
 

 

  

 

UNDERSTANDING THE KEY 
MECHANISMS THAT DRIVE 

CONSUMER CHOICE IN NON-FLEET 
VEHICLE SELECTION 

 

 

By 

Clark, B. 

Delaney, A. 

Hoareau, E. 

Koppel, S. 

Newstead, S. 

Charlton, J. 

 

Report No. 352  

 

July, 2018 

(Released July, 2022) 



ii MONASH UNIVERSITY ACCIDENT RESEARCH CENTRE 

MONASH UNIVERSITY ACCIDENT RESEARCH CENTRE 

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE 

 

Report No. Date Release Date ISBN ISSN Pages 
352 July 2018 July 2022 978-1-925413-22-9 1835-4815 

(online) 

89 + 

appendices 

Title and sub-title: 
Understanding the key mechanisms that drive consumer choice in non-fleet vehicle selection. 

Author(s):  Clark, B., Delaney, A., Hoareau, E., Koppel, S., Newstead, S., & Charlton. J. 

 

Sponsoring Organisation(s): 
This project was funded through the Monash University Accident Research Centre’s Baseline 

Research Program for which grants have been received from: the Department of Justice and 

Community Safety, the Department of Transport, and the Transport Accident Commission. 

Abstract: 
For some years, significant effort has been focused on improving the safety culture amongst 

vehicle fleet buyers. However, around half of all new vehicles sold in Australia are for private use. 

Initiatives to highlight the importance of vehicle safety amongst the private consumers include the 

development of safety ratings such as the Australian New Car Assessment Program (ANCAP) and 

the Used Car Safety Ratings (UCSR) and web-based information sites such as 

‘www.howsafeisyourcar.com.au’. Previous research undertaken in Sweden and Spain found that, 

when purchasing a new vehicle, consumers prioritise safety-related features above all other vehicle 

features. However, within Australia there is little information regarding consumer’s understanding 

of vehicle safety features and the priority they place on these in their purchasing decision.  

 

The aim of this research, conducted over the period 2009 to 2012, was to gain a better understating 

of the key mechanisms that drive consumer choice in vehicle selection within the Australian private 

vehicle market. This included identifying the priority assigned to vehicle safety features during the 

purchasing process, and explored the success behind the development of a vehicle safety culture 

within Sweden.  

 

A total of 2,013 participants from Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland who were in the 

market for a vehicle (new or used) completed a pre- and post-vehicle purchase survey, designed to 

explore their purchasing behaviours and vehicle features that they prioritised during their 

purchasing process. The factors: age, gender concern about crash involvement, and sourcing 

ANCAP ratings were identified as significant factors in a ‘safe vehicle purchaser’ profile. Female 

participants aged 50 years and older, with a concern about being involved in a crash, and who 

sourced ANCAP information were more likely to place high priority on secondary safety features 

in their vehicle purchase. The findings from this study provide insight into the priority consumers 

award to vehicle safety within the current Australian private vehicle market. Recommendations are 

provided to enhance the priority awarded to safety features when purchasing a vehicle with the aim 

of enhancing the safety of the private vehicle fleet and reduce road trauma on the Australian road 

system.  
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EXECUTIVE STATEMENT 

BACKGROUND 

The key target of most road safety road safety strategy is to reduce death and serious injury 

resulting from road crashes. One of the key elements of the strategic approach is to improve 

vehicle safety and, in particular, encourage consumers to purchase the safest vehicles 

possible, including relevant safety features.  

Conducted over the period 2009 to 2012, the aim of the project was to gain a better 

understanding of the key mechanisms that drive consumer choice in vehicle (new and used) 

selection. Specifically, the current study aimed to: 1) establish the profile of new vehicle 

purchases by private consumers through the analysis of relevant registration and crash data 

sources; 2) review the Swedish context, which appears to have a good safety culture amongst 

private consumers, as well as manufacturers, to explore its relevance to Australia; 3) conduct 

a survey with private new / used vehicle consumers (both in the pre- and post-vehicle 

purchase periods) to establish purchasing behaviours and priorities and how these change 

across the time of vehicle purchasing activity, and 4) validate the results of the survey against 

real world consumer behaviour, and examine the potential benefits of changing key 

consumer behaviours with respect to safety.  

METHOD 

Victorian vehicle register and Victorian vehicle crash data (as part of the Used Car Safety 

Ratings program (UCSR))  

The Victorian vehicle register was used to collect data for all passenger vehicles, registered 

in Victoria, in June 2006 (this encompassed vehicles manufactured between 1982 and 2006) 

to determine if, at the time the vehicle was acquired by the current owner, it had been 

purchased as new or used vehicle. A vehicle was deemed to be new if it had been acquired 

by the registered owner within six months of the first registration of the vehicle. All other 

vehicles were assumed to have been purchased as used vehicles. 

Due to limitations of the of the Victorian vehicle register data set, the Victorian vehicle crash 

data was used to collect information from all Victorian police-reported crashes in 2006 and 

2007. This enabled identification of a vehicle involved in a crash to determine if it had been 

purchased new or used by the owner on the vehicle register in 2006. Demographic 

characteristics (age and gender) and safety characteristics (using estimates of 

crashworthiness, aggressivity and total secondary safety ratings - as reported in Newstead et 

al. 2009, based on 2009 UCSR applicable estimated averages) were also collected from the 

crash data to enable comparisons between new and used vehicles. Data was also collected 

on crashworthiness, aggressivity and total secondary safety ratings to enable comparisons to 

be made between metropolitan and non-metropolitan vehicle ownership.  

Pre- and post-purchase consumer survey 

Vehicle purchasing behaviour data was collected for Victorian, Queensland and New South 

Wales respondents utilising, gratuity incentivised, pre- and post-purchase consumer surveys 

(modified to suit Australian customers but based on those developed and administered for 

the Safety Ratings Advisory Committee (SARAC) project). Data collected incorporated 

questions on safety and non-safety (to reduce reporting bias possible from safety related 

questions only) related aspects that were deemed to play a role in the respondents’ vehicle 

purchases decision making. A stratified sample of 1,009 (506 females, 503 males) pre-

purchase consumer survey participants and 1,004 (500 females, 502 males, two missing data) 

post-purchase consumer survey participants were arranged according to strata of: age groups 
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(subdivided into 18-24 years, 25-64 years, ≥65 years), gender and geographic location (rural 

and urban). Sixty-four of the participants completed both the pre- and post-purchase 

consumer surveys and the remaining participants only completed one of the two surveys. 

Participants were asked to either prospectively (pre-purchase participants) or retrospectively 

(post-purchase participants) prioritise a list of vehicle factors (four of which were safety 

related) by rating them according to their perceived priories when purchasing a vehicle. The 

participants were then asked to further prioritise those factors they had rated as high, from 

highest to lowest priority. 

Vehicle dealership survey 

Twenty-six Melbourne new and used vehicle dealerships (representative of each Statistical 

Subdivision and commonly purchased vehicle brands) were invited to participate. Sixty-nine 

employees, from 15 dealerships, volunteered and completed the anonymous vehicle dealer 

surveys to explore their perceptions of what their customers were looking for when 

purchasing vehicles as well as what factors or features they actively promoted to their 

customers.  

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The vehicle comparisons analysis obtained from the two data sets (Victorian vehicle register 

and Victorian vehicle crash data) identified there were demographic differences in vehicle 

purchasing trends in Victoria. The results of the study identified that there were a number of 

differences in the secondary safety characteristics by driver demographics. Such that, a 

higher proportion of vehicles with poorer total secondary safety ratings were being driven 

by younger female drivers (aged up to 25 years) in comparison to male and older female 

drivers.  In addition, it was found that, on average, metropolitan-based vehicles performed 

better than non-metropolitan based vehicles in terms of secondary safety features. The results 

of the study also revealed that the proportion of younger (aged up to 25 years) and older 

(aged 60 years and over) males driving vehicles with higher crashworthiness ratings, was 

found to be a higher than that of female drivers for both new and used vehicles. In addition, 

for both new and used vehicles, compared to males, females tended to drive vehicles with 

lower aggressivity ratings with aggressivity lowest for female drivers aged under 25 years 

and 60 years and over.  

Results from the pre- and post-purchase consumer surveys revealed that Australian 

consumers did not appear (at the time of this project) to prioritise vehicle safety as part of 

their purchasing decisions making processes. Rather, other factors (such as price and 

reliability) were deemed as the major priorities. Having a better understanding on what 

consumer’s knowledge is of vehicle safety features or safety ratings could be highly 

beneficial at targeting specific campaigns or producing new material aimed at reducing 

deficits in awareness.  

The project also revealed that customers who were purchasing a used vehicle considered 

safety features as a lower priority than those purchasing a new vehicle. In contrast, results 

from the vehicle dealer survey suggested that the majority of dealers and dealerships viewed 

vehicle safety as very important and felt the general public were becoming better informed 

and knowledgeable of this aspect and this was indeed a selling point. The survey results 

revealed that over 84% of dealers responded that were aware of all the safety features 

pertaining to the models they currently marketed. Only 1.4% admitted to not knowing about 

all the safety features, while 14.5% stated that they knew about most of the safety features 

but not all. Dealers reported that ANCAP was the most commonly used resource they 

referred to. However, conversely with regards to the specific features the dealers promoted 
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most frequently, safety features were ranked lower than other features such as in-vehicle 

DVD systems and GPS. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER ACTION 

Limitations of the Victorian vehicle register, from June 2006 data, were that the information 

on vehicle owner characteristics was not available in the dataset provided. Further, it was 

not possible to identify whether a vehicle was part of a commercial vehicle fleet or was 

privately owned. Analysis of New South Wales registration data revealed that inclusion of 

fleet vehicles in the Victorian data may also influence the results of the most common vehicle 

model classifications. Recommendations for further studies would also include exploring a 

larger more representative sample of vehicle dealers’ representative of the most common 

vehicle makes models and sizes and a greater coverage of rural areas.   

While some time has passed since this project concluded, the findings still provide valuable 

insight into private vehicle consumer’s purchasing priorities which include price and 

aesthetics over safety considerations and it is recommended that dealers should better 

educate new staff and be encouraged to actively promote safety features to customers 

purchasing new or used vehicles. However, these findings raise the question of whether 

Australian road safety strategies should continue to focus on educating the general public 

about the benefits of purchasing safer vehicles, especially with the findings that the focus 

was found to be on price which may become more dominant with increasing financial 

pressures. Alternatively, we could learn from the successes of the Swedish Vison Zero road 

safety philosophy of an all-encompassing systematic approach. Where by the onus and 

responsibility is no longer placed on an individual to make these decisions, rather placing it 

in a more inclusive context. Such as viewing road user safety as an ethical responsibility that 

includes transport system designers and government agencies whereby private vehicle 

purchasing consumers are part of this process rather than an individual safety decision 

making component. There appears to still a way to go in Australia before we see the road 

safety philosophy fully embraced by all concerned in achieving a vison zero type goal. 

 

 





HOW IMPORTANT IS ‘VEHICLE SAFETY’ IN THE VEHICLE PURCHASE PROCESS IN AUSTRALIA 1 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. BACKGROUND 

The key target of most road safety road safety strategy is to reduce death and serious injury 

resulting from road crashes. One of the key elements of the strategic approach is to improve 

vehicle safety and, in particular, encourage consumers to purchase the safest vehicles 

possible, including relevant safety features. Research such as Newstead, et al. (2004), stated 

that if all Australian motorists updated their vehicles to the safest in market group, road 

trauma would be immediately reduced by up to one third.  

With the average life of a vehicle in Victoria in the order of 20 years, it was estimated that 

around half of the Victorian vehicle fleet would be replaced during the duration of a 10-year 

road safety strategy. Encouraging all new vehicle consumers to purchase the safest possible 

vehicle in class, coupled with progressive improvements in overall vehicle safety seen over 

time, offers the potential for vehicle safety improvements to contribute to substantial savings 

in deaths and serious injuries. However, this can only be achieved if consumer preference 

for purchasing the safest possible vehicle in the fleet is instituted as early as possible in the 

strategy. 

Around half of all new vehicle sales in Australia and Victoria are to fleets whilst the 

remaining half is to private consumers. Significant effort has been focused in recent years 

on improving the safety culture amongst fleet consumers with respect to vehicle safety 

specification and performance - with a number of major initiatives targeting this area. In 

attempts to highlight the importance of vehicle safety amongst private consumers and 

hopefully influence their purchasing decisions, a number of consumer information programs 

have been developed. These include the Australian New Car Assessment Program 

(ANCAP), the Used Car Safety Ratings (UCSR) program and, in Victoria, specific vehicle 

safety advertising campaigns and resources such as the howsafeisyourcar.com.au website.  

In the past two decades, surveys have shown that there has been a significant increase in the 

level of private consumer interest in the safety performance of vehicles. This is likely to be 

at least in part due to campaigns such as ANCAP and the UCSR program, along with 

associated campaigns and information. Despite this increased interest, the role that vehicle 

safety plays in consumer’s purchase decisions is poorly understood. A comprehensive 

literature review revealed that there is little known public information regarding the 

mechanisms that drive consumer choice and, in particular, what consumers understand about 

specific safety features or safety ratings and what importance they place on safety options / 

features relative to other vehicle features such as convenience and comfort. Increased 

knowledge of these factors would be highly beneficial to potentially better target existing 

consumer information on vehicle safety, as well as to develop new material and campaigns 

focused on ensuring private vehicle consumers purchase the safest possible vehicles.  
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1.2. PROJECT HISTORY 

This project aimed to build on another significant international research project managed by 

MUARC researchers (Koppel, Charlton, Fildes, & Fitzharris, 2008; Koppel, Charlton, 

Fildes, Fitzharris, Clark, Kullgren, Olona Solano, Mäkitupa & Ernvall, 2005). This European 

project was funded by the EU commission and conducted as part of the Safety Ratings 

Advisory Committee (SARAC) research group and involved the design and conduct of a 

consumer survey in Sweden and Spain to determine: how important vehicle safety was in 

the new vehicle purchase process; what importance consumers placed on safety options / 

features relative to other convenience and comfort features, and how consumers 

conceptualised vehicle safety. The SARAC project, as it will be referred to within this report, 

also aimed to identify key factors associated with prioritising vehicle safety in one’s vehicle 

choice. This project, conducted over the period 2009 to 2012, was commissioned by the 

MUARC Baseline Research Program Committee to explore the role of safety in consumer 

vehicle choice within the Australian vehicle purchasing market. 

1.3. PROJECT AIMS 

The aim of the project was to gain a better understanding of the key mechanisms that drive 

consumer choice in vehicle selection and validate this against current known profiles in 

vehicle ownership identified in vehicle registration data patterns.  

The project was conducted in four phases.  

Phase 1: The first phase was an analytical phase to establish the profile of new vehicle 

purchases by private consumers through the analysis of relevant registration and crash data 

sources.  

Phase 2: This phase of the project involved a review of the Swedish context, which appears 

to have a good safety culture amongst private consumers, as well as manufacturers, to 

explore its relevance to Australia.  

Phase 3: This survey phase targeted private new / used vehicle consumers both in the pre- 

and post-vehicle purchase periods to establish purchasing behaviours and priorities and how 

these change across the time of vehicle purchasing activity.  

Phase 4: The final phase was a further analytical phase to validate the results of the survey 

against real world consumer behaviour as well as examine the potential benefits of changing 

key buyer behaviours with respect to safety. A key aim of this phase was to establish a range 

of priorities for changing consumer behaviour to maximise the benefits from safer vehicle 

choices being made.  

1.4. REPORT OUTLINE 

This report begins with an analysis section (see Chapter 2) to explore the purchasing 

behaviour of private Victorian vehicle purchasers (current at the time of this research). This 

analysis was based on the Victorian vehicle registration data and Victorian crash data. 

Vehicle primary and secondary safety features and crashworthiness, for both new and used 

vehicles, was explored in relation to owners’ demographic characteristics of age and gender.   

Chapter 3 provides a review of the literature relevant to vehicle safety purchasing priority, 

explored in the SARAC project (Koppel, et al., 2005) as well as literature published since 

this SARAC review until 2012.  

Chapter 4 explores the adoption of the Vision Zero road safety philosophy in Sweden and 

provides some expert commentary on how this was achieved and the implemented.  The 
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enablers and barriers to adopting this type of philosophy in other countries including 

Australia are presented. 

Chapter 5 reports on the development, administration and analysis of consumer purchasing 

surveys administered prior to, and post, vehicle purchasing to a sample of 2,013 Australian 

vehicle purchasers.  The analysis explores various demographic groups and identifies a 

vehicle purchasing profile identifying purchasers who placed a high priority on vehicle 

safety.  

The final chapter of this report summarises the findings across the entire project and makes 

recommendations to support and encourage the prioritising of vehicle safety within the 

Australian vehicle purchasing market.   
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2. NEW VEHICLE PURCHASING PROFILE ANALYSIS 

2.1. BACKGROUND 

The aim of this phase of the project was to establish the existing vehicle purchasing 

behaviour of vehicle consumers in Victoria. Establishing these profiles analytically will 

inform the development of the survey component of this study.   

2.1.1. Data Sources 

The pre-survey analysis used two main sources of data; an extract of the Victorian vehicle 

register from June 2006, and Victorian vehicle crash data from 2006 and 2007.  

The Victorian registration data included all passenger vehicles registered in Victoria in June 

2006. Variables collected in the data set included year of vehicle manufacture, date of first 

registration and date of acquisition. Using this information, it was possible to identify 

whether a vehicle was purchased as a new or used vehicle at the time it was acquired by the 

recorded vehicle owner. Information on vehicle owner characteristics was not available in 

the dataset provided. Further, it was not possible to identify whether a vehicle was part of a 

commercial vehicle fleet or was privately owned.  

The crash data used in this study was prepared as part of the UCSR program and contained 

information on all vehicles involved in police-reported crashes in Victoria in 2006 and 2007. 

The data included variables such as year of vehicle manufacture, vehicle make and model, 

driver age and gender. By matching this data on the basis of the Vehicle Identification 

Number (VIN) and the licence plate it was also possible to identify whether a crashed vehicle 

was purchased as a new or used vehicle by the owner on the vehicle register in 2006. 

Although this study focused on vehicle purchasing behaviour, the limitations of the 

registration data made it necessary to use crash data to assess driver demographic 

characteristics by vehicle make and model. This assumed that the range of vehicles involved 

in police-reported crashes was similar to the broader vehicle fleet. It is also assumed that the 

demographic characteristics of owners of particular vehicles were generally consistent with 

those of drivers involved in crashes of those vehicle types.  

To provide some assessment of the consistency of the data sources, an analysis of the year 

of vehicle manufacture from the two data sources was conducted. The results are presented 

in Figure 1. 

The data indicated that the registration data contained a higher proportion of vehicles with 

years of manufacture between 1982 and 1989 than the crash data. However, for vehicle years 

of manufacture from 1990 onwards, the representation of each year of manufacture was 

relatively consistent across the two data sets. A possible explanation for the higher 

proportion of older vehicles in the registration data, was that older vehicles were often more 

difficult to identify in the crash data and were excluded because of missing variables. 

Differences in the representation of vehicles by year of manufacture and whether the vehicle 

was purchased new or used were also examined. Figure 1 shows the distribution of the new 

vehicles in the registration and crash data sets by year of vehicle manufacture.  
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Figure 1 Comparison of year of vehicle manufacture for vehicles purchased new in the 

registration and crash data sets 

In general, the shape of the distribution of vehicle year of manufacture was consistent across 

new vehicles contained in the registration and crash data. There was a greater representation 

of vehicles manufactured in the 1990s in the crash data and a greater representation of 

vehicles manufactured in the 2000s in the registration data. However, the differences 

between the two data sets are in the order of 1 to 2 percent. A similar comparison is made 

for vehicles purchased as used cars in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2 Comparison of year of vehicle manufacture for vehicles purchased as used cars 

in the registration and crash data sets 
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There is some variation in the distribution of used vehicles by year of manufacture for 

vehicles in the registration and crash data sets. In particular, the registration data contained 

a higher proportion of vehicles manufactured in the 1980s than the crash data. In contrast, 

the proportion of used vehicles manufactured in the 1990s and early 2000s contained in the 

crash data was higher than that contained in the registration data.  

It was evident that while there was general consistency between the registration and crash 

data sets by year of vehicle manufacture there were some differences particularly for the 

representation of used vehicles. However, the limitations of the data made it necessary to 

rely on the crash data for much of the analysis that follows. Therefore, the differences 

highlighted here should be considered when interpreting the results of the analysis presented 

in this report.  

Based on the data available the primary buyer characteristics examined were age and gender. 

Differences in vehicle purchasing decisions were also examined according to whether the 

vehicle purchased was new or used at the time of registration by the then current owner. The 

safety characteristics of vehicles were measured using the estimates of crashworthiness, 

aggressivity, and total secondary safety as reported by Newstead et al. (2011).  

The results of these analyses are presented in the following sections.  

2.2. GENDER OF VEHICLE DRIVER  

The available crash data included information on the gender of the vehicle driver and was 

used to consider whether the distribution of crashworthiness, aggressivity and total 

secondary safety of vehicles driven by males and females differed. The analysis was also 

conducted separately for drivers aged up to 25 years, drivers aged between 26 and 59 and 

those aged 60 years and over. The results are presented below in Figure 3.  

2.2.1 Crashworthiness 

The 2009 update of the UCSR estimated the overall average crashworthiness of vehicles 

included in the analysis to be 3.50. Using the crash data described in Section 2.1.1, Figure 3 

shows that the distribution of crashworthiness for vehicles driven by males was more heavily 

weighted towards vehicles with above average crashworthiness than the same distribution 

for vehicles driven by females. Analysis of the data for new and used vehicles, confirmed 

that this result was consistent across both vehicle types.  
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Figure 3 Crashworthiness ratings of vehicles by driver gender 

 

To confirm this analysis the average crashworthiness of new and used vehicles driven by 

males and females was calculated. The results are presented in Table 2.1 Average 

crashworthiness rating of new and used vehicles by driver gender and it was evident that the 

average crashworthiness of both new and used vehicles was lower for vehicles driven by 

males than for vehicles driven by females, supporting the analysis above.  

Table 2.1 Average crashworthiness rating of new and used vehicles by driver gender 

Average 

crashworthiness 
New Used 

Male 3.05 3.51 

Female 3.34 3.73 

It was expected that the differences in vehicle crashworthiness by gender may also vary 

according to the age of the vehicle driver. This possibility is supported by Figures 4 to 6.  
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Figure 4 Crashworthiness ratings of vehicle by driver gender: drivers aged up to 25 years 

 

 

 

Figure 5 Crashworthiness ratings of vehicles by driver gender: drivers aged between 26 

and 59 years 
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Figure 6 Crashworthiness of vehicles by driver gender: drivers aged 60 years and over 

 

The distribution of crashworthiness was most similar for vehicles driven by males and 

females aged between 26 and 59 years. Amongst younger and older drivers, the differences 

were more pronounced, with a higher proportion of males than females driving vehicles with 

better crashworthiness ratings.  

2.2.2 Aggressivity  

The 2009 UCSR program estimated the average aggressivity of vehicles included in the 

analysis to be 3.41. As there was variation in the distribution of the crashworthiness of 

vehicles by driver gender, there was also expected to be variation in the distribution of 

aggressivity.  

Figure 7 shows that a higher proportion of females than males drove vehicles with a low 

aggressivity rating. The most common aggressivity rating for vehicles driven by females was 

in the range of 2.51 to 3.00 while the most common range for vehicles driven by males was 

3.51 to 4.00. Analysing the data separately for new and used vehicles produced similar 

results.  

