
FINAL REPORT 

DRINKING-DRIVING ATTITUDES, KNOWLEDGE AND BEHAVIOR: 
AN ANALYSIS OF THE FIRST FOUR TELEPHONE SURVEYS 

OF THE FAIRFAX ALCOHOL SAFETY ACTION PROJECT 

by 

Cheryl Lynn 
Research Analyst 

(The opinions, findings, and conclusions expressed in this 
report are those of the author and not necessarily those of 

the sponsoring agencies.) 

Report Prepared by the Virginia Highway and Transportation 
Research Council Under the Sponsorship of the 

Highway Safety Division of Virginia 

Prepared for the-Department of Transportation, 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 

Under Contract No. DOT-HS-067-1-087 

Virginia Highway $ Transportation Research Council 
(A Cooperative Organization Sponsored Jointly by the Virginia 

Department of Highways g Transportation and 
the University of Virginia) 

Charlottesville, Virginia 

May 197 7 
VHTRC 77-R52 





TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Pa•e No,. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSE 

METHOD 

RE'SULTS 

Description of the Sample • 

Alcohol Related Behavior 9 

Alcohoi Knowledge 12 

Awareness of Alcohol and Alcohol Countermeasures-- 18 

Attitude Toward Bystander Intervention 23 

CONCLUSIONS 31 

APPENDIX A A- i 

APPENDIX B -• .--- 

APPEND I X. C 

APPENDIX D =- D-I 

APPENDIX E 

iii 





SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The results of this evaluation ape presented below in 
the order of their inclusion in the report. 

Descri?tion of the Sample The four telephone survey sam- ple•s 'dmffered with"r•spect to age and marital status, in that 
more single, student-age respondents were available to be 
interviewed during the June surveys than in December. The 
samples were similar with regard to other demographic char- 
acteriStics and also with regard to previous experience with 
alcohol. 

Alcohol Related Behavior While there were no differences 
•etween re'spon'•eS"on '%he two 1976 telephone surveys, current 
self-reported drinking/driving behavior is significantly dif- 
ferent.from behavior reported on the 197% household survey. 
Fewer respondents reported ever having driven after drinking 
and fewer admitted to ever having driven when they felt that 
they were too intoxicated to drive. Also, the maximum number 
of drinks that respondents said they would have and still con- tinue to drive decreased significantly. These improvements 
in self-reported behavior could be due to actual changes in 
drinking and driving. However, they could also be due to 
differences in the probability that a subject would admit 
to drinking and driving. This probability, could be in- 
fluenced by the change in interviewing techniques (personal 
interviews vs.-telephone interviews) or by changes in sub- 
jects' attitudes toward the social acceptability of drinking 
and driving. 
Alcohol Know!.edg e There were no significant differences in•sh'b'jec'tS '- iivil of knowledge on the two 1976 telephone 
surveys and few differences since the 197• household surveys. 
In relation to popular misconceptions regarding alcohol, in- 
creases in knowledge experienced during the life of the 
project have not been lost, and in one case significant im- 
provement has been recently made (in relation to the myth 
that black coffee is a sobering agent). While fewer subjects 
on the 1976 surveys were able to define the term Blood Alco- 
hol Concentration, there was no deterioration in the per- 
centage of respondents who knew the presumptive limit. A 
majority of the respondents continue to Underestimate the 
number of drinks necessary to make them legally drunk, 
which demonstrates that they do not yet "Know. their limit." 

Awareness of Alcohol and Alcohol Countermeasures One of the" major fhnctions of t'he public infbrmation"countermeasure 
is to reach the public with messages stressing the serious- 
ness and widespread nature of alcohol abuse and publicizing 
the existence of alcohol countermeasures, particularly the 
ASAP. Awareness of drunk driving as a problem has increased 



slightly over time, as has the percentage of respondents 
having seen om heard alcohol related advertising. Aware- 
ness of messages •similar to the "friends don't let friends 
drive drunk" campaign has also increased somewhat. On the 
other hand, specific program awareness is the lowest it has 
been since the inception of the program, with awareness of 
nonspecific alcohol related programs being significantly 
lower than before ASAP operations began. 

Attitude Toward .Bystander Intervention One of the major 
arei's o'f effort"ran the natio'hal•alcohol advertising campaign 
dealt with bystander intervention- Thus, several of the 
questions asked on the telephone surveys dealt with the 
probability of someone taking some action to stop a friend or 
relative from driving when intoxicated. There were relative- 
ly few changes in these probabilities over the last two years. 
The most popular method for intervening in a drunk driving 
situation was to drive the person home, while the least popu- 
lar•method was to get assistance to restrain the person. 
There were, however, significant changes over the last two 
years in the probability of taking action as the host at a 
party to avoid drunk driving. Respondents were less likely 
to ask guests if they were driving home, to not serve drinks 
to an intoxicated guest, and to determine before a party 
which guests would be driving home. Finally, in relation to 
specific countermeasure activities, about 90% of the respond- 
ents still support greater police enforcement of drunk driv- 
ing laws an'd public information campaigns. Less popular, but 
still supported by 76% of the respondents, were more severe 
Penalties for drunken drivers, an ef•fort not supported by 
the ASAP. 

vi 
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INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, the magnitude of the relationship be- 
tween pmoblem and non-problem drinking and traffic fatalities 
has become apparent through accident statistics. In 1971, 
5•,700 Americans died in automobile accidents; approximately 
half, or 27.,350, of these deaths were alcohol-related.(a) Al- 
though traffic accident death rates have declined across time, 
and although the numbers of accidents and fatalities have been 
reduced due to the energy, crisis, the involvement 
in traffic crashes has proved particularly resist duction.(b,c) In light of these facts, the Natio 
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and the Hig 
Division of Virginia have made the reduction of d 
through alcohol countermeasures a top priority ob 

of alcohol 
ant to re- 
nal Highway 
hway Safety 
funk driving 
jective. 

The Fairfax, Virginia, Alcohol Safety Action Project was ±nitiated.in January of 1972 as one of 35 three-year• federally 
funded p•ojects designed to implemen• and evaluate the use of 
comp•"ehensive community alcohol countermeasures. The Fairfax 
ASAP area includes Fairfax County, Fairfax City,.Vienna, Falls 
Church• and Herndon, an area of more than •00 square miles 
(1.035 kilometers) and 588,000 residents. The Fairfax project 
implemented four basic countermeasures" (i) increased police 
enforcement du•ing nighttime hours, (2) special judicial 
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procedur.es including improved diagnostic and court pro- 
cedures, •(3) rehabilitation and, treatment programs for 
those convicted of drunk driving, and (%) a campaign of 
public information and education (PI$E). 

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the public 
information and education countermeasure (PISE), four house- 
hold surveys were conducted during the first three years of 
the project. The results of these surveys were reported on 
an. annual and, later• a biannual basis. ( ,e •f) During the 
continuation period• the personal interviewing technique used 
in the household surveys was abandoned in favor of telephone 
interviews. These were conducted at six-month intervals• with 
a total of four being conducted in June and December .of 1975 
&nd 1976. The overall objectives of these telephone surveys 
were 

I. to yield information on a national level 
concerning the work of the PIgE countermeasure; 

2. to allow for national comparisons of ASAP and 
non-ASAP areas and 

3. to yield specific information to the local 
ASAP's concerning their own public information. 
countermeasures 

•PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to satisfy the third ob- 
jective of the telephone survey that of providing infor- 
mation, to the management of the local program concerning the 

d. Rodman• R. M., "Drinking-Driving Attitudes: A Survey of 
" Virginia Highway $ •ransDortation Fairfax County, 1971, 

Research Council, Charlottesville, Virginia, March 1973. 

e. Jordan, R. F., "Drinking-Driving Attitudes" A Comparison 
of the First of Two Household Surveys of the Fairfax 
Alcohol Safety Action Project," Virginia Highway and Trans- 
portation Research Council, Charlottesville, Virginia, 
November 197•. 

f. Bea•e, Arthur N., "Drinking-Driving Knowledge, Attitudes 
and Behavior- An Analysis of the 1973 and 197• Household 
Surveys of the Fairfax Alcohol Safety Action Project, 
Virginia Highway g Transportation Research Council, Char- 
lottesville, Virginia, October 1975. 
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effectiveness of the PISE countermeasure. The report (I) sum- 
marizes the data collected in-the surveys, (2) reports what 
changes, if any, have occurred in the areas of public knowl- 
edge and attitudes toward drinking and driving while under 
the influence of alcohol, and (3) suggests policy related to 
the PI&E campaign. 

METHOD 

Sub" ect The •.•.. s.- population from which the sample was 
drawn conslsted of all persons over the age of 16. years siding .in the ASAP area whose households were listed in the 
then current Northern Virginia telephone book. Of these per- 
sons, a sample of approximately 500 were interviewed. Approx- 
imately half of the sample were male, and the other half fe- 
male. The sample was selected so that at least 5% of the 
subjects were between the ages of 16 and 21. 

Instrumentation Core questions for the survey, were a modified version' of •hose listed in the interview schedule 
provided by the NHTSA. During 1975• all core questions were 
used plus seven program specific items. In 1976• some core questions were retained and were supplemented by additional 
knowledge and behavioral items (see Appendix A for both 
questionnaires ). 

sam.piing The sample, was chosen from the Northern Vir- 
gin±a telephone book. Pages were selected on a systematic 
basis, while columns and names were selected randomly. Only 
residential phones were included. When a randomly selected 
subject did not reside in the ASAP area., another Was randomly 
selected until an appropriate subject was located. Since it 
was anticipated that a number of the persons selected to participate would decline to respond, would not be home, or. 
would have moved since publication of the telephone book• a sample of respondents numbering significantly more than 500 
was chosen. A master list of I,•00 to I•500 names and tele- 
phone numbers was initially selected. Each interviewer then 
received his assigned names randomly ordered so as to avoid 
a sequential bias. 

Interview Procedure-- Using the modified NHTSA ques- tionnaires' teleph'o•i-•int•rviews were conducted "between the 
hours of 5 p.m. and 9 p.m. Monday through Thursday, and 12 p.m. 
to 5 p.m. Friday through Sunday. The first survey was con- 
ducted between Friday, June 6 and Sunday, June 15, 1975. The 
second was conducted between Friday, December 5 and Sunday,. 
December I•, 19,76. The third was conducted between June• B and 
13, i976 and the.. fourth between December 3 and 12, 1976. 



Since the. sample had to be stratified by sex and age, inter- 
viewers received feedback on a daily basis concerning the 
fulfillment of these quotas. In this way, attempts to •fill 
quotas were dispersed across the entire period, rather than 
occurring during the final stages of the project. Data were 
coded directly onto forms compatible with available optical 
scanning equipment to allow machine punching (see Appendix B). 
The forms were checked daily for accuracy. 

Statisti.ca!,...Ana!•'ses The survey data consists of 
counts of the numbers of 'Indi'vi'duals choosing each response 
category. Year-to-year variation was analyzed by means of 
chi-square statistics, generally applied to the whole data 
table generated by the possible responses to each question. 
Where possible, an attempt was ,made to relate findings from- 
the telephone surveys back to results of the household sur- 
veys. These comparisons were rarely possible during the 1975 
surveys, since the questionnaires used on the household and 
telephone surveys were radically different. These differences 
were minimized during the 1976 surveys. 

