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BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

In connection with Remington's concern over.increasing market share loss 

of Its Model 700 AOL bolt action center tire rifle (presumably) to the 

Ruger Model 77, this reseerch was designed to: 

1. Provide additional qualitative understanding of cO'llpara­
tively recent Ruger purchase decisions in this category; 

2. Screen tour new AOL prototypes to Identity the best com­
bination of f inlsh and stock style to place against the 
Ruger 77 in the marketplace; 

3. Conduct a preference test between the winner In 2., above 
and the current Ruger 77; and also to evaluate a Reming­
ton scope mounting system being considered as a standard 
addition to the new AOL model. 

The research was conducted in two steps, with the first addressing objec­

tives J. and 2., above, and the second step addressing objective 3. De­

tailed descriptions ot methed and sample are set forth in the separate 

( "Introduction" sections tor each step • 
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'"' R~ec ~"°" p:=~ :.:~~~:G IC IMPLI CATI o~ ' --~- ,-'.- ' --~~,,,t~i; 
For the Ruger 77 buyer, good price. -- or, more acc::ur-ate I y, ya I ue tor- t.he .-;::n:;;r;•\'. .l.':..: 

• • • ' \ • ~;'.'"'v'i.1i.,: ;;., \ ·~·-
money -- ls by tar the main purchase determinant.' Contributing 1mportant_1Y .. ~'~'r;1'.'L 
to perce i veo va I ue are inc I uded features that cost extra on c001pet i ng mode Is. ~-:-:·~·:;f "·i:· 
Of particular value (worth $50 or more) on the Ruger is tile integral scop~~.~·\r:~rJ~,'):'f~}. 
mount and included r-ings, as we! I as swivels and the recol I pad. Ruger's ..... :;i:.J ... '~,~ .: 

excel lent reputation (amounting, in the not infrequent extreme, almos-t. ~o}::::~-~:,;;;;j<:}."; 
"mystique") elso plays an important.- role. Part of ;this powerful posit'i·;,.~·::'.~:~~~"'.";~:f",:( 
imagery -- especially, It seems, among some. of the more experienced and';: .. :o/':','}?.i::i')'. 
ostensi b I y know I edgeab le hunters ;.:._. 1.s ·the. co~c~·pti~n. · ot' -ttl~" Ruger ~~- ~~'-<3J~~~\1~i:{~;. . .. ... , .. ' - ::. -..: .. .- - . .... . . ... ·---.--1.~, ........ ~~~-~'ll~;.· 
Ideal "working gun," a "classic," not unlike the pre-1964 Winchester 70. >'. 1 \::·'.1;~..t,,,~t·~:_~t.: 

_: : :·_ :.: .. : ·, · · : , . , .. · ·· .. .. "; :;;;'..~~~~t~]~~r; 
Preterence Testina 

~_:_ •. : ... :: f,: 
.... ') ... ::;, 1~.:1·~"'! .. 

. . ~: ~--~~' :'· : . 
Step One "screening, down" of the main test var i ab I es revea Is the Monte Car lo ·:·· .. ;· · · · :. · 

.. ·~i:·.:::.. ,;·• 
stock with glossy finish to be the preferred model. However, since Remington ';'.~.i~::., 

• '1-~."::'H? • •, • 
already has a glossy finish In its 700 line (SOU; and since the Ruger 77 Ctha .. ::.-·~:h 

key tar-get at issue J has a sat In finish; and, f Ina I I y, s I nee the Monte Car I~- "·?;Jt_~l~~~-
- . ''l~"t»·« i 

stock w I th satin f in i sh canes up a strong second In the test ... the I atter wa·s·. J:;;i_;'~;. 
. 'r···~·"' 

selected as the most promising design dfrectlcn overal r. · ··~b··~rj:Jj:~ 

In the Step Two match-up of this revised Remington Mode I 700 AOL agar nst the .. -~:.:·::x;~:; 
current Ruger Mode I 77, the samp I e as a who le prefers the Ruger (though not ·'· ._'·,;'.:::!? 

by muc:hl. More to the point Is the fi_ndlng ttiat only a very small minority >·:t.·;i.'..:'..: 
. . .. I· 

of Ruger owners -- the tar-get segment at Issue -- prefer the Remington. In- · 

deed, as shown in the summary table below, the Ruger "wins over" mor-e Remington 

owners than vice versa. 

Preferred Model 

Ruger­

Remington 

.. . ... -:< 75) 
~ . .-...... ;·~t ssi ....... .. 

;' (22) .. 

.:"91{"" 
.. 9 

Remington 
700 

' ... (26) 

: .. 29% 

. "71 

*Qualitative data, based mainly on the t\<lo focus group discussions In Step One. 
**lncluaes eight Remington non-700 purchasers • 
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'· . ·. .. . · · ··· · -· :· ::~· · ' " · . '. . . ..:· ·A,:~·;7'/}.:.1;\?r~:t:;~:. 
' . .. . . " :?,(~>.' ~;.;~-3~~~i~~~~;~~ .. ~·~~·~~--

lt Is important to note that while t.he rematnin9 Intended major test variable .':.-.':t::; 
. ·: ............ i'!·,·~t·t~ 

stock configuration* -- to some degree may be operating indirectly and/or. -~>i.:·.'':~.·: 
. ! .• ·: •..• , ....... 

unconsciously, consumers only 

their overal I preference (for 

infrequently cite It directly in suppor-t of ,·;.',~.t':~;~.:\: 
either model).··. Rather they cite other factors:'.';~\:~.:~.: 

~ . I• .•• •• " . I 

For example, the reasons given for Ruger preference center on brand reputat i o~·;~:~·\':.·= 
prior ownership experience, convenient tang. safety, and tighter/smoother a~'.j.j·~;;~··· 1 .'-: 
as well as feel/fit attributes, overall quality, and the stronger, more con~ .. :~:;:;:(:~!·.~: 
venient scope mount. Preference for the Remington model is based on a wider.:;·;·~r:;::,;\~,'· 

· .. ·.:•·· .. ·' 
variety ot reasons, althou.gh voiced.with cc:mparatlvely less inte~sity. .. .... ,. ·. .. . . 
Reputation heads the list here, too, followed by feel/flt attributes. ;~the~{:;;iSl/-:.\; 

:::~: ~~: ~:~~~d~a;:: :::::. f ~~-:~·:~~~!~:::~i~!: ;~;~:~:~::c~:f:~:~er. wo~d ~::'.~'~t~~~~~PJ 
-:~:· ... ~.1· <=::~.r·~:·~~·x; · :.~~~~~.;:::··.-~ .r ·: ::· ---~· · · . -~-·-:-!.~~~1ftf.~:?. 

Scooe mountino system preference. Consumers in this research favor the 

Ruger system by a margin of nearly three to one. Even among those who pre­

fer the Remington model overall, a (scant) majority favor the Ruger mount. 
··.t 

The convenience of easy attachment and removal, along with the perceived 
·.". ·; ~~.~- ;._:_.~-:~. greater stabi I ity and strength cifforded by the integral design are the chief ..... 1 .... 

reasons given. ,.·;~/·Y< 

.. ;. -~ .. 
.• ··~. ,t • 

. : . 
.;:'. 

' 

The main disadvantage seen in the Remington scope mounting system is the 

material used in the rings. Obviously not steel, the rings are porceived 

to be plastic, alloy, pot metal or an unknown material which appears flimsy 

and cheap. Other negatives seen In the Remington system relate to problems 

inherent In the design such as needing tools to instal I the scope, the 

potential for thread damage, posslble mount loosening, and the need to re­

move the scope frcrn the rings in order to remove the mount • 

... ~~~~~~.'.:~~~~! ~::i 

• 

... . ..... ·' ~ 
I • 'o ···.' 7 O• ·::• •• • 

.. • :. !.·• 
• ··:~.-(.~I • ," . ., ; I ' ' ' • .... · ...... ~·:.;:.¥M·~~H~:~Ir;~:·; f~; .::· ·1 •. .-: ... ..... ·J;":., .. ._ -':" . 

: ,;;~ : ~· .·. 

l 

. ! .•••• ··, ·-·: 

~ ·~ .... ' ~-. " ...... -
'' ... ·~~-~~·~\>.~£~~ :~:-":~~~:'.. '. • ::,.:'.. ,.. I 

.. ·~.;·J~~-:.- ':~ ..... 

*The other main intended variable -- stock finish -- was resolved in favor 
of satin in Step One • 
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Strategic l~p I i·c~T ions . :, ::f; :>: 0:; ;·· 
· . .:.. 

. < .. · ::.'.: :;.,:<!;Y:S711~f ·i~~~t~; 
The revised Remington Model. 700 AOL 

respects over the curr~nt ottering. 

represents ~in improvement in several :.;GJ!:4;J 
Of part i cu I ar merit are better b I ue i ng .· .. ::~ ·:"~~; · , .. ,_,, ..... 

and cut checkering, and overall good appearance. However, ~it h reg a rd to .. '.~~ :\: 1<: :-
.. the new gun's prospects for stemming Ruger's market share gains, 

of this research are not especially encouraging. 

. ·., .. 
the results ·· .. ':'-_<.·.:, 

' ....... : ~· ~-"':'·~ ... ·~:: .. ~ 

:;· ; . !.::· 
. : : :-.... : · ..... >. ': 

A large part of the problem derives fron the strong and rather 11 special" '. '- ·: .. : ···:'···:" 
•• J ·~·_,;;.';·· :;:; :·1!.':'i~!.(.''\' 

pos It i ve Imagery surrounding the Ruger brand and the Ruger. te1mi ly in · · · -.: ·:~~:; ·· .. ~· ! :; 
•• i_ ... • ·::- ~ j~ E. • • _., ••• 

. general, and the 11 classic" Model 77 in particular. Another large part.,'.: ..... ~·.:~.;-~.;'.(·· 

.: fol lows from widespread consumer p~rception of.t.h_e Model TJ ... ~s an ext·r~~;;t,L/' l:1;f; 
ordinaril~ good value -- both '1ii'1ts o~n.right· .. ~nd.als~ .. ~ai;;~:r~d·t~·;h~~:!f.~'.:;,?:!."·. ~~~ 

~ ... ...... 
Model 700 AOL. '· .. '~ : : . 

.. \"' 

····• 
..... ·•lr J. J 

,~.,~:_;,;;;,::.h-;i'i#!t.:,i.;:h. 
. ·~ .. ~(.i.~'.~ ... ~:"•:.-: ··~::r-.~{ .... ~~ 

Remington product and communications (and of course pricing> strategy imple-> .. '.·:····> 
•: ',, ' .. \ ... _ 

mentations should address both those aspects of the problem above.* One · .. "':. • . .-·; ·· ..... ·, ·:~:::.·:. -. ... ":' 
approach would be to defuse any Remington "false negatives" and/or Ruger· ~:..:·:.::;:p•:),;.:, 

. . ···-''*':>:::'Sir.".:.: 
"false positives," such as new seem to exist regarding, tor ex.ample: :·::~·-.::·.-.~~~:2~fJ2m..i';_: 

- manutactur i ng processes In genera I . • . ., ...... ~·~· ~. 
·;.t i'·l::;..~ .=-.. ,. 

- qua 11 ty~ hand operations . .,'Jith~~i.' 
-~ .. ~ ... ~·f.~;i 

- stamping vs. machining of parts i\,f.1~·~~! .. 

- sTren~th, rel iabi J ity ct cJ Ip extractor vs. Mauser exTractor ~.:~~~h·'_,·:S~ 

- matarlals comparisons 

-.accuracy 

... ·., ·;'.:.~·.:· 
• 0 :". ~ •"• ': "'i''."P" 

· .... ":...!' 

