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In Amerlca, w1th the’ advent of tpe'automoblle, a‘plethora‘

- 0 - . B

- - f" of anc111ary 1ndustr1es was spawned a v1rtua1 car cult‘ure.1 o
The root beer and hamburger'stands_and biliboards that populate _ B

’ [}

-
.

.the highways =- in fact,;even’the_highways as we now know them -= ‘f
came about in large partaas a’reSponse by business to tap the .
'.C‘ . f‘) . - , L

., . s,
mobile consumer's‘wallet- "In. addltlon to those noted above, . .

. - ¢ ¢ ’ * !
'; : ther 1ndustr1es developed later, once the car became more than .
. “ Tt . . . * , ‘ 4 .

. s1mp1y a mode of traqsportatlon. Thus we saw the rise of custom

car shops, the1r parts supp11er57 and mechanlcs/artlsts who .
bullt and sgrvrced the kandy—kolored tanger1ne-f1ake stream11ne K

bables.z» And half a century ago, in the ,idst of a catastroph1c

. 3

econom1c depress1on, a presc1ent entreprenéur developed and even

. A
patented3 the three key components of the dr1Ve-1n mov1e theater,

‘a fan, br clam-shelfﬂ shaped parklng lot terraced parklng rows,

~

and’earthen ramps wh1ch,t1}ted the,cars upward. At first a ‘

.curiosity and later a“point of moral concern, the "passion pits" )

or "parking lots for petters" have nevertheless endure& as a

form of £ilm exhlbltlon and today, in thelr golden ann1versary, N

account for' 21 percent .0f all 'U.S. movie theaters.4 ; s

/ " o ¢ v .

The tonceptual'and.researeh’value of examining film audi-

¢

ences 1n the context of the1r movie experience has been suggested

by Austln.5 He, drew an analogy stat1ng ‘that the va11d 1nter-

~

pretatlon of data on film audrences, as .with nonverbal communi-

cation, was dependent upon analys1s of the context. And ‘the

‘drive-~in, as Downs has noted, ";s not one theater: it is a- series

. -
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of separate. theaters, each with.its own seats and loudspeaker,

‘~un1téd,only by the single'screen and the refreshment stand at

. the rear of'the iot n6 N

= -

field study for which personal 1nterV1ews with drive-in theater

This paper reports the results of a

patrons yere conducted and palnts an emp1r1ca1 portralt of a
contemporary drive-in- mov1e theater audlence. .

. r ' *

~ In 1933 Rachard Mllton Holllngshead, Jr., a chemical manu-

-
9

facturer, ened the f1rst drive-in mov1e theater. A modest

1n1t1a1 effort the f1rst driver 1n had seven rows of parking

bd LY

: spaces with room for-some 400 cars:7 This new/form of‘exhlbltionf

Yocated in’Camden, *New Jersey, has been described as’ "an elaborate

scheme designed to'make the patron feel that  the movie theater !
is his nathral‘hoi'ne."8 Further, the drive-in has been touted

as "perhaps second only to that of telev1s1on in terms of its

effects on.conventlonal theater exhlbltlon. n? .

" As h1story would show,Holllngsheadcorrectly belleved that

the drive-in would be attractlve to patrons slnce 1t combined

"the'two luxuries which_he felt that people in a depress1on would

give up last -- automoblles and movies." w10 Thé‘drlve in has

-

been credited with providing an exhlbltlon o 1et for the product

of smaller, ‘independent fllm»producers and distributors such as

Q.

Amerlcan International Plctures, a "relatively late comer to thenl

! 4
mov1e buslness [which] 1nrt1ally~thr1ved by taking advantage of

nll

" a totally riew market, the drlve—ln theatre." The drlve 1n

\
also proved to be the means for drawing back to, the movies the

"lost audience" in’the 1950s.12 Today, the drive-in "is'the

~

]
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only form 6f moviegoinlg for many-of‘the bopulation"l3’and'a )

few 1ndustry observers suggest that, at least in’ warm weather

2

locales, it will surv1ve as, a prosperlng a1ternat1ve to the

. T payrtv competltlon in the home nld . o )

N

. However, while for some the future of drive-ins seems

\ . : . ;
rosy, others age less optimistic.15 In 1976 -the U.S. Depart-

ment of Commerce forecast that "it is doubtful there will be any
* appreéiable increase [in the number of drfae-ins] in the future"

,
' and a study by Giles reports tdat even in California, "it is

-

-

pfobably only a matter of time until most owners sell or convert

‘s i their real estate to other uses."17 A Morton Research Corpora-

»%N

' tion economic and marketing report states that "over the long .
1+ run, drive-in theaters have made subetantial.infoads!into indoor

' theaters, however since 1967 the outdoor theater has been losing

) " gtoun .18 suen assertions seem to be supported by the data on

the peibentage of film revenues earned by drive-ins.* -In 1967 e
J .

drive-ins accounted for 24.4 percent of all U.S. film revenues,

»~

a figure never %qualled. By 1972 22.7 perceht of all film revenues

-

came frgm drive~-ing and Morton wag forecasting a decline of .3

percent for each subsequent year.lg. Concomitantly, the number .

l

of U.S. drive-insa‘fell from' their all-time high of 6,000 in 1961
- to the present 3, 636.20". , .o . ‘ .
. " ,
The key factor~1n thls decline of the ozoners 1s the price

of real estate. Constructlon of new drlve-lns in most, 1f not

all, areas is virtually out of the question since’ some 11 to. 20

Y,
' acres of land are needed for even a modest-51zeg s:.t:e.zl

R

At the -
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same time, existing drive-in operators. are finding that either

outright sale of_their land or its development for shopping
’ N - . . N

X . > . ' i > 4 . ] : - -\
malls or industrial locations provide attractive incentives to