It was considered desirable to have some simple descrip 
tion of a whole area of in•,erest such as alcohol related knowl- 
edge or drinking attitude. To this end, a series of numerical 
scales were developed by combining the responses to all ques- tions bearing on a particular area. These scales have the 
advantage of being amenable to analysis, by means of more power- 
ful parametric statistics. The construction of the scales is 
described in Appendix C. 

RESULTS 

The analysis of the..survey data. is presented in five 
sections" (i) The description of the sample• (2) an examina- 
tion of alcohol awar.eness, (•) an analysis of drinking-driving 
knowledge, and (-4.) an analysis of drinking-driving behavior, 
and (5) attitudes concerning alcohol related social behavior,. 

De.scrip.tion of th.e. ,Sample 
Several variable-s could be used to develop the four demographic or histoPical descriptions of the respondents of 

both surveys.. The variables used were age, sex, marital 
status, driver licensing, and alcohol experience. 

Very few items on any of the telephone surveys dealt 
with demographic characteristics of the subjects. The samples 
were stratified by sex and partially by age, in that at least 



5% of the people surveyed were to be between 16 and 21 yea•s 
of age. "Thus, the•e is a built-in similarity in the dis- 
t•ibutions of sexes and ages of the foum samples (see TABLE i). There were significant diffemences between the samples 
in •efe•ence to age (X 2 

= 3•.80, DF = 12, p < .05).* Again, 
as with the 1975 surveys, the percentage of respondents under 
21 was highem in June than in Decembem, since mome students 
were away at school during the Decembem surveys.. Howevem, 
theme were also fluctuations in othem age categomies, includ- ing the 22-2• and 25-3B yearn old gmoups and the group aged 50 
om ovem (see TABLE 2). 

The foum telephone survey samples did not diffem signif- i6antly 
as to marital status, although /he ratio of maturated to single mespondents did differ in June of i•76 as compared to 

other sumvey sample. (see TABLE •). This diffemence is pmob- 
ably melated to age, since the I•-21 age gmoup accounts for the 
bulk of the single mespondents. The telephone sumvey samples 
did diffem from the 197• and 197• household sumvey samples in 
relation to mamital status, since the recent sumveys •eached 
a largem proportion of single mespondents. Again, this dif- 
femence could be the mesult of sampling younger subjects due 
to diffement interviewing techniques, om it could be a reflec- 
tion of changes in national nomms. Neither the 1975 nora the 
197• telephone sumvey samples diffemed in relation to the subjects' dmiving status (see TABLE •). 

TABLE 1 

Sex of ResDondents (Responses in pemeentages) 
Sex June 1.975 December 1975 June 1976 Decembem 1976 

Male •9.8 51.0 50.0 50.0 
Female 50.2 •9.0 50.0 50.0 

*Thmoughout the text, the following notation is followed. The 
syntbol X 2 is used to denote the value of the chi-squar, e sta- tistic, the letters DF to denote the degrees of freedom, and 
the let'te•', p to denote the alpha•level. 



TABLE 2 

Age of Respondents (Responses in pemcentages) 

A_• J,une. ,19,7.5 December 1975 June 1976 D,,ecembe m 1976 

16-21 14.4 11.8 17.2 I0.0 
22-24 4.6 7.0 8.4 4.6. 
25-34 24.6 24.4 23.2 32.0 
35-49 32.0• 32.6 27.8 33.6 
50 or 24,4 23.2 23,2 19,8 
Over 

TABLE 3 

MaritalStatus of Respondents (Responses in jpercentages) 

Status, June 1975 December 1975 June 1976 December 1976 

Married 73.6 73.2 67.0 74.6 
Single 17.2 18.4 24.6 16.2 
Divorced 2.6 3.2 3.2 3.8 
Separated 2.2 I. 4 0.6 2.8 
Widowed 4.2 3.2 4.0 2.2 
Other 0.6 0.6 0.2 
No .answer 0.2 0.2 

TABLE 4 

Licensing Among Respondents (Responses in -,percentages) 
Licensed Jun,,e, 197.5 December 1975 June 1976 December 1976 

Yes 94.4 93.6 95 1 97.0 
No 5.4 6.4 .4.9 3.0. 

There were few differences wit• regard to the respondents' prior experience with alcohol. Four questions were addressed 
to the respondents concerning situations in which alcoholic 
beverages were served. While the four samples were similar as 
to whether they had been in a situation where alcoholic bever- 
ages were served (see TABLE 5), they differed 6n how often they'd been in this type of situation in the past three months (see TABLE 6). Most of the change occurred between June and 
December of 1976, with more subjects being in the situation da•ily and fewer in the situation less than once a month 
(X z : 28.8, DF -15, p < .05). Respondents were then asked 
several questions which, due to changes in the questionnaire, 



applied only to the two most recent surveys, There were no 
significaht diffemences in respondent's answers when asked 
if they had been in a situation where someone had been drinking 
too heavily and was about to drive a car (see TABLE 7). Nor 
were there any differences in the frequency with which they had 
been in this type of situation (see TABLE 8). While 35% to •0% 
of all respondents questioned meplied that they personally knew 
someone who had been arrested for drunk d•iving, there were 
no significant diffemences in respondents' answers between 
surveys (see TABLE 9). Finally• the results of thes•e expe•i- 
ence Pelated questions were summed as an alcohol expe•ience 
scale (fo• information on construction of all scales, see 
Ap.pendix C). As shown in TABLE I0, there-was no significant 
difference, between respondent's experience scores on the June 
and. December 1976 surveys. As would be expected• male •e- 
spondents had significantly more experience with alcohol than 
thei• female counte•pa•ts• and younger mespondents (aged 16 to 
2•) more expe•ience than older •espondents. It is also inter- 
esting to note that among.l• to 21 years olds more than any 
othe• group• theme was a tendency to either have no self- 
reported alcohol expemience, om to have a great deal (see 
Appendix D). 

In summary, theme weme demographic diffemences between 
the foum samples in relation to age and marital sZatus• with 
both differences •eflecting the increase in single, student- 
age respondents during the June suPveys. On the othem hand, 
there weme few differences in the subjects' pPevious experience 
with alcohol. 

TABLE 5 

"In the past thmee months, have you been in a situation where 
alcoholic beverages were served?" (Responses in percentages) 

Response June 1.975 Deeembe•..•1975. J.u•e 1976 Decembe• _.19•6 

Yes 79.6 80.0 82.B 78.8 
No 20.0 20.0 17.6 21.2 
No answe• 0. • 



TABLE 6 

"How often have you been in this situation in the past three 
months?" (Responses in •e•cen•ages) 
Response June 1975 December 1975 June 1976 December 1975 

Daily 
2-8 times 
a week. 

Once a week 

7.3 6.8 6.3 9.6 

13.5 12.3 16.1 14.4 

.24.0 21..3. 21.0 23 0 

Once every 2 
or 3 weeks 15.8 20.0 21.9- 23.8 

Oice 
a month 17.5 15.2 12.3 14.7. 

Less than once 

a month 21.8 24.5 22.4 14.4 

No answer 0.3 

TABLE 7 

"In the past 3 months, were you in a situation where someone 
had been drinking too heavily and was about to drive a car?" 
(Responses in percentages) 

Response. June ,197.6 Decembe r 1976 

Yes 22.9 
.. 

17.8 
No 77 :I 82.2 

TABLE 8 

"How often would you say this happened in the last three months?" 
(Responses in percentages) 

Response June 1976 December 1976 

One 43.7 40.3 
Two 9.8 25.8 
Three 28.2 16. I 
Four i. 4 4.8 
Five 7.0 3.3 
Over Five 9..8 9.7 



TABLE 9 

•Do you know anyone who has been arrested for drunk dr±v±ng? • (Responses ±n percentages) 

Response June 1976 December 1976 

Yes 35.6 3.9.1 
No 6•. q 60.9 

TABLE i0 

Alcohol Experience Score (Responses in 

Score June 

i-2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-8 
9-i0 

ii-15 
15-20 
Over 20 

percentages) 

December 1976 

Average Score 

No, Percent No. Percent 

85 17.0 103 20.6 
89 17 8 50 i0.0 
38 7.6 47 9.4 

137 27.4 143 28.6 
89 17.8 108 21.6 
49 9.8 41 8.2 
I0 2.0 5 1.0 

3 0.5 3 0.6 

6 71 6.56 

Alcohol Related Behavior 

In addition to questions concerning their previous ex- perience with alcohol related situations, respondents were 
also asked questions concerning their personal habits regarding 
alcohol• and alcohol and driving. These questions were not 
asked during the 1975 telephone surveys; however, many of 
these questions were also asked during.the household surveys 
and during various roadside surveys• which enabled baseline 
comparisons. 

Respondents were first asked if they drank alcoholic bev- 
erages (see TABLE ii). This question was asked to screen out 
those subjects who did not drink and to whom the remaining ques- tions would not pertain. • They were then asked how often, if 

•The percentage of respondents answering affirmatively on the 
telephone surveys is higher than that for the household sur- 
veys• since telephone survey respondents with no alcohol 
experience have .already been screened out. 



ever, they drove after having something to drink (see. 
TABLE 12•, While the percentage of respondents answering 
often or occasionally was relatively constant for all sur- 
veys, the percentage answering hardly ever or never changed 
significantly (X 2 

= 49.7, DF- 9, p < .01). In 1971, 38% 
of the household survey respondents claimed to hardly ever 
drive after drinking; this rose to 43% by 1974. The per- 
centage dropped to 28% by June of 1976 and remained constant 
in December. Conversely, the percentage of respondents claim- 
ing that they never drive after drinking rose from 28% to 
40.8% between the household and telephone surveys. While this 
shift could indicate a self-reported decrease in drinking and 
driving, it would also be attributable to the different inter- 
viewing..procedures used in the household and telephone surveys. 

Those subjects who said that they drove after having 
something to drink were then asked how many drinks they would 
have and still continue to drive (see TABLE 13). While there 
were no significant differences on this item between the two 
telephone surveys, the responses were significantly different 
from those in the household surveys (X 2 133.6,• DF 9, p < 
.01). The telephone survey respondents were more likely to 
report a smaller number of. drinks as their maximura than were 
household survey respondents.. As seen in TABLE 14, when 
asked if they had even been out on the road when they thought 
they really shouldn't have, the household survey respondents 
were more likely tha were the telephone survey respondents to 
say that they had (X 

'• 
: 10.2, DF 3, p < .05). 

Finally, a scale was constructeh from these, behavior re- 
lated items in an attempt to summarize changes .over time (see 
TABLE 15). As expected, there was no significant difference 
between respondents' answers on the June and December surveys. 
In that the behavior scale represents a pseudo-- Continuum 
between abstinence and extreme drinking and driving behavior, 
it is possible to examine .its relation to other variables. Of 
course, male respondents exhibited significantly more self- 
reported alcohol relaZed behavior than females, and young 
people more than older respondents (see Appendix D). Again, 
as with experience, the respondents aged 16 to 21 were more likely to report either no alcohol related behavior or a great 
deal. As would be expected, the respondents' behavior scores 
were positively correlated with their experience scores, i.e. 
the more alcohol experience a subject reported, the more likely 
he was to report that he engaged in drinking and driving be' 
havior (see Appendix E). 

