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CHAPTER ONE
* INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The origin and deve]obment of traffic sanctions as part of
traffic 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 first‘three deéades~of this
century, the need to regulate their movement became obvious. -
This Ted to the formulation of various "rules of the road" Taws,
backed up with penalties modeled after those that were expressed
in the current criminal laws. To date, investigations of traffic
offénse'sanctions have been limited to a small number of studies
on the effect of particular traffic countermeasures and additional
studies of the impéct of traffic sanctions on offender behavior.

It is remarkable that so Tittle is known about the operation
and impact of traffic sanctions in a nation where more people
-drive than vote and where the traffic court is the most important
contact with criminal justice for most adult citizens. If-traffic
law enforcement and administration are viewed as a business, they
are big business indeed, occupying a substantial percentage of
totalkpolice time and consuming as an industry between one and’
two percent of gross national product. Traffic accidents account
for two out of evéry hundred deaths in the United States and huge
economic losses. If sanction policy can have a cost-effective
impact on accidents, it is important to determine how this can
best be done. 1f not, it is imbortant tovimpart fairness énd
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 decriminalize
or detraditionalize traffic law. As it turns out, the break has
been developing between serious and non-serious traffic crime in
terms of the maximum imposed penalty. If one wishes to preserve
the option of sending a traffic offender to jail, the offender
must be processed through a court. Thus, sanction policy becomes
a key 1ssue in traffic sanction regu]atlon organization. In
~general, 1f jail is removed as a poss1b1e pena]ty, those comm1tt1ng
traffic offenses that may result in a license suspension or revo-
cation or some lesser sanction can be disposed of by means of a
due process hearing in an administrative setting. Retention of
the possibility of jail results in adherence to the traditional
system or creation df a system in which most offenses will be
treated administratively and some small number become a residual
category in the criminal courts.

'Nhét are the sanctions for traffic offenses? Criminal Taw,
including traffic law, usually defines the upper limit of a sanc-
tion rather than the mode or the minimum sanctions. Thus, a re-
view of specified sanctions leads to a determination of the maximum
announced sanction, i.e., the "bark" (as opposed to the "bite")
stated in the law. In practice, examination of the sanctions 1m—
posed on offenders suggests that for those offenses with the greater
maximum sanctions, greater disparity will be observed in their im-
position.

As indicated above, one of the distinctive characteristics of
traffic offense sanctions is the éxtreme]y large number of citizehs
on whom they are imposed. This stems from the fact that traffic
offenses, even serious ones;'are massive acts. Nearly ninety-five

et 3



:f} almost all of those are for minor offenses. The forty seven :
2o million traff1c arrests/c1tat1ons in fiscal year 1974 for '

:'percent of al] arrests/ c1tat1ons are for. trafflc offenses and

;?fexample, represent more than one arrest/c1tat1on for every f1ve .~'
g persons ‘in the: United States Fortunate1y, the process1ng of _
~fth1s number of offenders through the adjudication- sanct1on ,:,"'ﬁ;
_system is. performed in a manner that requires m1n1mum 1nteract1on i, }f"’
between: the. offenders and the ad3ud1cat1on officials. Inat Teast = .0 0
thirty-three Jur1sd1ct1ons, however, the statutes prov1de for Ja11‘;“‘i'i
~ sentences as.a possible penalty for v1o1at1on of traff1c 1aws |
_(McGu1re and Peck, 1977; Append1x A) It is not d1ff1cu1t to -
imagine the societal response that would result should there be

a sudden escalation of the penalties imposed on traff1c offenders
'so that a s1gn1f1cant proportion were be1ng 1ncarcerated Because
of the very large number of c1t1zens that will be affected by any
'”'changes in traffic offense-sanctioning policy, it is imperative

that such changes be prec1se1y evaluated in terms of the1r u1t1-_"; 1ﬁ
"mate 1mpact ‘ ' '

‘A prior sanctions study that included a thorough review of
the research literature in the area, indicated that 1ittle data
~ exist regarding how the driving,pub]ic regards traffic'sanctions
~ (McGuire and Peck, 1977). A California study questioned over = -
4,000 California drivers regarding their'perception of various
factors of the traffic enforcement-adjudication-licensing system
but did not cover the sanctioning area in depth (Finkelstein and
McGuire, 1971). 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
fewer investigations of the general effects (including deterrence)
of these sanctions, i.e., the effect on the total popu1ation-(Ross,‘




1974, 1975). As a result of this lack of scientifically valid
~information, current attempts at sanction policy formulation
and/or adjustment'are based largely on pragmatic responses to
obvious system failure 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
traffic offense sanctions, and (2) the actual behavior of sanc- |
tioned offenders (in terms of recidivism) resulting from the dif-
ferences in traffic offense sanction policy found in purposefully
selected jurisdictions. The underlying assumption in the research
design developed by the National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration is as follows: '

Three jurisdictions are chosen in which the rela-
tive traffic offender sanction policies can be
rated in terms of severity as low, intermediate,
and high. Since it is assumed that severe sanc-
tions are more likely to deter traffic violations
than mild sanctions, the violation rate and re-
cidivism rate should be lowest in the jurisdiction
with the highest penalties, provided other influ-
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
sanctibn level, data were collected on perceived severity of sanc-
tions, actual sanctions, violation rate and recidivism rate in each
jurisdiction. To account for possible differences, data were also
co]]etted on traffic law enforcement in each of’the jurisdictions.



The data were analyzed to determine whether the greatest
degree of traffic law compliance (in terms of Tower violation
rates and lower recidivism rates) 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'regardjng the deterrence effects of
the sanctions.

The remainder of 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 theory'ae it relates to traffic safety.

- “This 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 resu]ts§ Chapter 6
to the Maryland results; and Chapter 7 to the North Carolina re-
sults. These three chabters 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.

i






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 -
in .this section.

Survey Plan

One of the principal. information gathering activities of the
study was a personal interview survey of motorists at a driver
license renewal station. This survey setting was chosen because
(1) botentia] subjects represent a random sample of all licensed
drivers in the local jurisdiction, and (2) the environment was
thought to be conducive td cooperative responses on the part of
the subjects.

It was planned that approximately 1,000 subjects would be
interviewed in each of the three jurisdictions examined in the
study. The driving popu]ation was Considered to consist of three
categories of sanction experjence: |

1. Drivers who have had no traffic violations in
the preceding three years.

ceding pag° dark|
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2. Drivers who have had one, two, or three minor
violations in the preceding three years.

3. Drivers who have had more than three minor vio-
lations or one or more serious violations in the
preceding three years. :

A stratified sampling plan was prepared that should have
resulted in approximately equal numbers of drivers from each
category being asked to participate in the interview. The
stratified 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 stratified
sampling plan not been used, the:three categories would repre-
sent abproximate]y 70 percent, 20 percent, and 9 percent* re-
spectively, of the general driving population.

The selection proceduré for sampling was based on having the
ability, a priori, to identify the group of the driver through.
such schemes as:

e the coding on renewal reminder cards that drivers

in some states are asked to bring with them to
renewal, or

o 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 first day
of 1ntérview1ng 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 1,000 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 1ocation was estimated. To estimate poss1b1e biases in
samp11ng, the sex, approx1mate age and (potent1a1) survey group L
was recorded for those refus1ng to be 1ntervnewed '

v " The survey p1an described above was approved by the Office
of Management and Budget a]ong w1th ‘the survey “instrument.

' Securtty and Prtvacy Consederattonsx

To make certa1n determ1nat1ons requ1red in the study, 1t ,
was. necessary tovexam1nevboth the interview responses and driving
record of the subjects. For example, to compare perceived sanc- B
tion 1mpact (as_obtained from‘the interview responSes) and actual
_.recidivism data (as obtained from driving records), it was clearly
necessary to have both data sources on the same subject. To
| minimize extra paperwork co]]ect1ng data on individual subJects
from both sources was approached in a manner that allowed br1ng1ng
together the interview response and the‘dr1ver record in as short
a time as possible and then removing all identifiers so that from
that point on, only anonymous data had to be handled. - The prin-
cipal reason for this approach was to avoid creation of an indexed
System of. Records as described in the Privacy Act of 1974 (P L.
 93-579). Hav1ng to create a System of Records would have resu]ted
in d1vers1on of efforts from the study to the publication of '
notices regarding the system and answering inquiries from indi-
‘viduals regarding whether their name is among the records. The
plan used to handle this s1tuat1on was approved by the Pr1vacy

. Act Coord1nator of NHTSA

Questtonnatre Development

~ ¥ The survey instrument or quest1onna1re used for conduct of
the interviews was developed to allow measurement and comparison




of the perceived severity and the perceived impact of traffic
offense sanctions. Basic to the investigation was the broader .
question of perceived risk of detection and the perception of
subsequent events. The conscious decision to.commit a traffic
offense and/or a lax attitude toward commission of offenses is
based on assessment of certain risks, the most important coh-
ceivably being the risk of detection. Figure 1 illustrates the
events that. can occur subsequent to commission of a traffic
offense. A certain probability, dependent on a number of factors,
is associated with the transition of a driver through the various
stages shown. Irrespective of the actual probabilities, those
perceived by a potential offender are the ones that influence

his actions. It 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 it
is the aggregate of these risks that influences the subsequent
behavior of traffic offenders. Thus, the 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 pub]ic feels about
various safety problems and mbnetary 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
it (in accordance with the Privacy Act requirements).

The issues covered in the interview questions are as follows:

e A general question on whether the respondent believed
his State did a good, fair or poor job of holding
down traffic accidents through:
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FIGURE 1+

" TLLUSTRATION OF THE SEQUENCE OF -
ENFORCEMENT-ADJUDICATION-SANCTIONING . *
ACTIVITIES AND ASSOCIATED INTERVIEW MEASURES =

\

TRAFFIC
OFFENSE"
~ DETECTION - S Coon
. nn. | ~--Perceived Risk
OF‘VIOLATION - of Detection
'ENFORCEMENT -
- ACTION
ADJUDICATION
ACTION
_ CONVICTION. | ---Perceived Probability
T ' of Conviction .
SANCTION . |~ . o
: ---Perceived Severity
IMPOSITION of Sanction -
) , | o SANCTION i PRy
- _ | | IMPACT -- Perce1ved,Sanct1on.

- Impact
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- The motor vehicle inspection system

- Setting high standards for people obtaining a
driver's license

. - Designing and maintaining highways in a way
that makes them safe to drive on

- Enforcing the laws that require motorists to
follow safe driving practices.

Questions testing attitudes toward (a) the
Tikelihood of detection, and (b) the likeli-
hood of a court conviction in the event of a
detected violation in each of the following
categories separately:

- Speeding--10 and 20 MPH over the speed limit

- Driving while intoxicated

- Moving violations. Several specific examples
are covered, such as running a traffic light
or stop sign, following a moving car too
closely, turning left into oncoming traffic,
driving on the wrong side in a curve, etc.

For the same violations listed above, the inter-
viewer tested the driver's. knowledge or awareness
of what the penalty for a (first) violation was.
Measuring the extent to which drivers were aware
of sanctions can have analytical value in its

own right and was a desirable prelude, in the
interviewing, to obtaining the ratings of severity.

For the same list of individual violations 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
track--those who do and those who do not know what
the penalty is--the true sanction was briefly
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,
jail, and license suspension, the interviewer tested
the awareness of such "penalties" as assignment to
court traffic school or a DMV education program or

an increase in insurance premiums following a traffic
violation conviction.
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(2 S1m11ar1y, the respondents were asked questlons -
- regarding the ultimate impact of sanctions on
4.both violators and non-violators in terms of:

% - Prevention (of future violations) °
" - Education (regard1ng dr1v1ng skill).

® 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 Tevel of education. (Additional demographic
variables such as age, sex and zip code were avail-
able from the driver records that were merged w1th
the quest1onna1re responses. )

A copy of the quest1onna1re used in the survey is presented in

Appendlx A.

SITE SELECTION

The principal determinant of site selection for the study was :
to be the traffic offender sanction (pena]ty) level in a given
state. To the extent feas1b1e, these levels were to be at dif-
ferent po1nts in the sanction spectrum The successful conduct
of the study, however, requ1red screen1ng on a number of. other
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 to which 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, if possible, it was necessary'to-determine in whioh ‘
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states all renewal app]icahts must appear in person and in which
states it would be -practical to learn about a driver's violation
record while he/she was being processed for renewal.

After analysis of gathered data, sixteen states were chosen
as candidates with varying potential and from these, six were
chosen for site visits. '

e Colorado and Delaware -- having relatively low
penalties o
e California and Oklahoma -- having intermediate
penalties
e Virginia and Washington -- having relatively
high penalties.
Discussions to explore the prospects of conducting the study were
held with driver licensing operational and research officials in
each state. As might be expected, a variety‘of responses were
received, including: ‘
e intérest and willingness to explore the matter
further; 4

e interest, but a stance-of not wanting to burden
the public with the survey;

e Interest, but practical Timitations on the ability
to meet some technical requirements imposed by the
study approach (two states); and

® genuine disinterest.

As a result of the responses, it was- necessary to locate
additional candidates for the intermediate and high penalty states.
During the period when the screening took place, Maryland had
changed its licensing po]ﬁcy to one that required all renewal ap-
plicants to appear in person. This change allowed consideration
of Maryland as a high penalty candidate. North Carolina did not
have on-line access to driver records at the renewal station but -
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its procedure of coding violation information on the renewal
notices allowed consideration of that state as an intermediate
penalty candidate. These states were visited and agreed'to -

— participate in the study along with Colorado. o

Following agreement by the three Ticensing agencies,vspecific .

- Tlocal sites for the survey were selected. This was done on the '.‘

- basis of the volume of license renewals at a station and the number
of traff1c Taw enforcement agencies 1n the county (and their will=
ingness to both prov1de enforcement data and ass1st in speed data -

' Co]]ect1on)

The three sites se]ected ‘are descr1bed in Tab]e 1.

. ,Tab]e 1
Summary of Sites Selected
State Jurisdiction | License Renewal Enforcement
_ Stations Agencies
Colorado Denver City Denver Head- Denver P.D. -
o and County - |} quarters
Anne Arundel Glen Burnie Anne Arundel Co.

Maryland

North Carolina

~{ County

wake4County

Headquarters

East Raleigh

Station; West
Raleigh Station

P.D. & Maryland
State Police

Raleigh P.D.,
North Carolina

‘Highway Patro]

TabTe 2 gﬁves traffic offender pena]ty'date.

Adm1tted1y,

the spread of penalties among the three states is not very large.
‘It was felt that the‘speeding 10 MPH over the Timit violation
would be cited more often than the others. The states were
accordingly designated as having Tow, medium, and hign penalties
relative to each other. ' )
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Table 2
Penalty Data for Selected Sites

Offense Colorado North Carolina Maryland
Speeding 10 MPH $25 $32 $40
over limit '
20 MPH over limit | Court Court - $50
_ Appearance Appearance
Driving While Court Court Court
Intoxicated Appearance Appearance Appearance
Running traffic $10 - 24 $27 $20-
light or stop
sign
Following Too $5-24 $27 $30
Closely
Turning left or $ 8 -18 $27 $30
pulling out
yield viola-
tions _
Crossing center | $10 - 24’ $27 $30
- line : :

DATA COLLECTION

Four sources of data were used in this study:
e In-person structured interviews
® Driver records of interview respondents

. Speéding violation data in the jurisdictions of
the interviews

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

The activities 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
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- locale and were constrained by the need to (1) determine to which
. driver (yiO]ation history) group each renewal épp]icant_belonged,
. (2) apply‘the,group sampling criteria, and (3) ask the pbtentia]

) respondent to be interviewed. The screening, the request1ng to’

be interviewed and the actual interviewing were conducted by per-
sonne] from 0p1n1on Research Corporat1on of Pr1nceton New Jersey 4
'under contract to Public Management Serv1ces ‘

_ In. genera], once a- potent1a1 respondent S group membership
N known, the screener 1ncreased the group count on the sampling
~ record form. Persons e11glb]e for interview according to. the
sampling scheme were asked if they would not mind be1ng inter-
viewed. If they agreed, they were directed to an 1nterv1ewer | N
'who asked questions according to the format previously descr1bed
and shown in Append1x_A. When no interviewers were free to
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 déscribed in the survey plan, the group ratios for the

| sampling scheme were developed on the basis of Timited knowledge
_,_about'the driver population of thelstate and modified as a re-

S sult of the first day's interviewing experience (both acceptances
and refusals by group). Although it was anticipated that approxi-
mately equal. 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 inf1uenc1ng this resuit

was the practical requirement for reasonable sampling ratios. If
the sampling ratios among the three groups were set very high
(e.g., only every 15th Group 1 and every tenth Group 2 fbr each
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Grodp 3), there could be significant periods in which project
resources were expended for idle interviewers who could not con-
duct any 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
initial sampling rates difficult to live with. In order to increase
the number bf Group 3 respondents, some interviews were conducted
with persons who had been assigned by the court to attend driver
improvement clinics. These interviews significant]y-increaséd the
number of respondents in this important subpopulation.:

In addition, it was found during the analysis that it was
beneficial to divide Group 3 into three subgroups, making a total
of five rather than three groups. The five groups were defined
as follows: o

Group 1--No.minor and no major v1o]at1ons for the
three-year per1od )
Group 2--One to three minor violations but no major

violations;

Group 3--Four or more minor violations and no maJor
v101at1ons, v

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

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

By group, the number of surveys conducted on which it 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 jurisdiction, the
questionnairé forms weke-assigned an arbitrary number which was
coded on both the fkqnt and last page. The last page, containing
the data elements needed for requesting the drivef record, was
removed from each form and the entire group sent to the licensing
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Table 3
Sample Sizes at the Sites

Colorado - Maryland ~  North Carolina. |
Group 1 405 412 366 .
“Group 2 372313, 382
Group 3 39 o9 35
Group 4 - 68
Group 5 12 -7 - 15
Total 869 - 904 - 866

agency. Three-year driver (violation) records were printed for
- each interview respondent. ' : ' o

Once the driver records (and the numbered request forms)
were received from the Ticensing agency, the‘driver>record was
numbered and all identifying information on the record and re-:
quest form was removed and destroyed. A combined (anonymous)

file of interview responses and violation history was then évéiT: L .

able for analysis.

Speeding Violation Data

Ta account for variations in violation rate in each juris-v'
diction, the effort focused on speeding violations. This viola-
. tion was chosen because it is by far the most common violation

- -and, as a practical matter, it is the easiest to measure in suf-

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

- *The study initially 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 jurisdiction 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 jurisdictions, four types of roadway segments were defined
and one segment of each type was selected in each jurisdiction.
The roadway segments were defined as follows:

e a two-lane unimpeded rural road with occasional
access and cross traffic, _ :
a residential/commercial area arterial street,

°
¢ a multi-lane expressway, and
e a freeway.

For each roadway type, the selections made across.jurisdictions
were chosen to have comparable average daily traffic volumes,
number of lanes, roadway geometry and speed 1imit. In addition,
segments were selected in which the traffic 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 limitations, by traffic slowing for turns, exits or
entrances, etc. Furthermore, the posted speed 1imit in each
candidate roadway segment was reviewed to be certain that it
was reasonable for the circumstances.

At each roadway segment selected, recording instruments were
deployed that necessitated the placement of two electronic cables
across the traffic lanes.* The instruments counted all vehicles

* The cables are quité 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 Tocation and in addition indicated the number of
VehicTeé falling into various Speed'bands, i.e., below 35 MPH,
35-45 MPH, 45-55 MPH,.55—52.5'MPH, 57;5-60 MPH;'60-62f5'MPH;‘

" 62. 5-65 MPH, 65-69 MPH, f70 75 MPH, and over 75 MPH. Data were

" recorded four times a day for seven days at each Tocation. The_

;ff“co11ect1on times were approximately:-

e 6:30 AM. --covering ‘the overn1ght per1od from
- 7:00 PM the previous evening, '

e 10:00 AM--cover1ng ‘the morning commute traffic,
e 3:00 PM—-cover1ng the mid-day traffic, and
e 7/:00 PM--coverlng 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-thet .
" normal enforcement took place. The collected data will be-analyzed
to describe a measure of the extent of speeding violations in each
~jurisdiction. o |

Enforcement Data

- To account for different'enforcement'1evels in the three
interview locations, enforcement data were gathered from those
agencies having jurisdiction for traffic law enforcement Two
types of data were collected:

o Number of arrests/c1tat1bns by offense type

dur1ng the calendar month in whlch the 1nter-'
views took place and

e Amount of manpower in terms of officer patrol
" hours devoted to traffic patrol during the
same month.
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A11 agencies involved routinely produced most of the data requested
-and willingly furnished it to the study. These data were used in
analyzing the violation data and in comparing jurisdictions.
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CHAPTER. THREE -
DETERRENCE THEORY AND TRAFFIC SAFETY

INTRODUCTION .
‘Deterrence can be defined as the actinn or means by which
_ one is prevented or d1scouraged from a part1cu1ar behav1or be-
cause of the fear of poss1b1e consequences The behavior in
question is proscr1bed by the Taw along with the pun1shment that
follows apprehens1on and conviction. ' Deterrence is often men-
tioned in the literature as an obJect1ve of criminal and traffic
law sanctions. More often, the literature discusses what the
deterrence effect is, under what circumstances it occurs, and
what population groups are influenced by it. ‘
" From the theoretical viewpoint; Zimring and Hawkins (1973)
descr1be the deterrence effect by stating that '
. The. 1mpos1t1on of pun1shment is a demonstrat1on to
- society as a whole that the 1ega1 system is serious
in itsaattempt to prohibit criminal behavior:
pun1shment is the "convincer." The unpunished
criminal is a direct challenge to the author1ty
behind the law.” From this point.of view the sig-
~nificance of the individual sentence and the
execution of it, lies in the support that these
actions give to the law (p. 87).. -
This descr1pt1on must be v1ewed in terms of the ser1ousness of
the offense.: With minor cr1m1na1 matters, the pena1t1es are
Tess than certa1n, are generally not too severe,_and hard]y
serve as a "convincer A substant1a1 segment of the population
may not view traffic offenses as serious and are unconcerned when
caught violating a traffic law.. A. pr1nc1pa] reason for this lack
of st1gmat1zat1on of traff1c offenses 1s the 1ack of correspondence
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between the law and contemporary mores. The fact that conviction
for violations of many traffic ord1nances need not involve criminal
intent on the part of the v101ator further comp11cates the problem.

In the legal field, offenses are sometimes classified either
as mala in se when they are Jo1nt1y proscr1bed by law and by pub—
1ic mores or as mala. proh1b1ta when they are proscr1bed by Taw
but not by pub]1c mores (Gibbs, 1966), With this distinction,
Ross (1969) states that many traffic offehees are ma1a prohibita.
The classification also'indﬁcates why,many:traffie of fenses are

often referred to as "Folk Crimes"--a class which also includes -
some gambling, tax‘evasion,”and drug:offenses. These offenses
are often eqndoned by the general public even though they are .
widesﬁread and sociai]y.cost]y. | o

It has been pointed out by Silberman (1976) that the distinction
between mala in se and ma]a prohibita is a "Pega11st1c one Wthh

does not take into account var1ab111ty with respect to norms, acts
or s1tuat10ns." The ]ack_of agreement_1n,any popu]at1on group re-
garding what the mores are'or what - is proscribed leads to the con-
sideration of a cont1nuum wh1ch permlts the exam1nat1on of deter--
rent effects as a funct1on of the degree of" 1ega11ty and  the degree
of morality 1nv01ved In this context Z1mr1ng and Hawklns put
traffic offenses into the f0110w1ng perspect1ve

Where there .is .general moral condemnation of the
behavior being penalized, it is relatively easy
‘to enforce harsh penalties. As_.a corollary to-
this, where there is general sympathy‘for and
jdentification with offenders (as-in the case of
drunk driving-in the :United States), it will be .
more difficult to achieve effective enforcement
of those penalties. Indeed in this context the
Tevel of law enforcement. must be ‘seen as a de-
pendent var1ab]e because such factors as .
sympathy with offenders may influence the" kind’
.of enforcement that a harsher penal policy will
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receive. Somewhat ironically, where there s

widespread moral condemnation of a forbidden

behavior, the enforcement of harsh penalties

is 1ikely to be both easiest and least neces-

sary. On the other hand, where the behavior

is not strongly condemned but widely tolerated,

the enforcement of stringent penal provisions '

'will be both most difficult and most necessary.

in order to educate the community and to reduce

a high rate of crime (pp. 66- 67)
The Tack of social st1gma assoc1ated with traff1c offenses in-~
fluences the relationship between the properties of legal punish-
ment and crime rate (Erickson, Gibbs and Jensen, 1977). It has
been suggested that for improved conformity to traffic laws, it
is necessary to increase social stigma while placing less em-
phasis on penalties (Grasmick and Appleton, 1977: Middleton, ,
1977). .One survey in Australia has shown that, jrrespective of
the high potential for severe accidents that certain offenses
such as drunk driving may possess, only the accidents themselves

produce any social stigma (Misner and Ward, 1975)

‘Finally, the. proposal that substantial increases in enforce-
ment  be applied to increase social stigma and thereby reduce:the
offense rate leads to a.more costly traffic control system than
is presently in force One of the beneficia] aspects of the
deterrence approach is that, if it indeed works, ‘better cost
effective methods than intense enforcement can be developed. In
the fo]low1ng sect1ons, we examine the research approaches to
deferrenee theory and its applicability to the study of traffic
offenden penalties. ‘
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RESEARCH APPROACHES TO DETERRENCE

Criminologists and sociologists have for some time sought
adequate measures of deterrence. The most often described re-
search approaches have been based on the assumbtion that deter-
rence is accurate]y measured by comparing crime rate data among
various jurisdictions as a function of.the observed certainty
and severity of punishment found there. Tittle (1969), in
describing such an approach, used reported crime rates from
various states as the indication (dependent variable) of deterrent
effect. For measures of the independent variable, he used data
related to admissions to state prisons (certainty) and mean
length of time (severity). The difficulty in controlling for
other influencing variables across jurisdictions was cited as a
Timitation of this approach. Chiricos and Waldo (1970), taking
a similar approach and reviewing the work of other researchers,
concluded that "these sources of data were -inappropriate for the
. testing of deterrence hypotheses." They recommended expanding
the operational definition of "punishment" to include "arrest
ahd adjudication inasmuch as they may be as effective as incar-
ceration in deterring some types of offenders" (p. 215).