This analysis was supported by the data presented in Table 2.2 which shows that the average 

aggressivity of both new and used vehicles was higher for vehicles driven by males than for 

vehicles driven by females.  
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Figure 7 Aggressivity ratings of vehicles by driver gender 

 

Table 2.2 Average aggressivity rating of new and used vehicles by driver gender 

Average 

aggressivity 
New Used 

Male 3.71 3.75 

Female 3.23 3.35 

 

As for crashworthiness, the differences in the aggressivity ratings by driver gender also 

varied according to driver age. Figures 8 to 10 show that the variation in the distribution of 

vehicle aggressivity ratings between male and female drivers were greatest for drivers aged 

25 years or less and those aged 60 years or more. In these age groups, substantially more 

females than males drove vehicles with low aggressivity ratings. Although the same was true 

for drivers aged between 26 and 59, the differences were not as substantial.  
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Figure 8 Aggressivity ratings of vehicles by driver gender: drivers aged up to 25 years 

 

 

 

Figure 9 Aggressivity rating of vehicles by driver gender: drivers aged between 26 and 59 
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Figure 10 Aggressivity rating of vehicles: drivers aged 60 years and over 

 

2.2.3 Total Secondary Safety  

The 2009 UCSR program estimated the average total secondary safety rating of vehicles 

included in the analysis to be 3.49. The distribution of total secondary safety ratings appeared 

to be relatively consistent between male and female drivers, with the most common rating 

being between 3.01 and 3.50. This suggests that the differences identified for 

crashworthiness and aggressivity were largely removed once the range of crashes in which 

a vehicle was involved had been accounted for.   
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Figure 11 Total secondary safety rating of vehicles by driver gender 

 

Analysis of the data shown in Table 2.3 Average total secondary safety rating of new and 

used vehicles by driver gender for new and used vehicles, confirmed that this result was 

consistent across both vehicle types.  

The results above are supported by the data presented in Figure 11 which shows that the 

average total secondary safety rating was identical for new vehicles driven by males and new 

vehicles driven by females and very similar across the two genders for used vehicles.  

Table 2.3 Average total secondary safety rating of new and used vehicles by driver 

gender 

Average total 

secondary safety 
New Used 

Male 3.28 3.58 

Female 3.28 3.56 

 

Although there were few differences in average total secondary safety of vehicles by driver 

gender, differences did exist based on the age of the driver as shown in Figures 12 to 14.  
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Figure 12 Total secondary safety rating of vehicles by driver gender: drivers aged up to 25 

years 

  

 

Figure 13 Total secondary safety rating of vehicles by driver gender: drivers aged between 

26 and 59 years 
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Figure 14 Total secondary safety rating of vehicles by driver gender: drivers aged 60 years 

and over 

The total secondary safety ratings were consistent across vehicles driven by males and 

females aged between 26 and 59 years. However, there were some differences in the 

distribution of total secondary safety according to gender for younger and older drivers. In 

particular, there was a noticeably higher proportion of male drivers than female drivers aged 

up to 25 years and aged 60 years and over driving vehicles with a total secondary safety 

rating in the range of 3.01 to 3.50. Further, for drivers aged up to 25 years, the most common 

total secondary safety rating lay in the range of 3.01 to 3.50 for male drivers and in the range 

of 3.51 to 4.0 for female drivers. In contrast, in the other age groups, the most common total 

secondary safety rating was in the range of 3.01 to 3.50 for both male and female drivers. 

These results suggest that younger female drivers were driving vehicles with poorer total 

secondary safety than their male counterparts and older female drivers.  

2.3 NEW AND USED VEHICLES 

It is possible to identify whether a vehicle was purchased new or used from the Victorian 

registration data. A snapshot of registered vehicles in Victoria from 2006 was used in this 

analysis. The data included details of the date of first registration of the vehicle and the date 

of acquisition of the vehicle by the then current owner. A vehicle was assumed to be a new 

vehicle if it was acquired by the registered owner within six months of the first registration 

of the vehicle. All other vehicles were assumed to have been purchased as used vehicles.  

The information from the registration data was merged with the available crash data covering 

the years 2006 and 2007 using the VIN and registration number which enabled the 

identification of new and used vehicles in the crash data. 

The proportion of males and females driving new and used vehicles was consistent across 

all age groups as shown in Table 2.4. However, the proportion of used vehicles was slightly 

higher amongst drivers aged up to 25 years (approx. 43%) compared to drivers aged 26 years 

and over (approx. 35%).  
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Table 2.4 Proportion of new and used vehicles by driver gender and age 

  New Used 

Male 

Up to 25 57.47% 42.53% 

26 to 59 64.43% 35.57% 

60+ 64.39% 35.61% 

Female 

Up to 25 56.09% 43.91% 

26 to 59 63.43% 36.57% 

60+ 67.68% 32.32% 

The analysis presented below considered the secondary safety characteristics of new and 

used vehicles according to the gender and age of the driver.  

2.3.1 Crashworthiness 

Analysis conducted by MUARC has shown a strong relationship between vehicle 

crashworthiness and year of vehicle manufacture with the average crashworthiness of 

vehicles improving over time. As a result, it may be expected that the crashworthiness of 

new vehicles will be superior to that of used vehicles. As noted previously, the 2009 update 

of the UCSR estimated the overall average crashworthiness of vehicles included in the 

analysis to be 3.50.  

Figures 15 to 17 show that a higher proportion of new vehicles performed well in the 

crashworthiness ratings compared to used vehicles across all three age groups.  

 

Figure 15 Crashworthiness rating of vehicles: drivers aged up to 25 years 
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Figure 16 Crashworthiness rating of vehicles: drivers aged between 26 and 59 years 

 

 

Figure 17 Crashworthiness rating of vehicles: drivers aged 60 years and over 

The distribution of new and used vehicles across the range of crashworthiness ratings varied 

according to the age group of the driver. Drivers in the 26 to 59 age group drove a higher 

proportion of new vehicles with a good crashworthiness rating compared to drivers in the 

other two age groups. The results were similar for used vehicles although the differences 

across age groups are not as significant. Across both new and used vehicles, drivers aged 26 

to 59 drove the highest proportion of vehicles with a crashworthiness rating better than 

average, followed by drivers aged 60 and over and drivers aged up to 25 years.  
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Analyses of these results by gender revealed that, consistent with the analysis presented in 

section 2.2, males tended to drive vehicles with better crashworthiness ratings than females. 

This difference was evident across both new and used vehicles and was more pronounced 

for drivers aged up to 25 years.  

Table 2.5 confirms that, across all age groups, the average crashworthiness rating of new 

vehicles contained in the data set was better than that of used vehicles. This result is 

particularly relevant for drivers aged up to 25 years who were found to drive a higher 

proportion of used vehicles than other drivers and suggests that the greatest improvements 

in injury outcomes could be achieved if these drivers switched to vehicles with a better 

crashworthiness rating.  

Table 2.5 Average crashworthiness rating of new and used vehicles by driver age group 

Average 

crashworthiness 
New Used 

Up to 25 3.46 3.81 

26-59 3.01 3.48 

60+ 3.30 3.59 

 

2.3.2 Aggressivity 

As described earlier, the 2009 UCSR program estimated the average aggressivity of vehicles 

included in the analysis to be 3.41. Unlike for crashworthiness, previous analysis showed 

that average vehicle aggressivity has not improved significantly with year of vehicle 

manufacture. Nevertheless, Figures 18 to 20 show that, across all three age groups, there was 

a higher proportion of used vehicles with aggressivity ratings worse than average compared 

to new vehicles. The differences in the aggressivity of new and used vehicles appeared to be 

greater for drivers aged 26 to 59 and 60 and over compared to younger drivers.  

 

Figure 18 Aggressivity rating of vehicles: drivers aged up to 25 years 
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Figure 19 Aggressivity rating of vehicles: drivers aged between 26 and 59 years 

 

Figure 20 Aggressivity rating of vehicles: drivers aged 60 years and over 

The highest proportion of both new and used vehicles across all three age groups had 

aggressivity ratings in the range of 3.51 to 4.00. The exception to this were new vehicles 

driven by people aged under 25 years where the most common aggressivity rating was in the 

range of 2.51 to 3.0.   
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Table 2.6 confirms that the average aggressivity of new vehicles in the data set was lower 

than that of used vehicles. However, the differences in the aggressivity ratings do not appear 

to be as large as those shown for crashworthiness in Table 2.6. 

Table 2.6 Average aggressivity rating of new and used vehicles by driver age group 

Average 

aggressivity 
New Used 

Up to 25 3.41 3.45 

26-59 3.56 3.66 

60+ 3.39 3.53 

 

Analyses of these results by gender revealed that, consistent with the analysis presented in 

section 2.2, males tended to drive vehicles with higher aggressivity ratings than females. 

This difference was evident across both new and used vehicles and was more pronounced 

for drivers aged up to 25 years and 60 years and over.  

2.3.3 Total secondary safety  

As reported earlier, the 2009 UCSR program estimated the average total secondary safety 

rating of vehicles included in the analysis to be 3.49. As the total secondary safety rating 

represents the crashworthiness and aggressivity of a vehicle in the range of crashes in which 

it is involved, it was expected that the results for this measure of secondary vehicle safety 

would be similar to those shown for crashworthiness and aggressivity separately.  

Figures 21 to 23 show that the most common total secondary safety rating for new and used 

vehicles across all three driver age groups was in the range of 3.01 to 3.50. This was followed 

by a total secondary safety rating in the range of 3.51 to 4.00 for vehicles driven by younger 

and older drivers and 2.51 to 3.00 for drivers aged 26 to 59 years.  

The greatest difference in the distribution of the total secondary safety rating for vehicles in 

the data set was the proportion of vehicles falling within the 2.51 to 3.00 range and those 

falling within the 3.51 to 4.00 range. A higher proportion of new vehicles performed better 

than average in terms of total secondary safety compared to used vehicles and a higher 

proportion of used vehicles had total secondary safety ratings in the range of 3.51 to 4.00 

compared to new vehicles.   
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Figure 21 Total secondary safety rating of vehicles: drivers aged up to 25 years 

 

 

Figure 22 Total secondary safety rating of vehicles: drivers aged between 26 and 59 years 
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Figure 23 Total secondary safety rating of vehicles: drivers aged 60 years and over 

 

Table 2.7 confirms that, across all age groups, the average total secondary rating of new 

vehicles was better than that of used vehicles.  

Table 2.7 Average total secondary safety rating of new and used vehicles by driver age 

group 

Average total 

secondary safety 
New Used 

Up to 25 3.44 3.65 

26-59 3.22 3.54 

60+ 3.33 3.55 

 

Analyses of these results by gender revealed that, consistent with the analysis presented in 

section 2.2, males tended to drive vehicles with better total secondary safety ratings than 

females. This difference was evident across both new and used vehicles and was more 

pronounced for drivers aged up to 25 years.  
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metropolitan or non-metropolitan area. The Victorian crash data was used as a proxy for 

vehicle registrations. Previous work by Keall and Newstead (2010) demonstrated that there 

is a high correlation between where a vehicle is registered and its crash location.  

Analysis of the crash data revealed that on average metropolitan-based vehicles had superior 

secondary safety to those vehicles based in non-metropolitan areas see Table 2.8.  
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Table 2.8 Average measures of secondary safety for metropolitan and non-

metropolitan based vehicles 

Secondary 

safety measure   
Metro 

Non-

metro 

Average 

crashworthiness 
3.36 3.43 

Average 

aggressivity 
3.50 3.71 

Average total 

secondary safety 
3.41 3.53 

 

The distribution of each of the secondary safety measures for metropolitan and non-

metropolitan based vehicles are shown in Figures 24 to 26.  

 

Figure 24 Crashworthiness of vehicles: metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
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Figure 25 Aggressivity of vehicles: metropolitan and non-metropolitan 

 

 

Figure 26 Total secondary safety of vehicles: metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
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better in each of the measures than non-metropolitan based vehicles. Analysis of the data by 

driver age group also revealed strong consistency between metropolitan and non-

metropolitan based vehicles.  

 

2.5 VEHICLE AGE AT ACQUISITION 

Using the Victorian registration data, it was possible to identify the age of used vehicles 

when they were acquired by the then current owner based on the date of first registration and 

the date of acquisition. Using the VIN and registration number, this information was merged 

onto the crash data to enable analysis of the age of the vehicle at acquisition according to the 

driver characteristics.  

Figure 27 shows that in general, across all three age groups, the proportion of vehicles within 

an age group declined as the vehicle age at the date of acquisition increased. However, the 

rate of decline was fastest for drivers aged 60 years and over and between 26 and 59 years. 

Of the vehicles driven by these drivers, around 53 per cent were acquired when the vehicle 

was five years old or less. In contrast, approximately 40 per cent of vehicles driven by 

younger drivers were aged five years or less at the time of acquisition and the spread of 

vehicle ages at the time of acquisition was more even for this age group.  

 

Figure 27 Distribution of vehicle age at acquisition by driver age 

 

Examining the results by gender revealed that there was high level of consistency in the 

proportion of young male and female drivers with vehicles of the same age at the date of 
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Figure 28 Vehicle age at date of acquisition by driver gender: drivers aged up to 25 years 

 

 

Figure 29 Vehicle age at date of acquisition by driver gender: drivers aged between 26 

and 59 years 
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Figure 30 Vehicle age at date of acquisition by driver gender: drivers aged 60 years or 

more 

 

Given the distribution of vehicle age at the date of acquisition described above it was also 

useful to consider the distribution of vehicle secondary safety by vehicle age at the date of 

acquisition.  

For ease of presentation the results are presented only for the most common ranges of total 

secondary safety ratings. Figure 31 shows that for vehicles up to eight years old at the time 

of acquisition, the most common total secondary safety rating fell in the range of 3.01 to 

3.50. For vehicles aged one year and under at the time of acquisition, over 20 per cent of 

vehicles had a total secondary safety rating of between 2.52 and 3.00, making this the second 

most common category. In contrast, for vehicles aged between two and eight at the time of 

acquisition the second most common total secondary safety rating was between 3.51 and 

4.00. Vehicles aged between nine and seventeen years were most likely to have a total 

secondary safety rating in the range of 3.51 to 4.00.  

In summary, younger aged vehicles tended to display superior total secondary safety 

compared to vehicles purchased at an older age. This result was particularly relevant to 

younger drivers as they were found to be more likely to drive vehicles acquired at an older 

age than drivers aged 26 and over.  
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Figure 31 Distribution of total secondary safety by vehicle age at date of acquisition 

 

2.6 FLEET AND PRIVATE VEHICLES 

This project aimed to explore the key mechanisms that drive consumer choice in non-fleet 

vehicle selection. Neither the crash nor registration data in Victoria contains sufficient 

information to determine whether a vehicle is part of a commercial vehicle fleet or is a 

privately owned vehicle. However, the New South Wales registration data does contain such 

information. To provide some information on any potential differences between privately 

owned and fleet vehicles, New South Wales registration data was used for this project.  

Analysis of the New South Wales registration data revealed that on average, fleet vehicles 

displayed superior crashworthiness to privately owned vehicles, and poorer aggressivity than 

privately owned vehicles. In terms of average total secondary safety there was very little 

difference between fleet and private vehicles. These results are presented in Table 2.9  

Table 2.9 Average measures of secondary safety for fleet and private vehicles 

Secondary 

safety measure   
Fleet  Private 

Average 

crashworthiness 
3.38 3.53 

Average 

aggressivity 
3.65 3.43 

Average total 

secondary safety 
3.47 3.48 

 

Analysis of the distribution of fleet and private vehicles by year of manufacture (2002 to 

2005) revealed that fleet vehicles had a higher representation than private vehicles in the 

New South Wales registration data. The reverse was true for vehicles manufactured between 

1991 and 2001.   
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Figure 32 Comparison of vehicle year of manufacture for fleet and private vehicles 

 

The results of the analysis of crashworthiness, aggressivity and total secondary safety are 

presented in Figures 33 to 35.  

 

Figure 33 Vehicle crashworthiness for fleet and private vehicles 
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Figure 34 Vehicle aggressivity for fleet and private vehicles 

 

 

Figure 35 Vehicle total secondary safety for fleet and private vehicles 
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in terms of crashworthiness and total secondary safety but showed poorer aggressivity than 

privately owned vehicles.  

In terms of the specific vehicle makes and models of fleet and private vehicles, Table 2.10 

and Table 2.11 show the ten most common vehicle makes and models and ten most common 

vehicle makes contained in the New South Wales registration data at the time of this project.  

Table 2.10 Ten most common vehicle makes and models represented in the NSW 

registration data 

Fleet vehicles  Private vehicles 
Ford Falcon BA  Holden Commodore VT/VX  

Holden Commodore VY/VZ  Holden Commodore VS/VR  

Holden Commodore VT/VX  Ford Falcon EF/EL  

Holden Commodore VS/VR  Toyota Camry >=98  

Ford Falcon AU  Mitsubishi CE Lancer/Mirage 
>=96  

Ford Falcon EF/EL  Ford Falcon AU  

Toyota Camry >=98  Hyundai Excel 95-98  

Holden Commodore VN/VP  Toyota Camry/Apollo 88-92  

Toyota Hiace/Litace 96-04  Holden Astra TS  

Toyota Camry XK36  Holden Commodore VN/VP  

 

Table 2.11 Ten most common vehicle makes represented in the NSW registration data 

Fleet vehicles Private vehicles 

Toyota Toyota 

Holden Holden 

Ford Ford 

Mitsubishi Mitsubishi 

Nissan Nissan 

Mazda Mazda 

Hyundai Hyundai 

Subaru Honda 

Honda Subaru 

Mercedes BMW 

 

It is clear that there were differences in the most common vehicle makes and models for fleet 

and private vehicles, although there was little variation in the most common vehicle makes 

alone. The most common fleet vehicles were exclusively large cars whilst some of the most 

common private vehicles included small cars such as the Hyundai Excel and Holden Astra.  

 

2.7 DISCUSSION - NEW VEHICLE PURCHASING PROFILE ANALYSIS  

The analysis presented in the report is intended to assist in identifying trends in vehicle 

purchases in Victoria for different owner demographics. In doing so, the analysis has 

identified a number of variations in vehicle ownership by driver age and gender. The analysis 

has also considered variations according to whether the vehicle was purchased as a new or 

used vehicle, and, if purchased as a used vehicle, the age of the vehicle at the time of 

acquisition.  
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Ideally registration data would be used to identify the characteristics of vehicle owners by 

vehicle make and model to ensure that the data used reflects the range of vehicle makes and 

models in the Victorian vehicle fleet. However, due to a lack of owner information in the 

available registration data, crash data was used a proxy for registered vehicles. Comparing 

the vehicles contained in the two data sets by year of vehicle manufacture revealed broad 

consistency in the two data sets, although there was some variation in the distribution of used 

vehicles by year of manufacture across the registration and crash data sets. In particular, the 

registration data contained a higher proportion of vehicles manufactured in the 1980s than 

the crash data. In contrast, the proportion of used vehicles manufactured in the 1990s and 

early 2000s contained in the crash data was higher than that contained in the registration 

data. It was not possible to assess consistency on the basis of individual vehicle makes and 

models.  

Using the information on individual vehicle makes within the crash data, the ten most 

common vehicle makes were identified according to driver age, driver gender and whether 

the vehicle was purchased as a new or used vehicle. The results presented in Table 2.12 are 

relatively consistent across driver age groups and new and used vehicles and, Table 2.13 and 

Table 2.14 show that there was some variation in the ordering of the most common vehicles 

makes by driver gender. A list of the most common vehicle makes and models for the same 

driver and vehicle categories are presented in Appendix A. There was some variation in the 

most common vehicle models according to driver age and whether the vehicle was purchased 

as a new or used vehicle.  

Table 2.12 Ten most common vehicle brands by driver age and new/used classification 

Drivers aged 25 

years and under 

Drivers aged 26 to 59 

years 

Drivers aged 60 

years and over 

New 

Vehicle 

Used 

Vehicle 

New 

Vehicle 

Used 

Vehicle 

New 

Vehicle 

Used 

Vehicle 
Holden Holden Toyota  Ford Toyota  Ford 

Ford Ford Holden Holden Ford Toyota  

Toyota  Toyota  Ford Toyota  Holden Holden 

Mitsubishi Mitsubishi Mitsubishi Mitsubishi Mitsubishi Mitsubishi 

Nissan Nissan Nissan Nissan Nissan Nissan 

Honda Honda Mazda Mazda Mazda Mazda 

Mazda Hyundai Honda Honda Hyundai Honda 

Hyundai Mazda Mercedes Hyundai Honda Mercedes 

Subaru Daewoo Hyundai Subaru Mercedes Hyundai 

Kia Subaru Subaru Mercedes Subaru Subaru 

 

 

Table 2.13 Ten most common vehicle brands by driver age and new/used classification: 

male drivers 

Drivers aged 25 

years and under 

Drivers aged 26 to 59 

years 

Drivers aged 60 

years and over 

New  Used New  Used New  Used 

Holden Holden Ford Ford Toyota Ford 

Ford Ford Toyota Holden Ford Toyota 

Toyota Toyota Holden Toyota Holden Holden 

Mitsubishi Mitsubishi Mitsubishi Mitsubishi Mitsubishi Mitsubishi 

Nissan Nissan Nissan Nissan Nissan Nissan 

Honda Honda Mazda Mazda Mazda Mazda 

Mazda Mazda Mercedes Honda Mercedes Mercedes 
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Hyundai Hyundai Honda Subaru Honda Honda 

Subaru Subaru Isuzu Mercedes Hyundai Hyundai 

Kia BMW Subaru Hyundai Subaru BMW 

 

Table 2.14 Ten most common vehicle brands by driver age and new/used classification: 

female drivers 

Drivers aged 25 

years and under 

Drivers aged 26 to 59 

years 

Drivers aged 60 

years and over 

New  Used New  Used New  Used 
Holden Holden Toyota Ford Toyota Toyota 

Toyota Ford Holden Holden Holden Ford 

Ford Toyota Ford Toyota Ford Holden 

Mitsubishi Mitsubishi Mazda Mitsubishi Mazda Mitsubishi 

Hyundai Nissan Mitsubishi Nissan Nissan Nissan 

Nissan Hyundai Nissan Mazda Mitsubishi Mazda 

Mazda Honda Honda Honda Hyundai Hyundai 

Honda Mazda Hyundai Hyundai Honda Honda 

Daihatsu Daewoo Subaru Subaru Subaru Mercedes 

Suzuki Suzuki Kia BMW Mercedes Subaru 

 

Analysis of New South Wales registration data revealed that inclusion of fleet vehicles in 

the Victorian data may also influence the most common vehicle models. The survey 

component of this study was a valuable tool to determine whether there were significant 

differences between the crash data which includes fleet and private vehicles and the private 

vehicle fleet which was the focus of the survey.  

 

The analysis of crashworthiness by driver gender revealed that males tended to drive vehicles 

with superior crashworthiness ratings compared to females regardless of whether the 

vehicles were purchased new or used. The differences in crashworthiness were greatest for 

drivers aged under 25 years and 60 years and over. Similarly, females tended to drive 

vehicles with lower aggressivity ratings than vehicles driven by males. This result was 

consistent across new and used cars and the differences in aggressivity by driver gender were 

also greatest for drivers aged under 25 years and 60 years and over.  