In Summary, in relation to the household s.urvey findings, 
fewer telephone survey respondents reported ever having driven 
after, having something to drink. The maximum number of drinks 
respondents would have and still continue to drive decreased 

i0 



significantly, along with the percentage of respondents me- pointing %hat they had at some time dmiven when they felt that 
they shouldn't have. While these impmovements in self-mepomted 
behaviom were significantly different fmom that mepomted on 
the 197• household survey, theme weme no significant diffem- 
ences in behaviom on the June and Decembem 1976 telephone 
surveys. 

TABLE 

"Do you evem dmink beer. wine om liquor?" (Responses in 
percentages) 

Household,. ,S,u..r,.veys .Telephone Su,r, vezs 
ResP.0ns ,.e. 1971 .i,,9,7, • J.une ,,!976 December 1976 

,,,, 

Yes 84.0 73.0 94.2 95.4 
No 16.0 26.0 5.8 4.6 

TABLE 12 

"How often do you drive after having something to drink?" (Responses in percentages) 

Resp ,o,,nse 

Hous, e.h0 id .Sur.veys 

1971 1974. 

Te,lepho,n• SurveF.s 
June 1976 December 1976, 

Often 6 5 3,4 6.6 
Occasionally 22 20 20.2 20.8 
Hardly ever 38 "•3 28.0 28.8 
Never 26 28 40.8' 43.8 
No answer 6 4 7.6 

TABLE 13 

"How many drinks is the most you will have in a two-hour period 
and continue to drive?" (Responses in- percentages) 

Househo!.d Surveys TelePh9•, e Surveys 
Response 1971 i97• June 1976 December 1976 

One 15 2 22.9 27.5 
Two 23 26 43.8 44.2 
Three 24 22 19.8 19.6 
Fou• 13 19 7.5 5.0 
Five 12 8 1.2 2.2 
Six o• mo•e 13 20 4.7 I.i 



TABLE 

"When you've driven after drinking, have you ever thought you really shouldn't be on the road?" (Responaea in percentagea) 
Househo,ld ..,S..urveys Telephone.., Sum,vey s 

ResPonse ,19.7,1 1974 June 1976 December 1976 

Yes 
No 

48 57 39 2 42.5 
52 43 60.8 57.5 

TABLE i 5 

Alcohol Behavior Score 

Respo,nse June 1976 December 1976 

No. Percent No. Percent 

0 203 40.6 
I 36 7.2 
4 9 1.8 
5 .33 6.6 
6 64 12.8 
7 67 13.4 
8 34 6.8 
9 28 5.6 

i0 I0 2.0 
ii or More 16 .3 2 

176 35.2 
43 8.6 

3 0.6 
48 9.6 
56 11.2 
69 13.8 
51 10.2 
35 7.0 
i0 2.0 
9 1.8 

3.82 4.07 Average Score 

Alcohgl Kno.w!edg e 

In response to problems encountered in assessing knowledge 
on the 1975 telephone surveys, several less ambiguous knowledge items were added to the questionnaire. An attempt was made to 
use as many items as possible from the previous household and 
roadside surveys for comparative purposes. Thus, during the 
1976 telephone surveys, eight knowledge questions were asked regarding misconceptions surrounding the use of alcohol, the meaning of the term BAC, the presumptive limit in Virginia, and 
how alcohol affects the individual. 

During previous household surveys, a number of true-false questions representing various alcohol myths and misconceptions 
were asked. Some of these were also included in the two most 
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recent surveys• and these appeaP in Table 16 along with house• 
hold •nd.telephone survey Pesponses. In 1971 duPing the base- 
line suPvey• 9• of the respondents knew that a pepson dpinking 
en an empty stomach will get dPunk fasteP on the same numbeP 
of drinks as a person who has •ust eaten something. By 197•, 
this percentage had decreased significantly to 89%. The •e- 
sults of the 1976 telephone surveys indicate that no signifi- 
cant deteriomation has occum•e.d since the last household sur- 
vey. The same situation exists in •elation to whether or not 
it is advisable to mix d•inks. In 1971, •5% of the respondents 
knew that whether or not a pemson mixes dminks has nothin• to 
do with how drunk he'll become. This percentage had increased 
significantly to 52% by 197•. Fmom 197• to the present•, the 
p•op-omtion of respondents answerin• correctly has increased 
sli•htly• but this chan•e is not significant. In 1971• •%% 
of the respondents knew that a small person will •et dmunk 
faster than a large person on the same numbem of dminks. This 
had increased significantly to 5•% by 197• .and has increased 
only sli•htly since. The only tmue/false item showin• ma•ked 
improvement durin• the period in which the. telephone surveys 
were conducted involved the role of coffee in aiding the in- 
toxicated driver. In 1971• only •0% of the •espondents to the 
household survey knew that black coffee will not help "sober 
you up." This had increased •si•nificantly to •6% in 197W and 
to •1% in June of 1976. Althou•h the percentage answe•in• 
commectly had decreased significantly to 5•% in Decembem of 
1976, it was still significantly higheP than the proportion 
answePin• correctly on either household survey.. Finally• 
there has been no siKnificant chan•e in Pespondents•' awaPeness 
that alcohol will affect a person ,faster in conju•c.tion with 
otheP dru•s. The vast majomity (92 to 93%) knew this in .1971• 
197•, and 1976. in.•eneral, most significant chan•es in knowl- 
edge of these alcohol myths occurmed between the first and 
foumth household .surveys. 

Respondents wePe also asked sevePal questions specific to ViP•inia's dPunk driving laws. When asked what the tePm "blood 
alcohol concentration (BAC)" meant, a majority of subjects in 
all surveys weme able to answem coPrectly (see TABLE 17). How- 
eveP, thePe has been a significant decrease in the propomtion 
answemin• comrectly since 197%• most of this decrease havin• 
occurred between the last household sumvey and the June 1976 
telephone survey (X 2 

= 8.72• DF = I, p < .01). Respondents 
weme then asked to identify the presumptive limit in Virginia 
(see TABLE 18). While theme was significant fl-uctuation in the 
vaPious answePs given across time• there was no significant 
difference i• the propoPtion answering coPrectly versus in- 
coPrectly (X = 1.02, DF = 2• N.S.). In the last item• subjects 
were asked how many d•inks they felt it would take to make them 
le•ally dPunk (see TABLE 19). The distPibution of answems to 
this question chan•ed siKnificantly between the household and 
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•:,..: telephone surveys. The mean number of drinks chan•ged f•om 

3.21 in 197• to 3,• in June of 1976 and 3,35 in December. 
While this 

mean estimation is indicative of changes ovem time, it leaves an additional and unaccounted fom soumce of 
vamiance in the mesponses. Since the question is phmased 
personally (How many dminks do you think you would have to 
have .".), the commect answem would be diffement fore each 
person depending on his om hem weight. In order to memove 
this vamiance, each mespondent's weight was checked, the in- 
dividual's commect answer was calculated and then compamed to 
rheim answem. These mesults are shown in TABLE 20. The ma- 
j omity of mespondents still undevestimate the number of drinks 
necessary to put them ovem the legal limit, while a smallem 
pemcentage overestimate and an even smaller pemcentage answer 
correctly. Since one of the omiginal objectives of the public 
information campaign was to teach amea residents to "Know rheim 
limit," it is clear that this goal has not yet been accomplished-. 

To determine the melationship between knowledge of alcohol 
and several variables, a knowledge scale was constmucted from 
these eight knowledge related questions (see Appendix C). Items 
weme first ordered so that the cormect answer meceived the maxi- 
mum score and no answer received a score of zemo. Scome values 
for each item weme then summed. The range fom the knowledge 
scale was from zemo to eleven, the modal score being 8, The 
mean scome of 7.71 for the June 1976 survey decmeased to 7.58. 
fore the Decembem survey (see TABLE 21). This decrease in ovem- 
all knowledge was not significant. Male mespondents scomed 
significantly higher on knowledge than females and, as was the 
case in pmevious surveys, younger mespondents who had been ex- 
posed to driver-education scorned highem than did older mespond- 
ents (see Appendix D). It was also noted that the more alcohol 
experience .the respondents had, the mome likely they were to 
score high on the knowledge scale. Similamly, the mome drinking 
behaviom repomted by the respondent, the more likely he was to 
know about alcohol. These relationships, weme significant. 

In summary, theme has been a slight but nonsignificant de- 
cmease in alcohol knowledge, not so much during 1976 but mathem 
since the last household survey in 197•. Subjects weme signifi- 
cantly less likely to know what blood alcohol concentmation is 
and they were significantly less likely to know how many dminks 
they could ingest before becoming legally intoxicated. 



TABLE 18 

Percentage of 
by 

Correct Responses to 
Survey (Responses in 

True/False 
percentages) 

Questions 

Question Household,, Surveys 
1971 1974. 

A person drinking 
on an empty stom- 
ach will get 
drunk faster on 
the same number 
of drinks than a pegson who .has 
just eaten some- thing 
If a person sticks 
to the same kind of 
drink• he is less 
likely to get drunk 
than if he mixes 
different kinds of 
drinks 

A small person will 
get drunk faster 
than a large person 
on the same number 
of drinks. 
Strong black ceffee 
is helpful in sober- 
ing a person up be- 
fore he drives 
Alcohol will affect 
a person faster if 
he's under medica- 
tion like a tran- 
quilizer or anti- 
depressan• 

94 89 

45 52 

40 46 

9.2 93 

Telepho,ne Surveys 
June 1976 December 

89 88 

54 53 

60 -67 

61 54 

93 93 
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TABLE 17 

"Do you recall what the term Blood Alcohol Concentration (BAC) 
means?" (Responses in pemcentages) 

Househo!,d..Su.•ve[s .T.elephone .Surv.e• s 

Response 1971 1974 June 1976 December 1976 

Correct 86 88 79.6 82.2 
Incorrect 12 12 20.2 16.6 
No Answer 2 0 0.2 i. 2 

TABLE 18 

"Which of these do you understand is the legal definition of 
being dmunk in Vimginia?" (Responses in percentages) 

Hous ehold Sumvey :% TeleDho n e s umy•y s 

Respons e •97% December 1976 

Any Trace 1 
.05 16 
.08 13 
.i0 23 
.12 6 
.15 5 
.20 2 
Don't Know 35 
No Answer 1 

June 1976 

3.2 2 •6 
19.0 15.6 
10.8 10.4 
20.6 23.0 
2.2 5.2 
2.8 7.0 
5.0 2.8 

36.4 33.4 

*The corrective presumptive limi,t changed in 1972 from .15% 
to .10•. Thus, 1971 survey results are not shown. 
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TABLE 19 

3 5 9 

"How many drinks do you think you would have to have in a two- 
hour period to reach the level where you would be considered 
legally drunk?" (Responses in percentages) 

Household Survey .T.,elephone Survey 

ResPo,,n,• e 1974 Ju,n e •9,.,7,6 December ,,1976 

One or less 7 5.8 7.4 
Two 15 16.6 18. • 
Three 3% 25.6 25. • 
Four I• I0.0 i0.6 
Five 5 8. • 6.6 
Six 2 5.4 5.0 
Seven o• Eight 2 1.8 2.4 
Nine o• More 1 1.0 0.8 
Don't Know 20.0 15.% 13.• 

Ave#a•e Numbe# 3.21 3.414 3.35 

TABLE 20 

Number of Drinks Necessa#y fo• a BAC Z .10% Adjusted 
fo# Respondent's WeiEht (Responses in pe#centaEes) 

ResP£,n,se .qune .! 9,7, 6, De,.c,.embe,• 197,6,, 

Co##ect 12.3 ii.5 
Too Low 61.6 65.8 
Too HiEh 26.1 22.7 

TABLE 21 

Alcohol KnowledEe Scome (Numbe# and % Response) 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

i0 
ii 

Average Score 

June 1976 

1 
7 

29 
71 

108 
12B 
105 
g6 

9 

December 1976 

Percent No. 