Given the Timitations described, it is agreed by most re-
searchers that the Cértaintx of punishment has more impact than
its severity. In particular, Teevan found only a weak negative
relationship between perceptions of certainty of punishment and
deviant behavior. Severity alone, however, was unimportant in
deterring deviance. The author believed that certainty and
severity working together could enhance the deterrent effect.
While finding that certainty was more important than seVerity,
Geerken and Gove (1977) claimed that the extent to which deterrence
varies inversely as a function of the certainty of punishment is
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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

the ‘accuracy of the assumptions that a person acts rationally

and accurately perceives the costs and benefits associated with
potential acts. ‘In particular, the deterrence effect more "cor-
rectly" describes what happens for property crimes than for
person-crimes. Furthermore, Geerken and Gove took the positidn
that arrest (clearance) rates are a better measure of the risk

of punishment than are imprisonment rates because prison rates

do not include juveniles (wh11e clearance rates do) and because
p1ea barga1ned cases are not included in pr1son rates These
authors also discuss the impact on deterrence of "over]oad“-—- ‘
the netidn'that there are not sufficient enforcement and adjudi-
cat1on resources to respond as required to 1ncreased crime rates,
and "1ncapac1ty”-—the notion that crime rates decrease because so
many cr1m1nals have been placed in conf1nement If one were tq .
demand that all traffic violations be e11m1nated, an overioad
condition would exist. On the other hand, one can be certain
that on]y.a miniscule proportion of traffic offenders are con-
fined and, therefore, potent1a1 offenders are not- 1ncapac1tated

The search for a more realistic as we11 as more accurate
deterrence model led to consideration of 9ercegt1on of the
certainty of punishment rather than the objective certainty of
punishment. This distinction is importént because it recognizes
that the information upon 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 "a state of mind" in that.
for an individual, deterrence does not exist if there .is no
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~awareness of specified levels of certainty, severity and swift-
ness. They cite studies such as that by the California 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. investigators claimed that
there is an inefficacy of punishment because only convicts are
really knowledgeable of sanctions. This could only be demon-~
strated, Henshel and Casey insist, if the public is incagab]é of
knowing what penalties there are:

In 1976, Erickson and.Gibbs called for a reexamination of
their own work as well as the whole area of deterrence theory
and urged employing perception of punishment as the independent
variable. It was recognized that measures of public perceptions
by surveys would be costly but necessary. They also recommended
that close attention be paid to the time peribds from which
examined data are obtained. They believed that many studies had
not allowed for an appropr1ate time lag between punishment and
changes in crime rates.

In a subsequent paper, Erickson, Gibbs and Jensen (1977)
have established a deterrence hypothes1s that includes the per-
cept1ons discussed above. Two premlses are set forth:

¢ The greater the objective certainty of pun1sh5

ment, the greater the perceived gerta1nty of
punishment.

e The greater the gerce1ved certainty of pun1sh-
ment, the less the crime rate.

‘In another study seeking to examine informal sanctions from
peers and family regarding marijuana use, Anderson, Chiricos and
Waldo (1977) found that severe puhishment is a "mere effective
deterrent among those perceiving a high probability of arrest."
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Zimring and Hawkins have concisely described the need for
threatened audiences to be informed:
Four cond1t1ons must be fulfilled if threats are
to be effective as a means of crime control. First,
unless members of an audience know that a behavior
is prohibited, the prohibition .cannot affect their
conduct. Second, unless it is known that -those who
commit the prohibited behavior may be punished, the
threat of punishment will 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
effect. Fourth, if variations in-rates of detec-

. tion are to serve as marginal deterrents, knowledge
of those variations must be transmitted in some
fashion to potential offenders..

Zimring and Hawkins support their viewpoint-by referencing the
results of several studies. The studies clearly indicated that
the general public has 1ittle knowledge about the legal minimum

and maximum penalties for a variety of crimes.

~ As an examp]e the California Assembly (1968) conducted a
survey asking: '
o How know]edgeab]e are the people in California _
about criminal penalties? o

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

o What is the relationship between knowledge of
penalties and criminal behavior?
The principal. finding from the survey was, as suggested above,
that the genera] population had the least amount of knowledge
about criminal penalties, while those who engaged in crime had
the greatest know]edge of penalties. Further,.among the general
population there was a tendency to underestimate penalties. It
also appeared that'pena1ties became of interest to a person on1y
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after 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 signifitant]y'1ower than the per-
sonal chances éstimated by non-delinquents (Claster, 1967).

A similar position was taken by Zimring and Hawkins:

On the basis of the available information, the fol-
lowing tentative hypotheses may be advanced. Unless
he is sophisticated, a person who is more likely 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 Tikely
a person is to commit a crime, the more Tikely he is
to know the penalty for that particular crime as
opposed to other crimes. Lastly, prison inmates

know more about the penalties provided by -the 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, if a certain type of behavior
is prohibited by law but has not been prosecuted and appears to
be tolerated by the legal authdrities, 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:

e the association of forbidden behavior and bad
consequences may lead individuals to view the
behavior itself as bad;

e punishment by a legal system communicates to
the individual that the legal system views the
threatened behavior as wrong,.and this informa-
tion will also affect the moral attitudes of
the individuals; and
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@ threat and punishment may aid moral education
by serv1ng as an attent1on -getting mechanism.
These aspects are indeed distinct from such deterrent effects as
fear of the certainty and fear of the unp]easantness of punish-
ment.

There is also the question of what happens when penalties
are escalated. Such a change has an effect on the entire criminal
justice system. Zimring and Hawkins provide the following example:

“ The social forces causing the change in punishment
policy may at the same time give rise to other de-
velopments which may have an influence on subsequent
rates of criminality. Let us assume that a sharp
rise in the burglary rate, or the development of
special awareness of the harm done by burglary, pro-
duces an upward shift in the punishment level for
that crime. It is not unlikely that the same con-
ditions will also lead both to an increase in the
police resources invested in the detection and ap-
prehensions of burglars, and to more attention to
anti-burglary precautions on the part of the indi-
‘'vidual citizens. These latter developments, rather
-than the upward penalty shift, may well be respon-
?ib]e f?r any subsequent fall in the burglary rate

" (p. 277).

Associated with this 1ine of thought is the general agreement
that many specia]'anti—crime‘efforts have only a shOrt-term |
'effect For example a saturation of po]1ce officers into an
area may only temporar1ly a]]ev1ate the crime problem. Simi-
larly, in the traffic field, there is. general agreement that a
citation or a conviction has an effeat on driving behavior which
decreases over time.- Thus, for example, if a person has received
a citation for speeding two years ago, the effect of that cita-
tion may only be for a few months, after 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 theorists regarding deterrence, we can now indi-
cate how this information should influence the conduct of an
investigation of traffic offender penalties as reported in this
study and how the findings might be interpreted.

The previous discussion suggests that it is important to
assess the extent of public knowledge. As already suggested,
this does not mean the public must be educated but that its state
of information must be measured. Regarding survey research in
deterrence assessment, Zimring and Hawkins 1ist three obstacles
to drawing straightforward categorical conclusions from the re-
sults of public surveys regarding the public's knowledge of
changes in penalties and techniques of enforcement and appre-
hension.

In the first place, even if it is found that public
knowledge of the specific levels of a criminal penalty
is extremely limited, this does not necessarily mean
that the sanction for the crime is not achieving a
deterrent effect among the population. As long as the
public feels that unpleasant consequences are attached
to apprehension for forbidden behavior, a deterrent
effect is possible. Public ignorance of the level of
penalties may produce a pattern of responses from that
public which includes both overestimates and under-
estimates. And as we have already noted some scholars
have suggested that an uncertain sanction, the behavioral
equivalent of an unknown one, may be a better deterrent
~than a specifically defined pun1shment

In the second place, general lack of know]edge regarding
penalty levels .does not mean that subgroups of the popu-
lation .associated with particular types of criminal
behavior may not have considerable know]edge of the
penalties for that behavior. This is of some importance
because serious criminal activity is normally confined
to a group of persons smaller than the total population.
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In any particular form of criminal activity such factors
as the degrees of socialization, lack of motivation,
failure to recognize opportunities, and lack of skill or
ability will preclude participation by a substantial pro-
portion of the population. It would therefore seem that
the utility of severe threats designed to prevent spe-
cific serious crimes must be in large measure determined
by the effect of such threats on th1s 11m1ted group of
potential criminals.

In the third place, the:finding.thét a substantial pro-
portion of the population in a particular jurisdiction
-was-ignorant of, or significantly underestimated the

maximum or average penalty for a particular offense would

not negate a marginal deterrent effect attributable to

the particular pena]ty - This is because individual under-

estimates might vary in proport1on to the actual severity

of the sentence.

Zimring and Hawkins then discuss two theories on the com-
munication and perception of legal changes to citizens. The
"classical" theory assumes an immediate, direct, and literal
relationship between the provisibns of a 1ega1'change and citi-
zen perception. If, for example, a new, more severe law on DWI
is passed on a Tuesday, it is assumed that overnight all citizens
affected by this change would perceive that (1) the new law has
been passed; (2) the nature of the change and the fact that the:
new law is more severe; and (3) the extent of the change in the
sanction. While there may be some validity to this theory in
major changes and in major offenses, the more likely theory is
,thé'"diffusion" 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 entire population. More
specifically, violators of a particular statute are-generally more

aware of changes in the law than the general population.

The implication of these theoriés ié that it is important to
survey distinct subpopulations whose responses to. perceptions about
sanctions are likely to differ from the general population. \
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Along this line of thought, Thomas, Cage, and Foster (1976)
described research in which they asked nine thousand subjects .to
rate a "fajr sentence" for seventeen different offenses by adult,
first offeﬁders whOIWére_conYicted. The offenses-were rank-
ordered according to the mean sentence assigned by the respondents.
What was important from'our perspettivé was the finding that when
the respondents were divided into six dichotomous subgroups accord-
ing to sex, race, age, income, occupation, and education, there
was very Tittle difference between the overall ranking and that by
the subgroups. In all cases, person crimes were regarded as very
serious while victimless crimes were viewed as relatively minor
offenses. The total 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. It should be noted
that these nine thousand respondents were not divided into offender
and non-offender subgroups in order to learn of any differencés

between them on fhat basis.

In a recent paper, Parker and Grasmick (1979) discussed an
improvement in previously described deterrence models which ac-
counts for the manner in which individuals obtain information.
Previous models sought to 1link (1) objective properties of Tegal
punishment, (2) perceptions of legal punishment, (3) deterrence,
ard (4) crime rate. The authors note that researchers have
failed to show that item (1) is related to item (2) in the Tlink
and have not described "any procésses or mechanisms in communi-
ties which could produce such a relationship." They propose in-
serting in.the model between items (1) and (2) another variable
(Ex) which is a measure of the information about crimes and
arrests to which peopie are exposed. Such a model is clearly
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justified 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 has- been
reported by Waldo and Chiricos (1972). - It was found that hon-
users of marijuana had perceived a higher 1ikelihood of receiving
the maximum penalty than did users. 'Similarly, 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 Tess uniform
than many have heretofore assumed. .

From the research perspective, Erickson and Gibbs (1979)
have described the difficulties in collecting and utilizing data
on perceived severity of penalties. They note that severity is
seldom an objective property and that there 15 no we]];defined
relationship between differences in actual penalties and dif-
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 variability in judgment with
respect to perceived severity makes it difficult to know how
severe a penalty_is needed to produce deterrence. Furthermore,
it is difficult, 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 traffic
offenders is the "day fine" used in Scandanavia. It was de-
scribed by Zimring and Hawkins and also by McGuire and Peck (1977).
In concept, an individual is fined a dollar value related in some
way to his daily earnings from employment. As far as is known,
it has not been tested extensively in this country.
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Any research into the area of traffic offender penalties
should be conducted in recognition of the evaluation of deter-
rence research that has taken place.  In particular, the inclu-
sion of perception variables and factors that involve differences
between offenders and non-offenders with regard to attitudes,
information and deterrability should be addressed.
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CHAPTER FOUR
SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESPONSES

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the'results from
the three jurisdictions where the surVey was conducted and, at
the same time, make some comparisons between jurisdictions. The
survey covered a wide variety of subjects including perceptions
on detection, perceptions on court cdnviction, opinions on sanc-
tion severity, opinions on sanction effectiveness,‘opinions on
the effectiveness of warnings, and opinions on other sanctioning
alternatives including appearances before a judge, court traffic
schoo]s, and insurance premium effects.

In conduct1ng the analysis, it was found to be beneficial
to divide the respondents into groups according to their actual
violation history over the three-year period prior to the survey.
Accordingly, the following definitions for driver grbups weré
developed: '
Group 1--No minor and no major violations for the three
‘year per1od

Group 2--One to three minor v1o1at1ons 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 violations and possibly
some minor violations.

Minor and major definitions were defined atcofding 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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1, 2, or 3 points are assessed and major violations are those
for which 4 or more points are assessed. Major violations al-
ways included driving while intoxicated, reckless driving, and
speeding more than 30 miles per hour over the posted speed 1imit
as well as several other violations that could be considered as .
very serious violations in all three jurisdictions. Minor vio-
lations included other less unsafe driving actions such as
speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted speed limit, failure
to observe a red light or stop sign, failure to yield right of
way and improper turns.

Group Violation History

The groups as defined therefore cover the extremes of the
driving population. Group 1 would ordinarily be considered
nsafe" drivers since their driving records are clean over the
thréefyear period while at the other extremeé Group 5 drivers had
have had more contact with the traffic system énd have been in-
volved in more serious violations. The following table provides
the sample sizes and the average number of violations for each
group. The averages are in line with the group definitions.

For example, Group Z was defined as drivers with one to three
minor violations and the table shows averages for Group 2 of from
1.27 to 1.51 minor violations. Similarly, Group 3 was defined

as drivers with at least four minor violations and no major
violations and the table shows averages of from 4.35 to 4.82 for
this group. Group 4 was defined as drivers with 1 major viola-
tion and possibly some minor vio]ations;”,The averages in the
table therefore indicate that Group 4 drivers in Colorado had
'1.46 minor violations along with their major violation; Group 4
drivers in Maryland had 1.72 minor violations; and Group 4 drivers
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Table 4
Average Violation Rate for Respondents

'Co1okado Maryland North Caro1ina'

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
Violations . 3.33 4.24 4,07

in North Cafo]ina had 1.21 mingf_vio]ations.\“with Group 5 a
further ana]ysié‘shoWed'that in Colorado, this groub averaged
2.08 major v1o]at1ons and 1.25 minor violations; in Maryland,
Group 5 averaged 2.35 maJor v1o]at1ons and 1.89 minor violations;
and in North Carolina, Group 5 averaged 2.33 maJor v101at1ons and
1.74 minor v101at10ns

These groups were formed because it was be11eved important
to determine whether the percept1ons of drivers were dependent
on the number.of c1tat1ons received over a period of time. With
many of the comparisons, Group 1 serves as a comparison or con-
trol -group since they have had no’ contact with traffic 1aw‘en-
forcement or adjudication for the three-year period. The other
groups -represent more frequent contact. It should. also be noted
that the sample sizes for Group 5 are small in each jurisdiction.
Initially, the ana]ys1s of the surveys combined the. last two
groups tovreflect all drivers with major violations. It was
determined, however; that drivers with two or more major violations
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generally had very different responses than drivers with one
major violation. Therefore, although the group is small, it
represents a viable and important segment of the driving popula-
tion. . '

Population Variables

Five descriptors of the survey population were available
from the interview data: sex, annual income, education level,
number of years of driving experience, and annual mileage. In
analyzing these data it was found that:

e Regarding respondent sex, overall 65 percent of
the North Carolina respondents were males while
69 percent were males in both Colorado and Mary-
land. In all jurisdictions, Group 1 (ranging
between 40 and 45 percent female) had more fe-
males than the other groups. Among the Group 5
multiple major offense violators, the Colorado
and North Carolina samples contained no female
members; there were 12% females in Group 5 for
Maryland.

e Regarding respondent family income, the follow-
ing percentages of total respondents from each
jurisdiction had the incomes indicated:

$10,000- $15,000- $20,000-
$10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $30,000 $30,000

Colorado 17% 21% . 20% 21% - 21%
North Carolina 18% 1 20% 18% . 22% 22%
Maryland 14% 19% 20% 24% 23%

Overall the income distributions appear comparable
across the jurisdictions. The Maryland sample has
a slightly larger proportion in the higher income
brackets and the lowest proportion in the under
$10,000 bracket. The within-group incomes for
Groups 1 and 2 are very much like the overall
population except that for the non-violators of
Group 1, 26 percent of the North Carolina sample
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and 27 percent of the Maryland sample were in
the $20-$30,000 range while only 22 percent of
the Colorado sample were so situated. Examina-
tion of the relatively smaller groups (3, 4,

and 5) indicates more than 30 percent of cer-
tain groups are in the m1dd1e ranges ($10-
$20,000).

® Regarding education level, the Maryland sample,

- both overall and in each group, had the highest
proportion of respondents who had not completed
high school (22% vs. 11% in Colorado and 16% in
North Carolina). Over all jurisdictions, the
percentage of respondents completing high school,
or completing high school and attending some
college was 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 (19% vs. 38% in Colorado
and 32% in North Carolina). In general, the
education level of the Maryland sample was lower
than that of the other two samples.

- Regarding the .number of years of driving experi-
ence, the Colorado sample has a smaller propor-
tion of drivers with less than five years'
experience than the samples from other jurisdic-
tions. It was also found that both overall and
by groups, the Colorado sample had a h1gher pro-
portion of drivers with more than ten years'
driving experience than either of the other
jurisdictions.

e Regarding estimated annual mileage, the propor-

tion of the North Carolina sample claiming they
~drove in excess of 20,000 miles per year was
higher than that for the other jurisdictions.

PERCEPTIONS OF VIOLATION DETECTION

Each participant in the survey was asked the following ques-
tion in regard to the perceived risk of violation detection by
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"law enforcement:

4.

Following are a number of traffic violations.
For every 100 drivers who commit these acts,

how many, in your opinion, will be caught by
the police in the (Denver, Anne Arundel,
Raleigh) area? You may assume no accidents
are involved. '

a. Speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit.

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted

speed limit

Driving while intoxicated (drunk dr1v1ng)

Running a traffic 1ight or stop sign

Following a mov1ng car too c]ose]y

Turning left in front of oncoming traffic

or pulling out into traffic {1ike at an

intersection or on a freeway)

g. Crossing the center 1line of the road.

D A0

Analysis of the responses revealed the following primary findings:

1.

The Colorado responses’ were usually lower on
average than the Mary]and or North Carolina
responses.

Respondents greatly overestimated the chances
of being detected for each type of violation.
Respondents also gave extreme variations in
their answers. '

The distribution of the averages across the
groups is different in each jurisdiction.

There is no evidence that sanction severity
is related to the recidivism rate as measured
by the citation histories or by the recorded
speed data.

Each result is discussed in the following sections:

1. The Colorado responses were usually 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 first offense of.driving 10 miles per
hour over the posted speed limit. The averages by group for
the three states were as follows:

Table 5

‘Average Detection Responses for Driving
10 MPH Over the Limit

‘Colorado - Maryland . North Carolina
Group 1 174 27.8 . 26.8
Group.2 o 22.4 , 28.7 . 25.2
Group 3 24.8 28.5 30.6
Group 4 24.3. . 30.0 B 26.5
Group 5 9.9 26.7 48.0

" The Group 1 respondents from Colorado stated that about 17 .
out of every 100 drivers would be caught while Group 1 respondents
from the other two jurisdictions stated about 28 out of every 100.
drivers would be caught. This same pattern holds true for the other
groups. With the remaining types of violations, the'Co1orado_aver-
ages were almost always lower with the exceptions being that Group 2
or Group 3.averages from one of the other states might occasionally
be higher. | | R | | '

2. Respondents greatly overestimated. the chances of being de-

‘tected for each type of violation. Respondents also gave
extreme variations in their answers. '

With all the types of violations, the responses in each state
ranged from zero percent to 100 :percent. In Colorado, there were
26 persons who answered Question 4a on speeding with a zero per-
cent'reSpénSé; in Maryland, there were 27 responses of zero percent;
and in North Carolina, there weré 9 responses of zero percent. At
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the other extreme, there were 6 responses of 100 percent in
Colorado; 10 responses of 100 percent in Maryland; and 7 responses
of 100 percent in North Carolina. The response of 100 percent is,
of course, completely unrealistic and was a surprising answer to:
the question. On the other hand, responses which are low,. such

as 0 to 5 percent, are certainly valid in many respects.

It was not p0551b1e to make est1mates of what the true
detection rate was for each of the three Jur1sd1ct1ons However,
there have been estimates made by other researchers for detection
rates. In a recent study, Joscelyn and Jones (1980) estimated
that the detection rate for speeding is about one violator in
ten thousand. ' '

In another study on the general deterrence of driving while
intoxicated, Summers and Harris (January 1978) estimated an
arrest rate for'DWI of 4.4 arrests for every 10,000 DWI driver-
vtrips. The responents in our survey generally stated that be-
tween 24 percent and 53 percent of DWI offenders would be ar-
rested. ‘It is interesting to note that the Group 5 respondents
in North Carolina have the average of 53.3 percent in this of- -
fense category

The conc]usidn is that the general perceptions of drivers
is a much higher chance of being detected by the police than is
actua]]y the case. If respondents had known the true proba-
b1]1t1es, we would have gotten many- more responses of very 1ow
probab111t1es

3.. The distribution of the averages across the groups is d1f—
ferent in each Jur1sd1ct1on

The distributions given in the above tab]e on speeding.10
MPH over the posted limit are representative of the reason for
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this conclusion. The Maryland results, for example, show a flat
distribution with very éma]] differences'among the averages.
Group 4 has the largest average at 30.0 percent and Group 5 the
Jowest average of_26.7‘perCent, In Maryland, with the otherW
types of violations, this same paftern was generally the case.
The only exception was with the offense of Driving While Intoxi-
cated in which Groups 1, 2, and 3 were,akouhd 33 percent while
Groups 4 and 5 were about.40 percent. Even this difference is
not great and probably reflects the fact thatlrespondents from .
Groups 4 and 5 had been afrested for DWI.

In the Colorado results, it was usually the case that the
averages increased from Group 1 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 10 MPH over the speed.
1imit in which Group 1 has an average of 17.4 percent, increasing
to 24.8 percent for Group 3, and then decreasing to..9.9 percent
with Group 5. With DWI in the Colorado survey, Group 1 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. It wés éur—
prisihg to see a low average for Group 5, given that many of
these respondents had been arrested for a DWI offense.

Finally, in the North Carolina results, it was found that.
the first four groups tended to have similar averages while
Group 5 had higher averages. With the speeding 10 MPH over the
speed 1imit, the averages for the first four groups varied from
25 to 31 percent while Group 5 had an average of 48.0 percent.
This same pattern held generally true fof the other types of
vio]atioﬁs 1n NQrth Carolina.
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In _summary, the results from the three surveys were not
cons1stent in regard to the distribution of the averages of the
groups. ’
4. There is no evidence that sanction severity is related to

the recidivism rate as measured by the c1tat1on ‘histories
or by the recorded speed data. .

In Chapter 2, it was explained that Colorado had the lowest
average fines 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 recidivism rate.
However, Table 4, presented earlier in this chapter, shows that
this is not the case for any-of the subgroups of respondents.
Consider Group 3 which was defined as those respondents with
four or more minor violations. " In Colorado, the Group 3 respond-
ents had an-average of 4.36 citations over the three-year period
-as compared to 4.82 citations in Maryland for this group and 4.69
citations in North Carclina. Colorado had the lowest citation
rate for this group although the differences are very small.

Another comparison can be made by combining Groups 4 and 5
to fo?m a group representihg respondents with one or more major
violations over the three-year period.’ From the data in Table 4,
it can be calculated that these combined groups in Colorado
averaged 2.67 citations over the three-year period as compared
to 3.02 citations in Maryland and 2.54 citations in North Carolina.
Once again, the averages in the three states are close and Colorado
does not have the highest average.

