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3¢/ PREFACE

The mission of the Harvard Business School (HBS) is “to educate leaders who will make a
difference in the world.” Founded in 1908, when Harvard University was already more than
250 years old,HBS achieves this mission by reaching a wide range of audiences through a
variety of programs. While HBS is perhaps best known for its MBA Program, it also pursues
this mission through its Executive Education Programs (including the Advanced Management
Program as well as over 100 additional programs for practicing managers)and through the
publishing activities of Harvard Business School Publishing (HBSP) which include Harvard
Business Review, HBS Press (books), E-Learning products, and HBS Case Studies.

Providing guidance for leading academic institutions continues to be an important aspect of
the HBS Mission.Over the past 60 years, HBS has not only made its case studies available
throughout the world, but has assisted other Universities and their faculties in developing their
ability to teach by the case method.This has included the offering of such courses as The
International Teachers Program (ITP), Colloquium on Participant Centered Learning (CPCL)
and the Program on Case Method and Participant Centered Learning(PCMPCL). The PCMPCL
Program initiated in August of 2005 is aimed at helping leading Business Schools in Greater
China and Singapore to develop excellence in the use of the case method and participant
centered learning in both MBA and Executive Programs, as well as in practitioner—oriented

research.

HBS has discovered over the years that adoption of the case method often proceeds through
three stages. The first stage is where cases are used as examples and illustrations of principles
and concepts being taught in a Management Course. The second stage is where cases become a
primary means of learning, with a majority of the class sessions in a program relying on field-
based cases. The third stage is then where the faculty begin doing significant amounts of their
case —based research and curriculum development to better understand and teach about
decision making.

Consistent with our mission, we at HBS and at HBS Publishing are pleased to offer—in
conjunction with our partner, China Renmin University Press—a comprehensive approach to

Chinese Business Schools and their faculty, that is focused on helping them progress through

5



the second stage of participant—centered learning and into that third stage. This overall effort
consists of offering the 10 ~day PCMPCL Course to teams of business school faculty from
Greater China and Singapore, providing a series of case books (through China Renmin
University Press) tailored to the Ministry of Education’s MBA curriculum recommendations,
offering a set of follow—up case teaching and case writing seminars in China, and establishing

an academic support center to assist faculty with their unique course and case requirements.

Our purposes in doing this are two—fold, but both are directly tied to the HBS Mission. One
purpose is to facilitate better management education throughout the global economy by
assisting leading educational institutions—such as those found in China—in developing their
capabilities in practitioner focused, case based teaching. The other purpose is to help the
leadership at such institutions to develop a critical mass of faculty who can lead the efforts of
their own institutions in creating additional case-based teaching and research materials that
can be shared with other parts of the world. Such China-specific management materials of a

world class caliber are anxiously needed by academics elsewhere in the world.

We are pleased that China Renmin University Press and so many leading Chinese Manage-
ment Schools would join with us in pursuit of these purposes.We anticipate that this series of
case books will be a significant contributor to the pursuit of the important role that Chinese Ed-
ucational Institutions, their faculty, and the practitioners they serve will have in the global e-

conomy.

Steven C. Wheelwright

Baker Foundation Professor

Senior Associate Dean, Publication Activities
Harvard Business School

Harvard University

Boston, Ma 02163

June 2005
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Saturn Corporation in 1998

General Motors, the largest company in the world, began a planning process in the early
1980s that led to its first new American car nameplate since the 1920s: the Saturn Corporation.
Saturn’s short history since then was marked by a number of unprecedented breakthroughs.

During the planning phase, GM management and the United Auto Workers pledged to
operate cooperatively through an innovative partnership. The pledge signaled an end of an era in
which management responded to competitive problems by going “down to the line [to] knock some
heads.”! In preparation for the small-car launch in 1990, GM invested $3.5 billion in engineering,
design, and a new manufacturing facility in Spring Hill, Tennessee. The facility was staffed entirely
by UAW members that had been laid off by General Motors and that elected to relocate to the new
Saturn site. Saturn’s mission reflected the expectation that both General Motors and the workforce
would benefit from the investments.

