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ABSTRACT

Young people are open to traffic accidents because of
their age, their attitude, their lack of experience, and their
tendency for risk-taking. This study sought an answer to the question
of what are the perceptions, attitudes, feelings, and self-reported
behaviors of young people that lead to traffic safety problems and/or
interfere with their solutions. The investigators conducted focus
group discussions, and admin:istered a semantic differential
instrument and a data sheet on drivang to 316 young dravers selected
from the target population. The data from this research are presented
on tables with accompanyind narrative discussion, whach identafies
and analyzes spec:fic problems revealed by the responses of
particaipants. Results aindicated a wide range of indivadual
differences, and many unsafe driving practices appear to be rooted in
emotional rather than cognitive causes. Driving while under the
influence of drugs or alcohol appeared to carry little stigma with
young people. It 1s suggested that draver improvement programs should
be approached from the perspective of the young draivers themselves,
includang: (1) fecusing on thear values and yoals; (2) recognizing
the possible social attractiveness of unsafe drivang; (3) identafying
and dealing with the emotional causes of unsafe draiving; and (4)
assisting young people to find ways other than unsafe dravang to
achieve their personal goals. Instruments used in the survey are
appended. (Jn)
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BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Young drivers are disproportionately involved in traffic accidents
and fatalities. In addressing this problem, the authors sought young
drivers themselves as a resource for identifying their special traffic
safety probl:. .s and for seeking solutions to them. The study went through
a series of developmental stages culminating in the administration of a
data collection packet to 316 participants, 18-22 rears old in nine cities
across the United States and two in Canada.

Developmental Stage

After reviewing the pertinent literature, the investigators
deterusined that the semantic differential technique, focus group
discussions, and a short survey form on driving behavior, would be
three complementary ways to study the behavior and attitudes of young
drivers. The semantic differential (SD) instrument was developed by
the investigators with assistance from Mr. Sam Yaksich, Jr., Executive
Director of the AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety, and nine graduate
students familiar with the SD technique. The investigators developed the
focus group and survey procedures to suit the requirements of the study.

A pilot study using all data coiiection forms was condcuted at Bronx
Community College and York College, both part of the City University of
New York (CUNY), to test the practicability of the data collecticu plan.
We very much appreclate the assistance of the two educators who made the
necessary arrangements:

Prof. Ann Keleien
Health & Physical Education Dept.
Bronx Community College, CUNY

Prof. Darlene Yee
Gerontology and Health Education Dept.
York College, CUNY

The pilot study results assured the investigators that, with
minor revisions, the data collection instruments--the SD, Focus Group
Discussion Guide, and Data Sheet on Driving (DSD)--were adequate for
study purposcs and ready for application in the field.

Field Study

The field study consisted of focus group discussions with young
drivers and the administration of the SD and DSD instruments. Many people
contributed to this phase. We are especially grateful for the support and
assistance of Mr. Sam Taksich, Jr., in coordinating data collection with
the administrators of nine auto clubs in the United States and two in
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Canada.
community made this study possible.
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Mr. Frank B. Hynes, Safety Consultant
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Garden City, New York

Mr. John Ciabotti, Safety Officer
Lt. Colonel Roseborough, Commander at West Point

Lt. Colonel Nick Speranza, Asst. Chief of Staff for Post Operations

United States Military Academy
West Point, New York
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Perceptions, Attitudes, Motivations, and Behaviors
of Drivers 18 to 22 Years 0Old

INTRODUCTION

It is said again and again that motor vehicle accidents are
responsible for more than 40% of all deaths of people 16-22 years of age
(Baker, 0'Neill, & Karpf, 1984). Even so, three-quarters of 1,50C high
school students in a 1983 survey stated that automobiles were an important
part of their lives (George, 1984). Yaksich (1982, p. 8) explains part of
the reason for the reconciliation between high risk and need in the use
of automobiles by young drivers:

We are a mobile society that depends upon private
transportation for our existence. We have no public
transportation for the vast majority of our people.

We live in suburban an¢ semi-rural areas to provide
better lives for our children. At the same time we
create a greater need for young people to have mobility.
We've consolidated our schools, thus requiring some
form of private traasgortation for young people to
engage in school and recreational activities. Those
who would propose public policies to make parents do
more carting of young people...have lost sight of reality.

Furthermore, the increasing number of dual-career and single-parent
families under more and more pressure to develop self-reliance in the
young (McDonald, 1979)--including driving at an early age--has contributed
to concern for the conflict to which young people are subject between the
hazards and benefits of driving.

Mausner and Bahn (1974) point out that the personal risk factors
associated with motor vehicle accidents are youth and lack of driving
experience. Personality characteristics such as risk-taking tendencies
and antisocial behavior alsc play a role. The period of adolescence,
which has been defined as beginning at age 10 to 12 years and ending at
18 to 20 and even beyond (Jessor, 1984), i3 marked by rapid change, and
described as a "relatively high-risk stage of life" (Jessor, 1984, p. 73).

Some of the risks of adolescence include experimentation with drugs,
sex, and fast driving. Many of the risks jeopardize the healtn of the
individual and others. This type of behavior generally elicits the
disapproval of parents, friends, and society, and even leads to self-
rejection. Why would a young person invite all this adversity?

A beginning answer can come from an understanding of the
important personal meanings, symbolic significance, and
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psychological functions that such behaviors can serve for
adolescents. Rather than beirg arbitrary or fortuitous cr
refiectiing some kind of youthful perversity, risk behaviors--
like all learned behavior--are purposive, goal-directed,

and capable of fulfilling multiple goals that are central

to adolescent 1ife. The goals these behaviors can attain

and the meenings they may represent are not, of course,
intrinsic to the behaviors but depend on larger processes

of sociocultural definition and on an adolescent's unique
leariing and socialization experience. (Jessor, 1984, p. 78)

Risk-taking behavior might serve the young person's need to assert
independence from parental control, to express opposition to adult
authority, or to have a handy coping mechanism for anxiety, frustration,
and failure. For some it may be a means of identification with a peer
group and acceptance by that group, or 8irply a way to overcome boredom.

The vulnerabilities of late adolescence, the high motor vehicle
acclident rate of the young, and the pressures to take responsibility for
cne's self in a complex and highly mobile Society create factors that
require serious consideration. Two major approaches have been evident in
addressing the problems. One is through restrictive regulation calling
for curfews and increasing the age of eligibility for licensure (Insurance
Institute for Highway Safety, 1981); the other is through education.

In fairness to young people and their families, expedient solutions
and restrictive strategies which attempt to address the safety needs
of youth while denying their economic, social, and educational needs
should be scrutinized. From theoretical and philosophical perspectives,
an er’ ightened democratic society seeks to define privileges and
responsihilities of its members in the spirit of protecting freedom to
the fullest extent possible. Yet it is evident that something needs to
be done to lower the accident rate of young people. It is not enough to
be against a suggested approach to solving a proulem unless there are
reasons Lo believe that another approach will work better.

One rromising approach is through that aspect o' sociel learning
theory wnich supports the idea of enlisting young drivers themselves in

identifying and practicing ways to cope effectively with the responsi-
bilities of driving. As Bandura (1977, p. 13) states:

By arranging environmental inducements, generating
cognitive supports, and producing consequences for their
own actions, pevuple are able to exercise some measure

of control over their own behavior.

It is within this framework of
gators studied carefull
of young drivers.

social Jearning theory %hat the investi-
Y selected aspects of the traffic safety problems




Young people are open to accidents because of their age, their
attitude, their lack of experience, and their tendency for risk-taking.
Feelings also have been found to be important predisposing factors in
the actions that people take (Green, Kreuter, Deeds, & Partridge, 1980).
Sometimes feelings that we are not fully aware of create problems or
constitute obstacles to solutions. In explering such predisposing
factors, this study sought an answer to the following general question:
What are the perceptions, attitudes, feelings, and self-reported behaviors
of young people that may lead to traffic safety problems or interfere
with solutions?

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

To answer the above question, the investigators conducted focus group
(FG) discussions, and administered a semantic differential (SD) instrument
and a data sheet on driving (DSD) to 316 young drivers selected from the
target population.

Sample and Sampling Procedures

The population studied was licensed drivers 18-22 years of age.
Although the investigators usually define young drivers as those 16 to 25,
the characteristics and life situations of this group vary to such a great
extent that it seemed impractical to include the entire age group within
the scope of one study. The target group, therefore, was narrcwed to ages
18 to 22. There were several specific reasons for this choice:

1. There is more similarity in developmental characteristics
and tasks--e.g., establishment of autonomy and separation from family,
completion of education, and choice of occupation--among 18-22-year olds
than among 16-25-year olds; thus age-specific factors are likely to play
less of a confounding role in some of the planned analyses.

2. This group has not been studied as extensively as still younger
groups, especially those ages 16 and 17 years.

3. The research techniques employed are more appropriate to the
verbal skills of 18-22-year olds than to those of younger drivers.

4, Eighteen-to-22-year olds are accessible in a variety of group
settings--colleges, armed forces, work places, etc.--more than they are
at a later age.