7.71 

0.2 3 
l.g 7 
5.8 32 

I•.2 71 
21.6 113 
2g.8 13• 
21.0 98 
9,2 3• 
1.8 7 

Pe#cent 

0.6 
1.4 
6.4 

14.2 
22.6 
27,0 
19,6 
6,8 
1.4 

7.58 
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Awameness of Alcohol and Alcohol Countemmeasumes 

One of the major objectives of the PIgE• countermeasume 
is to increase public awareness of the drinking/driving prob- 
lem and of programs designed to reduce incidences of drunk 
driving. One of the methods used to disseminate this informa- 
tion is through advertising, either on a national or local 
level. The public's awareness of the problem and of adver- 
tising messages in the media was exZensively probed in the 
telephone survey questionnaire. 

Respondents were first asked how important a problem drunk 
driving was (see TABLE 22). Over 90% of the subjects responding 
to the first of the four. surveys felt that drunk driving posed 
a• extremely or very serious problem. The percentag.e of re- 
spondents expressing equal concern fluctuated between 82% and 
88% during the remainder of the surveys, never again reaching 
90%. These differences were significant (X 2 22.1, DF- 6, 
p < .01). When asked if they had discussed drunk driving with 
anyone during the previous month, a majority of respondents .on 
both surveys replied that they had not (see TABLE 23). The 
percentage that had discussed this topic decreased from 37.9% 
in June of 1975 to 85.•% by June of 1976, but recovered to 
38.1% by December of 1978. These differences were not signif- 
icant. 

In relation to media advertising, a majority of the re- 
spondents on all four surveys had seen or heard at least one 
drunk driving ad (see TABLE 2•). There were no significant 
differences in the proportion being aware of the advertising 
across time •. There .were some differences, however, in which 
messages were retained by the respondents (see TABLE 25). In 
June of 1975 and 1976, the most often remembered message was 
that drunken drivers often cause fatal crashes, while in 
December of both years, the most often remembered message fell 
in the-"other" category. It is most interesting that by 
December of 1976, more respondents than ever before were remem- 
bering the two categories of messages which most closely 
corresponded to the "friends don't let friends drive drunk" 
campaign. The differences in the distribution of remembered 
messages were significant (X 2 

= 50.7, DF 12, p < .01). 

There were also significant differences in the medium 
named as the source of the drunk driving advertising (see 
TABLE 26). Television was by far the most often named source 
of information during all four surveys, while the relative 
ranking and percentage of respondents naming other sources 
changed across time, with most of the change occurring between 
June and December of 1976 (X2 

= 16.7, DF = 5, p < .05). 
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TABLE 22 

"How important a problem do you feel drunk driving is?" 
(Responses in percentages) 

Response Jun e 1,9•..5 December 1975, J, une 197,6 December 1976 

Extremely 4g. 0 47.8 46.4 52.8 
Very 41.4 34. 2 40.6 35.4 
Somewhat g. 2 16.4 ii. 6 Ii. 4 
Not At All 0.4 1.5 1.2 0.4 

3595 

TABLE 23 

"In the past month, have you discussed with anyone the topic 
of drunk driving?" (Responses in percentages) 

Res.pon,se June 1975 December 1975 June 1976 December 1976 

Yes- 37.9 34.8 34.4 38. I 
No 62.1 65.2 65.6 61.9 

TABLE 24 

"Do you recall having seen or heard any drinking and driving 
advertising in the past few months?-" (Responses in percentages) 

Response 

Yes 
No 

June 1975 'December 1975 

72 8 69,9 
.27,2 30,1. 

Jun.e -1.9.76 Dece.mber, !,976 
73.9 73.3 
26.1 26.7 
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TABLE 2 5 

"What was the message about?" (Responses in pemcentages) 

Response 

Know youm limit 

Dmunk Drivers Cause 
Fatal C•ashes 

Party Givers Shouldn't 
Let Drunk Friends 
Drive 

If you Like Someone, 
You Won't Let Them 
Drive When Drunk 

Police Officers are Patrolling For 
.Drunk Drivers 

Other 

June 1975 Dec . 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

16o8 16.4 ,22.3 12.9 

37 2 30.0 34.8 2.0.0 

6.1 4.4 5.2 11.4 

7.7 8.2 9.4 14.5 

i0.7 2.7 0.8 
21.4 38.3 28.3 40.4 

TABLE 26 

Source of Drinking Driving Advertising (Responses in percentages) 
Source ."June 1975 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. -1976 

Radio 10.5 10.9 9.94 12.9 
Magazine 7.0 7.6 7.0 4.7 
Newspaper 5.7 7.6 5.4 10.9 
TV 59.6 •7.9 53.7 57.0 
Radio and TV 9.2 15.6 i•.i 5.5 
Other 7.9 i0.• 9.9 9.0 

In an attempt to assess specific program awareness, subjects 
were asked if they had heard of a program designed to reduce 
drunken driving (see TABLE 27). This is one of the few questions 
on the telephone survey questionnaire which was also asked during 
the household surveys. During the year before the ASAP began in 
Fairfax, 47% of the respondents had heard of s•me sort of alcohol 
countermeasures campaign. By 1974, this proportion had risen to 
53%. However, in June of 1975 only 48% had heard of a program, 
and in December a similar proportion answered "Yes." This per- 
centage decreased to 40% by June of 1976 and 39% in December. 
Thus, last year significantly fewer respondents had heard of a. 
program designed to reduce alcohol related traffic deaths than 
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before the project started (X 2 5,•, DF i, p. < .05). 35• 
When questioned concerning sponsorship of the program• the 
largest group of respondents in each survey had not heard 
of the program or could not recall the name of the program 
of which they were aware (,see TABLE 28). In all but the base- 
line household survey, the next largest group of respondents 
named the ASAP, while between i0• and 161 named some other 
program. However, the percentage of respondents naming the 
.ASAP has decreased across time from 16% in ].974 to 13.2% 
in DecembeP of i•75 and, finally, to 7.8% by Decembem 1976. 
This decPease in awaPeness of the ASAP program would indicate 
that the PIgE countermeasume has become less successfu• in 
publicizing the existence of the Fairfax ASAP. 

During the last two sumveys, mespondents weme asked where 
they had heamd of the program designed to handle problems with 
dminking and driving (.see TABLE 29). Newspapers and television 
weme often named sources of information duping both surveys. 
Howevem, while the most populam source of infommation in June 
fell into the "otheP" category, most December respondents had 
heaPd of the alcohol pPogmam thmough another pePson (X 17.B, 
DF = 5, p < .01) This word of mouth infommation must be passed 
by ordinary citizens, since the respondents' acquaintance with 
amPested intoxicated dmivers did not increase between June and 
December. Perhaps as the public information effo_•ts were being 
gradually Peduced in othem media, pemson-to-person contact 
assumed a relatively more impomtant, om at least mope frequent, 
Pole in dissemination of alc6hol infoPmation. 

For use in furtheP comparisons, an alcohol awameness scale 
similar to the alcohol expemience scale was constmucted (see 
Appendix C). The frequency of scores for each survey appears in 
TABLE 30. The average awareness score fore respondents of the 
June I g7• survey was •.2g while the average scope in •Decembe• 
was •.5%. This increase in theooverall awameness scome was not 
significant. As with the scales pPeviously discussed, male 
respondents were mope aware of alcohol countePmeasures and 
of alcohol as a pPoblem, as were the .younge• subjects (see 
Appendix D). Awameness was found to be significantly related 
to the experience, behavior, and knowledge scores in that the 
mome expePience the Pespondent had had with alcohol, the mope 
he knew about it and the mope awaPe he was of the pPoblems 
sumPounding its use• and their solutions (see Appendix E). 

In summamy, it appeams that ovemall alcoh61 awameness in- 
creased somewhat between June and DecembeP of I@76; howevem, 
this mecovePy from Ig75 was not significant. AwaPeness of 
alcohol abuse as a pPoblem also seems to have incmeased, but 
again not significantly. On the otheP hand, specific pPogram 
awameness is the lowest it has been since the inception.of the 
pmogram, with the awaPeness of nonspecific alcohol related pro- 
grams being significantly loweP than befoPe ASAP oDemations 
began. 
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TABLE 2 7 

"Have you heard of a program that is trying to reduce alcohol 
related traffic deaths?" (Responses in percentages) 

Household Surveys. 

Resp,°nse 1971 
Yes 47 
No 52 

•e!epho.ne Surveys 

1974 June 75 Dec. 75 June 76 Dec. 76 

53 48 48.6 40.2 39.4 
47 52 5].• 59.6 59,8 

TABLE 28 

"Do you recall what agency or organization is sponsoring the 
program?" (Responses in percentages) 

Househo,!.d Surveys Telephone Surveys 

197• June 75 Dec. 75 June 76 Response 197,1 Dec. 76 

ASAP 

Other 

Can t 
Recall 

3 16 16.4 13.2 i0.0 7.6- 

15 16 Ii.0 II.6 12.6 i0.4 

22 20 20.0 23.6 17.4 21.4 

Not Heard 
of 
Pro gram 53 

No Answer 7 

48 52.6 51.6 60.0 60.6 

TABLE 29 

Source of Information on Alcohol Program (Responses in percentages) 
ReSponse June 197__6_ December 

Other Person I0.4 23.4 
Radio 3.9 4.5 
TV 21.3 21.9 
Magazine 2.4 2.0 
Newspaper 21.8 22.9 
Billboard 2.0 2.0 
Pamphlet 4.5 2.5 
Other 33.7 20.9 
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TABLE 30 

Alcohol Awameness Sco•e 

Score June 1976 

No. Percent 

0 1 0.2 
1 105 21.0 
2 36 7,2 
3 56 Ii. 2 
.• 38 7.6 
5 96 19.2 
6 81 16.4 
7 27 5.4 
8 36 7.2 
9 23 •.6 

i0 om Mome 0 

Average Score 

December 1976 

No. Percent 

4 0.8 
97 19.• 
34 6.8 
63 12.6 
25 5.0 
73 14..6 
83  6.6 
59 11.8 
30. 6.0 
2• 4.8 

8 

4.29 4.54 

,.Toward Bys.t.ande.m., Inter_vent!on_ 
The. ultimate aim of any public infommation campaign is to 

make some somt of impact upon attitudes which could--subsequently 
affect behaviom. Most of the .items on the .telephone sumvey which deal with attitudes ame phrased in temms of objective be- havioms and mequime the mespondent to assess the likelihood of his pemfomming each. Thus, if questions ame answemed candidly, 
it should be possible to assess the ovemall impact of the public infommation countemmeasure in temms of meactions to dmunk driving. 
Several other items are countemmeasume specific, asking if the mespondent would suppomt a given type of effomt while two ques- tions ame purely attitudinal. The non-behaviomal questions will 
be dealt with fimst. 