One question in this analysis is whether the level of enforce-
ment was approximately the same in each of the jurisdictions. To
answer this question, data were gathered on the volume of moving
violations which were issued during November 1979, which was the
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primary month during which the surveys were conducted. During
that month, the Denver Police Department issued. 5,386 citations
for moving traffic violations. Since.Denver, Colorado is also

a county, this volume represents the total number of moving
traffic violations, In North Carolina, data were gathered from
both the Raleigh 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 Pqiice issued 2,343 citations for

moving violations in Anne Arundel County. The combined total
for Anne Arundel County was therefore 4,206 citations for moving
violations. ' -

These figures cannot beiused directly since there are majbr
differencés in popuTation-among_the threé'jurisdictions. It was
therefore necessary to adjust the level of citations to develop
the rates of citations issued per dfi?ihg population. When this
is done, it “is estimated that the rate of citations issued per
1,000 drivers is 14,6 in Dénver,‘13.7 in Anne Arundel County,
and 10.5-in Wake County. Thus, even though Denver had the largest
number of citations its rate of citations is not much greater than
either Anne Arundel or Wake County.  The fact that these are
rates per 1,000 driving population méans that all of the rates
are small.and it is therefore believed that the differences in
perceptions between Colorado énd 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-
fice it to say at this point that Colorado appears to have a
smaller percentage of drivers exéeeding the speed 1imit by 10
- miles per hour. - Unfortunately, there was considerable variation
among sites within a jurisdiction so that no clear evidence of
actual speed violation rates emerges. It %s-safe to say, how-
ever, that sanction severity does not appear to be re]ated'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:

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 100 drivers who are ticketed and
arrested, and choose to take it to court, how
many, in your opinion, will be found guilty
of committing the violation? Again, you may
assume that no accidents are involved.

The .seven-violations were then listed as in Question 4. Analysis
of the responses revealed the following primary findings:'

1. As compared to their estimates on detection,
respondents made more accurate estimates on
. the chances of being found guilty in court. .
" This result is complicated by fine reductions -
- - and/or suspensions. -

2. Using the five groups, no significant 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 1 and 2.
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3. Other differences were found in average percep- .
tions by dividing the groups into Court Appear-
“ance versus No Court- Appearance. .

Each of these results is discussed fh the following sections.

1. As compared to their estimates on detection, respondents
made more accurate estimates-on the changes of being
found guilty in court. This result is complicated by
fine reductions and/or suspensions.

As an example of the types of responses which were received
for this question, the following. are the averages for the offense
of Driving While Intoxicated:

Table 6
Average Court Conviction Responses for DWI

Colorado Maryland "~ North Carolina
“Group 17 67.6 - 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 these values are close to the 70.0 percent used by Summers
and Harris (1978) in-their study‘and‘the 70.0 percent figure is
based on other research conducted by NHTSA.

As with the .questions on detection, the respondents gave a
wide range of answers to the questions on court convictions. .
With the DWI offense, the range was from zero percent to 100 per-
cent. .In Colorado, 7 persons responded with zero percent and 188
persons with 100 percent; in Maryland, there were 7 responsesAof
zero percent and 173 responses of 100 percent; and in North
Carolina, there were 4 responses of zero percent'and 182 responses

of 100 percent.
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2. Using the five groups, no significant 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 1 and 2.

The distribution of the averages presented in the above
table for the DWI offense is typical of the results obtained
with this question. It can be seen, for example, that the
averages in Colorado and North Carolina have a relatively 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 significantly 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 traffic light 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 differences were found in average perceptions by
dividing the groups in Court Appearance versus no Court

Appearance. '

During the data collection process for determining the

number of citations for the prior three years, it was also pos-
sible to record whether the respondent had appeared in court on
a citation.” Most of the ‘respondents in Groups 4 and 5 had at
least one court appearance because of their major violations.

In addition, 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 following results from Groups
2 and 3 in Maryland on the question of perceptions of court
convictions:

Table 7

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

Group 2 : Group 3
L No Court Court | No Court Court
Question'| Appearance Appearance | Appearance Appearance
5a 44,6 - 46.0 |  47.6 -50.2
5 58.4 54.7 59.9 64.3
5¢ © 64.8 60.2 67.8 74.3
5d 51.7 ' 44.5 50.2 61.3
5e 32.4 33.0 28.3 37.7
5f 37.2 36.9 "~ 44.5 46.5
5g : . 32.1 31.2 37.0 40.0

With Grdup 3, ﬁt can be seen that the respondents with court
appearances always have higher averages than those respondents
without a court appearance. With Group 2, the results are mixed
but with most offenses those respondents without a court appear-
ance héyé higher average perceptions of court conviction. It
would therefore appéar that with Group 3, the court appearances
made an impression with the respondents which had the effect of
increasing their perceptions on court convictions in all of-
fenses while with Group 2, this impression did not occur.

Groups 4 aﬁd 5 also had court appearances and their averages
were similar to the averages from the Group 3 Court Appearance
groUp.' The end result 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 1 and 2.in Maryland.

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 overa]]_conc]usions could be made.

Estimates of First Offense Penalties

As part of the survey, the respondents were asked to esti-
mate the fine for a first offense of each of the violations
under study. Their responses can be compared to the actual
sanction in the jurisdiction. Table 8 1lists the standard fines
and the sample average estimates of those fines for each juris-
diction. 1In the following discussion, a summary is given of the
similarities and differences which were obtained.

The average fines from all jurisdictions underestimate the
standard for the 10 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, all 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
statés are nearly double those of the 10 MPH speeding violation.
The Maryland 20 MPH speeding estimate is also much higher than
the 10 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 slightly so in North
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Table 8
Comparison of Standard Fines and Average Estimates

Speeding 10 MPH Over the Limit

Speeding 20 MPH Qver the Limit

Driving While Intoxicated

Running a Traffic Light/
Stop Sign S

Following Too Closely
Turning Into Traffic

. - Crossing Center Line

Maryland

$27 $28.3

Colorado North Carolina
Actual’ :Survey Actual = Survey Actual  Survey
$25 - $21.3 | $32 $29.6 $40 $23.4
CA*  $41.2 CA*  $53.6 $50  $43.0
$75-125  $142.0 |$127 + $129.0 | $125+  $167.0
+ 1 yr. : 1 yr. : 30-day
Susp.** Susp.** Susp.** -
$10-24  $24.5 627 - $30.2 | .20 $28.4
§ 5-24  $18.7 $27 © $26.1 | $30 1 $20.7
$ 8-18°  $24.1 $27 - $30.7 $30 $27.6
$10-24 $21.0 $30 $24.5

* Court Appearance
*#* | icense Suspension




Carolina to considerably so in Maryland. On the avekage,
drivers in all jurisdictions overestimated the traffic signal
offense fine and underestimated the following too closely fine.
The Maryland sample showed the greatest difference between their
estimate and standard fines for these two-offenses. For all
jurisdictions the differences between estimated and standard
fines were comparatively small for the turnihg across lanes

and crossing center lines offenses. The trends can be seen in
the table. |

Generally, for all violations, the Maryland sample tended
to estimate fines that differed from the standard to a greater
extent than did the average estimates offered in the other
jurisdictions. In Maryland, the DWI and the Traffic Signal
offenses had standard fines which must be considered much less
severe than the standard fine for the other offenses. The '
Maﬁy]and sample average overestimatéd the fine for these two
offenses and underestimated the fine for the other five of-.
fenses (which had the more severe standard fines). The Mary-
land survey sample tended to be least aware of the pena1t1es
imposed for the offenses discussed.

Estimates of Sanction Severity

In the interview, the drivers were asked to rate the
severity of their estimated fine and then rate the severﬁty of
the standard fine on the same five-point scale. Here we de-
scribe any significant points on which the three jurisdictions
differ with regard-to these severity estimates:

e For 10 MPH speeding offense, the severity ratings

given the estimated fines (Question 7) did not
differ much among the jurisdictions or across groups.
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In contrast, the severity ratings given-the standard
fine for this offense by the Maryland sample (except
Group 5) were consistently higher (and often much
higher) than for the other jurisdictions in which
the standard fine was much Tower.

e For the DWI violation, the severity ratings did not
differ much across all jurisdictions although the
ratings offered by the major violation groups (4
and 5) were higher than for the non-violator and
minor violator groups. This closeness of rating
occurred despite the difference in average dollar
estimates shown for DWI in Table 8. It is under-
standable then that when Maryland drivers were
informed of the considerably lower standard DWI
fine, they tended to revise their severity estimate
downward. In contrast, the average rating estimate
given by the drivers from the other jurisdictions
were revised slightly upward (generally only 0.1

points on the five-point scale).

e For the other violations, the only notable responses
were obtained from Group 5 from North Carolina. In
several instances the average revised severity rating

. of Question 8 compared to the severity rating given
in Question 7 was in a direction opposite to what
would have been predicted on the basis of the average
fine estimate given in Question 6. It may be that the
small number of respondents in this group resulted in
- these inconsistencies. A

Opinions on Sanction Effectiveness

'.QUestion 9 dealt with special effects, that is deterrent
(or preventive) vs. educational effect with respect to the sanc-
tioned individual. Overall, the respondents from Colorado and
North'Caroiina'expressed a preference for the preventive or deter-
rent effect over the educational effect. The preference was
strong in North Carolina and was given by all groups as well as
the total sample. In Co]oradb,“GrOUp 5 disagreed strongly and
Group 4 disagreed slightly with the overall average. In
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Maryland, the average responses were close--with the total
sample and Groups 1, 3, and 4 favoring educational effects
while Groups 2 and 5 favored the preventive effect.

General effects, that is, thbsé occurring in drivers who
were not sanctioned but are aware of sanctions, were discussed
in Question 10. Although the differences were small, the over-
all responses from North‘Carolina and Maryland favored the edu-
cative effect. By a larger margin, the Colorado respondents
preferred the preventive effect (46% vs. 36%). With the excep-
tion of the Colorado Group 4 and the Maryland Group 5, the in-
dividual group preferences were in agreement with'that of the
total sample from the jurisdiction.

Opinions Regarding the Effectiveness of Warnings

Regarding the relative effectiveness (on a driver's future
behavior) of a police warning and a traffic citation, in both
North Carolina and Maryland, the highest preference (38% each)
was given to the response "some effect but not as much as a
ticket" with a close second place (34% and 35%, respectively)
being achieved by the response "has the same effect as getting
a ticket." Thus for these two jurisdictions, over two-thirds
of the respondents did not feel that there would be any greater
effect achieved from the warning, not to mention the loss in
revenue that occurs when no,citation is issued. In Colorado,
34 percent felt the'warning ha& a greater effect (compared to
26'pefcent in North Carolina and 24 percent in Maryland).
Sixty-four percent of the Colorado sample felt that the warning
was not more effective than the citation. |
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The following table on the Maryland data also illustrate

another point in regard to warning tickets:

Table 9
Effect of Warning. Tickets
(Maryland)
L ' ‘Not as

Same Effect Greater Great as No Effect

As a Ticket Effect a Ticket: oY
“Group 1. 35.4% - -29.1% - 33.0% 2.4%
Group 2 33.7% 22.4%  39.4% 4.5%
Group 3+ - 20.2%. - - 14.9% - 52.1% | 12.8%
Group 4  '33.84 . 19.1% ' 36.8% = 10.3%
Group 5 - 35.3% .- 11.8% - . 47.1% 5.9%

These fngres show that the responses for Groups 3 and 4 are

more negative in régard;tbxwarning tickets than the other groups.

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

have more negative views on the effects of warning tickets.

Opinions on Effects of Other Sanctioning Activities

“Several
“tiveness. of
across juris

questions in the interview dealt with the effec-
other sanctioning activities. Regarding comparisons
dictions: o

The respondents from all jurisdictions felt (by‘,

from 64% to 68%) that appearance before a judge
had a greater ‘influence -than paying the fine to

“a ¢lerk. - - - -

Eighty-eight percent or more of all respondents

_ were aware of court traffic schools and licensing

agency education programs ‘and 81 percent.or:more
thought their driving would be positively influ-
enced by them. By jurisdiction, the responses
were as follows:
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Table 10
Awareness and Effect of Court Traffic Schools

Colorado Maryland North Carolina
Aware of School Yes = 88.5% 89.9% 87.8%
» ‘ No 12.5% 10.1% 12.2%
Positive Effect  Yes 81.3% 87.8% 84.7%
' No - - 18.7% 12.2% 15.3%

e Ninety-three percent or more of all respondents
were aware that insurance premiums may be in-
creased as a result of traffic violation convic-
tions. Of those who were so aware, seventy-
three percent or more said their driving is
influenced by insurance company practices.

e Sixty-four percent or more of drivers who were
not aware of insurance company practices claimed
that their (future) driving would be influenced
by their (newly acquired) knowledge of what in- -
surance companies do. :

RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS

- This study repkesents'the first major effort by NHTSA to
look at deterrence theory as related to the actions of drivers.
As such, it is only the beginning of what could prove to be a
very benef1c1a1 viewpoint with the eventual aim of understand-
ing driver act1ons to a greater extent than now possible.

During the course of analyzing the survey results and reviewing
the Titerature on deterrence theory, several potential areas of
additional research were uncovered. These areas are summarized
in the following series of recommendations.
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1. Research should be encouraged from the deterrence model
. viewpoint on the relationship of the perceptions of
drivers and traffic safety programs.

The survey results encourage the strategies employed by
some law enforcement agencies for increasing the perceptions
of the driving community on the amount-of enforcement with-only
a minimal increase in the actual amount of ‘enforcement.  The .
survey indicates that drivers a]ready have a higher perception of
being caught by the poiice in an unsafe driving action than is
actually the case. It therefore implies that their driving
habits are affected by these perceptions and that programs for
increasing these perceptions could be beneficial.

It should also be noted that NHTSA has supported several
pro-rams which include a public information and education (PI&E)
component. These components élear1y can be classified as attempts
to increase the perceptions of the community on various enforce-
ment prograhs.

2. The relationship of traffic court practices and percept1ons
should be stud1ed in greater detail.

The results of the survey on the perceptions of drivers who
had made court appearances are mixed. In Maryland, the percep-
tions of those with court appearances were higher in regard to-
the chances of being found guilty in court as compared to drivers
who had not made court appearances. In North Carolina, the
reverse situation was'true‘and in Colorado, no clear differences
emerged.

These results indicate that further research into this rela-
tionship would be beneficial. It would be jmportant to deter- -
mine if there are actions which could be made by the

59



courts to increase the perceptions of being found guilty for
a particular offense. These could have benefit from both a
specific and general deterrence viewpoint.

3. More research is needed from the deterrence viewpoint on
changes in traffic laws.

One of the problems with this survey was that the dif-
ferences in fines was not as great as expected between "high"
and "low" sanctioning states. . However, the states which were
selected had about as great a difference as actually exists.
As an alternative procedure, it may be of benefit to study
states which enact major changes in their traffic laws. For
example, some states are currently considering changes in
their DWI laws which would result in more convictions and
stiffer peha]ties in this area.

Changes in traffic law offer several opportunities for
testing deterrence theory. . One area of interest would be the
communication process which was discussed in Chapter 2. The
diffusion theory of communication of these changes could be a
beneficial study in states which make changes. Further,
deterrence theory says that such changes will cause an increase
in enforcement activity as well as changes in traffic court
actions.

4. More research is needed on the perceptions and opinions of
the repeat offender.

This survey showed that there were many instances in which
the opinions of the repeat offender differed from those who had
clean records. The pérceptions.of the repeat offender need to
be studied in greater detail. In Chapter 2, the ideas of
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Zimring and Hawkins were d1scussed in some detail in regard to
the 1mportance of re]at1ng deterrence theory to specific sub-
popu]at1ons. In other words, deterrence works most effectively
when it is able to relate to those members of the population
who are most 1ikely to v1o]ate the law. In the current survey,
it was not poss1b1e to 1nterv1ew as ]arge a number of repeat
offenders as desired. A separate survey effort of repeat
offenders could provide rery beneficial results.

5 There are several other areas of analysis which could be
performed with the data-base from this survey.

W1th1n the cost constraints of this contract, it was not
poss1b1e to exp]ore the survey data in as much detail as de-
sired. For example, one area of concern is why there were
such extreme responses from the survey participants. As noted
in the results, the responses on each detection and court con-
viction question ranged from zero percent to 100 percent.
Further insight into the data may be possible by analyzing the
extreme groups in greater detail.

It may also be possible to do some deterrence theory
modeling with the data collected from this survey. The model-
ing would attempt to relate in a more formal fashion the vio-
lation histories of the respondents to their perceptions.

6. The deterrent effects of increases in insurance premiums
should be studied in more detail.

It was clear from the survey results that a large per-
centage of drivers are aware of the impact of violations on
their insurance rates. Insurance premiums may be a greater
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deterrent than the fines associated with violations. Whether
this is the case would require a separate study in coopera-
tion with insurance companies.

7. Marning ticket programs should be analyzad in greater
detai]--particu]ar]y'as.they relate to the repeat offender.

The results of the survey question whether warning ticket
programs are really effective. Of particular 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, it would be of benefit to study
in'greatervdetail how warning tickets impact both the general
population of drivers and, in particular, the repeat offender.
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CHAPTER FIVE
'ANALYSIS OF COLORADO SURVEY

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS

In Colorado, the'{nteryiewsdwere'conducted at the Departmenf
of Revenue, Driver Licensing Headquarters in Denver. A total of
874 of license renewal‘applicants were interviewed. Following the
1nterv1ews, three- -year driver records were obtained for 860 of the
respondents. The set of 860 comb1ned driver record and interview
responses was analyzed.

As planned, the drivers were purposefully selected to produce
proportionately greater numbers of those with histories of viola-
tions than would have occurred without any such effort. Even with
this special effort, we were unable to obtain as many interviews
as desired from drivers who had a serious traffic violation history.
For the following analysis the drivers were grouped in accordance
with the number and type of vio]ation convictions received during
the three-year period prior to the survey The definitions of
driver groups (and their s1zes in the samp]e) were as follows:

Group 1--No minor.and no major violations (405)

Group 2--One to three minor violations but no major
violations (372)

Group 3--Four or more minor violations and no major
violations (39)

Group 4--One major violation and poss1b1y some minor
violations (41)

Group 5--Two or more major violations and possibly
~some minor violations (12)
The major and minor v1o]at1ons used to define the groups are listed
~in Table 11. ~In general, minor violations are those for which four
or fewer "points" will be placed on the driver record by the Depart-
ment of Revenue. Major violations are those having five or more
points associated with them.
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- Table 11
Classification of Traffic Offenses in Colorado

)

Major Offenses

Alluding an Officer .

Driving While Impaired by Alcohol

Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) or Under the Influence of Drugs
Failure to Stop for School Signal

Leaving the Scene of an Accident

Reck]ess Driving

Speed Contest

Speeding 20 Miles Over the Posted Speed Limit

Minor Offenses

Careless Driving or Following Too Close

Driving on Wrong Side of Road

Driving Through a Safety Zone

Failure to Dim or Turn on Lights

Failure to Observe a Traffic Sign or Signal

Failure to Signal or Improper Signal '
Failure to Yield Right of Way

Failure to Yield to an Emergency Vehicle

Improper Passing '

Improper Turn

Operating an Unsafe Vehicle

Speeding 1 to 9 Miles Over the Posted Speed Limit .
Speeding 10 to 19 Miles Over the Posted Speed Limit
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General Characteristics

The drivers were asked several questions to provide a general
description of thevréspondent population. Table 12 relates their
driving experience by groups. Group 4 and 5 drivers are rela-
tively 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 Tists the esti-
mated miles driven annually by each respondent group. Nearly half
of the conviction-free drivers of Group 1 estimate thqt they drive
less than 10,000 miles ber year. Less than one-third of the mod-
erate violation drivers (gfdupvz) drive less than 10,000 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-5those with substantial minor viola-
tion rates--drive over 20,000:miles per year.

The sex distribution of each driver group is as follows:
~Sex_of Respondents

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

Male 242" 276 36 36 12
59.8% 74.29 92.3% 87.8%  100.0%

Female 163 96 3 5 0
40.1% 25.8% 7.7% 12.2% 0.0%

These statistics are consistent with other findings that male
drivers receive more traffic convictions than females. The high/
serious violation groups are almost entirely males. Data related
to the highest education level reported by the respondents are
presented in Table 14. The non-violation group (1) and the minor
vioTation'groups (2 and 3) reported about the same education level,
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Table 12

Years of Driving Experience

(Colorado)
Group Less Than - 5to 9 10-19 20 Years
5 Years Years Years or More
Group 12 49 136 207
(3.0%) (12.1%) - (33.7%) (51.2%)
Group 24 59 ‘ 146 143
(6.5%) (15.9%). (39.2%) (38.4%)
Group 2 17 14 6
(5.1%) (43.6%) (35.9%) (15.4%)
Group 7 7 12 15
(17.1%) (17.1%) (29.3%) (36.6%)
Group 2 ] 7 2
(16.7%) (8.3%) (58.3%) (16.7%)
Table 13
Miles Driven Per Year
(Colorado)
Under 10,000- 15,000~ 20,000
10,000 15,000 19,000 or More
Miles Miles Miles Miles
Group 182 112 48 60
(45.0%) (27.7%) (11.9%) (14.9%)
Group 112 98 51 108
(30.1%) (26.3%) (13.7%) (29.0%)
Group 6 7 10 16
(15.4%) (17.9%) (25.6%) (41.0%)
Group 8 15 5 13
(19.5%) (36.6%) (12.2%) (31.7%)
Group 2 6 0 4
(50.0%) - (33.3%)

(16.7%)
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Table 14 ‘
Education of Respondents

(Colorado)
Did not Completed Attended Completed o , Attended Completed '
Complete " Grade High High Attended Completed Graduate Graduate
Grade Sch. School School School College College School School
Group 1- 1 8 29 90 106 4 77 39 . 55
4' (OLZ%) -(250%) (7.2%) (22.2%) (26.2%) (19.0%) (9.6%) (13.6%)
Group 2- . 4 7 26 70 131 87 36 .40
- (1.1%). (1.9%).- (7.0%) (18.9%) (35.3%) © (15.4%) (9.7%) .(10.8%)
Group 3 -0 1 - 3 10 11 10 3 1
 ; : (O(O%) (2.6%) (7.7%) (25.6%) (28.2%) (25.6%) (7.7%) (2.6%)
Group 4’ 3 o 5 7 13 10 0 2
S (7:3%) (2.4%) (12.2%)  (17.1%) (31.7%)  (24.4%) (0.0%) - (4.9%)
Group 5 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, respectively, completing college. For
the major (serious) violation groups (4 and 5), the number stating
that they had completed college represented 29 and 8 percent,
respectively. (The combined major violation groups indicate that
25 percent had completed college.) ‘

Violation History of Respondents

As further background on the gfoups, it is of interest to know
the volume and types of violations which Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5
acquired over the three-year period under study. The overall totals
and averages for the groups are as follows:

Sample Total Number Average Number .
Size of Citations of Citations
Group 2 372 - 562 1.5]
Group 3 39 170 4.36
Group 4 41 101 2.46
Group 5 12 _40 3.33
Total 464 873

The average numbers of citations are, of course, consistent with
the definitions of the groups. For example, Group 3 was defined
as those respondents who had at least four minor violations and
the Group 3 average is 4.36 citations. Similarly, Group 4 was
defined as those respondents who had one major violation. The
Group 4 average of 2.46 means that respondents from this group
averaged one major violation and 1ﬁ46 minor violations for the
three-year period. The average for Group 5 respondents was 3.33
violations. Further analysis showed that this group averaged 1.25
minor violations and 2.08 major violations.

Table 15 shows the number of Vio]ations by type and group.
As expected, the categories for speeding violations account for a
significant portion of the total. In Group 2, speeding violations
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Violation History of Respondents

Table 15

by O0ffense Type

(Colorado)
Speeding Speeding Running Red DWI Other
Less Than .Greater - Light/Stop Offense
10 MPH* Than 10 MPH** Sign
Group 2 N 40 193 66 - 168
Citations 49 _242 72 - 199
Group 3 N 19 30 15 - 29
Citations 24 72 20 - 52
Group 4 N 8 18 8 27 25
Citations 9 20 8 27 37
Group 5 N . 2 9 2 12 8
Citations 3 10 2 15 10
Total N 69 250 91 39 230
Citations 85 © 344 102 298

42

* 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 driver's record.

Violation History by Year

Table 16

(Colorado)

Year 1
December 1976-
November 1977

. Year -2
December 19
November 19

77~
78

Year 3

December 1978
November 1979

Group 2 N
Citations

Group 3 N
Citations

Group 4 N
Citations

Group 5 N
Citations

Total N
Citations

146
173

28
47

14
18

3
4

191
242

159
184 .

36
70

25
46

10
21

230
321

172
205

31
53

25
37

10
15

238
310
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accounted for about 53 percent of the total. Other offenses, such
as following too closely, turning into traffic, and careless
driving, accounted for about 37 perbent of the GroUp 2. total.
Group 3 follows roughly the same pattern as Group 2. Groups 4 and
5 have a different pattern because major violations afe included.
The DWI category accounts for 38 percent and 35 percent, respec-
tively, of the violations in these two groups.

The number of offenses over the three years is also of inter-
est, as shown in Table 16. The years are defined in twelve month
increments prior to the survey. Year 1 is December 1976-Noyember
1977; Year 2 is December 1977-November 1978; and Year 3 is December
1978-November 1979. As seen in the table, there is a good repre-
sentation of citations for each year. Of course, some respondents
received citations in only one of the three years while others
received citations in all three years. These combinations can be
illustrated in a Venn diagram with three overlapping circles for. -
the years: ' ‘ '

Year 1 Year 2

-Year 3
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- The 27 respondents. in the middle are the respondents who had at
least one violation in each of the three years. Similarly, there
were 83 respondents who had a violafion only in Year 1; 101 re-
spondents only in Year 2; and 112 respondents only in Year 3.

Later in this chapter, an analysis is presented with these respond-
ents to show how perceptions change over time.