5. It is during this period that young drivers reach the legal
drinking age (in most states), and alcohol is a major factor in their
accidents.




The sample for the study was recruited primarily by local American
Automobile Association (AAA) and Canadian Automobile Association (CAA)
Clubs, in combination with the AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety. The
cooperating sites included Norfolk, VA, Tulsa, 0K, Los Angeles, Ca,
Sacramento, CA, New York, Phoenix, AZ, Seattle, WA, St. Louis, MO, and
Des ¥3ines, IA, in the United States; and Hamilton, Ontario, and Eduonton,
Albsrta in Canada. Although the participants constituted a convenience
sample, a broadly representative cross section of young people was sought
by including male and female two-year and four-year college students,
mewbers of the armed forces, worksite groups and, whenever possible, the

unemployed. A final sample of 316 participants was obtained (Table 1,
page 19).

Data Colle.tion Instruments

Data were collected on the vasis of focus group (FG) discussions, a
semantic differential (SD) word-rating form, and a data sheet on driving
(DSD). The FG discussion was designed to elicit from young drivers a
description of their needs and problems as they saw ‘hem and their own
suggestions for solutions. The SD was planned to measure attitudes about
driving and 1life in general. The purpose of the DSD was to collect
demogrephic information describing the samplc, measure self-perceived
driving safety performance, and safety-related driving practices.

A discussi-1 follows of the history of the FG, SD, and DSD, as they
pertain to data collection and analysia.

Focus Group (FG)

The focus group interview is a qualitative research technique used to
obtain data on the feelings and opinions of small groups of participants
about a given problemn, txperience, service or other phenomenon (Calder,
1977; Bellenger, Bernhardt, & Goldstucker, 1976). Input obtairsd from
participants is not intended to reflect how strongly these feelings or
opinions are held (Merton, Fiske, & Kendall, 1956). That would require
a quantitative approach in which strength of conviction is specifically
measured (and which is sometimes undertaken as a follow-up). Non-

probability, purposive sampling is used most frequently, and findings
are not generalized to larger groups.

Focus group discussions have been used primarily in business for
marketing research--e.g., to develop and evaluate new products; to analyze
a targat audience's wishes, views, problems, fears, beliefs, vocabulary,
defense mechanisms; and to shape communications in advertising campaigns
(Feown, 1983; Fern, 1982; McDaniel, 1979; Alder, 1983; Egbert, 1983;
Smith, 1984).

Several recent applications of focus group discussions demonstrate
their utility for health education research, program planning, and
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formative and summative evaluation (Manoff, 1985; Flexner, Littlefield,
& McLaughlin, 1977; Gerghy, 1980; Folch-Lyon, Macorra, & Shearer, 1981;
Suyono, Piet, Stirling, & Ross, 1981; Heimann-Ratain, Hanson, & Peregoy,
1985; Kisker, 1935).

The moderator plays a key role in the conduct of the focus group
(Zemke & Kramlinger, 1985: Higginbotham & Cox, 1979; Folch-Lyon & Trost,
1981). Even though there 1s a prepared outline of topics, in a sense the
moderator is the ins:irument for iurning people "on or off." Among the
many tasks the moderator must assume responsibility for are:

-- creating a non-threatening, supportive climate that encourages
all group membters to express their views;

-- facilitating interaction among group members;

~- interjecting probing comments, transitional questions, and
summaries without interfering too brusquely with dialogue
among participants;

-- covering important topics in the outline while relying on
Judgment to abandon some aspects of the outline and pursue
other lines that seem more revealing;

-- presenting questions in an unbiased way and being sensitive
to possible effects of vocal inclinations, facial expressions,
and other non-verbal behavior;

-- remaining impartial;

-- encouraging involvement, which may require drawing out shy
participants and politely directing attention away from

dominating participants;

-- determining what group members think about ideas or feelings
expressed by others; and

recording key insights immediately following the session.

Often the moderator plays a key role in developing the outline
of topies and questions, analyzing and interpreting results, drawing
conclusions and implications, and preparing a written report.

If the respondents are openly to share their opinions, considerable
attention must be given to both the physical setting and the psychological
climate (Zemke & Kramlinger, 1985; Bellenger, Bernhardt, & Goldstucker,
1976). The focus s.,oup should be conducted in a setting conducive to
establishing a comfortable and intimate climate for respondents; this,
of course, may vary, depending on their background. The moderator is
responsible for maintaining a temperate psychological climate throughout
the session. The moderator should be nonjudgmental, and communicate to
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each respondent that his or her contribution is appreciated, and should
explain clearly what information is sought from group members. When
complicated issues are presented, the overall reasoning behind the project
should be made clear and the goals restated briefly.

The promotion of freedom of expression in an atmosphere of respect
and trust will improve the chances for obtaining useful information.
Groups can be composed in a way that will help participants get along
with each other and find the interaction a pleasant experience--and "let
themselves go." This may be accomplished by assembling grnrups that are
homogeneous with respect to demographic, socio-cultural, and in some
cases, psychological characteristics (Merton, Fiske, & Kendall, 1956;
Bellenger, Dernhardt, & Goldstucker, 1985; Calder, 1977).

Yet, in spite of efforts to promote a congenial temper, sometimes one
or more members will dominate the discussion or be rude. The moderator
has the challenging task of dealing with this problem constructively and
gently but firmly turning aside any distractions.

Participant recruitment should be tailored to the research aims.
Selection criteria should generally specify demographic and other
characteristics of the target group. Purposive sampling is the method
by which most focus groups are assembled. Once rich qualitative data are
obtained from participants, subsequent research efforts using probability
sampling designs can be used to investigate how representative tie
different views of participants are, and how strongly they are held.

The number of groups to be conducted will depend on: the number of
population strata to be included, the nature and scope of the research
aims, the variability of responses, and the usual constraints of
practicality and costs.

Developing the discussion outline requires careful thought and
considerable effort. As in the design of all questionnaires, each item
in the discussion outline should have a specific purpose. Most items
should relate to the research aims, but inclusion occasionally of certain
other items can facilitate the social and psychological functioning of
the group. Some examples: statements clarifying the goals of the study
and assuring confidentiality, introductory techniques that move each
participant to share something with the group, or the strategic promotion
of laughter and relaxation.

If sensitive topies are to be included, they should be preceded by
non-threatening topics that allow both moderator and group ample time to
establish rapport. As a general rule, items should proceed from general
to specific. Reviewing literature related to the topic being investigated
and consulting with specialists may be useful.

It must be kept in mind that the outline is & flexible guide rather
than a rigid set of directions (Manoff, 1985). A discussion session will
usually run about two hours, but depending on ihe topic and the dynamics,
may last one to three hours.

1.




Analysis c¢f the information obtained in discussion will obviously
depend on what it is to be used for (Calder, 1977; Zemke & Kramlinger,
1985). In adapting FG for this study, the investigators were awarc
that previous research on young drivesrs had tended to rely exclusively
on quantitative approaches which limited the responses to pre-selected
options. FG was deliberately planned to avoid this lirilation by seeking
from the participants a wide range of views and experiences that would
enlarge understanding of why they had particular opinions and feelings.
Development of the FG Discussion Guide is described below.

1. The investigators identified broad problem areas. From the
literature and their personal experience, these included: {a) normative
beliefs about risk-taking; (b) perceived effectiveness of alternative
strategies for prevention; (c) perceptions among young drivers about
the causes of accidents, especially among those 18-22 years of age; (d)
suggestions for improving the performance of young drivers; (e) specific
obstacles to this task and ways to overcome them; (f) benefits young
people attach to driving, safe and unsafe; and (g) determinants for
changes in their driving practices.

2. For each broad topic, the investigators separately developed
relevant items or questions. They then pooled these items and Jointly
reviewed and revised them. Similar items were combined or eliminated,
and consensus was reached on an initial poo. of questions.

3. The broad topics and the items under them were arranged into what
seemed to be a logical order. Here and there a peripheral item was added
in order to connect topics or facilitate discussion. By the conclusion of
this step, a discussion guide had been produced in draft.

4., This draft was reviewed by an experienced FG moderator. She
suggested rewording some of the items and adding others.

5. The FG discussion guide was then pilot-tested (as described
elsevhere in this report) in two sites; modifications resulting from this
step are reflected in the final form (Appendix B).

Semantic Differential (SD)

The SD measures connotative meanings as a reflection of attitudes.
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975, p. 6) define attitude as: "A learned
predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or unfavorable
manner with respect to a given object." In developing their Theory of
Behavioral Intention, Fishbein and AJjzen based their predictions of
behavior on two major factors: (1) attitude toward the behavior performed
in a given situation; and (2) subject norms regarding the behavior itself.
They have obtained high positive correlations between attitude and
behavior--from 0.63 to 0.91.

Green, Kreutzer, Deeds, and Partridge (1980) include attitudes along
with knowledge, beliefs, values, and perceptions as predisposing factors




in health behavior; and they stress the importance of predisposing factors
in determining motivation to practice a particular behavior. They cite
the SD as one of the techniques frequently used to measure attitudes.