Interestingly, there was little variation in total secondary safety for vehicles driven by males 

and females, regardless of whether the vehicle was purchased new or used. This suggests 

that the variations in crashworthiness and aggressivity were largely removed once the range 

of crashes in which vehicles are involved were accounted for.  However, amongst younger 

and older drivers, there was a noticeably higher proportion of male drivers with vehicles 

with a total secondary safety rating in the range of 3.01 to 3.50 (lower than average) 

compared to female drivers. Further, the results also suggested that younger female drivers 

were driving vehicles with poorer total secondary safety than their male counterparts and 

older female drivers. 

To ensure that the survey component of this study captured these variations according to 

driver gender, potential vehicle dealers to be surveyed were selected to ensure that they had 

a sufficient number of young female consumers as customers. In addition, questions 

contained in the new vehicle purchaser’s survey were sufficiently detailed to enable analysis 

of the potential reasons behind the differences in vehicle choice by gender.  

Analysis of the secondary safety characteristics of vehicles according to whether they were 

purchased as new or used vehicles revealed that the proportion of new and used vehicles was 
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fairly consistent across the age groups examined, although, on average, drivers aged under 

25 drove a higher proportion of used vehicles (43%) compared to drivers aged over 26 years 

(35%).  

In terms of crashworthiness, the average crashworthiness rating of new vehicles contained 

in the data set was better than that of used vehicles. This result is particularly relevant for 

younger drivers who were more likely to drive a used vehicle than drivers aged 26 years and 

over. The analysis also indicated that drivers aged between 26 and 59 drove a higher 

proportion of new vehicles with a good crashworthiness rating compared to drivers in the 

other two age groups. The results were similar for used vehicles although the differences 

across age groups were not as significant.  

The aggressivity ratings of used vehicles were also found to be better than for new vehicles, 

although the differences were not as great as for crashworthiness. The most common 

aggressivity rating for new and used vehicles driven by all driver age groups was between 

3.51 and 4.00, with the average aggressivity rating of vehicles in the 2009 UCSR update 

being 3.41. The exception to this was new vehicles driven by people aged up to 25 years 

where the most common aggressivity rating was in the range of 2.51 to 3.0. This result may 

be explained by a high proportion of young female drivers choosing to drive small cars which 

tended to have lower aggressivity ratings.  

Considering total secondary safety, on average, new vehicles had superior performance to 

vehicles purchased as used vehicles. More specifically, a higher proportion of new vehicles 

performed better than average compared to used vehicles. Further, a higher proportion of 

used vehicles had total secondary safety ratings in the range of 3.51 to 4.00 compared to new 

vehicles, with the average total secondary safety rating of vehicles in the 2009 UCSR update 

being 3.49.   

These results highlighted that both new and used vehicle dealerships should be targeted to 

participate in the survey component of this study to ensure that potential differences in the 

rationale for vehicle purchasing decisions between the two groups could be identified.  

Examining the differences in secondary safety according to whether the vehicle was located 

in a metropolitan or non-metropolitan area, it was found that there were differences in the 

average values of each of the safety measures, with metropolitan-based vehicles performing 

better than non-metropolitan based vehicles. However, the differences in the distribution of 

the vehicles by crashworthiness, aggressivity and total secondary safety were small.  

The final aspect examined in the analysis was the distribution of total secondary safety of 

used vehicles according to their age at the time of acquisition. There was high level of 

consistency in the proportion of young male and female drivers with vehicles of the same 

age at the date of acquisition. For drivers aged between 26 and 59 years and 60 years and 

over, there was a slightly higher proportion of females driving vehicles with a lower age at 

the date of acquisition than males. Of the drivers in these age groups, around 53 per cent 

were acquired a vehicle aged five years or less. In contrast, approximately 40 percent of 

vehicles driven by younger drivers were aged five years or less at the time of acquisition and 

the spread of vehicle ages at the time of acquisition was more even for this age group.  

The younger aged vehicles tended to display superior total secondary safety to vehicles 

purchased at an older age. However, this result was likely to be influenced by the age of the 

vehicle at the time of the crash. Nevertheless, this result was particularly relevant to younger 
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drivers as they were found to be more likely to drive vehicles acquired at an older age than 

drivers aged 26 and over.  
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3 LITERATURE REVIEW 

3.1 THE SARAC LITERATURE REVIEW SUMMARY 

A literature review was undertaken as part of the SARAC project to explore existing 

international literature into consumer vehicle choice. The following is an extract from the 

SARAC report literature review (Koppel, et. al., 2005), it has been included below to provide 

a summary of the literature into consumer vehicle choice that was available at the time that 

project was conducted around 2005.  

Summary 

An extensive search of publicly available information regarding the role of safety in vehicle 

purchasing decisions yielded sparse results. Furthermore, it is difficult to make definitive 

conclusions from the literature due to the fact that there were wide variations in the study 

designs, and due to the fact that the majority of studies were limited by methodological 

weaknesses such as small or undefined sample sizes, and a range of biases. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, a summary of the findings of the literature review is 

provided below. 

How important is “vehicle safety” to consumers? 

- Vehicle safety is important to consumers and has become more important over the past 

decade however, it is generally not the primary consideration in the vehicle purchase process. 

- In terms of desirable vehicle factors, vehicle safety is consistently outranked by factors 

such as price, appearance and dependability/reliability. 

- Despite its importance, it is not clear from the literature whether consumers would be 

willing to pay extra for vehicle safety. 

How do consumers conceptualize or understand “vehicle safety”? 

- Vehicle safety is often equated with the presence of specific safety features or technologies. 

- Consumers are interested in whether vehicles have specific safety features or technologies 

but rarely ask about the performance of the equipment or the crashworthiness of the vehicle. 

In addition, it is not clear from the literature whether consumers actually understand the 

vehicle features they consider ‘safe’. 

- Consumers are generally satisfied with the safety of their new vehicle and perceive driving 

as a low-risk activity - vehicle safety may be somewhat taken for granted. 

How do consumers incorporate safety and other attributes in making vehicle purchase 

decisions? 

- Within the vehicle purchasing decision, safety appears to be used most often to help narrow 

choices among specific makes and models. 

- The initial choice of type or class of car (e.g., van versus a midsize car) appears to be based 

primarily on price, reliability, and intended use. 

Consumer’s willingness-to-pay for vehicle safety features? 
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- There are two significant new vehicle purchasing groups: private vehicle purchasers and 

fleet vehicle purchasers. Despite the fact that fleet vehicle purchasers represent 

approximately 50 percent of the purchasing market, the review only identified one study that 

surveyed both private and fleet purchasers. 

- Overall, fleet purchasers appeared to be slightly more willing-to-pay for safety features 

than private new vehicle purchasers. 

- Several factors appear to influence private purchasers’ willingness-to-pay values. These 

include: 

o   Age of the consumer; 

o   Gender of the consumer; 

o   Whether the consumer has children; 

o   Household income of the consumer; 

o   Size of the vehicle purchased; 

o   Cost of the vehicle purchased, and 

o   Whether the consumer purchased any additional features at the time of purchase 

 

- Fleet managers are generally more willing-to-pay for safety features in vehicles purchased 

for individual use compared to vehicles purchased for general use. 

- Although previous research has identified several factors that appear to influence 

willingness to pay values, there are many other variables with the potential to influence 

vehicle purchase decisions that have not been explored. Other potential variables that should 

be explored in future research for private purchasers including the driver’s road safety record 

(previous crashes or infringements) or the cultural values placed on safety. An important 

potential influential variable for fleet vehicles may be their company’s purchasing selection 

criteria – however this has not been explored in the literature. 

- In addition, none of the studies reviewed have used sophisticated statistical modeling to 

ascertain the relative contribution of each of these factors, therefore it is not possible to 

determine the most influential variable in the purchase decision? 

Willingness to trade safety against other features? 

- Vehicle purchase decisions often involve difficult trade-offs, such as those between price, 

intended use, reliability and safety, however there is limited information in relation to 

consumer’s willingness to trade safety against other features. 

- There is some evidence elicited from consumer surveys that suggest that consumers place 

a premium on the appearance and other convenience and comfort features offered in a new 

vehicle (i.e., a CD player) rather than its safety features (ABS brakes). 

How do consumers search for and use information in their purchase decisions? What 

information is most important? 

- Automotive safety information is plentiful and available from many sources: crash test 

results, dealerships, consumer orientated publications, though it is sometimes difficult to 

interpret and not always accessible. 

- The findings of the majority of studies showed that consumers read Consumer Reports or 

similar consumer- oriented publications at some stage in their pre-purchase research. 
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- Most consumers do not seek out crash test result information specifically. Rather, they 

expect safety considerations to be incorporated into the reviews and recommendations of 

consumer publications that they consult. Indeed, the endorsement, or criticism, of safety 

options by a respected information or opinion source has the potential to influence more 

consumer choices than either a good understanding of the technology or high-level technical 

explanations. 

- Consumer’s perception of driving as a low-risk activity may also affect their receptivity to 

vehicle safety information 

Understanding of vehicle safety information (e.g.; star ratings) in vehicle purchase 

decisions? 

- There is limited information in relation to whether the average consumer has a good 

understanding of what consumer testing programs such as EuroNCAP, NCAP, ANCAP 

reveal about a vehicle’s performance in a crash 

- There is some evidence to suggest that there are large gaps in the knowledge of vehicle 

owners regarding crash test results, as well as frequent misinterpretations.”  

(Koppel et. al., 2005, p.36-38)   

 

3.1. CURRENT LITERATURE 

Attempts to identify factors that influence consumer vehicle choice have typically focused 

on demographic factors such as age, gender, income, education level, and vehicle suitability 

characteristics such as the number of seats required, and engine capacity (Choos & 

Mokhtarian, 2004). In their research into vehicle choice Choos and Mokhtarian also included 

psychological influences such as personality type, travel attitudes and lifestyle factors to 

develop a disaggregate discrete choice model of vehicle type, based on 1,904 participants 

from the San Francisco Bay region. Profiles based on both demographic, attitudinal and 

personality type variables were then developed for each of the dependent variable’s (vehicle 

type) nine categories (e.g. small, large, SUV, sports car). The results identified distinct 

vehicle owner profiles based on demographic, travel attitude and personality type variables 

for each vehicle type category, except for medium vehicles. The results for medium vehicle 

owners were not significant, with these owners identified as reporting “middle of the road” 

responses in relation to these variables. Travel time and distance were not identified as 

significant factors in vehicle type choice.  

The Choos and Mokhtarian (2004) findings highlight the importance of incorporating 

demographic and socio-economic type variables into models and forecasting of vehicle 

choice. The following extract from Choos and Mokhtarian provides an example of driver 

profiling, “large car drivers tend to have weaker pro-environmental and pro-high-density 

attitudes. They are also more likely to be Concord residents, males, older or retired people, 

and part-time employees. Interestingly, large car drivers are overrepresented among less 

educated or lower income people. They are also overrepresented in multi-vehicle or older-

adult households. We speculate that the large cars driven by these groups may tend to be 

second hand” (Choos & Mokhtarian, 2004, p. 212). 

More recently, Vrkljan and Anaby (2010) examined vehicle choice preferences of 2,002 

Canadian drivers (aged 18+ years) against age and gender. In a self-report survey, 
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participants were asked to rank eight variables (storage, mileage, safety, price, comfort, 

performance, design, and reliability) in order of importance when purchasing a vehicle. 

Overall, safety and reliability were ranked highest, with performance and design ranked as 

least important. Female participants reported placing a greater importance on safety 

compared to male participants. The importance of safety appeared to remain steady across 

all age groups for females, while for males the importance of safety increased with age (there 

was a slight, temporary decline in the importance of safety for males 55-64 years). The 

authors highlighted the importance of considering age and gender when marketing vehicle 

safety to consumers, especially considering that young males, who pose the greatest crash 

risk, were found to place the lowest priority on safety.  

The importance of vehicle design in road safety was also highlighted in a report by the UK 

Parliamentary Advisory Council for Transport Safety (PACTS; Crawford, 2007). Their 

report examined the emerging issues faced by ageing populations in regard to vehicle design. 

One such vehicle design issue is the vulnerability of older drivers to seatbelt injuries, 

especially elderly female drivers who suffer from osteoporosis. PACTS refer to recent injury 

analysis findings identifying a higher rate of chest injuries for older drivers involved in front 

impact crashes (Welsh, Morris, Hassan & Charlton, 2006) and stress the importance of 

promoting the purchase of vehicles with SMART restraint systems. While vehicle safety 

technology, both active and passive, is rapidly developing, Crawford cautioned that any 

associated cost increases could render access to these additional features prohibitive for 

elderly pensioner drivers (Crawford, 2007).   

The PACTS report also draws attention to the changing nature of vehicle fleets in the UK, 

namely a decrease in the dominance of the mid to large vehicles and an increase in 4WD 

vehicles. This vehicle fleet purchasing variation has brought with it issues of vehicle size 

incompatibility, such as an increase in injury severity resulting from 4WD vehicles crashing 

with small vehicles and pedestrians.  While the introduction of vehicle taxes and subsidies 

encouraging the purchase of smaller more environmentally sustainable vehicles is expected 

to reduce the trend in 4WD vehicle purchasing across the UK, the promoted purchase of very 

small vehicles results in a trade-off between environmental sustainability and safety as these 

vehicles afford considerably less occupant protection in a collision (Crawford, 2007).  

3.3. THE SARAC PROJECT FINDINGS 

Following their in-depth literature review to gain an understanding of the prioritisation of 

safety in vehicle choice in the Swedish and Spanish vehicle market, the SARAC project team 

devised a Private Purchaser Survey. This survey was “designed to gather information about 

how consumers conceptualise vehicle safety, what they understand about specific safety 

features or safety ratings, and what importance they place on safety options/ features relative 

to other convenience and comfort features.” (Koppel et al., 2005, p.43). The SARAC Private 

Purchaser Survey findings indicated that participants ranked safety-related factors (e.g., 

EuroNCAP [or other] safety ratings) as more important in the new vehicle purchase process 

than other vehicle factors (e.g., price, reliability etc.). Similarly, participants ranked safety-

related features (e.g., advanced braking systems, front passenger airbags etc.) as more 

important than non-safety related features (e.g., route navigation systems, air-conditioning 

etc.). The SARAC research reaffirmed previous research findings, as identified in the 

literature review, that the notion of vehicle safety was most commonly linked with vehicle 

technology such as airbags and ABS rather than crash test results and vehicle safety ratings. 

The key factors associated with prioritising vehicle safety in one’s vehicle choice were 

identified as: use of EuroNCAP, gender and education level, age, drivers’ concern about 
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crash involvement, first vehicle purchase, annual driving distance, person for whom the 

vehicle was purchased, and traffic infringement history (Koppel, et. al., 2005). 

As many used cars in the market originate from fleet vehicles, the SARAC project also 

explored the attitudes of Fleet Managers in relation to prioritising safety in their fleet car 

purchasing/leasing, via a purposefully designed Fleet Manager questionnaire (Koppel, et al., 

2005; Koppel, Charlton & Fildes, 2007). Responses were obtained using a self-report mail 

out methodology from 97 Swedish fleet managers and telephone survey responses from 50 

Spanish fleet managers.  To gauge what priority is placed on safety features in fleet vehicle 

purchases, the fleet managers were asked whether their company had an existing fleet 

purchasing policy and what vehicle factors/features were considered a priority by their 

company when purchasing their fleet vehicles. The findings indicated that safety was not a 

primary concern for fleet vehicle purchase with factors such as: price, reliability, running 

costs, size, and fuel consumption consistently ranked above safety in company fleet 

purchasing policies for both the Swedish and Spanish participant companies. Although not 

statistically significant, the Swedish fleet managers appeared to place more importance on 

vehicle safety (based on EuroNCAP) than their Spanish counterparts. The Swedish fleet 

managers were more likely to obtain vehicle information from the manufacturer websites 

compared to Spanish fleet managers who more commonly relied on information provided 

by the vehicle dealers.  
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4 REVIEW OF THE SWEDISH SITUATION 

4.1 BACKGROUND 

The SARAC research found Swedish new vehicle purchasers were more likely to list ‘safety’ 

as their most important consideration in the new vehicle purchase process compared with 

Spanish new vehicle purchasers (Koppel, et al., 2008). These findings were attributed to 

what is viewed as an established vehicle safety culture that exists throughout Sweden.  

While the SARAC project highlighted the importance of vehicle safety across the general 

population of Swedish motorists, this is more likely a macro view of a larger success story. 

The Swedish success is not limited to a focus on vehicle safety; rather, they can lay claim to 

some of the best road safety statistics across many road user behaviours, with one of the 

lowest road fatality tolls per head of population in the world (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006). This 

established safety culture has played a key role in sustaining their extensive safety focus 

across the entire Swedish road system, and affords a leading example which Australian road 

safety advocates have and continue to draw valuable experiences from. To complement the 

other objectives of this project, a review was conducted to determine how Sweden’s 

extensive safety culture was developed amongst both private consumers, as well as 

manufacturers.  

4.2 THE ADOPTION OF VISION ZERO IN SWEDEN 

Similar to Australia and other developed nations, Swedish road safety has evolved over time 

since the introduction of cars, with an increased interest in, and development of, many road 

safety legislations from the 1970’s onwards (see Appendix B). However, the impetus that 

propelled Sweden to the cutting edge in road safety and forged their reputation as world 

leaders in this field, has been attributed to a momentous Road Traffic Bill that was passed 

through Swedish Parliament in October 1997; this innovative bill was based on the Vision 

Zero philosophy. The Vision Zero road safety philosophy begins with the premise that road 

fatalities should never be an acceptable part of the road system and that road safety goals 

and strategies should be driven by a long-term optimal aim of zero road fatalities. The 

introduction of this novel approach shifted the responsibility of a road crash from the 

traditional focus on individual fault/error. This broader focus placed responsibility on road 

systems designers and encompassed the entire road transport system including: designation 

of speed limits, enforcement, road and vehicle design. The following extract from Tingvall 

and Haworth (1999) highlights two of the Ethical principles that were developed to guide 

Swedish road system designers in operationalising the Vision Zero philosophies “Life and 

health can never be exchanged for other benefits within the society” and “Whenever 

someone is killed or seriously injured, necessary steps must be taken to avoid a similar event” 

(Tingvall & Haworth, 1999, p. 1).   

The prevailing outcome from the official adoption of this Vision Zero philosophy was that 

‘safety’ became the most important factor in the road transport system, replacing the 

previous dominance of ‘transportation’ and ‘mobility’ objectives. For example, speed limits 

are now designated according to the level at which it is inherently safe to drive on the 

prevailing road environment. Prior to the adoption of Vision Zero road safety in Sweden had 

been viewed, as it currently is in many countries, as something often only considered in a 

post hoc fashion with its importance having to be justified against other competing political 

agendas. An example of this post hoc consideration of road safety can be found in Australia 

where designated speed limits, which have been empirically linked with increased risk of 

fatal crash outcomes, are difficult to change because of political reluctance to challenge 
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community sentiments that prioritise faster travel times. This imperative on the Swedish 

government to support Vision Zero and thus provide safe road environments, played a 

crucial role in funding research to explore road transport technologies and environments. 

Within the field of road safety research Sweden’s contribution to developing new technology 

and road systems is well recognised, with Sweden commonly referred to as the world leaders 

in this domain.  

The role that the adoption of Vision Zero played(s) in supporting road safety research is 

readily identified by the vast quantity of literature resulting from this research (Tingvall & 

Haworth, 1999; Whitelegg & Haq, 2006). While, the flow on effects from the adoption of 

this philosophy are not as easy to empirically measure they should not be underestimated. 

The Vision Zero philosophy has been adopted in Sweden for almost one and a half decades, 

a time during which there have been rapid technological advances in road and vehicle design, 

and the development and widespread dissemination of automated enforcement tools such as 

red light and speed cameras. Commonly road safety advocates within other nations have 

been required to politically justify the adoption of these advances amidst other competing 

political agendas.  

In contrast to the experience in Sweden, a political climate in which the road safety agenda 

requires ongoing justification and promotion, is likely to result in the depletion of often 

limited resources (time & money) at the expense of the adoption of important 

countermeasures. It is also likely to lead to significant delays in the implementation of 

advances capable of saving lives. An example can be found in the adoption of the 40km/hr 

school zones across Victoria, the research supporting the adoption of lower speed limits, 

which also identified the corresponding reductions in fatalities and injury severity, was 

initially publicised in the 1970’s but not adopted until 2003. Within Sweden, striving to 

implement and achieve the Vision Zero philosophy has removed this barrier surrounding the 

progression of road safety research into application. The reduction in crash related fatalities 

in Sweden over time (post Vision Zero), compared to other European Countries over the 

same period, provides supports for the lifesaving benefits that can be achieved when 

prioritising safety is perceived as a given rather than as a competing agenda requiring 

justification and economic rationalisation.  

4.3 BARRIERS AND ENABLERS TO THE ADOPTION OF VISION ZERO IN 

SWEDEN 

For their report into Vision Zero, Whitelegg and Haq (2006) interviewed nine Swedish 

stakeholders consisting of representatives from the motor industry, government agencies and 

academic researchers. The main aim of the interview was to “…to identify the key issues, 

pressures and evidence which led to the adoption of the policy and to determine the main 

objections against the policy and the current perception of progress towards the objective 

of Vision Zero” (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006, p.16). Comments obtained from the Swedish 

stakeholders regarding the adoption of Vision Zero across Sweden considered pertinent to 

this current project are reported below.   

When asked “Why did Sweden introduce Vision Zero?” references were made to a long-

standing history amongst Scandinavians regarding placing a high value on human life and 

also the support of movements promoting idealistic goals.  The timing of the proposition was 

also noted. Firstly, as a strong safety culture had arisen in the mid 1990’s within the 

workplace health and safety arena, possibly influenced by the Estonian ship disaster (1994), 

whereas within road safety the steady decline experienced over the last decade had plateaued.  

Secondly, the combined enthusiasm of the new Minister for Transport (Usmann) and new 
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Director (Tingvall) of the Swedish National Road Administration (NRA) who challenged 

the traditional economic approach based on cost benefit analysis and proposed a monumental 

aim of zero road fatalities.  

4.3.1 Political support/opposition to the introduction of Vision Zero 

Tingvall, who was the Director of the NRA when Vision Zero was introduced, suggests that 

the reason that there was very little political debate or backlash was because Vision Zero 

was a philosophy (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006). He proposed that a philosophy such as this, that 

focussed on saving lives, is difficult to oppose compared to the common practice of 

proposing specific countermeasures that can produce their share of support and opposition. 

Once the philosophy was adopted it was then difficult to oppose any countermeasures 

necessary to support its fulfilment.  

The initial adoption of the Vision Zero philosophy resulted in some initial scepticism from 

the police and vehicle manufacturer Volvo, but was endorsed by the all political parties and 

Local Government Agencies (LGA) (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006). When it came to devising 

and implementing the relative policies, it was the bureaucrats within the transport department 

who posed the biggest challenge. The automotive industry was noted as being “quite 

positive” with LGA’ and the police department identified as being “very supportive” 

(Whitelegg & Haq, 2006).   

As Vision Zero is a philosophy, as compared to a countermeasure with a finite timeframe 

and goal, the importance of continually working toward Vision Zero to ensure its ongoing 

success is highlighted, especially across changes in government (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006).   