3

get out of the film exhibition business’ 'Additionally, various

-

o legal restr1ctlons based on local zoning and public nuisance .

laws, as well as "private action and pressure against exhlbltors"

-3
L4 -

(especially concerning the screening of X-rated plcturesL, are

«often more trouble to the drive-in exhiBitor than the revenues

-

received 22 - Furthermore, drive-in operators typ1ca11y find
that they have a dlfflcult tlme gettlng flrst-run movies, especially
:'from the major f11m distributors, wh11e at the same time they ‘
‘ ‘ face 1ncreas¢ng1y‘st1ff competition from multiplex "hardtops."23 ‘. .
’ Weather, too, is an important cohsideration impinging ﬁpon ‘the
4 prOfltablllty of drlvelin operatlons. ?Unlfke the hardtops‘which : .

“

¢an remain open for buslness year-round, topless theaters in .
»  cooler cllmates usually shut-doWn for the winter mohths. And,

[ . ; - . . ! /_‘- . i3
! while direct operating costs also cease, such sunk costs as land
Y N - RS . i - |
|

‘taxes do,not.:' o L. X N
B ’ fhe majority, if‘hot the oonsensus,‘opihion concerning
the future,of U.S. drive-ins has perhaps best been'summarized
by Frederig A. Danz, board chairman of the Sterling Recreation
'Organization; "Al}'exhihitors, pf course, dre seeing*the éradual
demzse of.the drive-in theatre."l24 'Stzll » doom and.gloom may
not be a def1n1t1ve prOgnos1s for drlve-lns. The unique codVenl-

ences offered by drlve-lns for, espec1a11y, the fam11y .group may

make continued operation viable, at 1east in some areas. A 1981
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Newspaper ‘Advertising Bureau telephone survey of Amerlcans and .
Canadlans found- that a'majority of both groups "said they wanted

to go to the. movies more frequently than they do present1y .
~ .
More 1mportant, though, was” the flndlng that "the more young

.children at’ home, especially of ages six and under, the more

11ke1y [tbe respondents]- were to say they wou1d like-to go to
‘- , -

the movies more than they do now. w237 n:

< . <

Previous Literature

*

) . . o A 1 > ' . e
While anecdotal and‘apocryphal reports abound, few sc1ent1f;c

€ -
inquiries have been made concerning.the audlence for dr1ve-1n

[}

mov1es, and none have been pub11shed since 1960. 1In 1949 Buslnesg

Week reported that Hollywood mov1e-makers fe1t*that drlve-lns

" appealed to a d1st1nctly dlfferent audience than wa1k-1ns. Ex- _‘

4 £y

s

h1b1tors, it was reportedf be11eved that "among the devotees of
- 2 —

drive-in’ mov1es c o o [were] large numbers of elderly people,

3

_cripples, shut-1ns -~ people who [couldn't] get in andcnn:of a’

car, read11y"‘as we11 as "non-wh1te collar workers who [found] it '

bothersome to dress for the theater,. coupies with chlldren, and

e 426

young romantlcs. In br1ef unconfirmed and speCulatlve re- -

ports pa1nted a hazy 1mage ‘of the drive-in’ audlence as belng

composedaof'the family grqup, young married couplesj and the
: elderly, the 1nf1rm, or phys1cally handJ.capped.27 And, based
) - ¢
- upon such conjectural and casua1 observatlons, the conventlonal )

.

wisdom concernlng buildihg site locatlons for dr1ve-1ns was that

1

to maxrmlze patronage, drive-ins should be located near laboring

/

} T
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class rather than whlte-collar communltles.28 . .

« Some of the, 1nformal observatlons about the composltlon
of the dr1ve-1n &udlence, of course, “were reasonably accurate .

and were conflrmed by systematic research. .While the attendance_

unlt ‘most freQuently encountered at walk-ins prior to 1960 (and

\

(.Stlll true today) was two persons,29 drive~ins, it was reported,

were attemded by larger groups. In two Studies conducted by .

Luther in 1950, he found an average of 3.45 and 3.28 persons-‘a
‘car.30 Handel's preliminary inquiry-found that an attendance“‘.

unit of four persons "1s encountered most frequently," a finding

/ 33-

corroborated by the Oplnlon Research Corporation's 1957 poll.

The famlly attendance group -= twe adults plus children -- was

v

found to account for sllghtlmeore than 50 percent ‘of those sur-

veyed in Luther s two studles and in Brltt s 1960 report.32" 4

Accordlng to therextant'llterature, the 1950s drlve-in -

@ ¢

. audlence went to.the movies quzte frequently, with an average.

o~ .
attendance ranging from 2.3 to 5.2 times a month according to,

33 ‘

»

they attended dr1ve-1ns a.majority of the tlme and one-thlrd

) .34

said they attended no other type.of theater.durlng the summer.

Further, Hungerford s research fouﬁd that erve—ln audiences .

.were affected "to a much greater degree" by'telev1s1on advertising.

-

for a fllm than were hardtop audlences, TV was found to have been

"nearly twice as’ powerful®™ in influencing attendance among drive=

*in patrons than Walk-in’moyie—goers.35

. Handel suggested that because drive-ins "provide a rather

t
. . 4 t

4 .

‘ Luther. Additionally, at least half of those surveyed reported .