From 1923, when Ogden and Richards wrote The Meaning of Meanin ,
to 1957, when The Measurement of Meaning by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum
Was published, linguists, psychologists, and physiologists endeavorud to

learn about meaning as a way to understand people, their attitudes and
predispositions.

Berlo (1960), in discussing communication, explains the difference
between denotative and connotative meaning. Denotative meaning is
recorded in dictionary definition. It represents a uniform understanding
of many different people, a shorthand which enables us to name objects
which other people will understand in ways similar to our own. Conno-
tative meaning is personal. People respond uniquely, in a manner that
reflects their own attitudes, feelings, and beliefs with regard to
specific words, phrases, or signs, each of which has its own meaning for
each individual, depending upon his/her past experienes and associations.

The phrase "seat-belt law" may evoke the response "good" by some and
"bad" by others.

Developed by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957), the SD is a useful
technique for studying the dimensions of meaning. It is measured through
a word, phrase, or sign and a scale consisting or two bipolar adjectives.

The scale usually has seven positions which can indicate direction and
strength of reaction. For example:

Drinking and Driving

Hot - o Cold
7 ) 5 4y 3 2 1

One of the functions of a scale is to provide an indirect or
underlying measure of a concept. This function is especially
important when assessing a sensitive concept without biasing
the subject's responses. This could occur through questioning
him or her directly, or in the process of évaluating the
underlying, perhaps even sub-conscious, feelings of a sub ject
about a particular concept as might be expressed in a word

or phrase. (Bailey, 1982, p. 379)

There are several qualities or semantic dimensions represented by
noun concepts. The most prominent dimensions identified by Osgood, Suci,
and Tannenbaum (1957) were Evaluation, Potency, and Activity. 1In their
studies, Williams and Malfetti (1970) ad4ed the dimension of Stability.

The following bipolar adjectives were used in the present study to

measure the meaning of each of the 28 noun concepts (page 12) in four
dimensions.

i.




Dimension Bipolar Adjectives
Evaluative Pleasant - Unpleasant
Good - Bad
Wise - Foolish
Safe - Unsafe
Activity Youthful - 01d
Hot - Cold
Fast - Slow
Alive - Dead
Potency Herd - Soft
Thick - Tlin
Large - Small
High - Low
Stability Stable - Changeable
Calm - ' Excitable
Careful - Careless
Sure - Uncertain

The bipolar adjectives above follow closely those used by Malfetti,
Simon ana Williams (1974, p. 2), reflecting:

...the semantic dimensions of the factorial loadings

as demonstrated by Osgood et al. (1957), and according
tc the frequency cof occurrence of eact ad/ective in the
Fnglish languaze. (Thorndike & Lerge, 1944)

In i{ne process of c¢hecking this type ¢f ccale the qualitative
response of an individual to a noun concept is translated into a value
which can be quantified to make up factors which represent each of the
above four dimensions. Pelto and Pelto (1978) explain “hst respondents’
ratings on the various adjective scales can be averaged in order to
examine the range of "semantic space" assigned to a particular now
concept; these can then be compared with other noun concepts in the
same semantic dimension.

The experience of Osgood, et al., led them to conclude that the SD
was a reliable and valid technique:

As an indicator of attitude, the semantic differential
has relatively high validity, that is, it measures what
it purports to measure. The validity of the semantic
differential is .90 or better using the Thurston scales
as a criterion measure. The test-retest reliability of
the semantin differential is .91. (p. 192)

The SD has been employed in a variety of ways:
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-- to explore the meanings of political concepts (0Osgood et al.,
1957, p. 104);

== to investigate the relationships between the connotative meanings
of spouses and their marital contentment and discord (Katz, 1959);

== to learn about body image (Plutchik, 1973);
== to assess the impact of psychotherapy sessions (Stiles, 1980);

-- to measure attitudes of federal supervisors and employees toward
performance (Rampp, Heerman, & Hortin, 1982);

=- to determine the attitudes and predispositions of drivers
(Williams & Malfetti, 1970; Malfetti, Simon, & Williams, 1974; Yee, 1985).

"The Chicago Study" conducted in 1960 (Williams & Malfetti, 1970) was
a pilot test of the utility of the SD in measuring the characteristics of
drivers. The results strongly supported the SD as useful in describing
and differentiating good and bad drivers in terms ot accidents and
violations.

"The Minnesota Study," made in 1963 (Williams & Malfetti, 1970),
pvrsued the idea of differentiating "good" and "bad" drivers. The
results of a two-year follow-up of driving records through state motor
vehicle departments were inconclusiva. However, the personal information
vwas impressive. Consistent with good driving records were academic
achievement, sensible use of money, and non-smoking. This outcome
supported our intention to create a data sheet on driving (DSD).

The "Manual for the Administration of Driving and Connotative
Meaning" by Malfetti, Simon, and Wiliams (1974) indicates that the
reliability of the SD is reasonably high. Over time, with varying groups,
it appears to be stable.

Yee (1985) investigated "Correlations Between What Automobile
Drivers Ages 55 and Over 'Say' and 'Feel' About Their Mobility and Safety
Needs and Problems." The instruments used were the Older Driver Survey
(ODS) form and a Driving and Connotative Meaning (DCM) form based on the
SD technique. The DCM was found to be useful as a validity measure of the
ODS form. This suggested that data from the SD and other instruments
might be compared against each other as validity checks.

The foregoing review suggests that the SD is a suitable technique for
assessing attitudes. The SD selected for the present study was adapted
from the Driving and Connotative Meaning instrument developed by Williams
and Malfetti (1970), and Malfetti, Simon, and Williams (1974). In the
latter study (p. 12), the reliability for the SD on each of the semantic
dimensions was: (i) Evaluative = .80; (2) Potency = .69; (3) Activity =
.65; and (4) Stability = .75.

Do



Noun Concepts

Th» r.cun concepts in the SD relate to traffic safety problems, their
solutions, and to life in general. The study team chose them by the
process outlined in the following steps:

1. A review was undertaken of the literature on traffic safety
problems and solutions, and concepts of general interest in a study
involving young people.

2. A list of 93 concepts was given to nine graduate students who,
in a communication course, had been assigned to read articles on traffic
safety. They were already familiar with the SD. They were asked to rate,
on the basis of their read.ngs and experience, the importance of each
concept within three categories: traffic safety problems, suggested
solutions to those problems, and life in general. The investigators also
rated the importance of the concepts. A combined score was computed,
and, with the scores as a guide, 21 concepts were selected.

3. A meeting was held witk Sam Yaksich, Jr., Executive Director of
the AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety, to review the concepts. Because
of the problem of drinking and driving and its relevance to drinking
practices and preferences, Mr. Yaksich suggested that additional concepts,
such as beer, wine, and hard liquor be included.

4, Pilot studies were conducted at Bronx Community College and
York College, divisions of the City University of New York, to determine
the following: (a) the practicability of the data collection plan;
(b) the length of time required to introduce, explain, and administer
the FG, SD, and DSD, respectively and combined; (c¢) the compatibility of
the FG discussion content in relation to the SD concepts; and (d) the
appropriateness and sufficiency of the latter.

5. As a result of the pilot session, the FG discussion guide was
revised; and since it surfaces as a common problem, the concept of taking
a ride with an unsafe driver was added to the SD. The pilot sessions also
gave the investigators practice in administering the instruments and in
moderating FG discussions. Ultimately, 28 noun concepts were chosen:




12.
13.
14,

semantic dimensions (p. 9).

car
driving

risk taking
peer pressure
anger

power
partying

seat belts
speeding
police

my risk of a serious
automobile accident

drinking
safe driving

beer

Potency, Activity, and Stability.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,

25.

26.
27.

28.

drinking and driving
self-control

twenty-one year old drinking age
young driver

wine

friends

parents

hard liqour

freedum

drugs

self-confidence

riding with an unsafe driver
myself

the future

Semantic Dimensions and Bipolar Adjectives Scales

The four semantic dimensions measured in the SD form are Evaluation,
The first three have been identified
as basic by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1970), and the fourth has been
used in driving studies by Malfetti, Simon, and Williao$”(1974). Sixteen
bipolar seven-position adjective scales were selected to reflect the four
Random ordering or bipolar seven-position

ad Jective scaies helped to disguise the nature of the SD technique and
prevented response sets (Heise, 1970, p. 240;
1974, p. 2).
each noun concept.
and adjectives used in the study.
the high end of the scale for scoring purposes.

Malfetti, Simon, & Williams,

The format of the SD word rating form was identical for
Following is a sample of the seven-position scale
The adjectives underlined indicate
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SAMPLE OF SEVEN POSITION SCALE AND ADJECTIVES
INDICATING DIRECTION®* FOR SCORING PURPOSES

DRINKING AND DRIVING

STABLE ¢y )Yy )y €)Y (3 () CHANGEABLE
OLD ()Y ) )y )Y )y () YOUNG
SOFT ()Y )Yy )y )y ()Y () HARD
PLEASANT ¢y )y )y )y )y () UNPLEASANT
BAD ()y )Yy )y )y )y () GOOD
FAST ¢y )y )y )y )y () SLOW
EXCITABLE () () () 7 () () CALM
THICK ()y )y )y )y )y () THIN
ALIVE ¢y )y )y )y )y () DEAD
LARGE ()y )y )y )y )y () SMALL
FOOLISH ()y )y )y )y )y () WISE

Low ()Y )y )y )y () () HIGH
OPEN ¢y )y )y )y )y () CLOSED
CARELESS ()y )y )y 3 )y () CAREFUL
SAFE ()y )y )y )y () () UNSAFE
SURE ¢y )y )y )y )y () UNCERTAIN

»

#The adjectives underlined indicate che high end of the scale.