4.3.2 Vision Zero ten years on  

Whitelegg and Haq (2006) asked the Swedish stakeholders what they thought about the 

development of Vision Zero ten years on. One of the main achievements has been in 

establishing a shared goal/vision amongst various transport interest groups. There was still 

a sense ten years on that the Scandinavians are still a way off reaping the full benefits of the 

Vision Zero successes. This is evident in the lack of a noticeable reduction in fatal crash 

statistics and in criticisms levelled, not of the overall philosophy, but at the lack of progress 

in implementing successful policies. Monetary constraints have and continue to be the 

biggest hurdle, such as government money to conduct the necessary road upgrades. Other 

criticisms are directed, not at the overall philosophy, but at the system(s) that has evolved in 

attempts to deliver the Vision Zero goals. One stakeholder, Englund a Swedish transport 

researcher, claimed that Vision Zero had made little progress due to a lack of strategic 

implementation and goal setting. He asserted that road safety education in schools is one 

area that has deteriorated due to this lack of systematic planning. Pettersson, another of the 

researcher interviewees, maintains that a sole focus on safety has resulted in the dismissal of 

discussion on any conflicting agendas such as transport efficiency. He suggests that 

constructive discourse about other valid transport goals has been overshadowed by the 

dominance of Vision Zero “ethical” argument (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006).  
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4.3.3 Practical application of Vision Zero objectives 

To promote the purchasing and use of safer vehicles, the Swedish Transport Administration 

have developed a Travel Policy with Vehicle Environmental and Safety Demands. The first-

generation Travel Policy was developed in 2002, with a second generation developed in 

2005 and a third in 2010 (Lie, 2010). The Policy regulates the lease vehicle, short-term rental 

vehicles and private vehicles used on duty. All government-controlled vehicles are guided 

by the Governmental Decree (2009:1). To provide an example of the level of governance 

within Sweden in relation to vehicle safety, the following section outlines the Swedish 

Travel Policy with Environmental and Safety Demands and Governmental Decree (2009:1) 

regulations currently in place. It is important to note that the Policy also contains 

environmental standards however, for relevance to this project only the vehicle safety 

standards will be outlined.  

“Cars rented for less than 6 months must meet the following 

requirements: 

• Be awarded 5 stars for occupant protection by Euro NCAP (pre 2009) 

• Be awarded 31,5 points for occupant protection by Euro NCAP (2009) 

• Be awarded 14 points for pedestrian protection by Euro NCAP (2009) 

• Be equipped with an anti-skid system (Electronic Stability Control, 

ESC) 

• Be equipped with a seatbelt reminder on the driver and passenger 

seats that meets Euro NCAP requirements 

• Protection against whiplash at least 2 points Euro NCAP 

• Mass between 1000-1600kg for normal car, 1000-1900kg for large car. 

 

Cars rented for more than 6 months must also meet the following 

requirements: 

• Be equipped with a seatbelt reminder on the driver, passenger and 

rear seats that meets Euro NCAP requirements (3 points) 

• Be equipped with an alcohol ignition interlock 

• Be equipped with an informative or supportive Intelligent Speed 2Assistance system 

(telling the local speed limit and/or issuing a 

warning if this is exceeded) 

 

All Vehicles Controlled by the Government 

Decree (2009:1) Environmental and Road safety Purchasing demands 

on governments (state agencies, administrations) vehicles and travels 

9 2010-05-12 

• 31,5 points Occupant protection Euro NCAP 2009+ 

• 2 points whiplash protection 

• Seat belt reminder front seats 

• Alternative fuels, low CO2 emissions, low in particulates 

• Alcolock (at least 75% of the fleet) 

• Crash safety pedestrians (9,5 points Euro NCAP/1 star) 

• Stability Control System (ESC)  

(Euro NCAP tested cars or certificate from manufacturer, Swedish 

Transport Agency has the responsibility to check and support)” (Lie, 2010, p.7-10) 
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4.4 THE ADOPTION OF A VISION ZERO TYPE PHILOSOPYHY BY OTHER 

NATIONS  

The importance of the role that vehicle safety features and technology play in achieving a 

long-term reduction in fatal and serious injury is evident from the clear address that it 

receives within the Vision Zero plan. In their conference presentation “An ethical approach 

to safety and mobility”, Tingvall and Haworth (1999) outline how the Swedish Vision Zero 

philosophy can be applied within the Victorian road system. In relation to safer vehicles they 

stress the importance of achieving a collective approach between road safety agencies and 

the automotive industry to develop vehicles that protect occupants from fatal and serious 

injuries when crashes do occur. “The vehicle must be able to guarantee seatbelt use, a sober 

driver and limitation of speed” (Tingvall & Haworth, 1999, p.4). In 1999, to provide 

immediate support for initiating the Vision Zero plan, the Swedish Government developed 

a short-term 11-point action plan for traffic safety. Point 7 of this plan is directly relevant to 

vehicle safety “making better use of Swedish technology (e.g. promoting the introduction of 

technology – available or to be developed – that relatively soon can be applied, such as seat 

belt reminders, in-car speed adaptation systems (ISA), alcohol ignition interlocks for 

preventing drinking and driving, and electronic driver licenses” (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006, 

p.9). It is important to note that these references are from 1999 and although vehicle safety 

technology has advanced and is more affordable, in 2011 we are still lobbying for the 

adoption of safe vehicles across the Australian vehicle purchasing market, and it is still very 

much a consumer, road safety advocate focused debate rather than a government led action 

plan.     

To explore the benefits and challenges associated with introducing a Vision Zero type 

approach in the UK, Whitelegg and Haq (2006) conducted interviews/surveys of 

stakeholders as well as facilitating focus groups with participants from the general public. 

They conducted interviews with: 

 Nine Swedish stakeholders made up of representatives from the motor industry, 

government agencies, and academic researchers, the findings of which were outlined 

earlier in Section 4.1.  

 

 Five European road transport stakeholders, consisting of academic researchers, and 

government and non-government organisations, were also surveyed with the aim to 

“…identity the current perception of Vision Zero Policy and potential for the adoption 

of such a policy throughout the European Union” (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006, p.16). 

 

 Eighty-five UK representatives from the police, members of government, road safety 

experts and health care providers completed an online survey designed to gain insight 

into their attitudes towards Vision Zero.  

 

 Twenty-nine focus groups (total n = 232 participants) with a representative range of 

citizens were conducted across the UK, to gauge public attitudes towards Vision Zero. 

 

European stakeholders 

There was a high degree of support for Vision Zero amongst the European stakeholders, with 

a general view that adopting a visionary focus may be the key to the challenging task of 

uniting the various EU Nations in regards to road safety. Other positives identified are: the 
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promotion of a common focus, the shift from the onerous cost benefit justification, and the 

shifting of accountability from the road user to the product (road system) designers.     

UK representatives 

Analysis of the on-line survey data showed that 79% of the participants did not think it would 

be helpful to adopt a Visions Zero philosophy in the UK, with the most common explanation 

for this response being that accidents are inherent and that zero was unrealistic aim. Other 

comments were that Sweden is different from the UK both in population density as well as 

in the degree to which the community accepts government regulation.  

Focus group 

Typically, the focus group participants were supportive of the Vision Zero philosophy, 

agreeing that no road fatalities are acceptable. However, unlike earlier suggestions that the 

Scandinavians were attracted to the idealism of the Vision Zero philosophy, concerns were 

raised about the feasibility of introducing such an idealistic policy into the UK. Participants 

suggested that UK citizens would typically be sceptical regarding the ability to achieve such 

a utopian goal and therefore would not commit to supporting it. Many participants 

questioned the government’s ability to develop and introduce the policies necessary to strive 

towards such a vision. Overall, there was an attitude that Sweden was ahead of the UK in 

their development of social attitudes and awareness. It is interesting to note that contrary to 

common anecdotal predictions that it was the citizens (focus groups) who reported a greater 

support for the Vision Zero philosophy and it was the professional stakeholders who 

displayed the greatest degree of scepticism (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006).  

Based on the results from their Vision Zero evaluation, Whitelegg and Haq (2006) did a 

SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, & Threats) regarding the 

introduction of Vision Zero in the UK.  

Some of Whitelegg and Haq’s key SWOT analysis outcomes are outlined below: 

“Strengths 

 System wide re-invigoration of all stakeholders and actors to achieve greater levels of 

reductions in KSIs. 

 Replacement of an economic logic (CBA) with a strong human value and technical 

logic that resonates with clearly expressed citizen views and value systems. 

 Greater coherence between all parties in the road safety debate. 

 A hugely popular (focus group evidence) recognition that deaths and injuries on the 

roads are not acceptable and are regarded as avoidable. 

 Saving £111 billion over 10 years (to be adjusted by the actual degree of reduction in 

KSIs).” 

 

Weaknesses 

 A view amongst some professionals that it is unrealistic and unattainable. 

 A need to explain what is meant by a “vision” and what will be done to deal with 

departures from the Vision Zero target (i.e. explaining why it may not be reached) 

 Some budgetary uncertainties around the requirements of a Vision Zero policy that 

are aimed at road engineering (e.g. central barriers) 
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Threats 

 The possibility that it will be held to ridicule as “silly” and create a storm of protest. 

 The possibility that it simply might not “work” and the possibility of political backlash 

as ministers explain why such a high-profile policy did not work. 

 The possibility that the detail (based on Swedish evidence) might attract strong 

opposition …. It should be noted however, that Swedish preferences on matters of 

detail need not be translated into UK policy” (Whitelegg & Haq, 2006, p.96). 

 

The Parliamentary Advisory Council for Transport and Safety (PACT) from the UK 

conducted an inquiry to investigate future road safety strategy options to replace their current 

strategy when it expires in 2010. This investigation included a comprehensive literature 

review phase as well as consultation with professional stakeholders and the general public 

(Crawford, 2007). Similar to the findings of Whitelegg and Haq (2006), PACTS found that 

there was an overall respect for the Vision Zero philosophy and the discourse surrounding 

the degree of acceptability of human death that it initiated within the road safety field. Both 

road safety professionals and the general public appreciate that ideally no lives should be 

lost through road transport crashes. However, the suitability of this approach to the UK was 

questioned from the perspective of its acceptability by UK public and the ability to gain the 

support and funding needed to successfully introduce the changes necessary to support the 

achievement of the philosophy across the road transport system. Alternatively, PACTS 

proposed what they viewed as a holistic approach to road safety which consists of a 

combination of the Netherland’s approach of “Sustainable Safety” and a “pragmatic 

approach”.   

The Netherlands road safety strategy approach Sustainable Safety was launched in 1992. 

Similar to Vision Zero, Sustainable Safety focuses on the importance of protecting the road 

user from road trauma; it also provides a methodological approach to contend with this. The 

basic premise is that the road system involves an interaction between the road user, the 

vehicle, and the road environment and that road trauma is a result of what are referred to as 

“latent errors” or gaps within this road user system (Crawford, 2007). The overriding 

responsibility resides with the road designers, rather than the road users, to identify and 

resolve latent errors to reduce crash risk (Crawford, 2007).  

The “pragmatic” approach arose from a scepticism surrounding the ability and feasibility of 

achieving a zero road toll. It is based on a belief that there is an inherent risk in life and thus 

injury related fatalities will occur; however, it also recognises that currently the road fatality 

risk of 8.5 times higher than general daily activities risk is unacceptable (Crawford, 2007). 

Using the Pragmatic Approach, the aim would be to reduce the road risk per hour down to 

double the general daily activity risk.  

The Holistic approach (a combination of Sustainable Safety & Pragmatic approach) 

proposed by PACTS was considered to be more appropriate to the UK road safety objectives. 

This would result in a systematic approach with the onus of achieving targets residing with 

all stakeholders not just the individual road users.  

4.5 VISION ZERO PHILOSPHY FOR AUSTRALIA 

The road safety philosophy across Australia continues to lag behind that adopted in Sweden, 

hindered by political and social challenges. Politically the road safety agenda still competes 
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with other priorities such as transportation and mobility agendas. Within the general 

community, it remains difficult to gain support for fundamental safety initiatives such as 

speed limit reduction. Australia has often lagged in getting the most recent vehicle safety 

technology into the vehicle fleet. Arguably, the faster we introduce this technology, the 

sooner we save lives. Efforts to expedite vehicle safety technology into the fleet through 

regulation are limited. For example, the Victorian Government mandated ESC in all new 

vehicles sold in Victoria from 1st January 2011, twelve months ahead of the equivalent 

Federal Government mandate. It may be time that we explore developing a strategy (similar 

to vision zero) that actively pursues vehicle safety technology and its deployment across the 

Australian vehicle market rather than it being viewed as something that is forced on drivers, 

or that plays a low priority against other often inconsequential features e.g. metallic paint, 

blue tooth connectivity.   
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5 CONSUMER PRE- AND POST-PURCHASE AND VEHICLE 
DEALER SURVEYS 

5.1 METHOD 

5.1.1 Participant recruitment 

Consumers  

The pre- and post-purchase consumer surveys were administered by an externally contracted 

company Pureprofile Pty. Ltd. Pureprofile is an online panel provider with access to over 

320,000 members within Australia. Members have a log in account to which our survey link 

was forwarded, participants accumulate small monetary incentives (ranging from 20c to $2) 

on completion of surveys. This monetary incentive is part of a pre-existing arrangement of 

their Pureprofile membership.  

Vehicle Dealers  

Vehicle dealership contacts were obtained via websites and selected to be representative of 

each Statistical Subdivision (SSD) across Melbourne and commonly purchased vehicle 

brands Holden, Toyota, Ford, Honda, Nissan, and Volkswagen. Both new and used vehicle 

dealers were included in the sample. 

5.1.2 Surveys 

Pre- and Post-Purchase Consumer Surveys 

The pre- and post-purchase consumer surveys were based on the surveys developed and 

administered for the SARAC project (Koppel, et al., 2005). The surveys were modified to 

suit Australian consumers and updated to include vehicle features that have been introduced 

since the SARAC Project to 2012. The questions for the pre- and post-purchase consumer 

surveys were similar with the pre-purchase survey (see Appendix C) phrased in a prospective 

tone while the post-purchase survey (see Appendix D) inquired about similar issues but in a 

retrospective tone. The questions inquired about the features and factors that play(ed) a key 

role in their vehicle purchasing decision. While the main aim of the surveys was to explore 

the role safety and safety features play in this decision process, to reduce reporting biases 

other non-safety related questions and factors were incorporated into the survey design (for 

example environmental factors). Both the pre- and post-purchase consumer surveys 

contained an identical final section containing demographic and crash history questions.  

Vehicle dealer surveys 

Vehicle dealer surveys were developed to explore the attitudes of dealers in relation to what 

they perceived their customers were looking for when purchasing a vehicle and also what 

factors or features they actively promote to customers. The surveys consisted mainly of tick-

box response questions, were anonymous and took approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

The survey content was similar to the pre- and post-purchase consumer surveys but questions 

were framed to inquire about what features / factors the dealer perceived to be salient for 

his/her customers (see Appendix E).  
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5.1.3 Procedure 

Pre- and Post-Purchase consumer surveys 

As is standard practice for the company, Pureprofile account holders were served an online 

invitation to participate in the survey informing them of the length of time the survey would 

take to complete, the amount of payment they would receive for completing the survey and 

that the survey was funded by Monash University. Details of the survey theme were not 

available until the account holder had accepted the invitation to participate. Account holders 

then had the option of commencing or disregarding the survey. The invitation to participate 

was forwarded to members in Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria. The participant 

selection criteria were satisfied with a “yes” response to the question “Are you currently 

looking to buy a new or used vehicle?” (pre-purchase survey), and “Have you recently 

purchased a new or used vehicle?” (post-purchase survey). In accordance with the research 

team’s brief, quotas were applied to the host database to ensure a stratified sample in relation 

to:  

 Age – a representative number of participants aged 18-24 years, 25-64 years, ≥65 

years; 

 Gender – equal numbers of females and males; 

 Geographic location – rural and urban participants (1:2 ratio respectively), and 

 Completed surveys were submitted back to Pureprofile who correlated the raw data. 

Vehicle Dealers 

Vehicle dealerships across Melbourne and an existing contact in a regional city were 

approached (in person or over the phone) and asked if they would distribute the survey 

amongst their sales staff. Survey packs were mailed to the dealerships or delivered in person. 

The completed surveys were then returned in reply paid envelopes.  

5.1.4 Analyses 

The data collected have been described and summarised through descriptive analyses 

comprising frequencies and cross tabulations.  

Logistic regression was also performed in an attempt to develop a model that predicted the 

factors associated with those consumers that were more likely to place a high priority on 

safety features in the vehicle purchasing decision. 
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5.2 RESULTS – CONSUMER SURVEYPARTICIPANTS 

Pre- and Post-Purchase Consumer Surveys 

The pre- and post-purchase consumer survey links were viewed by 11,592 potential 

participants (3,852 pre-purchase and 7,740 post-purchase) across Queensland, New South 

Wales and Victoria. For the pre-purchase survey, 17 account holders did not open the 

invitation link, 3,835 accepted the invitation to participate of which 2,395 were excluded 

from accessing the survey because they responded “no” to the selection criteria question 

“Are you currently looking to purchase a new or used vehicle?”, and another 431 account 

holders commenced but did not complete the survey. The reasons for non-completions were 

not available, however possible reasons included loss of interest, and internet browser drop-

out. A total of 1,009 participants (506 females, 503 males) completed the pre-purchase 

survey. For the post-purchase survey, 553 account holders did not open the invitation link, 

6,184 accepted the invitation to participate of which 4,957 were excluded because they 

responded “no” to the selection criteria question “Have you recently purchased a new or 

used vehicle?”, another 1,226 account holders commenced but did not complete the survey. 

A total of 1,004 participants (500 females, 502 males, 2 missing data) completed the post 

purchase survey. There were 64 participants who completed the pre- and post-purchase 

surveys, the remaining participants only completed one of the two surveys.  

5.2.4 Demographic information 

As mentioned, quotas were applied to assist with obtaining a representative spread of gender, 

age, and rural / urban participants.  

The participants who completed the surveys were asked a series of demographic questions 

to provide the ability to determine whether certain demographic profiles could be defined 

with regard to ‘safe’ vehicle purchasers. Demographic information sought included: age, 

gender, marital status, number of dependent children, current yearly household income, 

country of birth, and region of residence (metropolitan/ other). Unfortunately, information 

relating to “highest education level” was unusable due to data issues. The results for each of 

these demographics in the pre- and post-purchase surveys are presented in the following 

tables. Table 5.1 presents the percentage distribution of participant age and gender for the 

pre- and post-purchase consumer survey participants. 

Table 5.1 Percentage distribution of participant age group and gender for Pre- and 

Post-Purchase consumer surveys 

Age 

group 

Pre-Purchase (n=1009) Post-Purchase (n=1004) 

Male Female Total % Male Female Total % 

18-24 5.5 13.5 18.9 4.0 6.9 10.9 

25-29 3.7 6.2 9.9 6.1 7.5 13.6 

30-34 5.4 5.6 10.9 6.9 6.1 13.0 

35-39 4.3 4.2 8.4 6.2 4.7 10.9 

40-44 4.6 4.6 9.1 4.2 5.4 9.6 

45-49 4.9 2.5 7.3 5.5 4.5 10.0 

50-5 5 4.0 3.8 7.7 4.5 5.1 9.6 

56-65 11.4 5.6 16.9 7.3 5.1 12.4 

65+ 6.3 4.4 10.7 5.5 4.7 10.2 

Total % 49.9 50.1 100 50.1 49.9 100 
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The marital status of participants by gender is presented in Table 5.2 which shows that 

around 55% of participants in the pre-purchase consumer survey were married compared 

with 62% in the post-purchase consumer survey, and that the majority of participants did not 

have children (see Table 5.3). 

Table 5.2 Marital status of participants for Pre- and Post-Purchase consumers surveys 

(%) 

Marital Status 

Pre- 
(n=1009) 

Post- 
(n=1004) 

Total Total 

Never married 32.8 26.4 

Widowed 2.5 1.8 

Divorced 6.3 7.0 

Separated 3.1 2.4 

Married 55.3 62.4 

Total % 100 100 

 

Table 5.3 Number of dependent children for Pre- and Post-Purchase consumer surveys 

(%) 

No. of dependent 

children 
Pre- (n=1009) Post- (n=1004) 

None 59.0 55.6 

1 17.0 17.6 

2 15.4 17.6 

3 5.8 6.8 

4 1.4 1.8 

5 0.8 0.4 

6 or more 0.6 0.3 

Total % 100 100 

 

The percentage distribution of annual household income was not significantly different in 

the two surveys (
2

16 = 13.1, p. 0.05). Between 12% to 13% of participants had an annual 

household income below $30,000 while over a third of participants’ income was over 

$90,000 in both surveys (see Table 5.4). 
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Table 5.4 Current yearly household income for Pre- and Post-Purchase consumer 

surveys (%) 

Income range PRE- 
(n=1009) 

POST- 
(n=1004) 

under $30,000 13.4 11.7 

$30,001-$50,000 16.9 18.7 

$50,001-$70,000 20.4 18.9 

$70,001-$90,000 13.8 16.5 

over $90,000 35.5 34.3 

Total % 100 100 

 

Table 5.5 presents the percentage distribution of participants’ country of birth which shows 

that the majority of participants, in both surveys, were born in Australia.  

Table 5.5 Country of birth for Pre- and Post-Purchase consumer surveys (%) 

 

Country of birth PRE- 
(n=1009) 

POST- 
(n=1004) 

Australia 75.3 81.3 

New Zealand 1.9 2.4 

Other  22.8 16.3 

Total % 100 100 

 

There was a relatively even spread of participants who purchased new vehicles (51%) and 

used vehicles (49%). There were similar numbers of males and females who purchased used 

vehicles (48% & 52% respectively). Table 5.6 outlines the yearly household incomes for 

participants who purchased new and used vehicles.    

Table 5.6 Current yearly household income by new or used vehicle purchase 

Income range New 

vehicle 
(n=511) 

Used 

vehicle 
(n=491) 

under $30,000 9.4 14.05 

$30,001-$50,000 16.8 20.6 

$50,001-$70,000 15.1 22.8 

$70,001-$90,000 17.4 15.5 

over $90,000 41.3 27.1 

Total % 100 100 

 

Participants were asked to estimate the average number of kilometres per year they would 

drive the car they were intending to purchase or had purchased. The percentage distribution 

of the kilometres estimated is shown in Table 5.7. 

  



54 MONASH UNIVERSITY ACCIDENT RESEARCH CENTRE 

Table 5.7 Estimate of the number of kilometres the car being purchased will be driven 

per year for Pre- and Post-Purchase consumer surveys (%) 

 

KM range PRE- 
(n=1009) 

POST- 
(n=1004) 

Less than 10,000 12.6 17.8 

10,001 - 15,000 25.2 27.6 

15,001 - 20,000 21.4 21.4 

20,001 - 25,000 17.2 13.3 

25,001 - 30,000 11 8.6 

30,001 - 35,001 4.3 3.9 

35,001 - 40,000 3.4 3.4 

More than 40,001 5 4.1 

Total % 100 100 

 

The percentage distribution of participants across the three states surveyed is shown in Table 

5.8. For both surveys (pre- and post-purchase), around 70% of participants resided in 

metropolitan regions while 30% resided in non-metropolitan regions. The distribution of 

place of residence across each of the three states was also relatively equal in both surveys.  