The first question asked the respondents t 
which lengths they .thought someone should go to 
f•om driving while drunk. As shown in TABLE .31 
and 91.7% of the subjects mesponding to the 197. 
stmongly that it is a pemson's responsibility t 
or relative from drivin 
1.9% of the mespondents 
between 81.2% and 86,2% 
with between 2.%% and 2 
significant ovemtime (X 
of the change occumming 

g while drunk, with betw 
disagreeing. During th 
stmongly agmeed with th 

;8% disagmeeing. These 
2 

= 20.7, DF 
between June 

o identify to 
stop a fmiend 
between 90.1% 

5 sumvey s agmeed 
o Stop a fmiend 
een 1.3% and 
e 1976 surveys• 
is statement, 
changes weme 

= 6,. p < .01), with much 
and Decembem of 1976. 



Also• as seen in TABLE 32• significantly fewer respondents strongly, agreed that a person should take physical action 
to pmevent a fmiend/melative from dmiving while dmunk (X 2 

= 86.2, DF .= 9, p < ,01). In June of IS75, 62.8% of the mespondents stmongly agreed with this statement with 11.9% disagmeeing. The pemcentage in stmong agreement had decreased 
to •5.8% by December of 1978• with IW.9% disagmeeing. Thus, attitudes concerning how far a person's responsibility extends in relation to a friend's drinking and driving have been de- creasing ovem time. Howevem, a majority of mespondents in 
all four surveys at least somewhat agreed that a person should attempt to stop a friend from driving when drunk, even if he .had to use physical force to do so. 

ReSpondents were then asked to rate their probability of using five specific measuz'es for stopping a person fPom driving 
after heavy d•inking. As seen in TABLES a3 through •8, while 
•he•,e were •andom fluctuations in answers, there were no significant differences in the probability of •espondents driving 
the drunken person home•.letting him spend the night instead of d•iving, calling a taxi fo• the person, o• taking the person's keys away. There was a significant difference in the probability 
of getting assistance to •est•ain the drunken person (see 
TABLE a7). In 1975• between 17..a% and 18.1% of the respondents 
were extremely likely to restrain the person, while about 21% 
of the 1976 respondents were extremely likely to do this. Similar increases were noted in the percentage of •espondents 
who wePe very likely "co do so and decreases were noted in sub- jects onl• somewhat o• not at all likely to take this type of action (X z 20.5• DF = 9 p < .05). The most pop.ular, method 
for averting a drunk, driving incident-in all surveys was-to drive the Person home. While there was some vamiatiori in •che 
next several rankings, overall, offering to let the person stay overnight was the second most popular alte.rnative• followed by calling a taxi, taking the person's keys away, and physically •es'training the person. 

TABLE 31 

"It's a person's responsibility as a good citizen to stop a friend or relative from driving while drunk." (Responses in percentages) 

ResPonse 
Strongly Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Mean 

June ,1,975 Dec. 19,75 June 1"976 Dec. 1976 

91.7 90.1 81.2 86.2 
6.4 8.6 16.3 10.9 
1.3 0.3 1.2 2.6 
0.6 1.0 1.2 0.2 
3.89 3.87 3.77 3.83 
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TABLE 32 

"When friends are involved• a person should be willing to take 
even physical action to s•op them from driving while drunk." (Responses in percentages) 

Response June 1975 Dec. 197,5 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Strongly Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 

62.3 51.3 •6.0 4-5.3 
25.8 37 • 3-9.8 39 8 
5.8 7.9 10.2 12.0 
6,1 3•.3 •.0 2.9 

Mean 3.44 3.3-7 3.28 3.27 

TABLE 33 

"How likely are you to suggest to the person that you drive 
him home?" (Responses in percentages) 

Response June,., 19.7.. 5 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Extremely 74.1 68.7 68.9 73.0 
Very 18.4 25.0 24.0 19.4 
Somewhat 5.8 3.7 6.2 5.2 
Not At All 1.6 2.7 0.9 2.3 

Mean. 3.68 3.60 3.61 3.63 

TABLE 3• 

"How likely are you to suggest to the person that he .stay over- night at your home?" (Responses in percentages) 

Respp..n,s e June 1975 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Extremely 56.8 52.5 5•. 6 59.6 
Very 2•. 5 31. % 28.8 28. • 
Somewhat 13.5 12. l 12.9 9.2 
Not At All 5.2 •.0 3.7 2.8 

Mean 3.33 3.32 3.3• 3. •S 
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TABLE 35 

"How likely are you to call a taxi for the person who drank 
too much?" (Responses in percentages) 

Response June 1975 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Extremely 30. • 28.3 28.3 30.3 
Very 22.7 21.3 22.5 21.6 
Somewhat 25.6 23.0 24.3 19.6 
Not At All 21.4 27.3 24.9 28.5 

Mean 2.62 2.51 2.54 2.54 

TABLE 3 6 

"How likely are you to take the person's keys away?" 
by percentages) 

(Responses 

Respons.e Jun,e.,!975 Dec. 197,5 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Extremely 21.4 24.7 18.4 23. I 
Very 18.5 16.7 25.5 19.6 
Somewhat 31.8 26.3 31.0 26.9 
Not At All 28.2 21.3 25.1 30.3 

Mean 2.33 2.34 2.37 2.35 

TABLE 3 7 

"How likely are you to get assistance to restrain the person?" 
(Responses in percentages) 

Response June 19.7.5 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Extremely 17.3 18. i 21.2 21.6 
Very 18.3 15.4 25.5 22.2 
Somewhat 35.0 32.8 26.5 25.9 
Not At All 29.4 33.8 26.8 30.3 

Mean 2.24 2.18 2.41 2.35 

While there were few significant changes in the probability 
of using various methods to avert a drunk driving situation, 
there were many significant shifts in the pPobability of 
exhibiting various alcohol related party behaviors. Respondents 
were asked to assess the probability of exhibiting these be- 
haviors as the host of a pa•ty. Significantly more respondents 
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were extremely likely to serve food with the d•inks in 1976 than in. -1975 £see TABLE 38). In 1975, between 5•,8% and 69.1% 
were extmemely likely to serve food while between 5.8% and 9.•% 
were not at all likely, By Decembe• of 1976, 75.9% were ex- tremely likely to do so, while 1.7% were not at all likely.• 
Mome of the 1976 mespondents weme also significantly mo•e likely to plan a party wheme dminking was cut off at a certain time and meplaced with nonalcoholic beverages and food (see TABLE 39). In•1975• between 13% and 18% of the mespondents we_•e extmemely likely, with between 37% and 51% being not at all likely.. During the 1976 sumveys, 2•% were extremely likely to cut off d•inking• while between 33% and •% •weme not at all likely. This difference is also significant (X 2 •1.6• DF = 9, p < •05). Theme was a significantly lowe• probability that t•e mespondent/host would ask his guests who is dmiving home, the pemcentage of respondents being extmemely likely to do this decreasing from 18.6% in June of 1975 to 7.8% by Decembe• 1976 (see TABLE %0). Ovem the same period of time, the per- centage of mespondents who were not at all likely to exhibit this behaviom increased from 31.8% to 68.9%. These differences 
a•e also significant (X 2 

= 169.8, DF = 9• p < .01). Respondents weme then asked to assess the likelihood of offering drinks to a guest who is becoming in-.toxicated (see TABLE %1). While-the pemcentage of pemsons who were extmemely likely to do this did not decrease significantly, the percentage who were very likely to do so did decmease from •7.9% in June of 1975 to 26 7% in Decembe• of 1976. 

TABLE 38 

"How likely •a•e you to serve food with the d•inks •,, (Responses in pemcentages ) 

Resp0P..s• Jun@...1975 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 
Extremely 69.I 5•. 8 71.2 %5.9 Very 19.0 26.8 18. • 17.8 Somewhat 6.1 9.0 9.8 %. 6 Not At All 5.8 9• 0.6 1.7 
Mean 3.51 3.27 3.60 3.68 

•There was a slight, change in this statement between the 1975 and 1976 surveys In 1975, t.he statement read, "How likely 
are you to serve food with the drinks to reduce the effects of alcohol." In 1976, the. refemence to the effects of alcohol 

was removed. 
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TABLE 39 

"How likely are you to plan a party where drinking is cut off 
at a ce•'tain time and replaced with nonalcoholic beverages 
and food?" (Responses in percentages) 

Response June 1975 Dec. 1975 JUne 1976 Dec. 1976 

ExtPemely 18.0 13.1 2•. 6 
Veiny 19.9 18.1 19.7 
Somewhat 2•. 8 17. % 22.8 
Not At All 37.3 5i.3 32.9 

24.2 
18 .I 
13.8 
43.8 

Mean 2.19 1.93 2.36 2.23 

TABLE 40 

"How likely are you to ask who is driving Kome?" 
percentages ) 

(Responses in 

Response June 1975 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Extremely 18.6 16. I 5.5 7.8 
Very 25.4 26.2 9.2 8.6 
Somewhat 23.2 23.2 18.4 14.7 
Not At All 32.8 34.6 66.9 68.9 

Mean 2.30 2.24 I. 53. i. 55 

TABLE 41 

"How likely are you to not offer drinks to a guest who is be- coming intoxicated?" (Responses in percentages) 

Respo.ns• June 1975 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Extremely 35.3 31.5 27.9 34.9 
Very 37.9 34.2 34.7 26.7 
Somewhat 17.8 25.2 23.6 22.7 
Not At All 901 9.1 13.8 15.7 

Mean 2.99 2.88 2.7.7 2.81 

This change is significant (X 2 = 23.5, DF- 9, p• .01). 
Finally, respondents were asked to rate how likely they would 
be to agree ahead of time who would limit their drinking and 
drive home (see TABLE •2). While the percentage of respondents 
extremely likely to do this did not change, the percentage who 

28 



36 [ 
were very. likely to do so decreased from 34,0% in June of 1975 
to 21,8%. by Decembez, of 1976. DuPing the sarae time intelpval• 
the percentage not at all likely increased f•om 12,1% to 25o•%. 
As with the othe• pa•ty-•elated questions• this difference 
acz'oss time was significant (X 2 

= •9.•4• DF = 9, p < o01). Thus while there were few differences ove• time in the probability 
of using various methods of avel-ting a drunk dPiving incident, 
the•e was considerable shift in the probability of exhibiting 
va•-ious social behaviors as the host of a pa•'ty. It would 
appea• that the•e has been. deterioration in the popularity of 
sevez'al of these pa:Pty z'elated behavio•',s, such as asking who is driving home, not offering d•inks to an intoxicated guest• 
and agreeing who. will d•ive before 'a pa•ty begins. 

