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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The origin and development of t ra f f ic  sanctions as part of 

t ra f f ic  law have been from the general penal law. With the ap- 

pearance and increasing presence of automobiles on streets and 

roads and later on highways in the f i r s t th ree  decades of this 

century, the need to regulate their movement became obvious.. 

This led to the formulation of various "rules of the road" laws, 

backed up withpenalties modeled after those that were expressed 

in thecurrent criminal laws. To date, investigations of t ra f f ic  

offensesanctions have been limited to a small number of studies 

on the effect of particular t ra f f ic  countermeasures and additional 

studies of the impact of t raf f ic  sanctions on offender behavior. 

I t  is remarkable that so l i t t l e  is known about the operation 

and impact of t raf f ic  sanctions in a nation where more people 

drive than vote and where the t raf f ic  court is the most important 

contact with criminal justice for most adult citizens. I f t r a f f i c  

law enforcement and administration are viewed as a business, they 

are big business indeed, occupying a substantial percentage of 

total'police time and consuming as an industry between one and 

two'percent of gross national product. Traffic accidents account 

for two out of every hundred deaths in the United States and huge 

economic losses. I f  sanction policy can have a cost-effective 

impact on accidents, i t  is important to determine how this can 

best be done. I f  not, i t  is important toimpart fairness and 

economy into the sanction system and direct resources that would 

otherwise be used in Sanctions to other need areas in a trans- 

portation and highway safety policy. 



For some time now there has been a tendency to decr iminal ize 

or de t rad i t i ona l i ze  t r a f f i c  law. As i t  turns out, the break has 

been developing between serious and non-serious t r a f f i c  crime in 

terms of  the maximum imposed penalty. I f  one wishes to preserve 

the option of sending a t r a f f i c  offender to j a i l ,  the offender 

must be processed through a court. Thus, sanction po l icy  becomes 

a key issue in t r a f f i c  sanction regulat ion organizat ion.  In 

general,  i f  j a i l  is removed as a possible penalty, those committing 

t r a f f i c  offenses that  may resu l t  in a l icense suspension or revo- 

cat ion or some lesser sanction Can be disposed of by means of  a 

due process hearing in an administ rat ive set t ing.  Retention of 

the p o s s i b i l i t y  of j a i l  resul ts  in adherence to the t r ad i t i ona l  

system or creat ion of  a system in which most offenses w i l l  be 

t rea ted  admin is t ra t i ve ly  and some small number become a residual 

category in the cr iminal  courts. 

• What are•the sanctions fo r  t r a f f i c  offenses? Criminal law, 

inc luding t r a f f i c  law, usual ly defines the upper l i m i t  Of a sanc- 

t ion rather than the mode or the minimum sanctions. Thus, a re-  

view of speci f ied sanctions leads to a determination of the maximum 

announced sanction, i . e . ,  the "bark" (as opposed to the "b i t e " )  

stated in the law. In pract ice,  examination of the sanctions im- 

posed on offenders suggests that  for  those offenses wi th the greater 

maximum sanctions, greater d i spar i t y  w i l l  be observed in t he i r  im- 

pos i t ion .  

As indicated above, one of  the d i s t i nc t i ve  charac ter is t i cs  of 

t r a f f i c  offense sanctions is the extremely large number of  c i t i zens  

on whom they are imposed. This stems from the fact  that  t r a f f i c  • 

offenses, even serious ones, are massive acts. Nearly n ine ty - f i ve  
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. : ~ : . ~ - , / . ! . ~ - ,  percent of all arrests/ Citations are for traff ic offenses and .. 

~ . . ~ almostall of those are for minor offenses~ The forty-seven 

~:"~~,~i~,:.~ . . . .  million traff ic arrests/citations in fiscal year~.1974,-for 

.,,,,I~III,;I.>Z,~ ......... • . . . . .  example, represent.more than one arrest/citation for every five 

~i i i !~i"- i i  ' .~C " ~ ~ . .  persons~in~the:.united States. Fortunately, the processing of 

~.. . thisnumber of offenders throughthe adjudication-sanction 

. - . , -~ /  ; !  ~.... 

.system is performed in a manner that requires minimum interaction . . . .  ~ ' ~  

between, the. offenders and theadjudication off icials.  In at least- ~ :  . . . .  " "~-~. 

thirty-three jurisdictions, however, thestatutes provide for jai l  ~..~ . 

sentences as a possible penalty for violation of traffiC laws . . . .  . . . .  ~ . ~ - ;  

CMcGuire and Peck, 1977;. Appendix A). I t i s  not d i f f icul t  to . . " 

imagine the societal response that would result should there be 

a sudden escalation of the penalties imposed on traff ic  offenders 

so that a significant proportion were being incarcerated. Because 

of the very large number of citizens that will be affected by any 

changes in traff ic offense sanctioning policy, i t  is imperative 

that such changes be .precisely evaluated in terms of their u l t i -  

mate impact. 

A prior sanctions study that included a thorough review of 

the research literature in the area, indicated that l i t t l e  data 

exist regarding how the driving, public regards traff ic  sanctions 

(McGuire and Peck, 1977). A California study questioned over 

4,000 California drivers regarding their perception of various 

factors of the traff ic enforcement-adjudication-licensing system 

but did not cover the sanctioning area in depth (Finkelstein and 

McGuire, 197}). Similarly, while there have been a small number 

of studies regarding the effects of sanctions on traffic.offenders 

themselves (Blumenthal and Ross, 1973a, b), there have been even 

fewerinvestigations of the general effects (including deterrence) 

of these sanctions, i . e . ,  the effect On the total population (Ross, 
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1974, 1975). As a result of this lack of scient i f ical ly  valid 

information, current attempts at sanction policy formulation 

and/or adjustment are based largely on pragmatic responses to 

obvious system fai lure or are generally developed by relying on 

unproven hypotheses. 

The research described in this report was conducted in order 

to assess variations in (1) the perceived severity and impact of 

t ra f f i c  offense sanctions, and (2) the actual behavior of s.anc- 

tioned offenders (in terms of recidivism) resulting from the d i f -  

ferences in t ra f f i c  offense sanction policy found in purposefully 

selected jurisdictions. The underlying assumption in the research 

design developed by the National Highway Traff icSafety Adminis- 

tration is as follows: 

Three jurisdictions are chosen in which the rela- 
tive t ra f f i c  offender sanction policies can be 
rated in terms of severity as low, intermediate, 
and high. Since i t  is assumed that severe sanc- 
tions are more l ikely to deter t ra f f ic  violations 
than mild sanctions, the violation rate and re- 
cidivism rate should be lowest in the jurisdict ion 
with the highest penalties, provided other inf lu-  
encing factors such as enforcement level are the 
same, To the extent that other factors are not 
the same, their influence on violation and recidi- 
vism rates must be accounted for when comparing 
the three jurisdictions with different sanction 
policies. 

In three jurisdictions selected on the basis of statutory ~ 

sanction level, data were collected On perceived severity of sanc- 

tions, actual sanctions, violation rate and recidivism rate in each 

jur isdict ion. To account for possible differences, data were also 

collected on t ra f f i c  law enforcement in each of the jurisdictions. 

4 
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The data were analyzed to determine whetherthe greatest 

degree of traffic law compliance (in terms of lower violation 

rates and lower recidivismrates) occurs in the jurisdiction 

having the most severe traffic offender penalties. To the ex . . . . .  • ....... :~ . . . . .  

tent that such a difference in sanction effect can be detected, . 

conclusions can be drawn regarding the deterrence effects of 

the sanctions. 

The remainderof this report is organized in. the following 

manner. Chapter 2 gives the background on the survey development, 

site selection, and data collection!efforts. Chapter 3 is a dis- 

cussion of deterrence theoryas i t  relates to traff ic safety. 

T h i s  chapter provides a foundation for both the survey and other 

research efforts which may be of value. Chapter 4 is a summary 

of the survey results from the three states. Chapters 5, 6, and 

7 present the detailed analysis from each of the three jurisdic- 

tions. Chapter 5 is devoted to the Colorado results; Chapter 6 

to the Maryland results; and Chapter 7 to the North Carolina re- 

sults. These three chapters have been prepared to serve as 

stand-alone chapters on the survey results. The chapters basi~ ~- 

cally have the same format and much of the wording is similar 

because of similar results. 

5 
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CHAPTER TWO 

SURVEY DEVELOPMENT, SITE SELECTION AND DATA COLLECTION 

In this chapter, a description is given of (1) the develop- 

ment of the survey, (2) the selection of three jurisdictions in 

which to conduct the study, and (3) the collection of the data 

in the three locations. 

SURVEY DEVELOPMENT 

The development of the survey plan for the study, including 

the sampling procedures, the processes required by security and 

privacy considerations and the interview subject areas is described 

i n t h i s  section. 

Survey Plan 

One of the principal information gathering activit ies of the 

study was a personal interview survey of motorists at a driver 

license renewal station. This survey setting was chosen because 

(1) potential subjects represent a random sample of all licensed 

drivers in the local jurisdiction, and (2) the environment was 

thought to be conducive to cooperative responses on the part of 

the subjects. 

I t  was planned that approximately l,O00 subjects would be 

interviewed in each of the three jurisdictions examined in the 

study. The driving population was considered to consist of three 

categories of sanction experience: 

I. Drivers who have had no t ra f f ic  violations in 
the preceding three years. 
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2. Drivers who have had one, two, or three minor 
v io la t ions  in the preceding three years. 

3. Drivers who have had more than three minor v io-  
la t ions or one or more serious v io la t ions  in the 
preceding three years. 

A s t r a t i f i e d  sampling plan was prepared that should have 

resul ted in approximately equal numbers of dr ivers from each 

category being asked to par t i c ipa te  in the interv iew. The 

s t r a t i f i e d  sampling plan was chosen because comparable group 

sizes would improve the confidence associated with conclusions 

drawn from the response of the three groups. Had the s t r a t i f i e d  

sampling plan not been used, t h e t h r e e  categories would repre- 

sent approximately 70 percent, 20 percent, and 9 percent* r e -  

spect ive ly ,  of the general dr iv ing population. 

The select ion procedure fo r  sampling was based on having the 

a b i l i t y ,  a p r i o r i ,  to i d e n t i f y  the group of the dr iver  through. 

such schemes as: 

e the coding on renewal reminder cards that  dr ivers 
in some states are asked to bring wi th them to 
renewal, or 

• on-line access to driver records at renewal stations. 

Using estimates of the fraction of the driver population in each 

group, a sampling scheme was devised. Knowing to which group each 

potential respondent belongs and using the sampling plan, a de- 

cision was made to approach an individual driver for participation 

in the survey. A random start was used for each group following 

any interruption in routine sampling. At the end of the f i r s t  day 

of interviewing at each location, the sampling Scheme was adjusted 

to account for the refusals experienced and the group membership 

experienced among those renewing their licenses. From these data 

the number of. days required to obtain approximately l,O00 interviews 
*Based on North Carolina renewal applicants described in "The North 
Carolina Test Waiver Law: An Evaluation of Its Impact," by P.F. 
Waller, R.G. Hall and S.S. Padgett. University of North Carolina 
Highway Safety Research Center, April 1977. 
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in that  locat ion was estimated. To estimate possible biases in 

sampling, the sex, approximate age and (po ten t ia l )  survey~group 

was recorded for  those refusing to be interviewed. 

The survey plan described above was •approved by the Off ice 

of Management and Budget along with the survey instrument. 

Security and Privaay Considerations 

To make certain determinations required in the study, i t  

was necessary to examine bo th the  in terv iew responses and dr iv ing  

record of t hesub jec ts .  For example, to compare perceived sanc- 

t ion  impact (as obtained from the in terv iew responses) and actual 

rec id iv ism data (as obtained from dr iv ing records),  i t  was c lear ly  

necessary to have both data sources on the same subject.  To 

minimize extra paperwork, co l lec t ing  data on ind iv idua l  subjects 

from both sources was approached in a manner that  allowed br inging 

together the interview response and the d r iver  record in as short 

a time as possible and then removing al l ,  i d e n t i f i e r s  so that  from 

that  point  on, only anonymous data had to be handled. The pr in-  

c ipal  reason for  th is  approach was to avoid creat ion of  an indexed 

System of Records as described in the Privacy Act of  1974 (P.L. 

93-579). Having to Create a System of  Records would have resulted 

in diversion of e f fo r ts  from the study to the pub l ica t ion of 

notices regarding the system and answering inqu i r ies  from indi  ~ 

viduals regarding whether t he i r  name is among the records. The 

plan used to handle th is  s i tua t ion  was approved by the Privacy 

Act Coordinator of  NHTSA. 

Questionnaire Development 

The survey instrument o rques t i onna i re  used for  conduct of  

the interviews was developed to al low measurement and comparison 



of the perceived severity and the perceived impact of t ra f f i c  

offense sanctions. Basic to the investigation wasthe broader 

question of perceived risk of detection and the perception of 

subsequent events. The conscious decision tocommit a t ra f f i c  

offense and/or a lax attitude toward commission of offenses is 

based on assessment of certain risks, the most important con- 

ceivably being the risk of detection. Figure l i l lustrates the 

events that can occur subsequent to commission of a t ra f f i c  

offense. A certain probability, dependent on a number of factors, 

is associated with the transition of adr iver through the various 

stages shown. Irrespective of the actual probabilities, those 

perceived by a potential offender are the ones that influence 

his actions. I t  was the investigators' position that the per- 

ceived severity and impact of sanctions should be assessed in 

terms of the perceived risks of detection and conviction, for i t  

is the aggregate of these risks that influences the subsequent 

behavior of t ra f f i c  offenders. Thus, {he questionnaire was de, 

veloped, tested and revised so that the risks described could be 

assessed. 

In the interview, the stage was set by identifying the spon- 

sor as the United States Department of Transportation, and the 

reason for the survey as finding out how the public feels about 

various safety problems and monetary fines that can occur when 

people drive a car. At this point the respondent was informed 

of the type of data to be collected and what was to be done with 

i t  (in accordance with the Privacy Act requirements). 

The issues covered in the interview questions are as follows: 

• A general question on whether the respondent believed 
his State did a good, fa i r  or poor job of holding 
down t ra f f i c  accidents through: 

lO 
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- The motor vehicle inspection system 
- Sett ing high standards for  people obtaining a 

d r i ve r ' s  l icense 
- Designing and maintaining highways in a way 

that  makes them safe to dr ive on 
- Enforcing the laws that require motor ists to 

fo l l ow safe dr iv ing pract ices. 

Questions test ing a t t i t udes  toward (a) the 
l i ke l i hood  Of detect ion,  and (b) the l i k e l i -  
hood of  a court  convict ion in the event of a 
detected v io la t i on  in each of the fo l lowing 
categories separately: 

- Speeding--lO and 20 MPH over the speed l i m i t  
- Driving whi le intoxicated 
- Moving v io la t i ons .  Several spec i f ic  examples 

are covered, such as running a t r a f f i c  l i g h t  
or stop sign, fo l lowing a moving car too 
c lose ly ,  turning l e f t  into oncoming t r a f f i c ,  
dr iv ing on the wrong side in a curve, etc.  

For the same v io la t ions  l i s ted  above, the i n t e r -  
viewer tested the dr iver 's ,  knowledge or awareness 
of what the penalty for  a ( f i r s t )  v i o l a t i on  was. 
Measuring the extent to  which dr ivers were aware 
of  sanctions can have analy t ica l  value in i t s  
own r i g h t  and was a desirable prelude, in the 
in terv iewing,  to obtaining the rat ings of  sever i ty .  

For the same l i s t  of  indiv idual  v io la t ions  as 
above, questions were asked to obtain the respond- 
ent 's  evaluations as to how severe they considered 
the penalty to be. To get everybody on the same 
t rack-- those who do and those who do not know what 
the penalty i s - - the  true sanction was b r i e f l y  
described. The respondent was asked to rate the 
severity of the true sanction. The ratings of 
severity were based on a scale, with five numerical 
scale points and word assists at each end of the 
scale, as follows: 

"Not at all severe" . . . . . . . . . .  "Extremely severe." 

In addition to traditional sanctions such as fine, 
j a i l ,  and license suspension, the interviewer tested 
the awareness of such "penalties" as assignment to 
court t ra f f i c  school or a DMV education program or 
an increase in insurance premiums following a t ra f f i c  
violation conviction. 

12 
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e' Similarly, the respondents were asked questions 
• : regarding the ultimate impact of sanctions on • 

.both violators and non-violators in terms of: 

~ ~! i.; iii~! ~ Prevention (of future violations) ~ • * 
* " : " ~ -  . .  ~ - Education (regarding dr iv ingski l l ) .  

• • Finally, the questionnaire contained a few back- 
.ground questions to assist in analysis of responses, 
such as the number of years a period had been driv- 

• ing, how many miles driven per year; income level 
and level of education. (Additional demographic 
variables such as age, sex and zip code were avail- 

- able from the driver records that were merged with 
the questionnaire responses..) 

A copy of the questionnaire used in the survey is presented in 

Appendix A. 

. - , . 
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SITE SELECTION 

The principal determinantof site selection for the study was 

to be the traffic offender sanction (penalty) level in a given 

state. To the extent feasible, these levels were to be at dif-  

ferent points in the sanction spectrum, The successful conduct 

of the study, however, required screening on a number ofother 

factors. • • 

Comparisons were made among all states regarding penalty 

ranges for "rules of the road" type violations and, for those 

states having them, traffic offense penalty schedules for viola- 

tions not requiring an appearance before a magistrate. Informa- 

tion was gathered regarding the extent towhich state driver 

records contained the desired penalty information and how much 

reliance would•have to be placed on court records.• Because the . 

survey plan called for a stratified sample of drivers at license 

renewal, i f  possible, i t  was necessary to determine in which 
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states a l l  renewal appl icants must appear in person and in which 

states i t  would be pract ica l  to learn about a d r i ve r ' s  v i o l a t i on  

record whi le he/she was being processed for  renewal. 

Af ter  analysis of  gathered data, sixteen states were chosen 

as candidates with varying potent ia l  and from these, s ix were 

chosen for  s i te  v i s i t s .  

• Colorado and Delaware -- having r e l a t i v e l y  low 
penal t ies 

• Ca l i fo rn ia  and Oklahoma --  having intermediate 
penalt ies 

• V i rg in ia  and Washington -- having r e l a t i v e l y  
high penal t ies,  

Discussions to explore the prospects of conducting the study were 

held wi th dr iver  l icens ing operational and research o f f i c i a l s  in 

each state.  As might be expected, a var ie ty  of responses were 

received, inc lud ing:  

• i n te res t  and wi l l ingness to explore the matter 
f u r the r ;  

• i n te res t ,  but a stance-of not wanting to burden 
the publ ic with the survey; 

• I n te res t ,  but p rac t ica l  l im i t a t i ons  on the a b i l i t y  
to meet some technical requirements imposed by the 
study approach (two s tates) ;  and 

• genuine d i s in te res t .  

As a resu l t  of the responses, i t  wasnecessary to locate 

addi t ional  candidates fo r  the intermediate andhigh penalty states. 

During the period when the screenling took place, Maryland had 

changed i t s  l icens ing pol icy  to one that  required a l l  renewal ap- 

p l icants  to appear in person. This change allowed considerat ion 

of  Maryland as a high penalty candidate. North Carolina did not 

have on- l ine  access to dr iver  records at the renewal s ta t ion  bu t .  

14 
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its procedure:of coding violation information on the renewal. 

notices allowed consideration ofthat  state as an intermediate 

penalty candidate. These states were visited and agreedto-  

participate in the study along with Colorado. . .  

. i !  • 

~ m 
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Following agreement by the three licensing agencies, specific " .~ ' " / :  

Iocalsites for the survey were selected This was done on the 

basis of the volume of license renewals at a station and the number 

'of traffic law enforcementagencies in the. county (and their will-. 

ingness to both provide enforcement data and assist in speed data 

Collection). 

The three sites selected are described in Table I.  

. •. ..Table l 

Summary of Sites Selected 

License Renewal 
Stations 

State  

Colorado 

Maryland 

North Carolina 

Jurisdiction 

Denver City 
and County 

AnneArundel 
County 

Wake. County 

Denver Head- 
quarters 

Glen Burnie 
Headquarters 

East Raleigh 
Station; West 
Raleigh Station 

Enforcement. 
•Agencies 

Denver P.D. 

Anne Arundel Co. 
P.D. & Maryland 
State Police 

Raleigh P.D., 
North Carolina 

Highway Patrol 

Table 2 gives traffic offender penalty data. Admittedly, 

the spread of penalties among the three states is not very large. 

It  was felt  that the speeding IO MPH overthe limit violation 

would be cited more often than the others. The states were 

accordingly designated as having low, medium, and high penalties 

relative to each other. 

15 



Table 2 

Penalty Data for Selected Sites 

Offense 

Speeding I0 MPH 
over l im i t  

20 MPH over l im i t  

Driving While 
Intoxicated 

Running t ra f f i c  
l igh t  or stop 
sign 

Following Too 
Closely 

Turning l e f t  or 
pull ing out 
y ield viola- 
tions 

Crossing center 
l ine 

Colorado 

$25 

Court 
Appearance 

Court 
Appearance 

$ I 0 -  24 

$ 5 - 2 4  

$ 8 - 1 8  

$ I 0  - 2 4  

North Carolina 

$32 

Court 
Appearance 

Court 
Appearance 

Maryland 

$4O 

$5O 

Court 
Appearance 

$27 

$27 

$27 

$27 

$20 

$30 

$30 

$30 

DATA COLLECTION 

Four sources of data were used in this study: 

• In-person structured interviews 

• Driver records of interview respondents 

• Speeding violation data in the jurisdictions of 
the interviews 

o Traffic violation enforcement (citation/arrest) 
data in the jurisdictions of the interviews. 

The activit ies required to gather these data are described here. 

Interview Data 

The mechanics of conducting the interviews were established 

to conform with the driver license renewal procedures in each 

16 
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locale and were constrained by the need to ( I )  determine ~o which 

driver (.violation history} group each renewal appllicant.belonged, 

• ".(2) apply the group sampling criteria,  and (3) ask the potential 

respondent to be. interviewed. The screening, the requesting to  

be interviewed and the actual interviewing wereconducted, by per- 

sonnel from Opinion Research Corporation of Princeton, New Jersey 
C'  

under contract to Public Managemen t SerVices. . .. 

• . In.general, once a.potential respondent's group membership 

was known, the screener increased the group count on the sampling 

record form. Persons eligible for interview according to the 

sampling scheme were asked i f  they would not mind being inter- 

viewed. I f  they. agreed, they were directed tO an interviewer 

who asked questions according to the format previously described 

and shown in Appendix A. When no interviewers were free t o  

accept a new respondent, the screening and sampling procedure 

continued as usual with the exception that eligible potential 

. " respondents were not asked and the sample cycle for that group 
, . '  " . . ,  

. . . .  was repeated. 
, . . , , ~ • 

. As described in the survey plan, the.group ratios for the ~. 

sampling scheme were developed on the basis of limited knowledge 

. ..aboutthe driver population of the state and modified as a re- 

.. sult of the f i rs t  day's interviewing experience (both acceptances 

and refusals by group). Although i t  was anticipated that approxi- 

matelyequal, groups would develop using this scheme, in all three 

jurisdictions the size of Group 3 (the high violation group) was 

smaller than the others. There were a number of conditions that 

caused this outcome. The factor most influencing this result 

was the practical requirement for reasonable sampling ratios. I f  

the sampling ratios among the three groups were set very high 

(e.g.,  only every 15th Group l and every tenth Group 2 for each 

. .. L...~ ~ 
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Group 3), there could be significant periods in which projeCt 

resources were expended for idle interviewers who could not con- 

ductany interviews until the next appropriate member of each 

group could be approached for the survey. Other factors included 

daily variations in both volume and refusal rate that made the 

in i t i a l  sampling rates d i f f i cu l t  to live with. In order to increase 

the number of Group 3 respondents, some interviews were conducted 

with persons who had been assigned by the court to attend driver 

improvement cl inics. These interviews signif icantly increased the 

number of respondents in this important subpopulation. 

In addition, i t  was found during.the analysis that i twas 

beneficial to divCde Group • 3 into three subgroups, making a total 

of five rather than three groups. ~The five groups were defined 

as follows: 

Group 1--No.minor and no major violations for the 
three-year period; 

Group 2--One to three minor violations but no major 
violations; 

Group 3--Four or more minor violations and no major 
violations; 

Group 4--One major violation and possibly some minor 
violations; 

Group 5--Two or more major violationsand possibly 
some minor violations. 

By group, the number of surveys conducted on which i t  was 

possible to gather complete three-year histories of citation and 

court, data are shown in Table 3.: All interviews were'conducted 

in November and early.December 1979. 

Once the interviews were completed in a jurisdict ion • , the 

questionnaire forms were. assigned an arbitrary number which was 

coded on both the front and last page. The last page, containing 

the data elmnents needed for requesting the driver record, was 

removed from each form and the entire group sent to the licensing 
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Group l 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Total 

i .... i 

Tabl e 3 

Sample Sizes at the Sites 

Col orado Maryl and North Carol i n a  

405 

372 

39 

4i 

12 

869 

412 

3i3 

• ' ,.94 

68 

17 

904 

366 

382 • 

35 

• 68 

15 

866 

/ i.. L ' I . .  

agencyl Three-year driver (.violation} records were printed for 

each interview respondent. 

Once the driver records (and the numbered request forms) 

werereceived from the licensing agency, the driver record was 

numbered and a l l  identifying information on the record and r e -  

quest form was removed and destroyed. A combined (anonymous) 

f i l e o f  interview responses and violation history was then :avail- 

able for analysis. 

Speeding.Violation Data 

TO account for variations in violation rate in each juris- 

diction, the effort focused on speeding violations. This viola- 

tion was chosen because i t  is by far the most common violation 

• • .and, as a practical matter, i t  is the easiest to measure in suf- . ' , . 

ficient volume., •In essence, the reliance on speeding data 

*The study ini t ia l ly  called for observation measurement of the in- 
cidence of. all violations (.except DWI) covered in the interview. 

The difficulties in establishing objective violation observation 
criteria, the inefficiency of collecting such observation data and 
the fact that such data were to be collected in another NHTSA study 
related to enforcement led PMS to recommend the change to speeding 
data. 
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assumes that the relative incidence of speeding violations ob- 

served in a jur isdict ion is a measure of the incidence of other 

rules-of-the-road violations as well. Thus' any conclusions 

drawn about relative violation rates are based on the speeding 

data and the assumption described. 

To obtain a degree of uniformity in the speed data from the 

three jur isdict ions, four types of roadway segments were defined 

and one segment of each type was selected in each jur isdict ion.  

The roadway segments were defined as follows: 

• a two-lane unimpeded rural road with occasional 
access and cross t ra f f i c ,  

e a residential/commercial area arterial street, 

• a multi-lane expressway, and 

• a freeway. 

For each roadway type, the selections made across.jurisdictions 

were chosen to have comparable average daily t ra f f i c  volumes, 

number of lanes, roadway geometry and speed l imi t .  In addition, 

segments were selected in which the t ra f f i c  was generally in 

free-flow conditions, with speed unaffected by the density or 

closeness of vehicles, by the curvature of the roadway, by sight 

distance l imitat ions, by t ra f f i c  slowing for turns, exits or 

entrances, etc. Furthermore, the posted speed l imi t  in each 

candidate roadway segment was reviewed to be Certain that i t  

was reasonable for the circumstances. 

At each roadway segment selected, recording instruments were 

deployed that necessitated the placement of two electronic cables 

across the t ra f f i c  lanes.* The instruments counted al l  vehicles 

• The cables are quite thin and were placed in such a way that, 
by the time an on-coming driver saw them, any reaction he might 
have in response, would not impact the measured speed. 
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passing the location and in addition indicated the number of 

vehicles falling into various speed bands, i . e . ,  below 35 MPH, 

35-45 MPH, 45-55 MPH, 55-57.5 MPH, 57.5-60 MPH, 60-.62.5 MPH •, 

62.5-65 MPH, 65-69 MPH, 70-•75 MPH, and over 75 MPH. Data were 

recorded four times a day for seven days at each location. The 

collection times were approximately: 

• 6:30 A.M.-.-covering the overnight period from 
7:00 PM the previous evening, 

• lO:O0 AM--covering the morning commute traf f ic ,  

• 3:00 PM--covering the mid-day traff ic,  and 

• 7:00 PM--covering the evening commute. 

In this way both weekday and weekend driving situations were 

covered. The speed data were collected during the interview 

period. 

During the data collection period, every effort was made to 

avoid public announcement of the measurement and to ensure that 

normal enforCement took place. The collected data will be-analyzed 

to describe a measure of the extent of speeding violations in each 

jurisdiction. 

Enforcement Data 

To account for different enforcement levels in the three 

interview locations, enforcement data were gathered from those 

agencies having jurisdiction for traff ic law enforcement. Two 

types of data were collected: 

• Number of arrests/citations by offense type 
during the calendar month in which the inter- 
views took place and 

• Amount of manpower in terms of officer patrol 
hours devoted to traff ic patrol during the 
same month. 

: !  

. . .  . /  , - . . .  

LJ'. 

. k . 

21 

• q 



All agencies involved rout ine ly  produced most of the data requested 

,and w i l l i n g l y  furnished i t  to the study. These data were used in 

analyzing the v io la t ion  data and in comparing ju r i sd ic t i ons ,  
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CHAPTER. THREE 

DETERRENCE"THEORYANDTRAFFIC SAFETY 

; L!  

INTRODUCTION .. ... 

' 'Deterrence can bedefined asthe action'or means bywhich 

one is'prevented or discouraged from a particular behavior be L 

cause of the fear of possible Consequences. The behavior in 

question iS proscribed by the law along with the punishment that 

follows apprehension and conviCtion.' Deterrence is oftenmen- 

tioned inthe literature as an objective of criminal andtraf f ic  

law san'ctions. More Often,the literature discusses what the 

deterrence'effect is, under what Circumstances i toccurs, and 

what population groups are influenced by i t .  

" From the theoret-ical viewpoint, Zimring and Hawkins (1973) 

describe the deterrence effect by Stating that: ' 

The.imposition of punishment js a demonstration to 
society as awhole thatthe legalsystem is serious 
in itsattempt to prohibit, cr~iminal behavior: 
punishment is the "convincer.',' The unpunished ~. . . . .  

" Criminal is  a direct challenge to the authority 
behind the law. From thins point.of:view the s ig~ 
nificance of the individual sentence and the 
executiOn of i t ,  l i es  in t h e s u p p o r t  t h a t t h e s e  . . . .  
actions give to the law (p. 87)., ' .  '~ 

This descript~o n must be viewed in,terms of the seriousness of 

the offense.. ~ With minor criminal matters,,the.penaIties'are 

less than certain, aregenerally not too severe, and hardly 

serve as a~"convincer. ' '  A substantial, segment-of.the population 

may not view traffiC"oYfenses as~serious"andare unconcerned when 

caught violating a traf.fic law... A, principal.reason for this lack 

of stigmatizationof t raf f ic  of fenses"is "the;lack of correspondence 
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between the law and contemporarymores, The fact that conviction 

for violat ions oZmany t r a f f i c  ordinances need not involve criminal 

intent on the part Of the violator further complicates the problem. 

In the legal f ie ld ,  offenses are sometimes classi f ied either 

as mala in se when they are j o i n t l y  proscribed by lawand by pub- 

l i c  mores or as mala prohibita when they are proscribed by law 

but not by public mores (Gibbs, 1966). With this d is t inc t ion,  

Ross (1969)states that many t ra f f i c  offenses are mala prohibita. 

The c lass i f icat ion also indicates why many t r a f f i c  offenses are 

often referred to as "Folk Crimes"--a class which also includes 

some gambling, tax evasion, and drug offenses. These offenses 

are often Condoned by the general public even though they are 

widespread and socia l ly  costly. 

I t  has been pointed out by Silberman (1976) that the dist inct ion 

between mala i n  seand mala pro hibita is a "l~egalistic one which 

does not take into account var iab i l i t y  with respect tonorms, acts 

or s i tuat ions."  The lack of agreement in any population group re- 

garding what the mores are or what'is proscribedleads to the con- 

sideration o f a  continuum whic h permits the examination of de te r -  

rent effects as a,function of thedegree o f " iega l i ty  and the degree 

of morality involwed, in this':context, Zi:mrihg and Hawkins put 

t r a f f i c  offenses into the following perspective: 

Where there, is genera I moral condemnation of the 
behavior being penalized, i t  is re lat ive ly  easy 
to  enforce harsh penalties. As aco ro l l a r y  t o  
th is ,  where there is general sympathy for and 
ident i f icat ion With offenders (as i n t he  case of 
drunk driving~in theUnited States), i~t wi l l  be  
more d i f f i c u l t  to achieve effect ive enforcement 
of those penal t ies  Indeed in this context the : 

-, level of law enforcementmust be~seen as a ,de -  
pendent variable, because such factors as 

; ~  sympathy with offenders may influence the 'k ind:  
o f  enforcement that a harsher penal policy w i l l  
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receive. Somewhat i ronical ly,  where there is 
widespread moral condemnation of a forbidden 
behavior, the enforcement of harsh penalties 
is l ikely to be both easiest and least neces- 
sary. On the other hand, where the behavior 
is not strongly condemned butwidely tolerated, 
the enforcement of stringent penal provisions 

w i l l  be both most d i f f i cu l t  and most necessary 
in order to educate the community and to reduce 
a high rate of crime (pp. 66-67). 

The lack of social stigma associated with t ra f f ic  offenses in- 

fluences the relationship between the properties of legal punish- 

ment and crime rate (Erickson, Gibbs and Jensen, 1977). I t  has 

been suggeste d that for improved conformity to t r a f f i c  laws, i t  

is necessary to increase social stigma while placing less em- 

phasis on penalties (Grasmick and Appleton, 1977; Middleton, 

1977). One survey in Austral ia has shown that,  i r respect ive of 

the high potential for severe accidents that certain offenses 

such asdrunk driving maypossess•, only the accidents themselves 

produce any social stigma (Misner and Ward, 1975i. 

• F ina l ly ,  the. proposal that substantial increases in enforce~ 

ment. be applied to increase social stigma and thereby reduce,the 

offense rate leads to a more cost ly t r a f f i c  control system than. 

is presently in force. One of the beneficial  aspects of the 

deterrence approach is that, i f  i t  indeed works, better cost 

e f fect ive methods than intense enforcement can be developed, In 

the fol lowing sections, we examine the research approaches•to 

deterrence theory and its, app l i cab i l i t y  to the study of t r a f f i c ,  

offender penalties. 
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RESEARCH APPROACHES TODETERRENCE 

Criminologists and sociologists have for some time sought 

adequate measures of deterrence. The most often described re- 

search approaches have been based On the assumption that deter- 

rence is accurately measured by comparing crime rate data among 

various ju r i sd ic t ions  as a function of the observed cer ta in ty  

and severi ty of punishment found there. T i t t l e  (1969), in 

describing such an approach, used reported crime rates from 

various states as the indicat ion (dependent var iable) of deterrent 

ef fect .  For measures of the independent var iable, he used data 

related to admissions to state prisons (certa inty)  and mean 

l eng tho f  time (sever i ty) .  The d i f f i c u l t y  in cont ro l l ing  for  

other inf luencing Variables across ju r isd ic t ions  was ci ted as a 

l im i t a t i on  of th is approach. Chiricos and Waldo (1970), taking 

a s imi lar  approach and reviewing the work of other researchers~ 

concluded that "these sources of data were inappropriate for the 

test ing of deterrence hypotheses." They recommended expanding 

the operational de f in i t i on  of ,punishment" to include "arrest  

and adjudication inasmuch as they may be as ef fect ive as incar.- 

ceration in deterr ing some types of offenders'! (p. 215). 

Given the l im i ta t ions  described, i t  is agreed by most re- 

searchers that the cer ta inty of punishment has more impact than 

i t s  sever i ty.  In par t i cu la r ,  Teevan found only a weak negative 

re lat ionship between perceptions of certa inty of punishment and 

deviant behavior. Sever i tya lone,  however, was unimportant in 

deterr ing deviance. The author believed that cer ta inty  and 

severi ty working together could enhance the deterrent ef fect .  

While f inding that cer ta inty  was more importantthan sever i ty ,  

Geerken and Gove (1977) claimed that the extent to which deterrence 

varies inversely as a function of the certainty of punishment is 

" g 
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highly dependent on-the .type of crime involved.. This occurs 

because .as the type of crime changes, there is a variation in 

theaccuracy of the assumptions that a person acts rationally 

and accurately perceives the costs and benefits associated wi th  

potential acts. .In particular, the deterrence effect more "cor- 

rect'ly" describes what happens for property crimes than for 

person,crimes. Furthermore, Geerken and Gove took the position 

that arrest (clearance) rates are a.better measure of the risk 

of punishment than are imprisonment rates because prison rates 

do not include juveniles (while clearance rates do) and because 

plea-bargained cases are not included in .prison rates. These 

authors also discuss the impact on deterrence of "overload"-- 

the notion that there are not suff icient enforcement and adjudi-, 

cation resources to respond as required to increased crime rates, 

and"incapacity"--the notion that crime rates decrease because so 

many criminals have been placed in confinement. I f  one were tq  

demand that all t ra f f i c  Violations be eliminated, an overload 

condition would exist. On the other hand, one can be certain 

that only a miniscule proportion of t ra f f i c  offenders are con- 

fined and, there'fore, potential Offenders are not incapacitated. 

The search for a more real ist ic as well as more accurate 

deterrence model led to consideration of perceptions of the 

certainty of punishment rather than theobjective certainty of 

punishment. This distinction is important because i t  recognizes 

that the informationupon which individuals act is often less 

than perfect. Henshel and Carey (1975) asserted that prior 

investigations of sanctions and deterrence had neglected an 

essential point--public knowledge of sanctions. They claim that 

general deterrence can be considered "astate of mind ~' in that. 

for an individual, deterrence does not exist i f  there.is no 
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awareness of specif ied levels of cer ta in ty ,  sever i ty and sw i f t -  

ness. They c i te  studies such as that by the Cal i forn ia Assembly 

(1968) which showed a dismal state of ignorance on the part of 

the public with respect to sanctions. In a rather important 

comment, the authors noted that  some, invest igators claimed that 

there is an ine f f i cacy  of punishment because only convicts are 

rea l l y  knowledgeable of sanctions. This could only be demon- 

strated, Henshel and Casey i n s i s t ,  i f  the public is incapable of 

knowing what penalt ies there are. 

In 1976, Erickson and Gibbs called for a reexamination of 

the i r  own work as well as the whole area of deterrence theory 

and Urged employing perception of punishment as the  independent 

var iable. I t  was recognized that measures of public perceptions 

by surveys would be cost ly but necessary. They also recommended 

that close at tent ion be paid to the time periods from which 

examined data are obtained. They believed that many studies had 

not allowed for  an appropriate time lag between punishment and ~ 

changes in chime rates. 

In a subsequent paper, Erickson, Gibbs and Jensen (1977) 

have established a deterrence hypothesis that includes the per-  

ceptions discussed above. Two premises are set fo r th :  

® The greater the object iv  e cer ta inty of punish- 
men't, the greater the perceived cer ta in ty  of 
punishment. 

e The greater the perceived cer ta inty of punish- 
ment, the less the crime rate. 

• In another study seeking to examine in formalsanct ions from 

peers and fami ly regarding marijuana use, Anderson, Chiricos and 

Waldo (1977) found that  severe punishment is a "mere e f fec t ive  

deterrent among those perceiving a high probab i l i t y  of  a r res t . "  
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Zimring and Hawkins have concisely described the need for 

£hreatened audiences to be informedi. 

Four conditions must be fu l f i l l ed  i f  threats are 
to be effective as a means of crime control. First, . 
unless membersof an audience know that a behavior 
is prohibited, the prohibition.cannot affect their 
conduct. Second, unless i t  is. known that-those who 
commit the prohibited behavior may be punished, the 
threat of punishment wi l l  not affect the rate of 
that behavior. Third, unless differences in the 
level of threatened punishment are-perceived, in- 
creases in penalty can~have no marginal deterrent  
e f fec t .  Fourth, i f  var ia t ions  in rates of  detec- 
t ion are to serve as marginal deterrents ,  knowledge 
o f  those var iat ions must be t ransmit ted in some 
fashion to potent ia l  of fenders. 

Zimring and Hawkins support their viewpoint-by referencing the 

results of several studies. Thestudies Clearly indicated that 

the general public has l i t t l e  knowledge about the legal minimum. 

and maximum penalties for a variety of crimes. 

As an example, the California Assembly (1968) conducted a 

survey asking: 

• How knowledgeable are the people in California 
about criminal penalties? 

• What is the public's perception of the "crime 
problem" and what do they think should be done 
to lessen the crime rate? 

• What is the relationship betweenknowledge of 
penalt ies and cr iminal behavior? 

The principal finding from the survey was,. as suggested above, 

that the general populati'on had the least amount of knowledge 

about criminal penalties, while those who engaged in crime had 

the greatest, knowledge of penalties. Further, among the general 

population 'there was atendency to underestimate penalties. I t  

also appeared that penalties became of interest to a person only 
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afte__[r engaging in criminal behavior. Delinquent and non-delinquent 

boys expressed similar feelings about the general chances of being 

apprehended and convicted but the delinquent boys perceived their 

personal chances of arrest to be signifiCantly lower than the per- 

sonal chances estimated by non-delinquents (Claster, 1967). 