Communications should atso project "working gun," "shooter" benefit meanings . ;::.·;:. . .:i .1 

for the AOL these themes often voiced by Ruger owners In desc~ibing their 

ut i I i tar i an yet qua 11 ty hunting ~j/.1 e .that '.'.rea ·' I y means business." Inc I us i o~~ i°I ;;· ·.;,,, 

: o.t .. t_he scope mount. an~;~~ n9 s. ·~~t~·i~~~~~?:--1,;~.~~':l~~~~.~~ ~~r ;!:~~' ~~~~:~~ _ ~'~'.!" .. ~~~i . ..ir~·~~~rt?~1~::~ 
wi 11 help narrow the perceived price/value gap, as wl 11· such ·add it Iona I :·(>, ·~"~"·':.'~::: ·r 

. '• · .......... ·· -~" _ ......... ~.- ...... =.~·'' .··.,:.:"'·.;: ... ·:-·.-.. ~-~).;,··«··~~;. 
features as the butt pad and Jmprov!"d .b!~elng. · "·' . ...... .']·:_ '· ·. ''}~'.::·,·1.'~f::~f.·::··.~• 

.. . ~ :· ....... ·, ..... ·~· :. : " .. 1 • . ~~·~;·:·'.:~<:,.z~'A/J 

•rt might be notec in passing that these issues should be addressed not 
simply in relation to the revised AOL, but rather in relation to the entire 
Model 700 line, including the Classic. 
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····'· ... .. . ;: •:;·::.-· 

Finally, some additional thoughts tor management consideration: .: · 

- If a llghtwelght, 11 tlimsy11 looking n;aterlal is used for the 
rings -- e.9., aluminum Its strength and other advantages 
must be communicated · · ... 

a provision for self-aligning the scope when remounting 
would be a plus 

- a quick release feature for the scope Cand rings> might be 
included 

- for the screwed-on bases, provide visual cues to strength 
e.g., possibly Increasing screw diameter 

.. ,1: .. 1, • •... ;...... . 

- perhaps redesign the bases to"lncorporate a more perma!'lent 
screwed-on portion with a slotted er similar mechanism of 
attaching the rings 

IJ I {I 

. .. :?.\~~-~ .. ~~:. ;~··.:'.·~ . 
:. ;.·. ·. 

. : . ·· .. ··)'.' )~.:.:: .::·\· .. 

. .• ·.·.~:.r:..· . • :1,. ·. 
~ :•'·.::.:.· \~ :,·,~ :·:. 

...... "':: ~ .. 
'···-!': •. 

,.· ,· . .... ·.: .. ~·-··. 

;.·.:::.:;~:·~. 

.; .. i ·" : 

. ~ . . . " . 
. : .:··.~ .. :; : ::·: :!:::-~.; .. ~:.~; .: 

• • .• ·: •• ·~~· ·1·i ....... . 
··~ ''..;· .. ~;;: .. ~. <: ; .. ;; .. _.=::f:~:;;;~:·.;z.~~·;: .. 

. :. ,f~~:~~::~:.~~~~:~::;~ ;" 
.: .. ·.-. · .......... , ~·. ~ .. .. 
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STEP ONE 
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~·~. ~ .. : . '.­
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:;· :. 
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··. 

•l.. • .• , 
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The purposes of this f lrst step were to explore why Ruger Model 77 owners 

purch~sed their Rugers, and to identity consumers' stock style and finish 

preterence.s for the projected new Rem I ngton Mode I 700 AOL. This step It­

se It consisted of two parts -- focus groups and then personal one-on-one 

Interviews -- conduct~d In San A~tonlo, Texas and Denver, Colorado. 

Focus Groups 

In the groups the primary emphasis was to explore the reasons tor purchasing 

Ruger Model 77 1s. Therefore, all participants (nine in Texas; eleven in 

Colorado) were screened tor purchase of a Model 77 within at leest the past 

5 years. Secondary emphasis was placed on their preference tor one of the 

tour test models. 

A brief note on the make-up of the sample: These groups seem to reflect a 

more experienced level of shooter/hunter, as evidenced by the tact that all 

~ of the San Antonio men are hand loaders, as are a majority ot the Denver 

group. Also, In the Denver group, two of the men are part-time hunting 

guides, one is a retired gun store owner, and another is a gunsmithing student . 

Personal Inter-views 

In the individual intervl"ews the empheses were reversed -- I.e., design 

preference primary and reasons for purchase secondary. The sample make-up 
was: 

Total IA. 92. -. 
(51) (26) (25) 

Ruger Purchasers 16 s 11 

Remington 700 Purchasers zo 12 8 

Other Purchasers 15 9 6 
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THE FOCUS GROUPS 

Why Ruger Owners Purchased Rugers 

The reasons tor purchase of a Ruger Model 77, although varied,* can be 
analytically clustered Into three groupings: 

- Price/Value 
- Design/Performance 

- Other Influences 

The Price/Value dimension reflects the canblned Influence of a good price 
(usually lower than Its competition), good quality, and the inclusion of 
features that otherwise would cost extra. Equally important are tne Design/ 

Performance aspects, reflecting the Influence of appearance, functional, and 

performance attributes. Of somewhat lesser import, but not to be ignored 

Cespeclally tor first time buyers), are the roles of reconvnendatlon and 

Ruger's reputation. These groupings are discussed In detail following 

the tabla on the next page. 

•see table on next p~ge, 
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Reasons for Purchasing a Ruger Model 77 

<Ranked by trequeney ot mention) 

Quality/overall quality/flt of parts/finish of metal/hand 
cut checkering 

Price/value 

Classic design/style/looks 

Accuracy 

Dependabl I ity/rel labi 1lty/durabl1 lty/rugged 

Features/integral scope mount/swivels/tang safety/ 
adjustable trigger 

Action/mechanics/strength 

Stock finish 

Prior experience 

Caliber 

Reputation/status 

·Recannendetlon 
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Quality and Price/Value •. The Ruger Model 77 adds up to what consumers see 
as a "be1>t buy." Our group session participants repeatedly tel I us that tor 
the money you car.'t buy a better gun. ~ot only is the price right but 1>0 is 

the quality -- the rare case where a canparatively lower priced product is 
also of better quality. Included In this assessment Is Ruger's offering as 

standard, features that cost extra on other brands. The tel lowing quote is 

a good summary: 

"Ool lar for dollar It's the best rlf le on the market. 
Baslcal ly, I love Winchester, I guess tor sentimental 
reasons, but that has nothing to do with It when It 
comes to spend Ing money. 11 

Price. specif lea I ly, is mentioned frequently as an Important factor In the 

purchase of a Ruger. In many cases, the men tell us that the Ruger is less 

expensive, or that other choices -- Remington, Winchester, Sako, Browning, 

etc. -- are more expensive. The Remington 700 model that would be most 

nearly competitive on price Is the AOL. That price is Important ls further 

emphasized by the tact that the buyer often welts tor a sale or buys a used 
gun. Indicative ot these various perspectives en price: 

"You take the three top ones - Winchester, Remington 
and Ruger•• and tor the same thing on all three guns, 
you'll pay more for the Winchester and you' II pay 
more tor the Remington." 

11 1 was looking at Remington also. Ruger happened to be 
a 1 lttle bit cheaper." 

"The Ruger ts normally cheaper than the Winchester and 
the Remington." 

"I bought m Ina on sa I e I ast August, so I was ccmpar i ng 
them." 

"Recent I y I got whiit I wanted in a gun shop. I watched 
for a good used one (Ruger 77). 11 

"Cost was a definite factor versus the Remington. 
didn't even look ct the BOL." 

As noted previously, contributing fur~her to Ruger's good value for the 

mondy is the Inclusion of a number of features that buyers would have 10 

pay extra for, or would requlr~ buying a more expensive model, in other 
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brands, The most Important In terms ot dollar value and the most frequently 

mentioned is the Integral scope mount and rings, Ruger owners tell us this 
can be worth $50 or more: 

"You get your rings and mounts, which automatically 
saves you $50 right there." 

"Mounting the scope •.. most shops, It you brought It 
In to have It mounted and bore sighted, you're 
looking at $50. That's It you bring In the mounts, 
the scope and the rifle." 

"It you buy a Remington or a (Winchester) Model 70, 
you buy the scope rings e><tra." 

Also mentioned, but less frequently, are the sling swivels (a particularly 

desirable quick disconnect type) and the recoil pad: 

"The strap mounts are already on the Ruger. With 
the Remington you've got to pay extra to have 
those little suckers put on there. That's one of 
the reasons. Why pay 520-$25 fer something the 
Ruger's olready got?" 

Ruger quality Is perceived as being very good, especially for the price 

range In which this gun sells. The respondents feel strongly about this, 
In some cases telling us that, all features being equal, they would pay 

more for the Ruger than a Remington: 

11 1 would pay more money to buy a Ruger Than an AOL." 

"E:ven at the same price, the Ruger 1s better." 

One factor shaping their opinion$ of Ruger quality Is the belief that Ruger 

does less stamping and more machining of parts than Remington; and that, in 

tact, Remington has been shl.ftlng to more stampings. Other qua I lty factors 
mentioned are the better, more consistent titting of parts; betTer, deeper 

blueing; and better wood. Some of these beliefs are aired thusly: 

"The overal I workmanship oi the Ruger ccmpeired to 
Remington or Winchester is better." 

"In the Ruger, all the parts fit and therefore it 1s 
a sol id gun. 11 

"Yes ••• the m;)chlnlng Is better." 
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"Stock wcod ·to-meta I f It Is better." 

"The Ruger just seems to be t In I shed a I i tt le better -­
the stock finish, the machl-nlng, the metal finish." 

"Back when parts were mechlned (on the Remington 700) 
they were a lot smoother, a lot more dependable. 11 
you took a gun apart today, you'd probably faint If 
you saw ell those Jagged edges. the nasty looking 
metal in there." 

Additional perceived evidence of Ruger quality Is found In the checkering, 

which Is hand cut rather than stamped as on the Remington 700 AOL: 

"The hand-cut checkering Cis better). There's checker­
ing on all three of them but Remington uses stamped 
checkering. It's not actually cut; It's just stamped 
into It." 

11That stamped checkering ain't worth a damn." 

Design/performance. The Ruger, described by some es 11 11 shooter," is viewed 

as e gun that is wel I designed, a reliable performer and good looking without 
being a "wall hanger" show gun. An all-around, "working" gun. the Ruger also 

Is described es being a "classic" -- the best thing since the legendary pre­

'64 Winchester. lwo major elelll8nts of this classic design are the straight 
stock and the oil rubbed finish, enhanced by the hand-cut checkering. Res­

pondents teil us 1hat the Ruger marks a return to plainer yet pleasing 

lines -- a welcome relief fran glaring high-gloss finishes and "fancy Junk" 

such as white line spacers. Classic also means a constancy, an absence of 

change for change's sake characterized by the frequent introduction of new 

models. These themes c:an be heard In the following: 

"One word to describe the Ruger Is a classic." 

11A cl11sslc (straight) stock on It." 

"Ruger has gone beck to that old classic stock, cut 
checkorlng, non-shiny finish, not o whole bunch 
of extra junk and spocers and things. It's just a 
geed clean basic American rifle like the (Winchester> 
Model 70 .was." 

"Ruger has an oil finish stock, a minimum amount of 
chec~~ring on It. It's no1 re11I ly a show piece gun, 
a wa I I hanger," 
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"The 700 1 s got a laminated (plastic gloss finish) 
stock and that ret lects 1 lght. 11 

"It's es close its I cen get to a pre-'64 Winchester 
tor SZ50. When you say classic I think every­
th!ng' s based on the pre- 164 Winchester Model 70. 
That was the ultimate." 

"You don't change something ttu:it's good Just to 
sel I It." · 

"It doesn't change overnight. Mine, that I guess Is 
about 17 years old, Is no different than what I can 
buy today. Remington, they've brought out new guns 
just about every year." 

-12-

(It's worth noting that these Ruger owners feel that the Remington 700 

Classic cC1T1es closest to the Ruger 77, but at a premium price.) 

The Ruger action is well llked for its solid, smooth reliability -- modeled 

after the "tried and true" Mauser 1896 action. Our respondents see the 

best of two worlds-· the genius of Biii Ruger ccmblning modern developments 
with one of the most successful bolt actions ever designed: 

"The Mauser action is one of the stronger actions 
yo..J can get." 

"The Ruger is probably the most advanced design ot 
the Mauser '9B because It's got al I the modern features." 

"You can teke e Ruger 77 action end bul Id virtually any 
cartridge made on It. It wl 11· withstand the pressures. 
It w I 11 perform I onger than any other action made." 

"Wheit I like about It Is It's a smoother action." 

"It's not as sloppy an action es It Is with Remington." 

Nevertheless, there are a few who believe that maybe the Mauser is oversold. 

Interestingly, In the Denver group, when presented with the question of .why 

so many bench rest shooters use Remington actions, a number quickly concede 

that the Remington action Cat least on the 40·XB 1s) Is a good, tough one. 
This leads one individual to conclude that any Remington accuracy problems 

may be related to the barrel rather than to the ac:tlon • 
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Another aspect ot the Mauser action Issue that draws considerable attention 
\s the extractor, which is viewed as being stronger and more reliable •.. 

11 1 llke the way the extractor Is on the Ruger; It's 
I Ike having a crow bar to pry the shel I out." 

"When you c I ose the bo It It grebs more ot the she I I 
head than with those two pieces that ere thinner." 