\

changed follow1ng the gas crunch of 1973. Childbearing patterns

.. . . .
t
v - P

,novel fcrm of entertainment," their atidience may have distinct .
ﬁ h ’ . " b * v

characteristics. DriveLins, he wrote, "create new business. . . . ,
- ° .w
A large portion of theﬂdrlve-lh theater audience is composed of 4
& .- ' AR
regular mov1e-goers who ,would not‘zi;e attended a conventional

theater on the day of the dr1ve-1n theater attendance.":”.6 "

-
Brétt's mail questionnaire study of 2 683 famllles conflrmed

. that "the dr1ve—1n aud1ence was\notlceably dlfferent from the- o
]

, general populatlon." Also, h1s ;eport at least in part contra- |
4 ' k , |

dicted the armchair analysis of'drive-in patrons which typified w
i%em as blue collar. Britt's respondents,dgenerally had better

jobs hlgher income, more education, more chxidren, more home
Fl .
" g 7
ownershlp, more cars, more major appllances, and more convenlences "3,

4

. Research on the drive-in audience, while never proliflc;t

came to a standstill after 1960 /V81nce then, important soc1a1,

economIc, and 1ndustry practlces have occurred whlchv it can, be

A

suggested,_may have caused,a reshaping of the drive~in audience | .
- hd . . ‘/ *

configuration Use of the automobile and driving habits_haye'
/ .

hayve been in flux. Expans1on of entertainment optlons -- partic-
/ .C
-ularly home entertalnment act1v1t1es -=- has 1ncreased, and w1th
, -
them,.presumagly, entertalnment habits have changeG. The develop-

ment of the suburban multiplex offers multiple screens and a

J

variety of fllmvtypes, 1nc1ud1ng those firmerly restr1cted

v >

1arge1y to drrve-lns. " And, especlally 1n the 1960s, as telev1s1on

u .t
became more widely ‘diffused linto Amerlcan soc1ety,,"fam11y fare ’

at the,drive-in'gaVe way- to teenage exploitation f11ms as-mom

v . -

‘ -
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i r ' N .
.ang@ dad sat at home watching TV. «38 A 1978 report of a study '

Al ’

conducted. by the Léo Burnett advert1s1ng agency offers quite .
foo~

contrad1ctory data to those reported by Brltt in 1960. The

1978 report found that "whlle the heavy fllmgoer 1s socially
active, confident future-oriented, ananclally’stable and _
career-minded, the dr1ve—1n patron tends to be a d;ssatlsfled

lonely blue collar worker with flnanclal worrles 39_ ‘

- " = ' « N
rd L , e »

'+ METBODOLOGY -

N L) . l‘ i /
. Personal interviews with a “tbtal of 607 patrons cf one
. ¢ - ).

tkochester, New York drive-in theater“comprise the sample for

>

this study. The inter&lews were conduCted'on weekends’KFriday, o

3 A

Saturday, and Sunday) dur1ng October 1981., and Aprll May, and’

June 1982. Altogether 1nterv1ews were conducted on 21 separate

-

dates. Patrons were 1nterviewed only once even if they attended

’

on subsequent evenings. . Fewer than’ 30.patrons refusedwto be

3 Y

‘interviewed.: . . . - c
Patron 1nterv1ews occurred prior to the screenlng of the ,
flrst fllm. The 1nterV1ewers were college junaors and senlors .

P

enrolled in mass communlcatlons courses who had been tra1ned

.
14 LY

in interview. technlques. They used a prepared 33 item questlon-

nalre cons1st1ng of open- and closed-ended questlons. Responses

,

to, the open-ended guestions were c?ntent class1f1ed by the

LN}

author. A str1ct probability sample for this’ fleld study was
* e ” - "~ v *
nexther poss1b1e nor pract1cable.4-0 .‘ o . *

i

As was noted earlier, contextual analys1s of fllm audlences

-
-~ * v

.

vy » TN
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‘ be noted whien appropr1ate. Data on the cult film audlence were

collected by*means of personal interviews W1t9 patrons wa1t1ng -

has research’ value. Therefore, in addition to reportiny the
results’ of the present study, comparatlve data on a contemporary

cult f11m aud1ence and an art film theater audlence will alSo

- ? . . .
on line at a theater in late 1979. Data for the art’ film audienceﬂ?

were gathened by means of\ a mail questlonnalre in 1982. Bolh
A ~ e v
stud1es were conducted in Rochester, New York. l . ) ; } -’

,
- " *
,
! ¢ . ! . .
.

o, resurrs 7 :
L d ° ’

The reSpohdents were asked how often they attended drive~

1n theaters.ﬁ An e1ght-p01nt response scale ranglng from."never ¢

-~
(

ox almost never" to "more than four tlmes a month"\was prov1ded.

Fer. the sample'as<g,w?ole the mean (and median) drive-in at--

P §

tendance was found to be once a month. Using the responses‘bﬂ\\;s;~N
.. ’ . |

thlS questlon, the sample was d1v1ded at the median’ into two

groups.- "Occasional”’ drrve-ln goers were those respondents

who reported drlve-ln attendance of once a month or fewer (n—366),-

”*
s . "
.

"Frequent" dr1ve in, goers were those respondents who reported

drive—ln attendance;of tw1ce a month or greater (n=236). 'As a

- o~ -

check for d1fferent1al attendance patterns between Occaslonals K '

and Frequents, as well as the/meanlngfulness of the categorles,' B
Sy, .

the respondents were asked,” "All in all, about what perceritage

of the time do yen go to dr1Ve—1n mov1e theaters as compared to . ;»

walk-ln movie theaters?" An elght-p01nt response scale ;anglngl o
-~ ' .

* from "ten percent of the time" to "all the tlme" was, prov1ded.