A similar position was taken by Zimring and Hawkins: 

On the basis of the available information, the fo l -  
lowing tentative hypotheses may be advanced. Unless 
he is sophisticated, a person who is more l i ke ly  to 
commit crimes at some future time does not have much 
more general knowledge about penalties than the rest 
of the population. At the same time, the more l ike ly  
a person is to commit a crime, the more l ike ly he is 
to know the penalty for that particular crime as 
Opposed to other crimes. Lastly, prison inmates 
know more about the penalties provided bythe criminal 
law than the general public (p. 146). 

Another part of effective deterrence is that persons may not 

fear the imposition of a punishment unless they perceive that the 

punishment is meant to apply to them. Otherwise, they develop a 

feeling of immunity. For example, i f  a certain type of behavior 

is prohibited by law but has not been prosecuted and appears to 

be tolerated by the legal authorities, then the public may con- 

clude that enforcement and punishment of a violation is .not 

seriously intended. 

There is also an educative.effect associated with deterrence. 

Three educative aspects associated with deterrence are: 

O 

the association of forbidden behavior and bad 
consequences may lead individuals to view the 
behavior i t se l f  as bad; 

punishment by a legal system communicates to 
the individual that the legal system views the 
threatened behavior as wrong,.and this informa- 
tion wi l l  also affect the moral attitudes of 
the individuals;and 
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• threat and punishment may aid moral education 
by serving as an a t ten t i on -ge t t i ng  mechanism. 

These aspects are indeed d i s t i n c t  from such d e t e r r e n t e f f e c t s  as 

fear of  the cer ta in ty  and fear of the unpleasantness of punish- 

ment. 

There is also the question o f  what happens when penal t ies 

are escalated. Such a change has an e f fec t  on the en t i re  cr iminal 

j us t i cesys tem.  Zimring and Hawkins provide the fo l lowing example: 

The social forces causing the change in punishment 
pol icy may at the same time give r ise to other de- 
velopments which may have an inf luence on subsequent 
rates of c r im ina l i t y .  Let us assume that  a sharp 
r ise in the burglary rate,  or the development of 
special awareness of the harm done by burglary,  pro- 
duces an upward s h i f t  in the punishment level fo r  
that  crime. I t  is not un l i ke ly  that  the same con- 
d i t ions w i l l  also lead both to an increase in the 
pol ice resources invested in the detect ion and ap- 
prehensions of burglars,  and to more a t ten t ion  to 
an t i -bu rg la ryp recau t ions  on the part  of  the i n d i -  
vidual c i t i zens.  These l a t t e r  developments, rather  
than the upward penalty s h i f t ,  may well be respon- 
s ib le  for  any subsequent f a l l  in the burglary rate 
(p. 277). 

Associated with th is  l i n e o f  thought is the general agreement 

that  many special ant i -cr ime e f f o r t s  have only a short- term 

e f fec t .  For example, a saturat ion of po l i ce  o f f i ce rs  in to an 

area may only temporari ly a l l ev ia te  the crime problem. Simi- 

l a r l y ;  in the t r a f f i c  f i e l d ,  there i s  general agreement that  a 

c i t a t i o n  or a convict ion has an e f feo t  on dr iv ing behavior which 

decreases over t ime. .  Thus, fo r  example, i f  a person has received 

a c i t a t i o n  for  speeding two years ago, the e f fec t  of that  c i t a -  

t ion may only be for  a' few mon ths ,a f t e r  which the~person drives 

in the previous manner. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR THE CURRENT STUDY 

Having described the development of the current posture of 

researchers and theor is ts  regarding deterrence, we can now ind i -  

cate how th is  information should influence the conduct of an 

invest igat ion of t r a f f i c  offender penalties as reported in th is  

study and how the f indings might be interpreted. 

The previous discussion suggests that i t  is important to 

assess the extent of public knowledge. As already suggested, 

th is  does not mean the public must be educated but that i t s  state 

of information must be measured. Regarding survey research in 

deterrence assessment, Zimring and Hawkins l i s t  three obstacles 

to drawing straightforward categorical conclusions from the re- 

sul ts of public surveys regarding the publ ic 's  knowledge of 

changes in penalt ies and techniques of enforcement and appre- 

hension. 

In the f i r s t  place, even i f  i t  is found that publ ic 
knowledge of the speci f ic  levels of a criminal penalty 
is extremely l im i ted ,  th is  does not necessarily mean 
that the sanction for the crime is not achieving a 
deterrent e f fec t  among the population. As long as the 
publ ic feels that unpleasant consequences are attached 
to  apprehension for  forbidden behavior, a deterrent 
e f fec t  is possible. Public ignorance of the level of 
penalt ies may produce a pattern of responses from that 
publ ic which includes both overestimates and under- 
estimates. And as we have already noted some scholars 
have suggested that an uncertain sanction, the behav iora l  
equivalent of an unknown one, may be a bet ter  deterrent 
than a spec i f i ca l l y  defined punishment. 

In the second place, general lack of knowledge regarding 
penalty levelsdoes not mean that subgroups of the popu- 
lat ion.associated with par t icu lar  types of cr iminal 
behavior may not have considerable knowledge of the 
penalt ies for  that behavior. This is of some importance 
because serious criminal a c t i v i t y  is normally confined 
to a group of persons smaller than the tota l  population. 
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In any par t icu lar  form o f  cr iminal a c t i v i t y  such factors 
as the degrees of soc ia l i za t ion ,  lack of motivat ion, 
f a i l u re  to recognize opportuni t ies,  and lack of s k i l l  or 
a b i l i t y  w i l l  preclude par t i c ipa t ion  by a substant ial  pro- 
port ion of the population. I t  would therefore seem that 
the u t i l i t y  of severe threats designedto prevent spe- 
c i f i c  serious crimes must be in large measure determined 
by the ef fect  of such threats on th is  l imi ted group of 
potent ial  cr iminals. 

In the th i rd  place, the f ind ing that a substantial pro, 
port ion of the population in a par t i cu la r  j u r i s d i c t i o n  
was ignorant of ,  or s i gn i f i can t l y  underestimated the 
maximum or average Penalty for  a Par t icu lar  offense would 
not negate a marginal deterrent e f fec t  a t t r ibu tab le  to 
the par t icu lar  p e n a l t y .  This i s  because individual under- 
estimates mightvary  in proportion to the actual sever i ty 
of the sentence. 

Zimring and Hawkins then discuss two theories on the com- 

munication and perception of legal changes to c i t i zens .  The 

"c lass ica l "  theory assumes an immediate, d i rec t ,  and l i t e r a l  

re la t ionship  between the provisions of a legal change and c i t i -  

zen perception. I f ,  for  example, a new, more severe law on DWI 

is passed on a Tuesday, i t  is assumed that overnight a l l  c i t izens 

affected by th is  change would perceive that ( I )  the new law has 

been passed; (2) the nature of the change and the fact  that t h e  

new law is more severe; and (3) the extent of the change i n t h e  

sanction. While there may be some Va l i d i t y  t o t h i s  theory in 

major changes and in major offenses, the more l i k e l y  theory is 

the "d i f fus ion"  theory which argues that the communications and 

changes in perception Occur over a longer period of time and that 

the communication is not Uniform over the ent i re population. More 

s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  v io la tors of a par t i cu la r  statute are 'general ly  more 

aware of changes in the law than the general population. 

The impl icat ion of these theories is that i t  is important to 

survey d i s t i nc t  subpopulations whose responses to perceptions about 

sanctions are l i k e l y  to d i f f e r  from the general population. 
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Along th is  l ine of thought, Thomas; Cage, and Foster (1976) 

described research in which they asked nine thousand subjects to 

rate a " f a i r  sentence" for  seventeen d i f fe ren t  offenses by adul t ,  

f i r s t  offenders who Were convicted. The offenses were rank- 

ordered according to the mean sentence assigned by the respondents. 

What was important from our perspective was the f ind ing that when 

the respondents were divided into six dichotomous subgroups accord- 

ing to sex, race, age, income, occupation, and education, there 

was very l i t t l e  di f ference between the overall ranking and that by 

the subgroups. In a l l  cases, person crimes were regarded as very 

serious while v ict imless crimes were viewed as r e l a t i ve l y  minor 

offenses. The to ta l  respondent group and the subgroups also had 

a high degree of agreement with regard to the length of sentences 

to be assigned to the set of possible offenses. I t  should be noted 

that these nine thousand respondents were not divided into offender 

and non-offender subgroups in order to learn of any dif ferences 

between them on that basis. 

In a recent paper, Parker and Grasmick (!979) discussed an 

improvement in previouslydescr ibed deterrence models which ac- 

counts for  the manner in which individuals obtain information. 

Previous models sought to l i nk  ( I )  objective propert ies of legal 

punishment, (2) perceptions of legal punishment, (3) deterrence, 

apd (4 )c r ime rate. The authors note that researchers have 
> 

fa i led to show that item ( I )  is related to item ( 2 ) i n  the l i nk  

and have not described "any processes or mechanisms in communi- 

t i e s  which could produce such a re la t ionsh ip . "  They propose in-  

sert ing in , the model between items (1) and (2) another variable 

(Ex) which is a measure of the informat ionabout crimes and 

arrests to which people are exposed. Such a model is c lear ly  
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jus t i f ied  in view of the results-of.other research described 

here that indicates the impact of "communication".among offenders. 

A study of perceived sanctions employing surveys hasbeen 

reported by Waldo and Chiricos (1972)'. I~ was found that non- 

users Of marijuana had perceived'a higher likelihood of  receiving 

the maximum penalty than did users. S imi lar ly ,  non-users had 

higher perceptions of the probability of arrest than did users. 

The authors concluded that the effects of the law in deterring 

crime are probably not as great as and certainly less uniform 

than many have heretofore assumed. 

From the research perspective, Erickson and Gibbs (]979) 

have described the d i f f i cu l t ies  in collecting and u t i l i z ing  data 

on perceived severity of penalties. They note that severity is 

seldom an objective property and that there is no well-defined 

relationship between differences in actual penalties and d i f -  

ferences in perceived severity. When working with aggregate 

data, one is more or less forced to work with averages in order 

to judge perceived severity. The var iab i l i ty  in judgment with 

respect to perceived severity makes i t  d i f f i c u l t  to know how 

severe a penalty is needed to produce deterrence. Furthermore, 

i t  is d i f f i c u l t ,  from both practical and legal viewpoints, to 

individualize penalties on the basis of the offender's status 

or station. An approach to such individualization for t ra f f i c  

offenders is the "day fine" used in Scandanavia. I t  was de- 

scribed by Zimring and Hawkins and also by McGuire and Peck (]977). 

In concept, an individual is fined a dollar value related in some 

way to his daily earnings from employment. As far as is known, 

i t  has notbeen tested extensively in this country. 
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Any research into the area of t r a f f i c  offender pena l t ies  

should be conducted in recogni t ion of the evaluation of  deter-  

rence research that has taken p l ace .  In pa r t i cu la r ,  the inc lu -  

sion of perception variables and factors that involve di f ferences 

between offenders and non-offenders with regard to a t t i t udes ,  

information and d e t e r r a b i l i t y  should be addressed. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESPONSES 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of th is  chapter i s  to summarize the resul ts  from 

the three j u r i sd i c t i ons  where the survey was conducted and, at 

the sametime, make some comparisons between j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  The 

survey covered a wide var ie ty  of subjects inc luding perceptions 

on detect ion,  perceptions on court conv ic t ion ,  opinions on sanc- 

t ion sever i ty ,  opinions on sanction ef fect iveness,  opinions on 

the effect iveness of warnings, and opinions on other sanctioning 

a l te rna t ives  including appearances before a judge, court  t r a f f i c  

schools, and insurance premium ef fec ts .  

In conducting the analys is,  i t  was found to be benef ic ia l  

to d iv ide the respondents into groups according to t he i r  actual 

v i o la t i on  h is tory over the three-Year period p r io r  to the surveY. 

Accordingly, the f o l l o w i n g d e f i n i t i o n s  for  dr iver  groups were 

developed: 

Group l--No minor and no ma jor ,v io la t ions  fo r  the three 
year period;.~ 

Group 2--One to three minor violations but no major 
violations; 

Group 3--Four or moreminor violations and no major 
violations; 

Group 4--One major violation and possibly some minor 
violations; 

Group 5--Two or more major violations and possibly 
some minor violations. 

Minor and major definitions were defined according to the number 

of points which would be placed on the driver's record for the 

violation. Generally, minor violations are those for which 
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I ,  2, or 3 points are assessed and major v io la t ions  are those 

for  which 4 or more points are assessed. Major v io la t ions  a l -  

ways included dr iv ing whi le in tox icated,  reckless d r i v ing ,  and 

speeding more than 30 miles per hour over the posted speed l i m i t  

as well as several other v io la t ions  t h a t c o u l d  be considered as 

very serious v io la t ions  in a l l  three j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  Minor v io-  

la t ions included other less unsafe dr iv ing actions such as 

speeding I0 miles per hour over the posted speed l i m i t ,  f a i l u r e  

to observe a red l i g h t  or stop Sign, f a i l u re  to y ie ld  r i gh t  of 

way and improper turns. 

Group Violation History 

The groups as defined therefore cover the extremes of the 

dr iv ing populat ion. Group 1 would o rd i na r i l y  be considered 

"safe" dr ivers since t he i r  dr iv ing records are clean over the 

three-year period whi le at the other extreme Group 5 dr ivers had 

have had more contact wi th the t r a f f i c  system and have been in-  

volved i n  more s e r i o u s v i o l a t i o n s .  The fo l lowing table provides 

the sample sizes and the average number of v io la t ions  fo r  each 

group. The averages are in l ine  with the group d e f i n i t i o n s .  

For example, Group 2 was defined as dr ivers with one to three 

minor v io la t ions  and the table shows averages for  Group 2 of from 

1.27 to 1.51 minor v io la t ions .  S im i la r l y ,  Group 3 was defined 

as dr ivers wi th at least  four minor v io la t ions  and no major 

v io la t ions  and the table shows averages of from 4.35 to 4.82 for  

th is  group. Group 4 was defined as dr ivers with 1 major v io la -  

t ion  and possibly some minor v i o l a t i o n s .  The averages in the 

table therefore ind icate that Group 4 dr ivers in Colorado had 

1.46 minor v io la t ions  along with the i r  major v i o l a t i o n ;  Group 4 

dr ivers in Maryland had 1.72 mino____[r v io la t ions ;  and Group 4 dr ivers 
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Table 4 

Average Vi'olation Rate for Respondents 

Colorado Maryland North Carolina 

Group 1 N 405 412 366 

Group 2 N 372 313 382 
Violations 1.51 1.37 1.41 

Group 3 N 39 94 35 
Violations 4.36 4.82 4.69 

Group 4 N 41 , 68 68 
Violations 2.46 2.72 2.21 

Group 5 N 12 17 15 
Violat ions 3.33 4.24 4.07 

in North Carolina had 1.21 minor v io la t i ons .  With Group 5 a 

fur ther  analysisshowed that in Colorado, th is  group averaged 

2.08 major Violations and 1.25 minor v io la t i ons ;  in Maryland, 

Group 5 averaged'2.35 major v io la t ions and 1.89 minor v io la t ions ;  

and in NOrth Carolina, Group 5 averaged 2.33 major v io lat ions and 

1.74 minor v io lat ions.  

These groups were formed because i t  was believed important 

to determine whether the perceptions of drivers weredependent 

on the  number,of c i tat ions received over a period of time. With 

many Of the comparisons, Group 1 serves as a comparison or con- 

t ro l  group since they have had no contact with t r a f f i c  law en- 

forcement or adjudication for the three-year period. The o t h e r  

groups~represent more frequent contact. I t  should also be noted 

that  the.sample siZes for Group 5 are small in each j u r i sd i c t i on .  

I n i t i a l l y ,  the analysis of the surveys combined the. las t  two 

groups to ~ e f l e c t a l l  drivers with major v io la t ions.  I t  was 

determined, however; that dr ivers with two or more major v io lat ions 
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general ly had very d i f f e ren t  responses than drivers wi th one 

major v i o l a t i o n .  Therefore, although the group is small, i t  

represents a viable and important segment of  the dr iv ing popula- 

t ion .  

Population Variables 

Five descriptors of the survey population were avai lable 

from the interview data: sex, annual income, education leve l ,  

number of years of dr iv ing experience, and annual mileage. In 

analyzing these data i t  was found that:  

• Regarding respondent sex, overall 65 percent of 
the North Carolina respondents were males while 
69 percent were males jn both Colorado and Mary- 
land. In a l l  j u r i sd i c t i ons ,  Group 1 (ranging 
between 40 and 45 percent female) had more fe- 
males than the other groups. Among the Group 5 
mul t ip le  major offense v io la tors ,  the Colorado 
and North Carolina samples contained no female 
members; there were 12% females in GrouP 5 for  
Maryland. 

• Regarding respondent family income, the fo l low-  
ing percentages of tota l  respondents from each 
j u r i s d i c t i o n  had the incomes indicated: 

$I 0,000- $15,000- 
: ' $I 0,000 $l 5,000 $20,000 

Colorado 17% 21% 20~ 

North Carolina 18% 20% 18% 

Maryland 14% 19% 20% 

$20,000- 
$30,000 $30,000 

21% 21% 

22% 22% 

24% 23% 

Overall the income distributions appear comparable 
across the jurisdict ions. The Maryland sample has 
a s l ight ly  larger proportion in the higher income 
brackets and the lowest proportion in the under 
$I0,000 bracket. The within-group incomes for 
Groups l and 2 are very much l ike the overall 
population except that for the non-violators of 
Group l ,  26 percent of the North Carolina sample 
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and 27 percent of the Maryland sample were in 
the $20-$30,000 rangewhi le  only 22 percent of 
the Colorado sample were so si tuated. Examina- 
t ion of t he : re la t i ve l y  smaller groups (3, 4, 
and 5) indicates more than 30 percent of cer- 
tain groups are in the middle ranges ($ I0-  
$2O,OOO). 

• Regarding education leve l ,  the Maryland sample, 
both overall and in each group, had the highest 
proportion of respondents who hadnot  completed 
high school (22% vs. 11% in Colorado and 16% in 
North Carolina). Over a l l  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  the 
percentage of respondents completing high school, 
or completing high school and attending some 
collegewas about the same (52% in Colorado; 
54% in' North Carolina and 60% in Maryland). 
Also, overall  the Maryland sample had the lowest 
percentage of college graduates including school 
attendees and graduates (!9% vs. 38% in Colorado 
and 32% in North Carol ina). In general, the 
education level of the Maryland sample was lower 
than that of the other two samples. 

.® Regarding the~number of years of dr iv ing experi- 
ence, the Colorado sample has a smaller propor- 
t ion of drivers with less than f i ve  years' 
experiencethan the samples from other j u r i s d i c -  
t ions. I t  was also found that both overal l  and 
by groups, the Colorado sample had a higher pro- 
portion of drivers with more than ten y e a r s '  
dr iv ing experience than ei ther  of the other 
j u r i sd i c t i ons .  

e Regarding estimated annual mileage, the propor- 
t ion of the North Carolina sample claiming they 

,drove in excess o f  20,000 miles per year was 
higher than that for  the other j u r i sd i c t i ons .  

PERCEPTIONS OF VIOLATION DETECTION 

Each par t ic ipant  in the survey was' asked the fo l lowing ques- 

t ion in regard to the perceived r isk  of v io la t ion  detection by 

41 



°law enforcement: 

. Following are a number of t r a f f i c  v io la t i ons .  
For every I00 dr ivers who commit these acts;  
how many, in your opinion, wi l l  be caught by 
the police in the (Denver, Anne Arundel, 
Raleigh) area? You may assume no accidents 
are involved. 

a. Speeding I0 miles per hour over the posted 
speed l i m i t  

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted 
speed l i m i t  

c. Driving whi le intoxicated (drunk d r i v ing)  
d. Running a t r a f f i c  l i g h t  or  stop sign 
e. Following a moving car too c losely 
f .  Turning l e f t  in f ron t  of oncoming t r a f f i c  

or pu l l ing  out into t r a f f i c  ( l i ke  at an 
in tersect ion or on a freeway) 

g. Crossing the center l ine  of the road. 

Analysis of the responses revealed the fo l lowing primary f ind ings :  

I .  The Colorado responses'were usual ly lower on 
average than the Maryland or North Carol ina 
responses. 

2. Respondents great ly  overestimated the chances 
of being detected fo r  each type of v i o l a t i on .  
Respondents also gave extreme var ia t ions in 
t he i r  answers. 

3. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the averages across the 
groups is d i f f e ren t  in each j u r i s d i c t i o n .  

4 .  There is no evidence that  sanction sever i ty  
is re lated to the recfdivism rate as measured 
by the c i t a t i o n  h is tor ies  or by the recorded 
speed data. 

Each resu l t  is discussed in the fo l lowing sections: 

I .  The Colorado responses were usual ly lower on average than 
the Maryland or North Carolina responses. 
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The responses from the Colorado survey participants were 

usually lower for~each group and each type of violation. Con- 

sider, for example, the f i rs t  offense ofdr iv ing lO miles per 

hour over the posted speed l imi t .  The averages by group for 

the three states were, as fo l lows:  .~ 

Table 5 

AverageDetect ion Responses for  Driving 
I0 MPH Over the L imi t  

.Colorado Mary] and North Carol ina 

Group 1 

Group. 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

17.4 

22.4 

24.8 

24.3. 

9.9 

27 .8  26.8 

28.7. 25.2 

28.5 30.6 

30.0 26.5 

26.7 48.0 

The'Group ,I respondents from Colorado stated that  about. 17 . 

out o f e v e r y  I00 dr ivers  would be Caught whi le Group 1 respondents 

from .the other. two j u r i sd i c t i ons  stated .about 28 out of  every I00: 

d r i ve rswou ld  be caught. This same pat tern  holds true fo r  the other 

groups. With the remaining types of  v i o l a t i ons ,  the Colorado aver- 

ages were almost always lower with the exceptions being that  Group 2 

or Group• 3. averages from one of the other states might occasional ly 

be ,.higher. ~- .. . . 

2. Respondents greatly~ overestimated, the chances of  being de- 
tec ted  fo r  each type of v i o l a t i on .  Respondents also gave 
extreme var ia t ions i n t h e i r  answers. ~ 

With a l l  the types of v i o l a t i ons ,  the responses in each state 

ranged fromzero percent to 100~percent. In Colorado, there were 

26 persons who answered Question 4a on Speeding with a zero per- 

cent response; i~n Maryland; there were 27 responses of zero percent; 

and in North Carolina, therewere 9 responses of zero percent. .At 
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the other extreme, there were 6 responses of I00 percent in 

Colorado; I0 responses of  i00 percent in Maryland; and 7 responses 

of I00 percent in North Carol ina.  The response of I00 percent i s ,  

of course, completely un rea l i s t i c  andwas a surpr is ing answer to, 

the question. On the other hand, responses which are low, such 

as 0 to 5 percent, are ce r ta in l y  val id in many respects. 

I t  was not possible to make estimates of what the true 

detect ion rate was for  each of  the three j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  However, 

there have been estimates made by other researchers fo r  detect ion 

rates. In a recent study, Joscelyn and Jones (1980) estimated 

that  the detect ion rate fo r  speeding is about one v i o l a to r  in 

ten thousand. 

In another study on the general deterrence of d r iv ing  whi le 

in tox icated,  Summers and Harris (January 1978) estimated an 

arrest  r i t e  fo r  DWI of 4.4 arrests for  every I0,000 DWI d r i ve r -  

t r i p s .  The responents in our survey general ly stated that  be- 

tween 24 percent and 53 percent of DWI offenders would be ar- 

rested. I t  is in te res t ing  to note that the Group 5 respondents 

in North Carolina have the average of 53.3 percent in th is  of - • 

fense category. 

The conclusion is that  the general perceptions of  dr ivers 

is a much higher chance of being detected by the pol ice than is 

ac tua l l y  the case. I f  respondent s had known the true proba- 

b i l i t i e s ,  we would have gotten manymore responses of  very low 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s .  

3 .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the averages across the groups is d i f -  
ferent  in each j u r i s d i c t i o n .  

The d i s t r i bu t i ons  given in  the above table on speeding I0 

MPH over the posted l i m i t  are representative o f  the reason for  

44 



this conclusion. The Maryland results, for example, show a f la t  

distribution with very small differences among the averages. 

Group 4 has the largest average at 30.0 percent and Group 5 the 

lowest average of 26.Tpercent~ n Maryland, with the other 

typesof violations, this same pattern wasgenerally the case. 

The onlYexceptionwas with the offense of Driving While Intoxi- 

cated in which Groups l ,  2, and 3 were around 33 percent while 

Groups4 and 5 were about 40 percent. Even this difference is 

not great and probably reflects the fact that respondents from 

Groups 4 and 5 had been arrested for DWI. 

In the Colorado results, i t  was usually the case that the 

averages increased from Group l to Group 2 to Group 3 and then 

decreased with Group 4 and again with Group 5. This pattern 

can be seen in the above table on speeding lO MPH over the speed 

] i m i t i n  which Group l has an average of 17.4 percent, increasing 

to 24.8 percent, forGroup 3,. and then decreasing to..9.9 percent 

with Group 5. With DWI in the Colorado survey, Group l had an 

average of 27.0 percent, increasing to 38.4 percent for Group 3, 

and then decreasing to 24.8 percent for Group 5. I t  was sur- 

prising to see a low average for Group 5, given thatmany of 

these respondents had been arrested for a Dwi offense. 

Finally, in the NorthCarolina results, i t  was found tha t  

the f i r s t  four groups tended to have similar averages while 

Group 5 had higher averages. With the speeding lO MPH over the 

speed l im i t ,  the averages for the f i r s t  four groups varied from 

25 to 31 percent while Group 5 had an average of 48.0 percent. 

This same pattern held generally true for the other types of 

violations in North Carolina. 
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In summary, the resul ts  from the three surveys were not 

consistent in regard to the d i s t r i bu t i on  of the averages of  the 

groups. 

4. There is no evidence that  sanction sever i ty is re lated to 
the recid iv ism rate as measured by the c i t a t i on  h is to r ies  
or by the recorded speed data. 

In Chapter 2, i t  was explained that  Colorado had the lowest 

average f ines for  the Offenses under consideration as compared 

to the other two states. This would lead to the conclusion that  

Colorado respondents would have the highest rec id iv ism rate.  

However, Table 4, presented ea r l i e r  in th is  chapter, shows that  

th is  is not the case for  any.of the subgroups of respondents. 

Consider Group 3 which was defined as those respondents wi th 

four or more minor v io la t i ons .  In Colorado, the Group 3 respond- 

ents~had an average o f  4.36 c i ta t ions  over the three-year period 

a s  compared to 4.82 c i ta t i ons  in Maryland for  th is  group and 4.69 

c i t a t i ons  in North Carol ina. Colorado had the lowest c i t a t i o n  

rate f o r  th is  group although the di f ferences a reve ry  small.  

Another comparison can be made by combining Groups 4 and 5 

to form a group representing respondents with one or more major 

v io la t ions  ~ over the three-year p e r i o d .  From the data in Table 4, 

i t  can be calculated that  these combined groups in Colorado 

averaged 2.67 c i t a t i ons  over the three-year period as compared 

to 3.02 c i t a t i o n s i n M a r y i a n d  and 2.54 c i ta t ions  in North Carol ina. 

Once again, the averages in the three states are close and Colorado 

does not have the highest average. 

One question i n t h i s  analysis is whether the level of  enforce- 

ment was approximately the same in each of the j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  To 

answer th is  quest ion, data were gathered on thevolume of moving 

v io la t ions  which were issued during November 1979, which was the 
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primarymonth during which the surveys were conducted. During 

that month, the Denver Police Department issued5,386 citations 

for moving t raf f ic  violations. Since.Denver, Colorado isalso 

a county, • thisvolume represents the total number of moving 

t ra f f ic  violations, In North Carolina, data were gathered from 

both theRaleigh Police Department and the North Carolina High- 

way Patrol. During November 1979, the Raleigh Police Department 

issued 1,233 citations for moving violations and the Highway. 

Patrol issued 1,199 citations for moving violations, in Wake ,~ 

County. This gives a total of 2,432 citations. In Maryland, 

the Anne Arundel County Police Department issued 1,363 citations 

and the Maryland State Police issued 2,843 citations for 

moving violations in Anne Arundel County. The combined total 

for Anne Arundel County was therefore 4,206 citations for moving 

violations. 

Thesefigures cannot be .used directly since there are major 

differences in population among~the threejuriSdictions. I t  was 

therefore necessary to adjust the level Of citations-to develop 

the rates of citations issued .per driving population. When this 

is done, i t isest imated thatthe rate of citations issued per 

l,O00 drivers is 14,6 in Denver, i3.7 in Anne Arundel County, 

and lO.5in.Wake County. Thus, even though Denver had the largest 

number ofci tat ions its rate of citations is notmuch greater than 

either Anne Arundel or Wake County.. The fact that these are 

rates per l,O00 drivingpopulation means that all of the rates 

are small and i t  is therefore believed that the differences in 

perceptions between Colorado and the other two states cannot be 

accounted ~ for by differences~ in the citation rates. 
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Finally, the speed data which were collected are presented 

in detail in the individual chapters on each jurisdiction~ Suf- 

f ice i t  to say at this point that Colorado appears to have a 

smaller percentage of drivers exceeding the speed l im i t  by lO 

miles per hour.- Unfortunately, there was considerable variation 

among sites within a jur isdict ion so that no clear evidence of 
l 

actual speed violation rates emerges, I t  is.safe to say, how- 

ever, that sanction severity does not appear to be related to 

the actual violation rates for speeding. 

PERCEPTIONS OF COURT CONVICTIONS 

To determine the perceptions on court convictions, each 

participant in the survey was asked the following question: 

. In this County, once a person has been caught 
by police and given a t icket for most of these 
violations,, he can usually pay or mail in the 
f ine or he can challenge the t icket in court. 
For every lO0 drivers who are ticketed and 
arrested, and choose to take i t  to court, how 
many, inyour  opinion, wi l l  be found gui l ty  
of committing the violation? Again, you may 
assume that no accidents• are involved. 

The.seven violations were then listed as in Question ~. Analysis 

of the responses revealed the following primary f indings: 

I .  As compared to their estimates on detection, 
respondentsmade moreaccurate estimates on 
the chances of being found gui l ty in court. 
This resu l t iS  complicated by fine reductions 

• and/or suspensions. 

2. Using the five groups, no signif icant differences 
were found in the perceptions of the Colorado and 

' North Carolina respondents. In Maryland, Groups 
3, 4, and 5 had higher averages than Groups l and 2. 
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3. Other differences were found in average percep- 
t ions by dividing the groups into Cour t Appear- 

ance versus No Court Appearance. 

Each of these results is discussed in the fol lowing sections. 

I .  As compared to thei r  estimates on detection, respondents 
made more accurate es t imatesonthe  changes of being 
found gu i l t y  in court. This resul t  is complicated by 
f ine reductions and/or suspensions. 

As an example of the types of responses which were received 

for this question, the fo l Iowing are tile averages for  the offense 

of Dr iv ingWhi le Intoxicated: 

Table 6 

Average Cour~ Conviction Responses for  DWI 

Group 1 ~ 

GroUp 2 

GrouP 3 

GrouP~ 

Group5 

Colorado 

67.6 

72.9 

69.8 

73.4 

69.3 

Maryl and 

58.8 

63.3 

72.6 

72.0 

70.3 

North Carolina 

70.7 

73.0 

77.3 

70.8 

'76.3 

Most of these values are close to the 70.0 percent used by Summers 

and Harris ( 1978 ) i n . t he i r  study and the 70.0 percent f igure is ; 

based on Other research conducted by NHTSA. 

As with thequestions on detection, the respondents gave a 

wide range of answers to the questions on court c o n v i ~ c t i o n s .  

With the DWI offense, the range was from zero percent to I00 per- 

cent. ,In Colorado, 7 persons responded with zero percent and 188 

persons with I00 percents; in Maryland, there were 7 responses of 

zero percent and 173 responses of I00 percent; and in North 

Carolina, there were4 responses of zero percent and 182 responses 

of lO0 percent. 
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2. Using the f ive 9roups, no S ign i f i can td i f fe rences  were 
found in the perceptions of theColoradoand North 
Carolina respondents. In Maryland, Groups 3, 4, and 5 
had higher averages than Groups 1 and 2. 

The d i s t r i bu t i on  of the averages presented in the above 

table for  the DWi offense is typical  of the resul ts obtained 

with t h i s  question. I t  can be seen, for  example, that the 

averages in Colorado and North Carolina have a re l a t i ve l y  small 

range. In Colorado, the range of averages is from 67.7 percent 

for Group 1 to 73.4 percent for  Group 4. In North Carolina, the 

range is from 70.7 percent to 77.3 percent. Also, there is no 

pattern with the groups. 

This can be contrasted with the averages from Maryland in 

which Groups 3, 4, and 5 have s ign i f i can t l y  higher averages than 

Groups 1 and 2. With most of the other offenses in the Maryland 

survey, Groups 3, 4, and 5 had much higher averages than Groups 

1 and 2. With Question 5d on running a t r a f f i c  l i g h t  or stop 

sign, Groups 1 and 2 had averages of 41.1 and 44.5 percent, while 

Groups 3, 4, and 5 had averages of 58.3 percent, 59.3 percent, 

and 58.9 percent. 

3. Other dif ferences were found in average perceptions by 
d iv id ing the groups in Court Appearance versus no Court 
Appearance. 

During the data co l lec t ion process for  determining the 

number of c i ta t ions  for  the pr ior  three years, i t  was also pos- 

s ib le to record whether the respondent had. appeared in court on 

a c i t a t i o n  Most of the :respondents in Groups 4 and 5 had at 

least one court appearance because o f  the i r  major v io la t ions. .  

In addi t ion,  many of the respondents in Groups 2 and 3 also had 

made court appearances. Better insight into the responses can 
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be made by comparing respondents with court appearances with 

respondents without court appearances. 

Consider, for  example, the fol lowing resul ts  from Groups 

2 and 3 in Maryland on the question of perceptions of court 

convict ions: 

Table 7 

Average Court Conviction Responses in Maryland 
Court Appearance versus No Court Appearance 

Quesi~ion 

5a 

5b 

5c 

5d 

5e 

5f 

5g 

Group 2 
No Court Court 

Appearance Appearance 

44.6 46.0 

58.4 54.7 

64.8 60.2 

51.7 44.5 

32.4 33.0 

37.2 36.9 

• 3 2 . 1  31 ;2  

Group 3 
No Court Court 

Appearance Appearance 

47.6 

59.9 

67.8 

50.2 

28.3 

44.5 

37.0 

• 50.2 

64.3 

74.3 

61.3 

37.7 

46.5 

40.0 

With Group 3, i t  can be seen that the respondents with court 

appearances always have higher averages than those respondents 

without a court appearance. W~th Group 2, the resul ts are mixed 

but with most offenses those respondents without a court appear- 

ance have higher average perceptions of court convict ion. I t  

would therefore appear that with Group 3, the court appearances 

made an impression with therespondents which had the e f fec t  o f  

increasing the i r  perceptions on court convict ions in a l l  of ~ 

fenses while With Group 2, th is  impression did not occur. 

Groups 4 and 5 also had court appearances and t he i r  averageS 

were Simi lar  to the averages frOmthe Group 3 Court Appearance 

group. The end resul t  is that ,  as indicated in the previous 
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result, Groups 3, 4, and 5 had higher average perceptions of 

court convictions than Groups l and 2 in Maryland. 
s 

This same pattern did not emerge in the other two states. 

In North Carolina, the respondents with court appearances many 

times had lower average perceptions on court convictions than 

respondents without court appearances. In Colorado, the results 

were mixed and no overall conclusions could be made. 

Estimates of First Offense Penalties 

As part of the survey, the respondents were asked to est i -  

mate the fine for a f i r s t  offense of each of the violations 

under study. Their responses can be compared to the actual 

sanction in the jur isdict ion. Table 8 l is ts  the standard fines 

and the sample average estimates of those fines for each ju r is -  

diction. In the following discussion, a summary is given of the 

s imi lar i t ies and differences which were obtained. 

The average fines from all jurisdictions underestimate the 

standard for the lO MPH speeding violation. The differences 

between estimated and standard fines for this offense is small 

for Colorado and North Carolina but substantial for Maryland. 

In fact, al l  Maryland offender groups underestimated this 

penalty by about the same amount. Since there is no standard 

fine in Colorado and North Carolina for the more serious 20 MPH 

speeding violation we can only note that the estimates in these 

states are nearly double those of the lO MPH speeding violation. 

The Maryland 20 MPH speeding estimate is also much higher than 

the lO MPH speeding estimate and only underestimates the standard 

by seven dollars. All jurisdiction-wide estimates for DWI are 

higher than the standard--ranging from only s l ight ly  so in North 
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( .# l  

( . 0  

Table 8 

Comparison of Standard Fines and Average Estimates 

a. Speeding I0 MPH Over the Limit 

b, •Speeding 20 MPH Over the 'L imi t  

c. Driving While Intoxicated 

d. Running a T ra f f i c  Light/ 
Stop Sign 

e, Following Too Closely 

f .  Turning Into Traf f ic  

g. Crossing Center Line 

Col o rado 

Actual~ Survey 

$25 , $21.3 

CA* $41.2 

$75-125 $142.0 
+ 1 yr.  
Susp.** 

$I0~24 $24.5 

$ 5-24 $I 8.7 

$ 8-18 $24.1 

$10-24 $21.0 

North Carolina 

Actual  Survey 

$32 

CA* 

$127+ 
1 yr.  

Susp.** 

$27 

$29.6 

$53.6 

$129.0 

$30.2 

$27 $26.1 

$27 $30.7 

$27 $28.3 

Maryl and 

Actual Survey 

$40 

$50 
$125+ 
30-day 
Susp.** 

$2O 

$30 

$3O 
$3O 

$23.4 

$43.0 

$167.0 

$28.4 

$20.7 

$27.6 

$24.5 

* Court Appearance 

** License Suspension 



Carolina to considerably so in Maryland. On the average, 

dr ivers in a l l  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  overestimated the t r a f f i c  signal 

offense f ine and underestimated the fo l lowing too c losely f i ne .  

The Maryland sample showed the greatest d i f ference between t he i r  

estimate and standard f ines for  these two offenses. For a l l  

j u r i s d i c t i o n s  the di f ferences between estimated and standard 

f ines were comparatively small for  the turning across lanes 

and crossing center l ines offenses. The trends can be seen in 

the table.  

Generally, for  a l l  v io la t ions ,  the Maryland sample tended 

to estimate f ines that  d i f fe red from the standard to a greater 

extent than did the average estimates of fered in the other 

j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  In Maryland, the DWI and the T ra f f i c  Signal 

offenses had standard f ines which must be considered much less 

severe than the standard f ine  for  the other offenses. The 

Maryland sample average overestimated the f ine for  these two 

offenses and underestimated the f ine for  the other f i ve  o f -  

fenses (which had the more severe standard f ines ) .  The Mary- 

land survey sample tended to be least aware of the penal t ies ' 

imposed for  the of fensesdiscussed. 

Estimates of Sanction Severity 

In the in terv iew,  the dr ivers were asked to rate the 

sever i ty  of t he i r  estimated f ine and then rate the sever i ty  of  

the standard f ine  on the same f i ve -po in t  scale. Here we de- 

scribe any s i g n i f i c a n t  points on which the three j u r i s d i c t i o n s  

d i f f e r  with r e g a r d t o  these sever i ty estimates: 

• For IOMPH speeding offense, the sever i ty  rat ings 
given the estimated f ines (_Question 7) did n o t  
d i f f e r  much among the j u r i sd i c t i ons  or across groups~ 
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In contrast, the severi ty rat ing s g iventhe  standard 
f ine for this offense by the Maryland sample (except 
Group 5) were consistent ly higher (and often much 
higher) than for  the other j u r i sd ic t i ons  in which 
the standard f ine was much lower. 

• For the DWI v io la t ion,  the severi ty rat ings did not 
d i f f e r  much across a l l  j u r i sd ic t i ons  although the 
ra t ings offered by the major v io la t ion groups ( 4  
and 5) were higher than for  the non-violator and 
minor v io la tor  groups. Thiscloseness of rat ing 
occurred despite the dif ference in averagedoi lar  
estimates shown for DWI in Table 8. I t  is under- 
standable then thatwhen Maryland drivers were 
informed of the considerably lower standard DWI 
f ine,  they tended to revise the i r  severi ty estimate 
downward. In contrast, the average rat ing estimate 
given by the drivers from the other j u r i sd i c t i ons  
were revised s l i gh t l y  upward (.generally only 0.I 
points on the f ive-po in t  scale). 

• For the other v io la t ions,  the only notable responses 
were obtained from Group 5 from North Carolina. In 
several instances the average revised severi ty rat ing 

• of Question 8 compared to the severi ty rat ing given 
in Question 7 was in a d i rect ion opposite to what 
would have been predicted on the basis of the average 
f ine estimate given in Question 6. I t  may be that the 
small number of respondents in th is group resulted in 
these inconsistencies. 