••• than the tiny, clip extractor on the Remington. In Colorado, when con­

fronted with the fact that the clip extractor, In tests, proved to be just 
as reliable, the respondents find that hard to believe: 

"Damn r lght it Is <hard to be Ii eve)." 

"I'd rather have that (Mauser> extractor than a 
two pi ec:e extractor ot spring steel •11 

11 P ve seen Rem i ngtons break but 11 ve never seen 
a Ruger break, 11 

A very desirable performance result In addition to reliability is accuracy, 
and the Ruger is believed to be (is tound to be, by owners> a very accurate 

gun. One of .the respondents even talks of five shot groups within a dime's 

breadth at 100 yards. A few criticize the Remington's Inability to per­

form similarly. Whtie one does support the Remington, he suggests that 

his is an older, and thus perhaps better made, model. The Ruger's accuracy 

ls praised In these c011111ents: 

"He said he put five shots in abou1' three-quarters ct 
an Inch at 100 yards. So that was exceptional tor 
a sporting rlf le." 

" ••• five Ruger bolt action rifles tran a .458 magnum 
to a .22-zso. None of those rifles has had anythins 
oone to them and they'll all shoot under a mlnu1'e at 
100 yards. They're very accurate. They're really 
good hunt Ing rlf les. 11 

Further enhancing the stated desirability of the Ruger are a number of 

featur~s which are not otherwise available. at least not In this general 

price class. In order of Importance based on frequency ot mention those 
features are: 
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- Integral mll led scope mount 
- externally adjustable trigger 

- tang safety 

- hinged floor plate 

- angled bolting of action to stock 

The most important, Integral scope mount, mentioned previously for Its dollar 

value, Is also deemed to be a superior type of mounting over screwed-on 
mounts, which can shift and lose zeroing of the scope. 

The externally adjustable trigger Is beneficial because It precludes having 

to remove the stock tran the action ~ thus disturbing the bedding, which 
may result in altered accuracy. 

The tang safety ls cited tor Its convenience of use, especlal ly whl le 

shouldering the rltle. On the other hand, there are two objectors to the 

tang safety as liable to be disengaged easily when carrying the rifle In 

the hands, and thus being potentially dangerous. 

The hinged floor plate type magazine Is llked tor Its convenient ability 

to be loaded and unloaded fran the bottan of the action without having to 
work the cartridges through the bolt. A few, whl le liking the floor 

plate. complain that It Is alloy or pot metal ca quality point>. 

Other Influences. Hardly any purchase of any substantial nature Is made 

without being influenced by ego or pride, personal experiences, and what 

we've heard or read. These factors are also operative tor buyers of Ruger 

ritles. For some, pride of ownership and perhaps even the snob appeal of 
scmething that Is not too ccmmon is a powerful force and is evident among 

both our San Antonio and Denver participants: 

"Now If I 1ve got a damn Sears and Roebuck $2.98 
spQclal downstairs that I hunt w1 th al I the time, 
I can't have much pride In ownership in thaT. aut 
If 11 ve got a nice looking Ruger, or a Sako or a 
Colt Sauer and one of my friends came over ... ' look 
what I've got, 1 and I can show hl111 "that with pride." 
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"They' r-e (Ruger-> not a househo Id word. They 1 r-e not 
a Winchester." 
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Many buyers are greatly Influenced by what others (experienced friends, the 

media, dealers> have to say, and often seek out their advice. The impact 
of this advice Is evident even when claiming an open mind: 

"I went out looking, ccmpletely open minded. There was 
a real good article In the 1978 Gun Digest about the 
Ruger 77. That had sane bearing on It. One of the big 
bear-lngs was I talked to friends who owned a Model 77 
and had hunted with it. That was a very big deciding 
factor. 0 

"I Just went to a guy that I work with who owns a lot 
ot guns and asked him, 'If you were going out to buy 
a brand new gun today, what wou Id you buy?" 

Finally, personal experience Is a positive force for Ruger owners, engendering 

repeat purchase. Not one negative Ruger ownership experience Is voiced in 

either group. Indeed, In one case, the r-espondent 1s regret Is that he 

had sold his Ruger. Note these conments: 

"The f I rst Ruger I bought for the ca 11 ber-. I d I dn 1 t 
have It but about a year- and then I sold It. Then 
I bought 11 Remington and then I started wishing I 
had my Ruger back." 

"I had tvo before and they never failed me. The gun 
aces everyth Ing 11 ve ever asked It to do." 

Test Model Preference 

Four test 700 AOL models reflecting all combinations of two major variables 

<stock design, stock finish) were presented for examination· by the groups. 
The to11owln9 configurations were shown: 

- Monte Carlo stcck1 /glossy finish 

- Monte Carlo stock*/s1tln finish 

- Straight stock/satin finish 

- Straight stock/glossy finish 

*With cheek piece also • 
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Preference. To encourage an honest preference, the respondents were ottered 
the model of their choice In a drawing to be held among the 20 participants. 

The tally of the preferences show a unanimous preference for the satin finish 

and an almost 2 to preference tor the straight stock. 

Straight stock/satin finish 

Monte Carlo stock/satin tinish 

!.2!il. 
(20) 

13 

7 

TX 

9) 

8 

I 

f.Q. 
(I 1 ) 

5 

6 

Interestingly, a <small) majority of the Colorado group opted tor the 

Monte carlo/cheek piece. In a separate preference test conducted in the 

same cities via individual Interviews, an even larger majority of Ruger 
owners (69~) also opted tor the Monte Carlo stock, which of course is not 

available on the Ruger 77. 

Other reactions. In addition to the finish and stock design. a number of 

other points drew the attention of the respondents. Consistent with earlier 

(.. ccnments regarding well liked Ruger 77 features, generally positive reaction 

is registered tor the hand-cut checkering, the hinged floor plate, and the 
tang safety. Scme negative commentary Is directed at the "laminated" 

plastic finish (gloss models), Inconsistent wood-to-metal fit. noisy, 

unsmooth actions, and lneonsls~ent blueing. On balance, though, the 1est 
models are well received and deemed to be ot good quality • 
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THE PERSONAL INTERVIEWS 

Foreword 

This section contains a narrative tabular back-up tor the 51 personal 

interviews conducted in Step One -- 16 Ruger Model 77 purchasers, 20 

Remington Model 700 purchasers, and 15 "al I others." 

The main purpose of these Interviews was to conduct a preference test* of 
two stock configurations tor a new Remington Model 700 AOL -- Monte Carlo 

versus straight -- and two styles of finish -- satin versus gloss. Four 
models were used In the test, reflecting each posslble combination and 

identified as follows: 

Model Q - Monte Carlo stock/glossy finish 

Model S - Monte Carlo stock/satin finish 

Model P - Straight stock/satin finish 

Model M - Straight stock/glossy finish 

A rotation schedule tor exposure was used, giving consideration to both 
test variables and aimed at randomizing order bias. Additional information 

about why the respondents bought the gun they did, other brands considered 

and rejected, where they purchased, and the e~tent ot any dealer Influence 

was also sought. 

Final Preference 

In this "harder" research procedure, the Monte Carlo stock Is clearly 
preferred over the straight stock -- by three-quarters of the overall sample, 

and two-thirds of the Ruger owners. With respect to finish, the glossy 

finish Is preferred by halt the overall sample but by less than two-fifths 
of the Ruger owners. The single most preferred model is Q (Monte Carlo/ 

*More definitive than the Informal exposure of the test models in the group 
sessions • 
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glossy) -- preferred by obout 40 percent of the sample,* though lower among 
Ruger owners. There are some differences between the Ruger owners in Texas 

<Sl and those In Colorado Cll), the most notable of which Is with respect 

to finish preference: The Texas group prefers the glossy finish and the 

Colorado group prefers the satin.*• 

Reasons for Purchasing Their Brand 

Price Is the most frequently mentioned factor Influencing ony particular 

purchcse decision -- end even more so among Ruger than non-Ruger buyers. 

Other factors mentioned by Ruger owners include: 

- reputation/brand 

- qua I lty 
- 11ctlon 

- overall appearance 

- finish 
- extractor/Mauser extractor 

- advice 

Among the non-Ruger owners, ballistlc performance or caliber is the primary 

reason cited. Other important factors are: 

- price 
- reputation/brand 

- quel ity 
- overo 11 cppearanc;e 

- re 11abl1 lty 

Other Brands Considered 
Eight out of ten Ruger buyers say they also considered a Remington at the 

time of purchase, with slightly more than half rejecting the Remington as 

too expensive. One-fifth report rejecting the Remington because of its 

glossy finish. Winchester also was considered by some respondents 1 and, .less 

often, Browning, Marlin, and Sako as wel I. Only 13 percent reportedly did 

not consider any other brand. 

*Monte Carlo/satin ls a close second, preferred by one-third of the sample. 
**Because of the small cells, these end other differences noted in this 

section should be viewed with caution • 
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Among the non-Ruger owners (S4% Remington owners), one-third also considered 

Winchester (rejected mainly on price> and a llttle less than one-quarter 

considered Remington (usually rejected on other· than price grounds, although 

price Is mentioned by some). Interestingly., only about 10 percent of this 

group also considered the Ruger. About 30 percent did not consider any 

other brand. 

Where Purchased/Dealer Influence 

lhe large majority of Ruger owners bou9ht their gun through a dealer, but 

only one-fifth of these buyers say that the dealer had any Influence en 

their decision. 

A little less than half of the non-Ruger owners purchased their gun through 

a dealer; however, this group was twice as likely to be influenced by the 

dealer. 

tt tt ti 

Tabular support for the foregoing summary appears in the fol lowing pages. 

Percentages are used, for reader convenience in making comparisons; but, again, 

ccutlon is advised because of the small numbers • 
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• ( Final Preference 

Ruoer 
I2!il ~ _E_ 
(51) ( 16) ( 5) 

Model Q 
Monte Carlo*/ 
glossy 41% 38% 60% 

Model S 
Monte Carlo*/ 
satin 33 31 

Model P 
Straight/ 
satin 16 .31 40 

Model M 
Straight/ 
glossy 10 

( Total Monte Carlo* 74 69 60 

Tota·1 Stralgh'I' 26 31 40 

• To1'al Satin 49 63 40 

Total Glossy 51 39 60 

*With cheek piece also • 
. • 

• 
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Non-Rua er 
__gQ_ Tota I .E_ ~ 
(11) (35) ( 21 l ( 14) 

271. 43S 42% 43$ 

45 29 43 

27 9 10 7 

14 19 7 

73 77 71 86 

27 23 29 14 

73 43 38 so 

27 57 62 50 
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ec Reasons for Final Preference - Model O* •• 

1£!!.!. Ruger Non-Ruger 
121) ( 6) (15) 

Monte Carlo stock 62'J, 67'J, 60'J, 

Gloss finish/a better flnisll/pret1 ier/ 
eye catching/would hold up better/ 
looks more expensive 57 67 5.3 

Overall appearance/best looking/ 
impressive/can show off/sportier 29 17 33 

Action/smooth/bolt sl Ides easier 14 17 13 

Wood/nice 9raln/better wood 10 13 

Checkering/cleaner 10 17 7 

Lighter weight/not heavy 10 13 

Quality/workmanship 10 13 

( Cherry-wood grip cap/fore-end 5 7 

Textured bolt 5 7 

• Blueing/dark 5 7 

Safety/feels better than the others 5 7 

Additional features 5 7 

Tha most expensive of the four 5 17 

.• 

*Multiple response 
**This and fol lowing tables not broken by area because of small numbers • 

• 
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Reasons for Fina I Preterence - Model S* 

( 

• 

. · 

• 

Satin f lnlsh/rlcher looklng/ol I 
finish/doesn't show scratches 
as read 11 y 

Monte Carlo stock/cheek piece/ 
better with a scope/more 
comtortab le 

Pistol grip/fits han~ 

Action/smooth/easier bolt 

Checkering/good/fancier cutting 

Lighter weight 

Wood/nice grain/color 

Fit/gun fits me better 

*Multiple response 

Total. 
( 17) 

82% 

82 

24 

18 

12 

12 

12 

6 
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( 5) 

80 

20 

20 

20 
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Non-Ruger 
(12) 

75% 

83 

25 

17 

8 

17 

17 

e 
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Reasons for Final Preference - Model P* 

.• 

.•Multiple response 

• 
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Reasons tor Final Preference - Model M* 

~ 
( 5) 

Gloss finish/prettier/looks 
more expensive 100% 

Straight stock/streamlined/ 
the design 60 

Action is freer 20 

Bet"ter feel 20 

Lighter 20 

Fits better 20 

( 

• 
*Multiple response 

.· 

·-

• 
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Non-Ruoer 

( 5) 