Saturn’s Mission: 1) to market vehicles developed and manufactured in the United States
that are world leaders in quality, cost, and customer satisfaction through the integration of
people, technology, and business systems. 2) to transfer knowledge, technology and

experience throughout General Motors.2

The second phase of Saturn’s development began with the launch of the company'’s first car
in 1990. Skeptics doubted that the new corporation would achieve its goal to manufacture a small
car with quality comparable to Toyota and Honda. Saturn had quickly defied the skeptics and won
awards for quality, customer service, and innovative management practices. In 1993, the company
had been ranked first in overall value by the Consumer Reports in its small-car issue. In 1995, Saturn
overtook Ford’s Escort to become the best-selling small car in the United States.

By 1998, Saturn had entered a third phase, characterized by new competitive and
organizational challenges. With the success of the small car, attention turned toward the second part

! Business Week (May 12, 1973) and Saturn: A Different Kind of Car Company” (HBS 795-010), p. 4.
Z “Saturn: A Different Kind of Car Company” (HBS 795-010), p. 10.

Associate Professor Anita M. McGahan prepared this case with assistance from Research Associate Rebecca Evans as the
basis for class discussion rather than to illustrate either effective or ineffective handling of an administrative situation. The
case is an adaptation and update of “Saturn Corporation in 1996” (HBS 797-052) by McGahan and Research Associate
Suzanne C. Purdy. It draws on “Saturn Corporation's Module I Decision” (HBS 795-011) by Research Associate Greg
Keller under the supervision of McGahan. Thanks to editor Barbara Feinberg and to Sarah Woolverton for additional
research support.

Copyright © 1998 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College. To order copies or request permission to
reproduce materials, call 1-800-545-7685 or write Harvard Business School Publishing, Boston, MA 02163. No
part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, used in a spreadsheet, or transmitted in
any form or by any means—electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise—without the
permission of Harvard Business School.




799-021 ’ Saturn Corporation in 1998

of the mission: transferring the learning from Saturn to General Motors. Financial analysts pointed to
the transfer as critical for recouping GM’s $3.5 billion investment in Saturn.

The problem of transfer was complicated by organizational dynamics at GM. During the late
1990s, corporate performance had improved considerably (see Exhibit 1). As a consequence, some
observers reported a diminished sense of urgency within General Motors about incorporating the
lessons of Saturn. One early effort at transferring Saturn practices—adopting Saturn’s famous “no
haggle” sales approach at Oldsmobile dealerships—met with limited success. In an important 1998
development, General Motors announced plans for a “Delta” small-car platform that would include a
new Saturn sports-utility vehicle as well as a Chevrolet Cavalier, Pontiac Sunbird, and European Opel
Astra. Sharing the platform across divisions would allow GM to achieve economies of scale in the
procurement of common parts such as frames, power trains, door hinges, and brakes. The business
press responded by questioning Saturn's status as an independent company with experience that
could be transferred to the parent.

Shifts in the small-car market also created pressure on Saturn. Overall sales of small cars
flagged during the late 1990s as mid-sized and sport-utility vehicles became more popular. As the
small-car model aged, some analysts reported that Saturn’s relative quality was diminishing. By
1998, the company had engaged in a number of initiatives to address its market position. The existing
small-car model had been introduced in Japan to expand the geographic footprint of the company. In
addition to the sports-utility vehicle, the company had announced that it would introduce a mid-
sized car in 1999. The mid-sized model would be manufactured in a converted Wilmington,
Delaware, facility based on a design from General Motors' European Opel division. A new
management team at Saturn promised to renew the company’s commitment to principles of
consensus and cooperation with the UAW.

General Motors

In 1997, General Motors posted net income of 3.7% on $178 billion in revenues (see Exhibit 1).
Analysts attributed the auto maker’s better-than-average results to improved products and a strong
yen, which eased price competition from Japanese imports. The company’s core automotive business
was organized in a group of divisions called North American Automotive Operations (NAO). NAO
included seven car and truck lines.3 In 1997, NAO accounted for $100 billion of GM’s revenues and
posted a modest loss of $86 million. '

The Car Divisions

The divisionalization of GM in the 1990s reflected a strategy first formulated in the 1920s by
GM President Alfred P. Sloan. Sloan organized GM divisions to offer “a car for every purse and
purpose.” Chevrolet targeted entry-level buyers, while Pontiac, Oldsmobile, and Buick offered
models that moved progressively up the price scale. Cadillac staked out the higher-end market by
providing the largest and most luxurious cars on the road.