.\




talled) greater}percentages ‘of dr1ve -in attendance than Occas1onals.
.
! The respondents were also asked, "Suppose there was a movie you

( ' ' wanted to‘seewgnd it was playlng at both a drive- -in and a walk-

4 - 14‘

|
\
\
|
\
|
l
! "in theater. Whlch type of theater would you go_to, all things |
; 0
equal’" CrosStabulation of the data found that Frequentslwere \ .
R .

|

|

|

|

\

o slgnlfacantly (%r~29 62 df— , p<.00001, C- 22) more llkely to
- select the drive-in than Occas1onals, By way of compar1son,
Y the art fllm ahdlence overwhelmlngly (98%) reported that they
. K .” both preferred and actually attended walkrlns to drive-ins.

Flnally, a third method (closely related to*the second) ‘used to

) . T,

~ * detérmine the rellablllty of the sample subgroups~waset;/compare
o

|

' them w#th regar drto the type of mOV1e they went to se n t¢he
: - ' T

evening they were’ 1nterv1ewedf' overall five types ‘of films were 0 l

) . ‘

. ! . § . . . v {
. shown on the different evenings when interviews were conducted:

‘ -
o . . comedy, horror, drama, crime drama, and msoft porn;;raphy" (R-

. . “ {

e —rated fllms with sexual themes) Results-of the crosstabulation~'
Y shoWed no s?%nlfldant dlfference by attendante group as to type .
of film attended,(X —4.73, df=4, p=.316). These results‘suggest

that the differénce between attenddnée droups is based upon pref-
L "r . . !

, '~ “8rence for the form of exhibition rather than the kinq,oflf%lm
: - - e e

’ * that happened to be play}ng. . Thus the two attendance categoriés ’

-y ~

appear to be both~mean1ngful and rellable.
The part1c1pants were’ asked bow many people accompanled

-~ 12

- them on the evenrng they were 1nterv1ewed and the relatlonshlp y

- of those persons. For*the pample as a whole the s1ze of. the

re




%
N

5 . ';/'attendanée unit ranged from one to 14. Overall the mean size of
<~ * . . ., 7 ' . o . J ’ . '
, thé’attendance unlt.was 2.66 and the median 2.23 persons (in-.
. - \
: cludlng the respondent) No. s1gn1f1cant difference (t— 34, .

., ' -

df-489, p=. 732) was found between audlence aggregates fa» the

o sizé of the attendance group (for Occa51onals X~2 67 and for

.

Frequents X=2.63). These data indicate that the size of the

v

o A attendance unit ‘has diminished by about one person since Luqher,

Handel, ”and the ORC-repofted thbir research in the 1950s. The '}

4 S

drive-in attendance unit was sllghtly large(\in‘size thanh that '

of the art film aud1ence (X=2. 16§¢Md-1 91); the cult film at-

tendance unlt,lhowever, was~ much larger (X=4.67" persons,_Md—3.15) -

b ’ . % ) -

»

than the’ dr1ve-1n attendance unlt.

. 5

Luther and ‘Britt both found that the f*"II?‘group was the

1

v’

-

most prevalent attendance aggregate in their studies.” In the

-

I

present ‘sample, -however, ‘the family group accounted for only
+16.7% of those interviewed.f Table 1 shows that the mbst common

-relationship of ‘the respondents' companion was an oppdsite sex
. LY . . )

TABLE- 1 ABOUT HERE' SRR .

1
* _---___ﬁp_sa ______
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e
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Ty

o\ . friend, fol}owed'by.the family, spouse, mixed-sex group (more
. ) e

) than two'persons){ same-sei.friend;'male-group, by ongseiégaand
the female group. No sdgnificant difference Betweenbatte nce

R groups was found regarding the relatlonshlp of the respondents

b

companlon., The couple (spouse or opposite sex frlend)‘was also i

‘the most common attendance relatlonshlp-found for art film patrons

o

. . B . e

Q ‘ ,‘ . . R 5
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'-while the cult film attracted mixed-sex and male groups most

s catt
‘often: . \) , ' : - e
g - .

1.

Males compr1sed 57. 9% of the sample and the two attendance

groups dld.not dlffer 51gn1f1cantly as to sex of the respondents

184 . y

(x =,43, df—l, p=. 509) For the sample as'. a whole the average

hd

age was 24 years (Md—22 1 years); Occas1onals were somewhat,

but not slgnﬁflcantly (t=1.83,  df=598, p—.068) older than Frequents

g

(x—24 4 and 23.3 years respectlvely) Thlrty -three percent of .
the sample reported be1ng married and no s1gn1f1cant dlfference
for marital status’ was ‘found between the two attendance groups
(X =1.19, df—l p=. 273) Also, the two groups d1d not dlffer
as to the number of chlldren in thelr famllles (t—— 44, df-217,
p=. 659) | Nearly similar proportlons of* males and females were

'also found to attend both the cult and art flIm. However, cult .

»

mov1e-goers were somewhat younger than dr;ve-ln patrons (x—19 3

years) and art £ilm patrons were cons1derab1y older (X—49 7 years)..

\ S

, The respondents f. occupation is reported in Table 2 More |
. . 9 '

- —
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» than one-third of the sample was empryed in blue (e.g., factory

and productlon—llne work) or pink collar te.g., secretarlal, ;
Waltress) jobs. ‘A s1gn1f1cant dlfference between the two at-

.tendance Froups was found. Occasionals were more llkely to* be

in wh1te collar and professional jObS and to be coldege

”

students; Frequents were more llkely to report be1ng unemployed

employed




“or a homemaker: These findings appear to suggestlagreement, 'to

< at least a limited extent, with those reported in the Leo Burnett

L4 A

study. In short, Frequent drive-in goers were found to hold less

prestigious jObS than Occasionals. ’ t -
' ) The respondents were- asked,to report the highest level of