SURVEY RESPONSES

In the following sections, an analysis is provided on the
results of the sukvey given to the ‘869 respondents. For each ques-
tion the averages are given for each group and results are provided
to highlight statistically sfgnificant‘group differences. The
analysis also includes the responses on sanct1ons, sanction sever-
ity and several other subJects of interest.

Responses to Questions on Violation Detection and Convietion

In the interview, the 11cense'applicants were asked two ques-
tions a1med at assess1ng the perceived risk of violation detection
by law enforcement and the perceived risk of conviction f0110w1ng
a court appearance on a citation. Question 4 was phrased as
follows:

4. Following are a number of traffic violations. For
every 100 drivers who commit these acts, how many,
in your opinion, will be caught by the police in

the Denver area? You may assume no accidents are
invo]ved

a. Speed1ng 10 miles per hour over the posted
"speed limit.

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit _ _

c. Driving while intoxicated (drunk driving)

d. Running a traffic 1ight or stop sign

e. Fo]]oning a moving car too closely
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f. Turning left in front of oncoming traffic
or pulling out into traffic (like at an
intersection or on a freeway)

g. Crossing the center line of the road

Question 5, which follows, was asked about the same list of seven
violations: '

5. In the Denver area, 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
100 drivers who are ticketed or arrested, and choose
to take it to court, how many, in your opinion, will
be found gquilty of committing the violation? 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 violations, Speeding 10 and 20 Miles Per Hour -
Over the Posted Speed Limit, Figure 2 shows a graph of change, by
group, of the group mean value of the respondents' estimate of the
number of chances in 100 of detection/conviction. For example, the
graph regarding Question 4a (detection of a 10 MPH speed violation)
indicates that the average of the responses from the non-violator
(Group 1) license applicants was that 17.4 drivers out of 100 such
speeders would be detected or caught. With the exception of the
multiple major offenders (Group 5) the average estimates of the
other driver groups were slightly higher than the non-violator
group. For Question 4b (20 MPH over the 1imit) the average detec-
tion estimates for all violator groups were higher than that for
Group 1.  For Group 1 through 4, the responses indicate the chances
of detection at 20 MPH over the limit are from 1.5 times to nearly
twice those at 10 MPH over the 1imit. For Group 5, the chances are
more than three times-as high. The data-on the corresponding
graphs in Figure 2 include the F-ratio calculated to determine if
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Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 "Group 4 Groﬁp
Overall Statistics
“Number of ‘Range of Responses
Question Responses Average Percent (Number)

4a 868 20.13 0% (26) to 100% ( 6)
4b 869 33.67 0% ( 8) to 100% ( 7)
5a 868 55.83 0% (28) to 100% ( 69)
5b 868 64.86 0% (13) to 100% (121)

9.9

5b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit
(Conyiction) (F=1.263 n.s.)

5a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit
~ (Conviction) (F=2.35; n.s.)

_4bf—Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit

(Detection) (F=3.08; .05)

4a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit
(Detection) (F=4.26; .01)



the averages were significantly different. The F-ratios indicate
that for both Questions 4a and 4b there is a significant difference
between the groups' responses.

The curves of group-average estimates regarding chances of
conviction in court (Questions 5a and 5b) indicate that Groups 2,
3, and 4 estimate a higher chance of conviction than (the non-
violator) Group 1, while the Group 5 average estimate is lower
than that of Group 1. The F-test ratio, however, indicates that
for each of these offenses, the averages are not significantly dif-
ferent. The much higher average estimates of chances of conviction
(Question 5) compared to chances of detection (Question 4) indicate
the respondents' realization that the chances of being caught are
relatively Tow (in reality, probably lower than expressed here) but
once a citation has been issued, the chances of a court conviction
are much higher. In addition, the curves regarding conviction sugF
gest that to the respondents the nature of the violation (in thfs
case, 10 MPH vs. 20 MPH over the 1imit) had less impact on the
chances of conviction than on the chances of detection (Questions
4a and 4b). That is, the curves for 5a and 5b are closer to each
other both reTative]y and absolutely than the curves for 4a and 4b.

The overall statistics at the bottom of Figure 2 indicate the
range  of responses to each question, including the number of respond-
ents choosing the maximum and minimum answers. In terms of detec-
tion, 26 respondents did not think any 10 MPH speeding violators
would be caught while eight respondents felt the same way about a
20 MPH violation (Questions 4a and 4b). Similarly, for Questions
5a and 5b, 28 and 13 respondents, respectively, felt that no cited
drivers who went to court would be convicted. At the other end of
the scale, six and seven respondents, respectively, felt that all
violators at 10 and 20 MPH over the 1imit would be caught. Like-
wise, 69 and 121 respondents, respectively, felt that all violators
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cited for more than 10 and 20 MPH over the 1imit would be convicted
in court. In this case more total-conviction estimates were ob-
tained from the,respondenté 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 that -exist. Some of these extreme perceptions,
e.g., zero chance of detection for a 10 MPH violation and 100 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 100 percent detection estimates and the zero court
conviction rate estimates are basically unrealistic.

Anaiysis of Questions on Driving 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 Traffic Light or Stop
- Sign. Graphs showing group-average estimates of chances of detec-
_tion and conviction for these offenses are shown in Figure 3. For
. thé DWI offense (Question 4c), the data show that Groups 2, 3, and
4 estimate higher chances of detection than Groups 1 and 5. Per-
: haps a.more'usefui comparison can be made between the average
detection rates of 30.75% for combined Grbups 1, 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 1ittle difference in perceived DWI detection rates between those
who have experienced and those who have not experienced such detec-

- tion.

The average estimates regardiﬁg DWI conviction rate (Question
. 5¢c) range (across groups) from 67.6 percent to 73.4 percent. These
averages were not statistically significantly different. Also,
these DWI average estimates were higher than those for the two

75



Figure 3

Responses to Questions on DWI and Running Traffic Light
Or Stop Sign

(Colorado)
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4c--Driving While Intoxicated
v (Detection) (F=5.20; .01)
207 4d--Running Traffic Light or
: Stop Sign (Detection)
10 4 (F=2.62; .05) '

'GFSQERSI» *Mean for Groups 1, 2, and 3

_ Grodp 1 Group 2 Group ‘3. Group 4 (Questions 4c and 5¢)
' - **Mean for Groups 4 and 5

Overall Statistics (Questions 4C‘a"d 5¢)

{ Number of : Range of Responses
Question Responses Average Percent (Number)

4c 869 30.87 0% ( 5) to 100% ( 4)
44 869 . 33.67 0% (13) to 100% ( 2)
5¢ 869 70.30 0% ( 7) to 100% (188)
5d 869 59.13 0% (14) to 100% ( 94)




speeding offenses (5a, b) and the traffic signal/stop sign offense
(5d), suggesting the drivers' perceptions on the relative conviction
rates for DWI and other offenses.* The rafe of selection of extreme
(zero and 100) values is shown at the bottom of the figure. Once
again, the value of 100 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 all respondents
(> 99%) share this view. The 100 percent DWI conviction rate was
expkeSsed‘by 188 (or 22 percent) of the respondents. By groups,
this breaks down to: ' '

Group 1: 18 percent

Group 2: 24 percent

Group 3: 26 percent

Group 4: 32 percent

Group 5: 17 percent
Because in some jurisdictions conviction rates about 85-90 percent
are not uncommon, this high rate of 100 percent estimates cannot be
considered too unrealistic. |

The detection rate estimates for the Running Traffic Light/
Stop Sign offense are shown in the bottom curve of Figure 3 (Ques-
tion 4d). The corresponding conviction rate estimates are shown
in the curve labeled "Question:BdJ" For botn of these curves,
Groups 1, 3 and 5 had estimates,that'were lower, relatively, than
those of Groups 2 and 4. Although the F-test indicates significant
differences among the average detection rates, no practical sig-
nificance can be attributed to the results. With the exception of
those respondents estimating that all cited drivers would be con-
Victed, the number of extreme responses. is relatively small. The
94 respondents (11 percent) indicating a 100 percent conviction rate
should be considered unrealistically high for this offense.

*Comparing the averages of DWI offenders (Group 4 and 5) with non-
DWI offenders (Groups 1, 2 and 3) shows little difference in con-
viction rate estimates (72% vs. 70%, respectively).
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Analysis With Median Values

In the previous analysis, the differences in averages among
the five groups have been examined using an F-test. While this
approach is a standard and acceptable procedure, there are alter-
natives which do not use the sample mean as a basis. One alter-
native is to calculate the median for each group and see how the
medians change across the groups. In this section, a brief pre-
sentation is made with medians as a basis. The interest in ca]éue.
lating medians afose because of the distribution of the responses
and the extreme values of the data. It has been pointed out that“
the responses ranged from 10 td|100 percent on all questions.
Extreme values can have the effect of making the sample means un-
representative of the sample. 'Ihdeed, this section will show that
this situation does occasionally occur. However, the overall con-
clusions on the trends of the responses remain the same whether the
sample averages or sample medians serve as the basis. '

Table 17 1lists the sample median for each'group in response
to Questions 4a-4d and 5a-5d. These medians can be compared with

Table 17
Median Values for Questions 4 and 5

Question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5
4a 10 10 15 20 . 5
4b 20 30 . .35 30 - 20
4¢ 20 25 30 30 15
4d ' 10 © 20 10 .15 - 10
5a 50 70 75 70 50
5b 75 80 80 75 70 -
5¢ 80 90 80 80 80
- 5d 60 70 50 - 75 50
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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 different interpretation 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 16w percentages.

Analysis of Questions on Fo]1ow5ng,Too Closely, Turning
Into Traffic, and Crossing the Center Line

The curves depicting group average estimates of detection and
court conviction 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 significant difference among
the averages and all five Va]ues are really quite Tow. Moreover,
125 respondents (14 bercent)‘indicated that zero following too
. Cclosely violators in' 100 would be detected and only three respond-
ents (0.3 percent) sﬁggested‘that all would be detected. The pes-
simism exhibited regarding detection of this offense (which was
spread among all reébondent groups) is understandable. The offense
s both frequent in bccurrence and difficult to enforce.

Other than the 31.5 percent rate given by Group 5, the esti-
mated conviction rate for following too closely falls in a narrow
granée from 42 to 47 percent. What is noteworthy is the relatively
Tow court conviction. rate values for this offense compared to those
analyzed up to this point.

The detection:héte<curves-for the Turning Into Traffic Offense
.and the Crossing the Center Line Offense are very much like that
for Following Too Closely. The only differences are overall slightly
higher estimates for all groups except Group 5 and lower numbers of
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Responses to Questions on Following Too Closely
Turning Into Traffic and Crossing Center

(Colorado)
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Overall Statistics
Number of Range of Responses
Question Responses Average Percent (Number)
de 864 12.35 - 0% (125) to 100% ( 3)
af . 867 16.08 0% ( 56) to 100% ( 3)
4g 868 14.03 - 0% ( 90) to 100% ( 3)
5e 867 44.13 0% ( -61) to 100% (51)
5f 868 49.02 0% ( 30) to 100% (57)
59 867 44.04 0% ( 51) to 100% (51)




respondents indicating that zero violators would be detected. The
estimates of conviction rate for these two offenses are relatively
’ close to those for Following Too Closely and lower than those for
the four previously analyzed offenses. The range of estimates is
quite narrow (except for Group 5, Question 5g) and the F-statistic
confirms that there are no significant differences between the
group averages. '

Comparison With Violation History

Court Appearances and Perceptions

The analysis so far has concentrated.on comparisons of dif-
ferent groups of violators. It has been shown that in regard to
detection there aré some significant differences ahong‘the groups.
With regard to court actions, however, thebdiffekences.have not
been as great. As another analysis, it may be of benefit to con-
sider respondents with‘court appearances versus respondents without
court appearances. -In such an analysis, Group 1 respondents do not
have any violations or court appearances but can still serve as a
comparison group. At thé other extreme, virtually all Group 4 and
Group 5 respondents have had court appearances. since their viola-
tions were major in nature. Therefore, the averages previously
presented for these two groups are reflective of both their detec-
tion and adjudication experiences. With Groups 2 and 3, there are
also many mandatory appearances as well as persons who decided to
challenge the citation in court. In Group 2 there were 32 respond-
ents with a court appearance and in Group 3 there were also 32
respondents with a court appearance. Finally, with all the groups,
the court experience can be expected to affect only their percep-
tions of court actions rather than their perceptions of detections
by the police.
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Table 18

Court Appearances and Court Conviction Perceptions

(Colorado)
Group 2 Grodp 3
No Court Court No Court Court
Question  Group 1 Appearance  Appearance | Appearance Appearance | Group 4 Group 5
5a - 52.7 58.3 61.3 62.9 63.3 58.0 44.6
5b 62.6 67.1 69.8 60.0 70.4 62.9 60.8.
5¢ 67.6 72.9 73.3 80.0 67.6 73.4 69.3
5d - 56.8 61.3 67.8 72.4 53.0 60.9 55.0
5e 41.7 46.7 49.0 43.9 47.9 43.9 31.5
5f 46.3 51.9 54.3 43.6 33.9 50.5 45.8
5¢ 43.3 45.7 49.1 34.3 41.7 42.0 29.8




- With this background, Table 18 shows the response averages for
Question 5 with Groups 2 and:3 split into Court/No Court Appear-
ance categories. The averages under the "Court Appearance" columns
were ca]cu]ated from those respondents with at least one court
appearance on a citation dur1ng the three -year. period while the
"No Court Appearance" co]umns are based on respondents who decided
to pay the fine and not cha]]enge the citation in court. The table
shows some c]ear trends. For examp]e with Group 2 respondents,
the averages. of the Court Appearance subgroup is greater than the
No Court Appearance subgroup for every offense type. Similarly,
with Group 3 respondents, the averages of the Court Appearance sub-
group is greater than the No Court Appearance for five 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. It is also noted- that Groups 4 and 5 have
‘averages which are generally . Jower than the averages for the Court
Appearance subgroups of Groups 2 and 3.

In summary, it-appears that ‘persons with occasional court ap-
peararces, as with Groups 2 and 3, will respond with perceptions of
" higher chances of being found guilty than their counterparts with
no.court appearances. Further, persons with more experience with -
the courts, as in Groups 4 and 5, generally respond by'stating
" Jower chances of.being found guilty.

Time of Citations and Perceptions

_There ‘was ‘also interest in determining whether time had an
effect on the responses on the chances of detection. It was hypo-
thesized 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 respondents who had
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received a citation during one of the three years but not the other
two. * From the Venn diagram presented earlier, it is possible to
make the following definitions:

Group A: Respondents who received citations in Year 1
(December: 1976-November 1977) but not during
Years 2 or. 3 (N=112) -

Group B: Respondents who received citations in Year 2
(December 1977-November 1978) but not during
Years 1 or 3 (N=101) :

Group C: Respondents who received citations 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-
tion as shown in the following figures:

Table 19
Relationship of Perceptions to Time
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* 27.0
ad 26.0% 25.9% 27.2% 21.0
de 14.5% 13.8% 18.7% 10.8
4f 16.6 19.1* 17.3 14.5
4g 15.4 16.6% -14.9 ' 12.7

*The asterisk means that the average is s1gn1f1cant1y higher
than the Group 1 average.

These f1gures show that the groups are always higher than the Group
1 averages. The indication is that citations raise the level of
perceptions of being caught and that the higher level of perceptions
is persistent over time. However, there is not the expected linear
trend over time. That is, it was expected that the Group C average
would be higher than Group B (due to their more recent citation
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experience) and that Group B would, in turn, be higher than Group
A. This pattern does not materialize with any of the offenses.

[t could be that. such temporal effects are of a shorter duration
than one year but it was not possible to test for shorter durations
with the data collected.

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 iiposed for the seven
selected traffic offenses in the Denver area. The question was
phrased as follows:

6. For each of the same violations we've been talking
< about, I'd 1ike to get your idea of what the fine
in- the Denver area would be if the person had a
clear driving record. If you're not sure, just
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
first offense (clear driving record) and with no accident involvment.
The correct answers to the question are as follows:

Offense Fine
6a -- Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit $25.00
6b -- Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit Court Appearance

6¢c -- Driving While Intoxicated $75.00 plus a likely 12-
o 4 -$125.00 month Tlicense

S o . . suspension
6d -- Running a Traffic Light or $ 10 - 24
Stop Sign :
6e --.Following Too Close $ 5 - 24
"6f -- Turhing In Front of Traffic §$ 8 - 18
6g -- Crossing the Center Line $10 - 24
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For most offenses the range of fines is indicated because of the
jurisdictional arrangement in the Denver area. Technically, the
focus of the study was the City and County of Denver. As it
happens, there was no practical way to limit the interviews to
residents of Denver. The headquarters licensing station was lo-
cated in central Denver but many Colorado citizens from adjoining
areas might also review their license there. It turns out that
80 percent of ‘the respondents were residents of Denver. (Those
from Groups 4 and 5 were more evenly split among Denver/non-
Denver residents.) Nevertheless, subjects may have had traffic
violation experiences (detectioh/conyiction) either in Denver or
outside Denver or both. Depending on the locale, the fine paid
could have been different. Only the Denver Police Department has
traffic law enforcement jurisdiction within the City and County.
Citations issued by that agency are adjudicated in the County Court.
The higher valued fines listed above are those that are imposed
(ih the case of paying the fine to a clerk). OQutside Denver, the
Colorado State Patrol is responsible for enforcement on many high-
ways and many of the respondents experienced such enforcement.
For the violations a, d, e, f, and g, it is possible to take a
citation issued by the State Patrol directly-to the Department of
Revenue and pay a fine that corresponds to the lower value shown
above. Because of these distinct practices, the range of fines
shown is considered the "correct" value.

The fine shown for DWI represents the range estimated by
Denver County Court personnel as "what is normally imposed."
Beyond the fine, the report of conviction to the Department of
Revenue results in the posting of 12 points on the driver record
and the high likelihood of a 12-month license suspension. Finally,
it was not possib]e to obtain a typical fine that might be imposed
following the court appearance and conviction for speeding 20 MPH
above the 1limit.
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Figures 5 and 6 show the analyses to responses to Question 6.
For Speeding 10 MPH Over the Limit (Question 6a), the estimated
fines are almost the same for all groups--ranging from $20 to $23--
and are only slightly below the actual value of $25. For Speeding
20 MPH Over the Limit (Questipn 6b) the groups that included most
speeders (but not those convicted of this offense), namely Groups
2 and 3, estimated the fine higher than Group 1 ($43 vs. $36).
Groups. 4 and 5 include both DWI offenders and drivers convicted of
speeding more than 20 MPH. Thé average of the Group 4 estimates is
$74 while that for Group 5 is $34. The following is a list of the
median fine estimate for each group for each of the selected vio-

lations:
Table 20
Median Values for Question 6
' : Correct

Question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Value .
6a 20 23 25 20 25 25
6b : 30 35 40 40 30 Court
6c 100 100 100 100 "~ 100 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
69 20 18 .15 15 15 10-24

An examination of the response distribution for Group 4 indicates
a median estimate of $40 (compared to a median value of $30 for
Group 1) and one estimate each of $250 and $1,000. These latter

~ 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 1.

The range of average fine estimates for DWI indicates that

Groups 3 and 5 produced slightly Tower estimates than Group 1

ST I
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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.)

$ 33.8 6b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit
' (F=5.46; .001)

6a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit
21.6 (F=1.38; n.s.)

20.7 6d--Running Traffic Light or
Stop Sign (F=0.58; n.s.)

Grodp 1 Group 2 Groub 3 | Group 4 : Group 5

Overall Statistics |
: Range of Responses | Correct
Question Responses Average Dollars (Number) Answer
6a 862 $ 21.17 $0 (13) to $ 330 ( 1) $25.00
éb 869 $ 41.18 0 (1) to $1000 ( 2) Court App.
6¢c 860 $142.46 0 ( 8) to $1000 ( 1) $75-$125
6d 866 $ 24.51 0 (8)to$ 302 (1) $10-%24
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Figure 6

Responses to Questions on Fine for Following Too Closely,
Turning Into Traffic and Crossing Center Line
' (Colorado)

6f~--Turning Into Traffic
(F=0.28; n.s.)

6g--Crossing Center Line
(F=3.13; .05) _

6e--Following Too Closely
(F=0.48; n.s.)

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5
Overall Statistics
: Range of Responses Correct
Question Responses Average Dollars (Number) Answer
6e 860 $ 18.70 $0 (21) to $ 500 (1) $5-$24
6f 866 "$ 24.07 $0 (14) to $ 500 (1) $8-%18
6g 856 $ 20.98 $0 (22) to $1000 (1) $10-%$24




while those for Groups 2 and 4 were considerably hiQher than Group
1. Group 1, 3, and 5 estimates were only slightly higher than the
upper level of the "correct" value. The median estimated fine for
all groups was $100, a measure of unifdrmity that fell midway in
the range of the "correct answer." Contributing to the higher
sample mean for Group 2 was the fact‘that 23 respondents estimated
$500, three estimated $750 and seven estimated $1,000. Similarly,
for the relatively smaller Group 4, four estimated $200, two esti-
mated $300, and four estimated $500.

"For Question 6¢c, if the respondent .described a penalty in
addition to the fine estimate, it was listed; 379 respondents (44
percent) provided a second penalty. Table 21 Tists the pena]tiés
described by each group. Of those providing additional penaltiés-
within groups, the principal responses were license suspension and
rehabilitation program. Although only three respondents answered
from Group 5 (which included some multiple DWI offenders), none of
them Tisted License Suspension and two listed Probation. Similarly,
the percentage of Group 4 respondents listing Probation suggests it
must be a penalty that came to mind in response to experience. - It
should also be noted that the penalty of a Jail Sentence, while not
listed often, was only suggested by non-violators and those having
only minor violations on their record. This is reflective of the
fact that jail is seldom imposed even for DWI, a fact that may haVe
been known among the Group 4 and 5 respondents. '

With one exception (Group 4, Question 6g), the estimated fines
for Running a Traffic Light/Stop Sign (Figure 5), Following Too
Closely, Turning into Traffic, and Crossing the Center Line (Figure
6) fall within a narrow range across groups. Nearly all fine es-
timates fall within the.correct range of fine. For Group 4 on
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Table 21

‘Other Penalty Responses for_DWi

(Colorado)
Loss/Revoked - Points on  Jail/ Rehabilitation | i o
License Record Prison Driver School Probation - Warning Total
Group .1 223 -8 3 0 . - B 246
» (90.7%) (3.3%) (1.2%) (4.1%) (0.4%) (0.4%) '
Group 2 253 6 3 - W 3 - 269
(94.1%) (2.2%) (1.1%) (1.5%) (1.1%) ,
Group 3 23 - - - - - 23
- (100.0%)

Group- 4~ 42 - - 2 1 2 47
- (89.4%) (4.3%) (2.1%) (4.3%) '
Group 5 9 o - - - - 10

(90.0%) (10.0%)
Overall - 550 15 6 16 5 3 595
; (92.4%) (2.5%) (1.0%) (2.7%) (0.8%) (0.5%)




Question 6g, the median value was $15*%, the sample size was rela-
tively small and one response of $1,000 skews the sample mean to
such an extent that it should be ignored. Removing the data point
hroduces a mean of 16.5 as shown in the dotted curve in Figure 6.

If one concentrates on the upper value of the range of "correct
fines" described previously for Questions 6a, d, e, f and g, which
is the fine that would be paid in County Court if the citation were
jssued by the Denver Police Department, then nearly all the mean
estimates are close to the actual fine. Only for the Turning Into
Traffic (6f) offense do the respondents estimate the fine higher
than the actual Denver value. The médian estimates for some vio-
lations are not quite as close to the upper value of the correct
fine. Questions 6a, d and f can be considered close while all
groups tended to underestimate on Questions 6e and g.

Analysis of Sanction Severity

Two questions were designed to measure the respondents' beliefs
on the severity of traffic sanctions. Question 7 asked the respond-
ent to rate the severity of the fine the respondent had given in
Question 6. Question 7 was phrased as follows:

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 of the scale below which most

accurately reflects your feelings on how severe

the fine is as you stated it.
Each of the seven offenses was then listed along with the respond-
ent's answer from Question. 6. The respondent then rated the sever-
ity of the fine on a five point Likert scale from 1 (npt at all

severe) to 5 (extremely severe).

*The median values for the other groups for Question 6g were $20,
$18, $15 and $15, respectively. This suggests that the response
from Group 4 should not be considered any different from the other
groups. _
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In Question 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 listing 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 first 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 falls on the scale of severity.
The seven offenses were then ]isted'along with the actual fine

information.

