16
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TABLE XXVII

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS:
HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Response

Under $4,000. .

$4,000-7,500. .

$7,500-10,000 .

$10,000-12,500.

$12 ,500-15,000.

$15,000-20,000.

$20, 000-35 , 000.

$35,000-50,000.

Over $50,000. .

Per Cent
Response

2

. . 11

. .14

. . 14

. . 14

. . 20

. . 19

4

2

TABLE XXVIII

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: OCCUPATION

Response

Professional technical... . ........

Managers and administrators . . . . . . . . . .

Clerical and sales... ...........

Craftsmen..... . . . . . . . . . . . . ......

Operatives including transport. . . . . . . . .

Laborers including farm .............

Service workers including private household . .

Retired.. ....... ..........

Per Cent
Response

31

. 26

. 18

.8

. 6

.1

. 4

.6

. ."



236

TABLE XXIX

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS:
MARITAL STATUS

Response

Single..... ....... . ......

Married.. ...... .........

Separated...... .........

Widowed.......... . .......

Divorced........... ........

Per Cent
Response

. 14

. 75

.5

.6

.0

TABLE XXX

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS:
NUMBER OF MALES 18 AND OVER

Response

One....... ....... ..

Two ... ... . ...... . ...

Three......... . ........

Four or more....... .......

Per Cent
Response

83

13

3

.. 1

TABLE XXXI

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS:
NUMBER OF FEMALES 18 AND OVER

Response

One . w...........- ........

Two .. w........ . ......

Three. ... ............ . .

Four or more.... .......

Per Cent
Response

. 86

. . . . . 11

. . . . ". 1. .. . .2

. ." .P .p

. ." ." ."
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TABLE XXXII

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS:
NUMBER OF CHILDREN

Response

One. . . . . . . .

Two. . . . . . . .

Three. . . . . . .

Four . . . . . . .

Five or more . .

Per Cent
Response

. .32

. . ." . ... ..". 36

21

7

.. .4

TABLE XXXIII

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS:
YEARS LIVED IN CITY

Response

One to five years. . . . .

Six to ten years . . . . .

Eleven to fifteen years. .

Sixteen to twenty years. .

Twenty-one to thirty years

Thirty-one to fifty years.

Over fifty years . . . . .

Per Cent
Response

. . . . . 20

12

11

14

. . . . . . . . . 25

. . . . . . . . . 15

.. . . 0. 0. 0. . . . 3
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TABLE XXXIV

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: COMBINED
CATEGORIES FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSES

Age
Under eighteen to twenty-four
Twenty-five to thirty-four
Thirty-five to forty-four
Forty-five to fifty-four
Fifty-five and older

Education
Grade school through high school diploma or trade

school diploma
One to three years of college through college diploma
Graduate work

Household Income
Under $10,000
$10,000 to $15,000
$15,000 to $20,000
$20,000 and above

Occupation
Professional, technical
Managers and administrators
Clerical and sales including secretarial
All others including craftsmen, operatives, laborers,

farmers, service, and retired
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TABLE XXXV

METHOD OF LOCATING NEW-CAR DEALER:
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

Frequencies . 4- W)
of Response W 0 a 0

P4 0 0 P ) <e

Observed

Dallas 35 64 86 87 96 368

Amarillo 140 30 30 47 28 175

Uvalde 8 3 10 1 5 27

Total 83 97 126 135 129 570

Expected

Dallas 54 63 81 87 83 368

Amarillo 25 30 39 42 40 175

Uvalde 4 4 6 6 6 27

Total 83 97 126 135 129 570

not equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE XXXVI

METHOD OF LOCATING NEW-CAR DEALER
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY BRAND)

'u0 Q 0 0

Frequenciesr-
of Response .c4P

Q) 4J 0
a)4 o ;0-4 > 0 H

S0

Observed

Chevrolet 40 50 49 57 44 240

Ford 33 32 51 51 58 225

Plymouth 8 10 23 11 18 70

American Motors 2 4 3 16 9 34

Total 83 96 126 135 129 569

Expected

Chevrolet 35 40 53 57 54 240

Ford 33 38 50 53 51 225

Plymouth 10 12 15 17 16 70

American Motors 5 6 8 8 8 34

Total 83 96 126 135 129 569

not equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE XXXVIII

PATRONAGE OF DEALER SERVICE BY NEW-CAR BUYER DURING WARRANTY
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

Frequencies Yes No Total
of Response

Observed

Dallas 237 61 298

Amarillo 103 42 145

Uvalde 19 3 22

Total 359 106 465

Expected

Dallas 230 68 298

Amarillo 112 33 145

Uvalde 17 5 22

Total 359 106 465

equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may not
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE XXXIX