Respondents 
were then asked to determine if they would 

suppoz,'t va•-ious .types of alcohol coun'tePmeasu•es. Ove•- 90% 
of all •.espondents stated that they would support g•eate• police enfo:Pcement effor,'ts and public information campaigns 
(see TABLES •3 and •g). Less .popula• but still supported by 
the majority were mo•e severe penalties fo• d•unken d•ive•s 
(see TABLE •5). The•e were no significant differences in the 
level of suppo•',t of any of these countermeasuz, es ove• time. 

Finally,. in order %o Summarize trends in attitudes to- 
wa•d alcohol, a simple a•titude scale was constructed (see- Appendix C). E•ae •o changes in the question.naive, the scale. 
as .p•esented here applies to I•7• only. The•e were no signifi- 
cant differences in the •espondent.s' alcohol attitude sco•',es between June and Decembe• of 197• (see TABLE g6). Again, males 
were mo•e posit.i.ve in thei• attitudes toward bys.tande•-.inteP- 
vention and toward Specific alcohol countez'measu•,,es "than wez, e females (see Appendix D). 

In terms of age• attitudes become somewhat moz'e positive 
until the last and oldest age g•oups.. Those persons ove• 50 
feel significantly less positive concerning bys%ande• inteP- 
ven'tion than do any othez, g•-oup of •"espondents. As.-would be expected•, attitude toward bystande• intervention and alcohol 
coun'te•-measu•es is positively z'elated to all of the 
scales, especially awa•eness. These significant relationships 
appea•" to indicate tha't: by ino,•easing knowledge and awaz'eness levels, it may be possible to improve attitudes toward averting 
drunk d•iving situations• and possibly increase the probability 
that someone will take positive action in these •ypes of situations. 



3 6 n r 
TABLE •2 

"How likely are you to agree ahead of time that when two of 
you go to a party, one of you will limit their drinking and 
drive home?" (Responses in percentages) 

Response June 197 5 

Extremely 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not At All 

Dec. 1975 June 1976 'Dec. 1976 

45.8 44.1 42.9 43.7 
34.0 22 .i 27.3 21.8 
8.2 9.0 13.5 8.6 

12.1 24.7 16.3 25.9 

Mean 3.13 2.86 2.97 2.83 

TABLE 

"Would you support greater police enforcement of the drunk 
driving laws?" (Responses in percentages) 

Response June,.1975 D,ec- 1,975 Jun e 19_76 D..ec.•. i. ,976 
Yes 93.2 90.6 90.0 92.8 
No 6.4 9.4 i0.0 I7.2 
No Answer 0.4 

TABLE. •% 

"Would you support public, information campaigns about drunk 
driving?" (Responses in percentages) 

Response June 1975 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Yes 91.6 89.4 91.8 90.2 
No 8.2 10.6 8.0 9.6 
No Answer 0.2 0.2 

TABLE •5 

"Would you support more severe penalties for drunken drivers?" 
(Responses in percentages) 

Response June 1975 Dec. 1975 June 1976 Dec. 1976 

Yes 76.2 68.2 71.4 76.8 
No 18.8 31.6 28.4 22.8 
No Answer 5.0 0.2 0.4 
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TABLE 

Alcohol Attitude Scale (Numbe• and 

June 1976 

% Response) 

December 1976 

No. PePe•nt No. Pemcent 

0-i0 17• 3%.8 151 30.2 
11-20 • 0.8 1 0.2 
21-25 19 3.8 20 q o0 
26-30 %7 9I •"• 71 i• .2 
31.35 I07 21. q. 106 21.2 
36-q. 0 103 20.fi 9• 18.8 
4i-q5 42 8.4 54 l0.8 
Over 45 4 0.8 3 0.6 

Aver, age ScoPe 2 2. t• 8 2 •. 0 3 

CONCLUSIONS 

While theme have been some selected a•eas of impmovement, 
the results of these sumveys ape basically negative. Levels 
of alcohol knowledge have basically stabilized, and in the case 
of misconceptions surrounding the use of alcohol some. improve- 
ment has been made. However, fewer mespondents than p•eviously 
know wha• the tePm blood alCohol concentration means, less than 
25% know the presumptive, limit, and %he vast majority continue 
t.o Under-om overestimate the numbe• •of drinks .necessary to make 
them leg.ally drunk and, thus, do not know their limit.. Although• 
awareness of alcohol advertising has increased .and mope respond- 
ents than previously remember ad messages relating to the 
"friends don't let. friends dPive drunk," little significant 
improvement in the me-spondents' likelihood of stopping a friend 
om Pelative from driving while drunk has come about. In terms of 
party-giving behavioms-• some deterioration in the likelihood of 
using tactics to avoid a dmunk driving situation has been ex- 
perienced. Awareness of alcohol countermeasures is at an all 
time low and awareness of ASAP is at its lowest since 1971, so 
that it may .be possible that the community at large and individ- 
uals with drinking and driving problems may be unaware of 
resources which could offer help. On the lighte• side, self- 
Pepom%ed drinking and driving was siEnificantl9 lowem in 1976 
than in 197q. Howevem• it is unknown whether this is. a product 
ofa real change in drinking and d•iving behaviom or.a change in 
Pepo•ting. 

The most optimistic finding of this report appears to 
the relationship between knowledge, awareness, attitude and 

be 
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self-reported behavior, 
edge or awareness• that 
intervention and actual 
impacted, 

It may be that by increasing knowl- 
both attitudes toward bystander d•inking/driving behavi.ors may be 



APPENDIX A 

ASAP TELEPHONE SURVEY 

CORE QUESTIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

READ: Good (Morning/afternoon/evening). My. name is 
We are. conducting a survey for Fairfax County. 

INTE1T•IEWER: USE YOUR QUOTA SHEET TO DETERMINE IF YOU NEED A MALE 
OR FEMALE RESPONDENT. 

READ: May I speak with a person (MALE, FEMALE AS NEEDED TO FILLQUOTA) 
present now in your household who ts 16 years of age or older ? 

READ: I would like to ask you a few questions. Your responses will be very valuable 
and will remain strictly confidential. They will be used for statistical purposes 

Record" Site ID 

RECORD: SELECTED RESPONDENT IS: 

,Male. 1 
Female 2 

READ: There are many problems and social issues facing our country at this time. 
I'd like to know how important you feel some of them are. 

lo How important a problem do you think crime in the street is ? 

Extremely important 
Very important 
Sore ewhat important 
Not at aH 

......................... 

I 
2 
3 
4 



2. }low importsnt a problem do you thir• drug •buse is ? 

Extremely important 1 

Very impo rt• nt 2 
Somewh8 t impo rt•nt 3 
No +. at •11 

............................ 
4 

3. Ho• important a •roblem do you think drunk driving is ? 

Extremely important 1 

Very important. 2 
Somewha t impo rta nt 3 
No*. at all 

........................... 
4 

READ- I would like to talk to you about o•casious where •lcoholic beverages sre. 

served. 

In the past three mouths, have you been in a situation where alcoholic 
beverages were served? 

Yes 1 
No 2 

CONTINUE 
SKIP TO QUESTION 37 

Which on_...e phrase best describe.• how often you have been in this type of 
.situation in the past three mouths period ? Would you •y [t.wns 

(READ LIST UNTIL YOU GET AN ANSWER) 

D,nily 1 
2-6 time• s week 2 
Once a week 3 
O•me every 2 or 3 weeks 4 
Once s mouth 5 
Less than once a month 6 SKIP TO QUESTION 37 

RF_AD: I'm o. .• dyoua •otng to rea ser[e.• of statements describing some •spect 
surrounding the use of alcoholic bever,ge3. Do you strongly agree, 
somewhat egree, somewhat disagree, strongly dissgrde with e,•ch 
st2tement? READ STATEMENT FOLLOWED BY: DO YOU S•fRONGLY 
AGR;'E, SOMEWItAT AGREE, SOMEWHAT DISAGREe, OR, STRONGLY 
DISAGREE. 

6. It's • person's responsi- 
bility to stop • friend or 
relative from driving 
when drunk 

Strongly Somewhat Some@hat Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 



REA O A LL QUESTIONS 

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

7. When friends are involved, 1 2 3 4 

a person should be willing 
to take even physical actiou 
to prevent them from 
driving while drunk....... 

8. In the past mouth, have you discussed with anyone the topic of drunk driving ? 

Yes 1 
No 2 

In the pest three mouths, were you in a situation where someone had been 
d•nking too heavily sad was abcmt to drive • c•r ? 

_._Yes 1 
N• 2. SKIP TO QUESTION 14 

How m"•y-times would .you say this happened in the past three months ? 

Number 

12 & 13. 

Past three months 

In the most recent situation, did you take any kind of act[ou to stop the 
drunk person from driving ? 

ASK NEXT QUESTION 
SKIP TO QUESTION 14 

Please. tell me what actions you took ? 

DO NOT READ LIST CHECK OFF ANSWEI%S 

Drove the person home 1 
Offered to drive him/her home 2 
Offered to let him]l•r stay over ......... 

3 
Called • • 4 
•o• •L•/• r •• a •y • 
Physically restrained him/her 6 
Got someone else to drive them 7 
Ga•e him/her coffee 8 

Gave him food I0 
C aIIed the police 11 
Other 12 



14. Do you kaow •nyone who h•s beer, arrested for drunk driving? 

No 2 

15. Drinking is an accepted part of busine.•s and social •ctivity for m•ay 
people. Do you ever drink beer, wine or liquor 3uch •s whiskey, 
•nd vodk• ? 

1 
2 SKIP TO 21 

16. Do you drive? 

Yes 1 
No 2 SKIP TO 21 

17. It. is both legally and socially acceptable to drive after consuming 
moderate amounts of alcohol. Have you ever driven after having 
something to flr[nk ? 

Ye,• 1 
No 

............. 
2 SKIP TO 21 

18. How often do you driv• a.fter having something.t0 drink ? Would you 
say it was 

Often 
.................... 

1 
Occatiormlly 2 
Ha rdly ever 3 

(If fl•e 
answer to question 17 is no, code this question as 4) 

19. How many drinks is the mostyou will have ins two hourper[od and continue to drive 

One drink 
........................ 

1 
Two drinks 

........................... 
2. 

Three drinks 
......................... 

3 
Four drinks 

.......................... 
4 

Five drinks 5 
Six drinks 

............................ 6 
Seven drlnks 

......................... 
7 

Eight drinks 
............... 

8 
Nine drinks 9 
Tea or more 

......................... 
I0 



When you've driven slier drinking,, have you ever thought you really 
shou|dn't be on the road ? 

READ: I'd like you to imagine a situation in which a close friend or 
relative is very drunk and is 3bout to drive a car. 