Lo ' education they had completed. The mean response for the sample

-3
as a whole was "completed high~school'1'/ Occas10na1s reported

: L4

L8 significantly higher level of education than Frequents (t=3. 22,_
J L

~TN
s df=590,- p=. 001) which, given their reported occupation, would

¥

'be expected . In comparison, the cult film audience was by and

' ‘ 1arge composed of high schooLvand college students (61%) and‘!he

-

average level of education among the art fiim audience was a

* . ' '..college degree. Thus, the results.gathéred for the present study i

> ” . ) ¢ »

. on the respondents' occupation, education;;and number‘of:children
' all seem to differ‘frqm those found by_éritt in 1960. ‘
. The present study's sample was largely white (89%) with
just a sprinkling of blacks (8%) No significant difference be- -

tween attendance groups as to racial composition was found (X —1 60,
df—4, pP=. 807) Catholics comprised nearly half (44%) and Protestants

a quarter (26%) of the audience. Nearly one-quarter (23%) ex-

X

/

pressed no relrg:ous preference. A s1gnificant difference-between '
attendance groups by religion was found (X =10. 06 df=4, p— 039,
. C=.128); Frequents were more likely to repoxt Catholicism as’their::

,religious preference. The distribution of religious characteristics.

’jreflect the population of the area in which the study was conducted.
> .

e _ . ) .
The respondents were asked to report which politic¢al party




~A

“ < . . LI '
they identified with and their usual stand on political issues.

4

-

More than one-thlrd (36%) classified themselves as Independents,

.20% sa1d they were Republlcans, 24% sa1d Democrats, and 19% "Other.

No significant difference by attendance group was found (X —.94,
df=3, p=.814). Half the sample (53%) sald they took a middle-
of-the-road posture on political lssues, 18% reported themselves
as*conservatives, and 29% ééid they‘were‘liberals. No slgnificant
difference by attendance(group was found (X2=.7é, df=2,.p£.684).
Similar percentages for party atfilration)ahd usual political’stand
were found among the cult £ilm audience.

LN

Previous research has indicated that the drive-in audierce
. » » M l - ' .

..

L

‘attends movies frequently. 1In addition to this sample's frequencyt

.

of drive~in attendance they were also asked to report how 'often

. LR -
. -

they went to movies altogether (drive-ins and walk-ins combined)

and how.often~they went to Just.walk-in theaters._.Identicai‘ -

v

eight-point response scales ranging from "never-or almost Qever

kY

‘s

to "more than four tlmes a month" .were prov1ded. Attendance at . .

. walk-in theaters-for the sample as a whole averaged once a month.,

lotal movie att;ndange for .the .éntire sémple'averaged tmice a\\ %
month.4? These.fiédings suggest that respondents in the present
sample were, indeed, heavy movie-goers.1 The'Opinlon Research

Corporation has reported that persons attendlng movies.at leas

once. a month constltute Qnly 27% of the U S. public over 12 years
of age, and these same 1ndLviduals account for 87% of all mov1e f
adm1s510ns.43' Thus, regardless of how movie attendancg was .

measured, the present sample falls into.an elite frequency of

. .
16 - -
,

g
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4 . ,
movie~going group. The cult fily audience, too, had an average

*

movie attendance'of twice a month: (not counting attendInce at the

J ) cult movie) while the art film patrons averaged one film a month
&znot.counting attendance at their repertory_theater).

.

The-respondents were asked 'if there was any particular
AN ’ - a~ - “ .
time of -the year when they preferred going to drive-ins. Most

LY

"(89%) reported they did have-a preferenge. Although the responses

. ) .
" ‘did not diffe significantly (X2=3.11 df=1, p=.077), a greater

percentage of Occas1ona1s sa1d they had a seasonal preferenceh.

= than Frequents (83% to 77% respectlvely) which suggest 2 less
%
\ avid attachment to the- form of exhlbltlon among this group. A
' follow-up questlon posed to those respondents reporting a pre-

ference lnqulred as to the months preferred. ‘The data were sub- _
FET | - «

sequently analyzed by season (excludlng Winter). No significant'
< \
- dlfference between attendance groups was found (X =4,38, df=2,

! - §¥.111) Most (54%) respondents indicated Summer was their. pre-

\‘,\ . "
b ferred,season, followed by Sprlng (35%), and Fall (1%) Unsur-

pr1s1ng1y;‘94% of the sample reported the reason for the1r seasonal
o preference was the warm weatherw . f K | ’ ,/
. leferences between attendance groups as to thelr frequency
;f total. mov:Le-go:Lng ‘wete significanty (t=-14.00, df—598, p<: 001)
Frequents went out to the movies more’ often than did Occaslonals.
For attendance at just walk-ln theaters the difference in frequency
'of attendance between audience aggregates approached slgnlflcance

AT
. ( (t =-1.89, df— 9, p—.059), Frequents reported gorng to wa1k-1ns

- more often than Occaslonals. These findings 1nd1cate that 1nd1v1duals .

- : " M - / ' > -

~.
H

e




in the Frequent drlve—ln ‘category not only attend dr1ve—1ns more

- ~

often than others, but are heavier movae-goerSfln generaL

-

\ The sample's consumption of‘three other media was also

\ ) measured. For the sample ag a whole, daily television viewing
. ™ ‘ . ’ . - .

averaged nearly two to three hours a.day, newspaper reading

averaged almost four times a week, and number of magazines read

averaged two and a half a month. Although differences between

§ wr

attendance g}oups for their use of these three medla were all

-

nons1gn1flcant,44 Frequents had a hlgher mean score for te1ev1ew1ng

while Occasionals reported higher mean values for .print media

N .
- . -~

consumption. Thus Freéuents appear to be attracted more to moving
_image media while Occasionals had greater use of printed media. -

J Both the cult and art film audiences averaged one to two houfsf

a day of teley1ew1ng. The art film audienoe were heavier news-

paper (six times a week) and magazine (four a month) consumers
than boéth the cult fllm and drlve-ln audiences.