Data Sheet on Drivin
The DSD was developed by the investigators on the basis of a
consensus technique. The form was used to ¢ollect information needed
to describe the sample population and to compare them on: sex and age,
length of time licensed, the amount of time spent driving each day,
what time of day most driving was usually done, where to and whom the
respondent is usually with when driving. Data were also collected on the
respondent's self-rating as a driver, future outlook, and actual driving
practices. Foi- self-rating of driving, six choices were provided, ranging
from "extremely safe" to "extremely unsafe."™ Outlook about the future
was indicated by one of six choices, from "extremely optimistic" to
"extremely pessimistic." . description of driving behavior was also
requested through questions relating to:

1. taking risks when driving,

2. racing with other drivers,

?. wearing a seat belt,

+. driving while intoxicated,

5. driving 10 miles over the speed limit, and
6.

driving after drinking a couple of beers or other alcoholic
drinks within an hour.

The choices provided for reporting the frequency for each of the
behaviors above were "always," "daily or almost every day," "weekly
or almost every week," "monthly or almost every month,"™ "rarely," and
"never."

Daia Collection

One of the investigators addressed a Florida meeting of the AAA
Foundation for Traffic Safety in January, 1986, to explain the purpose and
design of the study. Cooperation o, AAA clubs in the United States and
Canada was r.quested in organizing groups of young drivers between ages
18 and 22 %o participate in FG discussions and complete the SD and DSD.
For reasons described earlier in this report, the investigators sought
18-22-year-0lds from two-year and four-year colleges, universities, the
military, the workplace, and unemployment centers. Furthermore, the
investigators were curious about differences that might appear among
these groups.

Following each of the FG discussions, the SD and DSD were distributed
in one packet of 31 pages. The first page of the packet (Appendix A,
p. 122) indicates the purpose and rationale of the study, and lists what
the participants are asked to do.

The second page includes instructions (Appendix A, p. 123) for
completing the 28-page SD word-rating form. These directions were
read aloud to participants. Regarding the SD, it was stressed that
participants were to resp-nd to the noun concepts according to their
inclinations and that they were not to be concerned about the literal

20
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meanings of the bipolar adjectives or the correctness of their responses.
The DSD was on the last page of the packet (Appendix B, p. 152). It was
explained that although some personal information was requested, the
responses would be confidential.

Data collection was conducted during April and May of 1986 in and
around eleven cities in the United States and Canada as follows:

Date Sites n
April 9-10 Norfolk, Virginia 7
May 5-6 Los Angeles, California 49
May 8-10 Sacramento, California 36
May 12 West Point, New York 8
May 12 Garden City, New York 9
May 29 St. Louis, Missouri 21
May 30 Jes Moines, Iowa 14
April 22.-23 Tulsa, Oklahoma 35
May 1-2 Hamilton (Ontario), Canada 43
May 5-6 Edmonton (Ontariv), Canada 29
May 19-22 Phoenix, Arizona 12
May 22-23 Seattle, Washington 20

Total 316

The investigators were introduced to eaci. group of participants
DY a representative of the AAA. The FG discussion was conducted first,
followed by the completion of the SD and DSD.

ta Analysis

Quantitative and qualitative methods were used in analyzing the data
collected. The quantitative techniques were applied to the questionnaire
data and the qualitative to the analysis of the focus group discussions.
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the demographic and driving
behavior characteristics of the participants. Descriptive statistics,
including means and standard deviations, were also calcul~ted for the
Connotative Meaning scores for the total sample by sex. To examine
differences between subgroups of the sample, the investigators employed
analysis of varlance when the dependent variable was scaled, such as
the connotative meaning data. Chi square analysis was used with the
categorical outcomes. The utility of the connotative meaning results
to predict driving behavior was determined through multiple regression
analyses. The completed SD and DSD forms were coded and keypunched
for processing into the computer DECSYSTEM-2060 at Columbia University.
The internal consistency of the SD was calculated for each concept on
each dimension.

The audiotapes and the field notes were the raw data of the analyses
of FG dicussions. Each of the two investigators, who also served as
FG moderators, thoroughly reviewed tapes from their own FG discussions.
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Because transcribing all parts of all tapcs would have produced an
unmanageable volume of transcripts and because substantial time at most
FG discussions was spent establishing rapport with participants and
attending to socio-emotional tasks unrelated to specific FG objectives,
only partial transcripts were prepared.

Boin moderators prepared partial transcripts of the discussions they
led by excerpting those pcrtions that in their judgment were relevant to
the study or were of special interest. Tnese partial transcripts were
reviewed by both moderators, and they selected highlights or case material
they agreed upon as important or illustrative. An initial list of
categories was developed inductively for organizing the dialogue from
the partial transcripts. The coding categories were

Anticipations about driving

Expectations and realities of having a driver's license

Benefits and importance of driving

Kinds of cars preferred

Self-concept tied to car

Driver education

Learning to drive

Licensing exams

Too easy to get license

Young drivers' thoughts regarding older drivers

Perceptions about roadblocks

Worst drivers

Perceptions about others in society

Fears about "the other guy"

Fun and relaxation

Familiarity, rationales, normative beliefs, and examples of
drinking and driving

Examples and rationales of problem drinking

Alcohol: abstinence vs. responsible use

Perceptions about alcohol and driver education

Risk of being caught driving after drinking

Preference of alcoholic beverage

Misconceptions--beer vs. liquor

Legal drinking age law--21 or lower

Lack of judgment, knowledge or skill estimating blood alcohol
level

False confidence about drivung ability after drinking

Avoiding drinking after driving

Being a passenger with an intoxicated driver

Combining alcohol with other drugs

Marijuana and driving

Use of seat belts and acceptability of the seat belt law

Speasd 1limits and speeding

Causes of accidents

Poor example of parents aud other role models

Moods affecting driving

Coping with emotions and driving

<,
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Nervousness about driviag

Influence of TV

Host locus of control

Personal control

Susceptibility to accidents

Hazards for young drivers

Why some young drivers are more responsible than others
Descriptors of responsible driving

What makes a safe driver

I'm a safe driver

Social responsibility

Topics related to stress in a program for young drivers
Getting through to young drivers

Strategies to improve young drivers' performance
Suggestions for diagnostic questionnaire

Insurance premium as an incentive

One most important thing to improve young people's driving
Experiences that changed during behavior

Male ego and driving behavior

Males vs. females as drivers

Concern for children and others

After being coded from the transcripts of individual groups,
highlights were then rnllated across groups, thereby permitting
a. examination and deseription of similarities and differences as
illustrated in the words of tlie FG participants themselves.

The descriptions eventually emerged as themes which in turn became
the major headings for the Focus Grcup Findings. These included:

What the car and driving represent

Young drivers' thoughts regarding older drivers
Fun and excltement

Drinking and driving

Seat belts

Speed limits and speeding

Risk taking as passengers

Causes of accidents

Why some drivers are more or less cautious
10. Topies young drivers would stress--and how
11. Change in driving behavior

12. Society and peers as influences on driving
13. Concern for others

WO ONU SZW RN -

After these broad categories had been formed, the transcripts were
checked again for possible omissions. Special attention was directed to
identifying key ideas that may have surfaced only once or twice during
discussion.
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FINDINGS

The results of the study are divided into: (1) Questionnaire
Findings, and (2) Focus Groups Findings. The questionnaire findings are
a presentation of demcgraphic and driving information, ratings of semantic
differential concepts, concepts distinguishing males and females, and
prediction of driving behavior.

Results of the focus group analysis comprise three sections: (1)
introductory discussion topics; (2) behaviors related to traffic safety;
and (3) additional perspectives related to prevention. The first section
contains issues related to: what the car and driving represent; young
drivers' thoughts regarding older drivers; and fun and excitement.

The section on behaviors concerns: drinking and driving; seat belt
use; seeding; and risk-taking of passengers.

The final section, on additional perspectives, includes: perceived
causes of accidents; explanations why some drivers are more or less
cautious than others; topics young drivers would stress in programs and
ways they say they can be influenced; factors affecting change in driving
behavior; society and peers as influences; and concern for others as a
determinant of driving habits.