Opinions on Sanction Effectiveness 

Question 9 dealt with special ef fects,  that is deterrent 

(or preventive) vs. educational ef fect  with respect to the sanc- 

tioned indiv idual .  Overall, the respondents from Colorado and 

North Carolina expressed a preference for  the preventive or deter- 

rent e f fect  over the educational ef fect .  The preference was 

strong in North Carolina and was given by a l l  groups as well as 

the total  sample. In Colorado,Group 5 disagreed strongly and 

Group 4 disagreed s l i gh t l y  with the overall  average. In 
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Maryland, the average responses were close--with the to ta l  

sample and Groups'l,  3, and 4 favoring educational ef fects 

while Groups 2 and 5 favored the preventive e f fec t .  

General e f fects ,  that is ,  those occurring in .dr ivers  who 

were not sanctioned but are aware of sanctions, were discussed 

in Question I0. Although the differences were small, the over- 

a l l  responses from North Carolina and Maryland favored the edu- 

cat ive e f fec t .  By a larger margin, the Colorado respondents 

preferred the preventive e f fec t  (.46% vs. 36%). With the excep- 

t ion of the Colorado Group 4 and the Maryland Group 5, the in-  

dividual group preferences were in .agreement with that  of the 

tota l  sample from the j u r i sd i c t i on .  

Opinions Regarding the Effectiveness of Warnings 

Regarding the re la t ive  effectiveness (on a d r i ve r ' s  future 

behavior) of a pol ice warning and a t r a f f i c  c i t a t i o n ,  in both 

North Carolina and Maryland, the highest preference (38% each) 

was given to the response "some ef fect  but not as much as a 

t i cke t "  with a close second place (34% and 35%, respect ively)  

being achieved by the response "has the same ef fec t  as get t ing 

a t i c k e t . "  Thus for  these two j u r i sd i c t i ons ,  over two-th i rds 

of the respondents did not feel that there would be any greater 

e f fec t  achieved from the warning, not to mention the loss in 

revenue that occurs when no c i ta t ion  is issued. In Colorado, 

34 percent f e l t  the warning had a greater e f fect  (.compared to 

26 percent in North Carolina and 24 percent inMary land) .  

S ix ty - four  percent of the Colorado sample f e l t  that the warning 

was not more e f fec t ive than the c i ta t ion .  
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The fo l lowing table on the Maryland data also i l l u s t r a t e  
l 

another point in regard to warning t i cke ts :  

. . . .  Table. 9 

' ' • Effect of Warning. Tickets 
.:, .. (Maryland) . . _  

.Not as 
Same Effect Greater Great as No Effect 
As a Ticket Effect a Ticket ~ 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 ,  

35.4% 

33.7% 

20.2% , 

'33.8% 

35.3% 

29.1% 33.0% 2.4% 

22.4% 39.4% 4.5% 

14.9% 52.1% 12.8% 

19,i% 36.8% I0.3% 

• II.8% 47.1% 5.9% 

These fi•gures show that the resPonses fo r  Groups 3 and 4 are 

more negative in regard:to,warning t i cke ts  than the other groups. 

In other words, those groups which would have been most affected 

have more negative views on the ef fects of warning t i cke ts .  

Opinions on Effects of Other Sanctioning Activities 

Several questions in the in terv iew deal t  with the ef fec-  

tiveness, of other sanctioning a c t i v i t i e s .  Regarding comparisons 

across j u r i s d i c t i o n s :  
• . "  " ' " ' '  i 

e The respondents from: a l l  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  f e l t  (.by• 
from 64% to 68%) that appearance before a judge 
had a greater ; influence than paying the :fine to 
a Clerk. . •  

.o Eighty-ei,ght percent or more of al l  respondents 
were aware of court t ra f f i c  schools and licensing 
agency education pgogr~ms~and 81•p ercent°r;m°re 
thought their driving would be positively in f lu-  
enced by them. By jur isd ic t ion,  the responses 
were as follows: 
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Table I0 

Awareness and Ef fect  of Court T ra f f i c  Schools 

Colorado Maryland North Carol ina 

Aware of School Yes 
No 

P o s i t i v e E f f e c t  Yes 
No 

88.5% ~ 89.9% 87.8% 
12.5% 10.1% 12.2% 

81.3% 87.8% 84.7% 
18.7% 12.2% 15.3% 

• Ninety-three percent or more of a l l  respondents 
were aware that insurance premiums may be in-  
creased as a resu l t  of t r a f f i c  v i o la t i on  convic- 
t ions.  Of those who were so aware, seventy- 
three percent or more said the i r  dr iv ing is 
inf luenced by insurance company pract ices.  

• S ix ty - four  percent or more of dr ivers who were 
not aware of insurance company pract ices claimed 
that  t he i r  ( fu ture)  dr iv ing would b__e inf luenced 
by t h e i r  (newly acquired) knowledge of what in-  
surance companies do. 

RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study represents the f i r s t  major e f f o r t  by NHTSA to 

look at deterrence theory as related to the actions of  dr ivers .  

As such, i t  is only the beginning of what could prove to be a 

very benef ic ia l  viewpoint with the eventual aim of understand- 

ing dr iver  actions to a greater extent than now possible. 

During the course of analyzing the survey resul ts and reviewing 

the l i t e r a t u r e  on deterrence theory, several potent ia l  areas of 

addi t ional  research were uncovered. These areas are summarized 

in the fo l lowing series of recommendations. 
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I .  Research should be encouraged from the deterrence model 
viewpoint on the re la t ionsh ip .o f  thepercept ions of 
dr ivers and t r a f f i c  safety programs ,. 

The survey results encourage the strategies employed by 

some law enforcement agencies for  increasing the perception s 

of the dr iv ing community on the amount,of enforcement with only 

a minimal increase in the actual amount of enforcement. The 

survey indicates that drivers already have a higher perception of 

being caughtby the police in an •unsafe dr iv ing action than is 

ac tua l ly  the case. I t  therefore implies that t h e i r d r i v i n g  

habits are affected by these perceptions and that programs for  

increasing these perceptions could be b e n e f i c i a l .  

I t  should also be noted that NHTSA has•supported Several 

pro-rams which include a pu61ic informati'on andeducation (P!&E) 

component. These components c lear ly  can be c lass i f ied  as attempts 

to increase the perceptions of the community on various enforce- 

ment programs. 

2. The re lat ionship of t r a f f i c  court practices and,perceptions 
should be studied in greater de ta i l .  

The resul ts of the survey on the perceptions of dr ivers who 

had made court appearances are mixed. In Maryland, the percep- 

t ions of  those with court appearances were higher in regard to ~ 

the chances of being found g u i l t y  in court as compared to dr ivers 

who had not made court appearances. In North Carolina, the 

reverse s i tuat ion was true and in Colorado, no clear di f ferences 

emerged. 

These results indicate that fu r ther  research into th is  re la-  

tionshi~p would be ben~eficial. I t  would beTmportant to deter Z ~ 

mine i f  there are actions which could be madeby the 
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courts to increase the perceptions of being found g u i l t y  for  

a pa r t i cu la r  offense. These could have benef i t  from both a 

spec i f i c  and general deterrence viewpoint. 

3. More research is needed from the deterrence viewpoint on 
changes in t r a f f i c  laws. 

One of the problems with th is  survey was that  the d i f -  

ferences in f ines was not as great as expected between "high" 

and "low" sanctioning s t a t e s .  However, the s ta teswh ich  were 

selected had about as great a di f ference as ac tua l ly  ex is ts .  

As an a l te rna t i ve  procedure, i t  may be of benef i t  to study 

states which enact major changes in the i r  t r a f f i c  laws. For 

example, some states are current ly  considering changes in 

t h e i r  DWI laws which would resu l t  in more convict ions and 

s t i f f e r  penalt ies in th is  area. 

Changes in t r a f f i c  law o f fe r  several oppor tuni t ies for  

test ing deterrence t h e o r y .  One area of in teres t  would be the 

communication process which was discussed in Chapter 2. The 

d i f fus ion  theory of communication of these changes could be a 

benef ic ia l  study in states which make changes. Further, 

deterrence theory says that  such changes w i l l  cause an increase 

in enforcement a c t i v i t y  as well as changes in t r a f f i c  c,ourt 

act ions. 

4. More research is needed on the perceptions and opinions of 
the repeat of fender.  

This survey showed that there were many instances in which 

the opinions of the repeat offender d i f fe red from those who had 

clean records. The perceptions of the repeat offender need to 

be studied in greater de ta i l .  In Chapter 2, the ideas of 
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Zimring and Hawkins were discussed in some detai l  in regard to 

the importance of re la t ingdeter rence theory to spec i f ic  sub- 

populations. In Other words, deterrence works most e f f ec t i ve l y  

when i t  is able to relate to those members of the population 

who are most l i k e l y  to v io la te the law. In the current survey, 

i t  was not possible to interview as large a number of repeat 

offenders as desired. A separate survey e f f o r t  of repeat 

offenders could provide Very benef ic ial  resu l ts .  

5. There are several other areas of analysis which could be 
performed with the database from th is  survey> 

Within the cost constraints of th is  contract ,  i t  was not 

POSSib!e to explore the survey data in as much deta i l  as de I 

s ired. "For example, one area of concern is why there were 

such extreme responses from the survey par t ic ipants .  As noted 

in the resul ts ,  the responses on each detection and court con- 

v ic t ion  question ranged from zero percent to I00 percent. 

Further insight into the data may be possible by analyzing the 

extreme groups in greater de ta i l .  

I t  may also be possible to do some deterrence theory 

modeling with the data col lected from th is  survey. The model- 

ing would attempt to re late in a more formal fashion the vio- 

l a t i on  h istor ies of the respondents to t he i r  perceptions. 

6. The deterrent ef fects of increases in insurance premiums 
should be studied in more de ta i l .  

I t  was clear from the survey resul ts that a large per- 

centage of drivers are aware of the impact of v io la t ions on 

the i r  insurance rates. Insurance premiums may be a greater 
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deterrent than the fines associated with violat ions. Whether 

this is the case would require a separate study in coopera- 

t ion with insurance companies. 

7. Warning t icket  programs should be analyzed in 9reater 
de ta i l - -pa r t i cu la r l y  as they relate to  the repeat offender. 

The results of the survey question whether warning t icket  

programs are rea l ly  ef fect ive. Of part icular note is that the 

repeat offenders, as represented by Groups 3 and 4, had more 

negative reactions to warning •ticket programs. Since these 

groups may be most affected, i t  would be of benefit to study 

in greater detail how warning t ickets impact both the general 

population of drivers and, in part icular,  the repeat offender. 
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CHApTER,FIVE 

ANALYSIS. OF COLORADO SURVEY 

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

In Colorado, the interyiews were conducted at the Department 

of Revenue, Driver Licensing Headquarters in Denver. A to ta l  of  

874 of l icense renewal appl icants were interviewed. Following the 

in terv iews,  three-year dr iver  records were obtained for  860 of the 

respondents. The set of 860 combined dr iver  record and interv iew 

responses was analyzed. 

As planned, the drivers were purposeful ly  selected to produce 

propor t ionate ly  greater numbers of those with h is to r ies  of v io la -  

t ions than wouldhave occurred without anysuch e f f o r t .  Even with 

th is  special e f f o r t ,  we were unable to obtain as many interviews 

as desired from drivers who had a serious t r a f f i c  v i o la t i on  h is tory .  

For the fo l lowing analysis the dr ivers were grouped in accordance 

wi th the number and type of v io la t i on  convict ions received during 

the three-year period pr ior  to the survey. The de f i n i t i ons  of 

dr iver  groups (and the i r  sizes in the Sample) were as fo l lows:  

Group I--No minor and no major v io la t ions  • (405) 

Group 2--One to three minor v io la t ions  but no major 
v io la t ions (372) 

Group 3--Four or more minor v io la t ions  and no major 
v io la t ions (39) 

Group 4--One major v io la t i on  and possibly some minor 
v:iolations (41) 

Group 5--Two or more major v io la t ions  and possibly 
some minor v io la t ions  (12) 

The major and minor v io la t ionsused  to define the groups are l i s ted  

in Table I I .  I n -gene ra l ,  minor v io la t ions  are those for  which four 

or fewer "points" w i l l  be placed on the dr iver  record by the Depart- 

ment of Revenue. Major v io la t ions are those having f i ve  or more 

points associated with them. 
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Table I I  

C lass i f i ca t i on  of T ra f f i c  Offenses in Colorado 

Major Offenses 

• Al luding an Of f icer  

• Dr iv ing While Impaired by Alcohol 

• Dr iv ing While In tox icated (.DWI) or Under the ' In f luence of Drugs 

• Fai lure to Stop fo r  School Signal 

• Leaving the Scene of an Accident 

• Reckless Dr iv ing 

• Speed Contest 

• Speeding 20 Miles Over the Posted Speed L imi t  

Minor Offenses 

e Careless Dr iv ing or Following Too Close 

e Driv ing on Wrong Side of Road 

e Driving Through a Safety Zone 

• Fai lure to Dim or Turn on Lights 

• Fai lure to Observe a T ra f f i c  Sign or Signal 

• Fai lure to Signal or Improper Signal 

• Fai lure to Yield Right of Way 

• Fai lure to Yield to an Emergency Vehicle 

• Improper Passing 

• Improper Turn 

• Operating an Unsafe Vehicle 

• Speeding 1 to 9 Miles Over the Posted Speed L imi t  , 

• Speeding I0 to 19 Miles Over the Posted Speed L i m i t  
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General Characteristics 

The drivers were asked several questions to provide a general 

description• of the respondent population. Table 12 relates their 

driving experience by groups. Group 4 and 5 drivers are rela- 

t ively over-represented-among drivers having less than five years 

of driving experience. Groups 3 and 4 are relatively over-repre- 

sented among drivers with less than ten years of driving experience. 

Overall, those having more serious violations are less experienced , 

than the general driver population. An indication of violation 

(and accident) exposure is given,in Table 13, which l is ts  the esti- 

mated miles driven annually by each respondent group. Nearly half 

of the conviction-free drivers of Group l estimate that they drive 

less than lO,O00 miles per year. Less than one-third of the mod- 

erate violation drivers (group 2) drive less than lO,O00 miles per 

year. In general, as expected, those driver groups representing 

higher violation rates had more driving exposure. In fact, 41 

percent of the Group 3 drivers--those with substantial minor viola- 

tion ra tes- -dr ive over 20,O00~miles per year. 

Th'e sex d i s t r i bu t i on  of each dr iver  group is as fo l lows:  

Male 

Femal e 

. . . .  Sex of Respondents 

Group l Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

242 .• 276 36 36 12 
59.8% 74.2% 92.3% 87.8% I00.0% 

163 96 3 5 0 
40.1% 25.8% 7.7% 12.2% 0.0% 

These s t a t i s t i c s  are consistent with other f ind ings that  male 

dr ivers receive more t r a f f i c  convict ions than females. The high/ 

serious v io la t i on  groups~are almost e n t i r e l y  males. Data're lated 

to the highest education level reported by the respondents are 

presented in Table 14. The non-v io la t ion  group ( I )  and the minor 

v io la t i on  groups (2 and 3) reported about the same education leve l ,  
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Years of 

Table 12 

Driving Experience 
(Colorado) 

Group Less Than 5 to 9 l 0-19 20 Years 
5 Years Years Years or More 

Group l 12 49 136 207 
(3.0%) (.12.1%) (33.7%) (51.2%) 

Group 2 24 59 146 143 
(6.5%) (]5.9%) (39.2%) (.38.4%) 

Group 3 2 17 i4 6 
(5.1%) (43.6%) (.35.9%) (15.4%) 

Group 4 7 7 12 15 
(17.1%) (17.1%) (.29.3%) (36.6%) 

Group 5 2 l 7 2 
(16.7%) (8.3%) (58.3%) (.16.7%) 

Table 13 

Miles Driven Per Year 
(Colorado) 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Under 
I0,000 
Miles 

I0,000 ~ 
15,000 
Miles 

15,000- 
19,000 
Miles 

182 
(45.0%) 

l l2 
(27.7%) 

48 
(II .9%) 

l l2 
(30.1%) 

98 
(26.3%) 

51 
(13.7%) 

6 
(15.4%) 

7 
(17.9%) 

lO 
(25.6%) 

8 
(19.5%) 

15 
(36.6%) 

5 
(12.2%) 

2 
(16.7%) 

6 
(50.0%) 

0 

20,000 
or More 
Miles 

60 
(14.9%) 

108 
(29.O%) 

16 
(41 .o%) 

13 
(31.7%) 

4 
(.33.3%) 
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JR , . . . -  

Group 1 " 

Group 2 " 

Group 3 

Group 4C 

Group 5 

Did not 
Complete 

Grade Sch. 

1 
(0.2%) 

4 
(1.1%), 

0 
(0.0%) 

3 
(7.3%) 

Table 14 

Education of Respondents 
(Col orado) 

Completed 
Grade 

School 

Attended Completed Attended Completed 
High High Attended Completed Graduate Graduate 

School School  College College S c h o o l  School 

8 29 90 106 
(2.0%) (7.2%) ( 2 2 . 2 % )  (26.2%) 

7 26 70 131 
(I .9%) (7.0%) ( 1 8 . 9 % )  (35.3%) 

1 
(2.6%) 

77 
(19.0%) 

57 
(15.4%) 

39 
(9.6%) 

36 
(9.7%) 

3 I0 II I0 3 
(7.7%) (25.6%) (28.2%) (25.6%) (7.7%) 

5 7 13 I0 0 
(12.2%) (17.1%) (31.7%) (.24.4%) (0.0%) (2.4%) 

55~ 
(13.6%) 

. 4 0  
(10.8%) 

1 
(2.6%) 

. 

(4.9%) 

0 0 2 3 6 0 1 0 
(0.0%) (0.0%) (16.7%) (25.0%) (50.0%) (0.0%) (8.3%) (0.0%) 



with 42, 36 and 36 percent, respect ively,  completing col lege. For 

the major (serious) v io la t ion  groups (4 and 5), the number stat ing 

that they had completed college represented 29 and 8 percent, 

respect ively.  (The combined major wiolat ion groups indicate that 

25 percent had completed col lege.)  

Violation History of Respondents 

As fur ther  background on the groups, i t  is of in terest  to know 

the volume and types of v io la t ions which Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 

acquired over the three-year period under study. The overal l  to ta ls  

and averages for  the groups are as fo l lows: 

Sample Total Number Average Number 
Size of Citat ions of Ci tat ions 

Group 2 372 562 1.51 

Group 3 39 170 4.36 

Group 4 41 I01 2.46 

Group 5 12 40 3.33 

Total 464 873 

The average numbers of c i ta t ions  are, of course, consistent with 

the de f in i t i ons  of the groups. For example, Group 3 was defined 

as those respondents who had at least four minor v io la t ions and 

the Group 3 average is 4.36 c i ta t ions .  S imi la r l y ,  Group 4 was 

defined as those respondents who had one major v io la t ion .  The 

Group 4 average of 2.46 means that respondents from th is  group 

averaged one major v io la t ion  and 1.46 minor v io lat ions for  the 

three-year period. The average for  Group 5 respondents was 3.33 

v io la t ions.  Further analysis showed that th is  group averaged 1.25 

minor v io la t ions and 2.08 major v io la t ions.  

Table 15 shows the number of v io lat ions by type and group. 

As expected, the categories for  speeding v io lat ions account for  a 

s ign i f i can t  port ion of the t o ta l .  In Group 2, speeding v io la t ions 
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Table 15 

V io la t ion  H is tory  Of Respondents 
by Offense Type 

(Co lo rado )  

Speeding Speeding Running Red 
Less Than ,Grea te r .  L ight /Stop 

I0 MPH* Than I0 MPH** Sign 

DWI Other 
Offense 

Group 2 N .40 193 
C i ta t ions  49 242 

Group 3 N 19 30 
C i ta t ions  24 72 

Group 4 N 8 18 
C i ta t ions  9 20 

Group 5 N. 2 9 
C i ta t i ons  3 I0 

Total N 69 250 
C i ta t ions  85 344 

66 - 168 
72 - 199 

15 - 29 
20 - 52 

8 27 25 
8 27 ' 37 

2 12 8 
2 15 I0 

91 39 230 
102 42 298 

* This category is based on receiving 3 points on the driver 's record. 
** This category is based on receiving 4 or 6 points on the dr iver 's record. 

Table 16 

V io la t ion  H is to ry  by Year 
(Colorado) 

Group 2 N 
C i ta t ions  

Group 3 N 
C i ta t i ons  

Group 4 N 
C i ta t i ons  

Group 5 N 
C i ta t ions  

Total N 
C i ta t ions  

Year 1 
December 1976- 
November 1977 

Year 2 
December 1977- 
November 1978 

146 
173 

28 
47 

14 
18 

3 
4 

191 
242 

159 " " 
184 . 

36 
70 

- ,  25 
46 

I0 
2,1 

230 
321 

Year 3 
December 1978 
November 1979 

172 
205 

31 
53 

25 
37 

I0 
15 

238 
310 

69 



accounted fo r  about 53 percent of the t o ta l .  Other offenses, such 

as fo l lowing too c lose ly ,  turning into t r a f f i c ,  and careless 

d r i v ing ,  accounted for  about 37 percent of the Group 2 t o t a l .  

Group 3 fol lows roughly the same pattern as Group 2. Groups 4 and 

5 have a d i f f e r e n t  pattern because major v io la t ions  are included. 

The DWI category accounts fo r  38 percent and 35 percent, respec- 

t i v e l y ,  of the v io la t ions  in these two groups. 

The number of offenses over the three years is also of i n te r -  

est,  as shown in Table 16. The years are defined in twelve month 

increments p r io r  to the survey. Year 1 is December 1976-November 

1977; Year 2 is December 1977-November 1978; and Year 3 is December 

1978-November 1979. As seen in the tab le,  there is a good repre- 

sentat ion of c i ta t i ons  for  each year. Of course, some respondents 

received c i t a t i ons  in only one of the three years whi le others 

received c i ta t i ons  in a l l t h r e e  years. These combinations can be 

i l l u s t r a t e d  in a Venn diagram with three overlapping c i rc les  f o r  

the years: 

Year I Year 2 

Year 3 
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The 27 respondents,in the middleare the respondents who had at 

least one v i o l a t i o n i n  'each of the three years. S im i la r l y ,  there 

were 83 respondents who had a v io la t ion  only in Year l ;  lOl re- 

spondents only in Year. 2; and l l 2  respondents only in Year 3. 

Later in th is  chapter, an analysis is presented with these respond- 

ents toshow how perceptions change over t ime.  

SURVEY RESPONSES 

In the fol lowing sections, an analysis is provided on the 

resul ts of the survey given to the 869 respondents. For each ques- 

t ion the averages are given for  each group and resul ts are provided 

to h igh l igh t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t  group di f ferences. The 

analysis also includes the responses on sanctions, sanction sever- 

i t y  and several other subjects o f~ in terest .  

Responses to Questions on Violation Detection and Conviction 

In the interview, the l icense applicants were asked two ques- 

t ions aimed at assessing the perceived r i sk  of v io la t ion  detection 

by law enforcement and the perceived r isk  of convict ion fo l lowing 

a court appearance on a c i t a t i on .  Question 4 was phrased as 

fo l lows:  

. Following are a number of t r a f f i c  v io la t ions .  For 
every I00 drivers who commit these acts, how many, 
in your opinion, Wi l l  be caught by the pol ice in 
the Denver area? You may assume no accidents are 
involved. 

a. sPeeding I0 miles per hour over the posted 
• speed l i m i t  

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted 
speed I i m i t  

c .  Driving while intoxfcated (drunk dr iv ing)  
d. Running a t r a f f i c  l i g h t . o r  stop sign 
e. Fo!!owing a moving car too closely 
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f .  Turning l e f t  i n  f ront  of oncoming t r a f f i c  
or pu l l ing  out into t r a f f i c  ( l i ke  at an 
in tersect ion or on a freeway) 

g. Crossing the center l i ne  of the road 

Question 5, which fo l lows,  was asked about the same l i s t  of  seven 

v io la t ions :  

5. In the Denver area, once a person has been caught 
by pol ice and given a t i c ke t  for  most of these 
v io la t i ons ,  he can usual ly pay or mail in the f ine  
or he can challenge the t i cke t  in court.  For every 
I00 dr ivers who are t icketed or arrested, and choose 
to take i t  to court ,  how many, in your opin ion,  w i l l  
be found g u i l t y  of committing the v io la t ion?  Again, 
you may assume that  no accidents are involved. 

The responses to these two questions are analyzed together.  

Analysis of Questions on Speeding 

For the two v io la t i ons ,  Speeding I0 and 20 Miles Per Hour ~ 

Over the Posted Speed L imi t ,  Figure 2 shows a graph of change, by 

group, of the group mean value of  the respondents' estimate of the 

number of  chances in I00 of detect ion/convic t ion.  For example, the 

graph regarding Question 4a (detect ion of a I0 MPH speed V io la t ion )  

indicates that  the average of the responses from the non-v io la tor  

(Group I )  l icense appl icants was that 17.4 drivers out of  I00 such 

speeders would be detected or caught. With the exception of  t h e  

mul t ip le  major offenders (Group 5) the average estimates of  the 

other d r iver  groups were s l i g h t l y  higher than the non-v io la tor  

group. For Question 4b (20 MPH over the l i m i t ) t h e  average detec- 

t ion estimates fo r  a l l  v i o la to r  groups were higher than that  for  

Group I .  For Group 1 through 4, the responses indicate the chances 

of detect ion at 20 MPH over the l i m i t  are f r o m l . 5  times to nearly 

twice those at I0 MPHover the l i m i t .  For Group 5, the chances are 

more than three times as high. The data on the corresponding 

graphs in Figure 2 include the F-rat io  calculated to determine i f  
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Responses to Questions on Speeding 
(.Colorado) 
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Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 •Group 4 
I 

Group 5 

5b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit 
(Conviction) (F:1.26; n.s.) 

5a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit 
(Conviction) (F:2}35; n.s.) 

4b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit 
(Detection) (F=3.08; .05) 

4a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit 
(Detection) (F:4.26; .01) 

Question 

4a 
4b 
5a 
5b 

Overall Stat ist ics 

~umber of 
Responses Average 

868 20.13 
869 33.67 
868 55.83 
868 64.86 

Range Of Responses 
Percent (Number) 

0% (26) to 100% ( 6 )  
0% ( 8 )  to 100% ( 7 )  
0% (28) to 100% (69)  
0% (13) to 100% (121) 



the averages were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f fe ren t .  TheF- ra t ios  indicate 

that for  both Questions 4a and 4b there i s  a s ign i f i can t  di f ference 

between the groups' responses. 

The curves of group-average estimates regarding chances of 

convict ion in court (Questions 5a and 5b) indicate that Groups 2, 

3, and 4 estimate a higher chance of conviction than (the non- 

v io la to r )  Group I ,  while the Group 5 average estimate is lower 

than that of Group I .  The F-test ra t i o ,  however, indicates that 

for  each of these offenses, the averages are not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f -  

ferent.  The much higher average estimates of chances of convict ion 

(Question 5) compared to chances of detection (Question 4) indicate 

the respondents' rea l iza t ion  that the Chances of being caught are 

re l a t i ve l y  low ( in r e a l i t y ,  probably lower than expressed here) but 

once a c i t a t i on  has been issued, the chances of a court convict ion 

are much higher. In addi t ion,  the curves regarding convict ion sug- 

gest that to the respondents the nature of the v io la t ion  ( in th is  

case, I0 MPH vs. 20 MPH over the l i m i t )  had less impact on the 

chances of convict ion than on the chances of detection (.Questions 

4a and 4b). That i s ,  the curves for 5a and 5b are closer to each 

other both r e l a t i ve l y  and absolutely than the curves for  4a and 4b. 

The overal l  s t a t i s t i c s  at the bottom of Figure 2 indicate the 

rangeof  responses to each question, including the number of respond- 

ents choosing the maximum and minimum answers. In terms of detec- 

t ion ,  26 respondents did not th ink any I0 MPH speeding v io la tors  

would be caught while eight respondents f e l t  the same way about a 

20 MPH v io la t ion  (Questions 4a and 4b). S imi lar !y ,  fo r  Questions 

5a and 5b, 28 and 13 respondents, respect ively,  f e l t  that no c i ted 

dr ivers who went to court would be convicted. At the other end of 

the scale, six and seven respondents, respect ively,  f e l t  that a l l  

v io la tors  at I0 and 20 MPH over the l i m i t  would be caught. Like- 

wise, 69 and 121 respondents, respect ive ly ,  f e l t  that a l l  v io la tors  
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cited for more than I0 and 20 MPH over the l im i t  would be convicted 

in court. In this case more totalconvict ion estimates were ob- 

tained from therespondents with violation histories than from those 

who were violation-free. These data regarding choices of the maxi- 

mum and minimum number of chances are included to indicate the range 

of driver perceptions thatex is t .  Some Of these extreme perceptions, 

e.g., zero chance of detection for a lO MPH violation and lO0 per- 

cent chance of conviction for a 20 MPH violation, are not unreason- 

able in certain enforcement and adjudication environments. On the 

other hand, the lO0 percent detection estimates and the zero court 

conviction rate estimates are basically unrealistic. 

Analysis of Questions on Drivin 9 While Intoxicated 
and Running a Traffic Light or Stop sign 

Questions 4c and 5c relate to Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) 

and Questions 4d and 5d relate to Running a Traff ic Light or Stbp 

Sign. Graphs showing group-average estimates of chances of detec- 

tion and conviction for these offenses are shown in Figure 3. For 

.-the DWI offense (Question 4c), the data show that Groups 2, 3, and 

4 estimate higher chances of detection than Groups l and 5.. Per- 

haps a more useful comparison can be made between the average 

detection rates of 30.75% for combined Groups l ,  2 and 3 (DWI non- 

violators) and that of 32.66% for combined Groups 4 and 5 (DWI 

offenders). The closeness of these averages suggests that there 

is l i t t l e  difference in perceived DWI detection rates between those 

who have experienced and those who have not experienced such detec- 

tion. 

The average estimates regarding DWI conviction rate (Question 

5c) range (across groups) from 67.6 percent to 73.4 percent. These 

averages were not s ta t is t ica l ly  signif icant ly dif ferent. Also, 

these DWI average estimates were higher than those for the two 
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Responses to Questions on DWI and Running Traf f ic  Light 
Or Stop Sign 

(Colorado) 
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-® 55.0 5d--Running Traf f ic  Light or 
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4c--Driving While Intoxicated 
(Detection) (F=5.20; .01) 

4d--Running Tra f f i c  Light or 
Stop Sign (Detection) 
(F=2.62; .05) 

p 1 Group 2 GroUp 3 Group 4 

Overall Stat is t ics  

Number of Range of' Responses 
Question Responses Average Percent (Number) 

4c 
4d 
5c 
5d 

869 
869 
869 
869 

30.87 
33.67 
70.30 
59.13 

0% ( 5 )  to 100% ( 4 )  
0% (13) to 100% ( 2 )  
0% ( 7 )  to 100% (188) 
0% (14) to 100% (94 )  

p 5  *Mean for  Groups 1, 2, and 3 
(Questions 4c and 5c) 

**Mean for Groups 4 and 5 
(Questions 4c and 5c) 



speeding offenses (5a, b) and the t ra f f i c  signal/stop sign offense 

(5d), suggesting the drivers' perceptions on the relative conviction 

rates for DWI and other offenses.* The rate of selection of extreme 

(zero and lO0) values is shown at the bottom of the figure. Once 

again, the value of lO0 percent is an unrealistic response for 

detection of DwI, as is zero percent for conviction of DWI. The 

small number of~such responses suggests that almost al l  respondents 

(> 99%)share this view. The lO0 percent DWI conviction rate was 

expreSsed by i88(or  22 percent) of the respondents. By groups, 

this breaks down to: 

Group l :  18 percent 
Group 2: 24 percent 
Group 3: 26 percent 
Group 4: 32 .percent 
Group 5: 17 percent 

Because in some j u r i sd i c t i ons  convict ion rates about 85-90 percent 

are not uncommon, th is  high rate of lO0.percent estimates cannot be 

considered too un rea l i s t i c .  

The detect ion rate estimates fo r  the Running T ra f f i c  L ight /  

Stop Sign offense are shown in the bottom curve of Figure 3 (Ques- 

t ion 4d). The corresponding convict ion rate estimates are shown 

in the curve labeled "Question~5d~ i' For botil ofthese curves, 

Groups l ,  3 and 5 had estimates that were lower, relat ively,  than 

those of Groups 2 and 4. Although the F-test indicates signif icant 

differences among the average detection rates, no practical sig- 

nificance can be attributed to the results. With the exception of 

those respondents estimating that a l l  cited drivers would be con- 

Victed, the number of extreme responses, is relat ively small. The 

94 respondents ( l l  percent) indicating a lO0 percent conviction rate 

should be considered unreal ist ical ly high for this offense. 

*Comparing the averages of DWI offenders (Group 4 and 5) with non- 
DWI offenders (Groups l ,  2 and 3) shows l i t t l e  difference in con- 

viction rate estimates (72% vs. 70%, respectively). 
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Analysis With Median Values 

In the previous analys is ,  the di f ferences in averages among 

the f i ve  groups have been examined using an F- test .  While th i s  

approach is a standard and acceptable procedure, there are a l t e r -  

natives which do not use the sample mean as a basis. One a l t e r -  

nat ive is to ca lcu la te  the median for  each group and see how the 

medians change across the groups. In th is  sect ion,  a b r i e f  pre- 

sentat ion is made wi~h medians as a basis. The in te res t  in calcu- 

l a t i ng  medians arose because of the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the responses 

and the extreme values of the data. I t  has been pointed out that  

the responses ranged from I0 to I00 percent on a l l  questions. 

Extreme values can have the e f fec t  of making the sample means un- 

representat ive of the sample. Indeed, th is  section w i l l  show that  

th is  s i t ua t i on  does occasional ly  occur. However, the overa l l  con- 

clusions on the trends of the responses remainthe same whether the 

sample averages or sample medians serve as the basis. 

Table 17 l i s t s  the sample median for  each group in response 

to Questions 4a-4d and 5a-5d. These medians can be compared wi th  

Table 17 

Median Values fo r  Questions 4 and 5 

question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

4a I0 I0 15 20 . 5 

4b 20 30 35 30 20- 

4c 20 25 30 30 15 

4d lO ~ 20 lO 15 lO 

5a 50 70 75 70 50 

5b 75 80 80 75' 70- 

5c 80 90 80 80 80 

• 5d 60 70 50 75 50 
i 

| 
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corresponding (sample mean) data points in Figures 2 and 3. For 

each of the eight offense types considered, the median data would 

not suggest any d i f fe ren t  in terpreta t ion than given for  the sample 

mean data. The medians are lower than the sample means because in 

almost every offense type the number of very high percentages was 

greater than the number of low percehtages. 

Analysis of Questions on Following Too Closely, Turning 
Into Traf f i 'c ,  and Crossing the Center Line 

The curves depicting group average estimates of detection and 

court convict ion rates for  these three offenses are shown in Figure 

4. With the exception of Group 5, the detection estimates for  

Following Too Closely are the lowest given for  any of the offenses 

"examined. Although the Group 2 and 3 responses are higher than 

the others, the F-test indicates no s ign i f i can t  di f ference among 

the averages and a l l  f ive Values are rea l l y  quite low. Moreover, 

125 respondents (14 Percent) ind icated that zero fo l lowing too 

• c losely v io lators in:lO0 would be detected and only three respond- 

ents (0.3 percent) suggested that a l l  would be detected. The pes- 

simism exhibited regarding detection of th is  offense (which was 

spread among a l l  respondent groups) is understandable. The offense 

.'is :both frequent in Occurrence an'd d i f f i c u l t  to enforce. 

Other than the 31.5 percent rate given by Group 5, the es t i -  

mated conviction rate for fo l lowing too closely f a l l s  in a narrow 

range from 42 to 47 percent. What is noteworthy is the re l a t i ve l y  

low court conviction, rate values for  th is  offense compared to those 

analyzed up to th is point. 

The detect ion ' rate curves for  the Turning' Into T ra f f i c  Offense 

and the Crossing the Center Line Offense are very much l i ke  that 

for FOllowing Too Closely. The only dif ferences are overal l  s l i g h t l y  

higher estimates f o r a l l  groups except Group 5 and lower numbers of 
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Overall Sta t is t ics  

Number of Range of Responses 
Question Responses Average Percent (Number) 

• , ,  , , 

4e 
4f 
4g 
5e 
5f 
5g 

864 
867 
868 
867 
868 
867 

1.2,35 
16,08 
14,03 
44,13 
49,02 
44,04 

0% (125) to 100%~(3) 
0% (56 )  to 100% ( 3 )  
0% (90 )  to 100% ( 3 )  
0% (:61) to 100% (51) 
0% (30)  to 100% (57) 
0% (51 )  to 100% (51) 
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respondents ind icat ing that zero v io la to rs  would be detected. The 

estimates of convict ion rate f o r  these two offenses are r e l a t i v e l y  

close to those for  Following Too Closely and lower than those for  

the four previously analyzed offenses. The range of estimates is 

qui te narrow (except fo r  Group 5, Question 5g) and the F - s t a t i s t i c  

confirms that there are no s i gn i f i can t  d i f ferences between the 

group averages. 

Comparison With Violation History 

Court Appearances and Perceptions 

The analysis so far  has concentrated on comparisons of d i f -  

ferent  groups of v io la tors .  I t  has been shown that  in regard to 

detect ion there are some s ign i f i can t  d i f ferences among the groups. 

Nith regard to court act ions, however, the di f ferences have not 

been as great. As another analys is,  i t  may be of  benef i t  to con- 

s ider respondents with court appearances versus respondents wi thout 

court appearances, l~n such an analysis,  Group 1 respondents do not 

have any v io la t ions  or court appearances but can s t i l l  serve as a 

comparison group. At the other extreme, v i r t u a l l y  a l l  Group 4 and 

Group 5 respondents have had court appearances since t he i r  v io la -  

t ions were major in nature. Therefore, the averages previously 

presented for  these two groups are re f l ec t i ve  of both t he i r  detec- 

t ion  and adjudicat ion experiences. With Groups 2 and 3, there are 

also many mandatory appearances as well as persons who decided to 

challenge the c i t a t i on  in court.  In Group 2 there were 32 respond- 

ents wi th a court appearance and in Group 3 there were also 32 

respondents with a court appearance. F ina l l y ,  wi th a l l  the groups, 

the court experience can be expected to a f fec t  only t he i r  percep- 

t ions of court actions rather than t he i r  perceptions of detections 

by the pol ice.  
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Court Appearances 

Table 18 

and Court Conviction 
(Colorado) 

Perceptions 

oo 

Question 

5a 

5b 

5c 

5d- 

5e 

5f 

5g 

Group 1 

52.7 

62.6 

67.6 

56.8 

41.7 

46.3 

43.3 

Group 2 
No Court Court 

Appearance Appearance 

58.3 61,3 

67.1 69.8 

72.9 73.3 

61.3 67.8 

46.7 49.0 

51.9 54.3 

45.7 49.1 

Group 3 
No Court Court 

Appearance Appearance Group 

62.9 

60.0 

80.G 

72.4 

43.9 

43.6 

34.3 

63.3 58.0 

70.4 62,9 

67.6 73.4 

53.0 60.9 

47.9 43,9 

33.9 50.5 

41,7 42.0 

4 Group 5 

44.6 

60.8 

69.3 

55.0 

31.5 

45.8 

29.8 

w .~' ~ • 



, ~ With th is  background, Tab!e 18 shows the response averages for  

Question 5 with Groups 2 and 3 , s p l i t  in to Court/No Court Appear- 

ance categories. The averages under the "Cour~ Appearance" columns 

were calculated from those respondents with at least one court 

appearance on a c i ta t ion  during the,.three-year period while the 

"No Court Appearance" columns are based On respondents who decided 

to pay the f ine and not challenge the c i t a t i on  in court. The table 

shows some clear trends. For example, with Group 2 respondents, 

the averages, of the Court Appearance subgroup is greater than the 

No Court Appearance subgroup f~r every offense type. S im i la r l y ,  

with Group 3 respondents, the averages of the Court Appearance sub- 

group is greater than the No Court Appearance for f ive of the seven 

offenses. While the differences are not great with Groups 2 and 3, 

the pattern is consistent except as noted with two of the Group 3 

offense categories. I t  is also notedthatGroups 4 and 5 have 

averages wh icharegenera l l y  lower than the averages for  the Court 

Appearance subgroups of Groups 2 and 3. 

• In summary, it.appears thatpersons with occasional court ap- 

pearances, as with Groups 2 and 3, w i l l  respond.with percePtions of 

higher chances of being found gu i l t y  than the i r  counterparts with 

nocour t  appearances. Further, persons with more experience w i t h  

the courts, as in Groups 4 and 5, general ly respond by stat ing 

lower chances of.being found gu i l t y .  

/ , 

Time of c i ta t ions and Perceptions 

Therewasalso interest  in determining whether time had an 

ef fec t  on the responses on the chances of detect ion. I t  was hypo- 

thesized that persons lwho had recent ly received a c i t a t i on  would 

have higher responses than personswhose c i ta t ions  occurred at an 

ea r l i e r  time. One way of analyzing t h i s  e f fec t  is to consider 

,,singleyear,, offenders. These~are. defined as respondents who had 
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received a c i t a t i on  during one of the three years but not the other 

two. From the Venn diagram presented ea r l i e r ,  i t  is possible to 

make the fo l lowing de f i n i t i ons :  

Group A: Respondents who received c i ta t ions  in Year 1 
(December:1976-November 1977)but not during 
Years 2 or 3 (N=II2) 

Group B: Respondents who received c i ta t ions  in Year 2 
(December 1977-November 1978) but not during 
Years 1 or 3 (N=IOI) 

Group C: Respondents who received c i ta t ions  in Year 3 
(December 1978-November 1979) but not during 
Years 1 or 2 (N=83). 