100$ 

60 

20 

20 

20 

20 
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• ( Model Q - Likes• 

I2!il 
(51) 

Monte Carlo stock/cheek piece/ 
good with a scope 41$ 

Gloss finish/prettier/more 
expensive looking/longer lasting 27 

Wood/prettier/better grain/stronger 16 

Action/smootner/tlghter 14 

Safety/convenient/good lccatlon 12 

Light weight/feels lighter 12 

Checkering/feels nice/checkering 
on the grips 10 

Attractive/nice lccklng/a pretty gun 6 

( Balance/well balanced/tits geed 6 

Floor plate/easy to unload 6 

• Blueing/dr~p/betTer blueing 6 

Trl99er/more sensitive/wide/textured 6 

Bolt texture 4 

Other 10 

.• 
*Multiple response. 

l 

•·' 

-"' 
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Ruger Non-Ru9er 
(16) (35) 

44% 40$ 

25 29 

6 20 

13 14 

17 

17 

13 9 

6 6 

6 6 

6 6 

6 9 

6 6 

6 3 

14 
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• Model O - Dislikes• 
( 

l2!il 
(51) 

Gloss finish/too 9lossy/chlps/ 
scratches easily/hard to fix/ 
ref I eets I I ght 37% 

No recol I pad 16 

Monte CDrlo stock 12 

Bolt action/sloppy/rattles/stiff/ 
sticky/bolt comes right out/don't 
I Ike Re~in9ton bolts 12 

Blueing/not dark enough/poor 6 

Bedding Inconsistent/wood to metal 
fit poor 6 

Tri99er/too heavy/too creepy 6 

( Pistol grip smaller/doesn't 
tit my hand 4 

• Heevy/seems o little heavier 4 

No sights 4 

Floor plate/don't care for/release 
inside trigger guard 4 

Other 18 

None 20 

.• 

*Multiple recponce 

• 
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Ruger Non-Ruoer 

c 16) (35) 

36% 37$ 

19 14 

13 11 

19 9 

6 6 

13 3 

1.3 3 

6 3 

6 

6 

6 

25 14 

19 18 
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I2!tl 
(51) 

Monte Carlo stock/the cheek piece/ 
easier to slght/nlce shape 35% 

Satin finish/doesn't show wear/less 
shiny/more practical/no glare/ 
a more finished look 35 

Action/smooth/easier to work/crisper 14 

Wood/grain/pattern/pretty/lighter 
color/good grain for strength 14 

Safety/easy to reach/convenient 14 

Checkerln9/nlce pettern/deep/ 
right amount 10 

Llght weight/a little lighter/ 
( good weight 10 

Good blueing/better polish 8 

Good workmanship/well made/wood•to• 

• meta I fit good 6 

Balance/better balance 4 

Pistol grip/good/tits hand nice 4 

Trigger/positive/not creepy 4 

Good I Ines/nice appearance 4 

Bolt texturing 4 

Drilled and tapped for scope 4 

Other . 6 

I *Multiple response 
· ... 

• 
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Ruger Non-Ruger 
( 16) (35) 

50% .29% 

44 31 

19 11 

19 11 

13 14 

19 6 

6 11 

19 3 

6 6 

6 3 

6 3 

6 3 

6 3 

6 3 

6 

9 
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Model S - Dlsllkes* 

Total 
( 51) 

Satin finish/no sheen/dull/won't 
last as long/not as much protection/ 
not as good as Ruger 1 s 22~ 

Monte Carlo stock/cheek piece 
not needed 20 

No reco 11 pad 20 

Bolt action/noisy/sloppy/hard to 
maneuver/hard to get back In/don't 
like Remington bolts 12 

No sights/requires a scope 10 

Wood/not a good grain/doesn't 
run lengthwise 10 

Too heavy 6 

Safety Is noisy/not a good one/ 
can't open bolt 6 

Workmanship doesn't meet the price/ 
doesn't cornpare to Sako 4 

Stock too short/feels e little shorter 4 

Bluelng Inconsistent/dull in places 4 

Checkering - net f lne end sharp/ 
slippery to grip 4 

Other 20 

None 8 

. *Mu It Ip le response 
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Ruger Non-Ruger 
( 16) (35) 

ni 26% 

25 17 

25 17 

31 3 

13 9 

6 11 

6 6 

9 

6 3 

6 

6 3 

6 

13 20 

6 9 
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~ 
( 51) 

Satin finish/natural/looks hand 
rubbed/no glare/a more rugged 
look/not too pretty· 25$ 

Straight stock/no cheek piece/ 
more classic/thinner 20 

Action/smooth/freer/a good action 12 

Checkering/sharper/crisp/more 
distinct/stands out 10 

Bolt handle/textured/shape 8 

Wood/nice grain/a good stock/darker 8 

Safety/location/convenient/ 
locks bolt s 

( Balance 6 

Plstol grip fits/nice grip 6 

• Blueing/good blueing/better 4 

Light weight/nice weight 4 

Other 12 

*Multiple response 

.• 

• 
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Ruger Non-Ruger 
(16) (35) 

44j 17% 

19 20 

13 11 

13 9 

13 6 

13 6 

6 9 

6 6 

9 

13 

6 

19 9 
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• Medel P - Olsl lkes* 
( 

lli.tl 
(51) 

Straight stock/no cheek piece/ 
more difficult to sight 15% 

Bolt action/a little loose/stiff/ 
noisy/not as smooth/not a claw 
exrractor 18 

Satin finish/not as nice looking/ 
have to keep more oil on It/ 
prefer shiny 16 

Toe heavy/too much weight on front 14 

No si9hts 12 

Wood/grain not as attractive/color 10 

Trigger/no slack/too quick/too 

( 
heavy/creepy 8 

No. reeoi I pad 8 

• Safety/location/noisy/not red 8 

Metal finish/matte/barrel 
finish not as 9ood 6 

Stock/too short/seems shorter 4 

Bottom of the line/cheapest 700 4 

Beddln9 inconsistent/goes down too tar 4 

Other 12 

None 2 

.• 

11Multiple response 

• 
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Ruger Non-Ruger 
( 16) (35) 

1.3% 20% 

19 17 

6 20 

19 11 

13 11 

19 6 

6 9 

6 9 

13 6 

6 6 

6 3 

6 

13 

19 9 

6 
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ec Model M - Likes* 

Tote I 

est> 

Glossy finish/shiny/attractive/ 
prettier/a better finish/a hard 
finish 33% 

Safety/location/convenient/easy 
to use/easy to reach 18 

Trigger/smoother/easy/crisper/ 
feels good 14 

Checkering/nice/feels different/ 
better 12 

Action/smooth/bolt a 11 ttle treer 12 

Floor plate/easy to load, unload/ 
like this type magozine 12 

c Quality of stock/better finishing/ 
craftsmanship/a greater degree 
of workmanship 10 

Balance/well balanced/canfortable/ 

• easier to handle 8 

Wood/nice patterning/good grain/color 8 

Straight stock/streamlined/no hump 6 

Blueing/nice/shiny 6 

lightweight/seems to be I lghter 6 

SI Ing mounts Included 6 

Good grip/fits thumb end palm 4 

Attractive/nice looking 4 

Other 10 

"Multiple response 

·-
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~ Non-Ruoer 
( 16) 05) 

25% :S7J. 

19 17 

1 :3 14 

13 11 

19 9 

13 11 

13 9 

13 6 

11 

9 

13 3 

6 6, 

D 3 

6 

6 3 

6 11 
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ec Model M - Dlsllkes~ 

!2:!:.tl. 
C51 l 

Glossy f inlsh/hard to cover scratches/ 
less functional/would cause a glare/ 
not as good as Q 43% 

Straight stock/no cheek piece/ 
plain cut 18 

Heavy/too heavy 12 

No recol I pad 12 

Bolt action/sloppy/loose/not as 
smooth/not a Finnuear 1ype/not 
a Mauser 10 

Safety/awkward/the way It protrudes/ 
no red dot/noisy s 

( Trigger/no slack/too quick/rough 6 

Bedding/not consistent/needs to 
be tree t I oate<I 6 

• WOOd/cou Id be better/grain not 
as nice () 

No sights 6 

Floorplate/broken 4 

No scope mount/prefer Ruger mcunt 4 

Grip too sma 1'1 /ttoesn 1 t f It 4 

Exposed screws/fine touch missing 4 

Other 20 
.• 

None 6 

l.._ *Multiple response 

• 
CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 

KINZER V. REMINGTON 
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fu!.9..2!. Non-Ru9er 

(16) (35) 

50% 40% 

6 23 

13 11 

13 11 

13 9 

11 

6 6 

6 6 

6 6 

9 

6 

6 3 

6 3 

13 

25 17 

6 6 
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ec Re~sons for Purchase of Current Gun* 

l2!il 
(51) 

Price/attractive price/reasonable/ 
waited tor sale/got a deal 45% 

Reputation/the name/the brand 33 

Callber/balistics/deslred caliber 
not aval I able in preferred brand(s) 29 

Quality/craftsmanship/built better 2!i 

Overall appearance/the look of the 
gun/prettiness/attractive 24 

Action/type/tried and true/the 
way It worked/smooth 22 

Rel iabl I ity/the most rel I able/ 
dependable/durable 18 

( Balance/feel/flt of stock/comfort 16 

Finish/stock finish 14 

• Advice of friends/family/dealer/ 
article 14 

Accuracy 14 

Style of stock/design 12 

Past experience/prior ownership/use 12 

Checkering quallty/attrac'tlve 10 

Bigger eKtr-actor/t.1auser extractor/ 
claw extractor/b~tter bolt 8 

Lightweight/good for carrying/ . lighter tor my son 8 

(continued) 

l - *Multiple responsu 

• 
CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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Ruger 
( 16) 

69% 

31 

6 

31 

31 

31 

13 

u 

31 

25 

6 

19 

13 

19' 

25 

19 

-33-

Non-Ruger 

(35) 

34% 

34 

40 

23 

20 

17 

20 

17 

6 

9 

17 

9 

II 

6 

3 
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• ( Reasons tor Purchase* (cont'd) 

1.fil!. 
(51) 

An investment/value going up/got 
last one made 8% 

loading, unloading procedure/ 
floor plate 6 

Wood quality/pretty wood 4 

Safety location 4 

3 position safety/very positive 4 

Blueing qua I fty/impressive 4 

Metal finish 4 

Recoil not heavy/less kick 4 

( Included scope mount/rings 4 

Other 16 

• 
. · 

*Multiple response 

• 
CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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Ruger Non-Ru9er 
(15) (35) 

6$ 9% 

19 

6 3 

13 

6 

13 

13 

6 

13 

31 9 
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• Other Brands Considered• 

( 

.!2!ll 
C51l 

Remington 41% 

Winchester 37 

Browning 12 

Weatherby 10 

Ru9er 8 

Marl in 6 

Sako 6 

Colt 4 

Golden Eagle 4 

( I thac:a 2 

Mauser 2 

Mossberg 2 

• Savage 2 

Sears 2 

Stevens 2 

None 24 

.· *Multiple response 

• 
CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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.8.H9.!.c. Non-Ruger 

(16) (35) 

81% 23% 

44 34 

19 9 

6 11 

11 

13 3 

13 3 

6 

6 3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

13 29 
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•c Reasons for Relectlng Other 

:D?!!l 
Rem l·ngfon (net) (21) 

Price/more expensive/too high 43J 

Glossy stock 14 

Action/bolt/extractor 14 

Not available in desired caliber 14 

Trigger/not adjustable/feel 10 

Workmanship/poor checkering 10 

Brand not as good/everybody has one 10 

Other 24 

!2!!.!. 