For each violation, Table 22 shows the group-averagé severity
“estimates given in response to Questions 7 and 8. With only one
exception (Group 5, Question 7c) the averages for Question 7 are
between 2.4 and 2.8, indicating an assessment of moderate severity.
Responses to Question 8 are genera]iy correlated with the responses
to Questidn 6 on the estimated fine. For violations a, d, e, and
g the respondents tended tbvestimate the fines Tower than thé
~actual value. For these violations most groups tended to revise
slightly upward their average assessments of severity when informed
that the actua] fine was highér than their original fine estimate.
The differences between actual fines and average estimated fines
were not large and only in isolated instances, generally involving
the relatively populous Groups 1 and 2, were the differences in
severity estimates (from Question 7 to Question 8) statistically
significant (by the t-test). ' .
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Table 22

Sanction Severity Averages

(Colorado)
Speeding 10 MPH Speeding 20 MPH
"~ Over Limit Over Limit
, 7a 8a t-value /b 8b t-value
- Group 1 2.4 2.8 - 6.8** Group 1 = 2.6 2.8 - 3.3%*
Group 2 2.6 2.9 - 4.3%% - Group 2~ 2.8 2.8 - 1.7
Group 3 2.7 3.0 - 1.1 Group 3 2.7 2.9 - .6
Group 4 2.6 2.8 - .9 Group 4 2.7 2.9 ~ .9
Group 5 2.5 2.8 - .9 Group 5 2.7 3.3 - 2.0
Driving While Intoxicated Running a Traffic Light
> ' or Stop Sign
/c 8c t-value . 7d 8d t-value
Group 1 2.6 2.6 .4 Group 1 2.5 2.4 2.8%*
Group 2 2.6 2.7 - 1.8 Group 2 2.6 2.5 2.5%
Group 3 2.6 2.7 - .6 Group 3 2.8 2.5 1.6
Group 4 2.9 3.3 - 2.0 Group 4 2.5 2.5 -
Group 5 3.7 3.8 - .5 Group 5 2.4 2.5 - .4
Following Too Close Turning Into Traffic
. /e 8e t-value _If _8f “t-value
Group 1 2.4 2.4 .8 Group 1 2.5 2.2 4.3%%
Group 2 2.5 2.3 3.0%* Group 2 2.5 2.2 4.5%*
Group 3 2.4 2.5 - .6 Group 3 2.5 2.1 2.7%
Group 4 2.4 2.3 - .4 Group 4 2.4 2.4 ]
Group 5 2.6 3.1 - 1.4 Group 5 2.8 2.8 0
Crossing Center Line
79 8¢g t-value
 Group 1 —ETE ETZ 1.4 * Significant at the .05 Tevel.
Group 2 2.4 2.5 - 1.1 ** Significant at the .01 level.
Group 3 2.4 2.7 - 1.6 |
Group 4 2.5 2.5 0
Group 5 2.5 2.8 - 1.8
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For DWI violations the respondents' average estimate of fine
was higher than the actual but their severity esfimates for Ques-
tion 8 were slightly higher than for Question 7- (except Group 1
which made no change). If one considers the median estimate (which
was midway in the range of actual fines), then this increase in
severity estimate is more plausible. It should be noted that the
changes in severity est1mate from Quest1on 7c to Question 8¢ were
not stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant for any group.

For the Turning Into Traffic Offense, the respondents' esti-
mate of the fine was higher than actual. in response to this high
estimate the average revised sevérity estjmate«(Question 8f) de-
creased significantly for Groups 1, 2 and 3 and remained the same
for Groups 4 and 5.

There was only one 1nstance in. wh1ch the group estimate of
severity approached thé value of four on the scale. For the DWI
question, Group 5 (all of whom had at Jeast one DWI conviction)
thought that the pena]ty was fa1r1y severe--giving a 3.7 average
for Question 7c¢-and a 3.8 average for Question 8c. It can be
assumed that their response may have been highly influenced by
their experience, an experience in which a much higher penalty
than desciribed in the-interview may have been imposed on them.

ANALYSIS OF OTHER SANCTIONING ISSUES

The Taét set of questions in the interview was concerned with
the péréeptfons of respondenfs on several sanctioning subjecté
These subJects 1nc]uded the effects of warn1ng t1ckets, appearances
before a Judge the sanction of attendance at a court traffic school,
whether ‘'sanctions have preventive or educational effects and the
impact of insurance premium escalation.’ '
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Special and General Effects

Questions 9 and 10 were directed at whether sanctions .in
general have preventive effects or educational effects. The ques-
tions were phrased as follows:

9. Which of the statements below comes closest to your
feeling about the way the penalties for traffic

violations affect most drivers who have committed
traff1c violations?

Preventive or deterrent effect-—keeps peop1e
from doing the same thing again.

Educational effect--teaches people what the
driving laws are and how to drive safely.

No effect--penalties have no effect on the
drivers concerned.

10. Which of the statements below comes closest to your
feeling about the way that penalties for traffic
violations affect most drivers who have not com-
mitted traffic violations?

(Same three alternatives as above.)

Table 23 shows the results for these two questions. For
Question 9 on special‘effects, i.e., the effects on those sanc-
tioned, overall, about 21 percent of the respondents felt that
there was no effect. The non-violators (Group 1) and moderate
violators (Group 2) expressed the "no effect" view more strongly
than the other (heavy violator) groups. Among those who thought
" there was an effect the differences between preventive or educa-
tional effect were not large (except for Group 5). Group 1 and 2
respondents slightly favored the preventive or deterrent effect.
As the seriousness of record increased (toward Group 5), the
respondents increasingly felt the principal effect was educational.

Question 10 was aimed at learning the (general) effects of
sanctions on drivers who have not committed traffic violations.
The overall statistics are about the same as for the special
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Table 23

Quest1ons 9 and 10 -- Effect of Penalties on Dr1vers

(Co]orado)

QUESTION 9

~ QUESTION 10

Question 10.

Preventive or - Educational No - - Preventive or Educational  No
Deterrent Effect = . Effect . - Effect Deterrent Effect Effect Effect
Group 1 45.4%- - 31.5%  23.1% 48.8% 32.24  19.1%
Group 2 42.3% 38.3% 19.4% - 42.5% 40.1% 17.5%
Group 3 42.1% - 42.1% . 15.8% 38.5% - 23.1% 38.5%
| Group 4 41.5% . . 46.3% 12.2% $26.89% - 51.2% - 22.0%
Group 5 8.3%- - 75.0% 16.7% 474 -16.7% 41.7%
Overall 43.2% . 36.2%. 120.6% 44.5% 35.8% O 19.7%
Question 9. Which of the statements be]ow comes closest to your fee11ng about the way that pena1t1es for

traffic v1o]at1ons affect most dr1vers who have committed traffic v1o]at1ons?

Which of the statements below comes c]osest to your feeling about the way that penalties for

traff1c violations -affect drivers who have not committed traffic v1o1at1ons7

Preventive or deterrent effect -- keeps people from doing the same thing again
Educational effect -- teaches people what the driving laws are and how to drive safely
No effect -- penalties for traffic violations have no effect on the drivers concerned




effects of Question 9. As can be seen in the table, there are
some differences among the groups. Groups 3 and 5--those with
more sanction experience--more strongly felt that there were no
sanction effects on the general population. Even for Group 4,
nearly twice as many as thought there would be no special effects
thought there would be no general effects. It is possible that
vio]étor-respondents who have been in both the non-violator and
violator status may be giving an indication of the relative dif-
ferences between the impact on them of others being sanctioned
(prior to their own sanction experiences) and the impact on them-
selves of their subsequent sanction experience. |

About the same percentages of Groups 1 and 2 respondents felt
that there would be a general deterrent effect as felt there would
be a special deterrent effect. The same is true for the educa-
tional effect. For Group 3, about the same percentage of these
multiple-minor violators thought that sanctions had a preventive/
deterrent effect on both the violators {sanctioned) and non-
violators (non-sanctioned)Q Only about half as many Group 3 re?
spondents as thought there was a special (violator) educational
effect thought there was a general education effect as well. The
Group 4 members gave about the same preference to general deter-
rence and no effect but had much more confidence in a general edu-
cative effect. In contrast, Group 5 had the opposite view of
Grouﬁ 4 with respect to general effects--a view that differed from
its own position on special effects. The Group 5 members apparently
felt that they learned a lot from their experience but those who have
not experienced sanctions do not learn anything from the fact that
others have been sanctioned. '
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Influence of Warning Tickets

Question .11 asks about the ‘influence warning tickets have on
drivers as compared to getting a ticket. The question was phrased
as follows:

11.. When the police see a‘traffic violation, they
can stop the driver and give him/her a warning
(instead of a ticket). Please circle the
number below which best describes how such a
warning would influence your driving practices
when compared to getting a ticket.

1. Has the same effect 'as getting a ticket.
2. Has a greater effect."

3. Some effect but not as much as a ticket.
4. No effect.

The responses to the question were as follows:

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Same - Greater Some No Effect
Group 1 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% -
Group 4 26.8% 31.7% 39.0% 2.4Y
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 all groups. indicated that
a8 warning would be as effective as.or more effective than a ticket,
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.1 and 2. This suggests that more of
the drivers who received tickets for serious offenses or for a
number of minor violations felt that they would not have responded
to a mere warning. '
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Influence of Court Appearance

Question 12 was aimed at beliefs on the effects of appear-
ances before a judge. The question was phrased as follows:

12. A traffic law violator may choose either to (1)
appear before a judge to plead his/her case, or
(2) pay a fine by mail or to a 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 way it would have

Lesser influence
Greater influence
No difference

No opinion

Wy -

The responses to the question were as follows:

(1) (2) (3) No ‘ (4) No
Lesser 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 belief that court appearances have a
greater influence on driving behavior as compared to paying the
fine without appearance. The overall statistics show that two-
thirds of the respondents giving the "Greater Influence" answer.
The individual group averages vary around this overall average
with no significant differences between group averages.

Influence of Court Traffic School

Questions 13 and 14 asked about the sanction of court traffic
school:
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13. Do you know that some traffic violators are
. penalized by having to attend a court traffic
school or a Department of Motor Vehicles edu-
cation program? ' -

14. Do you think such a penalty would positively

» influence your driving?
The positive response to these questions was overwhelming. Over-
all, 88.5 percent responded "Yes" to Question 13, indicating an
extensive awareness of traffic violator schools or Ticensing
agency classes as an alternative sanction. Regarding effective-
ness, 81.3 percent of the respondents felt such a penalty would
positively influence their driving.

Influence of Insurance Premiums

There were three questions related to knowledge about insur-
ance premiums. The questions were as follows: '

<15. Do you know that some drivers have their
insurance premiums increased, or ‘their
insurance cancelled, following conviction
for a traffic violation?

16. - Is your driving influenced by your aware-
ness of what insurance companies do?

17.. In this state, some insurance companies
raise premiums by 25% (for example, $25
added to a $100 annual premium) following
conviction for two routine moving viola-
‘tions in the past three years. This in-
creased rate is in effect for three years.
The same insurance company raises premiums
by 75% following three such convictions in
three years. Do you think your driving will
be influenced by your awareness of what in-
surance companies do?

Question 15 was asked to each respondent. If the respondent
answered "Yes," Question_16 was asked; if the respondent answered
“Nq,” to:Question 15, Question 17 was asked.
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Figure 7 shows the responses to the questions. It is obvious
that an insurance premium is a well-known practice since 93 per-
cent of the'respondents indicated an awareness of it. Nearly 70
percent of those who were aware of this insurance practice indi-
cated that the practice influenced their driving. This indicates
. that 65 percent of all drivers in the sample are so influenced..

DATA ON SPEEDS

In order to have a better indication of the actual violation
rates, the decision was made to Co11ect 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 daily traffic volumes in the area. The road segments
selected were as follows:

Hampden Avenue--The actual location was on U.S. Route 285

eastbound approximately one half mile east of South
Sheridan Boulevard. The speed Timit is 55 MPH.

Sante Fe Drive--The location on Sante Fe Drive was north-
bound approximately one fourth mile north of the-
Englewood City limits. The speed 1imit is 45 MPH.

Highway 72--The location was on the northbound avenue
approximately one half mile north of West 82nd Avenue.
The speed 1imit is 45 MPH.

Sheridan Boulevard--The location was northbound approxi-
mately one fourth mile north of West 44th Avenue.
The speed limit is 35 MPH.
Hampden Avenue is representative of freeway activity in the Denver
area and Highway 72 has typical multi-lane traffic. Sheridan
Boulevard is a residential/commercial area and Sante Fe Drive is
a two-lane rural road.

For collecting speed data, Leupold and Stevens, Inc. Model
CVS 545 speed measuring devices were used. A device was placed at
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Figure 7
Responses to Questions on Insurance Premiums

(Colorado)
Yes -- 565
69.8%
Yes -- 810 No -- 222 o '16
93.3% 7 07 Question
No Response -- 23

Question 15 — o | 2.8% -
— ' o Yes -- 36
62.1%
No -- 58 No -- 20

Question 15.

Question 16.
Question 17.

6.7% , 34,57 Quest1on 17

No Response -~ 2
3.4%

Do you know that some drivers have their insurance premiums increased, or their
insurance cancelled, following conviction for a traffic violation?

Is your driving influenced by your awareness of what insurance companies do?

In this state, some insurance companies raise insurance premiums by 25% (for example,
$25 added to a $100 annual premium) following conviction for two routine moving
violations in the past three years. This increased rate is in effect for three years.
The same companies raise premiums by 75% following three such convictions in three
years. Do you think your driving will be influenced by your awareness of what
insurance companies do?




each site for a seven day period and data were collected at four
times each day (6:30 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 3:30 p.m., and 7:30 p.m.).
The installation consisted of placing two cables approximately six
feet apart across the desired lanes of traffic. 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 traffic 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 MPH, 62.5-64 MPH, 65-69 MPH, 70-74 MPH, and
over 75 MPH.

Before presenting the results of the speed measurements, it
should be mentioned that some problems were encountered in collect-
ing these data. The major problem was that the device for Highway
72 malfunctioned during the week it was in place at that Tocation.
Therefore, no data are presented for this location. Also, some .
observations are missing because adverse weather conditions pre-
vented data collection of normal traffic patterns. Further, it
was determined that the devices did not count the number of ve-
hicles accurately during busy times. More specifically, if the
traffic volume exceeded 200 vehicles in a five-minute interval,
the units undercounted the volume of traffic by 12-15 percent.

The results of three five-minute tests during busy periods were

“as follows:
Actual Count Device Count
211 187
206 _ 180
224 190

For this reason, the traffic counts on the freeway and expressway
presented in the tables are slightly lower than actual because of
busy period activity. However, this is not a serious problem since
the primary interest is in the speeds of vehicles. The devices
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were accurate in classifying the speeds of the vehicles it counted.
Further, the undercounting of traffic volume does not appear to
seriously affect the calculation of the median speeds and percent
of vehicles exceeding the speed 1imit.

Tables 24-26 show thegépeed data by day or week and time
period. Shown in the table are (1) the total traffic volume of
the time periods, (2) the 85th percentile speed, and (3) the per-
cent of vehicles exceeding the speed 1imit by at Teast 10 miles
per hour. The data in the tables can be further summarized as
follows: |

Hampden Sante Fe Sheridan
Avenue Drive Boulevard

Average Daily Traffic Volume 18,600 15,700 9,300
Average 85th Percentile 57.7 MPH 47.6 MPH 39.9 MPH
Range of 85th Percentiles 55.7-59.4 46.1-51.1 37.0-40.9
Average Percent Exceeding Speed 1.7% 2.7% 4.0%

Limit by at Least 10 MPH
Range of Percent Exceeding Speed 0.8-4.9% 1.1-7.5% 1.5-6.9%

Limit by at Least 10 MPH
The figures show that the 85th percentile is always 2-4 miles per
hour above the speed limit. Further, the figures show that there
are some drivers exceeding the speed 1imit by at least 10 miles
per hour in every time interval of the day. There is also a fairly
large range on the percent of drivérs'exceeding the speed 1imit by
at least 10 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 .

Traffic 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-10:00 AM |

Traffic 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%
10:00 AM-3:30 PM ‘ _ ,

Traffic Volume 4,850 5,665 5,240 " 5,562 5,626 5,505 5,816

85th Percentile 58.0 - - 58.2 58.1 58.1 58.2 58.0 58.2

% Exceeding 65 MPH 1.8% 2.6% 1.9% - 1.9% 2.5% ~1.5% 3.6%
3:30 PM-7:30 PM

Traffic Volume 3,401 4,033 4,337 4,696 4,342 5,898 4,884

85th Percentile 57.7 57.8 57.8 "57.5 57.8 57.6 57.9

% Exceeding 65 MPH 0.8% 1.0% 1.0% 0.9% 1.0% 2.6% -

1.0%
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Table 25

Sante Fe Drive Vehicle Speed Data

% Exceeding 55 MPH

(Colorado)
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
7:30 PM-6:30 AM | | |
Traffic Volume 2,782 3,098 4,683 3,188 3,295 3,082 2,921
85th Percentile 50.1 50.0 46.4 50.0 49.6 50.0 50.1
- '%-Exceeding 55 MPH 3.99% 4.0% 2.3% 3.5% 3.3% 3.99 4.6%
| 6:30 AM-10:00-AM _ : |
Traffic Volume 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 --—-- 1.19% 5.1%
10:00 AM=-3:30 PM .
Traffic 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% 2.3Y% 1.7% 1.7% 2.8%
3:30 PM-7:30 PM |
Traffic 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
2.0% 1.5% 1.6% 1.4% 1.5% 2.49 1.8%
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Table 26
Sheridan Boulevard Vehicle Speed Data

(Colorado)
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
7:30 PM-6:30 AM | | |
Traffic Volume 3,171 2,282 2,357 2,058 3,281 3,266 -—=-
- 85th Percentile 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-10:00 AM | . )
~ Traffic Volume 932 2;116 2,783 2,401 2,016 2,830 1,244
85th Percentile 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% |
10:00 AM-3:30 PM |
Traffic Volume 3,126 3,204 2,786 3,818 3,715 -——- 2,185
. 85th Percentile 37.6 39.3 40.0 40.2 40.0 -—-- 37.0
% Exceeding 45 MPH 2.9% 2.3% 3.9% 3.7% 3.2% ———— 3.5% |
3:30 PM-7:30 PM ' |
Traffic Volume 2,073 2,954 4,361 3,038 3,365 -——— 2,712
85th Percentile 39.2 39.1 39.7 - 40.2 40.1 -—-- 37.0
% Exceeding 45 MPH 2.5% '1.6% 1.5% 1.5 ~  1.5% ———— 2.3%




| CHAPTER SIX
ANALYSIS OF MARYLAND SURVEY

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS

A total of 917 .persons were interviewed at the Motor Vehicle
Administration (MVA)‘headqQérters'in Glen Burnie, Maryland. After
the interviews were completed, citation histories for the previous
three years were obtained for all .persons interviewed. There were
13 persons for whom no information could be found because of missing
or incorrect driver's license on the questionnaire instrument.‘ A
total of 904 questionnaires and histories were thus available for
analysis. '

~ Groups of drivers were developed according to the number and
type of violation convictions received during the three-year period
prior to the survey. The group definitions (and sample sizes) were
as fo]]owé:

Group 1--No minor and no major violations (412)

Group 2--One to three minor violations and no major
violations (313) '

Group 3--Four or more minor violations and no major
violations (94)

Group 4--One major violation and possibly some minor
violations (68)

Group 5--Two or more major violations and possibly
some minor violations (17). '

Table 27 1ists the minor and major violations which were used
in the development of these definitions. Minor violations are
generally the offense types for which 1,.2, or 3 points may be
assessed by the Méry]and MVA whi]e major offense types have 4. or
more points associated with them.
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Table 27
Classification of Traffic Offenses in Maryland

Major Offenses

Driving While Ability was Impaired by Consumption of A]coho]
or Drugs or a Combination of Alcohol.and Drugs

Driving After Cancellation, Revocation, or Suspension of License
Failure to Stop After Accident

Fleeing in an Attempt to. Avoid Arrest

Participating in a Speed Contest

Reckless Driving

Speeding in Excess of the Posted Speed Limit by 30 Miles Per
Hour or More

® &€ ® o & © © ®© © »» o o o

Minor Offenses

Failure to Grant Right of Way
Failure to Keep Right of Center
Failure to Obey Flashing Signal
Failure to Obey Traffic Device
Failure to Reduce Speed to Avoid Accident
Failure to Stop at Through Highway
Failure to Stop for School Bus
Following Another Vehicle Too Close
Improper Lane Changing

Improper Passing

Improper Turn

Negligent Driving

Speeding in Excess of the Posted Speed Limit by 10 Miles Per
Hour or -More _

Stop Sign Violation
Wrong Way on a One Way Street
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General Characteristics

Before presenting the results of-the principal questions from
the survey, some descriptive information will 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 grdup 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 1 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 1 and 2 had 8.7 percent and 9.9 percent respectively.

From Table 29, Group 1 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 bercent 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: '

Sex of Respondents

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

Male 222 - 235 82 63 - 14
55.6% - 75.1% 88.2% 92.6% 87.5%
Female 183 78 11 5 2

44.4% - 24.9% 11.8% 7.4% 12.5%

The Group 1 percentages are representative of the general driving
population in the state of Maryland. .In the remaining groups there
is a disproportionate number of males represented.

Table 30 summarizes the highest level of education for the
persons interviewed. Groups 1 and 2 generally had attained higher
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Table 28
Years of Driving Experience

(Maryland)
Group Less Than 5t 9 10-19 20 Years
5 Years Years Years or More
Group 36 a4 126 206~
(8.7%) (10.7%) (30.6%) (50.0%)
Group 31 .81 101 100
(9.9%) (25.9%) (32.3%) . (31.9%) |-
Group 39 23 26 6
(41.5%) (24.5%) (27.7%) (6.4%)
Group 22 15 = 17 14° '
(32.4%) (22.1%) (25.0%) (20.4%) |
Group 7 3 : 6 ] '
(41.2%) (17.6%) (35.3%) (5.9%)
Table 29 _
Miles Driven Per Year
(Maryland)
Under 10,000- 15,000- 20,000
10,000 15,000 19,000 or More
Miles Miles Miles Miles
Group 206 97 43 66
(50.0% (23.5%) (10.4%) (16.0%)
Group 96 75 62 " 80
(30.7%) (24.0%) (19.8%) (25.6%)
Group 8 22 12 52
(8.5%) (23.4%) (12.83%) (55.3%)
Group 17 20 T 20
’ (25.0%) (29.4%) (16.2%) (29.4%)
Group 6 5 3 3
(35.3%) (29.4%) (17.6%) (17.6%)

112 .




€1l

Table 30
Education of Respondents

(Maryland)
Did nbt. Completed Attended Completed Attended Completed
Complete Grade High High - Attended Completed Graduate Graduate
Grade Sch. School Schoo' School College College School - School
Group 1 , 3 . 18 ' 65 131 106 a7 12 . 30
o (0.7%) (4.4%) _ (15.8%) (31.8%) - (25.7%) (11.4%) (2.9%) . (7.3%)
Group 2. 8 12 40 110 76 39 8 19
(2.6%) (3.8%) - (12.8%) (35.3%) . (24.4%) (12.5%) (2.6%) (6.1%)
Group 3 - 0 2 . 32 29 7 0 2
: f(0.0%) (2.1%) (23.4%) - (34.0%) (30.9%) (7.4%) (0.0%) (2.1%)
Group 4 1 1 22 28 12 2 1 1
(1.5%) (1.5%) (32.4%) (41.2%) (17.6%) (2.9%) (1.5%) (1.5%)
Group 5 1 2 3 3 7 0o 0 . 0
' (6.3%) (12.5%) (18.8%)  (18.8%) (43.8%) (0.0%) (0.0%)

- (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, respectively.

Violation History of Reépondents

As with the Colorado survey, it is of interest to know the
volume and typés of violations which Groups'2, 3, 4, and 5 acquired
over the three year period under study. The overall totals and
averages for the groups are as follows: '

~ Sample Total Number Average Ndmber
"~ Size of Citations  _of Citations
Group 2 313 430. 1.37
Group 3 94 453 4.82
Group 4 68 185 2.72
Group 5 17 72 4.24
Total 492 1,140 | 2.32

The average number of citations are, of course, consistent with
the definitions of the groups. Group 3, for example, is comprised
of all respondents with 4 or more minor violations and therefore
the Group 3. average is above that number at 4.82 violations per
Group 3 respondent. Group 4 was defined as those respondents with
1 major violation. The Group 4 average of 2.72 violations means
that the respondents in this group had 1 major violation and aver-
aged 1.72 minor violations over the three-year period. The average
for Group 5 respondents was 4.24 citations. Further analysis
showed that respondents from this group averaged 2.35 major viola-
tions and 1.89 minor violations.

Table 31 provides the number of violations by type of offense
for Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 in Maryland. As expected, the categories
for speeding violations account for a significant portion of the

114



Table 31

Violation History of Respondents
by Offense Type

(Marytand)
Speeding - ‘Speeding - Running Red DWI. Other
Less Than  Greater - = Light/Stop . Offense
10 MPH Than 10 MPH “Sign .
Group 2 N 93 152 . 66 - 64
Citations 100 190 68 ‘ - 70
Group 3 M 61 838 46 - 56
Citations 91 204 65 - 92
Group 4 N 20 37 C16 36 41
Citations S 24 56 - 21 36 - 51
Group 5 N 6 6 2 12 14
Citations 8 11 : 3 - 19 31
Total N 180 283 130 48 175
Citations 223 461 157 55 244
Table 32
Number of Violations by Year
' (Maryland) -
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
December 1976- December 1977- December 1978-
November 1977 November 1978 November 1979
Group 2 N 145 o 123 106
Citations 170 ' - 140 ‘ 120
Group 3 N -85 79. - 86
Citations 97 163 193
Group 4 N 28 33 48
Citations 47 - 58l : : 87
Group 5 N 13 o 10 8
Citations 28 29 15
Total N 241 - 245 | 248
Citations 342 ' ) 383 : 415
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total. With Group 2, 68 percent of the total violations were for
speeding. Sixteen percent were for running red 1light or stop sign
and 16 perceﬁt were for other offenses such as following too
closely, turning into traffic, and careless driving. " Group 3
-follows roughly the same dlstr1but1on by type of offense as Group
2. The definition of Groups 4 and 5 with major v1o]at1ons causes.
these groups to have a d1fferent distribution. The DWI category
‘accounts for 19 percent and 23 percent of the tota]s, respect1ve1y,
jfor these groups. ' '

Table 32 shows the number of offenses by year for the three-

- year period for the Maryland respondents. The years are def1ned

in twelve-month increments prior to the survey: VYear 1 is December
1976-November 1977; Year 2 is December 1977-November 1978; and

Year 3 is December 1978-November 1979. Thirty percent of the c1ta—
tions occurred during Year 1; 33.6 percent during Year 2; and 36.4
percent during Year 3. These figures reflect an increase in the -
number of citations over the three-year period. Of course, some
respondents received citatﬁons during each of these years and

other respondents only in'ohe'or two of the years. These combina- _
tions can be illustrated in a Venn diagram with three overlapping
circles for the years: B ' . S

Year 1 Year 2

Year 3
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The 54 respondents in the middle are the respondents who had at
least one violation in each of the three years. Similarly, there
were 115 respondents who had a violation only during Year 1; 92
only during Year 2; and 9f Qn}y during Year 3. | ’

SURVEY RESPONSES

In the following sections, an analysis is provided on the
results of the survey given to.the 904 respondents. The analysis
inc]ude§ the dverages of theirespohses to the questions along with
appropriate statistics for testing group differences.