FOR EACH PHI•SE READ- 
HOW L.•IKELY ARE YOU TO 

Extremely Very Somewhat Not At All 

Su:gest to the person 
thzt y•m drive him homo ? 1 2 3 4 

Suggest that the pe.rsou 
stay overnight at your home ? 1 2 3 4 

Call a taxi for the persou who 
drank too much 1 2 3- 4 

Take the person's keys s•ay 1 2 3 4 

Get assistance tO re.•train the 
person.. 1 2 .3 4 

READ: Now using the .same phrases, I would like you to think of 
yourself as giving a party. How likely are you to 

Extremely Very Somewhat Not At All 

Plan to serve food with the 
drinks 

1 2 3 4 

Plau a psrty where drinking 
is stopped st a vertain time 
and replaced with non- 
slcoholic beverages •nd 
food 1 2 3 4 

Ask who is driving_ home 
before serving dr•'nks 
Not offer drinks to a gue.•t 
who •s becoming intoxicated, 

Agree ahea-J of •ime that when 
two of you go to a par•y one of 
you will limit their drinking, 
and drive home ? 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 



"Oo..you recall having seen or heard any drinking and driving advertising 
in the past few mouths ? 

1 
2 SKIP TO QUESTION 37 

32 & 33. Where did you see or hear it? 

READ LIST- MAY HAVE MORE THAN ONE ANSWER 

Radio 1 
Magazine 2 
Newspaper 3 
TV 4 
R•:lio and TV 5 
Other 6 

(Specify) 

READ: What was the message about? 

34, 35 & 36. DON'T READ IX.ST- CHECK OFF RESPONSES GIVEN 

People should know how much they can drink i 
Many fatal crashes are caused by drt, nk drivers 2 
Pe.vple who give p•rtie• should see that their fr[end• 

don't drive home. drunk. 3 
If you are really • person's friend you'll stop him 

from driving drunk, no matter ho• reluctant you. 
are 4 

More police are patrolling the s•reet at night to 
w,•tch for and arrest drunk drivers 5 

Other 6 

READ- I am going to read you several statements about drinking and 
becoming intoxicated. Please tell me if you think each is true-or false ? 

37. A person drinking on an empty stomach will True False 
get drunk faster on the same number of drinks 
than • person who has lust eaten something. 

Don't Kr• 

1 2 3 

If • person sticks to the same kind of drink, he 
is less likely to get drunk than if he mixes 
different kinds of drinks, like beer and whiskey 
or gin and scotch. 

A small person will get drunk faster than • 
large person on the same number of drinks. 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 



Str0 .• black coffee is helpful in sobering 
person up before he drlves 

True False Don't Know 

Alcohol will affect a peraou faster if he's 
under medication like a tranquilizer or 
antidepressant. 

Do y•i recall what the term Bloo:l Alcohol Concentration Means ? 

Respondent technically corre.:t 
Respondent substa.ntially correct 
Respondent incorrect 

3 

BlooJ Alcohol Concentration is based on a checmic3l test, such as 

a breath test, and is used to determ(ue if a person is legally drunk 
or intoxicated. Which of these do you understand is the legal 
definition o• being drunk in Virginia ? Would you say it was. 

A uy Trace 
............................ 

• 
.0s% 

................................. 
2 

.08% 
................................. 

3. 

............................... 
.. 4 

.......................... 
5 

15% 6 
20% 7 

Don't know ... 8 

How many drinks do you think you would have to have in a two hour per- 
iod to reach the level where you would be considered .legally drurd•. ? 

One or le,• 
........ 

1 
Two 

.......................... 
2 

Three 
...................... 

3 
Four. 4 
F•ve 5 

o•ooooo•oo• 
Six 

............................... 
6 

Seve•. 
.. 

7 
Eight 

........................... 
8 

Nine 
............................ 

9 
Ten or more 10 
Don't know 



READ- Just a few more questioas for classificatioa purposes. 

In which of the following groups does your age fall ? 

RE A D LIST UNTIL YOU G •!'r A N A NSWE1R 

.[6through21 1 
22 through 24 2 
25 through 34 3 
35 through 49 4 
50 aad over 5 

A re you: 

Ma rried 1 
Single 2 
Divorce,:t 3 
Separated 4 
Widowed 5 
Other 6 

In which city or town do you live2 

AS.•P area .. 1 
Other Virginia 2 
Other State 3 

How long have you lived at this location? 

Le.•s than one month 1 
1-6 months 2 
7-11 months 3 
1-2 yes rs 4 
3-4 years 5 
Over 4 yes rs 6 



In which o• these groups does your weight fall ? 

Less than i00 Ibs i 
100-119 ib 2 
120-.139 lb. S 
140-159 Ib 

..................... 

4 

160-179 Ib 5 
180-199 Ib 

• 

200-219 lb. 7 
220-2S9 Ib 

...................... 
8 

240 or more 9 

50. If you drive after drinking too much, what do you •htnk your chances of 
being stopped by the police are ? 

High 1 
50-50 

...................... 
2 

Lo•.. 
..................... 

3 

Would you support the following actions ? 

Greater police euforcement of drunk driving law 

Public Information Campaign about drunk driving 

Yes 1 
No 2 

Yes 1 
No 2. 

More severe penalties for drunk drivers such as 
a fine, jail or permanent loss of license 

Yes 1 
No. 2 

Have you heard of a program that is try[rlg to reduce alcohol related 
traffic deaths ? 

Yes 
No SKIP TO END 

Where dld y• read or hear about it ? 

I. ANOTHER PERSON 
2. RADIO 
3. TV 
4. MAGAZINE 
5. NEWSPAPER 
6. BILLBoARD, ROAD SIGNS 
7. PAMPHLET, LEAFLET 
8. OTHER. 



Do you recall wh•t agency or organtzat[ou is sponsoring the program ? 

(a) ASAP 
(b) Other 
(c) Cau't recall 

Th•s survey •s sponsored by the Alcohol Safety Action Project 

Thank you •or your cooperation 

Phoue # 

Interv•ewer 
._ 

Date 

A-IO 
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EXAMPLE 
WRONG ®•000 
WRONG •®•000 
WRONG :•®©000 
RIGHT 4®@0@0 

APPF•!D.IX B 
Telephone Survey December,. 1976 

FOR PROCESSING BY NATIONAL COMPUTER SYSTEMS 

IMPORTANT DIRECTIONS FOR MARKING ANSWERS 

Use black lead pencil only (#2V2 or softer ). 
Make heavy black marks that fill the circle completely. 
Erase clearly any answer you wish to change. 
Make no stray marks on this answer sheet. 

,-REFER. TO THESE EXAMPLES BEFORE STARTING PRACTICE EXERCISES 

SIDE ONE 

4401 West 76th St., Minneapolis,=Minn. 
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SIDE TWO 
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APPENDIX C 

CONSTRUCTION OF NUMERICAL SCALES 

All scales constructed for this survey are of a simple Likert type 
and were not refined using statistical scaling techniques. They were used 
for relative comparisons only. 

A. Alcohol Experience Scale The experience scale measures the extent 

to which the respondent has been involved in alcohol-related incidents. 
It is based upon how often the respondent had been in a situation where 
alcoh•llc beverages were served (Questions 4 and 5),.. how often he had 
been in a situation where someone had been drinking too heavily and was 
about to drive (Questions I0 and 13), and whether he knew someone who 
had been arrested for drunk driving. The items are coded as follows: 

Questions 4 and 13" 2-yes, 1-no 
Question 5 6-daily, 5-2 to 6 times a week, 4-once. a week, 

3-once every 2 or 3 weeks, 2-once a month, l- 
less than once a month 

Question I0 : Numerical. answer 
Question 14 2-yes, 1-no 

B. Alcohol Awareness Scale This scale measures three aspects of alcohol 
awareness. These are: (I) whether the respondent has discussed the topic 
of drunk driving in the past month (question 8), (2) whether the respondent 
had seen or heard any drunk driving advertising (question .40), and whether 
he Could recall the messages the ads Conveyed (questions 34.and.35)mnd. 
whether the respondent had heard of the ASAP program'(questions 54 and 56). 
The respondent is awarded 'points' as follows" 

Questions 8, 40 and .54" 2-yes, 1-no 
Questions 34, 35 1-remembered message, 0-couldn't recall 
Question 56 2-ASAP, l-other, G-couldn' t recall 

C. Alcohol Attitude Scale (Bystander intervention) This simple atti- 
tude scale measures such aspects of bystander attitude as (I) whether 

the respondent .feels it's his responsibility to stop a person from drunk 
driving (question 6), even if it requires physical action to do so (question 
7), (2) how likely he is to use certain techniques to stop someone from 
drinking and driving (questions 21-25), and (3) how likely he is to exhibit 
certain behaviors as a host in order to stop a guest from driving drunk 
(questions 26-30). The items are coded as follows" 

Questions 6, 7 

Questions 21-30 

4-strongly agree, 3-somewhat agree, 2-somewhat 
disagree, 1-strongly disagree. 
4-extremely llkely, 3-very likely,. 2-somewhat 
llkely•, 1-not at all likely 

D. Alcohol Behavior Scale- This scale provides an indication of how 
liberal "the resp•ndent's'.personal behavior is in relation .to alcohol. It 

measures, such behavioral aspects as (i) How often the respondent drives 
after, having somethiag to drink (questions _17 and 18),_ (3) how_many drinks 
he would have and still•continue to drive (question 19) and (4) whether. 
•he respondent has .even been on. the road when he felt he really shouldn't 
h&ge been driving. (_question 20), TMe items, are. scored as follows: 



Questions 15, 17 and 20" 2-yes, l-no 
Question 18 3-often, 2-occasionally, l-hardly, ever 
Question 19 numerical answer 

E. A•ic0.h 01. .Knowledge__ S$_a.l•e• This scale is designed to reflect the 
respondent's knowledge in relation to alcohol. The items deal 

with (I) whether the respondents believes certain "myths" surrounding the 
use of alcohol, (questions 37 to 41), (2) whether the respondents knows 
the correct definition of blood alcohol concentration (question 42), 
(3) whether he knows the presumptive limit in Virginia (question 43), 
and (4) whether he knows how many drinks he must drink to reach the 
presumptive limit (question 44). The items are coded as follows- 

Questions 37-41, and .43 2-correct, 1-incorrect 
Question 42 3-technically correct, 2-substantially 

correct, l-incorrect 
Question 44 2-correct, 1-incorrect (based upon the 

individual s weight) 
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APPENDIX D 

SCALE SCORES BY AGE AND SEX 

Experience, ,,Score 

1-2 
3-• 
5-6 

7 
8 

i0 
Ii or More 

X 2 

TABLE D- 1 

EXPERIENCE SCORE BY SEX 

Male 

Number Percent 

76 15.2- 
53 10.6 
44 8.8 
64 12.8 
77 15.4 
70 14.0 
49 9.8 
67 13.4 

: 29.8, DF : 7, p < .001 

Female 

Number Percent 

112 22.4 
85 17.0 
41 8.2 
69 13.8 
70 14.0 
40. 8.0 
38 7.6 
44 8.8 

TABLE D- 2 

EXPERIENCE SCORE BY AGE 

3 5 6 7 8 9 10 

16 to 21 30 Ii 8 15 12 13 II 
II t.o 24 5 6 5 9 ii 5 5 
25 to 34 37- 41 21 25 57 28 26 
35 to 49 43 56 21 53 49 41 29 
Over 50 73 36 18 21 18 23 16 

X 2 
= 139.4, DF = 28, p < .001 

ii or More 

35 
19 
31 
15 
i0 



BehavioP Score 

0 
1 
2-5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

I0 or. More 

2 
X 

TABLE D-3 

BEHAVIOR SCORE BY SEX 

Male 

Number Percent 

149 29.8 
19 3.8 
28 5.6 
61 12 .2 
93 18.6 
62 12.4 
51 10.2 
37 7.4 

: 132.1, DF : 7, p < 

Female 

Number Percent 

229 
60 
65 
59 
43 
23 
12 

8 

45.9 
12.0 
13.0 
11.8 
8.6 
4.6 
2.4 
1.6 

.001 

Age 0_ 
16 tO 21 53 
22 to 24 13 
25 to 34 81 
35 to 49 Ii.0 
Over 50 121 

2 X 

TABLE D- 4 

BEHAVIOR SCORE BY AGE 

1-2 2-5 6 7 8 

18. 8 7 15- 14 
7 5 12 12 4 

20 27 35 45 28 
27 37 43 45 26 
11 22 23 19 13 

: 92.4, DF- 24, p < .001 

9 I0 or More 

12 9 i•"). 
6 6 

22 .18 
20 9 

3 3 

Kn0w, led•e score 

3-4 
5 
6 

8 
9 

i0 
II or More 

X 

TABLE D-5 

KNOWLEDGE SCORE BY SEX 

Number Percent 

Female 

Number Percent 

16 3-;, 2 
60 I• ..0. 
97 19.u. 