Questionnaire Findings

Table 1 gives information on sex, age, and employment/student status
of respondents. The 316 respondents included 160 females and 152 males
(four respondents did not specify). Most respondents were seen et places
of employment (29.1%) and military bases (25%); 73% were between 20 and 22
years old. Table 2 concerns length of time licensed and amount ard type
of driving done. More than two-thirds of the respondents held licenses
between two and six years, and drive between one and four hours per day.
Use of the car for work was reported by just over 50% and for school and
errands by about 20% snd 10%, respectivel:

Self-rating on Safety as a driver

Young drivers generally think of themselves as safe drivers.
Respondents rated themselves as: (a) "extremely safe"; (b) "very safe";
(c) msafe"; (d) "unsafe"; (e) "very unsafe"; or (f) "extremely unsafe."
There were 2.2% (n=7) who rated themselves as "unsafe," 56.2% (n=177)
thought they were "safe," 32.1% (n=101) as "very safe," and 7.6% (n=24)
as "extremely safe."™ Six individuals gave no answer.

Qutlook about the future

Respondents' choices for indicating their "outlook about your
future" were: (a) "extremely optimistic"; (b) "very optimistic"; (c) ‘
"optimistic"; (d) "pessimistic"; (e) "very pessimistic"; (f) "extremely |

[ ]
Q . ‘ [
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TABLE 1

SAMPLE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGES
BY AGE AND EMPLOYMENT/STUDENT STATUS

Characteriatics Number Percent
Age
< 18
Male 10 3.2
Female 8 2.6
19
Male 22 T.1
Female 24 7.7
20
Male 32 10.3
Female 34 11.0
21
Male 30 9.7
Female 25 8.1
> 22
Male 59 19.0
Femele 66 21.3
Total 310%

Employment/Student Status

2-Year College 29 9.2

4-Year College Lo 12.7

Military 79 25.0

Employed 92 29.1

Unemployed 36 11.4

Vocational Training Lo 12.7
Total 316

#3ix individuals neglected to report sex and/or age.

wr
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TABLE 2

SAMPLE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGES
BY SELECTED DRIVING VARIABLES

Variable Number Percent

Length of time licensed
(Years) (n=302)

<1 28 9.3
<2 23 7.6
<3 42 13.¢@
< 4 59 16,8
<5 hg 16.2
< i 5 19 2
> 6 42 o, 2
Time spent driving
(hours per day) (n=29.)
0 18 6.0
1 78 26.2
2 75 25.7
3 53 17.8
4 37 12.4
5 1 3.7
6 10 3.4
>6 16 5.4
Primary purpose of driving
(n=293)
Work 147 50.1
School 57 19.5
Errands 31 10.6
Leisure activities 25 8.5
Visiting friends/relatives 20 6.8
Other 13 L.y
With whom driving is done
(n=299)
Friends 142 47.5
Alone 87 29.1
Adult relatives ko 13.4
Child or children 9 3.0
Co-workers 6 2.0
Other 15 5.0

31




pessimistic." There were 45.4% (n=143) who described themselves as
"optimistic," 30.8% (n=97) as "very optimistic," 13.7% (n=43) as
"extremely optimistic,” whila 5.1% (n=16), 1.6% (n=5), and 0.3% (n=1)
reported their outlook as "pessimistic," "very pessimistic," and
"extremely pessimistic," respectively.

Self-reported Driving Behavior

Self-reported driving behavior was a key dependent variable in the
study. Respondents reported the frequency with which they indulged in
8ix behaviors that are central to accidents: (1) take risks when driving,
(2) race with other drivers, (3) wear seat belts, (4) drive while
intoxicated, (5) drive 10 miles over the speed limit, and (6) drive
after drinking a couple of beers or drinks within an hour. There were
six options of response: (a) "always," (2) "daily or almost every day,"
(3) "weekly or almost every week," (4) "monthly or almost every month,"
(5) "rarely," or (6) "never." Results are shown in Table 3.

The most commonly practiced unsafe driving behaviors reported were
"driving ten miles over the speed limit" and "taking risks when driving,"
with about 40% and 20%, respectively, performing these wrongful acts
"daily or almost every day." An additional 20% reported taking risks
"weekly or almost every week." Approximately 30% of the respondents
fastened seat bells "rarely" or "never." Slightly over 6% admitted
driving while intoxicated "weekly or almost every week"; an additional
10% did so "monthly or almost every month." As to driving after having
a couple of drinks or beers within an hour, about 12% reported that they
did so "weekly or almost every week." About 10% engaged in this behavior
"monthly or almost every month"; and more than 5% on a daily basis.

A more positive finding was that almost 60% of the sample used seat
belts "daily or almost every day." Another was that almost half of the
respondents indicated that they "never" drove while intoxicated or raced
with other drivers, and an additional 30% did so "rarely."

The dispersion in the distributions in Table 3 illustrates clearly
the great variability in risk-related driving behaviors practiced among
young people.

Relationship Between Self-Rating as a Driver and
Self-Reported Driver Behaviors

Self-reported driver behaviors were compared to self-rating, and
differences were assessed through chi square analyses. Findings were
explored for the total sample, and for males and females separately.
Almost all of the respondents (n=302) rated themselves in either the
"extremely safe," "very safe," or "safe" categories. A few (n=7)
indicated that they were "unsafe" but none rated themselves as "very
unsafe” or "extremely unsafe." Seven participants did not respond to
this item; and since there was little or no response in the "unsafe"
categories, the analysis was carried out with only the "extremely safe,"




TABLE 3

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES DESCRIBING THE FREQUENCY
WITH WHICH SELECTED DRIVING BEHAVIORS ARE PRACTICED

Frequency
Daily or Weekly or Monthly or
almost almost almost
Always every day every week every month Rarely Never

Driving Behaviors n ) n ) n % n % n % n ¥
Take risks when 8 2.5 52 16.5 65 20.6 45 14.3 119 37.8 21 6.7

driving (n=310)
Race with other

drivers (n=310) 5 1.6 9 2.9 22 1.0 24 7.6 96 30.5 154 48.9
Wear my seat belt

{n=309) 120 38.1 61 19.4 21 6.7 12 3.8 54 17.1 k1 13.0
Drive while intoxi- 1 0.3 0 0.9 20 15.3 33 10.5 102 32.4 151 47.9

cated (n=307)
Drive ten miles 39 12.4 87 27.9 50 25.9 38 12.1 63 20.0 32 10.2

over the speed
limit (n=309)

Drive after drinking 11 3.5 6 1.9 38 12.1 30 9.5 77 24.4 110 34.9
a couple of beers
or drinks within
one hour (n=272)
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"yery safe," and "safe" categories. In some instances, the driving
behavior frequencies were collapsed in order to avoid empty cells in

the cross tabulation tables used for chi sqQuare analysis. In the total
sample, no significant relationships were found between self-rating as

a driver and "driving while intoxicated" or "driving after a couple of
beers or drinks within an hour." There were relatively small differences
between the groups for "race with other drivers" and "wear my seat belt"
(P < .05), and there were large differences between the self-rating
groups found for "take risks when driving" and "drive 10 miles over

speed limit"™ (P < .0001). In each case where there was a significant
difference, the respondents who rated themselves as safest showed the
greatest tendency toward safe behavior. Results for the total sample

are shown in Table 4. For every driving behavior except "take risks when
driving," the differences observed for the total sample disappeared when
the sample was segmented by sex.

In the chi square analysis for males' self-rating compared with each
of the six driver behaviors, no significant differences were observed.
In the chi square analysis for females' sel’-rating compared with each of
the six driver behaviors, there were no significant differences for "rac
with other drivers," "wear my seat belt," and "drive 10 miles over speed
limit." There were differences for "drive while intoxicated™ and "drive
after drinking a couple of beers or drinks within an hour" (P < .05), and
for "take risks when driving™ (P < .0001). The results are shown in
Table 5.

It is interesting to note that about 9% (n=6) of females rating
themselves as "extremely safe" or "very safe" reported 'taking risks
when driving" at least "daily or almost every day." For those rating
themselves as "safe," about 19% (n=16) reported "taking risks when
driving" that frequently. Similar results in perception were found
regarding seat belt use. Of the 152 females rating themselves as "safe,"
n"yvery safe," or "extremely safe,"” about 30% (n=44) reported they use their
seat belts rarely or never. These kinds of inconsist :ncies were also
observed for males.