These groups can be compared with Group 1 for  Question 4 on detec- 

t ion as shown in the fo l lowing f igures: 

Table 19 

Relationship of Perceptions toTime 

Question Group A Group B Group C Group 1 

4a 22.8* 25.3* 20.5 17.4 

4b 36.8* 37.3* 35.2 30.4 

4c 35.5* 32.2* 33.3* 2 7 . 0  

4d 26.0* 25.9* 27.2* 21.0 

4e 14.5" 13.8" 14.7" 10.8 

4f 16.6 19.1" 17.3 14.5 

4g 15.4 16.6" 14.9  12.7 

*The aster isk means that the average is s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher 
than the Group 1 average. 

These f igures show that the groups are always higher than the Group 

1 averages. The indicat ion is that c i ta t ions raise the level of  

perceptions of being caught andthat  the higher level of perceptions 

is pers istent  over time. However, there is not the expected l inear  

trend over time. That i s ,  i t  was expected that the Group C average 

would be higher than Group B (due to the i r  more recent c i t a t i on  
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experience) and that Group B would, in turn,  be higher than Group 

A. This pattern dQes not mater ia l ize with any of the offenses. 

I t  could be that. such temporal effects are of a shorter duration 

than one year but i t  was not possible to test  for  shorter durations 

with the data col lected. 

ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED FINES AND SANCTION SEVERITY 

Analysis of Estimated Fines 

The intent of Question 6 was to determine the extent of the 

respondents' knowledge regarding the fines inlposed for  the seven 

selected t r a f f i c  offenses in the Denver area. The question was 

phrased as fol lows: 

6. For each of the same v io la t ions we've been talking. 
about, l ' d  .like to get your idea of what the f ine 
in the Denver area would be i f  the person had a 
clear dr iv ing record. I f  you're not sure, j us t  
give me your best guess. You may assume that no 
accident is involved. 

Note that the question asks for the respondent's estimate for the 

f i r s t  offense (clear dr iv ing record) and with no accident involvment. 

The Correct answers to the question are as fol lows: 

Offense 

6a - -  Speeding I0 MPH Over Limit 

6b "-  Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit 

6c - -  Driving While Intoxicated 

6 d - -  Running a Tra f f i c  Light or 
Stop sign 

6e --  Following Too Close 

6f - -  Turning In Front of T ra f f i c  

6g - -  Crossing the Center Line 

Fine 

$25.00 

Court Appearance 

$75.00 plus a l i k e l y  12- 
-$125.00 month l icense 

suspension 

$ I 0 -  24 

$ 5 - 24 

$ 8 - 18 

$ I 0 -  24 
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For most offenses the range of f ines is indicated because of the 

j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  arrangement in the Denver area. Technica l ly ,  the 

focus of the study was the City and County of Denver. As i t  

happens, there was no pract ica l  way to l i m i t  the interviews to 

residents of Denver. The headquarters l icensing s ta t ion was lo-  

cated in central  Denver but many Colorado c i t izens from adjoin ing 

areas might also review the i r  l icense there. I t  turns out that  

80 percent of the respondents were residents of Denver. (Those 

from Groups 4 and 5 were more evenly s p l i t  among Denver/non- 

Denver res idents. )  Nevertheless, subjects may have had t r a f f i c  

v i o l a t i on  experiences (detect ion/convic t ion)  e i ther  in Denver or 

outside Denver or both. Depending on the locale,  the f ine  paid 

could have been d i f f e r e n t .  Only the Denver Police Department has 

t r a f f i c  law enforcement j u r i s d i c t i o n  wi th in  the City and County. 

Ci ta t ions issued by that agencyare adjudicated in the County Court. 

The higher valued f ines l i s t ed  above are those that  are imposed 

( in the case of paying the f ine  to a c le rk ) .  Outside Denver, the 

Colorado State Patrol is responsible for  enforcement on many high- 

ways and many of the respondents experienced such enforcement. 

For the v io la t ions  a, d, e, f ,  and g, i t  is possible to take a 

c i t a t i o n  issued by the State Patrol d i r e c t l y t o  the Department of 

Revenue and pay a f ine  that  corresponds to the lower value shown 

above. Because of  these d i s t i n c t  pract ices,  the range of  f ines 

shown is considered the "correct"  value. 

The f ine shown for  DWI represents the range estimated by 

Denver County Court personnel as "what is normally imposed." 

Beyond the f ine ,  the report  of convict ion to the Department of 

Revenue resul ts  in the posting of 12 points on the dr iver  record 

and the high l i ke l i hood  of a 12-month l icense suspension. F ina l l y ,  

i t  was not possible to obtain a typ ical  f ine that might be imposed 

fo l lowing the court  appearance and convict ion for  speeding 20 MPH 

above the l i m i t .  
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Figures 5 and 6 show the analyses to responses to Question 6. 

For Speeding I0 MPH Over the Limit  (Question 6a), the estimated 

f ines are almost the same for  a l l  groups--ranging from $20 to $23-- 

and are only s l i g h t l y  below the actual value of $25. For Speeding 

20 MPH Over the Limit (Question 6b) the groups that included most 

speeders (but not those convicted Of th is  offense),  namely Groups 

2 and 3, estimated the f ine higher than Group 1 ($43 vs. $36). 

Groups 4 and 5 include both DWI offenders and drivers convicted of 

speeding more than 20 MPH. The average of the Group 4 estimates is 

$74 whi le  that for  Group 5 is $34. The fo l lowing is a l i s t  of the 

median f ine estimate for  each group f o r  each of the selected vio- 

la t ions :  

Table 20 

Median Values for Question 6 
Correct 

Question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Va lue  

6a 20 23 25 20 25 25 

6b 30 35 40 40 30 Court 

6c I00 I00 I00 I00 I00 75-125 

6d 20 25 25 20 20 10-24 

6e 15 15 20 15 15 5-24 

6f 20 20 20 20 15 8-18 

6g 20 18 15 15 15 10-24 

An examination of the response d i s t r i bu t i on  for  Group 4 indicates 

a median estimate of $40 (compared to a median value of $30 for  

Group I )  and one estimate each of $250 and $I,000. These l a t t e r  

values tend to boost the mean to the value shown in Figure 5. For 

Group 5, the median value was $30--a value corresponding to that 

of Group I .  

The range of average f ine estimates for  DWI indicates that 

Groups 3 and 5 produced s l i g h t l y  lower estimates than Group 1 
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Fi ne 

O0 

$200. 

$I00- 

$ 70- 
$74.0 

60- 

$ 50 

$ 4o 

$ 30 

$ 2o 

$ IG 

Figure 5. Responses to Questions on Fine for Speeding, DWI, and Running Traffic Light 
(Colorado) 

$150.00 $161.2 

$135.9 ~ $127.1 6c--Driving While Intoxicated 
(F:0.71; n.s.) 

$36.2 J $ 33.8 

$23.7 , $ 20.7 $20.0 t ~ - ~ -  - - ~ $ 21.6 

6b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit 
(F:5.46; .001) 

6a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit 
(F=1.38; n.s.) 

6d--Running Traffic Light or 
Stop Sign (F=0.58; n.s.) 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

Overall Statistics 

Range of Responses Correct 
Question Responses Average Dollars (Number) Answer 

6a 
6b 
6c 
6d 

862 
869 
860 
866 

$ 21.17 
$ 41.18 
$142.46 
$ 24.51 

$0 (13) to $ 330 (1 )  
$0 (1 )  to $I000 (2 )  
$0 (8 )  to $i000 (1)  
$0 (8 )  to $ 302 ( I )  

$25.00 
Court App. 
$75-$125 
$10-$24 



Figure 6 

Responses to Questions on Fine for Following Too Closely, 
Turning Into Traf f ic  and Crossing Center Line 

(Colorado) 

Fine 

$ 50- 

$ 40 ° 

$ 30, 

$ 20- 

$ I0 

.5 

$23.8 
$1.9.8 : : _ 5 $19.~ - 

- : - . . . . .  - o  $ 1 7 ,  

$19.2 • $14.5 

6f--Turning Into Traf f ic  
(F=0.28; n.s.) 

6g--Crossing Center Line 
(F=3.13; .05) 

6e--Following Too Closely 
(F=0.48; n.s l )  

Overall Stat is t ics 

Range of Responses Correct 
Question Responses Average Dollars (Number) Answer 

6e 860 $ 18.70 $0 (21) to $ 500 ( i )  $5-$24 
6f 866 $ 24.07 $0 (14) to $ 500 ( I )  $8-$18 
6g i 856 $ 20.98 $0 (22) to $1000 ( I )  $10-$24 
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while those for  Groups 2 and 4 were considerably higher than Group 

I .  Group I ,  3, and 5 estimates were only s l i g h t l y  higher than the 

upper level of the "correct"  value. ~ The median estimated f ine for  

a l l  groups was $I00, a measure of uni formity that f e l l  midway in 

the range of the " c o r r e c t a n s w e r . "  Contributing to the higher 

sample mean for  Group 2 was the fact  that 23 respondents estimated 

$500, three estimated $750 and seven estimated $I,000. S im i la r l y ,  

for  the re l a t i ve l y  smaller Group 4, four estimated $200, two est i~ 

mated $300, and four estimated $500. 

F o r  Question 6c, i f  the respondent described a penalty in 

addit ion to the f ine estimate, i t  was l i s ted ;  379 respondents (44 

percent) provided a second penalty. Table 21 l i s t s  the penalt ies 

described by each group. Of those providing addit ional p e n a l t i e s  

wi th in groups, the pr incipal  responses were l icense suspension and 

rehab i l i t a t i on  program. Although only three respondents answered 

from Group 5 (which included some mul t ip le DWI offenders},  none of 

them l i s ted  License Suspension and two l i s ted  Probation. S im i la r l y ,  

the percentage of Group 4 respondents l i s t i n g  Probation suggests i t  

must be a penalty that came to mind in response to exper ience.  I t  

should also be noted that the penalty of a Jai l  Sentence, while not 

l i s ted  of ten, was only suggested by non-violators and those having 

only minor v io la t ions on the i r  record. This is re f l ec t i ve  of the 

fact  that j a i l  is seldom imposed even for  DWI, a fac t  that may have 

been known among the Group 4 and 5 respondents. 

With one exception (Group 4, Question 6g), the estimated f ines 

for  Running a T ra f f i c  Light/Stop Sign (Figure 5), Following Too 

Closely, Turning into T r a f f i c ,  and Crossing the Center Line (.Figure 

6) f a l l  w i th in  a narrow range across groups. Nearly a l l  f ine es- 

timates f a l l  wi th in the correct range of f ine. For Group 4 on 
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Other 

Table 21 

Penalty Responses 
(Colorado) 

forDWl 

q D  

Group.l 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group-4 

Group 5 

Overal I " 

Loss/Revoked 
License 

223 
(90.7%) 

253 
(94.1%) 

23 
(100.0%) 

42 
(89.4%) 

9 
(90.0%) 

55O 
(92.4%) 

Points on 
Record 

•8 
(3.3%) 

6 
(2.2%) 

(1o.o%) 

15 
(2.5%) 

Ja i l /  
Prison 

Rehabil itation 
Driver School Probation Warning 

3 
( I  .2%) 

3 
(1.1%) 

I0 
(4.1%) 

4 
(l .5%) 

2 
(4.3%) 

l . 

(0.4%) 
. 

(1.1%) 

l . 

(2.1%) 

1 
(0.4%) 

2 
(4.3%) 

6 
(l .0%) 

16 
(2.7%) 

5 
(O.8%) 

3 
(0.5%) 

Total 

246 

269 

23 

47 

I0 

595 



Question 6g, the median value was $15", the sample size was re la -  

t i v e l y  small and one response of $I,000 skews the sample mean to 

such an extent that  i t  should be ignored. Removing the data point  

produces a mean of 16.5 as shown in the dotted curve in Figure 6. 

I f  one concentrates on the upper value of the range of "correct  

f ines"  described previously for  Questions 6a, d, e, f and g, which 

is the f ine that  would be paid in County Court i f  the c i t a t i o n  were 

issued by the Denver Police Department, then nearly a l l  the mean 

estimates are close to the actual f ine .  Only for  the Turning Into 

T ra f f i c  (6f)  offense do the respondents estimate the f ine  higher 

than the actual Denver value. The median estimates for  some vio-  

la t ions  are not qui te as close to the upper value Of t h e c o r r e c t  

f ine .  Questions 6a, d and f can be considered close whi le a l l  

groups tended to underestimate on Questions 6e and g. 

Analysis of Sanction Severity 

Two questions were designed to measure the respondents' be l ie fs  

on the sever i ty  of t r a f f i c  sanctions. Question 7 asked the respond- 

ent to rate the sever i ty  of the f ine the respondent had given in 

Question 6. Question 7 was phrased as fo l lows:  

. In th is  question, the interviewer has wr i t ten  in 
what you thought the f ine would be for  each of 
the v io la t ions  stated in Question 6. Now, please 
c i r c l e  the number of the scale below which most 
accurately re f lec ts  your feel ings on how severe 
the f ine  is as you stated i t .  

Each of the seven offenseswas then l i s ted  along wi th the respond- 

ent 's  answer from Quest ion6.  The respondent then rated the sever- 

i t y  of the f ine  on a f i ve  point  L iker t  scale from 1 (not at a l l  

severe) to 5 (extremely severe). 

*The median values fo r  the other groups for  Question 6g were $20, 
$18, $15 and $15, respect ive ly .  This suggests that  the response 
from Group 4 should not be considered any d i f f e ren t  from the other 
groups. 
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In QueSt!on 8, the respondent is shown what the actual fine 

is and is then asked to rate the severity of the fine on the same 

,~ five point scale. Question 8 was phrased .as follows: 

8. For these same Offenses we are l is t ing below the 
actual range:of fines in the Denver area for a 
person who has been given a ticket and merely 
wishes to pay the standard fine. In the case of 
driving while intoxicated, the penalty given is 
about what is usually given when the driver is 
found guilty of a f i r s t  offense after being ar- 
rested and going to court. Please indicate how 
severe you feel each penalty is, considering 
the standard fine in relation to the seriousness 
of the offense. Please circle one number for 
each offense to indicate where you think the 
penalty fal ls on the scale of severity. 

The seven offenses were then listed along with the actual fine 

information. 

For each v io la t ion ,  Table 22 shows the group-average sever i ty 

es t imates given in response;to Questions 7 and 8. With only one 

exception (-Group 5, Question 7c ) t he  averages for  Question 7 are 

between 2.4 and 2.8, indicat ing an assessment of moderate sever i ty .  

Responses to Question 8 are general ly correlated with the responses 

to Question 6 on the estimated f ine.  For v io la t ions a, d, e, and 

g the respondents tended to estimate the f ines lower than the 

actual value. For these Violat ions most groups tended to revise 

s l i g h t l y  upward the i r  average assessments of sever i ty  when informed 

that the actual f ine was higher than the i r  or ig ina l  f ine est imate.  

The dif ferences between actual f ines and average estimated f ines 

were not large and only in isolated instances, general ly involving 

the re l a t i ve l y  populous Groups 1 and 2, were the dif ferences in 

sever i ty estimates (from Question 7 to Question 8) s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i gn i f i can t  (by the t - t e s t ) .  
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Table 22 

Sanction Severity Averages 
(Colorado) 

Speeding I0 MPH 
Over L imi t  

~ 7a 8a t - va lue  

Group 1 2.4 2,8 - 6 .8**  

Group 2 2.6 2.9 - 4.3 *~ , 

Group 3 2.7 3~0 - I , I  

Group 4 2.6 2;8 - ,9 

Group 5 2.5 2.8 - .9 

Dr iv ing While In tox ica ted  

7c 8c t - va lue  

Group 1 2.6 2.6 .4 

Group 2 2.6 2.7 - 1.8 

Group 3 2.6 2.7 - .6 

Group 4 2.9 3.3 - 2.0 

Group 5 3.7 3.8 - .5 

Fol lowing Too Close 

7e 8e 

Group 1 2.4 2.4 

Group 2 2.5 2.3 

Group 3 2.4 2.5 

Group 4 2.4 2.3 

Group 5 2.6 3.1 

t - va lue  

.8 

3 .0" *  

- . 6  

- . 4  

- 1 . 4  

Crossing Center Line 

7g 8g t -va lue  

Group 1 2.5 2.4 1.4 

Group 2 2.4 2.5 - I , I  

Group 3 2.4 2.7 - 1.6 

Group 4 2.5 2.5 0 

Group 5 2.5 2.8 - 1,8 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Speeding 20 MPH 
Over L imi t  

7b 8b t - va lue  

2.6 2.8 - 3 .3**  

2.8 2,8 - 1.7 

2.7 2.9 - .6 

2.7 2.9 - .9 

2 .7  3.3 - 2,0 

Running a T r a f f i c  L ight  
or Stop Sign 
7d 8d t -va lue  

Group 1 2,5 2.4 2 .8**  

Group 2 2.6 2.5 2.5* 

Group 3 2.8 2.5 1.6 

Group 4 2.5 2.5 - .I 

Group 5 2.4 2.5 - .4 

Turning Into T r a f f i c  

7f 8 f  

Group 1 2.5 2.2 

Group Z 2.5 2.2 

Group 3 2.5 2.1 

Group 4 2.4 2.4 

Group 5 2.8 2.8 

t - va lue  

4 .3**  

4 .5**  

. 7 * *  

. I  

0 

* S i g n i f i c a n t  at  the .05 Tevel. 

**  S i g n i f i c a n t  at the .01 l eve l .  
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For DWI v io lat ions the respondents' average estimate of f ine 

was higher than the actual but the i r  sever i ty  estimates for  Ques- 

t ion 8were s l i g h t l y h i g h e r  than for ~ Ques"tion 7. (except •Group 1 

which made no change). I f  one Considers the median estimate (which 

was midway in the range of actual f i nes ) ,  t h e n t h i s  increase in 

sever i ty  estimate is more plausible•. I t -should be noted that the 

changes in severity•estimate from Question 7c to Question 8c were 

not S ta t i s t i c ' a l l y  s ign i f i can t  for  any group. 

For the Turning Into T ra f f i c  Offens~e, the respondents' es t i -  

mate of the f ine was higher than actual.  In response to th is  high 

estimate the average revised sever i ty est,imate,(Question 8f) de- 

creased s ign i f i can t l y  for  Groups I ,  2 and 3 and remained the same 

for  Groups 4 and 5. 

Therewasonly  one instance in which the group estimate of 

sever i ty  approached the value of four on the scale. For the DWI 

question, Group 5 (a l l  of whom had at least one DWI convict ion) 

thought that the penalty was f a i r l y  severe--giving a 3.7 average 

for  Question 7c"anda 3.8 average for  Question 8c. I t  can be 

assumed that the i r  response may have been highly in f luencedby 

t h e i r  experience, an experience in which a much higher penalty 

than descr ibed in  the. interv iew may have been imposed on them. 

ANALYSIS OF OTHER SANCTIONINGISSUES 

The last  set of questions in the interview was concerned with 

the perceptions of respondents on several sanctioning subjects. 

These subjects included the ef fects of warning t i cke ts ,  appearances 

before a judge, the sanction of attendance at a court t r a f f i c  school, 

whether':sanctionS ' have preventive or educational ef fects and the 

impac to f insurance premium esca la t i on .  • 
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Special and General Effects 

Questions 9 and I0 were directed at whether sanctions in 

general have preventive ef fects or educational e f fec ts .  The ques- 

t ions were phrased as follows~ 

9. Which of the statements below comes closest to your 
fee l ing about the waythe penalt ies fo r  t r a f f i c  
v io la t ions  a f fec t  most dr ivers who have committed 
t r a f f i c  v io la t ions?  ~ 

Preventive or deterrent ef fect--keeps people 
from doing the same thing again. 

Educational ef fect-- teaches people what the 
dr iv ing  laws are andhow to drive safe ly .  

No e f fec t - -pena l t i es  have no e f fec t  on the 
dr ivers concerned. 

I0. Which of the statements below comes closest  to your 
fee l ing about the way that  penalt ies fo r  t r a f f i c  
v io la t ions  a f fec t  most dr ivers who have not com- 
mit ted t r a f f i c  v io la t ions? 

(Same three a l te rnat ives  as above.) 

Table 23 shows the resul ts  for  these two questions. For 

Question 9 on special e f fec ts ,  i . e . ,  the ef fects  on those sanc, 

t ioned, overa l l ,  about 21 percent of  the respondents f e l t  that  

there was no e f fec t .  The non-vio lators (Group I )  and moderate 

v io la to rs  (Group 2) expressed the "no e f fec t "  view more s t rongly  

than the other (heavy v io la to r )  groups. Among those who thought 

there was an e f fec t  the di f ferences between preventive or educa- 

t iona l  e f fec t  were not large (except for  Group 5). Group 1 and 2 

respondents s l i g h t l y  favored the preventive or deterrent  e f fec t .  

As the seriousness of record increased(toward Group 5),  the 

respondents increas ing ly  f e l t  the pr inc ipal  e f fec t  was educat ional .  

Question I0 was aimed at learning the (general) e f fec ts  of  

sanctions on dr ivers who have not committed t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i ons .  

The overal l  s t a t i s t i c s  are about the same as for  the special 

96 



: Tabl e 23 

Questions. 9 and I0 - -  Effect of Penalties on Dr ivers  
(Colorado) 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Overall 

Question 9, 

Preventive or 
Deterrent Effect 

45,4% . 

42,3% 

42 , ]%  

41,5% 

8,3%- 

-43;2% 

QUESTION9 

Educational No 
..Effect Effect 

23.]% 

19.4% 

5,8% 

2..2% 

16,7% 

31,5% 

38.3% 

42,1% 

46,3% 

75'0% ~ 

36,2% 20,6% 

Preventive or 
Deterrent Effect 

48.8  
42.5% 

38.5% 

26,8% 

41.7% 

44,5% 

QUESTION I0 

Educational 
Ef fect  

32.2% 

40,1% 

23;1% 
51,2% 

-16,7% 

•35.8% 

No 
Effect 

19,1% 

17,5% 

38,5% 

22,0% 

41,7% 

19,7% 

Which of the statements below comes closest to your feel ing about the way that penalties for  
t r a f f i c  v io lat ions af fect  mostdr ivers who have committed t r a f f i c  v io lat ions? 

Question I0, Which of the statements below comes closest to your feel ing about the way that penalt ies for  
t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n s a f f e c t  drivers who have not committed t r a f f i c  v iolat ions? 

Preventive or deterrent e f fect  - -  keeps people from doing the same thing again 
Educational e f f ec t  - -  teaches people what the dr iv ing laws are and how to drive• safely 
No ef fect  - - ;penal t ies for  t r a f f i c  v io lat ions have no effect•on the drivers concerned 



ef fects  of Question 9. As can be seen in the tab le ,  there are 

some di f ferences among the groups. Groups 3 and 5--those wi th 

more sanction exper!ence--more strongly f e l t  that  there were no 

sanction ef fects  on ~he general population. Even for  Group 4, 

nearly twice as manyas thought there would be no special e f fects  

thought there would be no general e f fects .  I t  is possible that  

v io lator-respondents who have been in both the non-v io la tor  and 

v i o l a to r  status may be giv ing an ~ndication of  the re la t i ve  d i f -  

ferences between the impact on them of others being sanctioned 

(p r io r  to t he i r  own sanction experiences) and the impact on them- 

selves of t h e i r  subsequent sanct ionexper ience. 

About the same percentages of Groups 1 and 2 respondents f e l t  

that  there would be a general deterrent e f fec t  as f e l t  there would 

be a special deterrent  e f fec t .  The same is true fo r  the educa- 

t iona l  e f fec t .  For Group 3, about the same percentage of these 

mul t ip le-minor  v io la to rs  thought that sanctions had a prevent ive/ 

deterrent  e f fec t  on both the v io la tors  (sanctioned) and non- 

v io la to rs  (non-sanctioned). Only about ha l f  as many Group 3 re- 

spondents as thought there was a special ( v io la to r )  educational 

e f fec t  thought there was a general education e f fec t  as wel l .  The 

Group 4 members gave about the same preference to general deter-  

rence and no e f fec t  but had much more confidence in a general edu- 

cat ive e f fec t .  In cont rast ,  Group 5 had the opposite view of 

Group 4 with respect to general e f fec ts - -a  view that  d i f fe red  from 

i t s  own pos i t ion on special e f fects .  The Group 5 members apparently 

f e l t  that  they learned a l o t  from the i r  experience but those who have 

not experienced sanctions do not learn anything from the fact  that  

others have been sanctioned. 

k .  
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Influence of Warning Tickets 

Question II asks about the influence warning tickets have on 

drivers as compared to getting a ticket. The question was phrased 

as follows: 

I I .  When the police see a t r a f f i c  V io la t ion ,  they 
can stop the dr iver  andgive him/her a warning 
( ins teado f  a t i c k e t ) .  Please c i r c l e  the 
number below which best describes how such a 
warning would influence your dr iv ing practices 
when compared to gett ing a t i cke t .  

I .  Has the same effect  as gett ing a t i cke t .  
2. Has a greater e f f e c t .  
3. some effect  but not as much as a t i cke t .  
4. No effect.  

The responses to the question were as fol lows: 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Same Greater Some No Effect 

Group l 35.6% 33.8% 28.6% 2.0% 

Group 2 30.1% 34.9% 32.3% 2.7% 

Group 3 30.8% 28.2% 41.0% - 

Group4 26.8% 31.7% 39.0% 2.4% 

Group 5 16.7% 33.3% 41.7% 8.3% 

Overall 32.3% 33.9% 31.4% 2.3% 

Although half,or more than half of al l  groups indicated that 

a warning would be as effectiveas or more effective than a t icket, 

the groups more exposed to tickets .... 3, 4, and 5--had larger pro- 

portions indicating that the warning would be less effective or 

ineffective than did Groups] and 2., This suggests that more of 

the drivers who received tickets for serious offenses or for a 

number of minor violations fe l t  that they would not have responded 

to a mere warning. 
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Influence of Court Appearance 

Question 12 was aimed at be l ie fs  on the ef fects of  appear- 

ances before a judge. The question was phrased as fo l lows:  

12. A t r a f f i c  law v i o l a to r  may choose e i ther  to ( I )  
appear before a judge to p]ead h is /her  case, or 
(2) pay a f ine  by mail or to a court c lerk .  To 
what extent would a lecture and f ine given by a 
judge inf luence a person's dr iv ing behavior when 
compared to paying the f ine without appearing 
before the judge? Would you way i t  would have 

I .  Lesser inf luence 
2. Greater inf luence 
3. No d i f ference 
4. No opinion 

The responses to the question were as fo l lows:  

( I )  (2) (3) No (4) No 
Lesse____r Greater Difference Opinion 

Group 1 7.4% 71.9% 15.8% 4.9% 

Group 2 6.5% 64.8% 21.8% 7.0% 

Group 3 5.1% 71.8% 20.5% 2.6% 

Group 4 14.6% 48.8% 26.8% 9.8% 

Group 5 16.7% 66.7% 8.3% 8.3% 

Overall 7.4% 67.7% 19.0% 6.0% 

The responses show a strong be l i e f  that court appearances have a 

greater inf luence on dr iv ing behavior as compared to paying the 

f ine wi thout appearance. The overal l  s t a t i s t i c s s h o w  t h a t t w o -  

th i rds  of  the respondents giv ing the "Greater Inf luence" answer. 

The ind iv idual  group averages vary around th is  overal l  average 

with no s i gn i f i can t  di f ferences between group averages. 

Influence of Court Traffic School 

Questions 13 and 14 asked about the sanction of  court t r a f f i c  

school : 
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13. Do you know that some t r a f f i c  v io la to rs  are 
penalized by having to attend a court t r a f f i c  

school or a Department of Motor Vehicles edu- 
cation program? 

14. Do you th ink such a penalty would pos i t i ve l y  
~. inf luence £our dr iv ing? 

The pos i t ive response to these questions was overwhelming. Over- 

a l l ,  88.5 percent responded "Yes" to Question 13, ind ica t ing  an 

extensive awareness of t r a f f i c  v i o l a to r  schools or l icensing 

agency classes as an a l te rnat ive  sanction. Regarding e f f ec t i ve -  

ness, 81.3 percent of the respondents f e l t  such a penalty would 

pos i t i ve l y  inf luence the i r  d r i v i n g .  

Influence of Insurance Premiums 

There were three questions re lated to knowledge about insur-  

ance premiums. The questions were as fo l lows:  

:15. Do you know that some dr ivers have the i r  
insurance ,premiums Tncreased, or ' the i r  
insurance cancelled, fo l lowing convict ion 
for  a t r a f f i c  v io la t ion?  

16. Is your dr iv ing inf luenced by your aware- 
ness of what insurance companies do? 

17.. In th is  state, some insurance companies 
raise premiums by 25% ( fo r  example, $25 
added to a $I00 annual premium)fo l lowing 
convict ion for  two rout ine moving v io la -  
t ions in the past three years. This i n -  

creased rate is in e f fec t  fo r  three years. 
The same insurance company raises premiums 
by 75% fol lowing three such convict ions in 
three years. Do you th ink  your dr iv ing w i l l  
be inf luenced:by your awareness of  what in-  
surance companies do? .. ,?- 

Question 15 was asked to each respondent. I f  the respondent 

answered "Yes," Question 16 was asked; i f  the respondent answered 

"No," to Question 15, Question 17 was asked. ,. 
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Figure 7 shows the responses to the questions. I t  is obvious 

that an insurance premium is a well-known practice since 93 per- 

cent of the respondents indicated an awareness of i t .  Nearly 70 

percent of those who were aware of th is insurance practice ind i -  

cated that the pract ice influenced the i r  dr iv ing.  This indicates 

that 65 percent of a l l  dr ivers in the sample are so influenced., 

DATA ON SPEEDS 

In order to have a better indicat ion of the actual v io la t ion  

rates, the decision was made to co l lec t  data on the speeds of 

vehicles in the Denver, Colorado area. For this purpose, four 

separate road segments were selected as being typical  of the type 

of street and dai ly  t r a f f i c  volumes i n t h e  area. The road segments 

selected were as fol lows: 

Hampden Avenue--The actual location was on U,S. Route 285 
eastbound approximately one half  mile east of South 
Sheridan Boulevard. The speed l i m i t  is 55 MPH. 

Sante Fe Drive--The location on Sante Fe Drive was north- 
bound approximately one fourth mile north of t h e  
Englewood City l im i t s .  The speed l i m i t  is 45 MPH. 

Highway 72--The location was on the northbound avenue 
approximately one hal f  mile north of West 82nd Avenue. 
The speed l i m i t  is 45 MPH. 

Sheridan Boulevard--The location was northbound approxi- 
mately one fourth mile north of West 44th Avenue. 
The speed l i m i t  i s  35 MPH. 

Hampden Avenue is representative of freeway a c t i v i t y  in the Denver 

area and Highway 72 has typical  mult i - lane t r a f f i c .  Sheridan 

Boulevard is a residential/commercial area and Sante Fe Drive is 

a two-lane rural road. 

For co l lec t ing speed data, Leupold and Stevens, Inc. Model 

CVS545 speed measuring devices were used. A device was placed at 
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Question 15 

Question 15. 

Question 16. 

Question 17. 

Figure 7 

Responses to Questions on Insurance Premiums 
(Colorado) 

Yes --  810 

93~3% 

No- -  58 

6.7% 

Yes --  565 

69.8% 

No --  222 

27.4% 

No Response -~ 23 

Yes --  3 6  
2.8% 

62.1% 

No --  20 

34.5% 

Question 16 

Question 17' 

No Response - - 2  

3.4% 

Do you know that some drivers have the i r  insurance premiums increased, or the i r  
insurance cancelled, fo l lowing conviction for  a t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n ?  

Is your dr iv ing influenced byyour  awareness of what insurance companies do? 

In th is state, some insurance companies raise insurance premiums by 25% ( for  example, 
$25 added to a $I00 annual premium) fol lowing conviction for  two routine moving 
v io lat ions in the past three years. This increased rate is in e f fec t  for  three years. 
The same companies raise premiums by 75% fol lowing three such convictions in three 
years. Do you think your dr iv ing w i l l  be influenced by your awareness of what 
insurance companies do? 



each s i te  fo r  a seven day period and data were col lected at four 

times each day (6:30 a.m., I0:00 a.m., 3:30 p.m., and 7:30 p.m.).  

The i n s t a l l a t i o n  consisted of placing two cables approximately six 

feet  apart across the desired lanes of t r a f f i c .  The cables were 

connected to a processing and recording box located at the side of 

the road segment. The box allowed for  co l lec t ing  speed data in 

each lane of t r a f f i c  on the fo l lowing speed in te rva ls :  'Less than 

35 MPH, 35-39 MPH, 40-44 MPH, 45-49 MPH, 50-54 MPH, 55-57.4 MPH, 

57.5-59 MPH, 60-62 MPH, 62.5-64 MPH, 65-69 MPH, 70-74 MPH, and 

over 75 MPH. 

Before present ing the resul ts  of the speed measurements, i t  

should be mentioned that  some problems were encountered in co l l ec t -  

ing these data. The major problem was that  the device for  Highway 

72 malfunctioned during the week i t  was in place at that  locat ion.  

Therefore, no data are presented for  th is  locat ion.  Also, some 

observations are missing because adverse weather condi t ions pre- 

vented data co l lec t ion  of  normal t r a f f i c  patterns. Further,  i t  

was determined that  the devices did not count the number of  ve- 

hic les accurately during busy times. More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i f  the 

t r a f f i c  volume exceeded 200 vehicles in a f ive-minute i n t e r v a l ,  

the units undercounted the volume of t r a f f i c  by 12-15 percent. 

The resul ts  of three f ive-minute tests during busy periods were 

as fo l lows:  

Actual Count Device Count 

211 187 
206 180 

224 190 

For th is  reason, the t r a f f i c  counts on the freeway and expressway 

presented in the tables are s l i gh t lY  lower than actual because of  

busy period a c t i v i t y .  However, th is  is not a serious problem since 

the primary in te res t  is in the speeds of vehicles. The devices 
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were accurate in c lass i fy ing the speeds of the vehicles i t  counted. 

Further, the undercounting of t r a f f i c  volume does not appear to 

ser iously af fect  the calculat ion of the median speeds and percent 

of vehicles exceeding the speed l i m i t .  

Tables 24-26 show thespeed data by day or week and time 

period. Shown in the table are (1) the to ta l  t r a f f i c  volume of 

the time periods, (2) the 85th percent i le speed, and (3) the per- 

cent of vehicles exceeding the speed l i m i t  by at least lO miles 

per hour. The data in the tables can be fur ther  summarized as 

fo l lows: 

Average Daily T ra f f i c  Volume 
Average 85th Percenti le 
Range of 85th Percenti les 
Average Percent Exceeding Speed 

Limit  by at Least I0 MPH 
Range of Percent Exceeding Speed 0.8-4.9% 

Limit  by at Least I0 MPH 

Hampden Sante Fe Sheridan 
Avenue Drive Boulevard 

18,600 15,700 9,300 
57.7 MPH 47.6 MPH 39..9 MPH 
55.7-59.4 46.1-.51.1 37.0-40.9 

1.7% 2.7% 4.0% 

I . I -7 .5% 1.5-6.9% 

The f igures show that the 85th percent i le is always 2-4 miles per 

hour above the speed l i m i t .  Further, the f igures show that  there 

are some drivers exceeding the speed l i m i t  by at least  I0 miles 

per hour in every time interval  of the day. There is also a f a i r l y  

large range on the percent of dr ivers exceeding the speed l i m i t  by 

at least  I0 miles per hour. 
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Table 24 

Hampden Avenue Vehicle Speed Data 
(Colorado) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traf f ic  Volume 7,374 3,881 4,806 3,757 3,391 3,497 3,365 
85th Percentile 57.5 55.7 55.7 58.0 57.8 57.8 57..9 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 1.2% 1.0% 1.1% 1.9% 1.9% 1.4% 2.2% 

6:30 AM-IO:O0 AM 

Traf f ic  Volume 2,192 4,249 3,711 4,979 5,490 5,283 4,559 
85th Percentile 58.1 57.9 58.0 55.7 57.9 57.7 59.4 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 2.4% 1.3% 1.5% .8% 0.7% 0.7% 4.9% 

I0:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traf f ic  Volume 4,850 
85th Percentile 58.0 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 1.8% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traf f ic  Volume 3,401 
85th Percentile 57.7 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 0.8% 

5,665 5,240 5,562 5,626 5,505 5,816 
58.2 58.1 58.1 58.2 58.0 58.2 
2.6% 1.9% 1.9% 2.5% 1.5% 3.6% 

4,033 4,337 4,696 4,342 5,898 4,884 
57.8 57.8 57.5 57.8 57.6 57.9 

1.0% 1.0% 0.9% 1.0% 1.0% 2.6% 
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Table 25 

Sante Fe Drive Vehicle Speed Data 
(Colorado) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM ' 

C )  

Traf f ic  Volume 2,782 3,098 4,683 3,188 3,295 3,082 2,921 
85th Percentile 50.I 50.0 46.4 50.0 49.6 50.0 50.1 
%iExceeding 55 MPH 3.9% 4.0% 2.3% 3.5% 3.3% 3.9% 4.6% 

6:30 AM-IO:O0 AM : 

T~af f ic  Vo]ume 1,434 4,609 3,034 4,582 4 '482 2,746 
85th Percentile 51.1 46.3 46.2 46.1 46.1 50.5 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 7.5% 1.8% 1.8% 1.3% 1.1% 5.1% 

I0:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traf f ic  Volume 2,742 4 ,762 4,968 4,759 4,700 5,586 4,916 
85th Percentile 50.7 46.3 46.3 46.4 46.3 46.1 46.5 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 6.1% 1.7% 1.6% 2.3% 1.7% 1.7% 2.8% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traf f ic  Volume 2,382 3,833 3,852 4,115 4,290 7,739 2,941 
85th Percentile 46.4 46.2 46.3 46.2 46.3 46.4 46.3 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 2.0% 1.5% 1.6% 1.4% 1.5% 2.4% 1.8% 



Table 26 

Sheridan Boulevard Vehicle Speed Data 
(Colorado) 

O 
oo 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

T ra f f i c  Volume 3,171 2,282 2,357 2,058 3,281 3,266 . . . .  
85th Percent i le 39.6 40.5 40.8 40.9 40.7 40.7 . . . . .  
% Exceeding 45 MPH 3.3% 4.6% 6.9% 6.0% 5.9% 6.1% . . . .  

6:30 AM-IO:O0 AM 

T ra f f i c  Volume 932 2'116 2,783 2,401 2,016 2,830 1,244 
85th Percent i le 40.6 40.3 40.4 40.8 40.8 40.3 40.9 
% Exceeding 45 MPH 5.5% 4.4% 4.3% 5.3% 6.9% 4.3% 5.2% 

lOiO0 AM-3:30 PM 

T r a f f i c  Volume 
85th Percent i le 
% Exceeding 45 MPH 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

T ra f f i c  Volume 
85th Percent i le 
% Exceeding 45 MPH 

3,126 3,204 2,786 3,818 3,715 2,185 
37.6 39.3 40.0 40.2 40.0 . . . .  37.0 

2.9% 2.3% 3.9% 3.7% 3.2% . . . .  3.5% 

2,073 2,954 4,361 3,038 3,365 . . . .  2,712 
39.2 39.1 39.7 40.2 40.1 37.0 

2.5% 1.6% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 2.3% 



CHAPTER SlX 

ANALYSIS OF MARYLAND SURVEY 

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

A to ta l  of 917persons were interviewed at the Motor Vehicle 

Administ rat ion (MVA) headquarters in Glen Burnie, Maryland. Af ter  

the in terv iews were completed, c i t a t i o n  h is to r ies  fo r  the previous 

three years were obtained for  a l l p e r s o n s  interviewed. There were 

13 persons fo r  whom no information could be found because of  missing 

or incorrect  d r i ve r ' s  l icense on the quest ionnaire instrument. A 

to ta l  of 904 questionnaires and h is to r ies  were thus avai lab le for  

analysis.  

Groups of dr ivers were developed according to the number and 

type of v io la t ion  convict ions received during the three-year period 

p r io r  to the survey. The group de f i n i t i ons  (and sample sizes) were 

as fo l lows:  
i 

Group I--No minor and no major v io la t ions  (412) 

Group 2--One to three minor v io la t ions  and no major 
v io la t ions (.313) 

Group 3--Four ormore minor v io la t ions  and no major 
v io la t ions (94.) 

Group 4--One major v io la t i on  andposs ib ly  some minor 
v io la t ions (68) 

Group 5--Two or more major v io la t ions  and possibly 
some minor v io la t ions  (17). 