( Winchester (net) ( 19) 

Price/too high/got a better deol 47£ 

• Action/stiff /sloppy 16 

Recommendations 16 

Feel/tit II 

Not avei lable In desired caliber 11 

Other 21 

I.2!!L 
Browning <net) ( 6) 

Price/too expensive 66% 

Remington a better name 17 

Quality going down . 17 

( (continued) 
'-

*Multiple response 

• 
CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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Brands• 

Ru gar Non-Ruger 
( 13) ( 6) 

54% 25% 

23 

15 13 

8 25 

15 13 

8 13 

8 13 

23 25 

Ruser Non-Ruger 

( 7) ( 12) 

29% 58% 

29 8 

14 16 

16 

14 8 

29 16 

Ruger Non-Ruger 
( 3) ( 3) 

67% 67% 

33 

33 

R2513031 



ec Reasons for Rejecting Other Brands* 

19.!!l 
Weatherby C net) ( 5) 

Price/too expensive/didn't have 
enough at the time 60% 

Poor qua I I ty 20 

Too fancy 20 

Fewer lands in barrel 20 

To'tal 

Ruger Cnetl ( 4) 

Price/too expensive/not evellable 
at discount 50~ 

Stock design 25 

( Recol 1 excessive 25 

Not available In desired caliber 25 

• Looks 25 

.• *Multiple response · 

• 
CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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<cont'd) 

Ruger Non-Ruger 
( 1) ( 4) 

-% 75% 

100 

25 

25 

Ruger Non-Ruoer 

-) ( 4) 

-% 50% 

25 

25 

25 

25 

R2513032 
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• Where Purchased 
( 

Total 
(51) 

Dealer 60% 

Discount store 1a 

Department store 12 

Other 10 

Dealer lniluence 

.!2.!tl 
(.}1) 

Very Influential 16% 

( Sllghtly lntluentlel 16 

Not at al I Influential 52 

• No answer 16 

. • 

• 
CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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Ruger Non-Ruger 
(lfi) (35) 

87% 49% 

13 20 

17 

14 

Ruger Non-Ruger 

Cl 4) C17) 

7% 24% 

14 18 

72 34 

7 24 
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ec Demographics 

l.2lll 
Marital Status (51) 

S lngl e 24$ 

Marr I ed 76 

Age 

30 or under 35% 
31-40 35 
41-50 16 

51-60 12 

Over 60 2 

Education 

High school or less 29% 

Sane co I I ege 24 

College graduate 45 

( Technical/trade school 2 

Occu12atlon 
Whl te col I ar 53~ 

• Blue collar 35 

Retired/student/unemployed 12 

Household lncane 

Less than $10,000 6% 
Sl0,000 - S14,999 10 

SIS,000 - S19,999 6 

S20,000 - S24,999 22 

S25,000 - $29,999 16 

S.30,000 or more 40 

Use Scope* 

Yes 90% 
No I 0 

*On tha rlf le for which they were Interviewed • 

• 
CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 

KINZER V. REMINGTON 

Ruger Non-Ruger 
( 16) C35) 

25% 23% 

75 77 

44% 31% 

44 31 

12 17 

17 

2 

25% 31% 

6 31 

63 38 

6 

63% 4Bi 
31 38 

6 14 

6% 6$ 

14 

9 
25 20 

25 11 

44 40 

94% 89$ 

6 11 

R2513034 



·.·• 
:, rt;: .'i i ~- \'·'";";• .. "~ , .. 

.. . ·, ; •'1 ... 

• c 
• :· .. 4, 

.... ! 

..... 

;; 

.~ , .... ' .. .. . ..~ 

. ~·:: ~~::. \ :·-~' 
·• ... 

. •.······ 

, •I· 

' 

STEP TWO 

ot,," 

• 
,./·•·::···"·:. 

.. , . 
I •• : 

. : . ; .:•. . . . .... r. . ~ : ~ . . , 

. ~· ~ ·- . ' 

· .... 

.. · .... : : :~ 
•,I -

: -: ... ~; r. :· . 
... , 

•". ' 

.. · 

···• , .. , . 
. "'·:i .. -.•. 

·• . : .' .·.;_~ 
: .·. :· 

. ~ ... ~·· ·; . ; .. 
. ... , .~ .. : .. 

.. :--~'.r:f Nf '.~-~~': ;•.~··:Ff:~.).:~~;_,;-~;,;: ::~y;• ., 
...... ·· 

.,!..~ : .. ''*"•; ...... ;:-:.,:_;,:. • • .: 

~·-.'~ ··: ·.;· ... (:::~:~·:~~ 
:···· '·;.::::;)7;< .. ::· ... :,::-: · ... , ;·:.~\.~--~-:~·- .. :. •'i •.. .... , .. -· 

•• ~- :: •.• : t.' . 

. ········· 
;·!'''"' ~·:? .. 7· . : ··. :.t·J. :.· . . ' ·. ," .. ~:.: :.:·· ~ ·i#. t:· ~-

. . . . ... ' ~ '.'.: ... 

l 

. .:.: , . . .... 
.. . .'' -~· .... 

. . -..4)....;.;.. ....... .... : ..... · ........ .:; .. -~--

• 
CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 

KINZER V. REMINGTON 

· .. · 

........ -~ .. ,~£~;.11.~:~;~~i~f.~~~~i!J:~~-·: 

R2513035 



( 

• 

.• 

( 

• 

-40-

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose 

The purposes of Step Two were: primarily, to determine consumers' overal I 

pr~ference between a revised Remington Model 700 AOL prototype -- satin 

finished Monte Carlo stock configuration (selected on the basis of the Step 

One results) -- versus a standard Ruger 77; and secondarl ly, specifically 

to explore consumers' preference between the two guns' scope mounTing systems.* 

~ 
The research was conducted via personal interviews, Including a "hands on" 

evaluation of two rifles, In Houston, Seattle, and Pittsb~rgh. A total of 

75 men C25 in each ~ityl were interviewed and evaluated the two rifles. The 

sample was selected trom recent purchasers (within the past 5 years) of 

bolt action, center fire rifles, and was screened to include Ruger 77 pur­

chasers (one-third to one-half), Remington 700 purchasers Cone-third to 

one-half) and the remainder to be "other" brands. The final sample make-

up was: 

!.e!il Houston Seattle Pittsburoh 

C75) (25) (25) (25l 

Ruger 77 purchasers 22 8 6 

Remington 700 purchasers 26 a 11 

Other purehasers•• 25 9 a 

Some ehanges were made in the questionnaire content after canoletion of 

the first city (Houston>: a strength of preference scale and a question. 

on cheek piece Influence were added; price expectation was deleted; a price 

was given tor whichever model a respondent did ~ preter CS300l; and pro-

B 

9 

8 

jected price Increments were Increased for the model he did prefer. Accordingly, 

on those Issues, the "total" sample numbers are necessar-1 ly lower than the 

overall sample total of 75. 

*Prototype rings and mounts were developed for the test. 
**Includes el~ht Remington non-700 purchasers • 

CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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PREFEREl-CE 

Respondents were given ample opportunity to handle, inspect and evaluate 

each ot the two models. As noted, one model Is a redesign of the Remington 
700 AOL, with a satin finished Monte Garlo/cheek piece stock Cand with a 

number of other, "detal 111 type modifications as wel I -- e.g., butt pad, 

deeper bluelng, floor plate, cut checkering, anti-bind follower). The other 

model is a current production model Ruger 77 (satin finished straight stock)*. 

Each participant was queried as to his likes, dislikes, preference and 

willingness to pay more tor his preferred model. 

Model Preference 

The results Indicate that the Ruger Is favored by a smal I majority of 

respondents. 

Preterred Model 

Ruger 

Remington 

I2!.il 
(75) 

55J 
45 

Analysis also reveals that preference appears to be influenced by brand/ 

model loyalty, es preference is markedly stronger for the brand already 
owned. "Other" brand owners are spilt almost evenly. 

Own Own Own 
Preferred Mode I Ruger Rem i noton 7QO Other 

(22) (28) CZ5l 

Ruger 91S 29% 52J 

Remington 9 71 48 

Profile of preference. In the following profile, Ruger preference tends to 

be higher In the younger, less educated, lower inccme groups; Remington 

preference trends sanawhat the other way. This para I lel s the Step One 

finding that price (or price/value) Is a major reason for purchasing a Ruger. 

•it shoula be noted in passing that any changes Ruger might be considering 
for the coming model year ot course are not included In the test • 

CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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Also, Ruger preference is appreciably higher than average in Pittsburgh -­
this, too, perhaps a result of the perceived price advantage in an econcmi­

cal ly depressed area. 

!2!!.! ( 75) 

Age 
Under 30 (26) 

31-40 (16) 

41-50 (24) 

51-60 ( 5) 

Over 60 ( 4) 

Education 

No co I lege (32) 

Some college (25l 

College graduate ( 18) 

Occupation 

Blue collar (44) 

White collar <25l 

Non-working ( 6) 

Household lnccme 

Under $20,000 ( 9) 

$20,000 - $24,999 ( 9) 

S25,000 - S29,999 C12l 
$30,000 - S34,999 (151 
$35,000 - $39,999 ( 71 

S40,000 or more C2t> 

~ 
Houston 

Seattle 

Pittsburgh 

*Road perccntases across • 

Preferred Model• 

69% 

31l 54 47% 

80 

25 

62% 

52 

44 

59% 

48 

50 

67S 

67 

56 

53 
43 

48 

52% 

48 

64 

Remington 

45% 

31% 

69l 46 55% 

20 

75 

38% 
48 

56 

41% 

52 

50 

33$ 

33 

42 

47 

57 

52 

48S 

52 
36 
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Reasons for oreference - Ruger*. Three of the reasons given tor preferring 
the Ruger ere mentioned by et least one out of tour respondents. A strong 
Influence (for more than a third> ls Ruger 1 s reputation ... 

11Be<2use I 've heard and read so many good things 
(about Ruger) -- but I really llke this stock 
<wood) on the Remington." (Ruger 77 owner> 

"Ruger Is just my favorite overal I gun. Maybe 
its reputation could be just In my head; I 
don't know, but It is just the gun for me. 11 

(Ruger 77 owner> 

"The Ruger because of the popularity and more 
widely sold brand." (Remington SOL owner) 

••• usually combined with ownership experience: 

"The history of Ruger. I bought my first one 20 
some odd years ago. I've always had good luck 
with It but I have nothing against the Reming­
ton." (Ruger 77 owner) 

"Ruger backs up f'ts products as good as any and 
better than most •••• There Isn't anything wrong 
with the Remington. I guess it's just a matter 
of personal prejudice. I own a Ruger pistol and 
11ve fired several Ruger rifles." (Winchester 
70 owner> 

"Because it's a Ruger and they are what I Ii ke. 
I also have a .357 Ruger pistol. I Just like 

·the Rugers." (Ruger 77 owner) 

More than a quarter cite the convenient tang safety ••• 

11 1 I Ike the safety -- It's a thumb tang safety -­
because you can t I l p l t ott taster." <Ruger 77 
owner) 

"I like the satety; It's al I within reach of one 
hand," tReml ngton 11other11 owner) 

*Preference was elicited in the context of "given equal price." Thus, note 
that respondents' reasons tor Ruger preference do not include price. How­
ever, we have seen in the prof I le of preference, above, thet the price 
Issue probably is operating, at least indirectly • 
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"The Ruger hes e convenient safety. Remington has 
a sllly toggle." (Ruger 77 owner) 

••• and almost as mony like the smoother, tighter ec:tlon: 

"The bolt seems tighter and doesn't have as much 

-44-

play In It as the Remlngton ••• the way the bolt 
works, It seems easier to handle, as It all your 
motions would be more fluld. 11 CReming'ton BDL owner) 

"Better machining on the slide and on the bolt 
action, a better flt. 11m not satisfied with the 
Remington at al I; lt 1s a piece of junk." (Ruger 
77 owner) 

"The action, the way It works. The bolt Is smooth ••• 
the bolt ways work so smoothly." (Winchester 70 
owner.) 

Feel, flt, balance and lighter weight are mentioned quite often, as are 

Ruger quality (or Remington's lack) and the scope mo~nting system (sturdier, 

easier, better). Additional points which are mentioned less often can be 

found in the following table. 

CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
KINZER V. REMINGTON 

R2513040 



ec 

( 

• 
.• 

\_ 

• 

Reasons for Preferring the Ruger Model 1 

Reputation/have heard and read so many good things/ 
mere popular, widely sold brand/I own other Rugers/ 

Tota I 
(41) 

my favorite/a good nC111e 37$ 

Safety/tang safety/convenient/easy to release/ 
has S and F marking:; 27 

Action/smoother/more fluid/ease of the action/ 
tighter/better 24 

Feel of the gun/feels better/tits better/more 
comfortable/more wood In the grip 20 

Weight/lighter/Remington (stock) 
is heavier 15 

Quality Is excellent/built better/a better made gun/ 
better machining/not impressed with the Remington/ 
the Remington's a piece of junk/better blueing 15 

Scope mount - sturdier/like the system of mounting/ 
slotted receiver/easier/can remove scope without 
taking out of rings/location of mount 15 

Balance/better balance/handling 

Bolt release/prefer the Ruger style/Mauser 
type release/easier to remove for cleaning 

Straight stock/classic/streamlined 
Wood/a better grade/nice grain/would worry 
about the other one breaking 

Shel I release/magazine release 

Recol I pad/rubber/cushlonler 
Trigger/ I lghter 

Will stand up better/built sturdier <general> 

Stronger action/stronger design/a better Mau-ser design 
Less e>cpensive/the Remington Is just a more 
expensive version of the AOL 
Other: shorter llft on bolt/bedding system - less 

chance of breakage/most value tor the dol ler/ 
accurate/to try a different gun/Ruger service, 
parts ava 11abl11 ty 

•Multiple response 

10 

10 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

15 
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Reasons tor preference - Remington. The Remington Is preferred tor a wider 
variety of reasons of scrnewhat less Intensity. Here only reputation (again, 

influenced by ownership) and batter wood (presumably an "accidental" test 

variable> are mentioned by more than 15 percent ot the preterrers: 

11The reputation and experience I've had with 
Rem I ngton - a proven weapon." (Rem I ngton SOL owner) 

"Remington ls the better gun - the experience of the 
people behind It •••• Because of the name. It's a very 
old gun maker and all are stll I being made In this 
country. 11 <Remington BOL owner) 

"I know a 1 lttle bit more about Remington and 1 •ve 
heard more about Remington than Ruger. Ruger Is 
a good gun but I really don't think there ls that 
much difference so I'd pick what I know best." 