The relationship between self-rating and driving behavior was also
assessed for the composite score derived from the driving behaviors for
the total sample, and for males and female:s separately. Since data were
missing from a portion of the sample on the sixth item, the composite
score was based on response to the first five driver behaviors. The sixth
behavior, "drive after drinking a couple of beers or drinks within an
hour," was added subsequent to the first administration of the DSD at
Norfolk, Virginia. The composite score was based on the sum of respoiases
to the first five driving behaviors. The lowest value was assigned to
the "always" response for each behavior with the exception of "wear my
seat belt," where direction was reversed. The internal consistency of
the composite was calculated using Cronbach's Alpha and was found to be
0.68 for the total sample. Driver behavior composite means, standard
deviations, and F ratios by self-rating for the total sample, for males
and for females are shown in Table 6.
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TABLE U

CROSS TABULATION OF FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES
WITH WHICH SELECTED DRIVING BEHAVIORS ARE PRACTICED
BY SELF-RATING AS A DRIVER FOR TOTAL SAMPIE

Self-Rating as a Driver

Frequencies with which Extremely Very
Selected Driving Behaviors Safe Safe Safe
Are Practiced n 4 n 3 n 3 Chi Sq.
Take risks when driving
(n=298) 48, 7e%
Always or Daily 2 9.9 14 14.0 37 21.0
Weekly 1 4.6 17 17.0 471 26.7
Monthly 1 4.6 11 11.0 32 18.2
Rarely 11 50.0 54 54.0 53 30.1
Never 7 31.8 y 4.0 7 4.0
Race with other drivers 13.0%
(n=298)
Always, Daily or Weekly 2 9.1 6 6.0 24 13.6
Monthly 0 0.0 7 7.0 16 9.1
Rarely 3 13.6 32 32.0 58 33.0
Never 17 T77.3 55 55.0 78 Uuy.3
Wear my seat belt 17.4%
(n=297)
Always 15 68.2 45 45.0 57 32.6
Daily 2 9.1 20 20.0 34 19.4
Weekly or Monthly 0 0.0 8 8.0 25 14.3
Rarely 2 9.1 12 12.0 36 20.§
Never 3 13.6 15 15.0 23 13.1
Drive while intoxicated 12.3
(n=295)
Alvays, Daily or Weekly 1 4.6 2 2.0 18 10.4
Monthly 1 4.6 12 12.0 20 11.6
Rarely 5 22.7T 31 31.0 61 35.3
Never 15 68.2 55 55.0 74 42.8
Drive 10 miles over speed limit 32.8%s
‘'n=297)
Always 2 9.1 1 11.0 22 12.6
Daily 1 4.6 26 26.0 58 33.1
Weekly or Monthly 3 13.6 29 29.0 53 30.3
Rarely 7 31.8 24 24.0 30 17 .1
Never 9 4.9 10 10.0 12 6.9

Drive after drinking a
couple of beers or drinks

within an hour 11.1
(n=261)
Always or Delly 0 0.0 5 5.6 11 7.2
Weekly 1 5.3 13 14.4 24 15.8
Monthly 0 0.0 12 13.3 16 10.5
Rarely 5 26.3 23 25.6 48 31.6
Never 13 68.4 37 u1.1 53 34.9
Q #p < .05 88 P ¢ .0001
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TABLE 5

CROSS TABULATION OF FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES

WITH WHICH SELECTED DRIVING BEHAVIORS ARE PRACTICED

BY SELF-RATING AS A DRIVER FOR FEMALES

Self-Rating as a Driver

Extremely and

Frequencies with which Extremely Very Very Safe
Selected Driving Behaviors Safe Safe Collapsed Safe
Are Practiced n 3 n ) n 3 n 3 Chi Sq.
Take risks when driving
(n=152) 23.5%8
Alwvays or Daily 6 9.0 16 18.8
Weekly 4y 6.0 22 25.9
Monthly 3 4.5 11 12.9
Rarely 48 71.6 31 36.5
Never 6 9.0 5 5.9
Race with other drivers 5.2
(n=z152)
Always, Daily, Weekly
or Monthly 2 3.0 11 12.9
Rarely 16 23.9 22 25.9
Never 49 73.1 52 61.2
Wear my seat belt 7.2
(n=152)
Always 35 52.2 27 31.8
Daily 12 17.9 20 23.5
Weekly or Monthly 4y 6.0 10 11.8
Rarely 10 14.9 20 23.5
Never 6 9.0 8 9.4
Drive while intoxicated T.9%
(n=152)
Always, Daily, Weekly
Morthly or Rarely 4y 30.8 17 31.5 46 54.1
Never 9 69.2 37 68.5 39 45.9
Drive 10 miles over speed limit 10.3
(n=151)
Alvays 5 7.5 6 7.1
Daily 9 13.4 28 33.3
Veekly 11 16.4 12 14.3
Monthly 8 11.9 12 14.3
Rarely 21 31.3 18 21.4
Never 13 19.4 8 9.5
Drive after drinking a
couple of beers or drinks
within an hour 10.0%
(n=143)
Always, Daily, Weekly,
or Monthly 0 0.0 T 13.7 25 71.3
Rarely 3 25.0 16 31.4 20 25.0
Never 9 75.0 28 25.0 35 U43.8

#8p < .0001
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TABLE 6

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENCES IN
MEAN DRIVING BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE SCORESt By SELF-RATING
AS A DRIVER FOR TUTAL SAMPLE, MALES AND FEMALES

F
Self-Rating as a Driver N- Mean S.D. Ratio
Total sample 308 12.55#
Extremely safe 22 25.5 4,26
Very safe 100 22.7 3.74
Safe 176 20.7 4,40
Unsafe 10 18.7 5.58
Males 144 £.33#
Extremely safe 9 24.7 5.41
Very safe 4y 21.1 3.61
Safe 91 19.7 4.43
Females 152 11.82¢8
Extremely safe 13 26.1 3.38
Very safe 5y 24.1 3.02
Safe 85 21.8 4,11
#p < .01 #8pP > 001

t = High mean score reflects more cautious behavior
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Because very few participants rated themselves on the unsafe side of
the scale, categories for "unsafe," "very unsafe," and "extremely unsafe"
vwere collapsed into a single category when conducting the analysis for the
total sample; and those rating themselves as "unsafe" were excluded from
the analysis for males and females. The results showed that the groups
vhich rated themselves safest also had a higher driver behavior composite
score, which indicated safe driving practices. The driver behavior peans
decreased progressively with respect to self-rating of safety as a driver.
The results were consistent for the total sample as well as for males and
females (see Table 6).

The results of this analysis and the chi square analysis reported
above indicate that the relationship between self-rating as a driver and
self-reported driving behavior is stronger for females than for males.

It is important to note that although considerable portions of the sample
reported engaging in unsafe driving behaviors on a frequent basis, only
2.2% (n=7) indicated that they consider themselves to be "unsafe" as
drivers. This fact points to a need for clarification for the young of
the concept "safe driver," and the need for more thorough self-assessment.

Relationship Between Sex and Driver Behaviors

With chi square analyses, frequency reports for engaging in specific
driver behaviors were compared by sex of respondents. Results appear in
Table 7. Response categories were collapsed when necessary to provide a
large enough sample in each cell for analysis. Statistically significant
differences between males and females were found on each of Lhe driver
behaviors except "wear my seat belt." With this one exception females
reported consistently safer driving behavior.

The behavior that showed the greatest difference by sex was "race
with other drivers." More than twice as many fe&gles (65% vs. 32%) report
"never" racing.

The relationship between sex and the composite score derived from the
five driver behaviors showed that the mean score for females (23.1) was
significantly greater than the mean score for males (20.3), revealing that
females reported being more cautious than males. The F ratio resulting
from the ANOVA was 33.45 which was significant at the .001 level.

Connotative Meanirg Associated with Selected Concepts:
Total Sample

Concepts related to driving and 1life in general were rated by young
drivers to determine those about which they felt most strongly. Their
strength of feeling was assessed and compared through dimension scores.

l Each dimension score was derived from four, seven-position bipolar

‘ adjective scales. Twenty-eight was the highest possible score and four
the lowest for each dimension. In assessing meanings from scores, one

would generally consider a high score appropriate on a positive concept

such as safe driving, myself or self-control, and a low score appropriate

” »
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Q 38




28
TABLE 7

CROSS TABULATION OF FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES
WITH WHICH SFLECTED DRIVING BEHAVIORS ARE PRACTICED BY SEX

Frequencies With Which

Selected Driving Behaviors Males Females
Are Practiced n B ] n ] Chi Sq.
Take risks when driving
(n=306) 28.34n
Alvays or Daily 36 24.0 24 15.4
Weekly or Daily 39 26.0 26 16.7
Monthly 31 20.7 14 9.0
Rarely 37 24,7 79 50.6
Never 7 4.7 13 8.3
Race with other drivers 4q. yue
(n=308)
Always or Daily 11 7.3 2 1.3
Weekly 15 10.0 T 4.4
Monthly 20 13.3 y 2.5
Rarely 55 36.7 41 26.0
Never 49 32.7 104 65.8
Wear my seat belt 5.7
(n=305)
Alvays 56 37.6 62 39.7
Daily 26 17.5 34 21.8
Weekly 12 8.1 9 5.8
Monthly 7 4.7 5 3.2
Rarely 23 15.4 31 20.0
Never 25 16.8 15 9.6
Drive while intoxicated 13.8%
(n=303)
Weekly 15  10.2 6 3.9
Monthly 22 15.0 10 6.4
Rarely 50 34.0 51 32.7
Never 60 u40.8 89 57.1
Drive 10 miles over speed limit 17.4%
(n=305)
Always 27 18.0 1 7.1
Daily 47 31.3 39 25.2
Weekly 16 17.3 23  14.8
Monthly 18 12.0 20 12.9
Rarely 22 14,7 4o 25.8
Never 10 6.7 22 14.2
Drive after drinking a
couple of beers or drinks
within an hour z8.1%8
(n=268)
Always or Daily 10 8.3 6 4.1
Weekly 29 24,0 9 6.1
Monthly 12 9.9 17  11.6
Rarely 38  31.4 39 26.5
Never 32 26.5 76  51.7
#pP < .05 A8p < 000"
O
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on a concept such as riding with an unsafe driver, or drinking and
driving.