A series of questlons was asked concernlng ‘the respondents

attendance behavior and de01slon-mak1ng process for their movie-
1, ’
going on the evenlng they were 1nterV1ewed. »These questlons were

designed as contextrspe01flc rhther than,context—free, a metho-

[ ) . -
- N : 4 -
‘ -

dologicallf’preferable approach since respondents' answers can

~ be assumed to be more accurate, and hence valid, when asked to

«recall information about a sﬁecific‘filmisituat;on rather than

A
- . /‘
drive-in movie-going in general ' '

First_ the respondents were asked ,if they had planned to

L)

go to the drive-in on the evening they were interviewed or if

~




“
their attendance was a‘"spur;of-the-moment" decision. The sample
divided nearly equally_on this question; 512 said their attendance
was a spur-of-the-moment decision and 49% said they had planned.
to attend. Although no s1gn1f1cant difference by attendance group
was found (X =2,09, df=1, p— 147) 7" a h1gher percentage of Frequents
reported hav1ng p1anned to attend than Occasionals (53 to 47%\
1respective1y). This may be indicative of a' certain degree of -~
habitual behavior among a modest segment of the drive-in audience.
ngher percentages of planned attendance than ‘those found for

.the dr1ve-1n aud1ence were found among both the cult f11m (76%)

and art f11m.(92%) audiences. A follow-up questlon asked if the

- respondents had decided to see the part1cu1ar movie playing before v

deciding'when to’go see. it, or if they first decided,to go to the
* L)Y . , . >
movies and then selected a film. Again the sample was nearly

evenly d1v1ded in the1r response' 58% 1nd1cated they picked the

~movie f1rst and 42% said they dec1ded to go to the movies before -,

.selectlng a part1cu1ar £ilm. . No significant difference between
attendance groups was found (XZ— 25, df—l, p=.610); the percentages

w1th1n the four cell crosstabulatlon were virtually 1dentlca1,l'

L3

The responses tb'these two questlons seem. to suggest that about’ -

' half the sample went to the dr1ve-1n on the spur of the moment

- .

and half the sample decided on mov1e-g01ng before selectlng the-
spec1f1c fllm. At least for some 1nd1v1dua1s, dr1ve-1n attendance
occurs regardless of interest in what f11m is belng shown., Further,

t/
crosstabulation of the responses to these two’ questions supports

. - - v )
what would be intuitively expected: respondents who planned their
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-

attendance were s1gn1f1cant1y (X -10 27, df=1, p <'005, C— 132)
more llkely to have decided to ‘see a part1cu1ar ploture first;
conyerselyf respondents who reported attending on the spur of
“the moment were significantly more lfkelj to have decided to go
to the movies.before.seleotiné'a particular film. . i
The respondents were asked to recall where or from whom'
} they 1earned aboutiﬂuamov1e they were attendlng. Table 3 presents

the'responses to this questlon. More than half the respondents L.

.

used the newspaper as their source of information; word—of-&outh
accounted for almost one-fifth of the responses, and televisidén
. 8%. .No significant d1fference between attendance groups was
found. A follow-up question asked ‘where or from whom the respondents
learned specific 1nformation (e.g., time and focatlon)‘necessary )
for them to attend the film. 'hcain no significant-difference
between groups was found (x%=8.88, ag=8, p=. 351) Reliance on'
. newspapers 1ncreased (to . 67.5%) wh11e word-of-mouth and te1ev1slon
decreased (to11.5%.and 2.2% respectively). Among cult f11m patrons
. petsonal contacts were the primaryfsonrce'of information (83%)

- . «
« » s

about the film and for more specific information the respondents

"

! relied equally on'newspapers (44%) or.personal contact (44%).
or the art film.audience, most (88%) of the sample learned about

- the f11ms they attended from the schedule brochure pub11shed by

the art film theater. In short, newspapers were the,predomlnant




source for prov1d1ng the drive- i! respondents w1th informatlon "

about the film as well as spec1f1c 1nformatlon about showtlme

. .
-~ ’, . ~ Al -—_— N . .
W A

and theater. S e - .

Two questlons probed the respondents reasons.for drlve-
. -~ .
in attendance. Responses to a questlon on the’ respondents' most
. - \Y ' . ..
< % . . . ) ' ' '. ° " .:s d v 4 ¢ . e
important reason for gding to/drlve-lns are presented in Table 4.
N . ' » ]

. TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE
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Altogether 14 d1fferent types of responses were reported. _Overall °’

no 51gn1f1cant d1fference between attendance groups was found .

-

Four reasons accounted for two thlrds of the responses. Drlve-

ins were perceived w1th equal frequency among the two sample

groups as being less expen51ve than walk-lns to attend . The'pri-'
. vacy offered by ‘drive-ins (i. e., the car’ as a "private booth")

¢ . .

was also noted with nearly equal frequency by both groups as a

-

key factor in motivating ttendance. Oﬂ the remalnln two of the
3 g

-,

top four reasons for dr1ve-1n attendance, however, Frequents were

M

* about onerthlrd more llkely than Occa51onals to. c1te the comfort
of. one's automoblle and the opportunrty to "party as motives for
'attendance. The sixth most frequently clted reason for attendance

u_was toisee the mov1e.be1ng screened; Occasionals and Frequents

’, P

reported thls in equal percentages. The apparent low Salience

-

. S
of thls reason’ for attendance offers support for the conc1u51ons
drawn earlier from the two questlons on plannlng attendance and
’ . ' , » \ ’

“ temporal ordering of decisions (i.e., deciding to go to thé movies

and then selectlng ‘a f;lm or vice versa) . N\
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Whlle the data presenteduanfﬁable 4 offer general reasons :

for drive-in attendance, Table 5 presents the reSpondents' reasons

° . v 1

for attendance on the evening they were }nterv1ewed. Although, .