From the 1930s to the late 1950s, each of GM'’s five divisions sold distinct models. While
sharing basic components to save costs, every brand offered a different engine, chassis, and body
style to create individual personalities. The corporation first deviated from this formula in 1959 when
it introduced smaller cars that shared “platforms” (i.e., engines and chassis). This practice became
known as “badge engineering.” A decade later the company offered just 18 models, many differing

3 Buick, Cadillac and Saturn were strictly car brands, while Chevrolet, Pontiac, and Oldsmobile marketed
passenger trucks in addition to cars. GMC Truck, the seventh division, sold larger utility trucks and vans.

2
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in only cosmetic features. For example, the 1969 Buick Skylark, Oldsmobile F-85, Pontiac Tempest,
and Chevrolet Chevelle were virtually identical except for their body panels and upholstery.

Analysts believed GM'’s increasing reliance on badge engineering during the late 1960s and
early 1970s reflected concerns about antitrust ‘scrutiny by the U.S. government. The firm had
achieved a 50% market share and could no longer aggressively increase sales without the threat of
prosecution. As a consequence, GM pursued policies like badge engineering to improve profits
through reduced costs. A strong manufacturing culture developed around these initiatives.

In the face of new competitive challenges, GM attempted to revive the division's separate
identities under a major reorganization plan in 1984. The company’s leaders considered
reconstituting the five divisions, but eventually decided to separate Buick, Oldsmobile, and Cadillac
(BOC) from Chevrolet, Pontiac, and Canadian Operations (CPC). One executive recalled, “As we got
to looking at the individual areas of expertise..., it was clear that you couldn’t cut them into fives
without losing your critical numbers in any one of the capabilities. We finally concluded that two

(groups) was as many as you could do.”?

Saturn was formed outside the BOC/CPC framework to insulate the new division from
budget pressure and tensions among brands. This independence was intended to provide flexibility
for testing new ideas. Saturn was allowed to produce its own engines and transmissions to infuse the
models with a unique feel. New features and styling choices reinforced the claim that Saturn was
offering “a different kind of car.”

The Turnaround

Starting in 1992, CEO John F. “Jack” Smith pursued an aggressive plan for improving GM'’s
financial results. Costs were trimmed by shedding layers of management and by following through
on plans to close more than 20 assembly factories and to outsource parts from efficient independent
suppliers. Smith also dismantled the BOC/CPC structure, replacing it with a unified NAO strategy
board. This group aimed to eliminate redundancies across divisions by centralizing the design,
engineering, and purchasing functions for all brands but Saturn. Smith also announced plans to
shrink the number of basic car platforms from 12 to five, while supplementing the lineup with
designs from GM-Europe. Observers applauded the plan as an important component of the
turnaround. The development of each platform was estimated to require an investment of $1.5 to
$2.5 billion over an eight-year period, and even more when development was accelerated.

. During this transition, several observers predicted that GM would merg'e Saturn with
Oldsmobile or Chevrolet. GM sources denied the rumors, but did not end speculation about the
brand's future. Analysts said Saturn could achieve its volume targets by broadening its product line
with either larger cars or subcompacts. A more conservative course involved building sales of its
current class of products by adding dealerships in the U.S. and moving into international markets
more aggressively. Every option carried implications for Saturn's current capacity expansion, as well
as for GM's other divisions.

Chevrolet GM's largest division led the NAO recovery during the spring of 1994, but was again
losing market share by 1997. During the early 1990s, Chevrolet’s success had been driven by a strong
increase in sales of light trucks. Managers said the gains could be attributed to Chevrolet's product
‘renaissance.” The division had recently introduced several redesigned models. These models were
part of the first wave of products flowing from the NAO's "common parts” strategy.

4 Keller, MaryAnn, Rude Awakening: The Rise, Fall, and Struggle for Recovery of General Motors, p.110.
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As a full-line manufacturer of passenger cars, Chevrolet epitomized GM's difficulties during
the past 20 years. General manager Jim Perkins reported, "We lost our place in the '80s... We let our
products slip."® Between 1979 and 1993, Chevy's share of the U.S. car market fell from 20% to 12%.5
In the interim, the division took steps to keep buyers from defecting to imports, especially in the
smaller car classes. Chevrolet's Geo Metro, sourced from Isuzu, had achieved limited share as a sub-
compact. Chevrolet had also introduced the Geo Prizm in the small-car market. The Prizm was
produced by NUMMI, a joint venture between GM and Toyota, that produced a nearly identical
Toyota Corolla. The Prizm received better-than-average ratings from auto critics but captured less
than 4% of the small car market compared to 9% for the Toyota Corolla, despite the Prizm's lower
base price. Chevrolet also attracted entry-level buyers with its Cavalier, a mid-size model that was
aggressively priced to compete with smaller imports. In 1997, Chevrolet’s share of the U.S. car
market was 11.8%.