(Winchester 70 owner) 

"In my exp er I ence w I th them, I 've had I ess prob I ems 
w I th Rem I ngton." lRem I ngton BDL owner> 

Frequently cited are feel/flt attributes ••• 

"General appearance and feel. A weapon has· to feel 
light. Smooth operation. I'm Just completely Im­
pressed with It. It's a well made weapon - balance, 
texture and feel." (Remington AOL owner) 

"The Ruger doesn 1t have a high enough cheek rest for 
me. I'm off on the sight I lne., .. The Remington 
just fits me better, Nice looking gun (Ruger) but 
basically I'm for the flt of the gun." (Mannlicher 
owner) 

••. and somewhat less often but with equal incidence are the satin finish, 
smooth action, accuracy, quality, Monte Carlo cheek place and convenient, 

more positive safety. Refer to the following table for addltlonal, less 

frequently mentioned reasons • 
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Reasons for Preferring the Remington Model* 

Reputation/prior experience/have shot them all my 
lite/I'm a Remington fan/would buy another/know 

~ 
C.34) 

them the best 35% 

Feel/flt/tits me better/feels more comtortable/slinmer/ 
flatter hand hold/fits my sma~I hands 21 

Finish on the stock/I like the flnlsh/Ruger's looks fake/ 
can't see much difference other than the finish 15 

Action/smoother/ease of operation 15 

Accurate/group consistently/shoot well 15 

Wood/better wood/a better grade/a little fancier 15 

A better made gun/looks better made/better work-
manshipJmachini ning is better 15 

Monte carlo cheek piece 15 

Safety/more convenient on the side/In a better 
position/a lever type/more positive/can leove on while 
operating bolt 

Bluelng Is better 

Thicker barrel/heavier barrel/less barrel whip 

Checkering is better/texture. 

Triggor/~ogth/no play/ribbed/I have heard Ruger 
triggers are bad • 

Strong action/better tolerance for rel~dlng/ 
thicker meta I 

Nice stock/I like the stock (general) 

Recoil pad/not hard plastlc 

Jeweled bOlt 

can use different scopes/a better way of mounting 

Balanee/ease of handling 

Floor plate release Is out of the way 

General appesrance 

Other: bolt sl Ide easier to clean/checkered bolt 
handle/dependable/available in ·1eft-handed 
mooel 

ltMultiple response 

15 

12 

12 

12 

12 

9 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

15 
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Comparison ot main reasons tor preference. Fer reeder convenience, a 
surrvnary comparison of the main r9asons for preference (15i or more tor either 

model) Is presented below: 

Main Reasons tor Preference - CcrTiparative* 

Reputatlon/faml llarity 

Safety: convenience/location/function 

Action: smooth/tight/sure 

Feel/tit/comfort 

Weight: 1 lghter 

Quality: better made/better machined 

Scope mount: sturdier/better system 

Monte Carlo/cheek piece 
Streight stock/classic 

Better wood/stock finish 

*Multiple response 

Prefer 
Ruger 

(41) 

37% 

27 

24 

20 

15 

15 

15 

7 

Prefer 
Remington 

(34) 

35% 

15 

15 

21 

15 

30 
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Influence of eheek piece on preference, Respondents In Seattle and Pit­

tsburgh were asked speelflcally If the Monte Carlo cheek piece Influenced 
their preference one way or.the other; and It so, how. The majority claim 

they ~ere not Influenced by the cheek piece, whereas a llttle less than two­

tltths are. 

Not Influenced by the cheek piece 

Yes, Influenced by the cheek piece 

I2!tl 
(50) 

62% 

38 

Of those who are Inf I uenced, three-quarters prefer the Rem I ngton. Three 

out of the five Ruger preferrers who are Influenced mention a dislike of 

the eheek piece. 

Cheek Piece Influence 

Yes tl2.... 
Model Preference ( 19) <31) 

Ruger 26% 74% 

Remington 74 26 

The major factor by far is the opinion that the cheek piece contributes 
to a better, more canfortable tit. Also the cheek piece Is perceived to 

sight better, more autariatlcally, and to be better looking. Interestingly, 

a few Ruger preterrers who were !l9!. lnflueneed volunteered that they liked 
the cheek piece, but (apparently) not enough to offset their preference (two 

like the Ruger·scope mounting system, the other cites Rugar 1s reputation 

and action). 

Strength of Preference 

The men in Seattle end Pittsburgh were asked to Indicate their strength ot 

preference. As can be seen below, the degree of preference for either model 

Is consistently (though not greatly) more moderate than strong. On the 

other hand, only rarely Is the degree of preference slight. 
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Preferred Model 

I2!tl Ruger Remin9ton 
Strength of Preference (50) (26) C22l 

pref er It a lot 42% 43% 4U 
prefer It somewhat 52 53 50 

pref er It only very slightly 6 4 9 

While recognl~lng that the base numbers are extremely smal I, a more detalled 
breakdown by model preference and owner type suggests that strong preference 

tor the Ruger model Is more Influenced by Ruger ownership than strong Remington 
preference is Influenced by Remington ownership. 

Ownec T~e~ and MQdel Pretecence 

Rucer Remington ZOQ Other 
Strength of Rem Ing• Reming- Reming-
Preference fum£. :ton Ruger ton Ruger ton 

( 13> ( I) ( 6) ( 14) ( 9) ( 7) • 

prefer It 
a lot 62:£ -% 17~ 43% 33~ 43~ 

I preter It 
somewhat 38 100 66 43 67 57 

I prefer It only 
very sl i9htly 17 14 

Price/Value ot Preferred Model 
In order to get a "cross f Ix" on strength of preference, respondents In 

Houston were asked how much more they would be wl I ling to pay tor their pre­

ferre~ model, In terms of given Increments of S30, $20, $10 and $5. No 

baseline retail price was stated • 
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Because even the highest incremental price tested proved to tall short of 
the threshhold for meaningful discrimination (i.e., the great majority 

would pay It for their preferred gun), in the remaining two cities higher 

price Increments o1 S60, $40, S20 and $10 were used. Also, .respondents 

were asked to assume that their ..!!.2!t-preferred model retailed for $300. 

As It turns out, even Cln tact, especial lyl when the lncrement3l "ante" Is 

raised, Remington preterrers appear willing to pay more tor their choice than 

Ruger preterrers are tor theirs -- perhaps a further reflection ot the rela­

tively greater price consciousness of the Ruger market, as discussed earlier. 

Houston 

Preferred Model 

Ruger Remington 

WI 111 ng to Pa~ ( 13) Cl2) 

$30 more 77% 84$ 
$20 more 8 

SlO more 15 

No more a B 

Seattle/Pittsburgh 

Preferred Model 

Ruger Remington 

WI 11 lno to Pa~ (28) (22) 

$60 mol"e 65~ SS~ 

$40 more 14 5 

S20 more 21 5 

S10 more 5 
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Reasons would pay more. The reasoning offered for wi lllngness to pay more 

is wide-ranging and varies sanewhat b~tween the two models preferred. Those 
preferring the Remington mention reputation most frequently, and then any 

of a number of specific features -- e.g., the safety location and type. Also 

more important are Remington's quality and personal preference (wouid pay 
more for what I like). The most frequent mentions !equally) for Ruger pre­

terrers are feel/flt attributes and personal preference; and then, as with 

the Remington but more so, any of a number of particular features. No one 
aspect or point seems to carry the day for either model; "value" appears to 

derive from a collective or cumulative Impression. 

lSEE TABLE ON NEXT PAGE) 
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•c Reasons Wiii ing to Pay More for Preferred Model* 

.I2!!.L 
(73)** 

Reputation/a proven brand/prior e.x-
perience, ownership/collect Remingtons 25, 

Wiii ing to pay more fer what I llke/ 
would be worth It/It's a lifetime 
investment/not that much difference 19 

Better feel or flt/the gun fits me/ 
comfort/ease of handling/balance/ 
stock is easier to grip 18 

I buy the best/better quality/workman-
ship/a better piece of equipment/an all 
around better gun/a good standard rifle 18 

Stock style/aesthetic value/nice lines 10 

Raliability/wlil last the rest of 
my I ita 7 

( Features (non-speclf lc)/the f Iner points 7 

Cosmetics/appearance/overall looks are 
better/looks good 7 

Bolt/liked the bolt better/the bolt 

• design/the type bolt 5 

Location of the safety 5 

Scope mount/a better scope mount 5 

Like the safety (general) 4 

Accuracy/more accurate 4 

Action/Ilka the action better/a 
Mauser action 3 

Scope mount/easy to remount/quick release 3 

Lighter weight 3 

Ruger service/no problems getting repairs 3 
- Wll 1 hold Its velue/doesn 1t depreciate 3 

(continued) 

*Multiple response 
**Two people were not will Ing to pay more tor their 

t ·-

• 
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Ruger Remington 
(40) (33) 

15% 36% 

18 21 

18 18 

15 21 

13 6 

10 3 

10 3 

3 12 

a 3 

8 3 

5 6 

5 3 

9 

s 
s 
s 
5 

3 3 

preferred model. 
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Reasons Wiii ing to Pay More tor Preferred Model* (cont 1dl 

( 

• 

. • 

Im! 

Trigger/better trigger 

Jeweled bolt 

Wood/better quality/darker 

Finish/nicer/better 
Other: Ruger: stock looks sturdier/ 
adjustable trigger/stock adjustment screw/ 
better rffllng/rings come with ft/scope 
mount ls adjustable 

Remlnoton: more checkering on 
forearm/bolt slides easier to clean/can 
get a left-handed model/a more advanced 
desi9n/alumlnum rings are better/bluelng/ 
lever type safety/quieter safety/can open 

{73)H 

3J 

3 

3 

3 

bolt with safety on 18 

. 
11Multiple response 

Preterred Model 

Ruger Remington 
(40) (33) 

3% 3$ 

6 

6 

6 

13 24 

**Two people were not willing to pay more for their preferred model 

• 
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DETAILED LIKES AND DISLIKES OF THE MODELS 

Both models ere very wel I received, with positive mentions outnumbering nega­

tives six or seven fold. On balance, the Remington draws a bit more attention, 

both posltlvely and negatively. As could be expected, the aspects of weighting, 

balance, feel and f It play a major part, particularly for the Ruger, although 

the majority of reactions relate to design/performance aspects. Quality re­

lated points, whl le mentioned less frequently, are stl II considerable, and 

more so for the Remington model. Also attracting more mentions tor the 

Remington are appearance attributes, whereas reputation carrnents are about 

equal tor the two models. 

Reminoton 

On an overall basis, the best liked attributes concern the safety, feel/flt, 

appearance, blueing (superior to previous models), action (smooth), and the 

Monte Carlo stock. As can be seen In the accanpanying table, $everal of 

these aspects are cited by respondents fran more than one perspective. 

Also of interest are the satin finish, checkering (better quality, deep), 

reputation/prior experience and the wood (better grade/prettier). The rank 

order ot these points, with the exception of the action and reputation/prior 

experience, varies sanewhat based on the preferred model. The Remington 

action and reputation/prior experience Issues are not significant for the 

Ruger preterrers. Generally, any specific point Is cited by a greater pro­

portion of those preferring the model being evaluated. 

On the negative side, the Remington again draws a bit more attention than 

the Ruger, a i though not by any consequent i a I amount. The mcst d Is I I ked 

aspect, primarily among the Ruger preferrers, is the Remington action, which 

Is characterized as sloppy and closing stltf ly. The safety (both functioning 

and locatlonl Is also mentioned by sane. The generally favorable reaction 

to the test gun Is underscored by the fact that better than two-fifths of 

the sample find nothing at all to criticize. 