Responses to Questions on Violation Detection and Conmviction

Two questions on the interview instrumeﬁt 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_gui]ty
at a court appearance for the offenses. Question 4 was phrased as
follows: ‘ : ‘

4. Following are a number of traffic violations.
For every 100 drivers who commit these acts,
. ~ how many, in your opinion, will be caught by
the police in this county? You may assume no
accidents are involved. ‘

a. Speeding 10 mi]es per hour over the posted
speed. 1imit. .

b. Speeding 20 m1]es per hour over the ‘posted
speed limit
Driving while intoxicated (drunk dr1v1ng)
Running a traffic light or stop sign
Following a moVing car too c]ose1y ‘
Turning left in front of oncoming traffic
or pulling out into traffic (1ike at an

* intersection or on -a freeway)

g.  Crossing the center line of the road.

- a0
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The aim of the question was to determine how drivers in the county
perceive the police traffic law enforcement act1v1t1es

Question 5 was phrased to e11c1t s1m11ar percept1ons on the
courts in the county for the same list of seven violations:

5. In this County, once a person has been caught by
police and given a ticket for most of these vio-
lations, he can usually pay or mail in the fine
or he can challenge the ticket in court. For
every 100 drivers who are ticketed and arrested,
and choose to take it to court, how many, in your .

" opinion, will be found guilty of committing the
violation? Again, you may assume -that-no acci-
dents are involved? .

ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONS ON SPEEDING

Figure 8 illustrates.the responses given on the two violations
of Speeding 10 Miles Per Hour Over the Posted Speed Limit and .20 .
Miles Over the Posted Speed Limit. Each line in the graph gives
the averages by group for the particular violation. For example,.
with Question 4a, Group 1 respondents reflected an average of 27.8
percent .of drivers being cadght.fof driving 10 mf1es’per hour over
the 1imit and Group.5ere§pOnded with an everage.of 26.7 percent.
The 1ine of aVekage responses to Quest{oh 4a is flat with virtually
no differences among the averages. An F-test was calculated to
determine whether the averages were signiffcant]y different. As
shown in Figure 8, the F-ratio is .15 for Question 4a which is
clearly not large enough to be 'significant. In regard to court
actions for speeding 10 MPH over the limit, the average responses
are higher. Group 1 responded -that 41.1 percent of the drivers
who challenge the violation in court will be found guilty. The
line for Question 5a rises to a high of 51.7 percent for Group 4
and then falls to 45.9 percent for Group 5. The F-ratio of 2.54
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Figure 8

Responses to Questions on Speeding
(Maryland)

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5
Overall Statistics .
Number of | Range of Responses
Question Responses Average Percent (Number)

da 904 28.3 0% (27) to 100% ( 10)
4b 904 37.2 0% (-5) to 100% ( 13)
5a 904 44.2 0% (38) to 100% ( 40)
5b 904 56.4 (102)

0% ( 7) to 100%

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
(Detec;ion) (F= .15; n.s.)



is significant at the .05 level indicating a difference between
the groups' responses to Question 5a.

The ranges of responses shown at the bottom of Figure 8 are
also of interest. With Question 4a, there were 27 respondents who
stated that none of the violators speeding 10 MPH over the limit
would be caught and at the other extreme there were 10 respondents
who stated that all violators would be caught. With Question 5a,
there were 30 responses stating that the court wou1d not find any-
one guilty and there were 40 responses that all violators would
be found guilty. Some of the extreme perceptions, e.g., zero
~ chance of detection for a 10 MPH and 100 percent chance of con-
viction for a 20 MPH violation, may be correct in some enforcement
and adjudication environments. However, the 100 pércent detection
estimates and zero court conviction rate estimates are unrealistic.

Question 4b asked about the chances of being caught by the
police for driving 20 MPH over the 1imit. With this question,
Groups 1 and 2 have virtually the same average response of 36.3
percent fo]]dWed by a slightly higher response for Group 3 and
again slightly higher for Groups 4 and 5. Even though there is a
rise in the averages, the differences are not great enough to be .
- statistically significant; the F-ratio is 1.56 which is not sig-
nificant at the .05 level.

On Question 5b on court actions for speeding 20 MPH over the
Timit, Figuré 8 shows a steady increase for the groups. Group 1
respondents §howed an average of 52.5 percent and the averages rise
steadily to 69.5 percent for Group‘5. There is a significant dif-
ference between groups; the calculated F-ratio is 4.43 which is
significant at the .01 level.

The table at the bottom of the figure shows the range of
responses toﬂthe‘questjqns of speeding more than 20 MPH over the
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1imit. Five respondents stated that no violator would be caught

by the police when speeding 20 MPH over the limit while 13 re-
spondents stated that all such violators would be caught by the
police. For Question 5b, sevén respondents stated that the courts
would not find anyone challenging the citation guilty of the vio-
lation while 102 respondents stated that the courts would f1nd all
such persons guilty. When exam1ned by group, these 102 respondents
were as follows:

Group 1--41 (10.0 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)

It should be noted that the percentages increase from Group 1 to

-~ Group 5. In terms of these percentages, the drivers with more.

citations and court experiences tend to have more extreme views.
on court conv1ct1ons

Analysis of Questions on Driving While Intoxicated
and Running a Traffic Light or Stop Sign

In Figure 9, the results for the offenses of Driving While
‘Intoxicated (DWI) and Running a Traffic Light or Stop Sign have
been displayed. .With the DWI offense (Question 4c), Group 1 be-
lieved that 32.6;percent of the violators would be caught by the
police, Group 2'had a slightly lower average and then an increase
occurs in the grdup averages to 42.7 percent for Group 5. There
is a statistically significant difference in these averages as
indicated by the calculated F-test value of 2.6. It is also of
interest that these averages are between the averages for the ques-
tions on speed1ng o

With regard.to court actions on DWI (Question 5c), there are
differences betweenNGrqupswlquqhZaMgnsus,groupsﬁ3,.4, and 5.
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Figure 9

Responses to Questions on DWI and Running Traffic Light
Or Stop Sign

(Maryland)

72.6 :

. AT -~ o . .
e ] ~~#70.3 5c--Driving While Intoxicated
.‘//,«" (Conviction) (F=5.06; .01)

53.58 | ' - ——--- _#58.9 5d--Running Traffic Light or
S o Stop Sign (Conviction)
(F=4.08; .01)

42.7  4c--Driving While Intoxicated
‘ (Detection)'(F=2.60;_.05)

0 20.9 ' 4d--Running Traffic Light or
g : Stop Sign (Detection)
(F=1.90; n.s.) :

m

Group 4 GrOUp.B

AGroGp 2

4 GroUp 1 Group 3
Overall Statistics
, Number of o Range of Responses
Question | Responses ‘Average Percent (Number)

4e 904 32.4 0% ( 7)-to 100% ( 11)
4d 899 - 26.3 0% (14) to 100% ( 6)
5¢ ' 903 63.0 0% ( 7) to 100% (173)
5d 903 50.0 0% (14) to 100% ( 85)




Group 1 had an average of 58.8.percent with a rise to 63.3 percent
for Group 2. Group 3 is highest with 72.6 percent followed by 72.0
percent for Group 4, and 70.3 percent for Group 5. The latter
three groups have had more experience with.the courts and tended

to respond higher than the other two groups. It should also be
noted that all five group averages are higher than their counter-
parts for the speeding offenses.

As with the speeding questions;. the respondents gave ranges -
of values from 0 to 100 percent. On. Question 4c, there were 7
responses of zero percent and 11 responses of 100 percent. With
Question 5c, there were 7 responses of zero.percent and 173 re- -
sponses of 100 percent. The 173 responses were distributed as

follows:
Group 1--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 (29.4 percent of respondents)
Group 5-- 4 (23.5 percent of respondents)

With regard to the Running a TrafficiLight/Stop Sign offense,
the responses to Question 4d are mixed: as shown in Figure 9. Group
1 had an average of 27.2 percent, Group 2 had a lower average fol-
Towed by a rise to Group 4 and then a drop to 20.9 percent for
Group 5. There is.no significant difference between averages at
the .05 level as reflected in the F-ratio value of 1.9. It should
a¥so-be noted that these averages :are below those for speeding 10
MPH -over the Timit.

On the court actidn queStioﬁ;/Group 1 had an average of 47.0
percent and Group 2 was only s]1ght1y h1gher Groups 3, 4, and 5
have very c]ose averages around 58.9 percent The averages amdng
a]] groups are s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent as reflected by the F-ratio
of 4.08. It is also of interest that ‘the ‘first two groups have
much lower averages than the other three groups. It is this dif-
ference which causes the averages to be significantly different.
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- The range of values was again from 0 to 100 percent. With:
Question 4d, there were 14 responses of zero percent and 6 re-
sponses of 100 percent. " With Question 5d, there were--14 responses.
of zero percent and 85 responses of 100 percent.

Analysis With Median Values

As was the case in amalyzing data from the survey in Colorado,
the median values of each respondent group were eiamined to deter-
mine whether any different conclusions result than were obtained
from the analysis with averages. This is done because of the
number of extreme values and their potential impact on the sample
averages. Extreme values can have an effect of making the sample
means unrepresentative of the sample. Indeed, this section will
show that this situation does occasionally occur with the responses.
However, the overall conclusions on the trends of the responses
remain the same whether 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 -defined as the value at which 50. percent
of the responses are below the value and 50 percent above the value.
It is the midpoint of the data values. - The results for Question 4a
illustrate the differences between the sample mean and median. .
Table 33 shows that ‘each group had a median of 20 percent. That is,
half the respondents ‘gave responses .of 20 percent or below and half
gave responses of 20 percent or more. It is noteworthy that the
medians do not change among the groups so that there is obviously
. no reason to believe that differences among groups exist in regard
to the perceptions of being caught by the police for speeding TO,
MPH over the speed limit. ngure;8 showed that the averages.fdr
Question 4a were very close around 27 pércent and that theke;wa§
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Table 33
Medians for Questions 4 and 5

Question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4  Group 5,:
4a 20 20 20 20 20
4 30 30 40 40 45
e 25 20 25 35 40
4 20 20 20 20 10
5a 35 50 50 50 . .50
5b 50 60 75 75 80
5¢ 0 75 e 90 75
‘5d so  s0 75 j0o " 60

no significant difference among the averages. The results are
therefore the same whether the sample averages or medians serve as
the basis.

‘With Question 4b, regarding detection of speeding 20 MPH over
the 1limit, the medians increase from 30 percent in Groups 1 and-2
to 45 percent for Group 5. -w1th’this.qUestioh, there. is'a‘ con-
siderable increase in the medians which was not reflected in the.

- averages.” o ; S J

) With‘QUesfion 4c‘(DNI defebtioh) éﬁd'45'(traf%ic\i1§h{/s;§p
sign detection), the analysis of the mediéﬁs‘gfves'the.samé‘coﬁf
clusions as the averages in Figure 9. ' With*both questions, the

- miedian ‘values are below the averages. For Question 4ci, the medians
‘range from 20 percent’ with Group 2 to 40 percent with Group“5. For
Question 4d, the first four groups have a median of 20 percent:and
the fifth group a median of 10 percent. The conclusion is that
there are group-differgnces with Question;4c but not:with'Quéstion
4d. ‘ T o
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The bottom portion of'Tab1e 33 shows the median values by
group for Question 5 (convictions). . The medians'genera]]y_support
the conclusions from Figures 8.and 9. With Question 5a, Group' 1
has a median of .35 percent while the other four groups‘have a
median of 50 percent. Group 1 is the 1argest group and it can
- therefore be argued that the Group 1 responses are different from
the other groups. In Figure 8, there was also a slgnlfjcant dif-
ference among the averagesvdue,ih large part to a lower averagee»'
value for Group 1. ' '

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 1 to 80 percent for Group 5. With Question
5c, the medians are 70 and 75 percent for the first two groups
'1ncreasing to 90 pereent for Groups 3 and 4 and 85 percent in -’
Group 5. As with the averages in Figure 9, the first two groups
heQe medians which are less than the other groups. The same
.péttern holds for the medians for Question 5d. The median is 50
percent for the first two groups and then changes to 75 percent, -

- 70 percent, and 60 percent for the last three groups, respect1ve]y
The -averages in Figure. 9 are. significantly’ d1fferent and this is
reflected in the med1ans

- In summary, an ana1y51s w1th medians rather than averages 1eads
to the same conclusions on similarities and d1fferences among. groups.
- The medians haye different values than the averages and enhance the
understanding of the data.

Analysis of Questions on Following Too Closely,
Turning Into Traffic, and Crossing the Center Line

A Figure 10 shows the responses for the vio]atiohs of Following
Too Closely, Turning Into Traffic, and Crossing -the Center Line.
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Figure 10

Responses to Questions on Following Too C]ose]y,

80 Turning Into Traffic and Crossing Center Line
S - - (Maryland) . -
70>
60
50<' Y . : s
, - =TT T T T e45.8. 5f--Turning Into Traffic (F=4.0; .01)
Chances et __---843.8 5g--Crossing Center Line (F=2.8; .05)
40 - =" oome————8 " _--742.5 B5e--Following Too Closely (F=1.23n.s.)
) .r’ ) ,” e ——— o . . . : : .
30 -

Lel

4g--Crossing Center Line (F=2.6; .05)
4f--Turning Into Traffic (F=2.6; .05)

20 _ _
' 4¢—-Fo110w1ng Too CloSe]y'(F=0.9;n.s.)

10 -

" Group 1 = Group2 -~ Group 3  Group 4 - Group 5 }
~ Overall Statistics
: . Number of | = " Range of Responses
Question: Responses .| Average . “Percent (Number)
g “901 | 18.7 ~ |0% (133) to 100% ( 9)
- Af 904 20.6 0% ( 57) to 100% ( 4)
4q 904 17.6 0% ( 98) to 100% ( 7)
5e - 902 32.8 0% { 98) to 100% (37)
5f 904 38.4 0% ( 45) to 100% (63)
5g ‘ 904 33.5 0% ( 78) to 100% (46)



In general, these responses follow the same trends as the viola-
tion of Running a Traffic Light or Stop Sign.: With the violation
of Following Too Closely, the averages for Question 4e are very
close for Groups 1, 2, and 3 at 17.2 percent. Group 4 is higher
- at 22.1 percent followed by Group 5 at 15.6 percent. The F-ratio
of .86 is not significant. ‘With Question Se, there is again no
difference between group average even though there is a steady
rise in the averages. Groups 1 and 2 have very 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. jThe'
~ other four groupé.do not differ enough to cause a significant . '
F ratio. ‘ ‘ '

w1th Question 4f on Turn1ng Into Traffic, Group 1 is 1bwest '
with an average of 18.9 percent fo]]owed by increases to 24. 8 per-
cent for Group 4. There is then a decrease to 20.3 percent for
Group 5. w1th Question 5f, the pattern is that Groups 1 and 2
have very close averages around 36.0 percent while Groups 3, 4,
and 5 are h1gher with averages around 46.0 percent. The E- rat19,i
]s_stat1st1ca1]y significant at the .05 ievel. -

With Questidn_4g on Crossing the Center Line, Groups 1, 2,,1
and 3 have very close averages around 17.2 percent.fol]dwed by'anA
1ncrease to 24.2 percent. for Groups 4 and 5. The F-ratio value -
of 2.6 1s s1gn1f1cant at the .05 level. With Question 5g, Groups
1-and 2 have close averages around 31.8 percent while Groups 3,

4, and 5 have averages around 41.0° percent The F-ratio of 2.8
is s1gn1f1cant at the .05 1eve1

The ranges of values for these quest1ons are shown at the
bottom of Figure 10. These are of interest because of the number
of responses at the extreme values. With Questions 4e, 4f, and
'4g, there were relatively high numbers’ of respondents who,gave@ﬁ;Jg
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answers of zero percent (133 zero responses to 4d; 57 to 4f; and
98 to 4g). These zero responses were not concentrated in any
particular group but were instead spread among the groups.

- Comparisons With Violation History

Appearances and Court Conviction Perceptions

Up to this po1nt the ana1y51s has concentrated on comparisons
of different groups of violators. With regard to the percept1ons
of being found guilty in court, there;have been several offense
types for which there were differences between Groups 1 and 2
versus Groups 3, 4, and 5. As another approach to the analysis,
it may be of benefit to consider respondents with court appear-
ances as compared to respondents w1thout court appearances With
this analysis, Group 1 respondents do not have any v1o]at1ons or
court appearances but can still serve as a compar1son.group. ‘At
the other extreme, virtually all Group 4 and Group 5 respondents
have had court appearances since their violations were major in
nature. Their‘perceptions as reflected in the SUrvey results have
therefore been-based on both their detection and adjddication
experiences. W1th Groups 2 and 3, the respondents have some
mandatory appearances but they also have appeared in court to
chal]enge the c1tat10n which was 1ssued With all the groups, the
court experience can be expected to affect only their perceptions
of court actions rather than the1r percept1ons of detect1on by the
police.

Table 34 shows the response-averages for Question 5 with
Groups 2 and 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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Table 34

Court Appearances and Court Conviction Perceptions

(Maryland)
: -Group 2 . Group 3
L - No Court Court No Court Court .
Question  Group 1 | Appearance . Appearance | Appearance Appearance.| Group 4 Group 5
. ba 41.1 - 44.2 46.0 47.6 50.2 - 51.7  45.9
5b 52.5 < 58!4' 54.7 59.9 64.3 65.3 69.5
5¢ 58.8 64.8 60.2° 67.8 74.3 72.0 70.3
- 5d 47.0 5]17 44,5 50.2 61.3 59.3 58.9 |
e 31.2 32.4- 33.0° 28.3 37.7 37.0 . 42.5
_5f 35.8 . 37.2. 36.9 44.5 46.5 48.1 45.8
. 59 31.8 . 31.2 37.0 40.0

2.1

41.3

43.8




for the "No Court Appearahce“_cdlumns 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 appearance and 117 persdnSiWith'a court appearance, while
in Group 3 there were 25 persons.witthf'a,court appearance and
69 with a court appearance " ' |

The averages in the tab]e support the prev1ous analysis. Of
part1cu1ar note is that with Group 3, the Court Appearance averages
are higher than the No Court Appearances for every offense cate-
gory. In fact, the Court Appearance averages for Grbdp 3 are
generally in line with the averages for Groups.4 and 5. It is
for this reason that these three ‘groups have had similar averages
in the previous f1gures W1th Group 2, the averages in the two
categories are usua]ly close and in most cases, the No Court Ap- :
pearance 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,

' ahd_more frequent court appearances, as in Groups 4 and 5, have
" the effect of -increasing the perceptions ofhbeihgdfoghd gu1]ty.~"

. T1me of C1tat1ons and Percept1ons

As wwth the: Colorado survey, there was- interest in whether
time had an effect on the response on the chances of detection.
‘It was hypothesized that persons'who had recently received- a.
citation would have-higher responses than persons whese 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
earlier, it is possible to make the following definitions:
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- Group A: Respondents who received citations in ...
Year 1 (December 1976-November 1977)
but not during Years 2 or 3 (N=115)."

Group B: Respondents who received citations in
Year 2 (December 1977-November 1978)
but not during Years 1 or 3 (N=92).

Group C: Respondents who received citations in
Year 3 (December 1978-November 1979)
but not dur1ng Years 1or2 (N 97).
These groups can be compared with Group 1 for Quest1on 4 on.

detection as shown in the following figures:

Table 35

‘ Relationships of Perceptions to Time - _
Question Group A Group B Group €~ Group 1

fa 3.1 297 237 27.8

4b 38.6 36.9 34.7 36.3

4c 1.5 305 3.5 32.6

ad 2.7 - 262 244 201
le ©15.8 C19.7 18.7 ©19.6
Af - 23.9% 18.6 23.6 . 28.9
4g 181 185 T 186 17.2-

The aster1sk means that the average is s1gn1f1cant1y higher than
the Group T average ‘As shown, there is on]y one such average
Further, most of the averages in Groups A, B, and C are lower than
the Group 1 which could be interpreted as saying that the citation
had no effect on the driver's perceptions of‘being-caughtrby=theA
police." A]so,'there is no 11near trend from ‘Group ‘A to Group B to
Group C. In summary, there s ‘no: evidence from this approach that
'suggests a deterrent effect over t1me ‘ E

Lk
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 ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED FINES AND SANCTION SEVERITY

Analysis of Estimated Fines

The aim of Question 6 was' to determine the extént of the
respondents' knowledge regarding the fines in the county for the
seven violations. The question was phrased as follows:

6. For each of the same v1o1at1ons we've been ta]k-
: ing about, I'd like to ‘get your idea of what the
fine in this County would be 1f the person.-had a
clear driving record. If you're not sure, Just
~give me your best guess. . You may assume no.
acc1dent is 1nvo1ved

Note that the quest1on asks for the. respondent s estimate for the
first offense (clear driving record) and with no acc1dent'1nvqlve-
ments. The correct answers to.the question are as follows:

Offense - Fine
6a -- Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit :$ 40.00
6b -- Speeding .20 MPH Over Limit - .50.00
6¢c -- Driving While Intoxicated - 125.000 p]us a pos-
: o “sible suspension
of 30 days
6d -- Running a Traff1c L1ght or' K -20.00
~.Stop. Sign - Leo b e
6e -- Following Too C]ose]y 30.00
6f -- Turn1ng In Front of Traffic - 30.00
6g -- Cross1ng the Center Line o 30 00

- Except for DWI these fines are exact1y as given in.the fine
schedule for Maryland. .DWI .is different since it mandates a court
appearance and the fine is determined at the hearing.  As part of

Question 6c; the .respondent was also.asked what other penalty there
might. be for a DWI first offense.
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The Maryland law on DWI statés that on the first conviction
the criminal penalty can be up to one year and/or a fine of not
more than $1,000. In addition, an administrative action can be -
taken to revoke the person's driving,]fcense for not less.than
60 days. Discussions with court personnel in the'District Court
having jurisdiction in Anne‘Afundel'County indiéated that $125 -
was the average fine actually given for the first offense of DWI
and that jail and Ticense revocations were seldom invoked for the
first offense. ' ' ‘ '

Figures 11 and 12 show.the analysis of responses to Question
6. With some exceptions, the group averages are lower than the
actual fines for the two speeding offenses, Fo]]owing-Too‘C]ogely,
Turning Into Traffic, and Crossing the Center Line. The group
averages are higher than the actual fines for DWI and Running a*
Traffic Light or Stop'Sign. V ' '

For the violation of Speeding 10 MPH Over the Limit, the
group averages are very close, ranging between $22 and $24. The
' F-ratio of 1.07 is not significant. The same result is true with
the violation of Speeding 20 MPH Over the Limit. The Group 5
average of $52 is s]ight]y higher than the actual,fine but“pther-
wise the group averages are about $42 which is Tower than the
actual fine. R '

The group averages:for DWI afé)thé‘mbsfzintefesting because
they are all higher than the actual average fine and show an in- _
crease with the groups. The high average of $385 -for Group 5 ‘is-
the main reason for the F-ratio being significant. Of the-17
Group 5 respondents, two gave estimates between-$500-$600 and-
four gave estimates of $1,000 or more. - These estimates are not
completely unreasonable for Group 5, given their history and the
~exact wording of the law but they do not reflect actual court
practice.
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Figure 11. Responses. to Questions on Fine for $385 4 6¢c--Driving While Intox1cated
Speeding, DWI, and Running Traffic Light ' (F=10.13; .01)
(Maryland)

GET

$200
$133.2
$100
.9$-52:07 6b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit
$ 50 (F— 69; n.s.)
Fine
$ 40
i ‘ $ 32 6 6d--Running Traffic Light or

s30d: 27.3 o . \ — Stop Sign (F=.58; n.s.)

: / ——— o : 4$ 24.1 6a-—Speed1ng 10 MPH Over Limit

$ 10

[|
Group 1 - Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

' Overa11 Statistics - " .
Range of Responses Correct

Question Responses Averagehm Do]]ars (Number) Answer
6a 900 $ 23.41 0 (13) to $ 300 ( $ 40.00

2)

6b 902 | $43.01 | $0 ( 9) to $ 500 ( 1) | $ 50.00
bc 876 $166.75 | $0 (13) to $1000 (27) | $125.00
6d 897 $ 28.39 | $0 (19) to $ 500 ( 1) | $ 20.00




$ 50 -

.$‘4o

$30

Fine

$ 20

9¢e1

$ 10

F1gure 12

Responses to Questions on-Fine for Following Too C1ose1y,
Turning Into Traffic and Crossing Center Line
(Mary1and)

Group 2 --

' 6f--Turning Into Traffic

(F=7.25; n.s.)