When Saturn was introduced, several Chevrolet managers complained that the new brand
was cannibalizing Chevrolet sales. Research revealed that only about 6% of Saturn's buyers listed a
Chevy or Geo as a second choice. Moreover, sales trends showed that Chevrolets were most popular
in the Midwest and South, while Saturn's core territories were in the East and West. Chevrolet had
recently dropped its "Heartbeat of America" advertising in favor of a more nostalgic "Genuine
Chevrolet" theme. Some observers noted that the ads were reminiscent of Saturn's early spots.

Pontiac  Sales gains in 1997 made Pontiac the fourth-best selling brand in the U.S., behind Ford,
Chevrolet, and Toyota.” General manager John Middlebrook said the division thrived by offering
sporty models at a more affordable price than the competing imports.8 In particular, the brand's two
bestsellers, the Grand Am and the Grand Prix, were mid-size models that listed for several thcusand
dollars less than the Honda Accord and Toyota Camry. Sales of the Grand Prix and Grand Am
accounted for about 70% of Pontiac’s volume. The Pontiac brand as a whole had increased its share
to 6.7% of the national market by 1997.

Pontiac’s performance had been particularly strong in California, where dealers were
experimenting with a "Value Selling" concept. Cars were packaged with popular features and offered
at a "Suggested Value Price" to eliminate haggling. Managers hoped the program would enhance the
buying experience by minimizing the need to shop at different dealerships.

National advertising emphasized styling and performance, appealing to a younger group of
buyers than did traditional GM brands. The median age of ownership was in the mid 40s, comparable
to most imports and slightly above Saturn. Pontiac sold cars in the medium, large and sporty segments.
It dropped its small car, the LeMans, in 1993, so dealers relied on a variation of the Chevy Cavalier (sold
as a Sunbird) to attract entry-level buyers. Industry sources also speculated that Pontiac would
eventually put the LeMans name on a small car imported from one of GM's international divisions.

Oldsmobile GM's oldest brand was rebuilding its loyal customer base in the late 1990s. During the
mid 1980s, Oldsmobile had sold more than 1,000,000 cars annually. By 1993, however, sales had slipped
to less than 400,000, prompting analysts to question the brand's viability. Olds' managers committed to
remodel after Saturn— a process the media called "Saturnization." Dealers were schooled in team-
building and customer-service principles. The division also set up a governance board with dealer
representatives. The governance board endorsed "no haggle" pricing and moneyback guarantees.

5 "Compact Cars Loom Large for U.S. Makers," Advertising Age, April 4, 1994, p.4.
6 Chevrolet's share of the combined car and truck market was 16.8% in 1995.

T “US. Car and Light-Truck Sales,” Automotive News (1998).

8 Quoted in “Saturn Corporation’s Module II Decision,” HBS 795-011 (August 1994).
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Oldsmobile received above-average reviews on its line of mid-size and larger cars but
seemed to have trouble implementing the no-haggle policy and in shaking a stodgy image. To
reshape this perception, the brand launched the Aurora, a $32,000 sedan that was designed to
challenge the best of the luxury imports. Although Aurora sales would not turn the division around,
Olds’ marketing staff hoped the car would bring curiosity seekers into showrooms, where they could
become familiar with other models and experience the new sales techniques. Olds wanted to attract
the same profile of customer as Saturn, but one who might be shopping for a larger vehicle.
Oldsmobile offered seven different models, including a minivan and a sport utility vehicle. The
brand’s share of the U.S. car market dropped from 3.8% in 1996 to 3.0% in 1997.