Ruger 

Among all respondents, the most favored points -- differing quite a bit 
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trcm the Remington -- are the feel/flt (more cc:mtortable, I lghter>, action 
(smooth, tighter), safety (location), and reputation/prior experience. 

Additional points of more than passing Interest are the workmanship, 

slotted receiver, blueln9, trigger <crisp release, softer pul I) and appearance. 

As with the Remington, the rank order varies somewhat depending on model 
preference. Among the Remington preferrers, the Ruger reputation/experience 

Is not significant, nor Is the slotted receiver. 

Dislikes of the Ruger, as with the Remington, reflect little intensity. 

However, preferrers of both models cite the location cf the safety as 
their biggest complaint. Among Remington preferrers, ccmplalnts about the 

Ruger trigger (heavy) and the feel/flt of the rifle are voiced. Overall, 
though, this gun too is very favorably regarded, with nearly half the sample 

registering no dislikes. 

Oetai led tables of al I positive and negative reactions to each model by 

total sample and preferred model are presented In the following pages. 

• * • 
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• Positive Reactions to Remington Model* 

( 

.!2!tl 
(75) 

Blueing ·good/better/more finished/ 
Z3% superior to previous models 

Monte carto stock/cheek piece/shape ls 
better/more streamlined/sty! Ing 21 

Reputation/Remington Is e proven product/ 
know them best/have had Remingtons before 19 
Finish/satin finish/oil finish/has a 
gootJ finish 19 

Appearance/beautiful/prettier/finer 
looking/smooth lines 19 

Checkering/good/better/better quality/ 
raised/deep/like the texture 19 

Wood/better wood/prettier/fancier/more 
detal I In the grain/darker 17 

( Action/feels smoother/works better/nice 
action/I love the action 16 

Safety location/more handy/like 11m 
used to 16 

• Workrnanship/quallty/wel I made/better 
made/nicely flnlshed/rlfllng Is better 15 

Feel/flt/feels comfortable/teels good 12 

Bolt Is jeweled/classy looking 12 

Remingtons are more eccurate/shaot good 9 

Stock is nicer/prettier 9 

.Safety action, type/a lever type/more 
positive/less opt to slip/easier to 
operate 9 

Safety (generalJ/llke t~e s1fety/ 
a good sat ety 8 

.• 
Grip/thinner/small/narrow/a nice grip/ 
more comfortable/a flatter hand hold/I Ike 
shape of the tore end/slimmer stock 8 

Action is very strong/a good strong bolT/ 
locking lug/has a better tolerance for 

( reloading/enclosed bolt face 7 
....... 

(continued) 

*Multiple response 
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Preferred Model 

Ruger Remington 
(41) (34) 

12% .35% 

17 25 

2 38 

10 29 

12 26 

17 Zl 

1Z 24 

2 32 

7 20 

10 21 

2 24 
7 18 

5 15 
5 15 

10 9 

' 9 

2 15 

15 
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IQ!.tl 
(75) 

Bolt release/ls easler-/easlly r-emoved 7 

Trigger/sharp/crisp/good let off/ 
no play 7 

Like the way the rings mount/pre-
drilled tor- scope mount/can use dlt-
terent scopes 7 

Floorplate,shel I release/good/smal I/ 
out of the way 7 

Balance/well balanced/good balance/ 
ease of handling 7 

Barrel Is thicker/heavier 7 

Weight/Just right/not too heavy 7 

Recoil pad/has a recoil pad/flnn/ 
f l"ts better 7 

( Has a hinged floor plate s 
Bolt design/shepe/flatter - has more 
clearance for scope s 
Bolt Is checkered/customized 4 • Trigger - like lt better/ribber 4 

Scope mount/sturdier/I Ike It better .3 

Other: Ruoer: 
are Inc I 'i:idt!d 

fastener Is quiet/rings 

Remington: can open belt while 
on safe/bolt slides easier to clean/no 
open sights on barrel/rings look like 
they are better/availability of triggers/ 
built for- bench rest/comes In left-
handed model/a good gun tor the money 1.3 

None/no positive mentions 9 

*Multiple response 
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(cont'd) 

Pr-efer-r-ed Model 

Ruger Remington 
(41) (34) 

2 12 

2 12 

2 12 

7 6 

5 9 

5 9 

7 6 

7 6 

5 6 

5 6 

5 .3 
2 6 

2 3 

5 24 

17 
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Nogatlve Reactions to Remington Model* 

• ( k!:.tl 
C75) 

Action, bolt Is a little sloppy/has more 
play/ls stiff/closes a little stiff/not 
as 9ood 15% 

Trigger Is a llttle heavy/too heavy/ 
dont' I Ike It 8 

Safety action - can't tel I when firing pin 
is released/has to be off to unload/locks 
in the bolt after tiring/don't I Ike It/ 
a sl 1 ly toggle 7 

Grip Is too thin/doesn't flt my hand/ 
uncomfortable/stock could flt better/too 
short/recoil pad doesn't flt shoulder 7 

Rings are not steel/they are aluminum/ 
too I ight/are cheap 5 

Don't like stock shape/cheek piece/looks 
like a Remington 700 Classic 4 

Bedding - barrel would slap on stock/ 
Is loose/wood-to-metal flt Is poor 4 

c. Floor plate release Is awkward/In a bad 
place/don't Ilka the shell release 4 

Bolt drop feels awkward/belt closes 
funny/there's a double motion In the action 4 

• Safety location - don't Ilka safety on 
the side/can catch on something 4 

Mount - not as good as Ruger 1s/don't 
llke the way they go 3 

Poor workmanship/rifling quality not as 
good as other guns/a piece of Junk 3 

Checkering Is a little Inconsistent/could 
be better· .3 

Stock finish feels llke plastic/stocks 
on the merket ore better 3 

Other: Ruger: would be worried thet the 
.• Remington stock might crack/no open 

sights/no bolt guide/just a more expen-
sive AOL/the Remington stock is heavier/ 
the Ranlngton model Is too 1 lght/has a 
heavier barrel/can't adjust trigger/ 

·not es classy looking 
Reminaton: prater lighter color 

WOOd/recoll pad too sol Id, should have old 
style with white I ine/prefer smooth bolt 
finish/don't like either one 16 
None/no negative m~ntlons 4.3 

1 MIJ It Io le resoonse 

• 
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Ruger Remington 
141) (34) 

22% 6% 

7 9 

10 3 

5 9 

5 6 

7 

7 

5 3 

5 3 

2 6 

5 

5 

2 .3 

6 

20 12 

.34 '' 
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ec Positive Reactions to Ruger Model* 

I2:ttl 
(75) 

Action Is smooth/works better/tighter/ 
less play/tolerance Is better/a good 
action/has a quicker fall 31 j; 

Reputation/a more popular brand/ex• 
perienced with/own other Rugers/ 
my favorite 21 

Feel, flt/tits better/feels 
more comfortable 20 

Safety - location/tang safety/ 
within reach of thumb, one hand/ 
can put off test 20 

Good workmanship/we! I crafted/ 
built better/no better gun made 17 
Balance/well balanced/handles better 17 

( 
Slotted receiver/scope ring attach-
ment Is better/a better mount/won't 
move out of focus/a sturdy mount 16 

Safety Cgeneral)/a good safety/I II ke 
the safety 13 

• Bl uelng/9ood/b1:!ter/n ice/me-to I 
finish more lasting 13 

Trigger/crisp/smooth let-off/ 
softer/good 12 

Lighter weight/lighter 12 

Appearance/looks good/beautiful n 
Mauser action Is stronger/rel lable/ 
has large extractor 9 

Stock des.lgn/11 straight stock/a 
classic stock/like the style/groove 
In the stock/stream I lned Cstock1> 9 

A serviceable gun/wlll teke a beating/ 
will hold up/you can rely on It/dependable/ 
Rugers are stronger. sturdier 6 

Weight Is just right/a little heavier 
than the Remington a 

( 
Floor plate, shell release/easy to get 
to/In a better place 8 

(continued) 

•Multiple response 
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Ruger Rem I ngton 
(41) (34) 

44% 15% 

39 

34 3 

27 12 

22 12 

20 15 

27 3 

15 12 

12 15 

12 12 

12 12 
12 9 

17 

15 3 

15 

10 6 

10 6 
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Positive Reactions to Ruger Model* (cont'd) 

( 

• 
.-

• 

Ia!!.!. 
(75) 

Checkering Is good/deeper/I Ike the design 7~ 

Bolt release/I Ike the bolt release/ 
simple 
Safety action/has a more positive feel/ 
can tell when firing pin Is released/ 
has S and F markings/easy to release/ 
al lows bolt to come beck 
Stock (non-speclfic)/e better stock 

Rubber recoil pad/doesn't hurt your 
shoulder/cushlonler 

Floor plate is hinged/has a floor plate 

Grip ls comfortable/fits my hand 

Steel rings are strong/Remington 
rings are cheap 

Wood Is a better grade/like the grain 

Most value for the dollar/a good gun 
tor the money 

Wood-to-metal flt good for today's 
rifle/ls a lot closer 

Barrel length - shorter/not too long/ 
like the overall length 

Barrel Is smoller Cthinner?>/llghter 

Scope mounts are lower/locatlonts> 
better 

Finish/satin f lnlsh 
Other: B.!:!9!.t: hos a bolt guide/bolt Is 
swept towards hand/quick release of 
scope/barrel. easter to slght/Ded~lng 
system/heavy chamber dissipates the heat 
better/accurate/mounts (rinas?>come 

5 

5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
.3 

with it/Remington: no o?en sights 12 

None/no positive mentions 4 

*Multiple response 
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Ruger 

(41) 

7% 

10 

7 

7 

7 

5 

5 

2 

5 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Remington 

(34) 

6% 

3 

3 

3 

3 

6 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
5 

3 

9 
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Negative R~ctlons to Ruger Model* 

Safety action/has to be otf to load. 
unload/hard to tell If on or off/hes 
no red mark/more dlftlcult to grasp/ 
will bind In cold weather/easier 
to forget 

Safety loc:atlon/cen be bumped ac­
cidental I y/have to change grip/too 
far back/may get In way ot scope 
Trigger ls heavy/hard/has play In It/ 
have heard of bad triggers on Ruger 
Wood not fancy enough/would llke 
Remington's better/looks fake/grain 
not straight on forearm 

Flt/straight stock/cheek rest not high 
enough/foreann grip a little thin/ 
stock is too short 

Action has too much play when open/ 
a little sloppy/is stiff 

Checkering/has a little overrun/not 
as fine as Remington's/ls recessed 
Heavier 

Won't allow use of a scope mounting 
system/can use only one set of rings 

Not es accurate/barrel too thin to 
ho Id accuracy 

Bedding should be free floated/not 
bedded wel I 

A I ight piece/would have more reCX)l 1 

!.21.ll 
(75) 

11% 

7 

5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

.3 

3 

3 

3 

Floor plate release/she I I ejection 3 

Workmanship/wood-to-metal flt poor/ 
riffing quality not as good as older guns 3 

Other: ~: bolt not Jeweled/no open 
sights/floor plate should be reinforced/ 
not made ~or left handers 

Remington: bolt·sllde harder to 
clean/archaic bolt desi9n - WWII Japanese/ 
recoil pad not sponge/bolt could be sho.-t­
ened/I ines are too square/don't llke 
e i tl'ler one 13 

None/no negative mentions 48 

•Multiple response 
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Preferred Model 

Ruger 

(41) 

IOS 

5 

5 

5 

5 

z 
5 

5 

5 

10 

59 

Remington 

(34) 

12% 

9 

12 

6 

9 

3 

.3 

6 

6 

3 

18 

35 
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EVALUATION OF SCOPE MOUNTING SYSTEMS 

All respondents were asked to make addltlonal observations of the two dif­

fering scope mounting systems. The men were questioned regarding the ad­
vantages and disadvantages of each system and their preference tor one versus 

the other. 

Mount Preference 
Overall, the Ruger mounting system Is favored by almost three to one. 

Preferred Mount 
Ruger 

Remington 

No preference 

Total 
(75) 

721 
25 

} 

While there Is an appreciable difference between Ruger and Remington overall 
preferrers, a (small> majority even of the latter group prefer the Ruger mount. 

Pref erred Mount 

Ru9er 
Remington 

No preference 

Preferred Model 

&!2£ 
(41) 

ass 
10 

5 

Remington 
(34) 

56S 

44 

When the Issue ts analyzed by owner type, the pattern continues to hold true. 