, .
- o o o - o - - . * LI P
. .

" TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE. .- Co

againf there was no significant“difference between attendance

@ - o *
.

groups, an interestiné rearranging of reasong for attendance may,
be noted. - Whereas the movie be1ng shown accounted for only 7 5%

of the reasons for attendance at drive-ins 1n general, fully 58%-

of the respondents reported this as the1r reason for going "to the

e

drive-in on the even1ng they were 1nterv1ewéd, One .explarnation

for this large d1fference may be that when asked about motives
for drive-in attendance in general, the respondents reported per—

ce1ved advantages of the form of exhlbltlon (as compared to walk-~

A

ins), ‘'while their response to the context- pec1f1c question more

”

- accurately reflected the actual salient beharioral incentives;
t ( .
A second 1mportant reason for attendance on the even1ng 1nterv1ewed

-

o

. was the proxmlmlty of the theater. Fifteen percent reported this =

as theit reason for attendance suggestlng, perhaps, some degree "' o
of overlap between a desire to see -the fllm,playlng coupiled w1th '9
the ease, or convenlence, of attendance. The‘remalnlng reasons
for attendance each accounted for five percent orrfe&er oﬁ'the.
responses. /Cuit film attendance-was largely motivated By the;

social nature of the fllm aud1ence amblence. Art film attendancef

was motlvated by desire to see old "cinema Classics" and recently

. . . v ~
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.

made films that had not received wide distribution and exhibition.'

. " ’ v
Finally, a set of three questions was posed -concerning

the respondents actual or expec ed purchase of snacks and whether

they had brought snacks with them.‘ A number of reports, dating

’

from the 1950s,'have indicated that drive-ins earn as much as 20

P
* '

to 50% of their income from sales at the concession stand, Further,

+

drive-in refreshment stands-were reported to have earned as much
as four times that earned by hardtop theaters.45. Only five per-
cent -of the .sample reported that they had purchased something

from the snack bar at the time when interviewed. No significant

.

difference between attendance groups was, found (X .35, df=1,

.

p=. 549) . However, since the interViews were conducted up ‘until
the beginning of the first film, the respondents may not have had
time to get to the concession stand. Consequently, they were also
asked if they expected to. purchase something at the snack bar.
More than one quaxter (29%5 df_the sample indicated they did ex-
~pect to buy snacks, 59% said they did not expect:tp huy snacks, f

’

and 12% chose the "not sure" response option. No significant

o

dlfference in response by attendaﬂce group was found.(X =2, 46

df=2, p=.29l) . Lastly, the respondents were asked if they had -
» brought any food or drinks with them,,_More than .three-quarters’

(78%) of the. sampie"indiéated théy had brought refreshments with

them., . No Significant difference in response between attendance .

' (8

_groups was- found. Casual observation of the drive-in patrons

found many fully equipped With picnic coolers and lawn chairs.

And, although a systematic count was not kept, vans and pickup

- -
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goers were similar on such .dimensions as sex, race, religious and

. and the decision process. used for drive-in attendance.

: many bring their own food and beverages. And the numher of -patrons

.
~ . » .
. : - N . B
PR ¢
. .

trncks-were,popular Vehidles.at the drive—in? often they were

hacked into the parking spaces and,chairs arranged in and around '

the vehicle. ‘ o ' ‘ - .
What this study suggeSt.abont attendance atldriverins'in'

genera1 is that it is motivated by the 1ow*cost, the comfort and

.

privacy afforded by one's car, and the opportunity to socialize.

Fox many, the motion picture being screened, it seelms, serves as

merely a backdrop and the drive-in lot a’convenient meeting piace.
Attendance was as iikely to have been spontaneoug as it was to

have been planned for this sample. The Freguent drive-in patron- ;
tends to beasomewhat older, to have completed fe&er years'of ‘
formal education, is more likely to have a less orestigious”ﬁogT\S i j
and goes to the movies (including walk-ins) more often than the ;
Ocoasional drive—in patron. Frequent and Occasionai drive-in o %

" 1

politicai party preference, usnal politioal stand,'use of three ‘
mass media other than movies, planning ofudrite—in attendance, A ‘
T JBased on the data gathered in the present field study;
the forecast'for‘drive—ins is not optiﬁistic. While more than
half (55%) of the present sample reported they went to drive- - - .
ins (as compared to walk- ins) half the time or more, the size of

the attendance unit has diminished since the 1950s, thereby 1owering
revenues on a oer—person admission basis. " The refreshment stand

v

is apparently not as popular among patrons as it once was since

r




-in theater.

-ﬁilm.

attending as a famrly unit comprlses less than one-flfth of the

’

total audlence. Thus, wh11e<;he Newspaper Advertlslng Bureau
found that among 1nd1v1dua1s with young children the1r des1re to.
go to the moviés more often was hlgh this deslre dld’not trans-
1ate #0 actual behav1or "for drive-in' attendance among ‘tHe present

sample - deSplte the fact that drrve-lns may offer tHe most con-

.o%

venient and least restralnlng movie.ambience for parents.
»

Contemporary fllm aud1ence research has fooused on three

v

-
’

contexts thus, far: the cult f11m, the art film, and the drlve-
e
Further research on the contexts of mOV1e-g01ng

needs to be d1rected at the aud1ence for various film genres
such as the horror, sc1ence flctlon, sneak preview., and X-rated ’
Addltronal research,attentlon is needed on such film
audience contexts as the' various’ forms of film exhibition including
the suburban multlplex and theaters located at shopplng malls. '
Ana1y51s of audlences by type of f11m dlstrlbutlon (e g., “first-

and subsequent-run) would also be, useful in galnlng a full under-

standing of the audlence for motlon pictures.