Table 27 l i s t s  the minor and major v io la t ions  which were used 

in the development of these d e f i n i t i o n s .  Minor v io la t ions  are 

general ly the offense types fo r  which I ,  2, or 3 points may be 

assessed by the Maryland MVA while major offense types have 4 or 

more points associated with them. 
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Table 27 

C lass i f i ca t ion  of Traf f ic 'Of fenses in Maryland 

Major Offenses 

• Driving While A b i l i t y  was Impaired by Consumption of  Alcohol 
or Drugs or a Combination of. Alcohol.and Drugs 

• Driving Af ter  Cancel lat ion,  Revocation, or Suspension of License 

• Fai lure to Stop Af ter  Accident 

• Fleeing in an Attempt to. Avoid Arrest 

e Par t i c ipa t ing  in a Speed Contest 

• Reckless Driving 

• Speeding in Excess of the Posted Speed Limit  by 30 M i l e s P e r  
Hour or More 

Minor Offenses 

e Fai lure to Grant Right of Way 

o Fai lure to Keep Right of Center. 

e Fai lure to Obey Flashing Signal 

• Fai lure to Obey T ra f f i c  Device 

e Fai lure to Reduce Speed to Avoid Accident 

e Fai lure to Stop at Through Highway 

e Fai lure to Stop fo r  School Bus 

e Following Another Vehicle Too Close 

• Improper Lane Changing 

• Improper Passing 

• Improper Turn 

• Negligent Driving 

• Speeding in Excess of  the Posted Speed Limit  by I0 Miles Per 
Hour or.More 

e Stop Sign V io la t ion  

e Wrong Way on a One Way Street 
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General Characteristics 

BefOre presenting the results of~the principal ques.tions from 

the survey, some descriptive information wi l l  be given on the per- 

sons interviewed. The drivers were asked how many years they had 

been driving and approximately how many miles they drove each year. 

The results by group are given in Tables 28, and 29. Table 28 

shows that, in general, drivers in Groups 3, 4, and 5 had been 

driving for fewer years than drivers in Groups l and 2. Groups 3, 

4, and 5 had 41.5 percent, 32.4 percent, and 41.2 percent, re- 

spectively, of the respondents driving less than five years while 

Groups l and 2 had 8.7 percent and 9.9 percent respectively. 

From Table 29, Group I shows 73.5 percent indicating less than 

15,000 miles each year as compared to 54.7 percent for Group 2. 

Group 3 had 31.9 percent driving less than 15,000 miles each year 

while 55.3 percent indicated 20,000 miles or more in a year. 

Groups 4 and 5 were more evenly spread among the possible re- 

sponses. :, 

The following table, shows the distribution by sex of the per- 

sons interviewed: 
' i  

Group l 

Male 222 
55.6% 

Female 183 
44.4% 

sex of Respondents 

Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

235 82 63 14 
75.1% 88~2% 92.6% 87.5% 

78 I I  5 2 
24.9% II.8% 7.4% 12.5% 

The Group 1 percentages are representative of the general driving 

population in the state of Maryland:. I n  the remaining groups there 

is a disproportionate number of males represented. 

Table 30 summarizes the highest level of education for the 

persons interviewed. Groups"l and 2 generally had attained higher 
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Years of 

Table 28 
Driving Experience 
(Maryland) 

Group Less Than 5 to 9 I0-19 20 Years 
5 Years Years Years or More 

Group l 36 44 126 
(8.7%) (I0.7%) (30.6%) 

Group 2 31 81  
(9.9%) (25.9%) 

Group 3 39 
(41.5%) 

23 
(24.5%) 

Group 4 22 15 
(32.4%) (22.1%) 

Group 5 7 
(41.2%) (17.6%) 

• I01 
(32.3%) 

26 
(27.7%) 

17 
(25.0%) 

206 
(50.0%) 

I00 
(3].9%) 

6 
(6.4%) 

14 
(20.4%) 

6 l 
(35.3%) (5.9%) 

Miles 

Table29 

Driven Per Year 
(Maryland) 

Group l 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Under 
I0,000 
Miles 

I0,000- 
15,000 
Miles 

15,000= 
19,000 
Miles 

2O6 
(50.0% 

97 
(23.5%) 

43 
(I0.4%) 

96 
(30.7%) 

8 
(8.5%) 

17 
(25.0%) 

6 
(35.3%) 

75 
(24.0%) 

22 
(23.4%) 

20" 
(29.4%) 

5 
(29.4%) 

62 
:(19.8%) 

12 
(12.8%) 

II 
(16.2%) 

3 
(17.6%) 

20,000 
or More 
Miles 

66 
(16.0%) 

80 
(25.6%) 

52 
(55.3%) 

20 
(29.4%) 

3 
(17.6%) 
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Table 30 

Education of Respondents 
(Maryland) 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group4 

Group 5 

Did no t  
Complete 

Grade Sch. 

3 
(0.7%): 

8 
(2.6%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

1 
(I .5%) 

1 
(6.3%) 

Completed Attended Completed 
Grade High H i g h  Attended 

School School S c h o o l  College 
Completed 
College 

Attended 
Graduate 
School 

18 
(4.4%) 

12 
(3.8%) 

2 
(2.1%) 

l 
( l  .5%) 

2 
(12.5%) 

65 131 106 
(I 5,8%) (31 .8%)  (25.7%) 

4O 11 0 76 
(12 .8%)  (35 .3%)  (24.4%) 

22 32 29 
(23.4%) -(34.0%) (30.9%) 

22 28 12 
C32.4%) (41.2%) (17.6%) 

3 3 7 
(18.8%) (18.8%) (43.8%) 

47 
(11.4%) 

39 
(12.5%) 

7 
(7.4%) 

2 
(2.9%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

12 
(2.9%) ~ 

8 
(2.6%) 

0 
(0.0%1 

l 
(1.5%1 

o 
(0.0%) 

Completed 
Graduate 
School 

3O 
(7.3%) 

19 
(6.1%) 

2 
(2.1%) 

1 
(I .5%) 

0 
(0.0%) 



levels of education than Groups 3, 4, and 5. With Groups 1 and 2, 

a college degree had been obtained by 21.6 percent and 21.2 percent 

of the drivers while with Groups 3, 4, and 5, a college degree was 

obtained by 9.5 percent, 5.9 percent, and 0.0 percent, respect ively.  

Violation History of Respondents 

As with the Colorado survey, i t  is of in terest  to know the 

volume and types of v io la t ions which Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 acquired 

over the three year period under study. 

averages for  the groups are as fol lows: 

The overall to ta ls  and 

Sample Total Number Average Number 
Size of Citat ions of Citat ions 

Group 2 313 430 1.37 

Group 3 94 453 4.82 

Group 4 68 185 2.72 

Group 5 17 _____772 4.24 

Total 492 1,140 2.32 

The average number of c i ta t ions  are, of course, consistent w i th  

the de f in i t ions  of the groups. Group 3, for  example, is comprised 

of a l l  respondents with 4 or more minor v io lat ions and therefore 

the Group 3average is abovethat  number at 4.82 v io la t ions per 

Group 3 respondent. Group 4 was defined as those respondents with 

1 major v io la t ion .  The Group 4 average of 2.72 v io la t ions means 

that the respondents in th is  group had 1 major v io la t ion  and aver- 

aged 1.72 minor v io la t ions over the three-year period. The average 

for  Group 5 respondents was 4.24 c i ta t ions .  Further analysis 

showed that respondents from•this group averaged 2.35 major v io la -  

t ions and 1.89 minor v io la t ions .  

Table 31 provides the number of v io lat ions by type of offense 

for Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 in Maryland. As expected, the categories 

for  speeding v io la t ions account for  a s ign i f i can t  port ion of the 

i14 



Table 31 

Violat ion History of Respondents 
by• Offense Type 

(Maryland) 

Group 2 N 
Citat ions 

Group 3 .N 
Citat ions 

Group 4 N 
Citat ions 

Group 5 N 
Citat ions 

Total N 
Ci tat ions 

Speeding Speeding 
Less Than .Greater 
10 MPH Than 10 MPH 

93 152 
100 190 

61 88 
91 204 

20 37 
24 ' 56 

6 6 
8 11 

180 
223 

283 
461 

Running Red DWI, 
Ligh!~/Stop 

S ign  

66 
68 

46 
65 

16 
21 

2 
3 

130 
157 

36 
36, 

12 
19 

48 
55 

Other 
Offense 

64 
70 

56 
92 

41 
51 

14 
31 

175 
244 

Table 32 

Number of Violat ions by Year 
(Maryland) 

Year 1 
December 1976- 
November 1977 

Year 2 
December 1977- 
November 1978 

Year 3 
December1978- 
November 1979 

Group 2 N 
Citat ions 

145 
170 

123 
' 140 

106 
120 

Group 3 N 
Citat ions 

55 
97 

79. 
i63 

86 
193 

Group 4 N 
Ci tat ions 

28 
47 

33 
51 

48 
87 

Group 5 N 
Ci tat ions 

13 
28 

10 
29 

8 
15 

Total N 
Ci tat ions 

241 
342 

245 
383 

248 
415 
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t o ta l .  With Group 2, 68 percent of the ' to ta l  v io lat ions were for  

speeding. Sixteen percen t were for running red l i g h t  or stop sign 

and 16 percent were fo r  other offenses such as fo l lowing too 

c i o s e l y ,  turning into t r a f f i c ,  and careless d r i v i n g .  Group 3 

fol lows roughly the same d is t r i bu t ion  by type of offense as Group 

2. The de f in i t i on  of Groups 4 and 5 with major v io la t ions causes 

these groups to have a d i f fe ren t  d is t r ibu t ion .  The DWI category 

accounts for  19 percent and 23 percent o f  the to ta l s ,  respect ive ly ,  

' for  these groups. • 

Table 32 shows the number of offenses by year for  the three- 

y e a r  period for the Maryland respondents. The Years are defined 

in twelve-month increments pr ior  to the survey: Year  1 is December 

1976-November 1977; Year 2 is December 1977-November 1978; and 

Year 3 is December 1978-November 1979. Th i r ty  percent of the c i t a -  

t ions occurred during Year I ;  33.6 percent during Year 2; and 36.4 

percent during Year 3. These f igures re f lec t  an increase in the .... 

number of c i ta t ions  over the three-year period. Of course, some 

respondents received c i ta t ions  during each of these years and 

other respondents only in  one or two of the years. These combina- 

t ions can be i l l u s t r a ted  in a Venn diagram with three overlapping 

c i rc les  for, i~he years: . . . . . . . . . .  

Year 1 

Year 3 

Year 2 

116 



The 54 respondents in the middle are the respondents who had at 

least one v io la t ion in each of the, three years. S im i la r l y ,  there 

were 115 respondents who had a v io la t ion  only during Year I ;  92 
. 

only during Year 2; and 97 only during Year 3. 

SURVEY RESPONSES 

In the fol lowing sectlons, an analysis i sp rov ided  on the 

resul ts of the survey given to the 904 respondents. The analysis 

includes the averages of the responses to the questions along with 

appropriate s ta t i s t i c s  for test ing group di f ferences. 

Responses to Questions on Violation Detection and Conviction 

Two questions on the interview instrument asked about the 

perceptions of the respondents in regard to the chances of being 

caught by the police for  certain offenses and of being found gu i l t y  

at  a court appearance for  the offenses. Question 4 was phrased as 

fo l lows:  

4. Following are a number of t r a f f i c  v io la t ions .  
For every I00 dr ivers who commit these acts, 

.~ how many, in your opinion, w i l l  be caught by 
the police in th is  county? You may assume no 
accidents are involved. 

a. Speeding I0 miles per hour over the posted 
speed, l i m i t  • 

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over theposted 
speed l i m i t  

C. Driving while intoxicated (drunk dr iv ing ) 
d. Running a t r a f f i c  l i g h t  or stop sign 
e. Following a moving car too c losely 
f .  Turning l e f t  in f r on t  of oncoming, t r a f f i c  

or pul l ing out into t r a f f i c  ( l i k e a t  an 
~ i~tersect ion or on-a freeway) 

g .  Crossing the center l ine of  the road. 
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The aim of the question was tO determine how drivers in the county 

perceive the pol ice t r a f f i c  lawenforcement a c t i v i t i e s .  

Question 5 was phrased to e l i c i t  s imi lar  perceptions on the 

courts in the county for  the same l i s t  of seven v io la t ions :  

. In th is  County, once a person has been caught by 
pol ice and given a t i cke t  for most of these vio- 
la t ions ,  he can usually pay or mail in the f ine 
or he can challenge the t i cke t  in court. For 
every I00 dr ivers who are t icketed and arrested, 
and choose to take i t  to court,  how many, i n y o u r  
opinion, w i l l  be found gu i l t y  of committing the 
v io la t ion? Again, you may assume that  no acci-  
dents are involved? 

ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONS ON SPEEDING 

Figure 8 i l l u s t r a t e s  the response s given on the two v io la t ions  

of Speeding I0 Miles Per Hour Over the Posted Speed Limit  and 20 

Miles Over the Posted Speed Limi t .  Each l ine in thegraPh gives 

the averages by group for the par t icu lar  v io la t ion .  For example, 

with Question 4a, Group 1 respondents ref lected an averag e of 27.8 

percent of dr ivers being caught f o r  dr iv ing I0 miles per hour over 

the l i m i t  and Group 5 responded with an average of 26.7 percent. 

The l ine of average responses to Question 4a is f l a t  with v i r t u a l l y  

no dif ferences among the averages. An F-test was calculated to 

determine whether the averages were s i gn i f i can t l y  d i f f e ren t .  As 

shown in Figure 8, the F-rat io is /15 for  Question 4a which is 

c lear ly  not large enough to be ,s ign i f icant .  In regard to court 

actions fo r  speeding I0 MPH over the l i m i t ,  the average responses 

are higher. Group 1 responded that 41.I Percent • of the dr ivers 

who challenge the v io la t ion  in court w i l l  be found g u i l t y .  The 

l ine for  Question 5a/rises to  a high of 51.7 pe rcen t fo r  Group 4 

and then f a l l s  to 45.9 percent for  Group 5. The F-rat io  of 2.54 
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Figure 8 

Responses to Questions on Speeding 
(Maryland) 
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Group I Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

5b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit  
(Conviction) (F=4.43; .01) 

5a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit  
(Conviction) (F=2.54; .05) 

4b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit  
(Detection) (F=1.56 n.s.) 

4a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit 
(Detection) (F: .15; n.s.) 

Overall Statistics 
Number of Range of Responses 

Question Responses Average Percent (Number) 

4a 
4b 
5a 
5b 

904 
904 
904 
904 

28.3 
37.2 
44.2 
56.4 

0% (27) to 100% (10 )  
0% ( 5 )  to 100% (13 )  
0% (38) to 100% (40 )  
0% ( 7 )  to 100% (102) 



is s i gn i f i can t  at the .05 level indicat ing a d i f ference between 

the groups' responses to Question 5a. 

The ranges of responses shown at the bottom of Figure 8 are 

also of in te res t .  With Question 4a, there were 27 respondents who 

stated that  none of the v io la to rs  speeding I0  MPH over the l i m i t  

would be caught and at the other extreme there were I0 respondents 

who stated that a l l  v io la tors  would be caught. With Question 5a, 

there were 30 responses s ta t ing that the court would not f ind  any- 

one g u i l t y  and there were 40 responses that a l l  v io la to rs  would 

be found g u i i t y .  Some of the extreme perceptions, e .g . ,  zero 

chance of detect ion fo r  a I0 MPH and I00 percent chance of con- 

v ic t ion  fo r  a•20 MPH v i o l a t i on ,  may be correct in some enforcement 

and adjudicat ion environments. However, the I00 percent detect ion 

estimates andzero court convict ion rate estimates are u n r e a l i s t i c .  

Question 4b asked about the chances of being caught by the 

pol ice for  dr iv ing 20 MPH over the l i m i t .  With th is  question, 

Groups 1 and 2 have v i r t u a l l y  the same average response of  36.3 ' 

percent fol lowed by a s l i g h t l y  higher response for  Group 3 and 

again s l i g h t l y  higher fo r  Groups 4 and 5. Even though there is a 

r ise in theaverages,  the di f ferences are not great enough to be 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t ;  the F-rat io  is 1.56 which is not s ig -  

n i f i can t  at the .05 leve l .  

On Question 5b on court actions for  speeding 20 MPH over the 

l i m i t ,  Figure 8 shows a steady increase for  the groups. Group 1 

respondents Showed an average of 52.5 percent and the averages r ise 

s tead i ly  to 69.5 percent for  Group 5. There is a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f -  

ference between groups; the calculated F-rat io  is 4.43 which is 

s i gn i f i can t  at the .01 leve l .  

" The table at the bottom of the f igure shows the range of 

responses to.:the questions of speeding more than 20 MPH over the 
~ " " " ' ~ '  .~; , '  , ~ ." ' .  ' ~  . . . .  ~ ' : - .  . . . .  L -  • , ~ :  " ,. L ~ . ,  , ' - . '  
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l i m i t .  Five respondents stated that no v i o l a to r  would be caught 

by the pol ice when speeding 20 MPH over the l i m i t  while 13 re- 

spondents stated that a l l  such v io l a to rswou ld  be caught by the 

pol ice.  For Question 5b, seven respondents stated that  the courts 

would not f ind anyone chal lenging the c i t a t i o n  g u i l t y  of the v io-  

l a t i on  whi le 102 respondents .stated that  the courts would f ind a l l  

such persons gu i l t y .  When examined by group, these 102 respondents 
were as fo l lows: 

Group I--41 (I0.0 percent of respondents) 
Group 2--31 (. 9.9 percent of respondents) 
Group 3--12 (12.8 percent of respondents) 
Group 4--12 (17.6 percent of respondents) 
Group 5-- 6 (35.3 percent of respondents) 

I t  should be noted that the percentages increase from Group 1 to 

Group 5. In terms of these percentages~ the dr ivers with more 

c i ta t i ons  and court experiences tend to have moreextreme views• 

on court convict ions. 

Analysis ofQuest ions on Driving While Intoxicated 
and Running a T ra f f i c  Light or Stop Sign 

In Figure 9, the resul ts fo r  the offenses of Driving W~ile 

Intoxicated (DWI) and Running a T ra f f i c  Light or Stop Sign have 

been displayed. ,With the DWI offense (.Question 4c), Group 1 be- 

l~eved that 32.6 percent of the v io la to rs  would be caught by the 

police~ Group 2 had a s l i g h t l y  lower average and then an increase 

occurs in the grouP averages to 42.7 percent fo r  Group 5. There 

is a s t a t i s t i ca lTy  s ign i f i can t  d i f ference in these averages as 

indicated by the calculated F-test value of 2.6. I t  is also of 

in te res t  that t.hese averages are between the.averages fo r  the ques- 
t ions on speeding. 

With regard.to court actions on DWI (.Question 5c), there are 

di f ferences between Groupsl and 2~,vemsus. Groups.~3 4., and 5 
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Responses to Questions on DWI and Running T ra f f i c  Light 
Or Stop Sign 
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5d--Running T ra f f i c  Light or 
Stop Sign (Conviction) 
(F=4.08; ,01) 

4c--Dr iv ing While Intoxicated 
(Detection) (F:2.60; ,05) 

4d--Running T ra f f i c  L ight  or 
Stop Sign (Detection) 
(F=1.90; n . s )  

Group 1 GroUp ' ' ' 2 Group 3: Group 4 Group 5 

• Overal I S ta t i  sti, cs 

Question 

4c 
4d 
5c 
5d 

Number of 
Responses 

904 
899 ' 
903 
903 

'Average 

32,4 
26,3 
63,0 
50,0 

Range Of Responses 
Percent (Number) 

0% ( 7)~to I00% ( 1 1 )  
0% (14) to 100% ( 6 )  
0% ( 7 )  to 100% (173) 
0% (14) to 100% ( 8 5 )  
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Group 1 had an average of 58.8:percent with a r i se  to 63.3 percent  

for  Group 2. Group 3 is highest with 72.6percent  fol lowed by 72.0 

percent fo r  Group 4, and 70.3 percent fo r  Group5. The l a t t e r  

three groups have had more experience with. the courts and tended 

to respond higher than the other two groups. I t  should also be 

noted that a l l  f i ve  group averages are highe r than the i r  counter- 

parts, fo r  the sPeeding offenses. 

-. As wi th  the speeding questions., the respondents gave ranges 

of values from 0 to I00 percent. On Question 4c, there were 7 

responses of zero percent and II  responses of I00 percent. With 

Question 5c, there were 7 responses of zero percent and 173 re- ~, 

sponses of I00 percent. The 173.responses were d is t r ibu ted  as 

fo l lows:  

Group I - -58 (.14.1 percent of respondents) 
-Group 2--58 (.18.6 percent of respondents} 
Group 3-.-33 (35.4,percent of.respondents) 
Group 4--20 (129.4 percent of respondents) 
Group 5-- 4 (23.5 percent of  respondents) 

With regard to the Running a Traf f ics,Light /Stop Sign offense, 

the responses to Question 4d are mixedas shown in Figure 9. Group 

1 had an average of 27.2 percent, Group 2 had a lower average f o l -  

1'owedby a r ise to Group 4 and then ad rop  to 20.9 percent for  

Group 5. There i,s.no s ign i f i can t  d i f fe rence  between averages, at 

the,'.05 level a,s. ref lected in the F - ra t i o  value of 1.9. i t s h o u l d  

also,be noted that these averages~:are below-%hose f o r  speeding lO 

MPHover the l i m i t .  .,.. " 
. i  

On the court action question;"Group l had an average of '47.0 

percent.and Group 2 wasonly s l i g h t l y  higher. Groups 3, 4, and 5 

have very Close :averages around 58.g percent. The averages among 

a l l  groups are s i g n i f i c a n t l y ' d i f f e r e n t a s  re f lec ted by the F-rat io  

o f 4 . 0 8 .  I t  is also o f i n t e r e s t ~ t h a t t h e " f i r s t  two groups have 

much lower averages than the other three groups. I t  is th is  d i f -  

ference which causes the averages to be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t .  
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The range Of values was again from 0 to I00 percent. With. 

Quest.ion 4d, there were.14 responses of zero percent and 6 re- 

sponses of lO0. percent. W i t h  Question 5d, there were~..14 responses, 

of zeropercent  and 85 responses of lO0 percent. 

Analysis With Median Values ~ 

As was the case in analyzing data from the survey in Colorado, 

the median values of each respondent group were examined to deter-  

mine whether any d i f f e r e n t  conclusions resu l t  than were obtained 

from the analysis with averages,  This is done because of  the 

number of extreme values, and the i r  potent ia l  impact on the sample 

averages. Extreme values can have an e f fec t  of making the, sample 

means unrepresentative of  the sample. Indeed, th is  section w i l l  

show that th is  s i tua t ion  does occasional ly occur with the responses. 

However, the overal l  conclusions on the trends of the responses 

remain the same whethe.r the. sample averages or sample medians serve 

as the basis. ., 

Table 33 gives the medians for  Questions 4a through 4d and 5a 

through 5d. The median is .def ined as the value at which 50, percent 

of the responses are below the value and 50 percent above the value. 

I t  is the midpoint of  the dalta values. .  The resul ts  f o r  Question 4a 

i l l u s t r a t e  the di f ferences between the samplemean and median,. 

Table 33 shows that  each group had a median of ~20 percent. Tha t . i s ,  

ha l f  the respondentsgave responses.of 20 percent or below and h a l f  

gave responses of 20 percent or more. I t  is noteworthy that  the 

medians do notchange among the groups so that there is obviously 

no reason to believe that  di f ferences among groups ex is t  in . regard 

to the perceptions of being caught by the pol ice fo r  speeding lO 

MPH over the speed l i m i t .  Figure.8 showed that the averages fo r  

Question 4a were very close around 27 percent and that  there was 

, .  ~ , "  , 
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Table 33 

Medians • f o r  Ques t ibns4  and 5 

Question 

4a 

4b 

4c 

4d 

5a 

5b 

5c 

5d 

Group 1 

2O 

3•0 
25 

20 

35 

5O 

70 

5O 

Group. 2 

20 

30 

20. 

20 

50 

60 

75 

50 

Group 3 

20 

40 
.25 

20 

50 

75 

90 
! , i  

75 

Group 4 

20 
• t 

4O 

35 

20 

50 

75 

90 

70. 

Group 5. 

' 2 0  

45 

40. 

I0 

,50 

8O 

. . . .  " 75 
" 60  ~L 

, , , , , .  • . 

no signif icant difference among theaverages. The results ar e 

therefore the same whether, the sample averages.or medians serve as 

the basis. , . . ., . ~ .,.~ 

:With~Question 4b, regard ing~detect ion o f speed ing "20  MPH over 

the l i m i t , . t h e  medians in,crease~frbm 30percent .  i n  Groups l :and~2 

to 45pe rcen t  fo r  Group' 5. Wi th~ th i . s .qUes t ioh ,  there'..is-'a':.con- 

siderabl"e •increase in themed i .ans  Which Was not r e f l e c t e d  i n  the, 

averages. " ~ ~ " ~ .' ~ 

' With'Question 4c (DWI deteEtion) a~d4d"( t raf f ic  i igh~/stop ~ 
' ,~ - , , . . ~ ,  . . - '  . , , ' i , - .  

sign de tec t i on ) ,  the analys is  of the medians gives the Same con ~ 

d~usions as the averages in Figure •9..:With;~bot:h quest ions;,  the 

medianValues"are below'the averages. For•Quest ibn 4c;,'.the medians 

.range from 20 percent:.with 'Group 2 ~o 40•p~rcent w i t h  .Group~5. For  

Question 4d, the f i r s t  four  groups have a median ~bf,20 percent,and 

the f i f t h  grouP, a median of  lO percent.  The conclusion is tha t  

there are group, d i f fe rences  w.i,lth Ques t ion4c  but no t :w i th  Question 

4d. ' 
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The bottom portion of Table 33 shows the median values by 

group for Question 5 (convictions). The medians generally support 

the conclusions from Figures 8.and 9...With Question 5a, Groupl 

hasamedian of 35 percent while theother four groups have a 

median of 50 percent. Group l is th~larges t group and i t  can 

therefore be argued that the~Group l responses are different from 

the other groups. In Figure 8, there was also a significant di.f- 

ference among the averages due in large part to a lower average 

value for Group~l 

With Questions 5b, 5c, and 5d, the medians show the same 

pattern as in Figures 8 and 9.~ The conclusions remain that the 

responses to Question 5b show an increase going from a median to 

50 percent for Group l to 80 percent for Group 5. With Question ~ 

5c, the medians are 70 and 75 percent for the f i rs t  two groups 

increasing to 90 percent for Groups 3 and 4 and 85 percent in 

Group 5.~ As with the averages in Figure 9, the f i rs t  two groups 

have medians.which are less than the other groups The same. 

Pattern holds for the medians • for Question 5d. The median is 50 

percent for the f i rs t  ~two groups and then changes to 75 percents. 

70 percent, and 60 percent for the last three groups, respectively, 

~he~averages in Figure•.9 are. significantly different and this i s  
rleflected in the medians. 

In :summary, an analysis with.medians rather than averages leads 

to the same conclusions on similarities and differences among groups. 

The medians have different values than the averages and enhance the 
understanding of the data... 

Analysis of questions on Following Too Closely, 
Turning I.nto Traffic.~ and Cro'ss.ing the Center Line 

Figure lO shows the responses for the violations of Following 

Too Closely, Turning Into Traffic, and Crossing the Center Line. 
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Responses to Questions on FollowingToo Closely, 
Turning Into Trafficand Crossing Center Line 

(Maryland) 
i 

Chances 

",4 

60 

50 

40 

30 

_10. ,.- 

_ - . . . . . . . .  • 45.8 .%-- _ - • 4 3 .  

. -"" 222-  42. 
35.8,- 4 - "  "" m-- 

31 8 • -4~- - 
31  - - - 4 ~ -  • • : . 

" , J o - , _ ~ "  ' 24.2 4g--Crossing Center Line (F=2.6; .05) 
19.6-~ - ~ - r ' ~ ~ " - - - ~ ~ " ~  ~ ' 2 0 " 3  4f--Turning IntoTraff ic (F=2.6; .05) 

18.9_ -e' '~ " ~ - ~ " - ~ ' ~ .  ~ 15.6 4e--Foliowing Too Closely(F=O.g;n.s.) 
L 17.2 

L.~ ,• 

Gr6upl GroUp.2 ~ Group 3 Group 4 Group5 

Question 

4e 
4f 
4g 
5e 
5f 
5g 

"Overall. Stat is t ics  

Numberof 
Responses. 

901 
904 
904 
902 
904 
904 

Average ,. 

18.7 
20.6 
17.6 
32.8 
38.4 
33.5 

Range of Responses 
'Percent (Number) 

0% (133) to 100% ( 9 )  
0% (57 )  to 100% ( 4 )  
0% (98 )  to 100% ( 7 )  
0% (98) to 100% (37) 
0% (45 )  to 100% (63) 
0% (78 )  to 100% (46) 

5f--Turning Into Tra f f i c  (F:4.0; .01) 
5g--Crossing Center Line (F:2.8; .05) 
5e--Following Too Closely (F=l .2;n.s.)  



In general, these responses follow the same ~rends as the viola- 

tion of Running a Traffic Lightor Stop Sign.- With the violation 

of Following Too Closely, the averages for Question 4e are very 

close for Groups l ,  2, and 3 at17.2 percent. Group 4 is higher 

at 22.1 percent followed by Group 5 at 15.6percent. The F-ratio 

of .86 is not significant. With Question 5e, there is again no 

difference between group average even though there is a steady 

rise in the averages. Groups l and 2 havevery close averages 

around 31.2 percent followed by an increase to 42.5 percent for 

Group 5, Group 5 was the smallest group of respondents and there- 

fore did not carry as much weight in the F-ratio calculation. The 

other four groups do not differ enough to Cause a Significant 

F-ratio. 
.i 

With Question 4f on Turning Into Traffic, Group l is lowest 

with an average of 18.9 percent followed by increases to 24.8 per- 

cent for Group 4. There is the m a decrease to 20.3 percent for ...... 

Group 5L With Question 5f, the pattern is that Groups l a n d 2  

have very close averages around 36.0 percentwhile Groups 3, ,4,  

and 5 are higherwith averages around 46.0 percent. The F-ratio " 

is statist ical ly significant at the 05 level. 

With Question 4g on Crossing the Center Line, Groups l ,  2 ,  

and 3 have very closeaverages around 17.2 percent.followed by an 

increase to 24.2 percent for Groups 4 and 5. The F-ratio value 

of 2.6 is significant at the 05 level. With Question 5g, Groups 

l and 2 have close averages around 31.8 percent while Groups 3, 

4 ,  and 5 have averages around 41.O'percent. The F-ratio of 2.8 

is signif icantat the .05.1evel. 

The ranges of values for these questions are shown at the 

bottom of Figure lO. These are of interest because of the number 

of responses at the extreme values. With Questions 4e, 4f, and 

4g, there were relatively high nUmbersof respondents who~gave~.~/ 
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answers of zero percent (133 zero responses to 4d; 57 t o 4 f ;  and 

98 to 4g). These zero responses were not concentrated in any 

particular group but wereinsteadspread among the groups. 

Comparisons With violation History 

Appearances and Cour t Conviction Perceptions 

Upto this point, the analysis has concentrated on comparisons 

of different groups of violators. With regard to the perceptions 

of being found guilty in court, there;have been several offense 

types for.which there were differences between GrouPs l and 2 

versus Groups 3, 4, and 5. As another approach to the analysis, 

i t  may be of benefit to consider respondents with court appear- 

ances as compared to respondents without court appearances. With 

this analysis, Group lrespondents do not have anyviolations or 
C 

courtappearances but can s t i l l  serve as a comparison, group. At 

the other extreme, vir tual ly all Group 4 and Group 5irespondents 

have had court appearances since their violations were major in 

nature. TheirPerceptions as reflected in the survey results have 

therefore been-based onboth their  detection and adjudication 

exPeriences. With Groups 2 and 3, th~ respondents have some 

mandatory appearances but they also .have appeared in.court to 

chailenge the Citation which, was issued. W~th all thegroups, the 

court experience can be expected tO affect bnly their perceptions 

of court actions rather than their perceptions of detection by the 

police. 

Table 34 Shows the response, averages for Question 5 with 

Groups 2and 3!split into Court/No court Appearance categories. 

The averages for the "Court Appearance" columns were calculated 

from those respondents who had at least one court appearance for 

a citation during the three-year period under study. The averages 
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Court Appearances 

Table 34 

and Court Conviction Perceptions 
(Mary] and) 

Question ~ Group l 

5a 

5b 

5 c  • 

5d 

"" 5e 

5f 

5g 

41 .l 

52.5 

58.8 

47.0 

31.2 

35.8 

31.8 

Group 2 
No Court Court 

Appearance Appearance 

44.2 

58.4 

64.8 

51.7 

32.4 

: 37.2 

32.1 

46.0 • 

54.7 

6O.2 

44.5 

33.0 

36.9 

31.2 

Group3 
No Court Court 

Appearance Appearance• 

50.2 

64.3 

74.3 

61.3 

37.7 

46.5 

40.0 

47.6 

59.9 

67.8 

50.2 

28.3 

44.5 

37.0 

/ 

Group 4 

5] .7 

Group 5 

45L9 
65.3 

72.0 

59.3 

37.0 

48.1 

41.3 

69.5 

70.3 

58.9 

42.5 

45.8 
.L 

43.8 
< 



for the "No Court Appearance"i columns were calculated from those 

respondents who decided to pay the fine and not challenge the 

citation in court. In Group 2, there were 196 persons without a 

court appearanceand l:17 person s with a court appearance, while 

in Group 3 there were 25 persons without acourt appearance and 

69 with a court appearance. ~- . 

The averages in the table support theprevious analysis. Of 

particularnote is that with Group3, the Court' Appearance averages 

are higher than the No Court Appearances • for everyoffense Gate- 

gory. In fact, the Court Appearance averages for GrOup 3 are 

generally in l,ine with-the averages for Groups.4 and 5. I t  is 

for this reason that thesethree groups have had similaraverages 

in the previous figures. With Group 2, the averages in the two 

categories are usually close and in most cases, the No Court Ap- 

)earance average is higher than the Court Appearance category. 

In summary, in Maryland,:it appears that court appearances 

have the result of generally raising the perceptions of being ' 

found guilty. Both occasional court appearances, as in Group 3, 

and more frequent court appearances, as in Groups 4 and 5, have 

the effect of increasing the perceptions of being found guilty. 

• Time of Citations and Perceptions 

• AS with the, Colorado survey, there was-interest in whether 

time had aneffect on the response on the chances ofdetection. 

: I t  was hypothesized that persons who had recently received a. 

citation would have higher responses than persons whose citations 

occurred at an earlier time. One way of analyzing this effect is 

to consider "single year" offenders. These are defined as re- 

spondents who had received a citation during one of the three 

.years but not the other two. From the Venn diagram presented 

earl ier, i t  is possible to make the following definitions: 
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Group A: Respondents who received c i ta t ions  in ..~ 
Year l (December 1976-November1977) 
but no tdu r i ng  Years 2 or 3 (N=l lS). ~-. 

Group B: Respondents who received c i ta t i ons  in 
Year 2 (December 1977-November 1978) 
but not during Years l or 3,(N=92). 

Group C: Respondents who rece i vedc i t a t i ons  in  
Year 3 (December 1978-November 1979 )  
but not during Years l or 2 (N=97). 

These groups can be compared with Group l for  Question 4 on 

detect ion as shown in the fo l lowing f igures:  

quest!on 

Table .35 

Relationships of Perceptions to Time 

Group A Group B Group C Group l 

4a 31. l 

4b 38.6 

4c 31.5 

4d 24.7 

4e 15.8 

4f 23.9* 

4g 18.1 

"29.7 

,36.9 

30.5 

• 26.2 : 

i9.7 

18.6 
,16.5 

23.7 

34.7 

31.5 

24.4 

18.7 

23.6 

18.6 

27.8 

36.3 

32.6 

~ 27..I 

19 .6  

28.9  

T7.2 

The asterisk means that theaverage is significantly higher than 

the Group l average.  As  shown, there is only one such average;  

Further, most of the averages in Groups A, B, and Care lowe____~r than 

the Group l w h i c h  could be. in te rp re ted  as 'saying t h a t . t h e  c i t a t i o n  

had no effect on the driver's •perceptions of' being caught.~bythe 

p o l i c e .  A l s o , t h e ~ e  is  no l i n e a r  t rend . f rom~Group 'AtoGroup B to 

Group C. Insummary, there'isno,evidence from this approach~that 

s u g g e s t s a  d e t e r r e n t  e f f e c t  over time. - , 
: , ! , :  . , , . 
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ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED FINES AND SANCTIONSEVERITY 

Analysis of Estimated Eines 

The aim of Question 6 was. to determine the extent of the - 

respondents' knowledge regardingthe fines in the county f o r t h e  

seven v io la t ions.  The question was phrased as fol lows: 

6. For each of the same violations we've been ta lk-  
: ing aSout, I 'd  l ike to 'get your idea-ofwhat the 

fine in this County would be i f  the person.had a 
clear driving record. I f  you're not sure, just  

. give me your best.~uess...~Youmay, assume no.. 
accident is involved. 

Note that the question asks for therespondent's estimate for the 

f i r s t  offense (clear driving record) and wi thno accident involve- 

ments. The correct answers to. thequest ion are as fol.lows: 

Offense 

6a -- Speeding• lO MPH Over Limi.t 

6b -- Speeding.20 MPH Over. Limit 

6c -- Driving Whi.le Intoxicated 

6d -- Running a Traff ic L ight .or  
..Stop• Sign . . . . .  , , . . . :  , .,, 

6e - -  Following Too Close ly  

6f - -  Turning In Front of. T r a f f i c  

6g -- Cross!ing thecenter Line 

.Fine 

..$ 40.00 

50.00 .... 

125.00 plus a pos- 
s ib le  suspension 
of  30days 

20.00 

30.00 ~. 

30.00 

30.00: 

Except for DWl,these ,fines are exactly as given in::the f ine 

schedule for Mary.land...DWI:is ,different since itmandates a court 

appearanceand the fine is determined at the hea.r~ng, ,.Aspa, r t . 0 f  

Question 6c,,the,respondent.was also,.asked what other penal,ty there 

might:be for aDWI f i r s t  offense . . . .  ~- - . . . . .  
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The Maryland law on DWI Statesthat~On the f i r s t  ~onVicti6n • 

the criminal penalty can be up to one year and/or a fine of not 

more than $I,000. In addition, an administrative action can be• 

taken to revoke the person's driving license for not .lesslthan 

60 •days Discussions with court personnel in the•District Court 

having jurisdiction in Anne. Arundel County indicated •that $125 

was the average fine actually given for the f i r s t  offense of DWI 

and that j a i l  and license revocations were seldom invoked for the 

f i r s t  offense. ~ 

Figures I I  and 12 Showthe a n a l y s i s o f  responses to Question 

6. With some exceptions, the group averages are lower than the 

actual f ines fo r  the two speeding offenses, Following Too Clo'sely, 

Turning Into T r a f f i c ,  and Crossing the Center Line. The group 

averages are higher than the actual f ines fo r  DWI and Running a '~• 

T ra f f i c  Light or Stop Sign. 

For the v io la t i on  of Speeding i0 MPH Over t h e L i m i t ,  the 

group averages are very close, ranging between $22 and $24, The 

F- ra t io  of 1.07 is not s i gn i f i can t .  The same resu l t  i s  true with 

the v io la t i on  of Speeding 20 MPH Over the L imi t .  The Group 5 

average of $52 is s l i g h t l y  higher•than the actual f ine  but other-  

wise the group averages are about $42 which is lower than the 

actual f ine .  •~ 4 

The group averages' for DWI are the most i n te res t i ng  because 

they are a l l  higher than the actual average f ine  and show an in-  

crease with the groups. The high average of•$385 fo r  Group 5 is 

the main reason for the F-ratio beingsignificant ~. Of the~17 "- 

Group 5 respondents, two gave estimates' between~$500,$600 and. 

four gave estimates of $1,O00-or more.. These estimatesare, not 

completely unreasonable for Group 5, given their history and the. 

• ~exact wording of the law but they do not reflect actual court 

practice. 

, b  
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Figure 11. Responses to Questions on Fine for ~$385.4  6c--Driving While Intoxicated 
Speeding, DWI, and Running Traffic Light f (F:I0.13; .01) 
(Maryland) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . /  . ,  

$133.2 . . . . . .  l -  

, ~ ...... ....... ,~ ...... ~, ~ . ; . ~  ...... - ~ ~ $  52 0 ~ 6b--Speeding(F=.69; n.s,)20 MPH Over Limit 

$41.8e--- - - - - - - ' '~-  

~I .... ~ $  32.6 

$ 2 7 . 3 ~ . . . ~  . . . . .  . l '  

" e mS 24.1 
$22.1 " ' ~  

6d--RunningTraffic Light or 
StopSign (F=.58; n.s.) 

6a--SpeedinglO MPH Over Limit 
(F=1.07; n.s.) 

| | 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

~ :.~ " Overall Sitat~s;tics , " ,: 
:~ Range of Responses Correct 

Question Responses Average Dollars (Number) Answer 

6a 
6b 
6c 
6d 

900 
902 
876 
897 

$ 23.41 
$ 43.01• 
$166.75 
$ 28.39 

$0 (13) to $ 300 (2 )  
$0 (9 )  to $ 500 (1 )  
$0 (.13) to $1000 (27) 
$0 (119)to $ 500 (1 )  

$ 40. O0 
$ 50. oo 
$125.00 
$ 20.00 
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Figure 12 
Responses to'QuestionsonFine forFollowing Too Closely, 

-Turning IntoTraffic and.Crossing Center Line 
(Maryland) 

$27 3 A _ : . . . . . .  