PATRONAGE OF DEALER SERVICE BY NEW-CAR BUYER AFTER WARRANTY
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

Frequencies Yes No I Don't Total
of Response Know

Observed

Dallas 94 153 53 300

Amarillo 27 97 23 147

Uvalde 13 7 2 22

Total 134 257 78 469

Expected

Dallas 86 164 50 300

Amarillo 42 80 24 147

Uvalde 6 12 4 22

Total 134 257 78 469

Summation of expected frequencies may not equal row or
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE XL

THE MOST RELIABLE PLACE FOR ROUTINE SERVICE AND MAINTENANCE
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

a)4.J41 U

0)

Frequencies *H*H 0-)-

of Response 0 : .H o o

H U0<

Observed

Dallas 87 34 137 35 293

Amarillo 68 16 45 14 143

Uvalde 7 1 14 .. 22

Total 162 51 196 49 458

Expected

Dallas 104 33 125 32 293

Amarillo 50 16 61 15 143

Uvalde 8 2 16 2 22

Total 162 51 196 49 458

Summation of expected fre
column totals due to rounding.

aquencies may not equal row or
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TABLE XLI

THE LEAST RELIABLE PLACE FOR ROUTINE
SERVICE AND MAINTENANCE

TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

4tJ 41

Q) a0~
Frequencies .00 4" )
of Response > - 4.

vc I cram Q4J

Observed

Dallas 33 144 51 58 286

Amarillo 11 65 38 26 140

Uvalde 5 10 2 2 19

Total 49 219 91 86 445

Expected

Dallas 32 141 58 55 286

Amarillo 15 69 29 27 140

Uvalde 2 9 4 4 19

Total 49 219 91 86 445

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or



247

TABLE XLII

THE LEAST EXPENSIVE PLACE FOR ROUTINE
SERVICE AND MAINTENANCE

TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

'iO ()00 C 0

Frequencies cfRe nsW

of Response
r00 Cf2 tJ2 A *"-0 H

Observed

Dallas 113 49 32 96 290

Amarillo 83 25 8 26 142

Uvalde 6 3 7 4 20

Total 202 77 47 126 452

Expected

Dallas 130 50 30 81 290

Amarillo 63 24 15 40 142

Uvalde 9 3 2 5 20

Total 202 77 47 126 452

equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may not
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE XLIII

OPINIONS OF NEW-CAR BUYERS REGARDING
DEALER REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE

TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

U U 4)
0% or-4 r-4

Frequencies '"H "H n o a M
of Response P P r- -H-> a) P

o Q) oo ern
1-W 4O P O 4 jP 0

So o O MO O -

C.a p.4Q) 0

Observed

Dallas 54 12 105 52 70 293

Amarillo 26 12 31 37 39 145

Uvalde 13 2 3 2 3 23

Total 93 26 139 91 112 461

Expected

Dallas 59 17 88 58 71 293

Amarillo 29 8 44 29 35 145

Uvalde 5 1 7 4 6 23

Total 93 26 139 91 112 461

equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may not
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE XLIV

DEALER REMINDER FOR ROUTINE SERVICE
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

Frequencies Yes No Totalof Response

Observed

Dallas 116 252 368

Amarillo 70 104 174

Uvalde 14 13 27

Total 200 369 569

Expected

Dallas 129 239 368

Amarillo 61 113 174

Uvalde 10 17 27

Total 200 369 596

equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may not
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE XLV

DEALER REMINDER FOR ROUTINE SERVICE
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY BRAND)

Frequencies
of Response Yes No Total

Observed

Chevrolet 119 120 239

Ford 66 158 224

Plymouth 8 62 70

American Motors 7 28 35

Total 200 368 568

Expected

Chevrolet 84 154 239

Ford 79 145 224

Plymouth 25 45 70

American Motors 12 23 35

Total 200 368 568

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE XLVI

DEALER DETERMINATION OF NEW-CAR BUYER SERVICE SATISFACTION
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

Frequencies don't Use
of Response Yes No ealer for Total

Observed

Dallas 94 227 48 369

Amarillo 28 118 28 174

Uvalde 3 21 3 27

Total 125 366 79 570

Expected

Dallas 81 237 51 369

Amarillo 38 112 24 174

Uvalde 6 17 4 27

Total 125 366 79 570

Summation of expected frequencies may not equal row or
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE XLVII