The relative positions of each concept within each dimension were
compared, and served as the measure of the attitudes of a group. 1In
searching for the concepts with the strongest meanings, the standard
deviations are helpful in showing which dimension =~5res are more distinct
from others in the group (Twaite & Monroe, 1979). Dimension means one
or more standard deviation from the average of their respective dimension
means, either on the high or low end of the range, on wore than one
dimension, was a criterion used to identify those concepts which the
sample felt most strongly about. They are the concepts which are said
to be "saturated" with reaning (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957).

There were many concepts which fell into a "neutral zone"; that is, their
dimensi~n scores were relatively close to the average dimension mean,
indicating thatv iittle can be said about them based on this comparison.

Prior to assessing the relative strength of meaning associated with
each concept, the internal consistency of each dimension on each concept
was calculated. These data are shown in Table 8. Overall, the internal
consistencies for the Evaluative dimension were highest. The range of
these coefficients was from 0.72 to 0.88, with a mean across all concepts
of 0.81. The internal consistency coefficients were fairly high for
the Stability dimension. The range was 0.41 to 0.69. One-half of the
estimates were greater than 0.60. The estimates for the Potency dimension
were lower. The range across the Potency dimension was 0.08 to 0.67, and
the coefficients for the majority of the concepts on this dimension were
below 0.50. The internal consistencies of the Activity dimension were the
lowest, with all but two alpha coefficients being less than 0.50 and the
majority being less than 0.40.

The means, standard deviations, and ranks for each concept across
the four dimensions are listed in Table 9. The concepts with means one
standard deviation below the average mean in the Evaluative dimension
vwere drinking and driving, riding with an unsafe driver, and drugs. The
concepts with means on standard deviation above the average mean in the
Evaluative dimension were safe driving, self-control, self-confidence,
myself, parent, freedom, driving, and seat belts. Those with means one
standard deviation below the average were anger, hard liquor, peer
pressure, risk taking, and speeding. The only concept in the Activity
dimension which was one standard deviation above the mean was myself.
There were no concepts one standard deviation or more away from the
average mean on the low end of the scale. Similarly, there were no
concepts above or below one standard deviation of the mean in the Potency
dimension. The concepts with means one standard deviation above the
average in the Stability dimension were safe driving, seat belts, self-
control, parent, and self-confidence. The concepts with means one
standard deviation below the dimension mean were riding with an unsafe
driver, dmugs, drinking and driving, hard liquor, anger, speeding, young
driver, and risk taking.

40
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TABLE 8

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY FOR EACH CONCEPT ON EACH DIMENSIOM *

Dimension
Ccncepts Evaluation Activity Potency Stability Jotal Concept
Car 0.72 (313) 0.34 (313) 0.37 (312) 0.41 (314) 0.61 (316)
Driving 0.75 (314) 0.33 (314) 0.08 (314) 0.48 (314) 0.64 (316)
Risk taking 0.85 (313) 0.37 (315) 0.44 (312) C.69 (312) 0.65 (316)
Peer pressure 0.82 (314) 0.23 (314) 0.62 (313) 0.67 (313) 0.50 (315)
Anger 0.87 (316) -0.03 (315) 0.55 (314) 0.66 (314) 0.55 (316)
Power 0.73 (314) 0.43 (312) 0.67 (311) 0.43 (315) 0.70 (314)
Partying 0.81 (315) 0.50 (313) 0.63 (311) 0.57 {313) 0.71 (315)
Seat belts 0.77 (3) 0.43 (315) 0.42 (311) 0.64 (315) 6.74 (315)
Speeding 0.78 (312) 0.44 (310) 0.52 (309) 0.63 (313) 0.62 (314)
Police 0.73 (315) 0.35 (314) 0.52 (313) 0.60 (316) 0.71 (316)
My risk of a 0.76 (315} =0.05 (314) 0.6% (311) 0.63 (315) 0 °3 (316)
serious accident
Drinking 0.83 (316) 0.35 (313) 0.64 (312) 0.65 (315) 0.68 (316)
Safe driving 0.75 (316) 0.32 (312) 0.50 (312) 0.44 (315) 0.60 (316)
Beer 0.87 (314) 0.38 (312) 0.44 (314) 0.63 (314) 0.69 (315)
Drinking and u.87 (314) 0.27 (312) 0.59 (314) 0.63 (314) 0.55 (315)
driving
Self-control 0.79 (313) 0.39 (314) 0.40 (314) 0.53 (315) 0.69 (315)
Twenty-one year- 0.87 (312) 0.31 (313) 0.34 (314) 0.59 (313) 0.75 (316)
old drinking age
Young driver 0.83 (312) 0.29 (313) 0.37 (314) 0.68 (315) 0.62 (315)
Wine 0.84 (314) 0.46 (310) 0.39 (314) 0.46 (314) 0.60 (315)
Friends 0.80 (313) 0.23 (316) 0.48 (315) 0.57 (316) 0.71 (316)
Parent 0.80 (315) 0.44 (314) 0.36 (310) 0.58 (314) 0.71 (316)
Hard liquor 0.86 (315) 0.23 (313) 0.57 (313) 0.68 (313) 0.66 (316)
Freedom 0.73 (313) 0.46 (316) 0.39 (312) 0.36 (316) 0.69 (316)
Drugs 0.87 (313) 0.31 (312) 0.53 (312) 0.61 (315) 0.63 (315)
Self-confidence 0.83 (313) 0.45 (311) 0.46 (312) 0.43 (314) C.78 (314)
". ling with an 0.86 (313) 0.12 (313) 0.43 (313) 0.63 (314) 0.55 (315)
unsafe driver
Myself 0.79 (315) 0.51 (314) 0.48 (312) 0.43 (315) 0.70 (315)
The future 0.88 (313) 0.47 (31k) 0.47 (313) 0.59 (313) 0.73 (315)
Averages 0.81 (314) 0.37 (313) 0.47 (313) 0.57 (314) 0.68 (315)

#n=309 to 316
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TABLE 9

——Digenajon
Ivaluative Activi y Potency Stability

Concepts Mean S.D. Rank®® Mean S.D. Rank Mean S.D. Rank Mean S.D. Rank
Car 21.8 4.2 19.3 3.7 " 18.2 3.8 13 6.9 3.9 12
Driving 22.3 4.5 20.0 3.5 5 17.0 3.0 2u 18.3 4.3 8
Risk taking 1.7 6.4 22 19.0 4.4 12 17.7 441 17 1.7 5.6 21
Peer pressure 10.9 5.6 23 18.7 4.0 13 18.9 .7 8 12.5 5.3 18
Anger 9.8 5.4 25 18.0 3.3 15 19.4 4.1 6 0.6 u.8 24
Power 8.4 5.1 12 19.7 3.8 8 19.9 4.2 1 w,6 4.l 15
Partying 17.2 5.7 15 21.2 4.2 2 19.5 4.5 3 12.3 u4.7 20
Sert velts 22.4 5.2 8 6.7 "“.5 23 17.5 4.0 21 22.0 4.7 2
Speed ng 12.6 5.2 21 20.5 4.1 4 19.1 3.9 7 10.6 4.6 23
Police 18.3 5.3 13 16.3 3.7 2u 19.4 3.6 5 18.7 4.9 7
My risk of a 13.1 5.9 20 6.8 3.4 21 16.2 4.6 26 15.7 5.5 13

serious accident

Drinking 13.5 6.1 19 18.¢ 4.2 16 17.9 4.7 16 12.5 5.4 19
Safe driving 24,5 3.8 1 7.4 _.6 18 15.7 4.0 27 22.2 4. 1
Beer W.1 6.4 17 17.6 4.1 17 17.9 4.0 15 13.0 4.9 17
Drinking and 7.0 4.7 28 16.1 4.4 27 18.9 4.8 9 9.5 5.0 26

driving
Self-control 23.5 u.1 2 18.5 3.6 14 17.6 3.5 18 21.5 4.3 3
Twenty-one year=~ 17.9 6.7 14 16.3 3.7 25 17.3 3.5 23 17.3 5.0 10
old drinking age
Young driver 13.7 5.0 18 19.6 3.4 9 17.5 3.5 19 1.2 4.5 22
Wine 15.6 5.8 16 15.9 3.8 28 15.3 3.7 28 (L P 16
Friends 21.9 4.7 10 19.9 3.3 7 17.5 3.5 20 17.8 4.9 9
Parent 23.1 4.7 5 6.9 3.7 20 17.4 3.5 22 21.2 4.5 4
Hard liquor 0.5 5.9 24 16.8 4.1 22 19.9 4.2 2 10.2 4.9 25
Freedom 23.0 4.0 6 20.6 3.8 3 18.4 3.5 uy 17.1 4.2 1
Drugs 8.6 5.8 26 7.0 u.6 19 19.5 u.6 y 9.4 4.8 27
Self-confidence 23.4 4.4 3 19.5 3.7 10 18.4 3.8 12 19.9 4.3 5
Riding with an 7.1 U4.3 27 16.2 3.8 26 1R.2 U2 14 8.8 u.u 28
unsafe driver
Myself 23.1 3.9 b 22.1 3.5 1 16.7 3.7 25 19.5 4.2 6
The future 20.6 5.7 1" 20.0 4.2 6 18.4 3.7 1" 15.6 5.2 14

Averages 16.8 5.2 L] 7.7 3.9 14 8.1 4.0 19 15.2 4.7 19
#n=312-316

#8Rank of concept mean within dimension
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The concepts which have the strongest dimension scores by virtue of
being the farthest from the mean, either on the high or low end of the
range, on more than one dimension are those which will be reported as
being "saturated with meaning." These include safe driving, riding with
an unsafe driver, drinking and driving, drugs, hard liquor, myself, self-
control, srat belts, parent, self-confidence, anger, and peer pressure
(while peer pressure was not rated more than one standard deviation beyond
the mean on more than one dimension, it was included with this group

because of other indications of its importance). These concepts are
discussed below.