Even among the Remington 700 owners, preference for the Ruger mount runs two 

to one. 

Owner T~ee 

~ Remington 700 ~ 
Preferred ~lount (22) (28) (25) 

Ruger 1'71. 641. 76% 
Remington 18 32 24 

No preference 5 4 
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Reasons tor preference. The Ruger system Is preferred prlmarl ly tor its 
convenience oi mounting and removing a scope: and for Its Integrated, (per­

ceived) stronger, more secure design •. The Remington system is preferred tor 

a wider variety of reasons and with less enthusiasm. In particular, stabll ity 
and secureness In a more permanent and stronger mount are the main points. 

More than two-fifths of the Ruger preferrers mention the ease of use, which 

is seen mainly in the user's ability to do It himself without special tools: 

"Easler to change your scope or to re-al lgn It. Less 
work mounting on your gun .••• Clips right In. You 
don't have to fool around with It as much." 

"Easler and faster to get oft and on. It's quick 
and you can do It by hand." 

"They are easier to remove. The ether <Remington) 
you wou Id need 11 screwdriver to get tnem oH." 

"Because on the Ruger the r I ngs and scope i:ire 
readily detachable without the use ot tools." 

"The Remington Is a more permanent mounting. 
You either need a gun&rnlth or a lot of experience 
to mount this properly." 

About one-third consider the Ruger approach stronger, more rugged, less 
susceptJDle to Dreakage ••• 

"Ruger mounts are a whole lot better, Jess room 
for error. I ll~e me1'lll on metal to make It 
sturdier." 

"The mount; have three mechan isnu• for retention. 
They are controlled laterally - a lot of metal. 
The Remington has a very fl"agl le mount." 

"The Ruger has an I ntegra I base with c I aw type 
ring ond ls a lot more substantial; It won't be 
knocked oft as e~sy •••• The Integral part and 
less susceptible to breakage." 

••• apparently en Inherent benofit of the slotted receiver whereby the mount 

fits intc, not on the receiver ••• 

"With the Ruger system, the integral type system 
wouldn't break off •••• It's made to flt Into the 
system, not on." 
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"Because the mounting bases are an Integral part of 
the receiver. No chance of, or less chance of, 
knocking the mountings off the rifle if dropped -
the system seems a .1 lttle huskier." 

-65-

••• and which el imlnates the poss I bl 1 lty of +roublesane drl I l Ing and tapping 

the receiver: 

"Because It the Remington strips out on you, you're 
screwed and you have to have your gun f lxed at a shop." 

"If you wore out the· drllllng (threads) on the Reming­
ton -- It would cost you a lot of money It one of 
the holes was stripped." 

Addltlonally, this approach Is seen to be more secure and snug: 

"The Ruger Is machined. It Is less likely to shake 
lose; the threads won't sltp. 11 

"It f I ts snug. I II ke the four screws to re i ntcrce. 
More engineering and thought In It. I think It 
looks more snug and e better flt." 

• 11 * 

CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
KINZER V. REMINGTON 

R2513061 



( 

• 
.· 

( ._ 

• 

-66-

Most important for nearly one-third of the Remington preterrers Is the 
secureness of the mount ••• 

"More vlbn:itlon tree. The scope would stay In 
the same position al I the time •••• A more secure 
mount - ttiet•s the best reeson." 

"Would be able to tighten them down more securely." 

"I prefer the sol Id mount which is not going to 
move." 

••• which is more positive and less likely to come loose: 

"Wei I - with It being drl I led and tapped It gives 
me a sense of security. I have dropped and banged 
my gun and 11 ve never jarred one I oose yet." 

"The Ruger has more ot e tendency to work loose. 
The Remington mount ls more permanent, stays sighted 
in better and doesn't work loose." 

One-quarter see this approach es being more permanent, not needing to be 

removed ••• 

"I prefer the permanent mount because once you sight 
It In It stays sat. You can still remove the scope 
without taking the mounts off •••. Every time you 
take the quick (Ruger> mount off, I feel that you 
wou Id have to reset the sight •11 

"Because It Is e permanent mount. No other reason. 
I wish my Ruger had this mounting system." 

••• and also more rugged and sturdier: 

"I prefer a sing le pleca, It's more rugged - better 
for magnum rounds~" 

"Because of the mounting procedure It would be 
sturdier." 

•• * 4 

Complete reasons for preference are detailed In the following tables: 
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Reasons ·+or Preferring Ruger Mount 

Eosler to mount ond remove/easier to change scopes/ 
don't need a sere~ drlver/tlghtene~ eosler/de­
tochable without tools/con do 11 with a quarter/ 

~ 
(54) 

quick/faster 44~ 

Sturdier/less susceptlble to breakage/more rugged/ 
beef I er mount Ing/other Is fr219 I I e 33 

Machined In/slotted receiver/Integral part/fits 
In not on/clamping wlll hold better/tapped holes 
can be stripped, expensive to repair 30 

Locks more snugly/f Its better/less roc:111 for error/ 
less llkely to shake Joose/2 1crew holes wll I hold 
more securely/4 screws holdln9 scope down 26 

Steel construction/heavy rings/heavier material/ 
heavier 7 

Can remove scope without ranovlng from rings/ 
It's always adjusted/stays close to zero 

6etter/bullt better/a more accurate way 

Other: can mounted fore or aft of bolt/can use 
open sights/don't have to buy added hard­
ware/simple 

7 

6 

7 
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Reasons tor ~referring Reminoton Mount 

Sol Id mounting/more secure/more positive, less 
chance of mlsallgnlng/won't Jer loose 

Permanent/more permanent 

More rugged, sing le piece mount/feel safer If 
dropped/sturdier 

Neater looking/no excess stuff 

Lighter weight 

With the other, stuck with same mount 

Avallabl llty of the mount In case of loss or 
damage 

Latitude of putting the bases on the rlf le 

Can remove scope without removing mounts 

Can remove all of the paraphernalia If want to 
sel I the gun 

Mounts not reversible. can't mount wrong 

Slmpler system 

Better cnon-speclflcl 

Quick release 

CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
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.32% 

26 

16 

11 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Specific Advantages and Disadvantages 

As might be expected frcm Its margin of preference. on an overall basis, 

the ~u9er mount system fares conslderably better than the Remington system 

attracting twice as many specif lc positive reactions and halt as many 

negatives. 

Ruger system. The most widely played back Ruger advantages are: 

- the ease of mounting/demounting lmentioned by three-fourths 
of those preferring and three-fifths overall); 

- strength; sturdiness (half of the preferrers and two-fifths 
overa 11) 

- slotted receiver, Integral base (half of the preferrers and 
more than one-third overall) 

- stable, won't shift. 

Although proportionately less so, even respondents preferring the Remington 

systE111 ore In agreement on the first two and the fourth points Just mentioned. 

Disadvantages In the Ruger system are seen prlmarl ly by the Remington mount 

preferrers. The most significant mention Cby nearly half of the Remington 

preterrers> Is the greater likelihood that the Ruger mount would come loose 

or not hold tight enough. Next In rank order but wi.+1-i conslderabl y fewer 

mentions are: the heavier weight <of the steel rings1>J being llmlted to 

one system (on an overall basis); and having to resight every time you 

remove the scope <Remington preferrers only>. 

Remington syste~. On an overall basis (due to.the preponderance ot Ruger 

1110unt preterrers>, perceived disadvantages outweigh the advantages: although 
among the Remington preferrers, of course, the reverse Is true. 

The biggest disadvantage IS the material of the rings (tor more than one­

third overall), wh'ch gives rise to questions as to what the material is* -­

otten recognized as !l2! steel. This leads to doubts about the strength and 
durability of the rings. Most of the· remaining negatives center on the 

Inherent problems of screwed-on bases -- i.e., more difficult to mount 

*In tact, aluminum • 
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(also of concern to some Remington mount preferrersl; likely to loosen (but 

not as much so as the Ruger mountl; and a possible source of problems It 
the screws or holes ere damaged In any wQy, 

In spite of the foregoing, the Remington system does have certain advanta~s 
with which even some of the Ruger preferrers can agree. The screw-on 
bases not withstanding, the Remington mount Is believed by some to be more 

stable. Also attrectlng frequent mention are: 

- a more permanent mount 

- neater, uncluttered appearance 

- stronger 

- lighter weight (ranked number two by Ruger preferrersl. 

Fol lowing are tables of detailed positive and negative reactions to both 

systems. 
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•c Positive Reactions to Ruger Mount* 

Preferred Mount 

l2.!.il Ruger Remington 
<75)** (54) (19) 

Easier to mount/easier to put on, 
take off/quick release/don't have to 
tear down entire system/can do by hand 63S 74~ 32$ 

Looks more sturdy/stronger/more rugged/ 
durable/won't break off/heavier/beef )er 40 50 11 

Integral base/machined In/permanent 
attachment/tuned to the gun/just slides 
on/no screws In the receiver/no 
screws to break off 35 48 

More stable/won't shift/stays put/more 
accurate/more snug/locks In/less able 
to move 24 28 11 

All steel rings/heavier rings/hard 
steel/heavy duty 15 19 5 

( 4 screws are better than 2/especlally 
if lose one/more reinforced 13 17 5 

Once adjusted It's always adjusted/ 

• scope stays In the rings e 11 

Looks more simple 5 7 

Can use open sights 4 6 

Better quality/worlmanshlp Is good 3 11 

Other: same r I ngs can be used f ran 
gun to gun/can be adjusted/a little 
better styled/mount ts tower/can be 
mounted fora or aft of bolt 5 7 

None/no positive mentions 11 4Z 

.· 

•Multlplo response 
l ••rwo people who preferred neither ~ount Included in the Total column only • 

• 
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*Multiple response 
**Two people who preferred nelther mount we Included in the Total column only . 

• 
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• Positive Reactions to Remington· Mount* 

( 
Preferred Mount 

Total Ruger Remington 

(75)** (54) ( 19 l 

A more secure, vibration- tree mount/less 
prone to move/sol Id, not going to move/ 
more vibration free/wlll hold tl9hter/ 
w I I I stay accurate 23% 11% SB% 

A more permanent mount 1l 7 52 

Light weight/very light weight 12 11 16 

Neater appearance/eye catching/not as 
bulky/more streamlined 11 7 21 

Can use anyone's Cscope1)/e more flexible 
system/can interchange with a different 
height mount/can adjust relief 8 4 21 

More rugged/sing le piece, sol id mount/ 

( 
sturdier/would feel safer If dropped It/ 
gives me a sense of security 7 2 21 

Eesy to lnstal I/quick/convenient/no gun-
smith/a simpler system 7 4 11 

• Proven to work wel I/a conventional system '4 11 

At"tacned by threaded screws/drilled and 
tapped '4 16 

WI II hold up better/wll I last longer/won't 
rust '4 16 

Readily available ' 5 "" 

They sit flush/easier to use without a scope .3 4 

Better.craftsmanship/better finish .3 .5 

.• Other: single screw (per mount?)/qulck re-
lease/can't mount wrong/can be removed/ 
made by Remington 7 26 

None/no positive mentions .39 54 

( -
•Multiple response 

**Two people who preferred neither mount are Included In Total column only • 

• 
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• ( Negative Reactions to Remington Mount* 

Preferred Mount 

.I2!tl Ruger Remington 
(7.5)** (54) ( 19) 

ScoQe Rings Cnet> 36% 43$ 21% 

Material - what ls lt?/thought 
were plastic/al Joy/pot metal/ 
prefer steel 20 22 16 

Look flimsy/weak/not as strong 
looking/cheap/rings wll I crack If 
drop gun 17 22 5 

Lighter /TOO light" 7 7 5 

Too thin 5 

More difficult to mount or remove/needs 
tools/takes more time to change scopes 32 39 11 

( 
Screwed on bases subJec"t "to Jolting/ 
would loosen.more easl ly/not as accurate 15 19 5 

Screws. threads can be damaged/can strip 
tapped holes/have problems If strip/screws 

• are fragile/screws are small/prater allen 
head screws/screws ;;1·e hard to rep I ace 15 19 ., ~ 

Have to remove rings to remove scope • 
lose zero/have to remove scope trcrn 
rings in order to remove mounts 9 .13 

Single screw in each side • prefer 
double/one screw per moun1 s 7 

Not adjustable/no wlndage 4 6 

Needs four screws/more screws 3 4 

A permanent mount 3 4 .· 
Mounts are too high 3 4 

Other: scope shou Id be I ocked In/don 1 t 
like way they sit there/rings are shiny 4 2 11 

None/no negative mentions 17 7 42 

•Multiple response 
••Two people who preferred neither mount are Included In the Total column only • 

• 
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