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE:
LUBE JOB, OIL CHANGE, AND OIL FILTER

TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

4~JC-) 4En

(1) r4 0 4J " Ur--40 
r

Frequencies ) 'H 'H 'H w x Cw

of Response a P 3 Pw Pm o o0 0

Observed

Dallas 16 93 147 9 .. 106 371

Amarillo 9 22 69 3 1 70 174

Uvalde 1 7 16 .. .. 3 27

Total 26 122 232 12 1 179 572

Expected

Dallas 17 79 150 8 1 116 371

Amarillo 8 37 71 3 .. 55 174

Uvalde 1 6 11 1 .. 8 27

Total 26 122 232 12 1 179 572

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE XLVIII

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: MINOR TUNE UP
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

a) Q)J Q4J ) aH

Frequencies o .. a) U

of Response a c Ir 4 U > ' P 0Wc GJW W r *HO Oa)z) 0 0

'00 A Z cnr .u 4JtI 0

HU

Observed

Dallas 56 143 55 16 2 97 369

Amarillo 48 49 15 4 1 54 171

Uvalde 9 15 .. .. .. 3 27

Total 113 207 70 20 3 154 567

Expected

Dallas 73 135 46 13 2 100 369

Amarillo 34 62 21 6 1 47 171

Uvalde 6 10 3 1 . . 7 27

Total 113 207 70 20 3 154 567

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE XLIX

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: MAJOR
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

TUNE UP

4 4 ) 4 " i

Frequencies b a) C .. m .-O4-
of Response u'0 0

C VQGJ.u "H OQ) W ~H

Observed

Dallas 77 210 28 17 3 33 368

Amarillo 61 71 7 .. 1 30 170

Uvalde 8 18 .. .. .. 1 27

Total 146 299 35 17 4 64 565

Expected

Dallas 95 195 23 11 3 42 368

Amarillo 44 90 10 5 1 19 170

Uvalde 7 14 2 1 .. 3 27

Total 146 299 35 17 4 64 565

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE L

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: BRAKES RELINED
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

ci)

"1 Cl)
ow Ce (J0 4 P Ou"40 r

Frequencies (3W0to U a - MWon -Cat W4

of Response i p u ~
0 Z A cricM dC4J CIM 0

HU

Observed

Dallas 65 146 22 36 57 41 367

Amarillo 54 44 4 15 25 28 170

Uvalde 8 14 .. .. 3 2 27

Total 127 204 26 51 85 71 564

Expected

Dallas 82 133 17 34 55 46 367

Amarillo 38 61 8 15 26 22 170

Uvalde 6 10 1 2 4 3 27

Total 127 204 26 51 85 71 564

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE LI

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: WHEELS BALANCED
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

4J WO 4J

Frequencies M P .. CI2(+P rv--. 0
of Response o 4 - > c o >-H a P 4

N Cd NQ) N(1)4-i *HO Q)Q) 3 H
O0 2Q CDCI) 0 2 C

H U

Observed

Dallas 73 98 78 72 46 2 369

Amarillo 50 35 32 28 20 8 173

Uvalde 4 12 5 .. 4 1 26

Total 127 145 115 100 70 11 568

Expected

Dallas 83 94 75 65 46 7 369

Amarillo 39 44 35 31 21 3 173

Uvalde 5 7 5 4 3 1 26

Total 127 145 115 100 70 11 568

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE LII

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: WHEELS ALIGNED
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

4~iNWO 4~J

41w c 00 4-1 }4 UOr-4I0 -

Frequencies v i 4> W U -, > 4
of Response PP.wP0

a d ) w "H0 w w 3 F

c7 zI W ,J CI)a 0

Observed

Dallas 78 119 48 77 45 1 368

Amarillo 54 44 16 33 24 2 173

Uvalde 6 14 1 1 4 .. 26

Total 138 177 65 111 73 3 567

Expected

Dallas 80 115 42 72 48 2 368

Amarillo 42 54 20 34 22 1 173

Uvalde 6 8 3 5 3 .. 26

Total 138 177 65 111 73 3 567

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE LIII

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: CARBURETOR OVERHAUL
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

a) C - U0 4J P Ur-I 0 r-1
Frequencies 0._H )HCC
of Response a P c P c 0 P U 0 o

0~ a )Q)4Ji "HO0Q) ) H
'00c.7 Q cf ci2 ce4Ju c 0
H v

Observed

Dallas 89 201 30 14 6 27 367

Amarillo 71 60 9 6 1 23 170

Uvalde 7 19 .. .. .. 1 27

Total 167 280 39 20 7 51 564

Expected

Dallas 108 182 25 13 5 33 367

Amarillo 50 85 12 6 2 16 170

Uvalde 8 13 2 1 1 2 27

Total 167 280 39 20 7 51 564

equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may not
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE LIV