Safe driving. Considering the context in which the YLSD was
administered, it is not surprising to see strong feelings with regard to
safe driving. The means on this concept tor the Evaluative and Stability
dimensions were the highest within their respective groups. These results
Suggest that the sample has a positive attitude toward safe driving. But,
as reflected by DSD findings, the meaning of safe driving among young

drivers varies greatly and may not be consistent with the views of traffic
safety specialists.

Riding with an unsafe driver. Respondents had a very low evaluation
of riding with an unssfe driver (mean of T.1) and they also gave it the
lowest Stability rating (mean of 8.8) in comparison to other concepts.
This may suggest that even though they know it is not a good idea to take
a ride with anyone who is thought to be unsafe (for whatever reason), they
also know that they have been, or could very well be, in a position where

their judgment does not prevail and they, in effect, lose control over the
matter.

Drinking and Driving. The analysis of feelings about drinking and
driving is similar to that of riding with an unsafe driver. In comparison
to all the other concepts, drinking and driving was given the lowest
Evaluative rating (mean of 7.0). Obviously young drivers do not think
highly of this idea but, as will become apparent, their connotative
meanings and their behavior are Sometimes inconsistent. Furthermore,

their Stability rating was low (mean of 9.5) indicating that they are
unsettled about the concept.

Drugs. Drugs were evaluated third lowest of all the concepts. The
Stability mean for drugs was very low (9.4), second only to riding with an

unsafe driver. Thus these sample groups had negative connotations ibout
drugs.

Hard Liquor. The mean scores for hard liqQuor on the Evaluative and
Stability dimensions were 10.5 and 10.2, respectively. In both cases,
these means were more than one standard deviation below the average
within their group. These results Suggest that young people tend to
have negative feelings about hard liquor, which are similar to their
connotations about drugs, riding with an unsafe driver, drinking and
driving, and anger. Despite the common active ingredient (alcohol) in

hard liquor, beer, and wine, the respondents did not indicate negative
connotations regarding beer or wine.
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Myself. The Evaluative dimension myself was rated fourth highest
(mean of 23.1), after safe driving, self-comtrol, and self-conf.idence.
These concepts, along with parent, freedom, driving, and seat belts, were
one standard deviation above the average mean in the Evaluative dimension.
In the Activity dimension, myself (22.1) was the first and the only
concept one standard deviation above the average mean. The rating on the
Evaluative dimension suggests that in general, the young drivers in our
sample population feel good about themselves. The high Activity rating
indicates that they tend to consider themselves as young, fast, alive, and
open (the adjective choices which result in high scores in the Activity
dimension), which is compatible with society's perception of 18-22 year
olds. Although not quite one standard deviation above the mean, the
respondents rated myself sixth highest in Stability, after safe driving,
seat belts, self-control, parent, and self-confidence. This could suggest
that a good portion of our sample has a feeling of Stability about
themselves.

Self-control. Self-control ranked second highest in the Evaluative
dimension (mean of 23.5) after safe driving. This concept also received
a high Stability rating {mean of 21.5) preceded only by safc driving and
seat belts. This latter result suggests that, in general the group has
positive feelings associated with safe driving and self-control.

Seat beits. On the Evaluative dimension, seat belts was rated eighth
highest. The mean of 22.4 on the Evaluative dimension was one standard
deviation above the dimension mean. The mean score on the Stability
dimension was 22.0, which was second only to safe driving and almost
one and one-half standard deviations above the mean for the Stability
dimension. Thus many respondents have positive connotations about seat
belts, similar to those associated with safe driving, self-control, and
parent.

Parent. The mean score for parent on the Evaluative dimension was
23.1, and 21.2 on the Stability dimension. In both cases, these means
were more than one standard deviation above the grand mean in their
respective groups. The results are encouraging in that they suggest
for this sample parents are viewed favorably.

Self-confidence. Self-confidence was rated third highest on the
Evaluative dimension with a mean of 23.4. This concept, along with only
five others, was one standard deviation above the mean. The mean in the
Stability dimension for self-confidence (19.9) was fifth highest, and one
standard deviation above the average mean. These results suggest that
positive connotations are associated witn a high degree of self-control.

Anger. The mean score for anger in the Evaluative dimension was
9.8, the lowest across all concepts except for drinking and driving and
riding with an unsafe driver. The mean score for anger on the Stability
dimension was 10.6, a._o quite low. Only the two concepts mentioned
above, along with drugs and bard liquor were viewed as being less stable
than anger.
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Peer Pressure. The mean score for peer pressure on the Evaluative
dimension was 10.9, which was more than one standard deviation below
the mean in the Evaluative dimension. Peer pressure was evaluated less
favorably than 22 of the 28 concepts. It seems clear that despite the
potentially favorable influence of peer pressure, for our sample this
concept had negative connotations. Even though it was more than one
Standard deviation from the mean on only one dimension, it is mentioned
because of its importance.

Summary. The semantic differential results for the total sample
indicated that young drivers had strong positive feelings about safe
driving, self-control, self-confidence, myself, parent, and freedon,
and had the most negative feelings about riding with an unsafe driver,
drinking and driving, drugs, anger, hard liquor, and peer pressure.

In the section that follows, the connotative meanings of the group are
reported for females and males Separately and by participants' driving
cautiousness, a variable based on the driving behavicr composite score.

Semantic Differential Concepts Discriminatin

Between Males and Females

Five of the 28 concepts investigated were directly related to
driving: (1) seat belts, (2) speeding, (3) safe driving, (4) drinking and
driving, and (5) riding with an unsafe driver. No significant differences
were observed in male and female ratings of seat belts, but statistically
significant differences were found for the other four concepts. In every
case where a difference was observed, females' ratings were more favorable
than males' from a traffic safety perspective. Males!' mean score on the
Evaluative dimension for speeding was higher than females', while tF .ir
evaluation of the concept safe driving was significantly lower than that
of females. Males and females both evaluated drinking and driving as
negative, but females slightly more so. Similarly, while both males
and females thought negatively of riding with an unaafe driver, females'
ratings were significantly more negative than those of males. Results
for these and other concepts are shown in Table 10.

Males' and females' connotative meanings associated with the concept
beer differed significantly on the Evaluative and Stability dimensions.
Males obviously think more favorably about beer than females do. Similar
results were observed for hard liquor, with males rating it more favorably
on the Evaluative and Stability dimensions. No significant differences
were observed regarding wine.

The trend that females' ratings tended to be more favorable from
a traffic safety perspective was also observed for other concepts less
specifically related to driving. For example, males had significantly
more positive evaluations of the concepts risk taking, drinking, and
drugs, while females had higher evaluations of myself, the future, and
self-control. These findings are consistent with results from the DSD
presented earlier.

Selected ratings of m: .es and females on the Potency and Stability

dimensions reinforce the trends described above. For example, males
viewed risk-taking, speeding, drinking, beer, drinking and driving, bhard
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liquor, drugs, and riding with an unsafe driver as being more stable than
did females. Males viewed drugs, drinking and driving, and beer as being
less potent than females. Not surprisingly, they viewed the concept
myself as being more potent than did females.

Summary. Overall, the connotative meanings that males and females
associated with the various concepts were similar. There were, however,
statistically significant differences in numerous dimension scores. What
seems striking is not the magnitude of the differences in mean score, but
rather the consistency in the pattern of responses. In virtually every
instance of statistically significant differences, the ratings of females
could be considered preferable from a traffic-safety perspective. When

this pattern of connotztive meaning scores was considered along with the
male/female results on the self-reported driving behavior scale, it seemed
reasonable to conclude that connotative meanings are related to driving
behavior. This hypothesis is confirmed in the analysis presented helow.

Prediction of Driving Behavior Composite Scores

As discussed earlier, two of the instruments used in the study were
the 28-page Semantic Differential (SD), especially adapted for young
drivers, and the Data Sheet on Driving (DSD). The latter included six
items® dealing with behavior related to driving. These items were
analyzed, first on a one-by-one basis and then as a composite obtained
by adding the scores on tie six single items