Buick During the 1980s, Olds and Buick models were so similar that some called the cars
"OldsmoBuicks.” In the early 1990s, Buick had distinguished itself by appealing to more conservative
tastes. The division's general manager, Ed Mertz, described the brand's image as "distinctive,
powerful and mature."® Buick had tested several of the customer service ideas developed by Saturn,
but determined they were not relevant to its target customer population. For example, the division's
market research found that most of its buyers liked to bargain over the price. Moreover, Mertz said

that Buick's customers generally did not consider import models.10

Cadillac GM's top-of-the-line brand traditionally produced the largest cars on the road. Within the
past decade, the division had been challenged by European and Japanese imports that offered new
performance and safety features. Cadillac responded by emphasizing product quality. Efforts to
improve product and process design earned it a Malcolm Baldrige award for quality in 1990. The first
new products following the quality initiative proved popular with critics and customers. The mid-sized,
sportier cars showcased Cadillac's ability to integrate technology, style, and comfort, and drew a
younger audience (median age of 52) to the brand.

The Catera, a new model in 1996, expanded Cadillac's reach in the luxury segment. The smaller
sedan and coupe were developed by a GM-Europe division to give the cars a European look and feel.
This design approach also fit Jack Smith's plans to limit the number of platforms GM produced. Cadillac
expected the average Catera buyer to be 45 years old and have an income of $75,000.

GM's Competitors Automotive News listed more than 150 car models and over 50 passenger truck
lines in the U.S. In 1997, GM sold 8.2 million vehicles worldwide, and captured 32.2% of the U.S. new
car market. Ford Motor Company finished second with a 19.5% share, followed by Honda (10.0%),
Toyota (9.9%), Chrysler (8.9%), and Nissan (5.7%). Exhibit 2 shows each company'’s market share by
product segment for 1995, and Exhibit 3 shows financial results.

Successes in 1998

By 1998, most analysts in the car industry concurred that Jack Smith had led General Motors
through a successful transition. The centralization of small, midsize, and luxury car operations had
led to new efficiencies. A program called Plan 2000 had been implemented to reduce the number of
GM dealers to 7,000. In addition to the 20 assembly-plant closings announced by Smith, General
Motors closed or sold 53 component plants during the 1990s.1! Inventory had been managed down
to nearly half the level of the previous decade. Although the corporation had not yet met Smith’s
target of a 5% return on sales,!2 profits had improved considerably. Many of the analysts also agreed

9 Ibid.

10 Ibid.

1T “General Motors Corporation,” Paine Webber Analysis (August 7, 1998), p. 1.
12 “General Motors Corporation,” Ward’s Automotive Yearbook 1998, p. 159.
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on General Motors’ most important challenge: improving labor productivity. A Morgan Stanley
Dean Witter analysis indicated that GM produced an average of 27 cars per worker in 1997,

compared to 46 per worker at Ford.!3

Saturn's Mid-Sized Car
On August 6, 1996, General Motors contacted the press with the following information:

General Motors, Saturn Corporation and the UAW announced today that Saturn will
build a new generation vehicle at the Wilmington, Delaware facility. The program,
known as Project Innovate, was approved yesterday by GM’s Board of Directors at their
August meeting in Detroit. This innovative product program is the result of a need to
expand the success of the Saturn brand, according to Skip LeFauve, GM Vice President
and Group Executive, Small Car Group, and Don Hudler, Saturn President.14

The Saturn Innovate would be based on a. design by GM'’s European Opel division. The
model would be a mid-sized four-door sedan with a recently designed, lightweight overhead cam
engine and Saturn’s trademark plastic door panels, fenders, and bumpers. Priced comparably to the
Honda Accord, Ford Taurus, and Toyota Camry, a loaded Saturn Innovate would sell for $17,000 to
$22,000. GM planned to begin production in mid-1999 for the model year 2000.

Labor In August 1996, General Motors approved a $927 million budget to convert Opel’s Vectra
into Saturn’s Innovate, although GM had denied Saturn’s bid to build the new model in Spring Hill.15
Instead, GM elected to convert a 50-year-old Wilmington plant to Innovate production. The
Wilmington plant manufactured the Chevrolet Corsica and Beretta models in 1996, and was slated to
close by the end of 1999.

The labor agreement between UAW Local 435 at the Wilmington plant and General Motors
covered 2,600 Wilmington employees. The Wilmington contract differed from the non-expiring labor
agreement at Spring Hill partly because the Wilmington contract had been negotiated under the
umbrella of GM's main contract with the UAW. Some of the 7,500 workers at the Spring Hill plant
had expressed concern that they would lose their voice in the future of Saturn.