$23.5~:  
$20.1 = e ~ ~  

~ $ 3 7 . 1  

. . . .  --~ 1526.8 
' -$23 2 A _ • 

Group 1 Group 2 .... Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

Question 

~ 6e 
6f 

- ~6g 

Number o f  
Responses 

895 
894 
890 

Overall S 

-Average -~ 

$ 20.67 
$ 27.56 
$ 24.54 

tatistics 
Range of Responses Correct 

• ;; ..... Dollars. (Number) Answer 
iL 

$0 (64)  to. $~'252 (1 )  
$0 (36) to $ 200 (3) 
$0 (49) to $ 300 '(I) 

$30. O0 
$30.00 
$30.00 

6f--Turning Into Traffic 
(F=7.25; n.s.) 

6g--Crossing Center Line 
(F= .70; n.s.) 

6e--Following Too Closely 
(F= .62; n.s.) 
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The following table gives themedian values for the fine 

estimates for each group and for each of the selected violations: 

Table 36 

Median Values for Question 6 . u  

: Correct 
question 

6a. 
6hi 

6c 

6d; 

6e 

6f  

6g 

Group l Group. 2 

20 20 20 

40 40 40 

125 125 125 

25 25 25 

20 20 20 

25 25 25 

20 20 20 

Grou P 3 Group 4 Group 5 
20 20 

4 0  50 

125 225 

25 25 

15 20 

2 5  35 

20 25 

Value 

40 

50 

125 

20 

30 
30 

30 

These values generally support the averages previously gilven. In 

the case of DWI, the f i r s t  four groups have a median equall to the 

general practice in the county while the Group 5 ~!s once again 

much higher 

As previously mentioned, the second part,of Question 6c asked 

what other penalties might be associated with DWI.. A total, of 653 

persons gave responses, to this part of .the question and these are 

summarized in Table 37. The majority of the responses are in the 

revocation category (64.6 percent) and•points-on-record category 

(15.3 percent). These results ace consistent,across groups. 

The actual-fine for Running a Traffic Light ~or Stop Sign is 

$20 inMaryland. The group responses are higher than $20 for 

Group l with an average of $27 and Group 5 with am average of $33. 

The F-ratio is not significant• ,~ 

Figure 12 Shows the averages~for the remaining three viola- 

tions. Because of outl ier values some adjustments~were necessary 

for the averages shown for Turning Into Traff!c and Crossing the 
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c~ 
Go 

Group l 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Overal I 

Table 37 
Other•Penalty Responses for DWI 

(Maryland) 

Loss/Revoked- 
'License 

Points on 
Record- 

Jai l /  
Prison 

Rehabilitation 
Driver School Probation 

:i95 
(65.0%) 

150 
(68.2%) 

40 
(58.o~) 

32 
'(66.7%) 

~:" 5 " 

(31.3%) 

422 
~ (64.6%) 

47 ̧  
(15~..7%) 

• i 

35 
(]5~9%) 

, , .  

(l I : 6%) , 

7 
(14:6%) 

3 
(18.8%) ;: 

I00 
(15.~3~) 

23 
(7.7%) 

20 
(9.1%) 

8 
(11,.6%) 

5 

ClO. 4%). 

• " 5 , 

.(31.3%) 

61. 

17 
(5.7%) 

g 
(4..1%) 

7 
lO.l%) 

3 
(6'3%) 

3 
(18.8%) 

- /  

3 9  
( . 6 , 0 ~ )  " 

2 
(.7%) 

l 
(.5%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

3 
(.5~) 

Warning 

16 
(.5.3%) 

5 
(2.3%) 

6 
(8.7%) 

1 
(.2.1%) 

0 
(O.O%) 

28 
(4.3%) 

Total 

300' 

220 • 

69 

4 8  

16 

653 

/ 



Center Line.: Four respondents gave answers.of more than $500 

which had. the effect of explodingthe a#erage forGroup 4. These 

four•responses were eliminated in der.iving the averages shown in 

Figure12. With each v iq lat ion. in  Figure 12,,the actual fine is 

$30 and the only group:average which'exceeds this amount is Group 

5 for Turning Into Traffic.- The Group3 and. Group 4 averages are 

close to $30for the Turning.Into Traff ic violation. Otherwise, 
. . .  , ,  

the averages in the f igure"for aJl fines and grdups are lower 

than the actual.fine. With the Following TooClosely violat ion, 

.the. averages are around $22 and with..the Crossing Center Line 

violation, the averages are around $27. None of the F-ratios.are 

signif icant at the .05 level. 

Analysis of Sanction Severity 

,~,. .Two questions were designed to measure the respondents' be- 

l i e f son  the severity o f . t ra f f i c  sanctions.,. Question 7 asked the 

respondent to.rate the.severity .of the.fine the respondent had 

given in Question 6. Question 7 was'phrased.as follows: . 

~ 7. In' thisquestidn; the interviewer haswritten i n  
what you thought.the fine.would be for,each OE 
~the violations stated in Question 6 Now, please 

" circle the number Ofthe-scale below which most, 
accurately reflects your feelings on.how~,severe 
the fine is as youstated i t .  

• . - . . :  , . , : - ~ :  " . ~  " . .  . ° ' <  . :  , , . .  : . ! . . . .  . :~." ,~ 

Each. of.the seven, offenses.was then l isted along with. the re- 

spondent's answer, fromQuestion.6. The.respondent then rated the 

,severity of the fine,.on~a f ive-point ,L iker t  scale, from l ~(not at 

- . . a l l ~  severe) to...5.(extremely severe). ~ . .  .. ., . ,: :~ 

InQUestion 8, the respohden~,iS Shown. what the!.actua1 fine 

:is and iS"thenasked to rate ' thesever i ty  of ;thefine on the:same 

":f ive-point scale. QuestiOn 8 was:phrased as fo-llows: ~. • 
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. For these same offenses we are l is t ing b~low, the 
actual fine in Anne Arundel County for a person 
who has been given a ticket and merely wishes' to -~ 
pay the standard fine through the mail. :!n the 
case of driving while intoxicated, the penalty 
given is about what is usuallygiven when the 
driver is found guilty of a f i r s t  offense after 
being arrested and •going to court. Please in- 
dicate how severe you feel each penalty'is, 
considering the standard fine in relation to the 
seriousness of the offense. Please circle one 
numberfor each offense to indicate where you 
think the penalty fal ls on the scale of severity. 

The seven offenses were then listed along with the fine informa- 

tion. 

Table 38 shows the average severity data for each of the 

seven violations. With Question 7, the averages are almost always 

between 2.5 and 3.0, reflecting a response of moderate severity. 

The responses to Question 8 are in almost exact correlation with 

the responses to Question 6 on the fine estimate. •For example, 

with speeding lO MPH over the l im i t ,  the groupresponses in Ques -~ 

tion 6a were considerably below the actual fine. The respondents 

reactedto the knowledge of the actual fine.being higher by rating 

i t  more severe than their own estimate. The group averages for 

Question 8aare al l  higher• than Question 7a and the calculated 

t~value:for the differences are a l l§ ign i f i cant  at the .Ol level 

The same result holds for the Following Too ClOsely v,iolation 

with Groups I,~2, 3, and 4 .  Each groupwas $8 to $II loweron 

average thanthe actual fine andthereforerated the Severity~of 

the actual f ine higher. A l l  four t-values are s ign i f icantat  the 

.Ol level.. The Group 5 average was.slightly higher than the other 

groups and closers, to the actual f i de .  The average responses for 

Question le and,8e.are much closer and not signif icantly different. 

With the Crossing Center Line violation, the same analYSiS holds 

fo r  Groups l ,  2, and 3 which show significantly different average 
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Group ] 

Group 2 

GrouP 3 

Group 4 

Group ,5 

Tabl e 38 

Sanction Severity Averages 
(Maryl and ) 

Speeding lO MPH 
Over Limit 

7a 8a 

2.3 3.2 

2.6•  

2.6 

2.6- 

3 .4  

3 .5  

3 .3  

3 .2  

t-value 

~-13.7"* .. 

- . l l .3**  
i ' i  

- 6 . 8 * * .  

- 4 . 7 " *  

- 4 , 2 , * , .  
• . . ,  . 

7b 

Group 1 ~ 2 .6  

G r o u p 2  2 . 9  

Group 3 2 . 7  

Group 4 2 . 9  

. - .  ~ SpeedSng 20 MPH 
Over L i m i t  

8b t - v a l u e  

, 2 , 8  - 2 . 8 * *  

3 . 0  ... - 1 . 0  

3,1. - 2 . 8 * *  

2.9 .4 

GrouP.5 . 2.2' .. 2.5:; - 1.0 

Group 1 

Group 2, 

Group 3~ 

Group 4. 

Group5 

Driving While Intoxicated 

7c 8c 

2 .7  2 .4  

2 . 8  2,.3 

• 2 . 9  • 2.. 5 

3 .2 ;  2 . 6  

3.1 2:.I 

t-value 

4.3,,~. " 

6.6** 

: 2 . 7 " * '  " 

3~8"* 

- 2.5"*.:~ 

Following Too Close 

" . ' i ;  

, . ,, 

Running a Traf f ic  Light 
or Stop Sign 
7d 8d 

.~ Group 2 . . . 2 , 7  ~ 2.5 

Group;3;,. 2:~7 .! 2.6 :~;~ 

Group 4.~.;-2.8' 2.4 ~ 

Group.5. '" . . ,2.3" 1.6.,.' 
. , , : . , . , 

t -val  ue 

1.7 

3.4"* 

.9 

1.9 

2.0 

Turning Into Tra f f i c  

7e 8e t-val ue 

Group l 2.3 2.7 - 6.6"* 

Group 2 ~ ~2.5 ~ 2 . 9  " : "  4.8** 

G oup3 
Group 4 2.4 

Group 5 2.. 2 

:3:o 
3 .0  

2 .3  ' ~; 

_ 

- 3.1"* 

' 2 • 

Crossing Center Line 

Group l 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

7__ g 
2.3 ~. 

2,6 

2.5 

2.8 

Big 
2;.6 

2.8 
2.9 

2.8 

. . . . . . .  7f 8f 

Group l 2.4. 2.6 
• . ,  , , . 

Group 2 2.6 2.7 

: "  Group 3 2.7 ~ ..... 2.8 '~ 

Group 4 .... 2.5 2 ~ ~ 

'~' ~ I !  ' Group;5 C' . 2 . 2  

t-value < .. 

- "4.3** 

': - 3.0"* 

- 3 . 0 " *  

- . l  

2.2 

t -val  ue 

-- 2.3* 

- l . O  

- 0.4 

- 0 . 5  

0.0 

* S i g n i f i c a n t  at the .05 level 

* *S ign i f i cant  at the .01 level 

Group 5 1.9 2.2 - 1 . 4  
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severities on Question 7g and 8g after having estimated the fine 

lower than the actual amount. 

The DWI violation analysis gives the same type of result b u t  

i n  the opposite direction. In Question 6c, the averages were al l  

higher than the actual fine of $125 and,based on the analysis Of 

medians, over half the respondents gave a higher estimate than 

$125. The responses to Question 8c show that the groups believed 

the actual fine not to be as severe as the estimate they had given. 

The t-values show that all the differences are signif icantly d i f -  

ferent. 

ANALYSIS OF OTHER SANCTIONING ISSUES 

The last set of questions in the interview were concerned ~. '~ 

with the perceptions of respondents on several sanctioning sub z~ 

jects. The subjects included the effects of warning tickets, i ~ 

~ppearances before a judge, the sanction of attendance at a court . 

t ra f f ic  school and whether sanctions have preventive or educational . 

effects. 

Special and General Effects " 

Questions 9 and lO were directed.at whether sanctions in 

genera l  have preventive ef fec ts  or educational e f fec ts .  The ques- 

t ions were phrased as follows: 

g.  Which of:the statements below comes'closest to 
your feeling about the way that penalties for 
t ra f f i c  violations affect most drivers who have 
committed t ra f f ic  violations? 

Preventive o.r deterrent effect--keeps people 
from doing the same thing again. 

Educational effect--teaches people what the 
driving laws are and how to drive safely. 

i 
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r .  

No effect--penalties have no effect on the 
drivers concerned. 

lO. Which of the statements below comes closest to 
your feeling about the way that penalties for 
t raf f ic  violations affect most drivers who have 
not committed t ra f f ic  v, iolations? 

,.- (Same three a!ternat ives as above) 

Table 39 :shows the results • of the two questions. With~Ques- 

t ion :9 ,  16.9 percent of the respondents believed that sanctions had 

no ef fect  while the rest of the respondents were sp l i t  almost ii:evenly 

.between a preventive/deterrent"effect.( .40.8-percent} and an educa- 

t ional effect. (•42.3 percent). The s ta t is t~csshow that there..is no 

majority. . . or overall strong opinion by the respondents on the itype 

of effect.which sanctions have. There are, however, some dilfferences 
v 

among groups which are of note. .For.example., noneqf  the Group5 

respondents replied with a "No Effect"  answer. The responses for  "No 

Effect"  fo l low a pattern with Groups 4 and 5 having smal ler.percent-  

ages than the other groups. •.GrouPs 4 and 5 tend to believe that 

there is some ef fect  to pena l t ies .  The major i ty  of Group 4. respond- 

ents believe the ef fect  to be educational while the major i ty  Of 

Group 5 respondents believe the e f fec t  to be preventive or deterrent.  

.. Question. lO was aimed at determining t h e e f f e c t s  of sanctions 

on drivers, whoh__ave not Committed t ra f f i c ,  vi6lat ions~ The overall 

s t a t i s t i c s  are about the same as with QuestionC. 9 With 18.3 percent 

responding "No Effect" and the rest s p l i t  between preventive/deter- 

rent ef fects (39.6 percent) and educational e f fect  (42.1 percent). 

There:are some differences with individual groups'. For example, 

Groupi3.was evenly sp l i t  among the three.answers and~Group 4 also 

had.]almore even d is t r ibu t ion l than On the pr ior  question. These two 

. groups have mo~e experience with sanctions thanlthe other groups. 

Their higher percentage responses of "No Effect '~ re f lects  a be l ie f  

.that the experience of a sanction is required before.'any e f fec t  
Occurs. 
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4=, 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 • 

Overall 

Table 39 

Questions 9 and lO -- Effect of Penalties on Drivers 
~Maryland) 

Preventive or 
Deterrent•Effect 

QUESTION 9 
Educational 

Effect 
No 

Effect 

38.3% 

45.o  
37.2% 

38.2% 

52.9% 

40.8% 

41.3% • 20.•4% 

40.3% 14.7% 

44.7% 18.1% 

52.9% 8.8% 

47. 1% O. 0% 

42.3% 16.9% 

Preventive or 
Deterrent Effect  

QUESTION I0 

Educational 
Effect  

42.0% 

38.8% 

33.0% 

35.3% 

52.9% 

42.2% • 

45.5% 

34.0% 

38.2% 

35.3% 

No 
Effect 

15.8% 

15.7% 

33.0% 

26.5% 

ii.8% 

39..6% 42,1% 18.3% 

Question 9 .  

Question I0 .  

. . . .  

Which of the statements below comes closest to your feel~ng about the way that penalties for  
• t r a f f i c  v io la t ions af fect  mos~ drivers who have committed t r a f f i c  v io lat ions? 

Which of thestatements below comes closest to your feel ing about-the way that penalties for 
t r a f f i c  violationsi~,af~ect dr~vers who have not committed t r a f f i c  v io lat ions? 

. :  Preventive or deterrent e f fec t  - -  keeps people from doing the same thing again 
, Educational e f fec t  teaches people what the dr iv ing: laws are and how to drive safely 

No e f f e c t - - p e n a l t i e s - f o r  t r a f f i c  v io lat ions have no e f fec t  on the drivers concerned 

D 
. i f ? 



Influence of warning Tickets 

• Question II asks about.the~influence warning,tickets have 

on drivers as compared to getting a t icket. The. question was phrased 

as follows: 

I I .  When the police see a t ra f f icv io la t ion: ,  they 
can stop the driver and giv e him/her a warning 
(instead of a t i cke t ) .  Please-cirCle the 
number below which best describes, how such a . 
warning would influence your driving practices 
when compared to getting a t i c k e t .  

I .  Has same effect as getting a t icket. 
2. Has a greater effect. 
3. Some effect but not as much as a t icket. 

• 4. "No e f f e c t  I. ~ ' . ~  

The responses to the question were as follows: 

Same E f fec t  
As a Ticket 

Group l 35.4% 

Group 2 33.7% 

Group 3 20.2% 

Group 4 33.8% 

Group~5 35.3% 

Overall 33.1% 

Greater 
Effect.~ 

~ 29.1% 

22,4% 

14.9%. 

19.1% 

• II.8% 

24.3% 

N o t  a s 
Grea t  as 
a T i c k e t  

33.0% 

39.4% 

52.1% - 

36.8% 

' 47.1% 

37.8% 

No E f f e c t  

2.4% 

4.5% 

12.8% 

I0.3% 

5.9% 

4.9% 

There are some differences among the group responses,to the ques- 

tion. The majority of Groups~l and 2 believe a warning:iticket 

would have the same or greater effect than a citation~,The per- 

centages are,64,5% and 56.1%, respectively. Group 3 respondents 

were not as optimistic, with only 31.1 percent indicating the same 

~or greater effect. Groups4 and 5 are higherwith 52..9pe:rcent 

and 47.1 percent. In genera1,'there is support for warning~ticket 

programs. :However;Group 3';respondentswere defined as;haging 
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four or more minor violations and, therefore, the optimismmust 

be tempered by the fact thatwarning tickets may have no effect 

on the more frequent violator. 

Influenoe of Court Appearances 

Question 12 was aimed at beliefs on the effects of appear- 

ances before a judge. The question was phrased as follows: 

12. A t ra f f ic  law violator may choose either to 
(1) appear before a judge to plead his/her 
case, or (2) pay a fine by mail or court 
clerk. To what extent would a lecture and 
fine given' by a judge influence a person's 

dr iv ing behavior when compared to paying 
the fine without appearing before the judge, 
would you say i t  would have 

~l. Lesser influence 
2. Greater influence 
3. No difference . 
4. No opinion 

The responses to the question wereas follows: 

Lesser 
Influence 

Group l 8.5% 

GroUp 2 12.5% 

Grou p 3 16.0% 

Group 4 14.7% 

Group 5 18.8% 

Greater No No 
Influence Difference Opinio.n 

70.1% 16.3% 

63.3% 18.8% 

69.1% 12.8% 

66.2% 10.3% 

75.0% 6.3% 

Overall 1i.3% 67.4% 16.~% 5.1% 

The responses reflect a strong bel ief that court appearances have 

a greater influence on driving behavior ascompared to paying the 

fine without appearance. The overall statistics show that two- 

thirds of the respondents gave the "Greater Influence" answer. 

5.1% 

5.4% 

2.1% 

8.8% 

0.0% 
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The individual group averages vary around this overall average 

with nosignff icant differencesbetween group averages. 

Influence of Court Traffic Sol'of 

Questions 13 and 14asked aboutthe sanction of court t ra f f i c  

school: 

13. Do you know that some t ra f f i c  violators are 
penalized by having to attend a court £raf f ic  

• • school.or a Department of Motor Vebi.c]es • • 
education program? 

14. Do youthink such a penalty would 'posit ivelY • 
in f luence o ~ d r i v i n g ?  ~ •~ 

There was ' an overwhelmingly posi t ive • response to thequest ions.  °~ 

overal l ,  89.9 percent responded '~Yes" to Question 13 which ind i -  

cates an extensive awareness that t r a f f i c  schools are an avai lable 

sanction. S imi la r ly ,  87.8 • percent responded "Yes" to Question_ 14. 

In'summary, the respondents were aware of the Sanction and'believed 

i t  to be ef fect ive as a posit ive influence on the i r  d r iv ingbehav ior .  

Influence of Insurance Premiums 

There were three questions related to knowledge about in-• 

surance premiums. ;The •questions Were as foliows.:• 

15.~ Do. you•know that some drivers have theil r insur - 
ance premiums increased, or the i r  insurance 

: cancel led, fol lowing convict ion for  a t r a f f i c ~ :  
v iolat ion? 

16, Is your dr iv ing influenced by your awareness of 
what insurance, companies do? • • : -~,- 

17. In th is  state,  some insurance companies r a i s e  
premiums by •15% (for.example, $15added.to a 
$I00 ann'ual, premium), fo l lowing conviction for  
one•routine moving v io la t ion  in •the. past three 
years. Other insurance companies raise premiums 
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by 29% followingtwo such convictionsin 
three years. Do you thinkyour driving will 
be influenced byyour awareness of what in- 
surance companies do? 

Question 15 was asked to each respondent. I f  the resPondent 

answered "Yes," Question 16 was asked; i f  the respondent answered 

"No" to Question 15, Question 17 was asked. 

Figure 13 shows the responses to the questions. Ninety-five 

percent of the respondents were aware of the potential increase in 

premium or cancellation following conviction. Of that number, 79.0 

percent indicated that their driving was affected by insurance con- 

siderations. Taking the product of these two percentages gives 

75.1 percent which is the percent of respondents who were aware of 

the insurance sanction and were influenced by insurance considera- 

t ions.  Another interpretation of this result is that 24.9 percent 

of the respondents either were not aware of the potential sanction 

or were not influenced by sucha threat. 

DATA ON SPEEDS 

As in Colorado, a data c o l l e c t i o n e f f o r t  was made:~to develop 
a better indicat ion of the actual v io la t ion ra tes .  Four separate 

road segments were selected as being typical o f the . t ype  of street 

and dai ly t r a f f i c  volumes in the county. The road segments selected 
were as fol lows: 

Baltimore-washingtonParkway--The actual location was apt 
proximately two miles to the north of the Maryland 
]76,,Dorsey Road exit~ The speed l imit is 55 MPH. 

Maryland Route lO0~-The locationwas just east of the 
Business Route 3 interchange'and one=half mile west 
of the OakwoodRoadexit eastbound. The speed l imit  
is 55 MPH. 
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q:) 

Question. 15 

l "  Figure13 
Responses tO. Questions: on Insurance Premiums , .  

(Maryland) . .  

. . . .  Y e s  - -  678 

Yes--:~858-~ No - -  !75 

95.0% 20.4% 

No Response 51 

0'6%- 
-- Yes.-- 33o 

, 73.3% 

• No -.- 45 .No -- I 0  " 

..~. 5 . 0 %  :; " 2 2 . 2 %  

" ~. ~ NoResponse 2i~ 

Question 16 

. /  

• Question 17 

. . , . . . .  , 

Question 15. Doyou • knowthat some drivers havetheir.insurance premiumsl-inCreased, or their 
i n s u r a n c e c a n c e l l e d ,  fol lowing Conviction f o r a  t r a f f i c  v io lat ion? 

Question 16~ Is your driving influenced bY Your awarehess of whatinsurance companies do? 

Question 17. In t h i s s t a t e ,  some insurance companies ra ise  insurance, premiums by 15% (for example, 
$15 added to a $I00 annual premium) following conviction for one routine moving violation 
in the past three y e a r s .  This increased rate is  in e f f e c t  for three years .  Other 
insurance companies ra i se  premiums by 29% fol lowing two such convict ions in three years .  
Do you think your driving wi l l  be inf luenced by your awareness of  what insurance 
companies do? 



Ft. Smallwood Road (Maryland Route 173)--The location 
was just northeast of Maryland Route 172 going 
eastbound. The speed l imi t  is 50 MPH. 

Crain Highway--The location was the lower part of 
Business Route 3 at 704 Craig Highway. The speed 
l imi t  is 30 MPH. 

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway was selected as representative of 

freeway t ra f f ic  and Maryland Route lO0 as representative of a multi- 

lane expressway. Ft. Smallwood Road is a rural road and Crain 

Highway is in a residential/commercial area. 

For collecting speed data, Leupold and Stevens, Inc. Model 

CVS 545 speed measuring devices were used. A device was placed 

at each site for a seven-day period and data were collected at 
i 

four times each day (6:30 a.m., lO:O0 a.m.,3:30 p.m., and 7:30 

p.m.). The installation consisted of placing two cable s approxi- 

mately six feet apart across the desired lanes of t ra f f ic .  The 

cables were connected to a processing and recording box located at 

the side of the road segment. The box allowed for collecting ~ 

speed data in each lane of t ra f f ic  on the following sPeed intervals: 

less than 35 MPH, 35-39 MPH, 40-44 MPH, 45-49 MPH, 50-54 MPH, 55~ 

57.4 MPH, 57.5-59 MPH, 60-62.4 MPH, 62.5-69 MPH, 70-74 MPH, and 

over 75 MPH. 

I t  should be noted that some observations are missing because 

of adverse weather conditions. Also, as discussed in the Colorado 

chapter, i t  was determined that the devices did not count the humber 

of vehicles accurately during busy times. For th.is reason, the 

t ra f f ic  counts on the freeway and expresswaypresented in the tables 

are sl ight ly lower than actual because of busy period act iv i ty.  

Onceagain, i t  should be believed that the devices were accurate in 

classifying the speeds of the Vehicles i t  counted. 

Tables 48-43 show the speed data by day of week and time 

period for each street segment. Shown in the table are (1) the 
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I t  

" Table 40 • . 

Baltimore-Washington Expressway Vehicle Speed 
(Mary land)  

Data 

: Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

(jm 

7:30 PM:6:30 AM 

Traff ic-Volume • ; 
85t.h Percent i le 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

6:3o AM-lO:OO AM 
Traffic Volume / 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

]OiO0AM#31I30.PM 

Traffic Vq]ume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

5,518 6,352 6,125 6,100 5,934 8,886 3,449 
59 9 60.4 60.6 - 60.6 62.7 60.4 60.5 
1.7% 5.5% 5.1% .6.1% 8.3% 4.3% 5.9% 

-4,248 
60.6 
5.2% 

.. 4:,043 
62.9 
8.3% 

3,679 
62.7 
6.5% 

5,179 8,193 
60.5 62.9 

3;8% 9;1% 

31113o 5;64o 
4.6% l .  7% 

i "  " 

: "  " ' - ' .  " "  i - i . ;  , > ; :" . • . . . .  

5,610 4,T55: 
60.6 62.8 

5.4% 7.5% 

5,046 3,084 2,119 2.,755 
63.2 62.9 60.6 60.6 
13.7% 8 2% 4.7% 5.6% 

i . .  - 

3,325 •2•,839 
6 2 . 8  ....... 62.7 

7.8% 6.6% 

5,446 " 3;349 
60.2 62.8 

3.0% 7.7% 

6,598 4,358 6,234 3,718 
62.8 •62.8 60.4 62.9 

8.3% 7.0% 3.9% 8.2% 



Table 41 

Route lO0 Vehicle Speed Data 
(Ma ryl and I 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

6:30 AM-IO:o0 AM 

Traff ic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

.! 

io:o0 AM-3:30 ~ PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th ~ Percentile 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

4,383 •2,585 3,232 3,923 4,031 
58.'2 60.0 60.0 58.1 60.3 
3.5% 4.6% 3.6% 3.'I'% 5.5% 

4,028 
60.2 
5.4% 

4,008 
60.2 
5.2% 

2,764 2,508 2,497 2,725 2,311 2,668 2,600 
60.2 60.3 60.5 60.I 62.4 60.5 60.5 

4.2% 4.7% 5.5% 3.7% 7.8% 4~8% .4.9% 

3,420 
60.I 
4~4% 

4,512 3,754 4,308 
60.4 60.2 60.5 
4.9% 4.7% 4.6% 

1 

4,590 
60;3 
4.2% 

L 

5,030 
60.2 
4.6% 

" 3 I, 3 2 0  I 

60.2 
3.9% 

3,663 
58.2 
3.1% 

5,727 5,660 ̀• 6,337 4,737 7,758 3,489 
60.0 58.1 57.8 60.0 59.4 59.7 
3.0% 2.1% l.l% 3.1% 2.6% 3.5% 



Ft. 

• . •Table 42 . . . . .  

Sma]lwood Road Vehicle:Speed Data .... 
(Maryland). 

. Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Fr iday Saturday 

7:30PM-6:30AM 

Traffic Volume 1,748 1,083 1,014 
85th Percentile 50.6 .50.4 49.3 
%Exceeding.60 MPH 3.9% 3.2% ~2.4% 

6:30 AM-IO:O0 AM 

TraffiC Volume 1,003 396 272 
85th Percentile 51.2 50.5 50.5 
% Exceed•ing 60 MPH 6.8% 2.0% 2.9% 

lO:O0 AM-3::30 PM 

Traffic ~ VoliJme 
85th Percentile ~ 
% Exceeding 60 MPH 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

T ra f f i c  Volume 
85th Percent i le 
% Exceeding 60 MPH 

2,453 1,693 1,733 
46.4 :.49.8 49..0 
• 0 . 7 %  - 1 . 0 %  - I , , 2 ~  

636 11;236 I;~~:;I;20E: 
49.2 50.3 46.3;, .~ 
1.4% 1.0% 0.2% 

844 1,289 
4 6 . 3  50.8 
1.7% ,2.3% 

30O 
50.0. 

2,0% 
C 

1,365 . . . .  
49.4 - - - -  
;2.:2% ,. 

349 427 479 
50.6 50.7 5 1 . 4  
:2.6% 2.3% 5,2% 

998 654 1,107 1,749 
4 6 . 5  ~ 4 9 . 9  ~ 49.2 . 4 6 . 4 ,  
:0.8% . . . .  2 I% q . l %  1.0% 

,129 :I .... ~I ,885 
50.7 50.1 
O. 8% 1.0% 

3,472 1,900 
49.6 49.1 

1.4% 1.1% 



. .  Table 43 

Crain Highway Vehicle Speed Data 
(Maryland) 

- , L 

. . . .  • " Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday  F r i d a y  S a t u r d a y  

7:30 P.-6: ao AM . " 

( j n  

TrafficVolume 
85th Percentile 
%Exceeding 40MPH 

6:30 AM-IO:O0 AM 

TraffiCVolume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 40 MPH 

Io/oOAM=3:30~PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 40 MPH 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 40 MPH 

3,376 1'970 2,340 
36 .8  39.3 36.8 
10.4% 16.0% 9.8% 

2,609 
36,9 
12.1% 

2,254 2,478 3,102 
39.1 36.8 36.9 
15;6% 10.9% .II.4% 

1,216  . . . .  1 ,684  
• 36 .7  - - - - - .  36 .9 .  

8.7% - - - . -  10.8% 
. . . ~  . 

' < 

1,832 1,412 
36.7 37.0 
8.5% 13.8% 

1 ,940  . . . .  
- . . 3 6 , : 7  ' . 
.... 6 . 3 %  

• 3.,477 3 ,380  2 ,897 
...36.8 . : . , : .36;;5 36..7, ,  

7;8% 5.4% . . . . . . .  6;2% 

~ . ~ ' . /  ~ " ; L  ~ 

2 ,406  ~ ' 3 ;4-9 i .  . . . .  - - - ~ :  ~ ~:`~ " ~3 ;670 ~ 
36.7 . 3 6 . 7  --T';:;:.. - . , . - 3 6 . 8  

7.7% 6.9% . . . .  8.7% 

;3,557 
36.8 
8.5% 

1,772 
36.8 
10.1% 

3.,976 

6.7% 

3,851 
36.5 
7.0% 

l ,449 
36.9 
12.6% 

.2,897 
. ,36;18.~, 
.... 7=0%- 

3,557 
36.7 
7.1% 



total t ra f f ic  volume for the time periods, (2) the 85th percentile 

• speed, and (3) the percent of vehicles exceeding the speedlimit 

by at least lO MPH. The data in the tables can:be further sum- 

marized as follows: 

Average Daily Traffic 
Volume 

Average 85th Per- 
centile 

Range of 85th 
Percentiles 

Average Percent 
Exceeding Speed 
Limit by at Least 
lO MPH 

Range of Percent 
Exceeding Speed 
Limit by at Least 
lO MPH 

Bal timore- Ft. Smal I - 
Washington Rt. lO0 wood Crain 

19,300 15,600 4,800 I0,700 

61.6 59.8 49.4 37.0 

59.1-63.2 58.1-62.4 46.3-51.4 36.5-39.3 

6.2% 4.2% 2.0% 9.4% 

1.7-13.7% i.I-7.8% 0.2-2.8% 5.4-16.0% 

Generally, the 85th percentile is 5-6 miles per hour over 

the posted speed l imit .  Further, the figures show that there are 

drivers exceeding the speed l imi t  by at least lO miles per hour in 

every time interval of the day. For each site, there was also a 

fa i r l y  large range of speeds exceeding the l im i t  by at least lO 

MPH. 
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" i T  : 

"CHAPTER SEVEN 

:ANALYSIS OF:; NORTHCAROLINA SuRVEY :~' 

....... CHARACTERISTICS OF .RESPONDENTS.. • . . . . . . . . . . . .  
, .LI,:~ - ~ . " - )  , . :  ,. 

The license renewal applicantsurvey in North Carolina took 

place at the Raleigh-East and Raleigh-West Stations~6f the DiVi- 

• ' Sion Of"Motbr Vehlcles. ::A tOta!liof;.88i ihterViewswere 'donducted 

and the three-year driver recdrdsfor866 ~ respondents wereob~ 

tained.from the licensing agency. ~ ThediscuSsioh whi;ch'follows 

is based on the analysis of the set of 866 comb~:h~d:dr~Ver~records 

and i n t e r v i e w  r e s p o n s e s .  , :  . . . .  ' ; :  -~. : : . " , ' " : ~ :  ;il ~ ' : ~ ' ~ : . : . , ;  :~: 

Although a strat i f ied sampling approach, was employed in 

selecting drivers for the interview, wewere ' : ~  ":~P:'~:: ~'~ unable to obtain as 

many interviews as we had planned from drivers who had a serious 

t r a f f i c v i o l a t i o n  history. The interview responses and companion 

driver records were groupedaccordingto the'number~and~"type of 

violationcOnvictionS"reCeived;during ~thethree-yeaf:;per:iod,.p#ior 

to the survey. The five analysis groupings ~hatwe66..empld~ed 

and their sizes in the sample are: ,~ . ; I  . .  ':~L."~ "'- 

Group l--No minor and no maj0r~vi;l;ati (366) 
Group 2--One tothree minorviolations but nomajor 

violations (382) ' - '  " .-:~ ~ 

Group 3--Four or more minor violat~ions-and no ma.jo~ 
.. violations (35) .:; • ..,.., :.:,~;~... .v, ! 

Group 4--One majorviolat ion and.~possibly •some. minor 
violations.(68) .~.....~ ~ 

Group 5--Two or more~major V~i6iations ' ~' ~:i 
. . . . . . . .  some minor violations (15). ~andpos ~biy. 

Table 44 l i s ts  the major and minor violations used to define the 

groups, Generally, a minor violation is one for which the Divi- 

sion of Motor Vehicles wi l l  assign three or fewer "points" to the 
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, . ~ T a b l e .  4 4  

Classi f icat ion o f T r a f f i c ,  Offenses;i,n North Carolina 

Major Offenses . .  

~e Alluding a n . O f f i c e r  ~ . . . .  ~ ~ . ~  . . .  . ,~ . . . .  , , . ,  .~ . ~ . : , ~ ,  

. .e•Driving While. Intoxicated (DWI) or Under the Inf luence.of  Drugs 

e Failure to. Report an Accident~:....~. , . ~  .-~ , ~ ,  . . . . .  

,,e Leaving the Scene of an A c c i d e n t : . . . : , .  . . . . .  ~ . ~  ~, ; . ~ .  

• Speed • Contest ' , .  ~ . . .  i ~;  , ~ . '  . . . .  " ~-,.- 

• Speeding Over 55 MPH and Reckless Driving~ ~., . , . . . : . ~ : :  ~: 

e Speeding Over 55 MPH and Exceeding Limit by More than 15 MPH 

• Speeding over 75 MPH 

• .~ ~ . ~," • L : i  ' i~  ''~ ~. : . . . .  ' ', 

Mi nor Offenses 

e. Driving Too~.Fast for Conditions . . , .  : :, .~ .-..-..~ ,~  ,~~.~ 

e Driv.ing on t.he~.Wrong Si:de ,of ,the,Road -or, One,~Way -Stre~t~ ~-., 

e Exceeding Safe Speed , .... , ,  - .>~: .~ . ~  ~...~, ~ ~ . <  :.. 

• Failure to Reduce Speed ~; ~ . . . i .  ~ .-,- 

• Fai lure to Yield Right. of Way . 

e "#ol l owing Too Close 

• lllegal~- Passing ~ . ~.,~, ;: .. : 

:e .Improper Turn . . . .  . . . -  ~ . .  ;.~~, ~- : ,  ~ . . . ~ : .  

• Improper Use of Lane ~ . . . .  ~ . . . .  =~ ' " ;  

Reckless e 

e Running a Red Light or Stop Sign 

e S p e e d i n g  " : . .  .; ,,~, i~:; ~ , . .  

/ 
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dr iver  record. Four or more points are assigned for  the major 

v io la t ions l i s ted .  

General Characterist ics 

The f i r s t  area of analysis describes the respondent popula- 

t ion.  A breakdown of the number of  years of dr iv ing experience 

of the members of each dr iver  group is shown in Table 45. I f  one 

considers Groups 1 and 2--those with three or fewer minor v io la-  

t ions and no major v io lat ions in three years--as representing the 

general dr iver  population, then a substant ial  major i ty  of the ~ 

general dr iv ing population (80 percent for  Group 1 and 65 percent 

for  Group 2) had more thanten  years dr iv ing experience. I n  

c o n t r a s t ,  a major i ty of the repeat v io la to r  groups (3 and 5) had 

less than ten years of experience; more than one-fourth of Group 5 

had less than f ive years of experience. The respondent estimate 

of annual miles driven (Table 46) provides an ind ica t ion  of v io la-  

t ion (andaccident) exposure. S l i gh t l y  l ess than  ha l f  of  the 

v io la t i on - f ree  drivers estimate that they drove under I0,000 miles 

per year. Driver groups with higher v io la t ion  rates tended to 

drive more. Over hal f  of the Group 3 and Group 5 respondents drove 

more than 20,000 miles per year. 

The sex d is t r ibu t ion  for  the groups is as fo l lows:  

Mal e 

Female 

Sex of Respondents 

Group 1 GrouR 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

202 262 33 55 15 
55.5% 69.5% 94.3% 82.1% 100.0% 

162 115 2 12 0 
44.5% 30.5% 5.7% 17.9% 0~0% 
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Years 

Table 45 

of Driving Experience 
(North Carolina) 

Group Less Than 5 to 9 10,19 20 Years 
5 Years Years Years or More 

Group 1 31 120 
'(8.5%) (32.8%) 

L 

GrouP 2 63 123 
(16.5%) (32.3%) 

Group 3 6 11 
(17.1%) (31.4%) 

Group 4 13 
(19.1%) 

18 
(26.5%) 

41 
( l l  .2%) 

69 
(18.1%1 

13 
(37.1%) 

18, 
(.26.5%) 

5 
(33.5%) 

Group 5 4 2 
(26.7%) (13.3%) 

174 
(47.5%) 

126 
(33.1%) 

5 
(14.3%) 

19 
(27.9%) 

4 
(26.7%) 

Table 46 

Miles Driven Per Year 
(North Carolina) 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Under I0,000- 15,000- 
I0,000 15,000 19,000 
Miles Miles Miles 

155 
(42.3%) 

I07 
(28.1%) 

76 
(20.8%) 

48 
(13;1%) 

87 45 
(22.8%)- (II.8%) 

6 6 5 
(17.1%) (17.1%) (14.3%) 

24 
(35.3%) 

20,000 
or More 
Miles 

86 
(23.5%) 

140 
(36.7%) 

18 
(51.4%) 

I0 12 20 
(14.7%) (17.6%) (29.4%) 

2 1 4 8 
(13.3%) (6.7%) (26.7%) (53.3%) 
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Although more males than females are found in a l l  the respondent 

groups, as the v io la t ion character izat ion of the groups increases 

both inser iousness and in number, the proport ion of males also 

increases. The respondents' reported level of  education is de- 

scribed in Table 47. The overal l  educational level of Groups I ,  

2, and 3 was about the same with 35, 29, and 35 percent, respec- 

t i v e l y ,  having completed col lege. Overal l ,  19 percent of the 

serious v io la tors (Groups 4 and 5 combined) had completed col lege. 