Table 5.8 Residential area for Pre- and Post-Purchase consumer surveys (%) 

Residential Location PRE- 
(n=1009) 

POST- 
(n=1004) 

Sydney metro 25.7 23.7 

New South Wales other 10.9 10.1 

Melbourne metro 25.7 23.5 

Victoria other 10.3 10.1 

Brisbane metro 17.0 22.7 

Queensland other 10.4 10.1 

Total % 100 100 

 

To gain information about driving history, participants were asked whether they had incurred 

any traffic infringements in the past three years (excluding parking fines), and to indicate the 

number of fines incurred as well as the type of infringement. For the pre-purchase consumer 

survey, 17% (175) of the participants indicated that they had incurred a traffic fine, 81% of 

these had resulted from speeding. For the post-purchase consumer survey 22% (222) of the 

participants indicated they had incurred a traffic infringement, 80% had resulted from 

speeding. The results are presented in Table 5.9.  
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Table 5.9 Number and percentage of participants who had incurred traffic 

infringements in the Pre- and Post-Purchase consumer surveys 

Traffic Infringements 

Pre-purchase 

(n = 175) 

Post-purchase 

(n = 222) 

Number of 

traffic 

infringements 

% of 

participants 

Number of 

traffic 

infringements 

% of 

participants 

Culpable driving 4 5.3 13 2.1 

Drink driving 10 5.7 14 5.2 

Failing to give way or stop 7 5.3 13 3.6 

Not wearing a seatbelt 9 2.4 6 4.7 

Red light running 21 9.0 22 10.9 

Speeding 141 72.2 177 73.4 

Total No. Traffic 

infringements in past 3 

years 

192 100 245 100.0 

 

5.2.5 Importance of vehicle features and factors  

The following section provides the results from the survey questions that inquired about 

consumer preferences and priorities relating to vehicle factors (e.g. price, size, performance) 

and features (e.g. air-conditioning, ABS, cruise control). While the intended aim of these 

questions was to ascertain consumer attitudes pertinent to safety, for research validity 

purposes, safety related factors / features were incorporated into a broader list of general 

vehicle factors / features such as price and added extras. The pre-purchase consumer survey 

was phrased in future tense inquiring about purchasing intentions while the post-purchase 

consumer survey used identical questions phrased in the past tense inquiring about actual 

purchasing behaviour.  

 Prioritising of vehicle factors 

5.3.4.2.1 Pre-purchase consumer survey 

Participants were asked to prospectively rate a list of vehicle factors in terms of the priority 

they would give to each in their decision to purchase a vehicle, potential responses included: 

‘high’, ‘medium’, ‘low’, and ‘haven’t heard of this factor’ (see Question 10, Appendix C). 

A total of 20 factors were presented, four of which were safety-related, results for all factors 

listed in the pre-purchase survey are presented in Figure 36. Reliability was the factor given 

the highest priority (86%) followed by price (79%). The safety-related factors ANCAP and 

UCSR were each rated as being a high priority in their decision-making process for almost 

one third of participants. Vehicle aggressivity and pedestrian aggressivity were given a 

‘high’ rating by 11% and 8.5% of participants, respectively. In terms of factors which were 

unfamiliar to participants, one third (34 %) had not heard of vehicle aggressivity, while 30% 

had not heard of pedestrian aggressivity. ANCAP (16%) was the next factor least known to 

participants followed by UCSR (7%).  
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Figure 36 Priority of factors prior to vehicle purchase 
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As participants initially had the option of rating all the listed factors as a ‘high’, ‘medium’ 

or ‘low’ priority, to gauge where safety features fell within their overall high priority factors 

list, participants were then asked to rank these factors that they had rated ‘high’, in order 

from highest (1) down to lowest priority. The overall ranking results are presented in Table 

5.10 which also shows the number and percentage of participants that gave a ranking of ‘1’ 

to each of the factors. Results for the safety-related factors are highlighted in grey. 

Similar to the factor ratings shown in Figure 36, the three factors most participants ranked 

as the highest priority (e.g., ranked as 1) were price, fuel efficiency and reliability. ANCAP, 

which had been listed as ‘high’ priority by (30%) of participants, was ranked fourth highest 

overall in priority, ahead of comfort and performance. The other three safety-related factors 

(safety rating, pedestrian aggressivity & vehicle aggressivity) were generally ranked lowest 

in priority.  

Table 5.10 Ranking of ‘high’ priority factors in decision to purchase vehicle (pre-

purchase)  

 

Factor Average 

ranking 

#people giving 

a ranking of 1 

% people 

giving a 

ranking of 1 

Price 3.0 317 32.4 

Fuel efficiency 3.8 85 8.7 

Reliability 4.3 130 13.3 

ANCAP rating 4.6 93 9.5 

Comfort 4.9 56 5.7 

Performance 5.3 55 5.6 

Running costs 5.5 11 1.1 

Environmentally friendly 5.6 17 1.7 

Added Extras 5.7 34 3.5 

Function 6.3 27 2.8 

Reputation 6.4 32 3.3 

Style/look/colour 6.8 28 2.9 

Size 6.9 29 3.0 

Country of Manufacture 7.0 10 1.0 

Safety Rating 7.8 22 2.2 

Type 8.1 20 2.0 

Re-sale value 8.1 3 0.3 

Warranty 8.4 5 0.5 

Pedestrian aggressivity 8.8 3 0.3 

Vehicle aggressivity 11.3 1 0.1 

Total  978 100.0 

 

5.3.4.2.2 Post-purchase consumer survey 

Participants were asked to retrospectively rate a list of vehicle factors in terms of the priority 

they had given to each in their vehicle purchase, responses included: ‘high’, ‘medium’, ‘low’, 

and ‘haven’t heard of this factor’ (see Question 10, Appendix D). A total of 20 factors were 

presented, four of which were safety-related. Results for all factors listed in the post-

purchase survey are presented in Figure 37.  Reliability was the factor given the highest 
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priority (82%), followed by price (77%). ANCAP and UCSR were rated ‘high’ priority by 

24% and 21% of participants, respectively. A small percentage of participants rated vehicle 

aggressivity (8%) and pedestrian aggressivity (6%) as a ‘high’ priority in their decision. In 

terms of factors unfamiliar to participants, almost 40% had not heard of vehicle aggressivity 

while 37% had not heard of pedestrian aggressivity. ANCAP (19%) was the next factor least 

known to participants followed by UCSR (11%).  
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Figure 37 Priority of factors after vehicle purchase
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Participants were then asked to rank the factors that they had rated ‘high’, in order from 

highest (1) down to lowest priority. The overall ranking results are presented in Table 5.11 

which also shows the number and percentage of participants that gave a ranking of ‘1’ to 

each of the factors. Results for the safety-related factors are highlighted in grey. 

Overall, price was ranked as the highest priority followed by fuel efficiency and reliability. 

ANCAP, which had been listed as ‘high’ priority by a quarter of the participants, was ranked 

fourth highest overall in priority. The other three safety-related factors (safety rating, 

pedestrian aggressivity & vehicle aggressivity) were ranked lowest in priority.  

Table 5.11 Ranking of ‘high’ priority factors in decision to purchase vehicle 

 

Factor 
Average 

ranking 

#people 

giving a 

ranking of 

1 

% people 

giving a 

ranking of 

1 

Price 3.0 333 34.5 

Fuel Efficiency 3.8 69 7.2 

Reliability 4.1 109 11.3 

ANCAP 4.4 74 7.7 

Comfort 4.7 47 4.9 

Performance 5.3 38 3.9 

Added extras 5.5 36 3.7 

Running costs 5.6 27 2.8 

Function 5.7 29 3.0 

Reputation 5.8 36 3.7 

Environmentally friendly 5.8 14 1.5 

Size 6.1 43 4.5 

Country of Manufacture 6.6 11 1.1 

Style/look/colour 6.8 30 3.1 

Vehicle type 7.2 36 3.7 

Re-sale value 7.9 6 0.6 

Warranty 8.2 7 0.7 

Safety Rating 8.2 13 1.3 

Pedestrian aggressivity 8.4 1 0.1 

Vehicle aggressivity 10.4 6 0.6 

Total  965 100.0 

 

Key points from vehicle factors priority results 

In relation to vehicle factors, it appeared that price and reliability were the major priorities 

for consumers both prior to and throughout the actual vehicle purchasing process. Out of the 

four safety-related factors presented (ANCAP, UCSR, vehicle aggressivity & pedestrian 

aggressivity), ANCAP appeared to be a high priority (ranking 4th) for consumers who had 

heard of it (84% pre-, 81% post-). The remaining three safety-related factors were a low in 

priority both prior to and during the vehicle purchase. The results also indicated that a large 

proportion of consumers were not aware of vehicle and pedestrian aggressivity, with one 

third to one half of participants reporting ‘haven’t heard of this’ and many were not aware 
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of ANCAP and UCSR (8-11%). Consumers did not seem to gain any further insight / 

education into safety factors during their purchasing process as indicated by the percentage 

of participants who had ‘not heard of’ these safety-related factors in their post-purchase 

consumer survey remaining similar to or even greater than those from their pre-purchase 

consumer survey.  

 Prioritising of vehicle features 

5.3.4.2.3 Pre-purchase consumer survey 

Participants were asked to prospectively rate a list of vehicle features in terms of the priority 

they would give to each in their decision to purchase a vehicle, responses included: ‘high’, 

‘medium’, ‘low’, and ‘haven’t heard of this feature’ (see Question 11, Appendix C). A total 

of 31 features were presented, 19 of which were safety-related. Results for all features listed 

in the pre-purchase consumer survey are presented in Figure 38. Air conditioning was the 

feature given the highest priority (70%), followed by driver airbags (64%) and ABS (60%). 

In terms of safety-related features least known to participants, high intensity discharge lights 

were nominated most frequently (21%), followed by automatic collision notification systems 

(19%) and active head restraints (17%). 
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Figure 38 Priority of features prior to purchasing vehicle

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Alcohol interlock

Bodykit

DVD

Following distance sensor

Added extras

Lane change warning device

High density discharge lights

Frontal distance warning

GPS

Auto collision notif ication system

Specif ic child restraints

Active Head Restraints

Seatbelt reminder

Rear seat 3pt seatbelt

Speed Alert

Parking assistance

Stereo

Window Tinting

Seatbelt tensionsers

Automatic Braking

Cruise control

Alarm

ESC

Curtain airbag

Power Windows/mirrirs

Side airbags

Automatic transmission

Front passenger airbags

ABS

DriverAB

Air conditioning

4.6

7.5

7.7

10.6

12.5

13.0

13.9

14.3

15.3

18.7

18.8

19.6

20.3

20.5

21.0

21.4

23.5

25.3

28.6

29.4

33.6

33.8

35.5

38.1

39.6

42.6

46.8

59.0

59.9

64.3

70.4

20.1

30.1

30.0

32.8

39.3

35.4

38.8

37.3

41.5

36.2

30.4

42.1

41.2

41.0

42.7

40.7

52.3

44.1

43.1

40.4

41.3

49.0

35.4

39.3

42.2

37.8

25.9

31.1

33.1

27.0

25.5

58.8

60.6

60.9

41.8

47.7

31.0

24.9

32.8

42.1

26.6

46.9

21.0

37.3

31.2

33.9

35.1

23.6

29.4

22.5

19.2

24.3

16.7

15.9

15.8

17.4

18.9

25.8

9.4

5.7

8.4

4.0

16.6

14.8

20.6

22.5

15.7

18.5

3.9

17.2

7.2

2.4

2.8

5.7

10.9

13.3

6.8

High Medium Low Not heard of



HOW IMPORTANT IS ‘VEHICLE SAFETY’ IN THE VEHICLE PURCHASE PROCESS IN AUSTRALIA

 63 

As participants initially had the option of rating many of the features listed as ‘high’ priority, 

to gauge where safety features fell within their overall high priority features list, participants 

were then asked to rank the features that they had rated ‘high’, in order from highest (1) 

down to lowest priority. The overall ranking results are presented in Table 5.12 which also 

shows the number and percentage of participants that gave a ranking of ‘1’ to each of the 

vehicle features. Results for the safety-related features are highlighted in grey. ABS was 

ranked highest priority followed by driver airbags and air conditioning, which were also the 

three features most participants rated as ‘high’ in priority. 

Table 5.12 Ranking of ‘high’ priority features prior to vehicle purchasing decision 

Feature Av Ranking 

#people 

giving a 

ranking of 1 

% people 

giving a 

ranking of 1 

ABS 3.5 207 22.6 

Driver air bags 4.0 154 16.8 

Air conditioning 4.3 149 16.2 

Automatic transmission 4.6 167 18.2 

Front passenger air bags 5.3 12 1.3 

Alarm 6.7 24 2.6 

Curtain air bags 6.7 14 1.5 

Automatic braking 6.7 18 2.0 

Cruise control 7.3 17 1.9 

Active head restraints 7.4 32 3.5 

Auto collision notification system 7.7 8 0.9 

Side air bags 8.2 3 0.3 

Added extras 8.2 6 0.7 

Stereo 8.4 8 0.9 

Alcohol interlock 8.6 1 0.1 

Body kit 8.8 11 1.2 

ESC 9.0 27 2.9 

Power windows/mirrors 9.6 2 0.2 

Frontal distance warning device 10.3 2 0.2 

Seatbelt pre-tensioners 10.7 7 0.8 

Parking assistance 10.8 0 0.0 

Specific child restraints 11.5 21 2.3 

Speed alert 11.8 3 0.3 

Following distance sensor 11.9 0 0.0 

Lane change warning device 12.0 4 0.4 

GPS 12.0 3 0.3 

Seatbelt reminder 12.0 2 0.2 

Window tinting 12.2 2 0.2 

High intensity discharge lights 12.2 4 0.4 

DVD 12.6 2 0.2 

Rear seat 3pt seatbelt 13.0 7 0.8 

Total  917 100.0 
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5.3.4.2.4 Post-purchase consumer survey 

Participants were asked to retrospectively rate a list of vehicle features in terms of the 

priority they would give to each in their decision to purchase a vehicle, responses included: 

‘high’, ‘medium’, ‘low’, and ‘haven’t heard of this feature’ (see Question 11, Appendix D). 

A total of 31 features were presented, 19 of which were safety-related. Results for all features 

listed in the post-purchase survey are presented in Figure 39. Air conditioning was the feature 

given the highest priority (67%) followed by driver airbags (53%) and automatic 

transmission (48%). ABS was rated fourth highest priority in the post-purchase survey. In 

terms of safety-related features least known to participants, lane change warning devices 

were nominated first (29%) followed by automatic collision notification systems (26%) and 

alcohol interlocks (26%). These least known safety-related features were the newly evolving 

ones and/or those typically only available in the luxury car market at the time of this research. 

Out of the safety features arbitrarily deemed as more commonly available the features least 

know to participants, even after they had purchased a vehicle, were alcohol interlocks (26%) 

and ESC (12%).  

A percentage breakdown of the age groups that rated each of these features ‘high’ in priority 

can be found in Appendix E. Overall there was not much variation across age groups, with 

all age groups viewing the following as being the top ten ‘high’ priority safety-related 

features: air conditioning, driver airbags, automatic transmission, ABS front passenger 

airbags, ABS, front passenger airbags, power windows/mirrors, side airbags, curtain airbags, 

cruise control, and ESC. The features are presented in descending order of frequency and 

again the order was consistent across all age groups or within one to two rankings.  

Also presented in Appendix E is a breakdown of the results shown in Figure 39 by new and 

used cars separately. While the top priority safety-related features remained relatively 

constant across both new and used purchases, the analysis showed an increasingly lower 

priority given to safety-related features in the purchase of used vehicles compared to the 

purchase of new vehicles.  
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Figure 39 Priority of features after purchasing vehicle 
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Participants were then asked to rank the features that they had rated ‘high’, in order from 

highest (1) down to lowest priority. The overall ranking results are presented in Table 5.13 

which also shows the number and percentage of participants who gave a ranking of ‘1’ to 

each of the features. Results for the safety-related features are highlighted in grey. ABS was 

ranked highest priority followed by air conditioning and then driver airbags. 

Table 5.13 Ranking of ‘high’ priority features in vehicle purchasing decision (post 

survey) 

Feature Av ranking #1 rankings 
% of #1 

rankings 

ABS 3.5 158 18.1 

Automatic transmission 3.9 197 22.5 

Air conditioning 3.9 179 20.5 

Driver airbags 4.1 111 12.7 

Front passenger airbags 5.5 7 0.8 

Active head restraints 6.1 36 4.1 

Automatic braking 6.1 13 1.5 

Alarm 6.3 12 1.4 

Curtain airbag 6.4 11 1.3 

Cruise control 6.6 24 2.7 

Added extras 6.7 9 1.0 

Alcohol interlock 7.1 3 0.3 

Stereo 7.6 10 1.1 

Auto collision notification 

system 

7.8 3 0.3 

Body kit 8.2 7 0.8 

Side airbags 8.2 7 0.8 

ESC 8.6 28 3.2 

Power Windows/mirrors 9.2 5 0.6 

Specific child restraints 10.1 26 3.0 

Parking assistance 10.4 7 0.8 

Frontal distance warning 

device 

10.7 0 0.0 

Seatbelt tensioners 11.0 1 0.1 

Window Tinting 11.1 4 0.5 

Seatbelt reminder 11.5 1 0.1 

GPS 11.6 3 0.3 

Rear seat 3pt seatbelt 11.7 4 0.5 

Lane change warning 

device 

11.9 3 0.3 

DVD 11.9 1 0.1 

High intensity discharge 

lights 

11.9 2 0.2 

Following distance sensor 12.3 1 0.1 

Speed Alert 12.5 1 0.1 
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Total  874 100.0 

 

Key points from vehicle features priority results 

In relation to vehicle features, it appeared that air conditioning, driver airbags, ABS and 

automatic transmission were the major priorities for consumers prior to and during the actual 

vehicle purchasing process at this time this research was conducted. It is encouraging to note 

that two or even three (as automatic transmission can be viewed as a safety feature) of the 

top priority features are safety-related features.  

In relation to features that were not known by consumers, the most commonly listed features 

were safety-related features that were newly evolving and/or typically only available within 

the luxury car market in Australia at the time (e.g. lane change warning devices, active head 

restraints, automatic collision notification systems). Amongst the more commonly available 

safety-related features, the least known were alcohol interlocks and ESC. As found with the 

least known safety-related vehicle factors analysis reported above, it appeared that these 

consumers were not exposed to information about these features during their purchasing 

process.   

Another key finding was that the safety-related features had a lower priority in used car 

purchases; however, this may also be a reflection of the features available within the used 

car market at the time, especially in cars older than ten years.  

5.2.6 Other potential factors 

To explore other potential factors that may influence the priority participants placed on 

vehicle safety, questions were included inquiring about participant crash and traffic record 

history and their perceptions about crash involvement for themselves and their family.  

The majority of participants had not been involved in a crash (85%) or incurred a traffic 

infringement (78%) within the three years prior to the survey. Of the 155 reported crashes, 

the majority had not resulted in any injuries to the driver or passengers (89%).  

Participants were asked to rate their responses to the following two questions on a scale from 

1 representing ‘not at all concerned’, or ‘I can’t do much’ to 5 ‘very concerned’, or ‘I can 

do a lot’, respectively:  

How concerned are you about being involved in a motor vehicle crash? 

The responses showed that females were significantly more likely to be concerned about 

being involved a crash than males ( 2

4  = 24.802, p<0.0001). Most males and females 

indicated low to medium level of concern, with 3 being the modal response (37%) and 2 

(less concerned) being the second most frequent response (22%). Age group was not a 

statistically significant factor (
2

32  = 39.135, p>0.10) in relation to the degree of concern for 

being involved in a crash. Of the 115 participants who had been involved in a crash in the 

three years prior to the survey, 72% reported being ‘not at all’ to only moderately concerned 

about being involved in a crash.  

To what extent do you feel that you are able to protect yourself and your family from a 

motor vehicle crash? 
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Again, participants reported a medium or greater degree of ability to do something to protect 

their family from a crash, with 3 being the modal response (30%) and 4 being the second 

most frequent response (26%).   

5.2.7 Factors associated with ‘safe’ vehicle purchasers 

A logistic regression model was constructed to examine the factors associated with 

purchasers of safe vehicles in the post-purchase survey. For the purposes of this study, safe 

vehicle purchasers were defined as those survey participants who had rated at least one of 

the secondary safety features as ‘high’ in the question ‘What features were a priority in your 

vehicle choice?’ presented previously in Table 5.13. These secondary safety features are: 

ABS, driver airbags, front passenger airbags, active head restraints, automotive braking, 

curtain airbags, alcohol interlock, automatic collision notification system, side airbags, ESC, 

specific child restraints, parking assistance, frontal distance warning device, seatbelt 

tensioners, and seatbelt reminder.   

In developing the model, a series of univariate analyses were performed to identify those 

factors with a p-value less than or equal to 0.25 for inclusion in the multivariate model. The 

factors age group and gender were included in all models since they were considered an 

important confounding factor. 

The model was developed with a total of 1,002 observations using STATA/SE 11.2.  The 

model correctly classified 61.7% of participants with an Area Under the Curve approaching 

acceptable discrimination at 64.1%. Although this assessment of the predicted probabilities 

implies a somewhat inadequate model, the significant Hosmer-Lemeshow test of goodness-

of-fit suggested the model fit to the data well ( 2

8 =0.8202, p > 0.05). Although the factors 

marital status, extent to which purchaser feels they can protect family, and number of 

children were all statistically significant in the univariate analyses, they were not significant 

in the final model nor were they influential on the factors in the final model. All possible 

interactions were tested - however, none were statistically significant. The final 

multivariable model predicting the profile of people most likely to purchase a safe car was 

comprised of the factors presented in Table 5.14, together with their odds ratios, associated 

confidence intervals and probability values. These results are discussed briefly following the 

table. 

Table 5.14 Factors associated with purchasers of safe vehicles 

Predictor (factor) Referent 
Odds 

Ratio 
95% C.I. P>|z| 

Age group 
35-49 yrs 18-34 yrs 1.76 1.28-2.41 <0.0001 

50 yrs & over 18-34 yrs 2.21 1.61-3.03 <0.0001 

Gender Female Male 1.15 0.89-1.50 0.288 

Concern about 

being in a crash 

Concerned 4/ 

very concerned 5 

Not 

concerned 
1.65 1.24-2.20 0.001 

Source of 

information 
ANCAP 

Not 

ANCAP 
3.43 2.11-5.56 <0.0001 

 

Differences between age groups: Compared to purchasers aged 18 to 34 years, those aged 

35 to 49 were 1.76 times more likely to rate a secondary safety feature as a high priority in 
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their choice of vehicle while (OR: 1.76, CI: 1.28-2.41, p=<0.0001), those aged 50 years and 

over were 2.21 times more likely to do so (OR: 2.21, CI: 1.61-3.03, p < 0.0001). 

Gender: Compared to males, females were 1.15 times more likely to select a secondary 

safety feature and rate it as a high priority in their vehicle purchasing decision, however, this 

result was not statistically significant (OR: 1.15, CI: 0.89-1.50, p = 0.288). 

Concern about being involved in a crash: Relative to participants who indicated they were 

not concerned or somewhat concerned about being involved in a crash, participants who 

indicated they were concerned or very concerned were 1.65 times more likely to rate a 

secondary safety feature of high importance (OR: 1.65, CI: 1.24-2.20, p = 0.001). 

Source of information: Participants who had sourced vehicle information from ANCAP were 

5 times more likely to rate a secondary safety feature highly compared to those who did not 

consult ANCAP (OR: 3.43, CI: 2.11-5.56, p < 0.0001). 