.
P
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TABLE 1 L. :
N i LS : 4 ’ . - . 3
_Who-Attends the Drive-In with Whom
Occasionals Frequents Total
, (n=362) "~ {n=231) (n=593)
Opposite-sex friend - 39.8% | 42.9% 41.0%
Family 8.5 13.4 16.7 -
Spouse = ° 15,5 ¢ . 18.1 16,3
Mixed-sex group ..* , 12.4 .’1_12.6 12.5
Same-sex friend ) 8.0 5.6 ’ ' 7.1.
Male group . ) - 3.9 1 3.5 ‘ 3.7
Alone - 1.9 2.2 2.0
. . '] . . .
Female group =~ © 0.0 1.3 . © 0.5
$ . Lo '
. 2_ ¢ * _ _ .
* X ""8071’ df":?, p‘.273
g
é
\ « _' .
) -
/



TABLE 2 . R L

-~ . . . . ) - J
¢ * . o > »

OccupaEions of the Drive-In Audience ~ . . =

- - - ‘ S
Occasionals "Frequents Total
) - - (n=354), . (n=223). - (n=577%)

. Blue & pink collar* . 36.43  39.0% 37.3%
T yiéh school student ~ 13.6 : 15.3 - 4.2 -]

College student = 13.% T s o 11.6 .

_ White collar . 1300 : 7.6 " 10.9 :

—— .  skilled 9.6 - 9.4 9.5

' Unemployed o 5.1 1.7 7.6 '

‘ - Homemaker a8 o , 4.9 . 3.6
t Efofeséiohai"’ -5 ,' 1.4 _ 3.6

Artist . 1a . 1.8 1.4

x°=21.43, df28, p=.006, C=.189

~*including clerical and unskilled - ‘ ML'_ . |

S , ' . \

™ b




Source of Informatié)n.About the Film- Attended
I) Fﬁ . > , ) N
. ‘ . : ) E
. .. Occasionals Frequents Total
' © . (n=366) (n=236) .. (n=602)
Newspaper , "54.6% 54.2% - 54.5%
_Friends 191 . i7.4- 18.4
) Television - , 9.6 = 6.4 8.3
Other , ) 5.7 g 8.5 6.8
Marquee "~ 3.6 - 8.5 5.5 "
pon't recall « 3.6 © 1 - 2.8
Radio - S Y R © 1.7
_Previews = 1.4 - 0.9 1.2
: Magazine - 0.8 | 0.9 . 0.8 |
- L4 . . - - ‘ ﬁ
2;_ ' e L
: B X°=12.02, df=8, p=.149 _
§ ’ ) )
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. TABLE 4
- .
Most Important Reason for Drive-In Attendance
Occasionals . Frequenés‘ Total
(n=’332) . . (n=226) (n=558)
- Less expensive than c . . , )
Walk."ins 18.1% : . . 18.1% . -18.1%‘ ' ,
More comfortable than : . . '
walk-ins 14.2 - - 21,2 17.0
Privacy 16.6 C U 1442 . " 15.6
Can have fun.(eag.,
party, drink, PR
and smoke) 13.9 - 18.1 .o 15.6 E *
h' . l.' . -« !
T6 be outdoors 7.8 .. . 8.0 - 7.9
- ) . . . - . ' . )
- To see the movie - 7.5 . 7.5 7.5 ]
L . : :
Convenience (e.g., can . - . ‘
take the baby) 6.0 . 4.4 " 5.4
Entertainment 2.7 1.8 : -‘~;2.3
‘ Casual; don't have. -
to dress-up . 2.4 2.2 2.3.
"To get out of the ' . L e
" house ' <t 2.7 ;o 1.3. 2.2
~ Change of pace; a’ . ’ ' - s A
different movie . ) . . . . CLe
experience ' - 2.1 7 ’ 1.8 2.0
Nothing else to do 2.7 0.9 '2.0 ,
- Quieter .than walk-ins ., 1.8 : y 0.4) 1.3 ;
. . . Romance; to "make;out" 1.5 o 0.0 . 0.9 .
. . : 2 e e
, \)‘ | ) . -~ . , ' . ‘., . . :r y * - " k
RIC 3
= £ « . ‘ Sl [ , ._; PR . » ] « ‘< " '
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TABLE 5 =~ . . - CL
- * * llo . .
Reason for Drive-In Attendance on the Evening ;nterviewed
Occasionals - . Frequenté Total °
(n=340) ‘ (n=226) ' ° (n=566) :
. | e e
- . \. ) ) .A [ ) |
"For the movie playing 56.5% 60.6%  _ - 58.1% .o
‘- . . ) . .‘
Closest drive-in 16.5 14.6 15.7 -
Nothing else to do 4.7 - 5.3 + 50 ‘ ‘
Other 5.3 . 4.0 - - 4.8 l
. N . ) - . ':j@ B .
To have fun .(party). 3.2 . 5.8 . 4.2
Chéhge of pace . ... 2.9 2.7 2.8 )
"Not my choice" 41 - “0.9 - 2.8
- Less expensive than ~ - ' B ’
walk-ins o . 2.6 - o 2.7 . 2.7
To be outdoors . ~ 2.1 - 1.8 . ' 1.9 -
To relax ©. 2. 1.8+ - . 1.9
- - 2 : . f
X“=8.49, df=9, p>.50 .
- ‘