At the other end of the spectrum, less than 14 percent of Groups 

1 and 2 did not complete high school whi le 20, 27 and 33 percent, 

respect ively,  of the more numerous/more serious v io la t ion  groups 

(3, 4, and 5) had not completed high school. 
: 

Violation History of Respondent8 

I t  is also of in terest  to know the volume and types of 

c i ta t ions  which Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 had acquired over the three 

year period under studY. 

groups are as fo l lows: 

The overal l  to ta ls  and averages for  the 

Sample Total Number Average Number 
Size Of Ci tat ions of Ci tat ions 

Group 2 382 540 1.41 

Group 3 35 164 4.69 

Group 4 68 150 2.21 

Group 5 15 61 4.07 

Total 500 915 1.83 

These f igures are, of course, consistent with the de f in i t i ons  of 

the groups. For example, Group 3 was defined as those respondents 

who had at least four minor v io la t ions and the Group 3 average is 

4.69 c i ta t ions .  S imi la r l y ,  Group 4 was defined as those respondents 

wi th one major v io la t ionand  the average of 2.21 means thateach 

161 



Table 47 
Education of Respondents 

(North Carolina) 

Group 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

l 

Did not Completed Attended Completed 
Complete Grade High High Attended 

Grade Sch. School School School College 
Completed 
College 

Attended 
Graduate 
School 

16 
(4.4%) 

4 
(l .0%) 

l 
i2.9%) 

l 
(l .5%) 

l 
(6.7%) 

(2.2%) 

13 
(3.4%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

1 
(l.S%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

25 
(6.9%) 

31 
(8.1%) 

6 
(17.1%) 

16 
(23.5%) 

4 
(26.7%) 

Completed 
Graduate 
School 

95 91 70 21 38 
(26.1%) (25.0%) (19.2%) (5.8%) (10.1%) 

99 122 57 28 
(26.0%) (32 .0%)  (15.0%) (7.3%) 

7 
(20.0%) 

19 
(27.9%) 

4 
(25.7%) 

16 
(23.5%) 

4 
(26.7%) 

8 
(22.9%) 

' 8 

( l l  .8%) 

0 
(o.o%) 

. 

(5.7%) 

1 
(i .5%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

5 
(33.3%) 

2 7  
(7.1%) 

2 
(5.7%) 

6 
(8.8%) 

l 
(6.7%) 



person in this group averaged one major violation and 1.21 minor 

violations over the three-year period under study. • Group 5 re- 

spondents had an average of 4.07 citat ions. Further analysis 

revealed that this group averaged 2.33 major violations and 1.74 

minor violations. 

Table 48 gives the number of violations by type and group. 

As with th~ other two states, the categories for speeding viola~ 

tions accounted for a signif icant portion of the total number of 

violations. For Group 2, speeding violations accounted for over 

70 percent of the total while other offenses, such as following 

too closely, turning into t ra f f i c ,  and careless driving,.accounted 

for about 17 percent of the total.. Group 3 follows almost exactly. 

the same distribution as Group 2. With Groups 4 and 5, the dis- 

tr ibut ion is different because they are defined with major viola- 

tions. The DWI category, for example, accounts for 12 percent, in 

Group 4 and lO percent in Group 5. 

Table 49 shows the distr ibution of the citations for each 

year under study. The years are defined in twelve-month incre-  

ments prior to the time of the survey: Year l is December 1976- 

November 1977; Year 2 is December 1977-November 1978; and Year 3 

isDecember 1978-November 1979. As seen in the table, there is a 

good representation of citations in each of the years. Of course, 

some respondents received citations in more than one of the years 

and others received citations in only one of the years. These 

combinations can be i l lustrated in a Venn diagram with' three over- 

lapping circles for the years~ The 39 respondents in the center 

are respondents who had at least one citat ion during each of the 

three years, Similarly, there were l l 9  respondents who had a 

violation only in Year l ;  141 respondents only in Year 2; and 92 

respondents only in Year 3. 
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Table 48 

V io la t ion  History of Respondents 
by Offense Type 
(North Carolina) 

Group 2 N 
Ci ta t ions 

Group 3 ' N 
Ci ta t ions 

Group 4 "N 
Ci ta t ions 

Group 5 N 
-Citat ions 

Total N 
Citations 

Speeding 
Less Than 

I0 MPH* 

Speeding Running Red DWI 
Greater Light/Stop 

Than lO MPH Sign 

177 
204 

31 
59 

171 
286 

29 
58 

58 
60 

15 
20 - 

9 18 
I0 18 

4 5 
5 6 

86 23 
95 24 

23 
39 

19 
35 

8 
I0 

6 
15 

239 
312 

225 
294 

Other 
Offense 

84 
90 

19 
27 

40 
48 

13 
25 

156 
190 

Table 49 

Number of Vio lat ions by Year 
(.North Carolina) 

Year 1 
December 1976- 
November 1977 

Group 2 N 
Ci ta t ions 

Group 3 N 
Ci ta t ions 

Group 4 N 
Ci ta t ions  

Group 5 N 
Ci ta t ions 

Total N 
C i t a t i ons  

Year 2 
December 1977- 
November 1978 

Year 3 
December 1978- 
November 1979 ~ 

155 
175 

.169 
193 

137 
172 

24 
36 

32 
47 

-35 
81 

31 
36 

43 
67 

32 
47 

I I  
23 

12 
27 

, 

II 

221 
270 

256 
334 

210 
311 
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Year 1 Year 2 

J 

Year 3 

SURVEY RESPONSES 

The fo l lowing sections are devoted to an analysis of the 

survey resul ts .  The responses are given for  each question along 

wi th the appropriate analysis.  I n  many of the questions, i t  was 

benef ic ia l  to compare the resul ts across the f i ve  groups and tests 

were made to determine whether thegroup averages were s i g n i f i -  

cant ly  d i f f e ren t  in a s t a t i s t i c a l  sense. 

Responses to Questions on Violation Detection and Conviction 

Two questions asked during the in terv iew sought to assess 

the perceived r isk  of v io la t ion  detect ion by law enforcement and 

the perceived r isk  of convict ion fo l low ing a court'appearance on 

a c i t a t i o n .  Question 4 was phrased as fo l lows:  

. Following are a number of t r a f f i c  v io la t i ons .  
For every I00 dr ivers who commit these acts, 
how many, in your opin ion,  w i l l  be caught by 
the pol ice in th is  County? You may assume no 
accidents are involved. 
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a. Speeding I0 miles per hour over the posted 
speed l i m i t  

b. Speeding 20 miles perhour  over the posted 
speed l i m i t  

c. Driving while intoxicated (drunk dr iv ing)  
d. Running a t r a f f i c  l i g h t  or stop sign 
e. Following a moving car too c losely  
f .  Turning l e f t  in f ron t  of oncoming t r a f f i c  

or pu l l ing  out in to t r a f f i c  ( l i ke  at an 
in tersect ion or on a freeway) 

g. Crossing the center l ine  of the road. 

Question 5, which fo l lows,  was asked regarding the same l i s t  of 

seven v io la t i ons :  

. In th is  County, once a person has been caught 
by pol ice and given a t i c ke t  for  most of  these 
v io la t i ons ,  he can usual ly pay or  mail in the 
f ine  or he can challenge the t i c k e t  in court .  
For every I00 dr ivers who are t icketed or 
arrested, and choose to take i t  to cour t ,  how 
many, in your opinion, w i l l b e  found g u i l t y  
of committing the v io la t ion? Again, you may 
assume that no accidents are involved. 

The responses to these two questions are analyzed together.  

Analysis of Questions on Speeding 

Figure 14 shows the change, by group, of the group mean 

value of the respondents' estimate of the number of  chances in 

I00 of de tec t ion /conv ic t ion  fo r  the two v io la t i ons ,  Speeding I0 

and 20 MPH Over the Speed L imi t .  The graph for  Question 4a 

(.detection of  a I0 MPH Speed V io la t i on ) ,  for  example, shows that  

the average of the responses for  Group 1 dr ivers was that  26.8 

out of  I00 such speeders would be detected or caught. The average 

estimates of  Groups 2, 3, and 4 was about the same as or higher 

than that  of 'Group 1 whi le the Group 5 average was much higher. 

For the 20 MPH Speed V io la t ion  (Question 4b), each group average 

estimate of  the chances of detect ion was higher than for  the I0 MPH 
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60- 
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I0 

Figure 14 
Responses to Questions on Speeding 

(North Carolina) 

69.0 o- - "  

56.5 e" 

io 75.3 
s 73&7 

" ' ' -  - "  ~ 60.1 
J 65.6 - - ~  . 

49.7 

41.2 ~ 48.0 

26.8 

5b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit 
- (Conviction) (F=I.2; n.s.) 

5a--Speeding 10 MPH:Over Limit 
(Conviction) (F=3.0; .05) 

4b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit 
(Detection) (F= .7; n.s.) 

4a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit 
(Detection) (F=3.5; .01) 

G~o~p I Group 2 GroUp 3 GroGp 4 GroUp 5 

Overall Statistics 
Number of Range Of Responses 

Question Responses Average Percent (Number) 

4a 
4b 
4c 
4d 

864 
863 
863 
862 

26.60 
41.52 
60.31 
70.90 

0% (9)  to 100% ( 7): 
o% (3 )  to I00% C 12) 
0% (!2) to 100% (82) 
0% (4)  to 100% (173) 



Vio la t ion .  The (smal l -s ized)  Group 5 showed l i t t l e  d i f ference in 

the detect ion estimate fo r  these offenses. In l i g h t  of  t h e i r  

experience, i t  is d i f f i c u l t  to understand why these estimates are 

so high and, also, why they are so close together. The average 

20 MPH detect ion estimates for  Groups 1 through 4 are about 1.5 

times higher than the I0 MPH estimates. F-rat ios were calculated 

to determine i f  the averages were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  ( in a 

s t a t i s t i c a l  sense). For each question, the resul ts  of  th is  calcu- 

l a t i on  are indicated next to the corresponding curve. The d i f -  

ferences fo r  Question 4a are s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

The upper (dashed) set of curves in Figure 14 represent the 

group average responses regarding chances of convict ion in c o u r t  

fo r  the selected offenses. The dashed curves are shaped much l i ke  

the so l id  curves, suggesting that  the between-group di f ferences 

regarding the chances fo r  detect ion are s im i la r  to those for  con- 

v i c t i o n .  The higher values shown for  the convict ion estimate 

suggest that  the dr ivers rea l i ze  that the chances of  convict ion 

(once detected) are higher than the chances of  detect ion.  I n  

r e a l i t y ,  the chances of  detect ion are probably much lower than 

expressed by the dr ivers .  The re la t i ve  closeness of  the convic- 

t ion  curves (5a and b) ind icate that the dr ivers feel that  for  

these two speeding v i o l a t i ons ,  the d i f ference in the chances of 

convict ion is less than the d i f ference in chances of  detect ion.  

At the bottom o f  Figure 14, the overal l  s t a t i s t i c s  regard- 

ing the twospeeding questions are presented together wi th an 

ind ica t ion  of the number of  dr ivers who chose maximum answers and 

those who chose minimum answers. Nine respondentsthought that  

none of the I00 speeders at I0 MPH over the l i m i t  had a chance of 

detect ion whi le only three f e l t  that way about a 20 MPH speeding 

offense. At the other extreme, seven dr ivers thought a l l  I0 MPH 

speeders would be caught whi le 12 dr ivers f e l t  that  way about a l l  
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20 MPH speeders. For the same two offenses, twelve and four 

respondents, respectively, fe l t  that zero drivers in lO0 would 

be convicted in court while 82 and 173, respectively, f e l t  :that 

al l  would be convicted in court. Almost all estimates of either 

zero or lO0 percent detection were obtained from Group l and 2 

drivers. I t  should be pointed out that lO0 percent estimates of 

detection and estimates that no drivers would be conviCted are 

unrealisti F. Yet they do influence the averages presented in the 

curves. 

Analysis of Questions on Driving While Intoxicated 
and Running a Traffic Light or Stop. Sign 

Thegroup average estimates of chances of detection and con- 

viction for Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) (Questions 4c and 5c) 

and for Running a Traffic Light or Stop Sign (Questions 4d'and. 5d) 

are shown on the graphs of Figure 15. For DWI, Groups l ,  2, and 

3 show no difference in average chances of conviction. Groups 4 

and 5 that contain DWI offenders rate the chances of conviction 

higher, but not s ta t is t ica l ly  signif icantly higher. Groups 2 and 

3 rated the chances of DWI conviction s l ight ly higher than Group I.  

However, Group 4 members, some of whom were f i r s t  offenders of DWI, 

rated the chances of court conviction for DWI the same as Group I.  

Perhaps their response is based on prior experience with both con- 

victions and acquittals/dismissals for DWI. The multiple Serious 

offenders (Group 5) rate the chances of DWI conviction nearly as 

high as Group 3. None of the differences is signif icant, however. 

While the number of drivers estimating zero chances of detection 

and conviction and those estimating lO0 percent detection were 

small, 182 respondents (21 percent) estimated a lO0 percent chance 

of court convictions for DWI. Higher percentages of the violator 

groups estimated lO0 percent conviction rates than did the non-violator 

169 



80 

70 

60 

50 
Chances 

4O 

o 

30 

20 

Figure 15 

Responses to Questions on DWI and Running Tra f f ic  Light 
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5c--Driving While Intoxicated 
(Conviction) (F = .67; n,s.) 

5d--Running Tra f f i c  L ight  or 
Stop Sign (Conviction) 
(F = .35; n.s.) 

4c--Driving While Intoxicated 
(Detection) (F=1.8; n.s.)  

4d--Running Tra f f i c  Light or 
Stop Sign (Detection) 
(F: .57; n.s.)  

10 

Group 1 
I I ! 1 

Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

,q 
J 

Question 

4c 
4d 
5c 
5d 

Overall S t a t i s t i c s  

Number of Range of Responses 
Responses Average Percent (Number) 

862 
858 
861 
862 

•36.93 
27.41 
72.07 
62.57 

0% (2) to 100% ( 9 )  
0% (4) to 100% ( 7 )  
0% (4) to 100% (182) 
0% (4) t o  100% ( I I0)  



group. These estimates do not c o n f l i c t  wi th the fact  that  in 

many j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  DWI convict ion rates are higher than 90 per- 

Cent. 

The bottom curve of Figure 15 (.Question 4d) shows the detec- 

t ion rate for  the Running T ra f f i c  Light/Stop Sign Offense (T ra f f i c  

L ight ) .  The responses for  Groups I -4  were about the same, while 

that  for  Group 5 was s l i g h t l y  (but not s i g n i f i c a n t l y )  higher. 

These estimates were at about the same percentage level as re- 

ported for  the I0 MPH speeding v io la t ion  (Figure 14). The convic- 

t ion rate estimates for  the T ra f f i c  Light Offense are shown in 

the "5d" curve. The responses are almost the same for  a l l  groups. 

A group breakdown of the I I 0  respondents who estimated a I00 per- 

cent convict ion rate for th is  offense indicates much higher per- 

centages of such estimates by the v i o l a to r  groups than by the 

non-v io lator  group. 

Analysis With MedianValues 

Because the number of zero and I00 percent estimates was 

thought to be large and may have influenced the sample means, 

the median values of each group response to Questions 4a-d and 

5a-d, shown in Table 50, were also examined for  possibly d i f f e ren t  

conclusions. Comparing these values wi th the sample mean data 

points in Figures 14 and 15 suggests that  no d i f f e ren t  i n te r -  

pretat ion regarding group responses is in order. In fac t ,  the 

detection dataare very close while the median convict ion data 

suggests higher conviction rates than the mean data. 

Analysis of Questions On Following Too Closely, 
Turning Into T ra f f i c ,  and Crossing the Center Line 

Group average estimates of detection and court convict ion 

for  these offenses are shown in the graphs of Figure 16. With 
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Table 50 

Median Values for  Questions 4 and 5 

Question 

me 

4b 

4c 

4d 

5a 

5b 

5c 

5d 

Group 1 

20 

40 

30 

20 

65 

80 

80 

70 

Croup 2 

20 

40 

30 

15 

75 

80 

85 

75 

Group 3 

25 

50 

30 

20 

90 

90 

90 

70 

Group 4 

25 

30 

40 

20 

80 

80 

80 

70 

Group 5 

50 

50 

50 

40 

90 

90 

80 

80 

? 
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Figure 16 

Responses to Questions on Following Too Closely, 
Turning Into Traffic and Crossing Center Line 

(North Carolina) 

55.1 
I ~,m 53.3 

49.5 Q 
_ _ _ - -  _ _ _ - - - - ' _ - ' -  44.8 45.~ "~ 

44. ~ . ' ~ r "  i _ _ _ e  

~ 30" I 
27. 

20.~ 20. 
17. 
16.4 

5f--Turning Into Traff ic 
(Conviction) (F= .88; n.s.) 

5e--Following Too Closely 
" (Conviction) (F=1.40; n.s.) 

5g--Crossing Center Line 
(Conviction) (F: .26; n.s.) 

4f--Turning Into Traff ic 
(Detection) (F:2.40; .05) 

4g--Crossing Center Line 
(Detection) (F=1.68; n.So) 

4e-'Following Too Closely 
(Detection) (F:1.1!; noS.) 

p 1 Group 2 Group 3 GroUp 4 Grolup 5 

Question 
me 
4f 
4g 
5e 
5f 
5g 

Overall Statistics 

Number of 
Responses Average 

858 
859 
859 
861 
861 
857 

15.23 
18.77 
16.81 
46.85 
49.20 
44.78 

Range of Responses 
Percent(Number) 

0% (80) to 100% ( 3 )  
0% (56) to 100% ( 7 )  
0% (60) to 100% ( 4 )  
O% (35) to I00% (55) 
0% (26) to I00% (72) 
0% (43) to 100% (52) 



the exception of Group 5, the detection rate estimate for  a l l  of 

these offenses is about the same for  each group and not very d i f -  

ferent for  the three offenses. The detection estimates for  a l l  

of these offenses are lower thanhas been the case for  the other 

offenses described previously. The percentage of the respondents 

estimating that zero dr ivers in i0o would be detected for  these 

offenses ranged from seven to  ten percent, a f igure much higher 

than for  the other offenses and one that points out the d i f f i -  

cu l ty  of taking enforcement action against these offenses. The 

convict ion estimates for  these offenses show l i t t l e  d i f ference 

between groups and are lower than the estimates for  other offenses. 

The respondents may feel that  in addit ion to the d i f f i c u l t y  of 

taking enforcement action against these v io la t ions ,  there is also 

some d i f f i c u l t y  in many cases in producing evidence to convict.  

Comparisons With Violation History 

Court Appearances and Court Conviction Perceptions 

The analysis so far  has not shown many di f ferences among the 

groups under study. With regard to detection, only two of the 

offenses showed s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t  di f ference among the 

groups and with regard to court convict ion, only one (speeding 

I0 MPH Over the l im i t ) showed a s ign i f i can t  d i f ference.  At th is  

point ,  i t  may be of benef i t  to compare respondents with court 

appearances versus respondents without court appearances. With 

th is  analysis,  Group 1 respondents s t i l l  serve as a comparison 

group since they did not have any v io lat ions or court appearances. 

At the other extreme, v i r t u a l l y  a l l  Group 4 and Group 5 respondents 

made court appearancessince the i r  v io lat ions were major in nature. 

Therefore, the averages previously presented for  these two groups 

are re f l ec t i ve  of both the i r  detection and adjudicat ion experiences. 

With Groups 2 and3, there are'also mandatorYappearances and many 
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of the appearances are because the person decided to challenge 

the c i t a t i on  in court. More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  in Group 2 there were 

20 persons with court appearances. With a l l  the groups, the 

court experience can be expected to a f fec t  only t he i r  perceptions 

of court actions rather than t he i r  Perceptions of detect ion by 

the police,. 

With th is  background, Table 51 shows the response averages 

for  Question 5 with Groups 2 and 3 s p l i t  in to  Court/No Court 

Appearance categories. Theaverages under the "Court Appearance" 

columns were based on those respondents who made court appearances 

during the three-year period under study whi le the averages under 

the "No Court Appearance" columns were based on those respondents 

who decided to pay the f ine and not appear in cour t  to cha l l enge  

the c i t a t i o n .  

There are some in teres t ing  comparisons from Table 51. For 

example, with Group 2, the averages fo r  the subgroup wi thout  court 

appearances are larger  than the subgroup with court appearances. 

With the offense of speeding I0 MPH over the l i m i t ,  the averages 

fo r  Group 2 are 64.9 fo r  respondentswi thout  a court  appearance 

and 61.5 for  respondents with a court appearance. While th is  

d i f fe rence,  as well as the other d i f ferences fo r  Group 2, is smal l ,  

the overal l  conclusion is consistent since i t  occurs wi th each 

category. S im i l a r l y ,  the Group 3 averages show the same conclu- 

sion except fo r  the DWI category, wi th the offense of  speeding 

I0 MPH over the l i m i t ,  the averages fo r  Group 3 are 73.2 fo r  

respondents without a court appearance and 59.9 fo r  respondents 

with court  appearances. 

In summary, i t  appears that  persons with occasional court  

appearances, as wi th Groups 2 and 3; w i l l  respond wi th perceptions 
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Court 

Tabl e 51 

Appearances and Court Conviction 
(.North Carolina) 

Perceptions 

Question 

5a 

5b 

5c 

5d 

5e 

5f 

5g 

Group 1 

56,5 

69,0 

70,7 

61,2 

45,8 

49,5 

44,3 

Group 2 
No Court Court 

Appearance Appearance 

64,9 

73,3 

73,5 

64,3 

50.6 

51,9 

46,8 

61,5 

72,1 

71,4 

62,1 

43,5 

43,6 

42,6 

Group 3 
No Court Court 

Appearance Appearance 

73,2 59,9 

76,4 71,7 

76,3 78.0 

63.7 63.1 

54,9 44,3 

61,4 42.,4 

52,1 40.8 

Group 4 

57,4 

67,5 

70,8 

62.1 

39.7 

42.4 

41,5 

Group 5 

69,1 

75,3 

76,3 

65,7 

53,3 

55~I 

44,8 



of lower chances of being found g u i l t y  than the i r  counterparts 

with no court appearances. 

Time of Citat ions and Perceptions 

As with the other states, there was in teres t  in whether time 

had an ef fec t  on the chances of detect ion. I t  was hypothesized 

that persons who had recent ly received a c i t a t i on  would have 

higher responses than persons whose c i ta t ions  occurred at an 

ea r l i e r  time. The fo l l ow ingana lys i s  is based on "s ingle year" 

offenders. These are defined as respondents who had received a 

c i t a t i on  during one of the three years• but not the other two. 

From the Venn diagram presented ea r l i e r ,  i t  is possible to make 

the fo l lowing def in i t ions :  

Group A: Respondents who received c i ta t ions  in Year 1 
(December 1976-November 1977) but not during 
Years 2 or 3 (N=II9).  

Group B: Respondents who received c i ta t i ons  in Year 2 
(December 1977-November 1978) but not during 
Years 1 or 3 (N=I41). 

Group C: Respondents who received c i ta t ions  in Year 3 
(December 1978-November 1979) but not during 
Years l or 2 (N=92). 

Comparing these groups with Group 1 as a control gives the f igures 

in Table 52. With the de f in i t ions  of the groups, the hypothes~s 

is that the Group C average would be higher than Group B which 

would, in turn, be higher than Group A. The f igures show th is  

trend for  every offense in Question 4. For example, wi th Ques- 

t ion 4b (Speeding I0 MPH over the l i m i t ) ,  Group A had an average 

of 34.9, Group B an average of 43.3, and Group C••an average of 

46.1. Thus, the data support the hypothesis thatmore recent 

c i ta t ions  raise the level of perceptions of being caught by the 

po l i ce .  I t  should be noted, however, that  a l l  of the Group A 
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Table 52 

Relat ionship of  Perceptions to Time 
Question 4--Chances of Being Caught by the Police 

Question , Group A Group B Group C Group 1 

4a 24.2 27. l  27.2 26.8 

4b 34.9 43.3 46.1 41.2 

4c 35.0 36.2 40.2 36.8 

4d 24.6 26.2 30.6 28.4 

4e 13.1 15.0 17.1 16.4 

4f 15.1 16.7 21.2 20.5 

4g 13.7 16.2 20.0 17.7 

averages and many of the Group B averages are below the Group 1 

average. I t  is not c lear why th is  should be the case except to 

say that  the c i t a t i ons  in Year 1 obviously did not have a last !ng 

e f fec t  on the dr ivers.  

ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED FINES AND SANCTION SEVERITY 

Analysis of Estimated Fines 

Question 6 was asked to learn the extent of  the respondents' 

knowledge of  the f ines imposed in the Raleigh area fo r  the seven 

selected offenses. 

. For each of the same v io la t ions  we've been 
ta l k ing  about, I ' d  l i ke  to get your idea of 
what the f ine  in th is  County would be i f  
the person had a c lear dr iv ing record. I f  
you ' re not sure, j us t  give me your best 
guess. You may assume that no accident is 
involved. 
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The correct answers to the question are: 

Offense 

6a--Speeding I0 MPH Over Limit  

6b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit  

6c--Driving While Intoxicated 

6d--Running a T ra f f i c  Light or 
Stop Sign 

6e--iFollowing Too Closely 

6f--Turning in Front of T ra f f i c  

6g--Crossing the Center Line 

Fine " 

$ 32.00 

Court Appearance 

$127.00 plus l -year  
l icense revocation* 

$ 27.00 

$ 27.00 

$ 27. O0 

$ 27.00 

The f ine l i s ted  for  DWI is the typ ical  f ine imposed in court f o r  

a f i r s t  offense. The other f ines l i s t ed  are those that are paid 

by mail or to the court c l e rk  in the Raleigh/Wake County Area. 

As was the case in Colorado, no " t yp ica l "  f ine imposed fo l lowing 

court appearance for speeding 20 MPH over the l i m i t  could be 

learned. 

GrouP average responses for  Question 6 are shown in Figures 

17 and 181. For Question 6a--Speeding by I0 MPH--the estimates 

for  Groups I-4 are wi th in two dol lars of the actual f ine (but on 

the low side) and that for  Group 5 is high by about seven do l lars .  

S im i la r l y ,  a l l  estimates for  Question 6dZ-Traf f ic  L ight- -are ~ 

above, but wi th in four dol lars of the actual f ine .  Although pos- 

s ib ly  coincidental ,  the.degree to which the estimates described 

come close to the actual value suggests that dr ivers ,  both vio- 

la to rs  and non-violators,  ma% be very aware of the f ines imposed 

fo r  these v io la t ions.  The f ine estimates for  a 20 MPH Speeding 

Vio lat ion (Question 6b) range from about 45 dol lars  to 72 do l la rs .  

L 

*Referred~.to interchangeably as l icense suspension.in ,the tex t ,  ..,.~ . . . . .  ~ 

179 



Fine 

c~ 

$20~ 

~ $ 1 0 0  

$70-  

$ 60- 

$ 5o. 

• $ 40- 

$-30 ~ 

$ 20 

$ i~ 

" F i g u r e  i7 .  Responses to Questions on Fine for  Speeding, DWI, 
• Running ,T ra f f i c  Light 
• . • (North Carolina)• 

$ 1 3 8 , 3 k "  . - ~ $146,2 6¢L~Driving While In tox ica ted  
= _ ~  " (F=1.13;  n . s . )  

$109.3 

• 72~3 6b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit,  
(F=1.51; n-.s.) . . 

$ 

$ 30,3- ' 
$ 29,1 I 

56.3 

' $45,2 
~ $  39,4 

- 

" " ~ $. 29-~ 9 

• . . . . 

6a--Speeding .IOMPH Over L imi t  
(F=1.46;  n .s . ) .  

6d--Runn~ng T r a f f i c  Light  or 
Stop Sign (F=O.31; n .s . )  

• " i 

Group .1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4- Group 5 

s t a t i s t i  S - -.- Overal l  c • .... ~ 

Question 

6a 
6b ' 

.. 6c 
6d . 

I 

Number o f  
Responses 

.852. 
• 826 
810 
845 

• ,,Average • 

$ 2 9 . 6 3  
$ .53 .64  
$128.77 
$ 30L24 

• -Range of Responses 
Dol lars  (Number) 

$0-(10) to $ 250 (3) 
• $ 0  ( 2 )  to  $ 5 0 0 ( 3 )  

$0 (18) to $!000 (5) 
$ 0  ( I 0 )  to $. 200 (3): 

c o r r e c t  
Answer " 

$ 32 
Cour tApp.  

$127 
$ 2 7  

i 

- . , . 
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Figure18 
Responses toQuestions on Fine•for Following Too Close.ly, 

• Turning Into TraffiC and Crossing Center Line •• 
. . . .  (North Carol.ina) ~ 

, .  . , , .  . . 

• • . ,  , • • : . 

50- • . ° •  

40- - ._---e:$36.0 6f--Turning Into Traff ic 
- .. . ~ . ( F : 0 . 5 4 ;  n . s . )  

30- $ 3 1 . 3 ~ ~ _  ~ . ~  $33.2 6g--C~ossing Center Line 
$26 .1  - ~  - $28.9 (F=0.95; n.s.) 6e=-Following Too:Closely 

Fine  $ 2 5 . 1 "  (F=1.24; n.s.~ 
2O 

I 0 -  . " 

I I I I I 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

, , , . 

:. Question 

• ' 6 e  

' 6f 
6g  

Number of 
Responses 

Overall .Statistics 

Average 

" '$ i'29~ 63 833 
838 
821 

$ 3 0 . 6 7  

$ 28.31 

Range of Responses 
Dollars (Number) 

$0 (28)  to %400 ( I )  
$0 (.20) to $500 ( I )  
$0 (33).to $500 (2) • 

• Co'rrect 
Answer 

$ 2 7 . 0 0  

$27.00 
$27.00 



. . . .  L 

Since there is no "correct". answer here, comparisons are d i f -  

f i c u l t .  I t  is noted that  I•5 percent of Group 4 members andS20 

percent of Group•5 members had convict ions for  th is  offense and 

no members of the other groups had such convict ions. Table 53 

shows the median of estimated f ines fo r  Questi.on 6. T h e r e i s  

l i t t l e  d i f ference between the median and mean values for  Ques -  

t ions 6a, b, and d. ' 

Tabl e 53 

Median Values for  Question 6 

• I Question 
. 6a 

' 6b 

6c 

6d 

' 6e 

6f 

• 6g 

Group 1 

25 
45 

lO0 

25 

25 

25 

25 

Group 2 

28 

42 

I00 

27 

25 

27 

27 

Group. 3 

35 

42 

I00 

27 

27 

27 

27 

Grou__   
2 7  

40'  

1 O0 

• 27 

25 

27 

27 

Group 5- Value 

32 ' 3 ~  

50 • Court 

127 127. 

.27.  27 

27 27 

2 8  27 

28 . 27 ~ 

Correct • 

For DWI, Groups. l. and 5 overestimated.the f ine whi le the 

other groups underestimated i t .  The .d i spa r i t y  between the Group .4 

and Group 5 estimates is d i f f i c u l t  to explain since 27 percent and 

33 percent, r espec t i ve i y , . o f  these groups had DWI convict ions° 

Examination of the median value of each group estimate fo r  DWI 

shows Groups I -4 a l l  having median estimates of  $I00 and t h a t o f  

Group 5 at $ i27-- the correct  value. • 

I f ,  in addi t ion to a f i ne ,  the respondent described other 

penal t ies for  DWi, that information was•recorded; as shown in  

Table 54,595 respondents (69 percent) provided a second penalty.  

The princ•ipal~responsel, of fered by 92 percent of those describing 

second penal t ies,  was l icense suspension. This•choice was nearly 
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O0 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group ¢ 

Group 5.. 

Overal I._ 

:::- Tab] e 54 . 

Other;Penalt~z Responses for  DWI 
.. (North. Carol ina) ,  " 

Los s/Revo ked 
License : 

Points On 
Record 

Jai : l /  
Pr ison  

Rehabilitation 
Driver School Probation 

97 
(51 .t%)1 

6 8 .  
• 4 o (4 . .~%)  

.6 : 
(40 .  '0%) 

7 
(38.9%) 

O , 

-(o.o%) 

178 
(47.0%) 

• • • , 

1 
(5. 

.(5. 

0 
3%) 

9 
9%) 

6 " 
(3.2%) 

• 

( 2  .6%)., 

63 
(33.2%) " l 

5 8  
(37.9%) . 

•9 
(4;7%) 

13 
(8,5~)I. 

Warning 

I (13,3% ) 

: 2 • 
( l l . l % ) ,  

.(6.7%) 

(o..o%) 

5- 
(33.3%) 

4 
(22.2%) 

• o • o 

1 
(6.7%) • 

4 
.(22.2%) 

' 5 

( 2 . 6 % )  

1 
(0.7%):- 

(o.o%) (o.o%): 

23 " ~ 11 
-.(6.1%) " (2.9%)- 

L 

• : i : T  

:(33..3%) 

131 
(34.6%) 

S 

(66.7%) 

29 
•(7.7%) 

(o.o%): 
.1. 

(5.6%) 

• • ' O 

(o.o%). 

7 
(1.8%) 

Total 

190 

153 

15 

18 ¸ 

3 

379 



unanimous over a l l  groups, ind icat ing a fami  i a r i t y  w i th  what 

penalt ies are imposed for  Dwi convict ions. 

The estimated f ines f o r  theremaining, three v io la t ions  

( F i g u r e 1 8 ) a r e  a l l  in the same range as those-given fo r  speeding 

by lO MPHand T ra f f i c  Light (Figure 17),  again suggesting that on 

the average dr ivers i n t h i s  Nor thCaro l ina survey.are aware of. 

minor v i o la t i on  penal t ies.  Furthermore, the median responses for  

these questions, were a l l  w i th in  two dol lars of the correct  value. 

Analysis of Sanction SeveritY 

.As was the case in the other states, two questions were asked 

regarding the sever i ty  of penalt ies.. Ques t ion7  asked the respondent 

to rate the sever i ty  of the f ine  he es t imated in  Question 6on  a 

f i v e - p o i n t L i k e r t  scale from l to 5. In Question 8, the respondent 

was informed Of the correct  penalty and asked to rate i t s  sever i ty  

on the same scale. 

Table 55 shows, for  each v i o l a t i on ,  the group-average sever i ty  

estimates. With two exceptions (Group"4 on Quest ion7 /8 f  and 

Group 5 on Question 7/8g),  the averagesever i ty  rat-ing given to the 

(correct)  penalty in Question 8 was higher than that  g i v e n t o  the 

respondents' uninformed estimate of the penalty in Question 7. The 

range of average sever i ty  estimates given l ies  between 2.20 (hardly 

severe), and 3.93 ( rather  severe) but more than . t h ree - fou r thso f  the 

estimates were less  than th ree  (.moderate seve r i t y ) '  the midpoint of 

the  scale. For the I0 and 20 MPH speeding v io lat ions. ,  the v i o l a t o r  

g r o u p s . a l l i n i t i a l l y  rated the sever i ty  higher than those with no 

sanction experience ( in the preceding three years.) • The revised 

estimate of Group 3 fo r  a lO MPH v io la t ion  (Question 8a) was 

s l i g h t l y  lower than that  of Group I .  The t - t e s t  shows the rev i -  

sions of both Groups l and 2 fo r  the speed v io la t ions  were 
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Table 55 

Sanction Sever i ty  Averages 
(North Carol ina) 

Speeding I0 MPH 

Over Limit  

7a 8a 

Group 1 2. '5 2.8 

Group 2 : 2.8 3.0 

Group 3 2.7 2.7 

Group 4 2 . 7  3.1 

Group 5 3.3 3.3 

t -value 

- 5 . 1 " * *  

- 3 . 3 * * *  

- . 2  

- 2 . 2 *  

0 . 0  

Group l- 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 ,  

Dr iv ing While In tox icated 

7c 8c 

. 2.3 2.5 

2.4 2.8 

2.7 3.1 

:3.1 -3 .,2 

3.2, 3 . 9 .  

t -va l  ue 

- 2 . 0 *  

6 .0 ' * *  

- 1.4 

- . 8  

- .  1 . 8  

FollOwing Too Close 

' 7 e  8_d 
Group l : ' 2.3 2.~6 

Group 2 2."6 2.8 

Group 3 ' ,,2.6 2.7 

Group 4 2.6 : 2.7 

Group 5 . 2.7 ,3.3 

t -va lue 

_ .4 .4 , * *  ' 

- 2 . 1  ~ 

- 0 . 6  

- 1 . 2  

- 1 . 5  

Crossing Center Line 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

GrouP 5 

2 
2.2 

2.5 

2.3 

2.5 

3.1 

8g•  
2.6 

2.8 

2.7 

2.8 

3.1 

t -va lue 

- 5 . 0 " * *  

- 4 .  l * * *  

- 1.5 

- I . 9  

• i 
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Speeding 20 M P H  

Over L imi t  

7b 8b t -va lue  

Group I 2.2 2.5 - 4.0 **~ 

Group2 2 . 5  2.8 - 3 .4* * *  

Group 3" 2.7 3.0 - l .O 

GroUp 4 2.9 3.I  - 2.2 

Group 5 " " 3 . i  "3.3 - .5 

., Runn!ng a T r a f f i c  L i g h t  
or Stop Sign 

• 7d -- 8 d - -  t - v a l u e  

>Group l 2.4. 2 .5  - 1.7 

Group 2 " 2.7 2.7 " 0.2 

Group:3 2.2 2.7 ~ 1.9 

Group 4 2.5 2.6 ; l .O  

Group 5 . . 2 . 6 .  3.1 - 1.2 

l~urning Into T r a f f i c  

:7f  

"~Group 1 2 . 2  

-Group 2 '2.5 

Group 3 2 . 2  

Group4  2.6 

Group5  , .2.9 

8f  t -va lue  

2.4 • _ 2.5*• 

/ 2 .6  • - 1 •5 

2.3 • ' ~ -  0.5 

2.5 .5 

3.0 - .3 

* S i gn i f i can t  • at  the .05 level 

**  S i g n i f i c a n t  at  the .01 level  

* * *  S i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the .001 l e v e l  



• s ta t is t ica l ly  significant at the .001 level . .That ,  for~the rela ,  

t i ve iy  small Group 4 on the I0 MPH violation was also significant ~ 
( . o 5 ) .  . 

For the DW! violation, the groups with DWI experience (4 and 

5) i n i t i a l l y  rated the. penalty severity greater.than three and 

revised i t  further upward upon learning the correct penalty. 

Group 3's revision placed i t  above the level •three severitY and 

the upward revisions of Groups 1 and 2 made the differences .~ 

s ta t is t ica l ly  significant. .If these ratings are considered in 

l ight:of  the mean estimates of the fines given for Question 7c, 

the upward severity revision by GrouPs 1 and 5 are d i f f i cu l t  to 

explain because the mean estimates were.higher than the .actua l  

fine. However, i f  i t  is recalled that the•median estimates for 

Groups I -4  were below the actualf ine•and that for Group 5 was 

equal.to the actual f ine,  then the upward re•vision in sever i ty  

estimate by all  groups is possibly more understandable. I t  should 

also be recalled that 64 percentof all respondents l isted license 

suspension as a DWI penalty. I t  is reasonable that those who had 

not l isted license Suspension might want:to increase their DWI 

penalty•severity estimate upon learning about suspension being 

imposed. •Additionally, some of those-who had listed suspension 

might also raise their rating upon learning tha t the  Suspension 

, lasted one year 

AS can be seen in Table 55, trends similar •to those described 

for the speeding Violations canbe noted for the other fourminor 

violations. Insome cases the difference between the mean estimates 

of Questions 7 and8 is s tat is t ica l ly  significant. 
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ANALYSIS OF OTHER SANCTIONING ISSUES 

.. Several sanct ion-related matters such as.the e f fec t  of warning 

t i cke ts ,  appearance before a judge, attendance at court t r a f f i c  

school, preventive versus educational e f fec ts  and insurance premium 

impact were addressed in the d r i ve r  in te rv iew.  The fo l lowing sect 

t ions present theana lys i s  regarding these matters, i 

Specia I and General Effects 

. Question 9 asked about special e f fec ts , ' those  on dr ivers Who 
. , . . . , 

have_ been sanctioned; Question I0 asked about general e f f e c t s - -  

-~hose on dr ivers who have not been sanctioned " The questions were 
worded as: . 

9. Which of the statements below comes closest to 
your fee l ing about the way that penal t ies fo r  " 
t r a f f i c  v io la t ions  a f fec t  most dr ivers who have ". 
committed t r a f f i c  v io la t ions? 

~,.! Preventive or deter rent  ef fect- -keeps people 
from doing the same thing~again. 

Educational effect-Lteaches.peop!e what t he .  
dr iv ing laws are and how.tO,drive safe ly.  

No e f fec t - -pena l t ies  fo r  t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n s  
have no ef fect  on the dr ivers concerned. " 

: I0 .  Which of the statements below comes closest to ' 
YOur fee] ing about the way that penal t ies f o r  
t r a f f i c  vi lplat ions a f fec t  dr ivers  whOhave not 
Committed t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n s ?  

- (Same three a l te rnat ives  asabove.)  

The r e s u I t s f o r  these two questions are shown in Table 56 .  A1 

groups tend~to favor the~preven t i ve /de te r ren te f fec t  fo r  those who 

havebeen sanctioned and only I Group 5"favors i tmuch  more st rongly 

than the others. Group 5 and Group 1 f e l t  mores t rong ly  than the 

other groups that no special e f fec t  was to be achieved from sanc- 

t ions.  Overal l ,  however, 13 percent f e l t  there was no special 
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Table 56 

Questions 9 and I0 -- Effect of Penalties on Drivers 
(Nor th  Carolina) 

CO 
Oo 

Prevent ive or 
De te r ren tE f fec t  

QUEST{ON 9 

Educational No 
Effect Effect 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Overall 

52.3% 

51.8% 

54.3% 

48.5% 

• 60..0% 

52.o% 

32.3% 15.3% 

36.3% I1.8% 

34.3% 11.4% 

39.7% 118% 

20.0% 20.0% 

34.5% 13.4% 

Preventive or 
Deterrent Effect 

QUESTION I0 

Educational 
Ef fect  

No 
Effect 

39.6% 

37.1% 

48.6% 

33.8% 

40.0% 

38.4% 

46.4% 

39.2% .... 