Production The big three automakers traditionally had limited success in convincing U.S.

consumers to buy cars that were designed in Europe.!6 The initial plans for Innovate stipulated that
Saturn would have to earn $3,300 per car and sell 280,000 cars to recover the initial investment of $927

million. 17 Saturn would pay Opel a royalty on the design estimated at about 3% of operating margin
per car.!8 GM had revised its initial plan to project total unit sales of about 150,000 Innovates after
reviewing prospective competition from Toyota’s Camry and Honda's Accord. 19

13 Stephen J. Girsky and Monica Mullick, “General Motors (GM): Defending Against the Pick and Roll,” Morgan
Stanley Dean Witter Analysis (July 7, 1998), p. 5.

14 Press Release, General Motors and International Union UAW.

15 Lindsay Chappell, “GM’s Flint Problems Spill Over at Saturn,” Crain Automotive News (July 20, 1998), p. 1.
16 *Innovate: New GM Car Equipped with Challenges,” USA Today, July 5, 1996, p.3B.

17 Ibid.

18 Ibid.

19 Ibid.
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GM would also have to assure buyers that parts would be available to service the Innovate.
Shipping parts to the U.S. from European plants would be too expensive. Under current plans,
Innovate parts would be made at Spring Hill.

Market The Saturn Innovate would be introduced into the medium-sized car segment in the U.S. In
1995, GM had 13 cars in this segment, led by the Pontiac Grand Am, Chevrolet Lumina, and
Chevrolet Corsica (see Exhibit 1). With the medium-sized model, Saturn planned to add 200 new

retailers by expanding the number of retail stores in each market area.20

Concerns about cannibalization of GM's most profitable lines continued to arise as plans
developed. Although GM’s medium-sized models were considered to be profitable, unit sales had
been limited because of competition from both domestic and Japanese rivals. Initially, GM attempted
to persuade onal Saturn customers to trade up to other GM products, particularly those of the
Oldsmobile division. GM instituted one-price selling policies for Oldsmobile, and began a program
to rationalize the number of Oldsmobile dealerships. Olds dealers were trained at the Spring Hill
plant in teamwork and selling skills. The institutionalization of Saturn’s policies at General Motors
required changes on a scale that were virtually unprecedented in the company. For example, General
Motors sold its products through 8,500 dealers in the U.S., of which 340 belonged to Saturn.

Management In 1994, Saturn's president, Skip LeFauve, was promoted to head a new group at GM
charged with the development of small-car platforms. The new group would seek opportunities to
coordinate platform development across GM divisions. Don Hudler, previously responsible for
marketing and sales at Saturn, was named Saturn's new president.

The Delta Platform

In early 1998, General Motors announced that it had embarked on a program to develop a
series of new cars on the same chassis, called the “Delta” platform.2! The badge-engineered cars
would be global in scope and would be introduced in 2002. The models built on the Delta platform
included a new Saturn sports-utility vehicle as well as the Chevrolet Cavalier, the Pontiac Sunbird,
and the Opel Astra. The cars would share common parts (including frames, power trains, and brake
systems) produced by the most efficient of independent suppliers.2Z The power train and chassis also
might be used at NUMMI, General Motors’ joint venture with Toyota. The NUMMI plant produced
the Toyota Corolla and the Chevrolet Geo Prizm. GM forecast that the Delta platform would
eventually account for a third of corporate volume.23

Spring Hill and the Small Car

There were 1.7 million Saturns on the road in the United States eight years after the brand’s
introduction. Saturn accounted for about 5.0% of GM's unit volume in North America. Although the
1998 Saturn was built on the same platform as the 1990 Saturn, the models had been redesigned and
the product line expanded over the years. In 1998, the Saturn small-car line included two compact
sedans, a coupe, and a station wagon. Critics argued that not only was Saturn’s small car model

20 "Nuts & Bolts: Bugs Ironed Out After First Year," The Atlanta Journal and Constitution, August 23, 1996, p.25.
21 “GM Looks to Boost Saturn,” Free Press News Services (February 2, 1998).

22 Lindsay Chappell, “GM'’s Flint Problems Spill Over at Saturn,” Crain Automotive News (July 20, 1998), p. 1;
“Most Saturn Engineers to Shift into Main GM Group,” Houston Chronicle (August 20, 1998), p. 8; Tom
Incantalupo, “Saturn Fading in GM Galaxy,” Newsday (New York: August 23, 1998), p. FO08.

23 “Most Saturn Engineers to Shift into Main GM Group,” Houston Chronicle (August 20, 1998), p. 8.