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: MUFFLER REPLACED
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

.13 9 22 2

Q) Ir- Q)' O "'J ) r-I 94
b N d O 4J U 0 r--0

r4 b U N "r- ".- t! Nl"1 c

Amarillo 30 30 11 19 52 29 171

Uvalde 7 11 . . 4 5 27

Total 81 139 32 69 176 67 564

Expected

Dallas 53 90 21 45 114 44 366

Amarillo 24 42 10 21 53 20 171

Uvalde 4 7 1 3 9 3 27

Total 81 139 32 69 176 67 564

not equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE LV

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: MAJOR
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

ENGINE OVERHAUL

b c 3 UO 1)0 -1 r

Frequencies r 4 Q 'r' w rI $C
of Response a 3 P . Zo o

H U;j<

Observed

Dallas 108 219 8 5 8 11 359

Amarillo 76 71 1 2 4 16 170

Uvalde 8 19 .. .. .. .. 27

Total 192 309 9 7 12 27 556

Expected

Dallas 124 200 6 4 7 18 359

Amarillo 59 94 2 2 4 8 170

Uvalde 9 15 .. .. 1 1 27

Total 192 309 9 7 12 27 556

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE LVI

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: SPARK PLUGS CHANGED
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

'dW C O 00 P-J U r4 0 r-
Frequencies 0 o w U -a- r4 )w .a)C"r .Si , Cd
of Response y M PM 0 o PU o o

W~Cj ) ) G4J *HO W) H

HU

Observed

Dallas 47 106 62 11 2 139 367

Amarillo 38 25 23 4 1 80 171

Uvalde 6 13 2 .. .. 6 27

Total 91 144 87 15 3 225 565

Expected

Dallas 59 94 57 10 2 146 367

Amarillo 28 43 26 4 1 68 171

Uvalde 4 7 4 1 .. 11 27

Total 91 144 87 15 3 225 564

equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may not
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE LVII

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE:
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

NEW TIRES

Frequencies
of Response

Observed

Dallas

Amarillo

Uvalde

Total

Expected

Dallas

Amarillo

Uvalde

Total

0

a) w

H

23

27

5

55

Q0 ) 00O

v .u r~

)N
)

C4J.
rC, ;j

*HV

4J
0)H

U r-4
H~ CO

C')
0

4.3

0
H

- -. . _ _- 1_ _ _1-_

20

4

4

47

34

5

232

84

6

34

16

5

11

7

1

i - 1 4- - 1-- 4- - I

28 86 322 55 19

- . __ _L _ _

36

17

2

55

18

9

1

28

56

26

4

86

209

98

36

17

2

55

12

6

1

19

367

172

26

565

367

172

26

565
' I 1

Summation of expected frequencies may not equal row or
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE LVIII

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE:
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

NEW BATTERY

Q) P (1 4 > () r-
b 41Cd 00O J P Uv-4 O r0

Frequencies 0 w * -i*a " - C, * - ,"CO
of Response : H o H H

HU

Observed

Dallas 16 26 62 228 7 27 366

Amarillo 18 6 34 96 2 16 172

Uvalde 4 8 7 4 2 2 27

Total 38 40 103 328 11 45 565

Expected

Dallas 25 26 27 212 7 29 366

Amarillo 11 12 31 100 3 14 172

Uvalde 2 2 5 16 1 2 27

Total 38 40 103 328 11 45 565

Summation of expected frequencies may not equal row or
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE LIX

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE:
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY BRAND)

NEW BATTERY

4-3 NCU 4-J

b0W Cd }a 00O-W }a U -- I 0 r4
Frequencies o -o a H- " W r- C"w ,x

of Response ' y > ' e > r4>-, P 4
vasG) v 4-j "H o vvG 3

rOQ Z~ C2WJ2 .u J lJ2a 0

Observed

Chevrolet 24 9 40 138 7 20 238

Ford 10 21 46 132 3 12 224

Plymouth 2 6 10 41 1 8 68

American Motors 2 3 7 17 .. 5 34

Total 38 39 103 328 11 45 564

Expected

Chevrolet 16 17 44 138 5 19 238

Ford 15 15 41 130 4 18 224

Plymouth 5 5 12 40 1 5 68

American Motors 2 2 6 20 1 3 34

Total 38 39 103 328 11 45 564

equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may not
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE LX