5.2.6 Crashworthiness and aggressivity of the used vehicle purchases 

This section characterises the level of vehicle safety (based on UCSR) of participants’ used 

vehicle choice. Two measures of safety were used; crashworthiness and aggressivity. 

Newstead, Watson and Cameron (2011) define crashworthiness as a measure of the relative 

safety of vehicles in preventing severe injury to their own drivers in crashes. They define 

aggressivity as a measure of the risk of a vehicle driver or unprotected road user impacting 

with the focus vehicle model being killed or admitted to hospital when involved in a crash.    

Five levels, or quintiles, of crashworthiness and aggressivity were generated using the 

crashworthiness and aggressivity ratings, estimated for 471 and 439 vehicle models, 

respectively, in the 2011 UCSR project (Newstead, et al., 2011). These quintiles, whose 

crashworthiness and aggressivity ranges are shown in Table 5.15 and Table 5.16, give an 

indication of the relative safety of participants' vehicle choice with the poorest performing 

vehicles in terms of crashworthiness and aggressivity placed in quintile 5. After assigning 

each of the used vehicles a crashworthiness and aggressivity quintile, a series of plots were 

carried out to examine how various demographics were associated with the level of 

crashworthiness and aggressivity of the vehicle purchased.  

Table 5.15 Crashworthiness ranges for defining quintiles for Pre- and Post- purchase 

of vehicle 

Quintile CWR range n (Pre) n (Post) 

1 Under 2.490% 29 101 

2 2.490% - <2.951% 23 97 

3 2.951% - <3.669% 20 137 

4 3.669% - <4.620% 5 64 

5 4.620% plus 0 35 

Total 77 434 
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Table 5.16 Aggressivity ranges for defining quintiles for Pre- and Post- purchase of 

vehicle 

Quintile AGG range n (Pre) n (Post) 

1 Under 2.751% 11 73 

2 2.751% - <3.271% 24 116 

3 3.271% - <3.843% 21 97 

4 3.843% - <4.569% 13 106 

5 4.569% plus 8 38 

Total 77 430 

 

After assigning each of the used vehicles a crashworthiness and aggressivity quintile, a series 

of plots were carried out to examine how various demographics were associated with the 

level of crashworthiness and aggressivity of the vehicle purchased. The poorest performing 

vehicles in terms of crashworthiness and aggressivity are in quintile 5. 

Crashworthiness and aggressivity quintiles were also assigned to those vehicles in the pre-

purchase consumer survey where the make, model, variant and year of manufacture were 

provided by the participant (n = 77). Figure 40 compares the crashworthiness of the vehicles 

participants intended to purchase with those that were purchased. This plot indicates that the 

crashworthiness of vehicles purchased were generally better than those that participants had 

intended to purchase. 

 

Figure 40 Comparison of the crashworthiness of intended and actual vehicles purchased 

 

Figure 41 compares the aggressivity of the vehicle participants intended to purchase with 

those that were purchased. There was correspondence between intention and actual purchase 

in both the first and fifth quintiles. The biggest discrepancy between intention and actual 

purchase was evident in the fourth quintile. In this quintile, a greater proportion of vehicles 

with a higher aggressivity rating were purchased than was originally intended. 
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Figure 41 Comparison of the aggressivity of intended and actual vehicles purchased 

Metro / non-metropolitan comparison 

Figure 42 presents a comparison of the distribution of the crashworthiness of vehicles 

purchased in metropolitan regions across Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland and 

those not in metropolitan regions across these states. The regions showed close agreement 

in quintiles 1 and 4, where the intention appeared to be carried through to the purchase. The 

largest discrepancies between regions were seen in quintiles 2 and 3, where participants from 

non-metropolitan regions were more likely to purchase relatively more crashworthy 

vehicles.  

 

Figure 42 Comparison of purchased used vehicles by consumers from metropolitan 

regions versus non-metropolitan regions 

 

Figure 43 shows that residents in metropolitan regions were more likely to have purchased 

a vehicle with lower aggressivity (quintile 1) than were residents of non-metropolitan 
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regions. This may in part be due to a greater need for four-wheel drive vehicles in non-

metropolitan regions, which tend to have a higher aggressivity rating. 

 

Figure 43 Comparison of aggressivity of purchased vehicles by consumers from 

metropolitan regions versus non-metropolitan regions 

 

5.3 RESULTS - VEHICLE DEALER SURVEY 

5.3.1 Participants 

The vehicle dealer survey was distributed to a total of 26 dealerships (25 Melbourne SSD, 

one regional city). A total of 69 participants, from 15 dealerships completed the survey. The 

dealers were aged between 20 and 67 years (M = 38.6, SD = 11.2), 62 (90%) males and 

seven (10%) females. The number of years they had been employed as a vehicle dealer 

ranged from one to 39 years (M = 6.2, SD = 7.1), with 25% employed for one year or less.  

5.3.2 The survey analysis 

The following section presents the findings from the vehicle dealer survey. Overall, the 

findings represent those 69 dealer participants who returned their completed surveys, 

however, occasionally responses were missing. Where possible, the percentage of non-

responses for a particular question were included in the results, otherwise the base of the 

percentage figures represents the total number of dealers that responded. 

5.3.3 Dealership demographics  

5.3.3.1 Dealership brand 

The dealership brands are provided below in Figure 44. The most common was Honda 

(26%). Surveys were distributed to several Holden dealerships but no completed surveys 

were returned.  
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Figure 44 Vehicle dealer employer brand 

5.3.3.2 Dealership location 

Dealers were asked the postcode of the dealership in which they worked. These postcodes 

were then summarised into ABS defined Victorian sub-regions and are presented in Figure 

45.  

 

Figure 45 Location of dealer by Victorian sub region 
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5.3.4 Customer demographics 

5.3.4.1 Customer purchasing reason 

Dealers were asked to rank a list of eight reasons for their customers’ purchase of a car in 

order from most common to least common with ‘1’ being the most common reason. The 

results in Table 5.17 show that the dealers perceived that the most common reason for a 

purchase was to upgrade a current vehicle while the least common reason was a customer 

purchasing a vehicle for someone other than themselves. 

Table 5.17 Reasons for customer purchases 

Rank Reason Av ranking 

1 Upgrade 2.3 

2 Safer 3.1 

3 Child 3.2 

4 Business 3.6 

5 First Vehicle 4.9 

6 Replace 5.3 

7 Environmental  6.4 

8 Buying for someone else 7.2 

 

5.3.4.2 Customer groups 

The most common customer group for this sample of dealers was families (29%), followed 

by businesses (27%), and then retirees (13%). A graphical representation of the results for 

these and other customer groups is shown in Figure 46. 

 

Figure 46 Percentage breakdown of customer types 
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The dealers were then asked what they thought the respective customer groups would 

consider the most important vehicle features.  

5.3.4.2.5 Families 

The most important feature reported for families was ‘safety’ which was listed by 37 of the 

42 dealers who responded to this question (88%). The second most important feature listed 

was ‘size’ of the vehicle, the third but infrequently listed feature was ‘price’. 

5.3.4.2.6 Business 

The most important features reported for business customers were finance-related factors 

with ‘price’ being the most common response (22 of the 45 responses), ‘fuel 

efficiency/running costs’ second and ‘reliability/performance’ rated as the third most 

important factor. It is interesting to note that even though there has been increased focus on 

purchasing safer fleet vehicles, from both the road safety educators as well as the companies 

themselves, that only a few of the dealers even listed ‘safety’ in relation to this group of 

consumers.   

5.3.4.2.7 Retirees 

For the retiree group the most common response was ‘safety’ with both ‘price’ and ‘comfort’ 

coming a close equal second.  

5.3.4.2.8 First car consumers 

The feature judged by the dealers to be the most important for first car consumers was ‘price’ 

with ‘appearance/style’ and ‘safety’ a close second and third.  

5.3.4.2.9 Couples 

In relation to couples the most important feature was listed as ‘appearance/style’ (listed by 

21 dealers) with ‘safety’ and ‘performance/reliability’ coming in second and third but with 

only limited responses.  

5.3.4.2.10 Singles 

The dealers overwhelmingly rated ‘appearance/style’ as the most important feature for the 

singles group with ‘safety’ and ‘price’ equal second and ‘reliability/performance’ a close 

third.  

5.3.4.3 Customer gender and sales 

5.3.4.3.1 Gender and sales 

Overall, 59% of dealers reported selling equal numbers of vehicles to males and females, 

29% reported selling more to males, while 6% reported selling more vehicles to females (see 

Figure 47). 

5.3.4.3.2 Gender and purchasing decision 

More than half of the dealers (52%) thought that the female member of a couple usually 

made the final decision about a purchase, 38% felt the decision was made equally by both 

partners, and only 7% thought the male partner typically made the final decision (see Figure 

47). 

5.3.4.3.3 Dealer marketing pitch and gender 

The majority of dealers pitched the sale to both members of the couple (79%), 18% usually 

pitched to the females, and only 1% usually pitched to males (see Figure 47). 
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Figure 47 Percentage distribution of gender to who dealers have sold more vehicles, 

dealers perceive as making the final purchasing decision, and to whom dealers make the 

sales pitch. 

5.3.4.4 Factors and features commonly promoted by dealer 

The dealers were then asked about what vehicle factors and features they commonly promote 

to perspective customers.  

5.3.4.4.1 Factors promoted 

For this question, the dealers were required to select one of four responses: ‘never’, ‘seldom’, 

‘often’, and ‘haven’t heard of’ in reference to a provided list of factors. ‘Price’ and 

‘reputation’ were identified as being promoted most often, while ‘functionality’ (e.g., tow 

bar, utility) was the most frequently listed factor as ‘never’ promoted.  Three of the dealers 

said they had ‘never’ heard of vehicle aggressivity (see Figure 48). 
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Figure 48 Factors promoted by car dealers to prospective purchasers 

5.3.4.4.2 Features promoted 

As with the previous question, dealers were required to respond ‘never’, ‘seldom’, ‘often’, 

and ‘haven’t heard of’ to a provided list of specific vehicle features. The most frequently 

promoted feature was an ‘in-vehicle DVD system’, followed by a ‘GPS’ and then ‘body kit’. 

Several of the dealers (10%) said they had ‘never’ heard of an ‘auto collision notification 

system’. The full results can be found in Appendix G. 

5.3.4.4.3 Promotion of safety features 

Dealers were asked if they promoted safety features to all customers, if they used safety 

features as a major selling point and if so, how often they were successful at encouraging 

customers to purchase vehicles with extra safety features? The majority of dealers (91%) 

reported promoting safety features to all their customers. All dealers surveyed (100%) 

reported using safety features as a major selling point and that they could persuade customers 

to be more concerned about safety features. In relation to how frequently they successfully 

persuaded customers to purchase vehicles with extra safety features, 72% of the dealers 

responded ‘often’ while 26% responded ‘sometimes’. 

5.3.4.4 Attitudes to vehicle safety  

5.3.4.5 Public attitudes:  

When asked if they thought that public attitudes to safety features were changing, vehicle 

dealers overwhelmingly believed they were changing, with only 1.4% perceiving ‘no 

change’. 

5.3.4.5.1 Dealers attitudes 

Safety features were perceived as being ‘very important’ by 94% of the dealers, while 6% 

considered safety to be ‘somewhat important’. 
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5.3.4.5.2 Dealerships 

The majority of dealers thought their company viewed safety features as ‘very important’ 

(96%) and 4% as ‘somewhat important’. 

5.3.4.6 Dealer knowledge of safety features 

Dealers were asked to list features that they thought made vehicles safe, comfortable, 

economical, and environmentally friendly. A table was provided and dealers were asked to 

list three features for each of these four categories, in order of importance. As the order of 

importance is relevant, the results will be presented in a table similar to the one in the original 

question with the most common responses listed in descending order of frequency.  

Table 5.18 List of most important features dealers believe make a vehicle safe, 

comfortable, economical, and environmentally friendly. (The number of dealers for 

each response is shown in brackets.) 

Vehicle characteristic Most important feature 2nd most important 

feature 

3rd most important 

feature 

Safe (n=60) airbags (34) 

stability control (13) 

ABS (8) 

ABS (17) 

stability Control (17) 

airbags (15) 

ABS (13) 

stability control (9) 

vehicle 

construction/design (8) 

Comfortable (n=57) seats (40) 

air conditioning (4) 

seats (16) 

vehicle size/space (10) 

air conditioning (7) 

seats (8) 

vehicle size/space (7) 

air conditioning (4) 

Economical (n=55) fuel type/efficiency (23) 

engine size/capacity 

(18) 

engine size (13) 

fuel type/efficiency (12) 

engine design (6) 

vehicle size (8) 

fuel type/efficiency (7) 

maintenance costs (5) 

Environmentally 

Friendly (n=55) 

low CO2 emissions (22) 

fuel type/efficiency (22) 

CO2 emissions (10) 

Engine/vehicle size (10) 

fuel type/efficiency (6) 

materials/recyclable (6) 

fuel type/efficiency (21) 

CO2 emissions (7) 

materials/recyclable (6) 

 

Although the most frequently listed responses appear in Table 5.18 above, it is worth noting 

that seat belts were also commonly reported in response to making vehicles safe.  In relation 

to what makes vehicles comfortable other responses (not in the top three) included the 

quietness and smoothness of the ride. The responses referring to seats included leather 

upholstery, lumbar supports, ergonomic design and various adjustment options.  In relation 

to economical, the cost of replacing tyres was also commonly listed. It is important to note 

in relation to what makes vehicles environmentally friendly, that for the results listed under 
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fuel efficiency the dealers were more specific than the four other categories such as listing 

hybrids, LPG and diesel fuel types.  

5.3.4.5.3 General safety feature knowledge 

Question: Have you heard of these safety features and how they work? Rate your 

technical knowledge of these features. 

The dealers were then presented with a table listing the safety features as shown in Table 

5.19 and asked whether they had heard of each feature and then to rate their perceived 

knowledge about the feature on a scale of zero (no knowledge) to 10 (full knowledge).  

Table 5.19 Dealer awareness of safety features and their operation 

Safety feature Yes No 
No 

response 
Total 

ABS 94.2 0 5.8 100 

Airbag 94.2 0 5.8 100 

ESC 94.2 0 5.8 100 

EBA 92.8 1.4 5.8 100 

Lane veer detection 60.9 15.9 23.2 100 

Seat belt tensioner 78.3 7.2 14.5 100 

5.3.4.5.4 Safety feature knowledge for vehicles they currently market 

When asked if they knew about all the safety features pertaining to the models they currently 

market, over 84% of dealers responded ‘yes’. Only 1.4% admitted that they did not know 

about all the safety features that they were currently marketing, while 14.5% stated that they 

knew about most of the safety features but not all. 

5.3.4.5.5 Sources of information accessed in relation to vehicle safety 

The vehicle dealers were asked what sources they commonly used to access information 

about vehicle safety. Table 5.20 shows that the most frequently sourced information was 

from ANCAP and the least frequently sourced information was from the TAC’s How Safe 

Is my Car website. The sources of information that 2% of the dealers turned to for 

information regarding vehicle safety included the websites carsales.com and redbook.com, 

and dealer in-service training. 

Table 5.20 Sources of information used regarding vehicle safety 

Reference Percentage 

ANCAP 16.4 

Word of mouth (professional, 

mechanic, technical) 

13.4 

RACV website 12.5 

Green Guide 11.5 

Motor magazine 9.8 

Vehicle manufacturer website 8.9 

Word of mouth (family, friends) 8.9 

Motoring newspapers 7.9 
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Vehicle dealership 5.2 

TAC 3.6 

Other sources of information 2.0 

 

5.3.4.7 Dealership attitudes towards vehicle safety 

In this sample, 72% of the dealers drove company fleet vehicles. Company safety guidelines 

for fleet vehicles existed in 82% of the companies, 5% did not have safety guidelines and 

10% were unsure whether their company had guidelines.  
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6 KEY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 NEW VEHICLE PURCHASING PROFILE ANALYSIS  

The analysis of new and used vehicle purchasing data conducted in the first phase of this 

project highlighted a number of differences in the secondary safety characteristics of 

vehicles by driver demographics. The key conclusions and recommendations from the new 

vehicle purchasing analysis phase of this study are presented below, where recommendations 

are presented as bullet points. 

 The selection of vehicle dealers included in the survey component of this study, should 

include a sufficient range of dealers to cover the most common vehicle makes and models 

for each driver and vehicle classification.  

On average, total secondary safety did not differ significantly between male and female 

drivers of the same vehicle type. However, younger female drivers were found to be driving 

vehicles with poorer total secondary safety than their male counterparts and older female 

drivers. 

 Questions contained in the survey should be sufficiently detailed to enable analysis of 

the potential reasons behind these differences in vehicle choice by gender, in particular 

the choices of young female drivers.  

 In selecting potential vehicle dealers to be involved in the study, consideration should be 

given to locations where sufficient numbers of young female consumers, or those 

purchasing vehicle for them, go to buy their vehicles.  

On average, drivers aged under 25 drove a higher proportion of used vehicles (43%) 

compared to drivers aged over 26 years (35%).  

Across all age groups, the average total secondary rating of new vehicles was better than that 

of used vehicles. This result was particularly relevant for younger drivers who drove a higher 

proportion of used vehicles than drivers aged 26 years and over.  

 Both new and used dealerships should be targeted to participate in the survey component 

of this study to ensure that potential differences in the rationale for vehicle purchasing 

decisions between the two groups can be identified.  

 It may also be useful to include questions in the survey of individual vehicle purchasers 

that explore the reasoning behind the purchase of a new rather than used vehicle and vice 

versa.  

On average, metropolitan-based vehicles were found to perform better than non-

metropolitan based vehicles. However, the differences in the distribution of the vehicles by 

crashworthiness, aggressivity and total secondary safety were small.  

Of the vehicles driven by people aged 26 and over, around 53 per cent were acquired a 

vehicle aged five years or less, compared to 40 per cent of vehicles driven by younger 

drivers. 

 The survey to be used in the next phase of the study should be distributed to a range of 

dealerships to ensure coverage of all driver age groups and used vehicles of a variety of 

different ages including 1 year old or less, under 5 years old and older used vehicles.  

Analysis of New South Wales registration data suggested that the most commonly owned 

private vehicles may cover a greater range of sizes than fleet vehicles.  

 The survey component of this study should include vehicle dealers that sell across a 

range of vehicle sizes to ensure the full range of private vehicles is captured. 
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6.2 CONSUMER PURCHASING PROFILE 

Findings from the survey of consumers showed that price and reliability were identified as 

a high priority in the purchase process over and above safety factors. This is contrary to the 

SARAC research findings (Koppel et al., 2005). This finding indicates that unlike the 

Swedish and Spanish consumers who place a high priority on vehicle safety, the importance 

of vehicle safety was not a major priority for Australian drivers at the time this research was 

undertaken.  

 It is important that safety is marketed in a manner that is complementary to these 

findings. This may include advertising that highlights all three factors (safety, price 

& reliability) in one vehicle or alternatively marketing that acknowledges the 

importance of price and reliability while aiming to persuade consumers that safety is 

a more important factor.  

 Explore ways that safety can be promoted to consumers to increase its priority in the 

vehicle purchase process. This could involve investigating previously successful 

strategies used in promoting safety within other health related disciplines as well as 

exploring overseas examples of successful vehicle safety promotion, such as 

strategies used in Sweden.  

ANCAP was found to be a very strong predictor of a safe vehicle purchaser, ranking highly 

as both an important safety indicator, as well as a source for accessing vehicle safety 

information.  

 Exploring factors associated with this ANCAP success may inform best practice for 

the presentation and promotion of other safety information sources.  

Many participants had not heard of the safety factors (UCSR, vehicle aggressivity & 

pedestrian aggressivity) even following their vehicle purchase. These results indicate that 

information/education in this area was not being actively presented by vehicle dealers. It also 

indicates that these consumers were either not actively researching the vehicles they were 

purchasing or that the safety factor information was not presented in a manner that attracted 

the attention of this group of consumers.   

 Vehicle dealers should be encouraged to actively promote these safety factors  

 Increase the availability/visibility of information about these safety 

factors/indicators) across a wide array of markets  

The importance of the safety-related features: driver airbags, ABS, and automatic 

transmission was evident with these features represented in three of the top four purchasing 

priorities before and after the vehicle purchase.  

 Safety features should be promoted in conjunction with the promotion of air 

conditioning 

Knowledge about safety features appeared to be filtering through to consumers as most 

reported having heard about features such as the various types of airbag configurations, seat 

belt reminder systems, and ABS. Amongst the more commonly available safety features, the 

consumer awareness was lowest for alcohol interlocks followed by ESC. Newly evolving 

safety features and those that were, at the time, typically found in the luxury car market (e.g. 

automatic collision notification systems, lane change warning & high intensity discharge 

lights) were commonly unheard of by consumers. This finding is important for recognising 

that, even during their vehicle purchase phase, consumers may not play an active role in 

educating themselves about the safety features available.  
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 Consumers should be encouraged to play an active role in educating themselves 

about safety features when purchasing a vehicle.  

Another key finding was that the safety features had a lower priority in used car purchases 

compared to new car purchases; however, this may also be a reflection of the features 

available within the used car market at the time of this research, especially in cars older than 

ten years.  

 Encourage consumers intending to purchase a used car to seek out cars with as many 

safety features as available within their purchasing range.  

It was difficult to explore the effect of crash experience on participant prioritisation of 

vehicle safety because the majority of this sample had not been involved in a vehicle crash 

or at least not one resulting in injury.  

 Further research should be conducted on a sample of crash involved drivers (with 

varying degrees of injury outcomes) to explore any effects on their prioritisation of 

vehicle safety.    

The factors: age, gender, concern about crash involvement, and sourcing ANCAP ratings 

were found to be significant factors in the identification of a ‘safe vehicle purchaser’ profile. 

Females, participants aged 50 years or older, those with greater levels of concern about being 

involved in a crash, and those who sourced ANCAP information were identified as being 

more likely to place a high priority on a vehicle’s secondary safety features in their vehicle 

purchase.  

The crashworthiness ratings (2011 UCSR) corresponding to the actual used vehicles 

purchased (post-purchase consumer survey) were better than those of the cars the 

participants were intending to purchase (as listed).  

 Further research is warranted to explore whether this result (purchasing vehicles with 

better crashworthiness ratings) is due to consumers gaining insight during their 

purchasing process regarding the importance of safety features or alternatively, 

whether this result is better attributed to the filtering down of safety features 

(introduced several years ago in the more luxury end of the market) into the cheaper 

end of the used car market and therefore being more affordable.  

 Advertisements promoting the availability and affordability of safety features within 

the used car market would support further education of consumers within this sector 

of the market. 

The aggressivity rating of vehicles, that participants intended to purchase compared to those 

that were actually purchased, was fairly consistent except for a shift amongst those who 

aimed to purchase vehicles classified as moderately aggressive to more aggressive. This 

result may a reflection of the continued popularity of the 4WD vehicle market. 

 Continue to educate and encourage consumers in relation to the importance of 

protecting other more vulnerable road users through the purchase of a less 

aggressively rated vehicle over those with a higher aggressivity rating 

The key factors associated with prioritising vehicle safety were found to be: Gender, with 

females more likely to prioritise safety; Age over 35 years, with over 50 years of age found 

to be an even stronger predictor; those who were concerned about being involved in a crash; 

and those who had sourced ANCAP ratings during their purchasing process.   