126 25.2 
127 25.4 
58 11.6 
12 2.4 

12 2.4 
45 9.0 
81 16.2 

118 23.6 
124 24.8 
88 17.6 
23 4.6 

8 1.6 

2 45.9, DF- 6, p < .001 



16 "to 21 
22 to 2• 
25 to 3• 
3.5 to 
Over 50 

TABLE D-6 

KNOWLEDGE SCORE BY AGE- 

K.n.,o.wledg e S, co .,•e.., 

3-5 6 7 8 

2 15 30 24 
3 7 8 21 

18 36 51 82 
24 •3 63 ?2 
30 •0 63 •1 

X 2 51.9• DF = 12, p < .001 

9 or More 

55 
26 
89 

105 

Awareness Score 

0-i 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 or More 

TABLE D-7 

AWARENESS SCORE BY SEX 

Male 

Number Percent 

80 16.0 
31 6.2 
57 11.4 
35 7.0 
88 17.6 
82 16.4 
52 10.4 
41 8.2 
34 6.8 

X2 
= 23.2, DF = 8, p < .001 

Female 

Number Pe.rcent 

126 
39 
62 
28 
81 
83 
34 
25 
21 

25.3 
7.8 

12.4 
5.6 

16.2 
16.6 
6.8 
5.0 
4.2 



Age 

16 to 21 
22 to 24 
25 to 34 
35 to 49 
0ver 50 

TABLE D-8 

AWARENESS SCORE BY AGE 

0-i 

23 
7 

50 
55 
71 

Awareness Score 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

6 I0 I! 26 25 ii 
2 7 3 7 16 9 

15 26 i0 58• 51 25 
.•24 52 20 53 SO 22 

23 24 19 25 23 17 

X 2 
= 79.8, DF = 24, p < .00i 

8 

10 
8 

26 
17 

5 

9 or More 

14 
6 

15 
14 

6 

TABLE D-9 

ALCOHOL ATTITUDE SCALE BY SEX 
Attitude Score Male 

Number Percent 

0-25 162 32.4 
26-30 78 15.6 
31-32 43 8.6 
33-34 72 24.4 
35-36 50- i0.0 
37-38 44 8,8 
39-40 22 4.4 
41 or More 29 5.8 

2 X 61.4, DF = 7, p < .001 

Female 

Number 

206 
40 
31 
29 
39 
46 
34 
74 

Percent 

41.3 
8.0 
6.2 
5.8 
7.8 
9.2 
6.8 

1'4.8 



Age 

16 to 21 
22 to 2• 
25 to 3• 
35 to •9 
Over 50 

TABLE D-10 

ALCOHOL ATTITUDE SCORE BY AGE 

Attitude Score 

0-30 33-34 35-36 31-32 

13 
5 

22 
26 

8 

63' 
25 

127 
133 
138 

17 ii 
8 9 

28 24 
32 26 
16 19 

2 X = 39.3, DF = 24, p < .05 

37-38 

12 
8 

26 
30 
15 

39-40 

8 
5 

17 
17 

41 or More 

12 

32 
43 
I0 
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APPENDIX E 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCALES 

Behavior 

1 
2-5 

7 
8 
9 

I0 or More 

TABLE E-I 

BEHAVIOR SCORE BY EXPERIENCE SCORE 

Experie,,n,c,e 
0-5 6 7 8 9 -i0 ii or More 

•27 7 13 13 7 7 5 
3 i• 17 12 9 I0 I• 
2 I0 28 21 i0 12 I0 
2 i0 25 38 27 15 20 
0 i0 17 23 8 iW i• 
0 2 5 ii 13 ii 21 
0 4 4 3 6 6 22 

X 2 
: 682.7, DF 

: 30, p < .001 
r : .61, p < .001 

Knowledge 

TABLE E-2 

KNOWLEDGE SCORE BY EXPERIENCE SCORE 

Experience 

1-2 3-4 5-6 7 8 9 10 

3-4 12 1 0 1 2 0 0 
5 36 6 6 2 3 3 3 
6 35 31 13 18 12 12 12 
7 51 35 21 28 26 21 12 
8 30 35 17 42 46 31 14 
9 17 26 15 30 42 31 23 

I0 or More 7 5 13 12 16 12 13 

ii or More 

0 
2 
8 

21 
26 
31 
23 

141.2, DF = 28, p < .001 
.29, p < .001 



Knowledge 

TABLE E- 3 

KNOWLEDGE SCORE BY BEHAVIOR SCORE 

Behavior 

0 1-2 3-5 6 7 8 

3-• I• 0 0 1 1 0 
5 47. 6 0 5 0 0 
6 70 13 13 15 12 9 
7 96 18 19 27 23 19 
8 79 19 34 41 33 19 
9. 54 !6 18 23 33 27 

i0 or More 19 Ii 5 8 34 Ii 

9 or More 

0 
3 
9 

13 
29 
44 
13 

2 X = 150.4, DF 24, p < .001 
r = .31, p < .001 

Awareness 

0-i 

3 
4 
S 
6 
7 
8 
9 or More 

TABLE E-4 

AWARENESS SCORE BY EXPERIENCE SCORE 

,Experienc e 

1-2 3-5 6 7 8 9 10 

128. 79 
35. 35 
16 15 15 21 21 16 i0 

9 12 4 7 ii 4 7 
5 20 41 34 28 21 
3 16 32 40 29 23 
0 6 17 21 00 9 
i 3 I0 14 14 9 
i 9 4 6 8 8 

X 2 
= 

334.2, DF 24, p < .001 
r = .59, p < .001 

ii or More 

5 
9 

19 
22 
22 
15 
19 



Behavior 

0 
1 
2-5 
6 
7 

9 
I0 or More 

TABLE E-5 

BEHAVIOR SCORE BY AWARENESS SCORE 

Aw a•r.e n e s ,.s 

317 21 I0 12 12 5 
1.5 4 17 17 i0 4 

8 I0 31 26 '8 8 
17 i0 36 32 9 8 
17 7 36 27 19 21 
II 4 17 27 12 4 

8 3 12 14 i0 i0 
3 4 10 10 6 6 

9 or More 

2 
12 

2 
8 
9 

10 
6 
6 

X 2 
= 547.3, DF = 

r = .61, p < .001 
25, p < ,01 
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Knowledg e 

3-• 
5 

7 
8 

10 or More 

TABLE E-6 

KNOWLEDGE SCORE BY AWARENESS SCORE 

Awaz'eness 

0-i 2 3 4 • 6- 7 

i0 1 1 2 O 2. 0 
30 .9 12 1 5 2 1 
%5 16 12 7 26 17 ii 
58 20 26 12 30 28 i% 
36 14 35 20 48 52 17 
23 9 27 13- 45 42 25 

5 1 6 8 15 22 18 

143.8, DF = 24, 
.37, .p < .001 

p < .001 

8 

0 
1 
4 

16 
16 
15 
14 

9 or More 

0 
0 
2 

Ii 
ii 
13 
i0 



TABLE E-7 

EXPERIENCE SCORE BY ALCOHOL ATTITUDE 

Alcohol 
Attitude 

0 
1-30 

3.1-32 
33-34 
35-36 
37-38 
39-40 
41 or More 

,E•xp. erience 

0-2 3-6 7 8 9 10 

187 137 0 0 0 0 
i 18 25 34 .3.3 16 

7 Ii 16 Ii 14 
15 20 23 19 12 
i0 20 16 13 16 
10 19 25 15 9 

9 13 13 5 9 
18 25 2.0 14 Ii 

2 X 364.5, DF 30, p < .001 
r = .62, p. < .001 

Ii or More 

0 
36 
15 
12 
14 
12 

7 
15 

Behavior 

0 
1 
2-$ 
6 

8 
9 

i0 or More 

TABLE E-8 

BEHAVIOR SCORE BY ALCOHOL ATTITUDE 

Alcohol Attitude 

0-2-5 26-30 31-32 33-34 35-36 

328 8 5 ? 8 
3 15 4 9 ii 
3 13 15 7 13 
7 20 i0 17 14 
6 20 9 27 2.6 
5 17 5 15 9 

i0 ii i0 13 5 
8 14 6 6 5 

3.7-38 39 40 41 or-.More 

s s 8 
9 6 22 

14 I0 18 
20 14 18 
23 8 17 
i0 4 i0 

4 3 9 
4 2 1 

X 344.0, DF 25, p < 
.67, p < .001 

.001 



TABLE E-9 

KNOWLEDGE •SC0RE BY ALCOHOL ATTITUDE SCORE 

Knowledge 

3-4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9" 

i0 or More 

13 
42 
66 
85 
64 
42 
12 

Alcohol Attitude 

1-15 26-30 31-32 3.3-34 35-36 37-38 

0 0 0 1 0 2 
3 5 0 1 3 2 
2 i0 ii 9 II 6 
5 15 17 22 20 13 

II 42 22 29 15 25 
14 33 18 22 29 27 
i0 13 7 17 Ii 15 

X 2 
= 138.5, DF = 32, p'< 
= .30, p < .001 

.001 

39-40 

0 
1 
8 

13 
16 
15 

3 

40 or More 

0 
5 

22 
33 
36 
21 
16 

AwaPen e s s 

0.-i 
2 
3 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 o• Mo•e 

TABLE E-10 

AWARENESS SCORE BY ALe0HOL ATTITUDE 

Alcohol Attitude 

0-30 31 32 33--&•35-36 

207 0 0 0 
70 O- 0 0 
57 i0 I0 15 
27 4 7 6 
45. 23 26 17 
36 15 27 23 
18 ll 14 9 
14 6 8 Ii 
12 5 9 8 

37-38 39-q.0 41 or More 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
5 5 17 

Ii 2 6 
23 15 20 
21 I• 29 
14 ii 9 

8. 4 16 
8 6 6 

X = 389.8, DF = 36, p < 

= .77-, p < .001 
.001 