PATRONAGE OF NEW-CAR BUYERS FOR SERVICE: ANTI-FREEZE
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

dJ N U

Frequencies bO ) c 00 vo j u -4 0 r+

of Response w I , s p-r suP -

v z r n /2 C 4J C/ a 0
HU

Observed

Dallas 17 29 128 64 1 129 368

Amarillo 9 5 47 26 1 84 172

Uvalde 2 5 14 3 .. 3 27

Total 28 39 189 93 2 216 567

Expected

Dallas 18 25 123 61 1 140 368

Amarillo 9 12 57 28 1 66 172

Uvalde 1 2 9 4 . . 10 27

Total 28 39 189 93 2 216 567

not equal row orSummation of expected frequencies may
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE LXI

METHODS OF FINANCING NEW CAR
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

00 U 0- 0U r- 0 bO

Frequencies z0 oar wCd o0 .4C
of Response bCd C 4>"i 4-'

" "rl <4Q)0 Q O U Cd 0

Observed

Dallas 95 31 126 9 94 4 11 370

Amarillo 39 9 89 7 35 3 2 175

Uvalde 12 2 8 3 1 1 27

Total 146 42 214 19 130 7 14 572

Expected

Dallas 94 27 139 12 84 5 9 370

Amarillo 45 13 65 6 40 2 4 175

Uvalde 7 2 10 1 6 .. 1 27

Total 146 42 214 19 130 7 14 572

Summation of
column totals due

expected frequencies
to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE LXII

METHODS OF FINANCING NEW CAR
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY BRAND)

4-l

00 N Ur 0 4 4-J C

Frequencies 2r- O w '-00 . .
of Response .(.p4a)-0 Po 4-OO

rfso C O wU U r 0 H

Observed

Chevrolet 57 23 91 11 50 5 5 242

Ford 57 15 89 3 53 2 5 224

Plymouth 24 4 25 4 10 .. 3 70

American Motors 8 .. 8 1 17 .. 1 35

Total 146 42 213 19 120 7 14 571

Expected

Chevrolet 62 18 90 8 55 2 6 242

Ford 57 17 84 8 51 3 5 224

Plymouth 18 5 26 2 16 1 1 70

American Motors 9 2 13 1 8 .. 1 35

Total 146 42 213 19 130 7 14 571

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE LXIII

DEALER OFFER OF BETTER DEAL TO BUYER FINANCING THROUGH DEALER
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

Frequencies I Don't
of Response KnTt

Observed

Dallas 31 202 137 370

Amarillo 25 95 54 174

Uvalde 2 9 16 27

Total 58 306 207 571

Expected

Dallas 37 199 134 370

Amarillo 18 93 63 174

Uvalde 3 14 10 27

Total 58 306 207 571

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE LXIV

NEW-CAR BUYER BEHAVIOR REGARDING COMPARISON OF FINANCE COSTS
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

Frequencies Did Not
of Response Yes No Finance Total

Observed

Dallas 193 126 50 369

Amarillo 100 53 21 174

Uvalde 8 9 10 27

Total 301 188 81 570

Expected

Dallas 195 122 52 369

Amarillo 92 57 25 174

Uvalde 14 9 4 27

Total 301 188 81 570

Summation of expected frequencies
column totals due to rounding.

may not equal row or
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TABLE LXVI

DEALER DETERMINATION OF NEW-CAR BUYER SATISFACTION WITH CAR
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

Frequencies Yes No Total
of Response

Observed

Dallas 128 235 363

Amarillo 51 119 170

Uvalde 15 12 27

Total 194 366 560

Expected

Dallas 126 237 363

Amarillo 59 111 170

Uvalde 9 18 27

Total 194 366 560

row orSummation of expected frequencies may not equal
column totals due to rounding.
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TABLE LXIX

DISTANCE OF FARTHEST DEALER SHOPPED FOR NEW CAR
TEST OF INDEPENDENCE (BY CITY)

CI)

Frequencies C CO Co

of Response w, Ir- I r-

Observed

Dallas 5 24 40 111 161 351

Amarillo 4 18 48 46 51 167

Uvalde 8 7 2 10 27

Total 17 49 100 157 222 545

Expected

Dallas 11 32 64 101 143 351

Amarillo 5 15 31 48 68 167

Uvalde 1 2 5 8 11 27

Total 17 49 100 157 222 545

Summation of expected frequencies may not equal row or
column due to rounding.
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