6.3 VEHICLE DEALERS PROFILE 

Twenty-five percent of vehicle dealers had been employed for less than one year, this may 

be indicative of a high turnover within this industry at the time. Through this high turnover 
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valuable experience and knowledge about vehicle safety may be lost. However; it may have 

the opposite result as newly employed, often younger employees may actively seek the most 

recent information relating to vehicle safety developments to present to consumers.  

 Further research is needed to identify the most common sources from which new 

employees obtain information about vehicle features, especially in relation to safety.  

 Identify staff within dealerships who are responsible for training new staff, so that 

efforts to provide education regarding vehicle safety can target both the new recruits 

and the staff responsible for their training.  

Within this vehicle dealer sample, many of their customers were reportedly in the market to 

upgrade their vehicle, including upgrading for a safer vehicle. The majority of their 

customers were families and businesses. This is not a surprising finding as both these groups 

have a practical need to upgrade (e.g. increasing family size, business fleet upgrades), 

potentially more access to capital, as well as being groups recognised for their increasing 

awareness of the importance of safety features. First vehicle consumers, was one of the least 

common consumer groups. The dealers indicated that first vehicle consumers, which 

typically include novice drivers, place the highest priority on price, followed by aesthetic 

factors.  

 Due to high crash risks associated with novice drivers, further research to explore the 

marketing strategies employed by dealers in relation to promoting the purchase of 

safe vehicles to this group of consumers would be most valuable.  

Exploration of gender influences showed that the majority of sales were to males or couples, 

but that it was generally the female who made the purchasing decision. 

 Promotion and marketing of safety features should place more emphasis on targeting 

females; this could be especially useful for addressing the current trend of younger 

and older females purchasing the smaller less safe vehicles.  

The majority of dealers and their companies viewed vehicle safety as very important and felt 

that the general public were becoming more aware of its importance. The majority of dealers 

reported promoting safety factors and features as a major selling point and were confident 

in their ability to persuade customers to view safety features as important. However, in their 

rankings of the specific factors they promote most frequently, safety factors were ranked in 

the lower end of the list. The most highly promoted feature was in-vehicle DVD system.  

 Further research is need to explore this discrepancy between a vehicle dealer’s notion 

of the importance of vehicle safety but the practice of promoting aesthetic features 

above safety during the sales process.   

The majority of the dealers reported, knowing about most of the safety features of the vehicle 

models they sold, and that ANCAP was the source they most commonly referred to for safety 

related information, UCSR was the least common.  

It appears that the dealers themselves drove safe vehicles with three quarters of them driving 

company cars and only 5% of companies did not have vehicle fleet safety guidelines.  

 This degree of safety afforded to vehicle dealers, through their company’s safe fleets 

and policies, may provide a good source of leverage in encouraging dealers to 

promote safe vehicle purchasing practises to their business customer group.  

 Highlighting the safe fleet policies of their own dealerships may be a successful way 

of encouraging business customers to prioritise vehicle safety within their company.  
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6.4 STUDY LIMITATIONS 

While both the pre- and post-purchase consumer survey results are based on large samples 

with a relatively representative distribution of gender and age, an obvious bias is the online 

dissemination of the questionnaires to people who actively participate in market research for 

payment.  

The dealership results are based on a small participant sample (n=69), the majority of whom 

were from dealerships located in the potentially more affluent bayside and eastern suburbs 

of Melbourne. The results should only be used to provide some insight into the personal 

attitudes of vehicle dealers in relation to the importance of safety features and the priority 

they perceived various consumer groups placed on safety features. Further research is needed 

to explore a larger more representative sample of vehicle dealers, such as a more 

representative coverage of rural area.  

6.5 CONCLUSION 

This study was the first of its kind to explore the importance of vehicle safety for consumers 

of both new and used vehicles from the eastern coast of Australia. Overall, in relation to 

vehicle factors and features, price and other economic factors play a key role in the vehicle 

purchase decision across many consumer groups, with safety playing a more minor role in 

the vehicle choice process. The focus on price is an understandable priority, especially with 

continually rising fuel costs. However, it is interesting to note the importance placed on the 

appearance of vehicles and other aesthetic features across first car consumers, singles and 

couple consumer groups. With the increased availability of cheap, small, less safe vehicles 

but which have the new car aesthetic appeal; road safety advocates face a challenge in 

encouraging a consumer attitude shift from the price, aesthetics focus to that of prioritising 

safety. As has been the trend in Europe, another outcome of prioritising economic factors 

has been a shift towards purchasing motor cycle or scooters, which then presents many other 

safety risks.   

In comparison to previous findings from 2005, which identify that vehicle safety plays a key 

role in the purchasing decisions of Swedish and Spanish private and fleet consumers, it is 

concerning that Australian consumers did not appear to prioritise vehicle safety in their 

purchasing decision when this research was conducted. Whether this has changed in more 

recent times remains to be established. These findings raise the question of whether 

Australian road safety strategies should continue to focus on educating the general public 

about the benefits of purchasing safer vehicles, especially when the focus of this project was 

found to be on price which may become more dominant with increasing financial pressures. 

Alternatively, we could learn from the successes of the Swedish and their adoption of a 

systematic approach. A system which removes the responsibility from that of just an 

individual, placing it in a more inclusive context through viewing road user safety as an 

ethical responsibility that includes transport system designers and government agencies. It 

appears that the challenge of community resistance, often faced when introducing 

countermeasures or legislation within the Australian road user population, is overcome in 

Sweden through the adoption of a more global and ethical attribution of responsibility which 

sees individual road users take their place in the broader safe road system chain.   
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8 APPENDICES 

8.1 APPENDIX A - MOST COMMON VEHICLE MAKES AND 

MODELS BY GENDER
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8.1.1 Table A1.  Most common vehicle makes and models for new and used vehicles by driver age group 

25 and under 26 to 59 60+ 

New  YoM Used YoM New  YoM Used YoM New  YoM Used YoM 

Holden Commodore 

VT/VX 

97-02 Holden 

Commodore 

VS/VR 

93-97 Ford Falcon BA 2-Jul Holden 

Commodore 

VT/VX 

97-02 Toyota Corolla 

120 Series  

  Ford Falcon 

EF/EL 

94-98 

Ford Falcon BA 02-07 Holden 

Commodore 

VT/VX 

97-02 Holden 

Commodore 

VY/VZ 

2-Jul Ford Falcon 

EF/EL 

94-98 Ford Falcon BA 02-07 Ford Others 

  
Mitsubishi CE 

Lancer/Mirage 

>=96 

96-03 Holden 

Commodore 

VN/VP 

89-93 Holden 

Commodore 

VT/VX 

97-02 Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Toyota Camry 

>=98 

98-02 Ford Falcon AU 98-01 

Toyota Corolla 120 

Series 

  Ford Falcon 

EF/EL 

94-98 Toyota Corolla 

120 Series  

  Holden 

Commodore 

VS/VR 

93-97 Ford Falcon AU 98-01 Holden 

Commodore 

VS/VR 

93-97 

Holden Commodore 

VN/VP 

89-93 Mitsubishi CE 

Lancer/Mirage 

>=96 

96-03 Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Holden 

Commodore 

VN/VP 

89-93 Nissan Pulsar N16 

00-05 

00-05 Toyota 

Camry/Apollo 93-

97 

93-97 

Holden Commodore 

VY/VZ 

02-07 Ford Falcon 

EA/EB S1 

88-92 Toyota Camry 

XK36 

  Mitsubishi Magna 

Verada TE-

TJ/KE-KJ 

91-96 Holden 

Commodore 

VT/VX 

97-02 Holden 

Commodore 

VT/VX 

97-02 

Holden Commodore 

VS/VR 

93-97 Toyota Others   Holden Astra TS 98-06 Ford Falcon 

EA/EB S1 

88-92 Ford Falcon 

EF/EL 

94-98 Toyota Others 

  
Nissan Others 

 

  Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Mitsubishi CE 

Lancer/Mirage 

>=96 

96-03 Toyota Others   Toyota Camry 

XK36 

  Ford Falcon 

EA/EB S1 

88-92 

Ford Falcon EF/EL 94-98 Holden Others   Toyota Camry 

>=98 

98-02 Ford Others   Holden Astra TS 98-06 Holden 

Commodore 

VN/VP 

89-93 

Holden Astra TS 98-06 Hyundai Excel 95-

98 

95-00 Nissan Pulsar N16 

00-05 

00-05 Mitsubishi Magna 

Verada TR-

TS/KR-KS 

91-96 Mazda 323/Laser 

99-03 

99-03 Toyota Camry 

>=98 

98-02 
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8.1.2 Table A2.  Most common vehicle makes and models for new and used vehicles by driver age group: males 

25 and under 26 to 59 60+ 

New  YoM Used YoM New  YoM Used YoM New  YoM Used YoM 
Ford Falcon BA 02-07 Holden 

Commodore 
VS/VR 

93-97 Ford Falcon BA 02-07 Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 Ford Falcon BA 02-07 Ford Falcon 
EF/EL 

94-98 

Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 Holden 
Commodore 
VY/VZ 

02-07 Holden 
Commodore 
VS/VR 

93-97 Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Ford Falcon AU 98-02 

Holden 
Commodore 
VN/VP 

89-93 Holden 
Commodore 
VN/VP 

89-93 Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Ford Falcon 
EF/EL 

94-98 Toyota Corolla 
120 Series 

  Ford Others   

Holden 
Commodore 
VS/VR 

93-97 Ford Falcon 
EF/EL 

94-98 Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 

Holden 
Commodore 
VY/VZ 

02-07 Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Toyota Corolla 
120 Series 

  Holden 
Commodore 
VN/VP 

89-93 Toyota Camry 
>=98 

98-02 Ford Falcon 
EA/EB S1 

88-92 

Nissan Others   Ford Falcon 
EA/EB S1 

88-92 Isuzu Others   Toyota Others   Holden 
Commodore 
VS/VR 

93-97 Holden 
Commodore 
VN/VP 

89-93 

Ford Falcon 
EF/EL 

94-98 Toyota Others   Toyota Camry 
XK36 

  Ford Falcon 
EA/EB S1 

88-92 Ford Falcon 
EF/EL 

94-98 Holden 
Commodore 
VS/VR 

93-97 

Toyota Corolla 
120 Series 

  Holden Others   Holden 
Commodore 
VY/VZ UTE 

02-07 Ford Others   Holden 
Commodore 
VY/VZ 

02-07 Toyota 
Camry/Apollo 
93-97 

93-97 

Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Nissan Others   Toyota 
Hiace/Litace 96-
04 

96-04 Ford Falcon BA 02-07 Mitsubishi 
Magna Verada 
TE-TJ/KE-KJ 

96-03 Toyota Camry 
>=98 

98-02 

Mitsubishi CE 
Lancer/Mirage 
>=96 

96-03 Ford Others   Holden Rodeo 
RA 

  Mitsubishi 
Magna Verada 
TE-TJ/KE-KJ 

96-03 Mitsubishi 
Others 

  Toyota Others   
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8.1.3 Table A3.  Most common vehicle makes and models for new and used vehicles by driver age group: females 

25 and under 26 to 59 60+ 

New  YoM Used YoM New  YoM Used YoM New  YoM Used YoM 
Mitsubishi CE 
Lancer/Mirage 
>=96 

96-03 Mitsubishi CE 
Lancer/Mirage 
>=96 

96-03 Toyota Corolla 
120 Series 

  Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 Toyota Corolla 
120 Series 

  Toyota Corolla 
90-93 / Nova 88-
93 

89-93 

Holden AstraTS 98-06 Hyundai Excel 
95-98 

95-00 Holden 
Commodore 
VY/VZ 

02-07 Ford Falcon 
EF/EL 

94-98 Holden Astra TS 98-06 Toyota Corolla 
94-98 / Nova 95 
on 

94-

97 

Toyota Corolla 
120 Series 

  Holden 
Commodore 
VS/VR 

93-97 Ford Falcon BA 03-07 Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Nissan Pulsar 
N16 00-05 

00-05 Holden 
Commodore 
VS/VR 

93-97 

Hyundai Excel 
95-98 

95-00 Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 Holden 
Commodore 
VS/VR 

93-97 Toyota Camry 
>=98 

03-07 Toyota 
Camry/Apollo 
93-97 

93-97 

Toyota Echo 99-05 Holden 
Commodore 
VN/VP 

89-93 Holden AstraTS 98-06 Mitsubishi 
Magna/Verada 
TE-TJ/KE-KJ 

96-03 Mazda 323 / 
Laser 99-03 

99-03 Ford Others   

Holden 
Commodore 
VT/VX 

97-02 Toyota Corolla 
90-93 / Nova 88-
93 

89-93 Ford Falcon AU 98-02 Holden 
Commodore 
VN/VP 

89-93 Mitsubishi CE 
Lancer/Mirage 
>=96 

96-03 Ford Falcon 
EF/EL 

94-98 

Mazda 3 03-07 Mitsubishi 
Magna/Verada 
TR-TS/KR-KS 

91-96 Mitsubishi CE 
Lancer/Mirage 
>=96 

96-03 Mitsubishi 
Magna/Verada 
TR-TS/KR-KS 

91-96 Toyota Corolla 
90-93 / Nova 88-
93 

89-93 Toyota Others 

  
Holden Barina 
XC 

  Holden Others   Toyota Camry 
XK36 

  Toyota 
Camry/Apollo 
88-92 

88-92 Toyota Corolla 
94-98 / Nova 95 
on 

94-97 Holden Others   

Holden 
Commodore 
VY/VZ 

02-07 Toyota others   Mazda 3 03-07 Toyota Camry 
>=98 

98-02 Hyundai Excel 
95-98 

95-00 Hyundai Excel 
95-98 

95-00 
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8.2 APPENDIX B - SWEDISH ROAD SAFETY ACTIVITY AND YEAR OF 

INTRODUCTION. 

 

Year  Road safety activity 

1972 Differentiated speed limits 

1975 Mandatory seat belt use by front seat occupants in passenger cars 

 Motor cycle helmet 

1976 Driving test for motor cycle 

 School transport sign 

1977 Daytime running lights 

 Random breath tests allowed 

1978 Moped helmet 

1979 Cycle light in nighttime (not needed in daylight) 

1980 Vehicle width allowed from 2.5 to 2.6 metre 

 Campaign: " The accident risk is highest in x-county" 

1981 Driving practice allowed on motorways. 

 
New 30 km/h-sign as recommended speed in areas with the speed limit of 50 km/h as a warning for 
"speed humps, etc." 

 Campaign: "Children in traffic". 

1982 All slow moving vehicles shall have a warning sign. 

 Traffic Safety Official Report 1982. Qualitative target for the traffic safety work. 

 Campaign "Soft Children. Hard Cars". 

 New driving licence system 

 Traffic Safety Proposal refused 

1983 Mandatory use of seat belt in front passenger seat of taxi 

1984 C-certificate instead of B-certificate for heavy lorries (460,000 new licences) 

 Campaign: " Alcohol and traffic". 

1985 Campaign: "School and Traffic " 

1986 New traffic rules: 

 1) road shoulder driving allowed,  

 2) priority to secondary traffic merging into motorways,  

 3) reflectors on cycles (front, back and in the wheels) etc. 

 Campaign: " Seat belt in back seat" 

 Mandatory use of seat belt of adults in the back seat 

1987 The first traffic safety programme to the government for three years 

 Campaign: "Slow down". Speed fines increased. 

1988 Mandatory use of restraint system for children. 

 Prohibition to produce, have, give or use radar indicators 

1989 Speed limit of 110 km/h reduced to 90 km/h during the summer. 90 km/h 

 after the summer on motorways around the big cities. 

1990 New driver licence. New theory test has to be passed before the driving test. 

 The licence is provisional the first two years. 

 The limit for drinking and driving is lowered from 0.05 to 0.02% blood alcohol content. 

 Trials with automatic speed enforcement starts 

 Tyre pattern 1.6 mm  
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Year  Road safety activity 

 Taxation change and increased fuel price. 

1991 Certificate of fitness for drunken drivers with more than 0.15 percent 

1992 110 km/h on all motorways. The trial with automatic speed enforcement is finished. 

1993 
The Road Safety Office disappears and the Swedish National Road Administration is now responsible 
for the traffic safety. 

 Driving practise from 16 years of age 

1994 New law for drunken driving. Limit for serious intoxicated 0.10 percent 

 Number of random breath tests doubled 

 Laser instrument introduced for speed limit enforcement 

 The National Traffic Safety Programme for 1995-2000. Less than 400 killed 2000 

1995 Speed limit for passenger cars with trailer and heavy lorries increased from 70 to 80 km/h 

 Increased fuel price 

 Steel wire barrier in the median of motorways 

1996 The "Zero Vision" presented 

 Airbag "standard" on new passenger cars 

 The length of lorries from 24 to 25.25 metres 

1997 Some roads will have reduced speed limit from 110 to 90 km/h 

 The "Vision Zero" is taken by the Parliament 

1998 Steel wire barriers in the roadside are introduced 

 Local communities got the right to decide on the speed limit of 30 km/h 

 The first 3-lane road with a middle steel wire barrier is open 

1999 Seat belt law expanded to taxi drivers and lorry occupants if seat belts are installed. 

 Winter tyres mandatory at winter conditions, December to March 

 Trials with winter speed limits, 110 to 90 km/h and 90 to 70 km/h 

2000 Some winter speed limits were kept 

 High fuel price at the end of 2000 

 Priority for pedestrians on pedestrian (zebra) crossings. Decreased number of pedestrian  

 

(Sourced from Koornstra, Lynam, Nilsson, Noordzij, Petterson, Wegman, & Wouters, 2002) 
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8.3 APPENDIX C - PRE PURCHASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Private Vehicle Pre - Purchase Survey 

Please answer the following questions about the vehicle you plan to purchase.  

1. When do you intend to purchase a vehicle?  

□ in the next couple of weeks  □ within a month  □ within two months  □ Unsure 

 

Other (please specify)  _____________________________________________________ 

2. Do you intend to buy a:   

□ new car  □ used car 

(b)   IF YOU INTEND TO BUY A USED CAR, what age of car are you looking for? 

□ 1-2 years   □ 3-4 years        □ 5-6 years        □ 7-8 years  □ 8 years or older 

 

3. (a) Will you be the main decision maker or a joint decision maker when deciding which 
vehicle to purchase? 

□ Main  □ Joint  □ NOT a decision maker □ Unsure 

 

(b)  IF JOINT DECISION MAKER, who else will make the decision about this vehicle with 
you? 

□ Spouse/partner  □ Child  □ Parent or sibling  □ Friend   □ 
Employer 

Other (please specify)  

 _____________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. (a) Do you already have a particular vehicle make and/or model in mind that you would 
like to purchase or are you still exploring vehicle options? 

□ No  I don’t have a particular vehicle in mind (skip to question 5)  

□ Yes I do have a particular vehicle I am keen to purchase 

(b) IF YES, what make and model is the vehicle you intend to purchase? 

 

Make (e.g. Holden, Ford) 
_________________________________________________________________ 

ID CODE: 
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Model (e.g. Astra, Lancer) 
________________________________________________________________ 

 

Variant/trim if known (e.g., CDX, Omega, Executive, Calais) _________________________  

or      Unsure  

 

(c)  IF YES, what are the main features that interest you in this vehicle? 

1._______________________________________________________________________ 

2._______________________________________________________________________ 

3._______________________________________________________________________ 

 

5. How long do you plan to own this vehicle? 
 
_______________________________________ years 

 

6. Will you be the main driver of this vehicle? 

□ Yes  □ No   □ Shared equally 

Other (please specify) 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 What are the main reasons for purchasing this vehicle? 

Please rank from the order of importance with ‘1’ being ‘most important’. If not considered 
relevant to your decision place a zero in the box. 

 
Business purposes  Environmental reasons 

 
First vehicle  More suitable vehicle (e.g. for children) 

 
Purchasing for someone else  Replacing an old vehicle 

 
Replacing another mode of 
transport 

 Replacing a vehicle damaged in a crash 

 
Safer vehicle  Upgrading 

 
Other (Please explain)
 _____________________________________________________________ 
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7. What sources of information do you think you will use when purchasing this vehicle? 
Please rank in order of intended use with ‘1’ being ‘the most information.  If you do not intend 
to use source for information place a zero in the box. 

 

 
Australasian New Car Assessment 
Program Rating (ANCAP) 

 Green Vehicle Guide 

 
Motor magazines  RACV website 

 
Specialised motoring newspaper sections  TAC How Safe is My Car? 

 
Vehicle dealership  Vehicle manufacturer website 

 
Word of mouth (family/friend)  Word of mouth (professional, 

technical, mechanical) 

 
Other (Please explain)
 _____________________________________________________________ 

 

8. List the three most important factors when deciding which vehicle to purchase (e.g. 
price, safety, size, environmentally friendly) 

Please list the most important factor first 

1._______________________________________________________________________ 

 

2._______________________________________________________________________ 

 

3._______________________________________________________________________ 
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9. The following questions should be answered on the table below 
 

(a) What FACTORS will be a priority in your vehicle choice? 

Please tick – high priority, medium priority, low priority or haven’t heard of this feature. 

 

(b) AND for the factors that you rate 'high', please rank in order from highest (1) to 

lowest priority 

Record your responses on the table, and start at ‘1’ for your highest priority. 

 

 
High Medium Low 

Haven’t 
heard 
of this 

ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE 

2. Added extras (GPS, stereo etc) 3.  4.  5.  6.   

ANCAP ratings 
     

Comfort      

Country of manufacturer      

Environmentally friendly (green)      

Fuel efficiency      

Functionality (towing, off-road etc)      

Pedestrian aggressivity rating 

How aggressive the car is to pedestrians in 
the event of a crash. 

     

Performance (power / handling)      

Purchase price      

Reliability      
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Reputation of make/model      

Re-sale value      

Running costs      

Style/look/colour      

Used car safety rating      

Vehicle aggressivity rating  

How aggressive the car is to vehicle 
occupants in the event of a crash. 

     

Vehicle size      

Vehicle type      

Warranty and service plans      

 

 

 

 

 

10. The following questions should be answered on the table below 

 

(a) What FEATURES will be a priority in your vehicle choice? 

Please tick – high priority, medium priority, low priority or haven’t heard of this feature. 

 

(b) AND for the factors that you rate 'high', please rank in order from highest (1) to lowest 

priority 

Record your responses on the table, and start at ‘1’ for your highest priority. 

 

(c) AND which of the features would you consider purchasing for additional costs? 
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Record you responses on the table – tick for yes, leave blank for no. 