25.7% 

43.!% 

40.0% 

i 42.0% 

14.0% 

23.7% 

25.7% 

• 23.1% 

:-; 20.0% 

19.6%1 

Question 9; 

Question I0. 

Which of thestatements below comes closest to your feel ing about the way that penalties fo r  
t r a f f i c  Violat ions a f fec t  most drivers who have committed t r a f f i c  violations?~ 

Which of the statements below comes closest to your feel ing about the way that  penalties for 
t r a f f i c  v io la t ions a f fec t  drivers who have not committed t r a f f i c  v io lat ions? 

Preventive or deterrent e f fect  -- keeps people from doing the same thing again " 
Educational e f f e c t  -- teaches people what the dr iv ing la:ws are and how to drive safely 
No ef fect  penalties for  t r a f f i c  v io lat ions have no ef fec t  on the dr ivers Concerned 



ef fec t .  The percentage of respondents by group favoring general 

preventive/deterrence effects was not much d i f f e r e n t  than the 

overal l  average. The general educational e f fec t  was preferred 

over the general prevent ive/deterrent  e f fec t  by a l l  groups except 

Group 3. Although the overal l  d i f ference is smal l ,  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  

to understand how the general educational e f fec t  wou.ld have more 

impact. About the same percentage of  Group 1 as f e l t  that  there 

would be no special ef fects also f e l t  there would be no general 

- e f fec ts .  Each of the other groups f e l t  more s t rong ly  that  no 

general ef fects would occur than they did about no special e f fects  

occur r ing .  This outcome is qui te reasonable. 

. Inf luence of Warning Tickets  

The dr ivers were asked about the inf luence a warning t i c k e t  

would have compared to receiving a c i ta t ion~ Question I I  stated: 

I I .  When the pol ice see a t r a f f i c  V io la t i on ,  they 
can stop the dr iver  and give him/her a warning 
(instead of  a t i c k e t ) . -  Please Ci rc le  the. ' 
number below which bestdescr ibes how such a 
warning would inf luence your d r iv ine  pract ices 
when .compared to get t ing a t i c k e t .  

I .  Has same e f fec t  as get t ing a t i c k e t . .  
2~ Has a greater e f fec t .  
3. Some ef fec t  but not as much as a t i c ke t .  
4. No e f fec t .  ' 

/ 

The responses given are shown below. Only fo rGroup 3 did less 

than ha l f  of the respondents feel that  a warning would be as ef -  

fec t i ve  or more e f f e c t i v e t h a n  a t i c k e t .  Although only s l i g h t l y  

less" than ha l f  of Group 3 f e l t  that  way, i t  is assumed that  t he i r  

experience with muÂtip.Âe minor v iol  a t ions- - the  kind that might 

resu l t  in a warning--and the fac t  that  they continue to v io la te  

a f te r  c i ta t ions. ,  made them honestly, r e a l i z e a n d  state that  the 

warning would havebeen less e f fec t i ve  fo r  them. 

.189 



L Same E f f e c t .  Greater 
As a T i c k e t  

Group l 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

-Overall 

influence Of .Court Appearance 

39.2% 

30.8% 

25.7% 

26.5% " 

46.7% 

34.1% 

Effect 

25~8% 
25.3% 

22.9% 

32,4% 

•13,3% 

25.7% 

Not as 
Great as 
a Ticket 

32.9% 

42.1% 

.42.9% 

38.2% 

33.3% 

37.8% 

No Ef fect  

2.2% 

1 . 8 %  

8.6% 

2.9% 

.6.7% 

2.4% 

The dr ivers '  opinions regarding the e f fec t  of  court appear- 

ance were sought in Question 12 

12. A t r a f f i c  law v io la to r  may choose e i ther  to 
" (1) appear before a judge to plead h is /her  

case, or (2) pay. a f ine by mail or to a court " 
Clerk.  To what extent would a lecture and 
fine. given by a jUdge inf luence a person's 
d r i v i ngbehav io r  when compared to paying the 

: f ine  wi thout  appearing before the judge? 
Would you say i t  would have 

4. Lesser  inf luence 
2 .  Greater i n f l uence  
3. No • d i f ference 
4. No opinion 

• The responses were as fo l lows:  

Group•l 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group4 

Group 5 

Overall. 

Lesser 
I n f l u e n c e  

9.6% 

8.9% 

8.6% 

7.4% 

3.3% 

9.2% 

IGreater 
Inf luence 

66..6.% 

61.6% 

54.3% 

69.1% 

60/0% 

.64.0% 

• No 
Difference 

20.3% 

25.3% 

3l .4% 

i 6.2% 

20.0% 

22.6% 

No 
Opinion_ 

3,6% 

4.2% 

5.7  
7.4% 

6.7% 

4.3% 
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The responses show a strong be l ie f  that court appearances have ,a 

greater influence on dr iV ingbehav ior  as compared to paying• the 

f ine without appearance. The overa l l  s t a t i s t i c s  show:that nearly 

two ' th i rds  of the respondents gave the ,Greate•~ inf luence" answer~ 

The indiv idual  group averages vary around th is  overal l  average 

with no s ign i f i can t  di•fferences between group averages 

Influence of Court Traffic School. 

The sanctions o f c o u r t  or l icensing agency education programs 

were covered in Questions 13 and•14: 

i3. Do You know thatsome t r a f f i c  v io la tors  are 
penalized by having to attend a Court t r a f f i C  
School or a Department of Motor Vehicles 
• education program.? 

14 • Do you think such a penalty would pos i t ! r e l y  
influence your dr iv ing? 

The posi t ive response to these questions was overwhelming. Over- 

a l l ,  87.8 percent responded "Yes" to Question 13, ind icat ing an 

extensive awareness of t r a f f i c  v io la to r  schools or l i c e n s i n g  

agencYciasses as an•al ternat ive sanction. Regard inge f fec t i ve -  

ness, 84.7 percent of the respondents f e l t  such a penalty would 

p o s i t i v e l y  inf•luence the i r  dr iv ing l  • 

I~fluenae of Insurance Premiums 

Three questions were asked that related to knowledge about 

insurance premiums: 

15. Do you know that some dr ivers have the i r  in-  
surance premiums increased, or the i r  insurance 
cancelled, fo l lowing convict ion for  a t r a f f i C  
v io lat ion? 

6. Is your dr iv ing influenced by your awareness Of 
what insurance companies do? 
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i 7. In th is  state,  a l l  insurance companies raise 
premiums for  the next three yearsby  10% 
( for  example, $I0 added to a $I00 annual 
premium), fo l lowing convict ion for  one rout ine 
(one-point) moving v i o l a t i o n .  For a: two-point  
v io la t i on ,  such asspeeding more than 55 miles 
per hour (or two l -po in t  v io la t ions ) ,  the 
premiums are raised by 40%. Do you think you r 
dr iv ing w i l l  be influenced by your awareness 
of what insurance companies do? 

Question 15 was asked to each respondent. I f  the respondent 

answered "Yes," Question 16 Was asked; i f  the respondent answered 

"No" to Question 15, Question 17 was asked. 

The responses to these quest ionsare shown in Figure 19. 

North Carolina law requires tha ta l l compan ies  o f fer ing auto 

insurance for sale in the state have a program of premium in- 

crease as described in Question 17. With 94 percent of respond- 

ents ind icat ing an awareness of insurance premium increase or 

pol icy cancel lat ion fo l lowing a t r a f f i c  convict ion, i t i s  clear 

that th is  pract ice is very well known. Three-quarters of those 

who were aware of these practices are influenced by them and 74 

percent Of those who were not aware of the practices said they 

would be influenced by the i r  new knowledge of what the practices 

are in North Carolina. 

DATA ON SPEEDS 

As w i t h t h e  other two s i tes,  i t  was of in teres t  to develop 

a bet ter  indicat ion of the actual v io la t ion rates in the Raleigh, 

North Carolina area. For th is  purpose, four  separate road seg- 

ments were selected as being typical  of the type of s t reet  and 

da i ly  t r a f f i c  volumes i n t h e  area. Three of these segments were 
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Figure 19 

Responses to Questions on Insurance Premiums 
(North Carolina) 

Q u e s t i o n  15 

Question 15. 

Question 16. 

Question 17. 

Yes 810 
94.2% 

No - -  51 
5.8% 

Yes - -  610 

No -- 167 
20.6% 

_ _  Q u e s t i o n  16 

Yes -- 38 
74.5% 

No -- 10 Question 17 

No Response -- 3 
5.9% 

Do you know that some drivers have their insurancepremiums increased, or their 
insurance cancelled, following conviction for a t r a f f i c  violation? 

Is your driving influenced by your awareness of what insurance companies do? 

In this state, a l l  insurance companies raise premiums for the next three years by 10% 
(for example, $10 added to a $100 annual premium), following conviction for one routine 
(one point) moving violation. For a two point violation, such as speeding more than 
55 miles per hour (or two 1-point violations), the premiums are raised by 40%. Do you 
think your driving wi l l  be influenced by your awareness of what insurance companies do? 

N o R e s p o n s e  - -  33 
4.1% 



on mul t i - lane highways or expressways which handled much of the 

t r a f f i c  volume in Raleigh add the surrounding j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  

These three were the Raleigh Durham Highway, U.S. 64, and the 

U.S. 64 and Route 1 Be l t l ine .  With a l l  three, the speed l i m i t  

was 55 miles per hour. A residential/commercial roadway was 

also selected along Six Forks Road between North H i l l s  and a 

shopping center. This segment had a speed l i m i t  of 45 miles 

per hour un t i l  the area of the shopping center where the speed 

l i m i t  was 35 miles per hour. 

The device used for  co l lec t ing the speed data was a Leupold 

and Stevens~, Inc. Model CVS 545 speed measuring instrument. An 

instrument was placed at each s i te  for  a seven-day period and 

data were col lected at four times each day (6:30 a.m., I0:00 

a.m., 3:30 p.m., and 7:3o p.m.).  Th:e i ns ta l l a t i on  consisted of 

placing two cables aPproximately six feet apart across the 

.desired lanes of t r a f f i c .  The cables were cQnnected'to a p r o - -  

cessing and recording box located at the side of the road seg- 

ment. The~instrument allowed fo r  co l lec t ing speeddata in each 

lane of  t r a f f i c  on the fo l lowing speed in terva ls :  less than 

35 MPH~ 35-39 MPH, 40-44 MPH, 45-49 MPH, 50-54 MPH, 55-57.4 MPH, 

57.5-59 MPH, 60-62.4 MPH, 62.5-64 MPH, 65-69;MPH, 70-74 MPH, 

and over 75 MPH. ~ 

Some problems were encountered during the data co l lec t ion  

process. On two occasions, the instruments were vandalized and 

the cables torn up from the roadway. Unfortunately, there was 

insuff i~cient time for  repeating the data co l lec t ion  on the exact 

day and time period when these incidents occurred. There were 

also some times when inclement weather caused abnormal t r a f f i c  

patterns and on these occasions,~:the data were not used. Further, 
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the instrument at U.S. 64 recorded only one lane of t ra f f ic  

rather than both lanes. Even in the one lane, the readings 

appeared to be very low and for these reasons, the data from 

this location have not been included in this report. 

Tables 57-59 show the speed data by day of week and time 

period. Shown in the table are (1) the total t ra f f ic  volume 

of the time periods, (2) the 85th percentile speed, and (3) 

the percent of vehicles exceeding the speed l imi t  by at least 

lO miles per hour. The data in the table can be further sum- 

marized as follows: 

Average Daily Traffic 
Volume 

Average 85th Percentile 
Range of 85th Per- 

centiles 
Average Percent Ex- 

ceeding Speed Limit 
by at Least lO MPH 

Range of Percent Ex- 
ceeding Speed Limit 
by at Least lO MPH 

Raleigh 64 & #1 
Durham Beltline Six Forks 

I0,800 23,000 9,200 

63.0 MPH 56.9 MP:{ 43.8 MPH 
62.6-64.3 55.1-58.0 45.2-46.4 

I0.3% 0.6% 1.0% 

6.1-15.7% 0.2-I.3% 0.4-2.4% 

The Raleigh Durham Highway stands out in these figures as 

having a much higher 85th percentile and a much higher per- 

centage of vehicles going 65 miles per hour or greater. The 

data show one time period in which 15.7 percent of the drivers 

were exceeding 65 MPH. In general, the morning rush hour 

t ra f f ic  along this highway had a high percentage of speeders. 

With the other two sites, the 85th percentiles and the percent 

of speeders is much lower and, as seen by the figures, the per- 

cent of speeders never exceeds 2.4% along these road segments. 
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Table 5? 

Raleigh Durham Highway 
(North •Carolina) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Fri day Saturday 

~(Z )  

7:30 PM-6:30 AM - 

Tra f f i c  Volume 
8 5 t h P e r c e n t i l e  
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

6:30 AMmlO:O•O AM 

Tra f f i c  Volume 
85th Percenti le 
% Exceeding 65 MPH~ 

I0:00 AM-3:30 RM - 

Traf f icVolume 
85th P e r c e n t i l e  
% Exceeding 65 MPH~- 

3:30 PM-7::30 PM '- 

T ra f f i c  Volume 
85th Percenti le • 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

2,370 
63 .~0 

9.8% 

602 
631 
ii.6% 

2,904 
63.2 
13:9% 

2,213 
:62.7 

6;•9% 

2,069 
63.1 
1 .0% 

3 ,T38 
63.2 
13.7% 

2,712 
62.9 .. 

8 . 6 % :  

2,497 
•62.9 

8.9% 

4 ,3 i i  2,039 
63. 0 ; 63=I 
I0.4% 13,0% 

3,497• 
63.2 
13~8% 

2,565 
62.4 
11.6% 

2,712 
63,0 
10.0%: 

3,274 
64.3 
i 5.7% 

2,197 
62.9 
7.7% 

Lk 

2,804 
62.6 
6.1% 

o 

m m . ~ w  

3;077 • 
63.0 

9.2% 

1,906 3,630 
63.0 ~62.9 
9.9% 9 .~4% 

3,4491 
63.1 

• 112.9% 

3,513 
63.0 
9.4% 

2,895 
62.6 
6.7% 

660 
• - 63~! 
: 11.2% 

\ j~ ' '  

3,662 
:63.0 

9~5% 
i '  

1,516 
62.7 

• 6~6% 
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Table 58 

U.S. 64 and Route l Vehicle Speed Data 
(North Carolina) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 5,459 3,005 
85th Percentile 55.4 58.0 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 0..4% 1.3% 

5,047 
57.9 
1.1% 

4,660 4,780 5,164 
57.6 57.6 55.3 
0.7% 1.0% 0.4% 

6:30 AM-IO:O0 AM 

Traffic Volume l , l l 5  5,838 
85th Percentile 57.9 57.9 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 1.3% 0.6% 

5,649 
• 58.0 

O. 9% 

5,549• 5,386 2,264 
57.9 57.8 57.8 
~ 0.4% 0.8% 1.3% 

I0:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85thPercentile 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

5,507 7 ,821  6,936 7,402 
57.4 57.7 57.9 58.0 
0.4% 0.4% 0.7% 1.2% 

6,680 8,105 8,021 
57.7 57.7 57.8 
0.6% 0.7% 0.8% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 

4,045 
55.4 
0.3% 

6,034 6,619 6,785 7,174 8,586 5,996 
55.1 55.4 55.3 55.4 55.2 55.4 
0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 
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Table 59 

Forks Vehicle Speed 
(North Carolina} 

Data 

sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

GO 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traf f ic  Volume 
85th Percent i le 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 

1,916 751 . . . .  1,787 1,608 
45.2 46.2 - - - -  45.5 45.5 
0.5% ii.6% --~- 0.8% 2.4% 

1,547 
45.8 

I..3% 

6:30 AM-IO:O0 AM 

Traf f ic  Volume 
85th P e r c e n t i l e ,  
% Exceeding 55MPH 

I0;00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile ~-•~ 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 

450 
46.0 
I.3% 

2,353 
45.7 

0.5% 

m ~ u ~  

m ~  m ~  

m ~ w ~  

B m ~  

3,682 
45.6 

0.9% 

2,442 
46.4 

2.1% 

3,868 
45.7 
• 0 . 8 %  

3,712 
46.3 
1.8% 

3,419 
45.6 
o.9% 

2,458 
46.3 

1.5% 

4,278 
45.5 

O.8% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traf f ic  Volume 
85th Percenti le 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 

1,435 
45.8 
O.8% 

m - - . w  2 , 4 8 1  
45.5 

0.8% 

2,559 
45.7 

0.9% 

1,815 
45.4 

0.8% 

754 
46.3 
2.4% 

3,445 
45.8 
0.9% 

2,738 3,367 21,081 
455 45.3 45.5 

0.4% 0.7% 0.4% 
l 
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APPENDIX A 

DRIVER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Note: The questionnaire in this appendix was specifically 
designed for use in Wake County, North Carolina. 
The only difference between i tand the questionnaires 
for the other two states is with Question 8 which 
l ists the actual fine for the violations. 
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Opinion Research Corp. 
Princeton, NJ 08540 

Time Started: 

Date: 

Interviewer: 

TRAFFIC LAW SANCTIONS 

DRIVER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Time Ended: 

GROUP: 1 
2 
3 

51491 
OMBNo. 004-S77013 
EXPIRES 12-3l-7g 

INTRODUCTION: 

Hello, my name is , from Opinion Research Corporation, Princeton, New 
Jersey. We're conducting a survey for the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(authorized by 23 U.S.C. 403). The purpose of the survey is to learn how drivers 
feel about various safety problems and fines.that can occur when people drive a 
car. The information is for a statist ical survey and wi l l  not be.disclosed 
outside the Department of Transportation. The interview wi l l  take about lO to 
15 minutes, and we would appreciate your cooperation, which is voluntary. 

In evaluating the interview responses we w i l l a l so  perform an analysis of the 
driving records of al l  drivers who are interviewed. You have our assurance 
that once al l  the information is collected, al l  names and other identifying infor- 
mation wi l l  be removed. . 

I .  

2. 

About now many miles do you, 
yourself, drive in a year? 
(PROBE: Just your best estimate.) 

Roughly, how many years have you 
been driving a car? 

1 UNDER lO,O00 MILES 
2 lO,O00 - 14,999 

3 15,000 - 19,g99 
4 20,000 OR OVER 
5 DON'T KNOW 

l LESS THAN 5 YEARS 
2 5-9 YEARS 
3 lO-19 YEARS 
4 20 YEARS OR MORE 

On the next few questions, I 'd like you to mark your own answers. The questions 
can be answered by simply circling the number that most nearly sums up your 
opinion. Please read each question and i ts instructions carefully before you 
answer. HAND RESPONDENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND PENCIL. 

3. How good a job do you feel this State is doing in each of the following areas 
in holding down the number of t ra f f ic  accidents?' Please circle the number on 
each line that best describes how you feel. (Just your best impression.) 

Very Very 
Poor Poor Avera~ Good Good 

a. The motor vehicle inspection 
system l 2 3 

b. Setting high standards for people 
getting a driver's license l 2 3 

c. Designing and maintaining highways 
in a way that makes them safe to 
drive on l 2 3 

d. Overall enforcement of the laws 
that require motorists to follow 
safe driving practices l 2 3 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 



4. Following are a number of t ra f f ic  violations. For every lO0 drivers who 
commit these acts, how many, in your opinion, wi l l  be caught by the police 
in this County? You may assume no accidents are involved. 

a. Speeding lO miles per hour over the posted 
speed l imi t  

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted 
speed l im i t '  

c. Driving while intoxicated (drunk driving) 

d. Running a t ra f f ic  l ight or stop sign 

e. Following a moving car too closely 

f .  Turning le f t : in  front of oncoming t raf f ic  or 
pulling out into t ra f f ic  ( l ike at an inter-' 
section or on a freeway) 

g. Crossing the center line of the road 

Number of 
Violators Caught 

5. In this County,' once a person has been caught by police and given a ticket 
for most of these violations, he can usually pay or mail .in the fine or he 
can challenge the ticket in court. For every lOO drivers who are ticketed 
or arrested, and choose to take i t  to court, how many, in your opinion, 
wi l l  be found guilty of comitting the violation? Again, you may assume that 
no accidents are involved. 

a. Speeding lO miles per hour over the posted 
speed l imi t  

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour overthe posted 
speed l imi t  

c. Driving while intoxicated 

d. Runni'ng a t ra f f ic  l ight or stop sign • 

e. Following a moving car too closely 

f .  Turning le f t  in front of oncoming t raf f ic  or 
pulling out into t ra f f ic  ( l ike at an inter- 
section or on a freeway) 

g. Crossing the center line of the road 

Number of Caught Violator~ 
Who Challenge Ticket 
And Are Found Guilt X 

PLEASE RETURN QUESTIONNAIRE TO INTERVIEWER. 
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INTERVIEWER: 

TAKE BACK QUESTIONNAIRE, AND SAY: 

I ' l l  ask you the next,question instead of having you write in your own answers. 

6. For each of the same violations we've been talking about, I 'd l ike to. get 
your idea of what the fine in this County would be i f  the person had a 
clear driving record. I f  you're not sure,.just give me your best guess. 
You may assume that no accident is involved. 

a.. First, what do you think the fine would be for a FINE: $ 
f i r s t  offense for speeding, i f  you were given a 
ticket for going lO miles per hour over the posted 
speed limit? 

b. How about for 20 miles per hour over the posted FINE: $ 
speed limit? 

c. How about driving while intoxicated? What do FINE: $ 
you think the fine or other penalty would be OTHER PENALTY: 

• for a f i r s t  offense? 

d. How about running a t raf f ic  l ight or stop sign? FINE: $ 

e.o How about following a moving car too closely? FINE: $ 

f.  How about turning le f t  in front of oncoming FINE: $ 
t r a f f i c  or pulling out into t r a f f i c?  

g .  And how about crossin 9 the center line? FINE: $ 

INTERVIEWER: 

WRITE IN, ON QUESTION 7, THE AMOUNTS MENTIONED BY RESPONDENT ON QUESTION 6. 
TURN QUESTIONNAIRE TO RESPONDENT. 

THEN 

7. In this question, the interviewer has written in what you thought the fine 
would be for each of the violations stated in question 6. Now, please 
circle the number on the scale below which most accurately reflectsyour 
feelings on how severe the fine is as you stated i t .  

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f .  

g. 

Not At A11 
Severe 

You have-stated~that the fine for driving 
lO miles per hour over the speed l imi t  

. On a scale of I to 5, circle 
the number indicating how severe you think 
the fine is. 

How severe would,you rate the $ f ine  
you listed for speeding 20miles per hour 
over the posted.speed limit? 

How severe is the $ fine (and;or 
~ )  you listed for driving while i n k e d ?  

$ for .running a t raf f ic  l ight or stop 
sign? ~. 

$ for following a moving car too 
cl-6~T~? 

$ for turning le f t  in front of oncoming 
traff ic '  or for pulling outinto traff ic? 

$ for crossing thecenter line? 

Extremely 
Severe 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 



8. 

9. 

lO. 

I I .  

For these same offenses we are l i s t i ng  below the actual f ine in Wake 
County for a person who has been given a t icket and merely wishes to 
pay the standard f ine. In the case of driving while intoxidated, 
the penalty g~ven is about what is usually given when thedr i ve r  is found 
gu i l t y  of a f i r s t  offense after being arrested and going to court. Please 
indicate how severe youfee leach penalty is,  considering the standard 
f ine in relat ion to the seriousness of the offense. Please c i rc le  one 
number for-each offense to indicate where you think the penalty f a l l s  on 
the scale of severity. 

Not At Al l  
Severe 

a. Speeding IO miles per hour over the posted 
speed l im i t :  $32. l 

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted 
speed l im i t :  Required Court Appearance. l 

c. Driving while intoxicated: $127 plus One year 
license revocation, l 

d. Running a t r a f f i c  l i gh t  or stop sign: $27. l 

e. Following a moving car too closely: $27. l 

f .  Turning l e f t  in f ront of oncoming t ra f f i c  
or pul l ing out into t r a f f i c :  $27. l 

g. Crossing .the center l ine:  $27. l 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

Extremely 
Severe 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

Which of the statements below comes Closest to your feeling about the way 
that penalties for t r a f f i c  violat ions affect most drivers who have committed 
t r a f f i c  violations? 

l Preventive or deterrent effect --  keeps people from 
CIRCLE doing the same thing again 

ONE 2 Educational e f f e c t - -  teaches people what the driving 
laws are and how to drive safely 

NUMBER 
3 No effect - -  penalties for t r a f f i c  violat ions have no 

effect on the drivers concerned 

Which of the statements below comes closest to your feeling about the way 
that penalties for t r a f f i c  v iolat ions affect drivers who have not committed 
t r a f f i c  violations? 

l Preventive or deterrent effect - -  keeps people from 
CIRCLE committing t r a f f i c  violations 

ONE 2 Educational effect --  teaches people what the driving 
laws are and how to drive safely 

NUMBER 
3 No effect - -  penalties for t r a f f i c  violat ions have no 

effect on drivers in general 

When the police see a t r a f f i c  v io lat ion,  they can stop the driver and give 
him a warning (instead of a t icket) .  Please c i rc le  the number below which 
best describes how such a warning would influence your driving practices 
when compared to getting a t icket.  

CIRCLE l Has same effect as getting a t icket.  

ONE 2 Has a greater effect. 

NUMBER 3 Some effect but not as much as a t icket.  

4 No effect. 

t~ 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

18. 

19. 

A t ra f f ic  law violator may choose either to l) appear before a judge to plead 
his case, or 2) pay a fine by mail or court clerk. 

To what extent would a lecture and fine given by a judge influence a person's 
driving behavior when compared to paying the fine without appearing before 
the judge, would you say i t  would have -- 

CIRCLE l Lesser influence 

2 Greater influence 
ONE 

3 No difference 
NUMBER 4 No opinion 

Do you know that some traff ic violators are penalized l Yes 
by having to attend a court t raf f ic  school or a 2 No 
Department of Motor Vehicles education program? 

Do you think such a penalty would positively influence l Yes 
your driving? 2 No 

Do you know thata l l  drivers in this state have l Yes 
their insurance premiums increased following ~ 2  No (Go to Q. 17) 
convlcti~n for a t raf f ic  violation? ~ / 

( I f  yes on q. 15, answer q. 16, then go to Q. 18): / 
/ 

16. Is your driving influenced by your awareness / l Yes (Go to Q. 18) 
of what insurance companies do? / 2  No (Go to Q. 18) 

( I f  "no" on q. 15, answer q. 17, then 90 to q. 18): 

17. In this state, all insurance companies raise 1 Yes 
premiums for the next three years by I0% (for 2 No 
example, $I0 added to a $I00 annual premium), 
following conviction for one routine (one point) 
moving violation. For a two point violation, such 
as speeding more than 55 miles per hour (or two 
l-point violations), the premiums are raised by 
40%. Do you think your driving Will be influenced 
by your awareness of what insurance companies do? 

Would you please circle the number below which best describes your family's 
total income in 1978, before taxes. 

l Under $5,000 4 $15,000-$19,999 
2 $5,000-$9,999 5 $20,000-$29,999 
3 $I0,000-$14,999 6 $30,000 or over 

Please circle the numberwhich best describes your highest level of education. 

l Did not complete grade school 

2 Completed grade school 

CIRCLE 3 Attended high school 

4 Completed high school 

ONE 5 Attended college 

6 Completed college (four years) 

NUMBER 7 Attended graduate school 

8 Completed graduate school 

20. Respondent's Sex: 1 l,lale 
2 Female 

PLEASE RETURN QUESTIONNAIRE TO INTERVIEWER. 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 

INTERVIEWER: 

WHEN THE RESPONDENT INDICATES THAT HE/SHE HAS COMPLETED QUESTION 19, OBTAIN THE 
FOLLOWING INFORMATION. 

20. Respondent's Name: 

Respondent's Driver's License No. 

State: 

21. Respondent's Date of Birth: 
MONTH DAY YEAR 

THANK THE RESPONDENT FOR THE COOPERATION AND TIME TAKEN TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 

B~ 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

,J 

INTRODUCTION 

Surveys of the driver population were conducted in Colorado, 
Maryland, and North Carolina for thelpurpose of determining driver 
perceptions, onseveral different subjects, including (1) the . 

. chances of being caught by thepo!ice for specific unsafe driving 
actions, (2) the. chances of,being found guil ty by the courts.if a 
challenge were made, (3) the fine for a f i r s t  violation of an. 

offense, (4.) the perceived severity of th@..fine, and (5) o the ~ 
related topics of interest of a deterrence nature. Questions on 

these topics were asked on seven •different offenses which had been 
identified in previous NHTSA research as being the primary unsafe 

driying actionsassociated with accident causation. The-seven 
offenses were speeding iO miles per hour over the posted speed 

, .  • . . .  

limit"speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted speed l imit  ~, 

driving while intoxicated (DWI), running a t raf f ic  l i g h t o r  stop 
slgn, following a moving car too closely., turning in front of on- 
coming t raf f ic ,  and crossing the centerl ine of the roadway. 

Through an independent data collection effort ,  i t  was also 
possible to obtain the citation'history of 'all survey respondents 

and whether they had. appeared-in courtfor~a particular violation. 
The number of citations for each type of offense was obtained for 
a thr~e-year period prior to the survey.. In addition, data were 

collected on .the level of t raf f ic  law enforcement by local.law 
enforcementagencies during the period of the Survey. These'data 
were obtained in order to control for ~he differences in thelevel 
of enforcement in the three jurisdictions of the survey. 



SURVEY RESULTS 

The jurisdict ions for the survey were Denver, Colorado;. 

Anne Arundel County, Maryland; and Raleigh (Wake county),"North 

:Carol.ina. The number Of drivers • surveyed for which•three-year 

violation histories were obtained were 869 drivers in Colorado; 

904 drivers in Maryland; and 866 drivers in North Carolina. The 

surveys were conducted at local driver licensing'stations*-at the 

time that drivers.came to obtain arenewal license. Because al l  

drivers must periodically appear at the renewal-station, i t  was 

believed that • the sample was .representative 'of the driving pohu- 
" ' " ' ' ~ '~ " ' . • "C 

l a t i  on. 

During the analysis, i t  was found beneficial to divide the ~ 

respondents into five groups acc()rding to the number of major 

and/or minor violations Which £hey had acquired over the three- 

year period prior to the surveY. ~The group defin!t!onswere as 

follows: 

Group l--No, minor and no.major violations . . . .  

Group 2,,One to three minor violations but no 
majo r violations;i 

Group 3~-Four Or. more minor violations but no 
~ major violations; ' . ~,: . 

Group 4'-One major v,~iolat~on and possibly some ,. 
minor violations; 

• -. . , . , :  L .. . . , 

Group 5'-Two or more'maj6r violations and pos- " 
" sibly some'minor violations. ~° ~ ~j 

Generally, a .minor violation was clefined-as a Violation f o r  

which a driver could be assigned up to three • "points" on the 

driver record while a major violation hid four or more points 

associated with i t .  Major"vi'olations incliJded driving while 

\ I I '  I 
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intoxicated, reckless driving, and speeding more than 30 miles 

per~hour Overthe postedspeed l i m i t  ~ ' " ~" " " 

The sample, size for each group and.the average number of 

citations which had been acquired over.the three-year ,period 

were as follows: 

,-. , .  

~.. Group I . . ,  N 

~ Group 2 -  N 
C i t a t ' i o n s  

Group 3 N 
C i t a t i o n s  

Group 4' N 
.Citations 

Group 5 .N 
Citations 

'L 

Col orado. 

405 

372. 
l .51 

39 
4.36 • 

41 
2.46 

12 
3.33 ~ 

•Maryland 

412 

3 1 3  . . . . .  
1.37 

94 
4.82 

68 
•2.72 

17 
4.24 

• North ,.Carol.i na- 

~366 
1382. • ~ l ' 

l .41 
= L ' • 

35 
4 , 6 9  " 

6 8  ' 
2,21 .. • 

15 
4 ,07  ' 

These averages are of interest because they do notvarY 

greatlY across the three State s . With each group, '.tile d i f -  

ference between the iowestand th.e highest average is alwaYs~. 

less than one citation. For example, withGrouP 2, the Maryl.and 

drivers had the lowest average of .I.37 minor violations whil~ ' 

Coloradohad the. highes~t average .o f l .S l  minor .violations,iL. As 

another example, Groups 4 and 5 can be combined to form a group 

with one or more•major violations. • This combinationgives an 

average of 2.67 citations for the-Colorado respondents, 3.02 

citations for the Maryland respondents, and 2.54 citations for 

the North Carolinarespondents.r Onceagain, the three averages 

di f fer  by only a small amount. 

p@rt. o f the selection cr i ter ia wasto select states with 

sanction pol"icies which could be rated in terms of severity 

as low, intermediate, and high. With .these states,•Maryland 



represents the high sanction-state, North Carolina the inter- 

mediate sanction state, and Colorado the low sanction state. In 

termsof theactual fines' i t  was determined after selection that 

the states did not d i f fer  as greatly in fine Structure as orig- 

inally believed. Colorado has the lowest actual fine structure 

while Maryland and,North Carolina•have higher but similar actual 

fine structures. Given ~ this circumstance, i t  would be~ expected 

that the. average citation level in Colorado for these groups 

would be higher than the other states i f  violation levels were 

related to sanction severity. AS th e above averages:indicate, 

this circumstance is not the case.. The Colorado averages do not 

emerge as being very different from the other two states. 

Data on the actual speeds of ~vehicles were also > collected at 

each jurisdiction• in order to account for variations in violation 

rates. This violation Was chosen ~because i t i s  by•far'the most 

common violation and, aS a pract'ical matter, i t  is • the easiest to 

measure in sufficient volume•. • Speed data were colleCted on"four 

typical roadways in each jur isdict ion over a one-week period ~ An 

analYsis Of thespeed data indicated•~no evidencethat sanction 

severity is related to the speed ~ vioiation rates.  

Other primary results from.the survey are as follows: 

On the Perceptions of. BeinB CauBht by the Police-for 
an Unsafe Drivin 9 Act: . 

I .  T.he Colorado responses were usually lower on a~erage 
than the Maryland or North ~ Carol ina responseS.' 

2. Respondents greatly overestimatedthe Chances' of .• 
• ~• being detected for each type of violation. Respond- 

ents also gave extreme variations in the i r  responses. 

3. The distribution Of ~he averages"acro~sS the grouPS is 
• ' different in each jurisdiction 

As an example of the f i r s t  point, consider the offense of 

driving lO MPH over the posted speed l imit .  The respondents were 

' . f  
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asked: For every I00 drivers who commit these act, how many, in 

your opinion, w i l lbe  caughtby the police in,the (Denver, Anne 

Arundel, Raleigh) area?~. The.averages:bygrQup were as follows: 

Average.EstimatedDetection Responsesfor 
Driving lO MPH Over the Limit 

" .: CoTorado ...Maryland North Carolina 

Group 1 ~ , IZ.,4~ . . ,  ...27.8. .: .26.8 

Group 2.. ~.22.4 28..7 ,. :,.25.2 

'~ ~ Group 3 24.8 ' . .28.5 , , . .~30.6 

Group 4 24.3 '3010 : 26.5 

'~'~"~Group 5 ~ 9.9 ~ ~ 26.7 - -48.0 

:... The Group I respondents fromCol6rado stated~that:~boUt 17 

out of every lO0 drivers Would be caught while Group~i'resp6ndents 

from the Other two jurisdictions stated about 27 out of, e very lO0 

drivers would be caught. 

This samepattern holds t6ue~for the other groups. With the 

remaining types of offenses, the Colorado averages were almost 

always lower (with the exceptions being that Group2 Or Group 3 

averages from one of the other statesmight occasional.ly be 

higher) ~; :': .,~ 

With all the types of violations, the ~ "' responses ineach 

state ranged from zeropercent.to lO0 percent. In. Colorado, 

there-were 26~personS whoanswered the above, question:with a zero 

respOnse-:and at the:otherext~eme,'there were 6 per~ons;iWho~re - 

sponded°~with l'O0."-The same~type-,of extremes OCcurred'in.the 

other twostates~. The responseof lO0 percentis~,.'of course, 

~Completely unrealistic'in a~most~allenforcementenvironments and 

reflects the lack of knowledge about true detect'~on.rates'on the 

part of drivers. On the other hand, responses which are low, such 

as 0 to 5 percent, are certainly valid in many situations. 

.' 5 



, . ,  . . On the Perceptions of Court Convictions:~ 

l. 

, 

. 

Respondents had more realistic estimateson the ,~ 
chances of being• found guilty in court. This result 
is complicated by fine reductions, and/or suspensions. 

Using the five groups, no significant differences were 
found in theperceptions of the Colorado and North 
Carolina respondents. In Maryland, Groups 3 ,4 ,  and 
5 had higher averages than Groups land 2. 

Other differenceswere found in average perceptions 
by dividing the groups into CourtAppearance versus 
No Court Appearance. ~ 

As an example of the f i rs t  point, consider the offense 

of DWI. The respondents were asked how many out of lO0 drivers 

who appeared in court on this charge Would be found guilty of 

committing the violation. The responses by group were as 

follows: 

Court Conviction Responses for DWI 

Colorado M a r y l a n d  NorthCaro!ina 

Group l, .67,7 ~ 58.8 70.7 

Group 2 72.9 . 63.3 73.0 

Group 3 69.8 72.6 77.3~ 

Group 4 73.4 72.0 70.8 

Group 5 ' 69.3 70.3 76.3 

Most of thesevalues are,close to the 70.0 percent figure 

which other research by~NHTSA has developed. As with the ques- 

tions on detection,.theresPondentsgave a wide range of answers 

to the questions on court convictions. With the DWI offense, 

7 persons in. Colorado responde d with zeropercent and lB8per- 

sons with 100 percent 

i 
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' The, second pdin~,states that.in Maryland,GrouPs 3, 4, 
and 5had higher"~averages ' than Groups l .and 2..~ Virtually.al l  
the Group 4 and 5 respondents had.been to Court because their 
offenseswere majorin nature~. Their courtexperiences ap- 
parently affected their perceptions~of~beingfoundi~guiltYin 
'comparison toGroupl respondents, forexamp~l.e, who had not 
beeh to'court The Same Situation'occurred with Group. 3 re- 
spondents in Ma'ryiand in which it~was found that those with 
court appearances had higher .average perceptions oncourt 
convictions than their CoUnterparts who had nOt"ma'de court 
appearances This same result did not Occurin" the other two 
states. In North Carolina, the respondents With"court appear- 
ances frequentlyhad lower perceptions than respondents with- 
out court appearances. In Colorado, the results were mixed 
and no overall conclusions could be made. 

other Survey Results: . . . .  

I. Respondents weregenerall~.unaware;of the f~ne.-.:for.. 
a f irstoffense of the violations. Respondents 

.. underestimated..(on.average)~tbefine..for~speeding 
lO.MPHQver the posted speed lim~t and following 
toocl:oseiyand overestimatedthe fi.nei~Zor DWI and 
running a traff ic light/stop sign. 

2. The respondentsfrom al l jur isd ict ions fe l t  (by 
from'64%.to.68%)...that~appearance .before a judge 
had a greater influence than paying the fine to 
a clerk. ~, ~ " ~ 

3. Eighty-eight~percent or more ofali":reSpondents 
were aware of. court traffic:schools and licensing 
agency educationprograms and 8i percent or more 
thought their driving would be positively inf lu- 

• . encedby them . . . . . . .  . 

.4. 'Ninety-threepercent or'more Of all respondents 
were aware that insurance premiums may~be,increased 



as a result of t ra f f i c  violation convictions. Of 
those who were so aware, seven,ty-three, percent or 
more said their driving is influenced by insurance 
company practices. ' " " " . . . .  : . . . .  

• The f i r s t  point is of interest because i t  generally indi-  

cates that drivers are not aware of the sanctions for these of- 

fenses. I t i s  also interesting to note that respondents usually 

overestimated the DWI fine. This result is due in part to the 

fact that the actual fine for DWI on the f i r s t  offense is gener- 

allymuch lower than the legal l im i t .  A driver is subject to a 

fine of up to $1'OOO as well as Other sanctions such as license 

suspension for the f i r s t  Dwi offense, but the actual fine is 

general ly  between $125 and $175. 

RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS - .  

The results of this survey identif ied several areas of 

potential research in the general areas of driver perceptions and 

other topics. These research areas can be Summarized as follows: 

"1 Research shouldbe encouragedfromthe~deterrence 
model viewpoint on the re la t ionsh ipof the percep- 
tions of drivers andt ra f f i c  safety Programs. 

2. The relationship of t ra f f i c  court practices and 
perceptionsshould be studiedin greater detai l .  

3. More research is neededfrom the deterrence view- 
point on changes in t ra f f i c  laws. 

• 4. More/research is,lneeded onthe perceptionsand 
opinions o f the  rePeat offender. 

5. There are several other areas Of analysis which 
could be performed with the data base ,from this 
survey. . , .  

1 



6. The deterrent effects of increases in insurance 
premiums should be studied in more detai l .  ~ 

7. Warning t icket programs should be analyzed in greater 
detai l - -part icular ly as they relate to the repeat 
offender. 

The reasons for these recommendations are described in 

more detail in the final report on the project. 
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