 

 High 

priority 

Medium 

priority 

Low 

priority 

Haven’t 
heard 
of this  

RANK  

(ORDER OF 

IMPORTANCE) 

EXTRA 
COST 

() 

Active head restraints       

Advanced braking systems (ABS)       

Air conditioning       

Added extras (bluetooth, leather  etc)       

Alcohol ignition interlocks       

Anti-theft devices / alarms       

Automatic braking       

Automatic collision notification 
systems 

      

Automatic transmission       

Body kit (spoiler, wheels etc)       

Car stereo system (MP3 player etc)       

Cruise control       

Cruise control with frontal 
distance warning 

      

Curtain airbags       

Driver airbag       

DVD/Video systems       

Following distance sensor       

 

            CONTINUED ON 
NEXT PAGE.  
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 High 

priority 

Medium 

priority 

Low 

priority 

Haven’t 
heard 
of this  

RANK  

(ORDER OF 

IMPORTANCE) 

EXTRA 
COST 

() 

Front passenger airbag       

High intensity discharge 
headlight 

      

Lane change warning device       

Parking assistance/reversing 
sensor 

      

Power windows/mirrors       

GPS       

Seatbelt reminder systems       

Seat belt tensioners       

Speed alert       

Side airbags       

Stability control systems (ESC)       

Three-point belt in the centre 
rear seat 

      

Vehicle specific child restraints       

Window tinting       

 

11. Please list three factors each that you believe make vehicles SAFE, COMFORTABLE, 
ECONOMICAL and ENVIRONMENTALLY FRIENDLY: 

Please list the most important factor first 

 1 2 3 

SAFE    

COMFORTABLE    

ECONOMICAL    

ENVIRONMENTALLY 
FRIENDLY 
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Demographic Information 

 

12. Age (in years) _________________________________  
 

13. Gender  □  Male            □  Female 

 

14. Marital Status  □ Never married      □ Widowed      □ Divorced     □ Separated     □ 
Married 

 

15. How many dependent children live in your household?  ___________________  
 

16. What is your highest educational level? 

□ Did not complete Year 12   □ Trade Certificate/Associate Diploma  

□ Year 12 or equivalent   □ Tertiary degree  

□ Other (please explain)  _____________________________________________  

 

17. What is your current yearly household income? 

□ Under $20,000     □  $60,001 - $70,000 

□ $20,001 - $30,000     □ $70,001 - $80,000 

□ $30,001 - $40,000    □  $80,001 - $90,000 

□ $40,001 - $50,000     □  $90,001 - $100 000 

□  $50,001 - $60,000    □ Over $100,000 
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18. On average, how many kilometres will the car you’re purchasing be driven per year? 

□ Less than 10,000    □ 25,001 - 30,000  

□10,001 - 15,000    □ 30,001 - 35,001 

□ 15,001 - 20,000   □ 35,001 - 40,000 

□ 20,001 - 25,500    □ More than 40,001 

 

19. What is your country of birth?  ________________________________ ______ 
 

IF NOT AUSTRALIA, how many years have you lived in Australia? ________  

 
20. What is your home postcode?  _______________________________________  

 

 

Thank you for your participation. 

 

FUTURE RESEARCH 

If you would like to be contacted to participate in a follow-up questionnaire after you have purchased 
your new vehicle, please leave your contact details below. Your details will be securely stored, only 
available to the immediate research team and destroyed after completion of this study. 

Name:  ____________________________________________________________________  

Contact telephone number: ____________________________________________________  

Email address ______________________________________________________________  

 

I consent to being contacted by a researcher at the Monash University Accident Research Centre about 
completing the final follow-up questionnaire in this Consumer Choice Vehicle Study         

□ Yes □  No 

I consent to make myself available for a further interview if required.  □  Yes □  No 

Signed: ___________________________________________________________________  

Date:  _____________________________________________________________________  
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8.4 APPENDIX D - POST PURCHASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Private Vehicle Post-purchase Survey  

Please answer the following questions about your recent vehicle purchase. 

 

1. What vehicle make and model did you recently purchase? 
 

(a) Make (e.g. Holden, Ford) 
_________________________________________________________________ 

 

(b) Model (e.g. Astra, Lancer) 
________________________________________________________________ 

 

(c) Variant/trim if known (e.g., CDX, Omega, Executive, Calais) _________________________  

or      Unsure  

 

(d) What year was your vehicle produced?  ____________________  
 

 

2. When did you purchase this vehicle?  

□ 1 week ago   □ 2 weeks ago  □ 3 weeks ago  

□ 1 month ago   □  2 months ago    □  3 months ago 

 

Other (please specify):  ________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 

 

3. Were you the main decision maker or a joint decision maker when selecting this 
vehicle? 

□ Main  □ Joint  □ NOT a decision maker 

 

 

(b)  IF JOINT DECISION MAKER, who else made the decision about this vehicle with you? 

ID CODE: 
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□ Spouse/partner  □ Child  □ Parent or sibling  □ Friend   □ 
Employer 

 

Other (please specify):  ________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 

 

4. Did you buy a:   

□ New car  □ Used car 

 

 

5. How long do you plan to own this vehicle?  __________________________  years 
 

 

6. Will you be the main driver of this vehicle? 

□ Yes  □ No   □ Shared equally 

 

Other (please specify):  ________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  
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7. What were the main reasons for purchasing this vehicle? 
Please rank from the order of importance with ‘1’ being ‘most important’. If not considered 
relevant to your decision place a zero in the box. 

 

 Business purposes  Environmental reasons 

 First vehicle  More suitable vehicle (e.g. for children) 

 Purchasing for someone else  Replacing an old vehicle 

 Replacing another mode of transport  
Replacing a vehicle damaged in a 
crash 

 Safer vehicle  Upgrading 

 Other (Please explain): 

 

 

 

8. What sources of information did you use when purchasing this vehicle? 
Please rank in order of use with ‘1’ being ‘the most information.  If you did not use a source for 
information place a zero in the box. 

 

 Australasian New Car Assessment 
Program Rating (ANCAP) 

 Green Vehicle Guide 

 
Motor magazines  RACV website 

 Specialised motoring newspaper 
sections 

 TAC How Safe is My Car? 

 
Vehicle dealership  Vehicle manufacturer website 

 
Word of mouth (family/friend)  Word of mouth (professional, 

technical, mechanical) 

 Other (Please explain): 

 

 

(b) Which of the above was most valuable when deciding which vehicle to purchase? 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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9. List the three most important factors when deciding which vehicle to purchase (e.g. 
price, safety, size, environmentally friendly) Please list the most important factor first 

 

1._______________________________________________________________________ 

 

2._______________________________________________________________________ 

 

3._______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

10. The following questions should be answered on the table below 
 

(a) What FACTORS were a priority in your vehicle choice? 

Please tick – high priority, medium priority, low priority or haven’t heard of this feature. 

 

(b) AND for the factors that you rate 'high', please rank in order from highest (1) to 

lowest priority 

Record your responses on the table, and start at ‘1’ for your highest priority. 

 

 High Medium Low Haven’t 
heard 
of this  

ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE 

7. Added extras (GPS, stereo etc)  8.  9.  10.   

ANCAP ratings      

Comfort      

Country of manufacturer      

Environmentally friendly (green)      
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Fuel efficiency      

Functionality (towing, off-road etc)      

Pedestrian aggressivity rating 

How aggressive the car is to pedestrians in the 
event of a crash. 

     

Performance (power / handling)      

Purchase price      

Reliability      

Reputation of make/model      

Re-sale value      

Running costs      

Style/look/colour      

Used car safety rating      

Vehicle aggressivity rating  

How aggressive the car is to vehicle occupants 
in the event of a crash. 

     

Vehicle size      

Vehicle type      

Warranty and service plans      

 

 

 

 

 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    



110 MONASH UNIVERSITY ACCIDENT RESEARCH CENTRE 

11. The following questions should be answered on the table below 

 

(a) What FEATURES were a priority in your vehicle choice? 

Please tick – high priority, medium priority, low priority or haven’t heard of this feature. 

 

(b) AND for the factors that you rate 'high', please rank in order from highest (1) to lowest 

priority 

Record your responses on the table, and start at ‘1’ for your highest priority. 

 

(c) AND did you purchase any of these features FOR ADDITIONAL COST? 

Record you responses on the table – tick for yes, leave blank for no. 

 

 High 

priority 

Medium 

priority 

Low 

priority 

Haven’t 
heard 
of this  

RANK  

(ORDER OF 

IMPORTANCE) 

EXTRA 
COST 

() 

Active head restraints       

Advanced braking systems (ABS)       

Air conditioning       

Added extras (bluetooth, leather  etc)       

Alcohol ignition interlocks       

Anti-theft devices / alarms       

Automatic braking       

Automatic collision notification 
systems 

      

Automatic transmission       

Body kit (spoiler, wheels etc)       

Car stereo system (MP3 player etc)       

Cruise control       
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Cruise control with frontal 
distance warning 

      

Curtain airbags       

Driver airbag       

DVD/Video systems       

Following distance sensor       

 

            CONTINUED ON 
NEXT PAGE.  
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 High 

priority 

Medium 

priority 

Low 

priority 

Haven’t 
heard 
of this  

RANK  

(ORDER OF 

IMPORTANCE) 

EXTRA 
COST 

() 

Front passenger airbag       

High intensity discharge 
headlight 

      

Lane change warning device       

Parking assistance/reversing 
sensor 

      

Power windows/mirrors       

GPS       

Seatbelt reminder systems       

Seat belt tensioners       

Speed alert       

Side airbags       

Stability control systems (ESC)       

Three-point belt in the centre 
rear seat 

      

Vehicle specific child restraints       

Window tinting       

 

12. Please list three factors each that you believe make vehicles SAFE, COMFORTABLE, 
ECONOMICAL and ENVIRONMENTALLY FRIENDLY: 
Please list the most important factor first 

 

 1 2 3 

SAFE    

COMFORTABLE    

ECONOMICAL    

ENVIRONMENTALLY 
FRIENDLY 
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13. When you first set out to purchase your vehicle did you have a particular make and 
model in mind? 

□ Yes  □ No 

 

 

(b) IF YES, did you end up purchasing the make and model you had in mind or did you 
purchase another make or model? 

□ Yes I purchased the make and model I had in mind (skip to question 14) 

□ No I purchased a different make and model  

 

 

(c) If you purchased a different make and model, why did you change your mind? 

  ________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________  

  ________________________________________________________________  

 

 

14. Did you consider any other vehicles? 

□ Yes  □ No 
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(b) IF YES, why did you select your current vehicle in preference to the other vehicles? 

  ___________________________________________________________________  

  ___________________________________________________________________  

  ___________________________________________________________________  

  ___________________________________________________________________  

  ___________________________________________________________________  

 

 

15. How much influence do you think the sales person had in your vehicle choice? 

□ A lot of influence  □ Some influence     □ Not much influence □ No influence        

□ Unsure 

 

 

16. Did the salesperson promote any factors to you? 
 Please rank in order with ‘1’ being the factor the sales person promoted the most.  Ff they did 
not promote a particular factor place a zero in the box. 
 
 

 
Added extras (e.g. metallic paint)  Comfort 

 
Economy (e.g. fuel efficiency etc)  Environmentally friendly  

 
Price  Safety 

 
Other (Please explain) 
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17. To what extent did environmental friendliness affect your choice of car? 
Choose the alternative that best describes your choice. 

 

□ I only considered environmentally friendly vehicles from the start 

□ I chose the type of vehicle I wanted first, then made sure the specific make/model was 
the most environmentally friendly option 

□ I believe all new vehicles are environmentally friendly, so I concentrated on other 
factors in selecting the vehicle 

□ I did not consider the environmentally friendliness of the vehicle at all 

□ I would have considered environmentally friendliness however there was not an 
environmentally friendly option available  

□ I would have considered environmentally friendliness but it was too expensive 

□ Other (please specify) 

 

 

 

18. How environmentally friendly do you think that your new vehicle is compared to the 
average cars on the road? 

□ More than average       □ About average    □ Less than average        □ Not sure 

 

 

(b) Please describe why you consider your new vehicle to be more, less or average in 
environmental friendliness. 

 

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________   
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19. To what extent did safety influence your choice of car? 

Choose the alternative that best describes your choice. 

 

□ I only considered safe vehicles from the start 

□ I chose the type of vehicle I wanted first, then made sure the specific make/model 
was the safest type 

□ I believe all new vehicles are safe, so I concentrated on other factors in selecting the 
vehicle 

□ I did not consider the safety of the vehicle at all 

□ I would have considered safety however there was not safe option available 

□ I would have considered safety but it was too expensive 

□ Other (please specify) 

 

 

20. How safe do you think that your new vehicle is compared to the average cars on the 
road? 

□ More than average       □ About average    □ Less than average        □ Not sure 

 

 

(c) Please describe why you consider your new vehicle to be more, less or average in 
safety. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

21. Were there any safety options that were available as optional extras that you did not 
purchase?  
For example, features to help prevent a crash or to protect you in the case of a crash. 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Unsure 
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 (b) IF YES, please list these safety options and your reasons for not purchasing them. 

 

Optional extra not 
purchased 

Too 
expensive 

() 

Considered 
unnecessary 

() 

Preferred 
other 

options 

() 

Other (please state) 

     

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

22. Do you have any other comments/information you would like to add regarding your 
recent vehicle purchase?  
 
 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  

 ___________________________________________________________________  
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Motor Vehicle Crashes 

 

23. Have you been involved in any motor vehicle crashes in the last three years? 

□ Yes  □ No 

(b) IF YES, how many?  _________________________________________________ 

 

      (c) IF YES, did the crash result in: (select as many alternatives as appropriate) 

□ The vehicle being towed away 

□ No injuries to any occupants in your motor vehicle 

□ Minor injuries (i.e. not hospitalised) to an occupant in your motor vehicle? 

□ Serious injuries (i.e. hospitalised) or fatal to an occupant in your motor vehicle? 

□ Other (please specify) 

 

 

 

24. Have you incurred any traffic infringements in the past three years (other than parking 
fines)? 

□ Yes  □ No 

 

 

(b) IF YES, how many?  _________________________________________________ 
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(c) IF YES, please list the traffic infringements that you have incurred: (please list the 
number of each). 

 
Culpable driving  Drink driving  

 
Failing to give way or stop  Not wearing a seatbelt 

 
Red light running  Speeding   

 
Other (Please explain): 

 

 

25. How concerned are you about the possibility of being in a motor vehicle crash?  
       Please circle appropriate response ranging from not at all concerned (1) to very concerned (5). 

Not at all 
concerned 

 Very concerned 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

26. To what extent do you feel that you are able to protect yourself and your family from a 
motor vehicle crash?  
Please circle appropriate response ranging from ‘I can’t do much’ (1) to ‘I can do a lot’ (5). 
 

 

I can’t do  

much 

 I can do  

a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

    

 

 

Thank you for your time and effort in participating in our 
research.  

It is greatly appreciated. 
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8.5 APPENDIX E - DEALER SURVEY 
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Vehicle Dealers Survey 

 

1. Dealership brand ____________________________________________ 

2. Postcode of dealership _____________________________________ 
 
 

3. Years employed as vehicle dealer ______________________________ 

4. Age ________________________________years 

5. Gender  □  Male            □  Female 

6. Employment status: □ Full-time    □ Part-time    □ Casual      □ Other:-

______________________ 

 

 

7. What do you think are the main reasons for your customers buying a new vehicle? 
Please rank in order with ‘1’ being the most common reason. If not relevant place a zero in the 
box. 

 

 

Business  Buying for someone else 

 

Environmental reasons  First car 

 

More suitable car (e.g. for children)  Replacing a damaged car 

 

Safer car  Upgrading 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

ID CODE: 
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8. Do you ever use the following sources for information about vehicle safety? 
 

 Australasian New Car Assessment 
Program Rating (ANCAP) 

 Green Vehicle Guide 

 Motor magazines  RACV website 

 Specialised motoring newspaper sections  TAC How Safe is My Car?  

 Vehicle dealership  Vehicle manufacturer website  

 Word of mouth (family/friend)  Word of mouth (professional, 
technical, mechanical) 

 Other (Please explain) 

 _____________________________________________________________ 

 

  

 

 

 

9. What factors do you promote when you sell a car? 
 

 NEVER SOMETIMES OFTEN NEVER 
HEARD OF 

11. Added extras (GPS, stereo etc) 12.  13.  14.  15.  

ANCAP ratings     

Comfort     

Environmentally friendly      

Fuel efficiency     

Functionality (towing, number of seats, ute)     

Pedestrian  aggressivity rating 

How aggressive the car is to pedestrians in the 
event of a crash. 
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Performance (power / handling)     

Purchase price     

Reliability     

Reputation of make     

Reputation of model     

Re-sale value     

Running costs     

Style/look/colour     

Used car safety rating     

Vehicle aggressivity rating  

How aggressive the car is to vehicle occupants in 
the event of a crash. 

    

Vehicle size     

Vehicle type     

Warranty and service plans     
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10. What features do you promote when you sell a car? 
 

 NEVER SOMETIMES OFTEN NEVER 
HEARD OF 

Active head restraints 
    

Advanced braking systems (ABS) 
    

Air conditioning 
    

Anti-theft devices / alarms 
    

Automatic collision notification 
systems 

    

Automatic transmission 
    

Body kit (spoiler, wheels etc) 
    

Car stereo system  
    

Cruise control 
    

Curtain airbags 
    

Driver airbag 
    

DVD/Video systems 
    

Emergency brake assist 
    

Front passenger airbag 
    

High intensity discharge (HID) 
headlight  

    

Lane change warning device 
    

Parking assistance/reversing 
sensor 
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Power windows/mirrors 
    

GPS / SatNav 
    

Seatbelt reminder systems 
    

Seat belt pre-tensioners 
    

Speed alert 
    

Side airbags 
    

Stability control systems (ESC) 
    

Three-point belt in the centre 
rear seat 

    

Vehicle specific child restraints 
    

Window tinting 
    

 

 

 

11. What type of customers do you sell to? Please answer on the table below 
 

(a) What percentage of your sales do these customers represent? 

 

(b) AND what is the most important feature for these customers? 

     (e.g. students = 10% of customers, price most important feature) 

 

 

 
Customer group 

% of your 
sales 

Most important feature for these 
customers 

1 Families   
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2 Business   

3 Retirees   

4 First car consumers   

5 Couples (no kids)   

6 Singles   

7 Other (list) 

__________________ 

  

 

 

 

12. Overall do you sell more vehicles to:  

□ Males        □ Females    □ About equal        □ Unsure 

 
 

13. If a couple are buying a car who usually makes the final decision about the vehicle? 

□ Male        □ Female    □ About equal        □ Unsure 

 
 

14. If you are selling a vehicle to a couple who do you usually “pitch” your sale to? 

□ Males       □ Female    □ About equal        □ Unsure 
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ENVIRONMENTALLY FRIENDLY FEATURES 

 

15. How important do you think environmentally friendly features are? Please circle below 
 

 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Unsure Unimportant 
Very 

unimportant 

 

 

16. How important does your company think environmentally friendly features are? Please circle 
below 

 
 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Unsure Unimportant 
Very 

unimportant 

 

 

 

 

17. What percentage of your customers think environmentally friendly features are a ‘top 
priority’?  

 

________________%  

 

 

 

18. Do you think that public attitudes to environmentally friendly cars are changing? 
 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Unsure     
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19. Do you promote environmentally friendly features to all customers? 
 

□ All customers 

□ Some customers 

□ Only when requested 

□ Never 

 

 

 

20. Do you use environmentally friendly features as a major selling point? 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Unsure     

 
 

 

21. Do you think a customer can be persuaded towards being more concerned about 
environmentally friendly features? 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Unsure     

 

 

 

SAFETY FEATURES 

 

22. How important do you think safety features are? Please circle below 
 

 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Unsure Unimportant 
Very 

unimportant 
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23. How important does your company think safety features are? Please circle below 

 
 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Unsure Unimportant 
Very 

unimportant 

 

 

 

24. What percentage of your customers think safety features are a top priority?  
 

________________%  

 

 

25. Do you think that public attitudes to safety features are changing? 
 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Unsure     

 
 
 

 

26. Do you promote safety features to all customers? 
27.  

 

□ All customers 

□ Some customers 

□ Only when requested 

□ Never 
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28. Do you use safety features as a major selling point? 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Unsure     

 
 

 

29. Do you think a customer can be persuaded towards being more concerned about safety 
features? 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Unsure     

 
 

(b) IF YES, How often are you successful in encouraging customers to purchase 
vehicles with extra safety features?  

□ Often  □ Sometimes     □ Never     □ I do not try     

 
 
 
 

 

30. Please list three factors each that you believe make vehicles SAFE, COMFORTABLE, 
ECONOMICAL and ENVIRONMENTALLY FRIENDLY: Please list the most important factor first. 

 
 

 1  

 

2 3 

 

SAFE 

 

   

COMFORTABLE 

 

   

ECONOMICAL 

 

   

ENVIRONMENTALLY 
FRIENDLY 

   

 

  

 

31. Does your dealership sell:  

□ New cars only □ Used cars only □ Both new and used cars 
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32. Do you sell new and used cars using different techniques? 
 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Don’t sell both new and used cars    

 

 

 

33. Do you know about all the safety features for the models you are currently marketing? 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Most but not all        □ Unsure     

 

 

 

34. Please answer the following questions on the table below: 
 
(a) Have you heard about these safety features and how they work? 
       Please tick each feature that you know about. 

 

(b) AND, rate your technical knowledge of these features 
       Please rate in the right hand column, where ‘1’ is no knowledge at all and ‘10’ is excellent 
knowledge. 

 
 

 
Feature 

 
Heard of this 

feature 
 
 

 
Technical knowledge 

 
1= none, 10= excellent 

Anti-lock braking system 
  

Airbags 
  

Electronic stability control 
  

Emergency brake assist 
  

Lane veering detection 
  

Seat-belt load limiters 
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35. Do you drive company / fleet vehicles? 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Unsure     

 

 

36. Does your dealership have safety guidelines for the fleet vehicles that you drive?  
For example, don’t use a mobile phone while driving, you must wear a seat-belt etc. 

□ Yes  □ No  □ Unsure     

 
 

 

 

Thank you! 
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8.6 APPENDIX F - CONSUMER RESULTS 

8.6.1 Table AF. 1- Percentage distribution of participants who rated the following 

features as high priority in the POST vehicle purchase survey by age group. (The 

safety related features are highlighted in grey) 

  

FEATURES 18-34 35-49 50+ 

Total percentage of 

participants rating 

feature as high priority 

Air conditioning 21.7 22.4 23.1 67.1 

Driver airbags 16.4 17.4 19.5 53.2 

Automatic transmission 14.7 13.9 19.5 48.0 

ABS 14.8 15.2 17.7 47.6 

Front passenger airbags 13.9 16.0 17.5 47.3 

Power Windows/mirrors 9.8 9.6 12.1 31.4 

Side airbags 9.6 10.6 10.4 30.5 

Curtain airbag 9.6 9.9 10.7 30.1 

Cruise control 8.1 8.9 11.4 28.3 

ESC 7.4 9.2 9.7 26.2 

Alarm 7.6 7.4 9.3 24.3 

Automatic braking 7.1 6.6 9.2 22.9 

Window Tinting 6.7 7.1 8.8 22.6 

Seatbelt tensioners 5.8 5.9 6.7 18.4 

Specific child restraints 8.1 5.2 4.9 18.2 

Stereo 7.6 6.1 3.2 16.9 

Rear seat 3pt seatbelt 5.9 6.4 4.6 16.9 

Seatbelt reminder 4.3 4.3 6.2 14.8 

Parking assistance 5.0 4.1 5.6 14.7 

Added extras 4.6 5.0 4.7 14.3 

Speed Alert 4.5 4.2 5.0 13.7 

Active head restraints 5.8 3.3 3.9 13.0 

GPS 4.4 3.2 3.6 11.2 

Auto collision notification system 3.8 3.6 3.2 10.6 

High intensity discharge lights 4.4 2.9 2.2 9.5 

Frontal distance warning device 3.5 3.1 1.7 8.3 

Lane change warning device 3.5 2.1 2.5 8.1 

Body kit 3.6 2.3 1.5 7.4 

DVD 3.0 2.2 2.1 7.3 

Following distance sensor 2.8 2.4 1.8 7.0 

Alcohol interlock 2.6 1.0 0.4 4.0 
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Figure AF. 1 Priority of features after purchasing new vehicle 
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Figure AF. 2 Priority of features after purchasing used vehicle 
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Figure AG. 1 Frequency with which features are promoted by car dealers to prospective purchasers 
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