' Ggé-Croésing Center Line

(F= .70; n.s.)
6e--Following Too Closely ‘
(F= .62; n.s.)

Group 1 Group 3 Group 4 Grodp 5
. Overall Statistics
X ) Number of | Range of Responses Correct
Question Responses | ‘Average- - Dollars (Number) Answer
.. 6e 895 $20.67 | $0 (64) to. § 252 (i) $30.0
: . _ .00
}A-gf- 894 $ 27.56 $0 (36) to $ 200 (3) . $30.00
69 890 $ 24.54 $0 (49) to $ 300 (1) $30.00



The following table gives the median values for the fine
estimates for each group and for each of the selected violations:

Table 36
Median Values for Question 6
o o Correct
Question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 _Value
6a 20 20 20 20 20 40
6b- 40 40 40 400 - 50 50
6¢c 125 125 125 125 - 225 125
6d 25 25 25 25 25 : 20
6e 20 - 20 20 15 20 - 30
6f; 25 25 25 25 35 30
69 20 20 20 20 25 30

These values generally support the averages previously given. In
the case of DWI, the first four groups have a median eq@ﬁi to the
general practice in the county while the Group S’isionce_égain
much higher. | - 5

As previously mentioned, the second part -of Question 6c asked
what other penalties might be associated with DWI. A toté1 of 653
persons gave responses to this part of the quest1on ‘and these are
summarized in Table 37. The majority of the respon§es are in the
revocation category (64.6 percent) and points- on-record category
(15 3 percent). These results are cons1stent across groups.

The actual f1ne for Runn1ng a Traff1c L1ght or Stop Sign is
$20 in Maryland. The group responses are h1gher ‘than $20 for
Group 1 with an average of $27 and Group 5 w1th an average of $33.
The F ratio is not s1gn1f1cant : '

F1gure 12 shows the averages for the rema1n1ng three v1o1a—
_tions. Because of outlier values, some adJustments:were necessary
_for the averages shown for Turning Into Traffic and Crossing the
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Table 37

.‘,"OtherlPenélty Responses for DWI

( .5%)

(Maryland)
Loss/Revoked-  Points on  Jail/ Rehabilitation A
~License Record . Prison - Driver School Probation Warning Total
Group 1 195 47 23’ 17 2 16 300°
 (65.0%) - (15.7%) (7.7%) (5.7%) (.7%2)  (5.3%)
Group 2~ 150 3 200 9 1 5 . 220
. © . (68.2%) -~ (15:9%) (9.1%) (4.7%) ( .5%) (2.3%)
Group3 . 40 .. - . 8 - - 8 7 0 6 - 69
- - (58.0%) (11.62) ,  (11.6%) (10.1%) (0.0%) (8.7%)
Group 4 . 32 7 5 3 0 1 48
(66.7%) - (14:6%) ¢ (10.4%). (6.3%) (0.0%) (2.1%) k
Group 5 . 5 3 L5 . 3 0 0 16
©(31.3%) (18.8%4) = (31.3%) (18.8%) (0.0%) (0.0%) °
Overall . - 422 100 61 - 39 3 28 653
(64.6%) S (15.3%) - (9.3%) (6.0%) (4.3%) y




Center Line. Four respondents gave answers of more than $500
which had. the effect of exp10d1ng the average for Group 4. These
four' responses were eliminated in der1v1ng the averages shown in
Figure 12. With each violation in Figure 12, 'the actual fine is
$30 and the on]y group average which exceeds th1s amount is Group
5 for Turn1ng Into Traffic.. The Group 3 and. Group 4 averages are
c]ose to $30 ‘for the Turn1ng Into Traff1c v1o]at1on Otherwise,
the averages in the figure for all f1nes and groups are lower

~ than the actual fine. With the Fo11ow1ng Too ‘Closely violation,
.the averages are around $22 and with .the Crossing Center Line
violation, the averages are around $27. None of the F—ratigs;are
significant at the .05 Tevel. ' |

' .Analyszs of Sanctwn Sevemty

. Two questions were des1gned to measure the respondents be-
1iefs on the severity of . traff1c,sanct19ns,h Quest1on.7{asked4the
- respondent to -rate the severity of the,fine_the respondent had
given in Question 6. Question 7 was 'phrased as follows:

* 7. In-'this question, the interviewer has written in-
what you thought .the fine would be for each of
xthe violations stated in Quest1on 6. Now p]ease
“circle the number of the-scale below wh1ch most .
accurate]y reflects your feelings on-how.severe
» the f1ne 1s as you stated 1t ' | d
Each. of : the seven: offenses was then 11sted a]ong w1th the re-
spondent's answer, from. Question 6. . The. respondent then rated the
-severity of the fine.on.a five- po1nt Likert. scale from 1. (not at

. .all, severe) to.5- (extremely severe).

" In Question 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:

139



8. For these same offenses we are listing below.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. In the
case of driving while intoxicated, the penalty
given is about what is usually given when the
driver is found gu11ty of a first offense after
being arrested and going to court. Please in-
dicate how severe you feel each penalty s,
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 falls 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 seve(jty.
The responses to Question 8 are in almost exact correlation with
the responses to Question 6 on ;he fine estimate. For example,
with Speeding 10 MPH over the Timit, the group responses in Ques-
tion 6a were considerably below the actual fine. 'The respondents
‘reacted to the knowledge of the actua] fine.being higher by rating
it more severe than their own est1mate The group averages for
Quest1on ‘8a-.are all higher. than Quest1on 7a and the calculated
tvalue for the differences are all s1gn1f1cant at the .01 level.
‘The same result holds for the FOIIOW1ng Too Closely violation
with Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4. . Each group was $8 to- $11 Tower on
average than the actual f1ne and" therefore rated the sever1ty of
the actual fine higher. A1l four t- values are- significant at the -
.01 level.. The Group 5 average was slightly h1gher than the other
~-groups and closer.to the actual fine. The average responses for
Question 7e and.8e.are much closer and not significantly different.
With the Crossing Center Line violation, .the same ana]jsis holds
“for Groups 1, 2, and 3 which show significantly different average
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Sanction Severity Averages

Table 38

(Maryland)
Speeding 10 MPH - Speeding 20 MPH
Over Limit Over Limit
S 7a . _8a  t-value » . ._Ib. _8b t-value
Group 1. 2.3 | 3.2 -13.74% . Group 1 . 2.6 2.8 - 2.8%*
Group 2 2.6 3.4 . -11.3%% Growp.2 2.9 3.0 - 1.0
Group 3 2.6 3.5 . - 6.8%% CGroup 3 2.7.. 3.1 - 2.8%
Group 4 2.6 3.3 . - 4.7%* Group 4 2.9 2.9 4
Group 5 .. 2.1 3.2 - 4.2% Group 5 2.2 2.5. -1.0
Driving While Intoxicated Running a Traffic Light
or Stop Sign .
ic 8¢ t-value ) .A -~ 71d  8d t-value
Group 1 2.7 2.4 4.3%%" CGrowp 17 2.5 2.4 1.7
Group 2 - 2.8 . 2.3 - -  6.6%* ‘ Group 2 - 2.7 ¢ 2.5 3.4%*
Group 3 2.9 2.5 S 2. TF% - Group:37 - 2:7 ¢ 2.6 .9
Group 4. 3.2 2.6 - 3.8%* Group 4V 2.8 2.4 1.9
Group.5 - 3.1 - 2:1 2.5%%: . ~Group-5 2.3 7 1.6 2.0
Following Too Close . Turning Into Traffic
. _Je  8e  t-value o_If _8f  tovalue
Group 1 2.3 2.7 - 6.6%% Group 1 2.4 2.6 - 2.3%
Group 2 2.5 2.9 - 4.8k Group 2 2.6 2.7 - 1.0
Group'3 2.4 3.0 - 49w CGrowp 3 C 2.7 "2.87 - 0.4
Group 4 2.4 3.0 - 3.1%% “Group 4 2.5 " 2.6 -0.5
Group 5 2.2 2.3, - .2 - Group 5. .2.2 2.2 0.0
Crossing Center Line ’
79 8g t-value .. SEEE
Group 1 2.3 * 2.6 ¢ -4.3%% - *Significant at the .05 Tevel
Group 2 2.6 2.8 - 3.0%* - **Significant at the .01 level
Group 3 2.5 2.9 - 3.0%*
Group 4 2.8 2.8 - .
Group 5 1.9 2.2 -1.4
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severities on Question 7g and 8g after hav1ng estimated the fine
lower than the actual amount.

The DWI violation analysis gives the same type of result but
in. the opposite direction. In Question 6c, the averages were all
higher than the actual fine of $125 and, based on the ana]ys1s of
medians, over half the respondents gave a higher estimate than o
$125. The responses to Quest1on 8¢ show that the groups be11eved
the actual fine not to be as severe as the estimate they had g1ven
The t-values show that all the d1fferences are s1gn1f1cant1y d1f-
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-
jects. The subjects included the effects of warning tickets,
gppearances before a judge, the sanction of attendance at a court -
traffic school and whether sanctions have preventive or educational *
effects. '

‘Spécial and General Effects

Questions 9 andJ]O were directed:at whether sénctions in ‘
general have preventive effects or educational effects. The ques-
tions were phrased as follows: :

| 9. Which of ‘the statements below comes closest to
your feeling about the way that penalties for

traffic violations affect most drivers who have -
committed traffic violations?

Preventive or deterrent effect——keeps peop]e
from doing the same thing again.

" Educational effect--teaches people what the
driving laws are and how to drive safely. .
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No effect-—pena]t1es have no effect on the
drivers concerned.

10. Which of the statements below comes c]osest to
your feeling about the way that penalties for
traffic violations affect most drivers who have
not commltted traffic v1o]at1ons7

(Same three a]ternat1ves as above)

Table 39 ‘shows the results of the two quest1ons w1th‘bues—
tlon 9, 16.9 percent of the respondents believed that sanctions had
no effect while the rest of the respondents were split almost: evenly
between a preventive/deterrent effect (40.8 percent) and an educa-
tional effect (42.3 percent). The statistics. show that there .is no
.maJor1ty or overa]] strong opinion by the respondents on the type
of effect.wh1ch.sanct1ons have. There are, however, some d1fferences
amoné groups which are of note. For example, none of the Group 5
respondents replied with a “No Effect" answer. The responses for "No
Effect" fo]]ow a pattern with Groups 4 and 5 hav1ng smal]er percent—
ages than the other groups. Groups 4 and 5 tend to believe that
there is some effect to pena]ties The maJor1ty of Group 4 respond—
ents believe the effect to be educational while the majority of
Groupv5 respondents believe the effect to be preventlve or deterrent

Quest1on 10 was aimed at determining the effects of sanct1ons
on drlvers who' have not comm1tted traff1c v1o1at1ons The overa]]
stat1st1cs are about the same as with Quest1on 9 w1th 18.3 percent
respond1ng “No Effect" and the rest split between prevent1ve/deter—
rent effects (39.6 percent) and educational effect (42.1 percent).
There are some differences with individual groups For example,
Group 3 was evenly sp11t among the three. answers and Group 4 also
had. a. more even d1str1but10n than on the prior quest1on These two
~groups have more exper1ence with sanctions than the other groups.
Their higher percentage responses of "No Effect“ reflects a belief
‘that the experience of a sanction is required before-any effect
occurs.
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Table 39

Questlons 9 and 10 -- Effect of Penalties on Dr1vers

Question 10..

traffic violations affect most dr1vers who have committed traff1c violations?

~(Maryland)
QUESTION 9 | QUESTION 10

Preventive or Educational No Preventive or Educational No

Deterrent. Effect . Effect Effect Deterrent Effect . Effect Effect
Group 1 - 38.3% 41.3% 20.4% 42.0% 42.2% 15.8%
Group 2 45.0% - 40.3% 14.7% 38.8% 45.5% 15.7%
Group 3 . 37.24% 44,79 18.1% - 33.0% 34.0% 33.0%
Group 4 - 38.2% . 52.9% 8.8% 35.3% 38.2% - 26.5%
Group 5 52.9% - 47.14% 0.0% 52.9% 35.3% - 11.8%
Overall i 40.8% 42.3% " 16.9% 39.6% 42 .1% | 18.3%
Questionf9. Which of the statements below comes closest to your feeling about the way that pena1t1es for

Wh1ch of the’ statements below comes c1osest to your fee11ng about the way that pena1t1es for

traffic violations-affect drivers who have not committed traffic violations?
" Prevent1ve or deterrent effect ~- keeps people from do1ng the same thing again

Educational effect -- teaches people what the driving.laws are and how to drive safely
No effect -- pena1t1es for traffic violations have no effect on the dr1vers concerned




Ianuenee of Warnzng Tickets

-Question 11 asks about -the. 1nf]uence

on drivers as compared to getting a ticket.

as follows:

11. When the police see a traf
~ can stop the driver and gi

" (instead of a ticket).  P1
number below which best de
warning would influence yo
when compared to getting a

1. Has same effect as ge
‘2. Has a greater effect.
~ 3. Some effect but not a
4, “No effect

The responses to the quest1on were as follc

Same Effect .  Greater
As a Ticket Effect . .

warning -tickets have
The question was phrased

fic violation, they
ve him/her a warning
ease-circle the
scribes. how such a -
ur driving practices
ticket.-

tting a t1cket

s much as a ticket.

ows :

Not as

Great as No Effect
a Ticket -

Group 1 35.4% 29, 1%
Group 2 33.7% 22, 44
Group 3 20.2% - " 14.9%
Group 4 - 33.8% 19.1%
Group 5 35.3% . 11.8%
Overall 33.1% 24.3%

There are some differences. among the group
tion. The majority of Groups:'1 and 2 beli
would have the same or greater effect than
centages are.64.5% and 56.1%, respectively.
were not as optimistic, with only 31.1 per
or greater effect. Groups 4 and 5 are hig
and 47.1 percent In general, "there is su
'programs " However, Group 3 respondents we
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responses to. the ques-
eve a warnlngﬂt1cket
a citation. . The per-
Group 3 respondents
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her w1th 52.9 percent
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re def1ned as hav1ng



four or more minor violations and, therefore the'opfimﬁém'must
be tempered by the fact that warning tickets may have no effect
on the more frequent violator. '

Influence 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 traffic 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
c]erk 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 it would have

1. Lesser influence
2. Greater influence
3. No difference
4. No opinion

The responses to the questicn were as follows:

Lesser Greater No - No

' Influence Influence - Difference. Opinion

~ Group 1 8.5% 70.1% 16.3% 514
Growp 2 12.5%  63.3% 18.84  5.4%
Group 3 16.0% © 69.1% 12.84 . 2.1%
Group 4 - 14.7% 66.2% - 10.3% - 8.8%

Group 5 - 18.8% - . 75.0% . 6.3% ©0.0%
Overall = 11.3% 67.4% 1628 5.1%

The responses reflect a strong be11ef that court appearances have
a greater influence on driving behav1or as -compared to paying the
fine without appearance. The overall statistics show that two-
thirds of the respondents gave the "Greater Influence" answer.
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The individual group averages vary around this overall average
with no significant differehces'between group averages.

Influence of Court Traffic School |
Questions 13 and ]4'asked about the sanction of couft tfaffic
“school: ‘ o -
13. Do you know that some traffic violators are
penalized by having to attend a court traffic

school or a Department of Motor Vehicles .
educat1on program?

14. Do you thlnk such a pena]ty wou]d pos1t1ve1y
influence your driving?

There was an overwhe1m1ng1y p051t1ve response to the quest1ons
Overall 89.9 percent responded "Yes" to Quest1on 13 which indi-
cates an extens1ve awareness that traffic schools are an available
sanct1on S1m11ar1y, 87.8 percent responded "Yes" to Questlon 14.
In’ summary, the respondents were aware of the sanction and be11eved
Lt ‘to be effective as a positive influence on their dr1v1ng behav1or

Influence of Insurance Premiums

_ There were three quest1ons re]ated to know]edge about in-
surance prem1ums The quest1ons were as fo]]ows

15.. Do you know that some dr1vers have the1r insur-
ance premiums increased, or their insurance .
‘cancelled, following conviction for a traffic:
v101at1on? o

16, Is your driving influenced by your awareness of
' what insurance: compan1es do? . :

17. In th1s state, some insurance compan1es raise
' premiums by 15% (for-example, $15 added to a
$100 annual prem1um) fo11OW1ng conviction for
one routine moving v1o]at1on in the. past three
years. Other insurance companies raise premiums
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by 294 fo]]oW1ng two such conv1ct1ons in
three years. Do you think your driving will
be influenced by your awareness of what in-
surance companies do? :
Question 15 was asked to each respondent. If the respondent
answered "Yes," Question 16 was asked, if the respondent answered

"No" to Question 15, Question 17 was asked.

Figure 13 shows the responses to the questions. Ninetyffive
percent of the respondents were aware of the potential increase in
premium or cancellation fo]]owing conviction 0f that number, 79.0
percent indicated that their driving was affected by insurance con—
siderations. Tak1ng the product of these two percentages g1ves
75.1 percent which is the percent of respondents who were aware of .
~ the insurance sanction and were influenced by insurance considera-
tions. . Another interpretation of this result is that 24. 9 perCentj
“of the respondents either were not aware of the potent1a1 sanct1on
or were not influenced by such. a threat '

DATA ON SPEEDS

As in Co]orado a data collection effort was made to deve1op
a better indication of the actual violation rates. Four separate
road segments were selected as being typ1ca1 of the type of street
and daily traffic volumes - 1n the county The road segments selected
 were as follows: ' o
Baltimore- wash1ngton‘barkway--The actual location was ap-

~ proximately two miles to the north of the Maryland
- 176, Dorsey Road exit. The speed 1imit is 55 MPH.

"~ Maryland Route 100--The 1ocation-was.ju$t east of the
Business Route 3 interchange and one-half mile west
of the Oakwood Road ex1t eastbound. The speed limit
is 55 MPH.
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» Figure 13
Responses tQ.Questiohsion.Insuhance Premiums '

(Maryland)
“Yes -- 678
~ - 79.0% '
YéS";¥"858”' E 1. N6 ;- 175 | s
. 501 ) 20.4% Qgestlon 16
No Response -- 5

_ o | o 0.6
T 73.3%
© No -- 45 ‘ No -- 10 ) )
, — - 22-27 v Question 17
No Response -- 2

Question 157

Quesfion 16.
Question 17.

4.4%

‘Do-you know that some drivers have their insurance premiums: increased, or their

insurance cancelled, following conviction fora traffic violation?

Is your driving influenced by your awareness of what' insurance companies do?

In this state, some insurance companies raise insurance premiums by 15% (for example,

'$15 added to a $100 annual premium) following conviction for one routine moving violation

in the past three years. This increased rate is in effect for three years. Other
insurance companies raise premiums by 29% following two such convictions in three years.
Do you think your driving will be influenced by your awareness of what insurance
companies do? o ‘



Ft. Smallwood Road (Maryland Route 173)--The location
was just northeast of Maryland Route 172 going
eastbound. The speed limit is 50 MPH.

Crain Highway--The location was the lower part of

Business Route 3 at 704 Craig H1ghway The speed

1imit is 30 MPH.
| The -Baltimore-Washington Parkway was selected as representative of
- freeway traffic and Maryland Route 100 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 b]aced
at each site for a seven-day period and data‘were collected at
four times each day (6:30 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 3:30 p.m., and 7:30
p.m.). The installation consisted of placing two cables approxi-
- mately six feet apart across the desired lanes of traffic. 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 traffic on the f0110w1ng speed 1ntervals
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.

It should be noted that some observations are missing because
of adverse weather conditions. Also, as discussed in the Colorado
chapter, it was determined that the devices did not count the humber
. of vehicles accurately during busy times. For this reason, the ,
traffic counts on the freeway and'expressway.presented in the tables
are slightly lower than actual because of buSy period activity.

Once again, it should be believed that the devices were accurate in -
- classifying the speeds of the vehicles it counted.

| Tables 40-43 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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Baltimore-Washington Expressway Vehicle Speed Data

- Table 40 .

(Maryland) - '
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
7:30 PM-6:30 AM
Traffic Volume 5,518 6,352 6,125 6,100 5,934 8,886 3,449
85th Percentile 59.9 60.4 60.6 . -60.6 62.7 60.4 60.5
% Exceeding 65 MPH .- 1.7% - 5.5% - 5.1% .6.1% 8.3% - 4.3% - 5.9%
6:30 AM-10:00 AM |
Traffic Volume -4,248 5,179 8,193 5,046 3,084 2,119 2,755
85th Percentile’ 60.6 60.5 62.9 63.2 62.9 60.6 60.6
% Exceeding 65 MPH © 5.2% 3.8%  9.1% 13.7% '8.2% 4.7% 5.6%
10:00 AM-3:30_PM U
Traffic Volume =~ _ 4,043 -3,130 . 5,640 ~ 3,322 . 2,839 5,446 - 3,349
85th Percentile 62.9 62.5 59,1 ' 62.8° " 62.7 - 60.2 62.8
% Exceeding 65 MPH 8.3% 4.6% 1.7% 7.8% 6.6% 3.0% 7.7%
3:30 PM-7:30 PM SRS o |
Traffic Volume 3,679 5,610 4,155 6,598 4,358 6,234 3,718
85th Percentile 62.7 60.6 = 62.8 62.8 62.8 60.4 62.9
6.5% 5.4% 7.5% 8.3% 7.0% 3.9% 8.2%

% Exceeding 65 MPH




At

Table 41
Route 100 Vehicle Speed Data

% Exceeding 65 MPH

"(Maryland)
Sunday ~Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday  Friday Saturday
7:30 PM-6:30 AM . |
Traffic Volume 4,383 '2,585  3,232 3,923 4,031 4,028 4,008
85th Percentile 58.72 60.0 60.0 58.1 60.3 60.2 60.2
4% Exceeding 65 MPH 3.5% 4.6% 3.6% 3.1% 5.5% - 5.4% 5.2%
6:30 AM-10:00 AM | | | | |
Traffic Volume 2,764 2,508 2,497 2,725 2,311 2,668 2,600 .
~ 85th Percentile : 60.2 60 3 60.5 60 1 62 4 60.5 60 5
~ % Exceeding 65 MPH 4.2% 4.7% 5.5% 3.7% 7.8% 4:8% 4.9%
110:00 AM-3:30' PM . L ‘ |
Traff1c Volume 3,420 4,512 - 3,754 4,308 C 4, 590 - 5,030 3 320
85th Percentile 60.1 60.4  60.2 © 60.5 60 3 60.2 60 2
% Exceeding 65 MPH 4.4% 4.9% 4.7% 4.6% 4.2% 4.6% 3.9%
3:30 PM-7:30 PM : . S R |
Traffic Volume 3,663 5,727 -5,660‘-'1 6,337 4,737 7,758 3,489
85th Percentile 58.2 60 0 58.1" 57 8 60.0 59.4 59 7
3.1% 3. 0%' 2.1% A 1.1% 3.1% 2.6% 3.5%




Table 42

* Ft. Sma]lwood Road Vehicle Speed Data a
(Maryland) . :

€al

_ Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday - Saturday
7;3O PM—6{30AAMiV o o : . S B "
Traffic Volume 1,748 1,083 1,014 844 1,289 1,365 ——--

85th Percentile 50.6 .50.4 49.3 46.3 - 50.8 49.4 -—--

% Exceeding 60 MPH - . 3.9% 3.2% 2.4% 1.7% -2.3% 2.2% -,
6:30 AM-10:00 AM | - . |

Traffic Volume 1,003 396 272 300 349 427 . 479

85th Percentile. 51.2 50.5 50.5 50.0 - 50.6 50.7- 51.4 -

% Exceeding 60. MPH 6.8% . 2.0% 2.9% 2.0% -2.6Y% 2.3% 5.24

110:00 AM-3:30 PM B - - ’ | :

Traffic Volume 2,453 1,693 1,733 998 . 654 1,107 1,749

85th Percentile = 46.4 - 49.8 49.0 . 46.5 . .49.9. . 49,2 “-46 4

% Exceeding 60 MPH . . .0.7% - 1.0% - 1.2% - -0.8%- - -2.1% - -1.1% 1.0%
3:30 PM-7:30 PM S

Traffic Volume 636 1,236 717208 1,129 ¢ 1,885 3,472 1,900

85th Percentile 49.2 50.3  46.3,-  50.7 50.1 49.6 49.1

% Exceeding 60 MPH 1.4% 1.0% 0.2%  0.8% 1.0% 1.4%. ] 1%
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Table 43

Crain Highway Vehicle Speed Data

(Mary]and) ;
Sunday Monday  Tuesday Wednesday  Thursday Friday Saturday
.7:30 PM¥6§3b'AM“- - = o o - B :_
Traffic Volume 3,376 1,970 2,340 2,609 - 2,254 2,478 3,102
85th Percentile 3.8 39.3 36.8 36.9 39.1 36.8 36.9
% Exceeding 40 -MPH 10.4%  16.0% 9.8% 12.1% 15.6% 10.9%  .11.4%
6:30 AM-10:00 M | i " | R
" Traffic Volume 1,216 ---- 1,684 1,832 1,412 1,772 1,449
85th Percentile. 36.7  ----. 36.9 36.7 37.0 36.8" 36.9
% Exceeding 40 MPH 8.7% ---- 10:8% '8.5% 13.8% 10:1% 12.6%
10:00 AM-3:30_PM | . ' | ) | -
* Traffic Volume 1,940  ---- . 3,477 3,380 2,897 3,976 2,897 .
85th Percentile -36.7 =e=-..  ..36.8 365 -36:7. - .36.6 - .36.8:+
% Exceeding 40 MPH - -- - - 6.3% - ===-" - 7:8% - 5.4% " 6.2% 6.7% - 7:0% |
3:30 PM-7:30_PM | ) ERIEUT | |
Traffic Volume 2,406 - 3;491. - -iiav MU3:6707 0 3,557 3,851 3,557
85th Percentile 36.7 ° 36.7 —eem.. - 36.8 36.8 - 36.5 36.7
% Exceeding 40 MPH -l T 8.7Y, 8.5% 7.0%

- 7.7%

7.1%




total traffic volume for the time periods, (2) the 85th percentile
- speed, and (3) the percent of vehicles exceeding the speed Timit
by at least 10 MPH. The data in the tables can be further sum-
marized as follows:
Baltimore- Ft. Small-
Washington Rt. 100 °~ wood Crain

Average Daily Traffic 19,300 . 15,600 4,800 10,700
Volume C

Average 85th Per- 61.6 59.8 49.4 37.0
centile ﬁ

Range of 85th - 59.1-63.2 58.1-62.4 46.3-51.4 36.5-39.3
Percentiles - : -

Average Percent 6.2% . 4.2% 2.0% 9.4%

Exceeding Speed
Limit by at Least
' 10 MPH ’ ‘ .
Range of Percent 1.7-13.7% 1.1-7.8% 0.2-2.8% 5.4-16.0%
" Exceeding Speed ' ' _
Limit by at Least
10 MPH ’

Generally, the 85th percentile is 5-6 miles per hour over
the posted speed 1imit. Further, the figures show that there are
drivers exceeding the speed limit by at least 10 miles per hour in
every time interval of the day. For each site, there was also a
fairly large range of speeds exceeding the 1imit by at least 10
~ MPH. - | |
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* CHAPTER SEVEN
" ANALYSIS OF NORTH CAROLINA SURVEY "

~ CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS .

The 1license reneuailappTdéant“SUrvey in North Carolina took
place at the Raleigh-East and Raleigh- -West stations ‘of the D1v1—

" sion of Motor Vehicles. ‘A tota] ‘of 881 interviews were conducted
and the three-year driver records for ‘866 respondents were ob=
tained from the licensing agedcy{ The ‘discussion which follows
is based on the analysis of the set of 866 comb1ned driver records
and 1nterv1ew responses T A R

Although a strat1f1ed samp11ng approach was emp]oyed 1n
select1ng drivers for the interview, we were unab]e to obta1n as
K many 1nterv1ews as we had p]anned from dr1vers who had a ser1ous
! - traffic violation h1story The 1nterv1ew responses and companion
' dr1ver records were grouped accord1ng ‘to the number ‘and type of
to the survey. The five ana]ys1s group1ngs that were emp]oyed
and the1r s1zes in the sample are: : R

Group 1--No minor and no maJor v1o1at1ons (366)

Group 2--One to ‘three minor v1o]at1ons but no maJor
violations (382) :

Group 3--Four or more minor v1o]at1ons and no maJor
violations (35) ... .. .y

Group 4--One major violation and.-possibly. some m1nor
v1o]at1ons (68) t

Group 5-~Two or more major v1o]at1ons and poss1b1y

some m1nor v1o1at1ons (15) R ‘:
Tab]e 44 11sts the major and minor violations used to define the
groups. Generally, a minor violation is one for which the Divi-
sion of Motor Vehicles will assign three or fewer "points" to the
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«Table 44
Classification of Traffic: Offenses in. North Carolina

Major Offenses

A]]ud1ng an 0ff1cer T T R

Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) or Under the Influence: of Drugs

Failure to Report an Accident ..

Leaving the Scene of an Accident ... .. .

Speed Contest = A TR L
Speeding Over 55 MPH and Reck]ess Driving: . .- ..o
Speed1ng Over 55 MPH and Exceed1ng L1m1t by More than 15 MPH
Speed1ng Over 75 MPH *

opoo.be'e@ooca

M1nor Offenses

fDr1v1ng Too Fast for Cond1t1ons T I
-Driving on the: Wrong Side of .the, Road -or. Oner Way Street, :

Exceeding Safe Speed .. B T SRR RRT
Failure to Reduce Speed - . - - oo = oo coias ot
Failure to Y1e1d R1ght of way "

'F0110w1ng Too C]ose
T11egal Passing
.Impropgr Turn -

Impropér Use of Lane

'Reckless’ Driving’

Running a Red Light or Stop S1gn;J‘ '
Speeding .-‘17! :
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driver record. Four or more points are assigned for the major
violations listed.

General Characteristics

The first area of analysis describes the respondent popula-
tion. A breakdown of the number of years of driving experience
of-the members of each driver group is shown in Table 45. If one
considers Groups 1 and 2--those with three or fewer minor viola-
tions and no major violations in three years--as representing the
general driver popu]ation, then a substantial majority of the -
general driving population (80 percent for Group 1 and 65 percent
for Group 2) had more than. ten years driving experience. In
'_contrast, a majority of the repeat violator groups (3.and 5) had
less than ten years of experience; more than one-fourth of Group 5
had less than five years of expérience. The respondent estimate
of annual miles driven (Table 46) provides an indication of viola-
tion (and accident) exposure. Slightly less than half of the
violation-free drivers'estimate that they drove under 10,000 miles
per year. Driver groups with higher violation rates tended to -
drive more. Over half of the Group 3 and Group 5 respondents drove
more than 20,000 miles per year. o

The sex distribution for the groups is as follows:
Sex of Respondents

Group 1 GroUp 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

Male = 202 262 33 55 15
55.5% 69.5% 94.3% 82.1% 100.0%
Female 162 115 2 12 0

44.5% 30.5% 5.7% 17.9% 0.0%
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Table 45

Years of Driving Experience
(North Carolina)

20 Years

Group Less Than 5to 9 10-19 -
5 Years Years Years or More
Group 31 4] . 120 . 174
*(8.5%) (11.2%) (32.8%) (47.5%)
Group 63 69 123 126
(16.5%) (]8,1%) (32.3%) (33.1%)
Group 6 13 1 . -5
(17.1%) (37.1%) (31.4%) (14.3%)
Group - 13 18 . 18 19
(19.1%) (26.5%) (26.5%) (27.9%)
Group 4 5 2 ] 4
(26.7%) (33,5%)A (13.3%) (26.7%)
Tab]e 46
Miles Driven Per Year
(North Carolina)
Under 10,000- 15,000~ 20,000
- 10,000 15,000 19,000 " or More
Miles Miles Miles: Miles
Group 155 76 48 86
(42.3%) (20.8%) (13.1%) (23.5%)
Group 107 .87 : 45 140
: (28.]%) (22.8%)- - (11.8%) (36.7%)
Group : 6 6 -5 18
' (17.1%) (17.1%) (14.3%) (51.4%)
Group 24 10 - 12 20
(35.3%) (14.7%) (17.6%) (29.4%)
Group 2 1 4 8
' (13.3%) (6.7%) (26.7%) (53.3%)
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Although more males than females are found in all the respondent
groups, as the violation characterization of the groups increases
both 1n_seriousness/and in number, the proportion of males also
increases. The respondents' reported level of education is de-
scribed “in Table 47. The overa]].eduéatioha] Téve] of Groups 1,
2, and 3 was about the same with 35, 29, and 35 percent, respec-
tively, having completed college. Overall, 19 pertent of the
serious viglators (Groups 4 and 5 combined) had completed college.
At the other end of the spectrum, less than 14 percent of Groups (
1 and 2 did not complete high school while 20, 27 and 33 percent,
respectively, of the more numerous/more serious violation groups
(3, 4, and 5) had not completed high school.

Violation History of Respondents

It is also of interest to know the volume and types of
citations which Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 had acquired over the three
year period under'study. The overall totals and averages for the
groups are as follows: |

Sample Total Number Average Number
Size of Citations of Citations
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 figures are, 6f course, consistent with the definitions of

the groups. For example, Group 3 was defined as those respondents
who had at least four minor violations and the Group 3 average is
4.69 citations. Similarly, Group 4 was defined as those respondents
with one major violation and the average of 2.21 means that. each
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Table 47

Education of Respondents.

(North Carolina) -

Attended

Did not . Completed Completed _ Attended Completed
Complete Grade High High Attended Completed Graduate Graduate

Grade Sch.  School School School College  College  School School

Group 1. 16 8 25 - 95 91 70 21 38
(4.4%) - (2.2%) (6.9%) (26.1%) (25.0%) (19.2%) (5.8%) (10.1%)
Group 2 4 13 31 99 122 57 28 27
(1.0%) (3.4%) (8.1%) (26.0%) (32.0%) (15.0%) (7.3%) (7.1%)

Group 3 o 0 6 7 4 '8 2 2
(2.9%) . (0.0%) (17.1%) (20.0%) - (25.7%) (22.9%) (5.7%) (5.7%)

Group 4 1 1 16 19 16 - 8- 1 .6
(1.5%) (1.5%) (23.5%) (27.9%) . (23.5%) (11.8%) (1.5%) (8.8%)

Group 5 o 0. 4 5 . 4 0o 0 1
(6.7%) (0.0%)  (26.7%)  (33.3%)  (26.7%) = (0.0%) (0.0%)  (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 citations. Further ana1ysi$
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 the other two states, the categories for speeding viola-
tions accounted for a significant 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 traffic, and careless driving,'accountéd
“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-
tribution is different because they are defined with major viola-
tions. The DWI category, for example, accounts for 12 percent in
Group 4 and 10 percent in Group 5.

Table 49 shows the distribution 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 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 table, there is. a
good representation of citations in each of the years. 0f 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 illustrated 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 citation'durihg each of the
three years. Similarly, there were 119 respondents who had a
violation only in Year 1; 141 respondents only in Year 2; and 92

respdndents only in Year 3.
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Table 48

Violation History of Respondents
by Offense Type
(North Carolina)

Speeding Speeding - Running Red = DWI = Other

Less Than Greater - Light/Stop , Offense
10 MPH*  Than 10 MPH Sign
Group 2 N 177 171 s - 84
Citations 204 286 60 ' - 90
Group 3 N 31 29 15 - 19
Citations 59 58 20 : - 27
Group 4 N 23 19 9 18 40
Citations 39 35 10 18 - 48
Group 5 N 8 ‘ 6 4 5 13
-Citations 10 15 5 6 25
Total N 239 225 86 23 156
Citations: 312 294 95 24 190
Table 49
Number of Violations by Year
(North Carolina)
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
December 1976- December 1977- December 1978-
November 1977 November 1978 November 1979
Group 2 N 155 169 137
_Citations 175 193 | o 172
Group 3 N 24 - 32 ] -35
| Citations 36 47 . 81
Group 4 N 31 43 | | 32
Citations 36 67 47
Group 5 N n o 12 6
Citations 23 ~ 27 ; 11
Total N 221 256 210
Citations 270 v 334 311
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Year 1 Year 2

Year 3

SURVEY RESPONSES

The following sections are devoted to en analysis of the
survey results. The responses are given for each question along
with the appropriate analysis. . In many of the questions, it was
beneficial to compare the results across the five groups and tests
were made to determine whether the group averages were signifi-
cantly different in a statistical sense.

Responses to Questions on Violation Detection and Conviection

- Two questions asked during the interview sought to assess
the perceived risk of violation detection by‘1aw enforcement and
the perceived risk of conviction following a court appearance on
a citation. Question 4 was phrased as follows:

4. Following are a number of traffic violations.
For every 100 drivers who commit these acts,
how many, in your opinion, will be caught by

the police in this County? You may assume no
accidents are involved.
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a. Speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit , _
Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted
speed Timit

Driving while intoxicated (drunk driving)
Running a traffic light or stop sign
Following a moving car too closely

Turning left in front of oncoming traffic
or pulling out into traffic (like at an
intersection or on a freeway)

" g. Crossing the center line of the road.

o

- a0

Question 5, which follows, was asked regarding the same list of
seven violations: ‘

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 100 drivers who are ticketed or
arrested, and choose to take it to court, how
many, in your opinion, will be found guilty
of committing the violation? 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
100 of detection/conviction for the two violations, Speeding 10
and 20 MPH Over the Speed Limit. The graph for Question 4a
(detection of a 10 MPH Speed Violation), for exampTe,'shows that
the average of the‘respohses for Group 1 drivers was that 26.8
out of 100 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 while the Group 5 average was much higher.
‘For the 20 MPH Speed Violation (Question 4b), each group average
estimate of the chances of detection was higher than for the 10 MPH
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Figure 14

Responses to Questions on Speeding

(North Carolina)

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3~ Group 4 Group 5
Overall Statistics ‘
‘ { Number of : Range of Responses’
Question Responses Average ~ Percent (Number)
4a 864 26.60 | 0% ( 9) to 100% ( 7)
4b 863 41.52 0% ( 3) to 100% ( 12)
4c 863 60.31 0% (12) to 100% ( 82)
4d 862 70.90 0% ( 4) to 100% (173)

5b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit
- {Conviction) (F=I1.2; 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)



Violation. The (small-sized) Group S showed little difference in
the detection estimate for these offenses. In light of their
experience, it is difficult to understand why these estimates are
so high and, also, why they are so close together. The average

20 MPH detection estimates for Groups 1 through 4 are about 1.5
times highér than the 10 MPH estimates, F-ratios were calculated
to determine if the averages were sighificantly different (in a
statistical sense). For each question, the results.of this calcu-
lation are indicated next to the corresponding curve. The dif-
ferences for Question 4a are statistically significant.

The upper (dashed) set of curves in Figure 14 répresent the
group average responses regarding chances of convictfon in court
for the selected offenses. The dashed curves are shaped much 11ke
the solid curves, suggesting that the between-group differences
regarding the.chances for detection are similar to those for con-
viction.” The higher values shown for the conviction estimate
suggest that the drivers realize that the chances of conviction
(once detected) are higher than the chances of detection. In
reality, the chances of detection are probably much lower than
expressed by the drivers. The relative closeness of the convic-
tion curves (5a and b) indicate that the drivers feel that for
these two speeding violations, the difference in the .chances of
conviction is less than the difference in chances of detection.

At the bottom of Figure 14, the overall statisticS regard-
ing the two speeding questions are presented together with an
indication of the number of drivers who chose maximum answers and
those who chose minimum answers. Nine respondents thought that
none of the 100 speeders at 10 MPH over the 1limit had a chance of
~detection while only three felt that way about a 20 MPH speeding

offense. At the other extreme, seven drivers thoughf all 10 MPH
“speeders would be caught while 12 drivers felt that way about all
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20 MPH speeders. For the same two offenses, twelve and four
respondents, respectively, felt that zero drivers in 100 would

be convicted in court while 82 and 173, respective]y; felt ‘that
all would be convicted in court. Almost all estjmatés‘of either
zero or 100 percent detection were obtained from Group 1 and 2
drivers. It should be pointed out that 100 percent estimatés of
detection and estimates that no drivers would be_conviéfed are
unrealistic. 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

The'group 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 1, 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 statistically significantly higher. Groups 2 and
-3 rated the chances of DWI conviction slightly higher than Group 1.
.However, Group 4 members, some of whom were first offenders of DWI,
rated the chances of court conviction for DWI the same as Group 1.
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 significant, however.
While the number of drivers estimating zero chances of detection
and conviction and those‘estimating 100 percent detection were
small, 182 respondents (21 percent) estimated a 100 percent chance
of court convictions for DWI. Higher percentages of the violator
. groups estimated 100 percent conviction rates than_did the non-violator
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Figure 15

Responses to Questions on'DwI and Running Traffic Light
Or Stop Sign
(North Carolina)

80 77.3 : :
: PR e _ ~76.3 5c--Driving While Intoxicated
1070 = = - S~ (Conviction) (F= .67; n.s.)
70 ) 3 -« -
) e - _ ‘ - 65.7 - 5d--Running Traffic Light or
6l.2 & - = — s — - e T Stop Sign (Conviction)
60 (F= .35; n.s.) |
53.3 A4c--Driving While Intoxicated
50 (Detection) (F=1.8; n.s.)
Chances _
S 40 . | : | |
= 36.8 —— : .
S | . : | 33.1 4d--Running Traffic Light or
30 _ ~ Stop Sign (Detection)
_ 28.4 o— ‘ o —— (F= .57;5 n.s.)
’ 20
10

[] ] N
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

~ Overall Statistics~
| Number of |- Range of Responses
Question Responses | Average Percent (Number)
- 4c 862. 36.93 0% (2) to 100% ( 9)
ad 858 27.41 0% (4) to 100% ( 7)
5¢ . 861 72.07 0% (4) to 100% (182)
L 5d 862 ] 62.57 0% (4) to 100% (110)



group. These estimates do not conflict with the fact that in
many jurisdictions, DWI conviction rates are higher than 90 per-
cent,

The bottom curve of Figure 15 (Question 4d) shows the detec- .
tion rate for the Running Traffic Light/Stop Sign Offense (Traffic
Light). The responses for Groups 1-4 were about the same, while
that for Gkoup 5 was slightly (but not significantly) higher.
These estimates were at about the same percentage level as re-

. ported for the 10 MPH speeding violation (Figure 14). The convic-
tion rate estimates for the Traffic Light Offense are shown in

the "5d" curve. The responses are almost the same for all groups.
A group breakdown of the 110 respondents who estimated a 100 per-
cent conviction rate for this offense indicates much higher per-
centages of such estimates by the violator groups than by the
non-violator group.

Analysis With Median Values

Because the number of zero and 100 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 different
conclusions. Comparing these values with the sample mean data
points in Figures 14 and 15 suggests that no different inter-
pretation regarding group responses is in order. In fact, the
detection data.are very close while the median conviction data
suggests higher conviction rates than the mean data.

Analysis of Questions On Following Too Closely,
Turning Into Traffic, and Crossing the Center Line

‘ Group average estimates of detection and court conviction
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 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

4a 20 20 25 25 50
4b 40 40 50 30 50
4c 30 30 30 40 50
4d 20 15 20 20 40
5a 65 75 90 80 90
5b 80 80 90 80 90
5¢ 80 85 90 80 80
5d 70 75 70 70 80
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Figure 16

Responses to Questions on Following Too Closely,
Turning Into Traffic and Crossing Center Line
(North Carolina)

Group 1 Group 2 ~Group 3
Overall Statistics
, | Number of Range of Responées
Question Responses Average Percent (Number)

de 858 15.23 0% (80) to 100% ( 3)
4f 859 18.77 0% (56) to 100% ( 7)
4g 859 16.81 0% (60) to 100% ( 4)
5e 861 46.85 0% (35) to 100% (55)
5f 861 49.20 0% (26) to 100% (72)
59 857 44.78 0% (43) to 100% (52)

Group 4 = Group 5

5f--Turning Into Traffic
(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 Traffic
(Detection) (F=2.40; .05)

4g--Crossing Center Line
(Detection) (F=1.68; n.s.)

de--Following Too Closely
(Detection) (F=1.11; n.s.)



the exception of Group 5, the detection rate estimate for all of
these offenses is about the same for each group and not very dif-
ferent for the three offenses. The detection estimates for all
of these offenses are lower than has been the case for the other
offenses described previously. The percéntagé of the respondents
estimating that zero drivers in 100 would be’detected for these
offenses ranged from seven to ten percent, a figure much higher
than for the other offenses and one that points out the diffi-
culty of taking enforcement action against these offenses. The
conviction estimates for these offenses show little difference
between groups and are lower than the estimates for other offenses.
The respondents may feel that in addition to the difficulty of
taking enforcement action against these violations, there is also
some difficulty in many cases in producing evidence to convictf

Comparisons With Violation History

Court Appearances and Court Conviction Perceptions

The analysis so far has not shown'many differences among the
groups under study. With regard to detection, only two of the
offenses. showed statistically significant difference among the T\
groups and with regard to court conviction, only one (speeding
10 MPH over the 1imit) showed a significant difference. At this
point, it may be of benefit to compare reépondents with court
appearances versus respondents without court appearances. With
this analysis, Group 1 respondents still serve as a comparison .
group since they did not have any violations or court appearances.
At the other extreme, virtually all Group 4 and Group 5 réspondents
made court appearances since their violations were major in nature.
Therefore, the averages previously presented for these two groups
“are reflective of both their detection and adjudication experiences.
With Groups 2 and 3, there are also mandatory appeararces and many
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of the appearances are because the person decided to challenge
the citation in court. More specifically, in Group 2 there were
20 persons with court appearances. With all the groups, the
court experience can be expected to affect only their perceptions
of court actions rather than their berceptions of detection by
the police.

With this background, Table 51 shows the response averages
for Question 5 with Groups 2 and 3 split into Court/No Court
Appearance categories. The averages under the "Court Appearance"
columns were based on those respondents who made court appearances
during the three-year period under study while the averages under
the "No Court Appearance" columns were based on those respondents
who decided to pay the fine and not appear in court to challenge
the citation. |

There are some interesting comparisons from Table 51. For
example, with Group 2, the averages for the subgroup without court
appearances are larger than the subgroup with court appearances.
With the offense of speeding 10 MPH over the limit, the averages
for Group 2 are 64.9 for respondents_without a court appearance
and 61.5 for respondents with a court appearance. While this
difference, as well as the other djfferences for Group 2, is small,
the overall conclusion is consistent since it occurs with each
category. Similarly, the Group 3 averages show the same conclu-
sion except for the DWI category. With the offense of speeding
10 MPH over the 1imit, the averages for Group 3 are 73.2 for
respondents without a court appearance and 59.9 for respondents
with court appearances.

In summary, it appears that persons with occasional court
appearances, as with Groups 2 and 3, will respond with perceptions
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Table 51

Court Appearances and Court Conviction Perceptions
(North Carolina)

9.1

Group 2 | Group 3
No Court - Court No Court Court

Question  Group 1 Appearance  Appearance | Appearance. Appearance Group 4 - Group 5
5a 56.5 64.9 61.5 73.2 59.9 57.4 - 69.1
5b 69.0. 73.3 72.1 - 76.4 7.7 67.5 75.3
5¢ 70.7 73.5 71.4 76.3 78.0 70.8 - 76.3
5d 61.2 | . 64.3 62.1 63.7 63.1 62.1 65.7
Se -~ 45.8 50.6 43.5 54.9 44.3 39.7 53.3
5f 49.5 51.9 43.6 61.4 42.4 42.4 551
5¢ ' 44.3 46.8 42.6 52.1 40.8 41.5 '44,8




of lower chances of being found guilty than their counterparts
with no court appearances.

Time of Citations and Perceptions

As with the other states, there was interest in whether time
had an effect on the chances of detection. It was hypothesized
that persons who had recently received a citation would have
higher responses than persons whose citations occurred at an
earlier time. The following .analysis is based on "single year"
offenders. These are defined as respondents who had received a
citation during one of the three years but not the other two.
From the Venn diagram presented ear]ief,,it is possible to make
the following definitions:

Group A: Respondents who received citations in Year 1

(December 1976-November 1977) but not during
Years 2 or 3 (N=119).

Group B: Respondents who received citations in Year 2
(December 1977-November 1978) but not during
Years 1 or 3 (N=141). .

Group C: Respondents who received citations in Year 3
(December 1978-November 1979) but not during
Years 1 or 2 (N=92). ‘ .
Comparing these groups with Group 1 as a control gives the figures
in Table 52. With the definitions of the groups, the hypothesis
is that the Group C average would be higher than Group B which
would, in turn, be higher than Group A. The figures show this
trend for every offense in Question 4. For example, with Ques-
tion 4b (Speeding 10 MPH over the 1imit), 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 suppdrt the hypothesis that more recent
citations raise the level of perceptions of being caught by the
.police. It should be noted, however, that all of the Group A
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Table 52

Relationship 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 27.1 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
4q 13.7 16.2 20.0 17.7

‘averages and many of the Group B averages are below the Group 1
average. It is not clear why this should be the case except to
say- that the citations in Year 1 obviously did not have a lasting
effect on the drivers. '

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 fines imposed in the Raleigh area for the seven
selected offenses. '

6. For each of the same violations we've been
. talking about, I'd Tike to get your idea of
what the fine in this County would be if
the person had a clear driving record. If
you're not sure, just 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 Fine
6a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit $ 32.00
6b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit Court Appearance
6c--Driving While Intoxicdted $127.00 plus 1-year
license revocation*
6d--Running a Traffic Light or $ 27.00 | |
Stop Sign .
6e--Following Too Closely $ 27.00
6f--Turning in Front of Traffic $ 27.00
6gr-trossing the Center Line $ 27.00

The fine-]isted for DWI is the'typical fine impoéed in court for
a first foense. The other fines Tisted are those that are;baid
by mail of to the court clerk in the Raleigh/Wake County Area.
As was thé case in Colorado, no "typical" fine imposed fo]]bwing
court appearance for speeding 20 MPH over the limit could be
_]éarned. : '

, Grbup average responses for Queétion 6 are shown in Fiéures
17 and 18. For Question 6a-—Speeding‘by 10 MPH--the estimates
for Groups 1-4 are within two dollars of the actual fine (but on
the low side) and that for Group 5 is high by about seven doi]ars.
Similarly, all estimates for. Question 6d<-Traffic Light--are’.
above, but within four dollars of the actual fine. Although pos-
sibly coihcidénta], the degree to which the estimates described
come close to the actual va]Qe suggests that drivers, both vio-
lators and non-violators, may be very aware of the fines imposed
for theée;violations. The fine estimates for a 20 MPH Speeding.
violation (Question 6b) range from about 45 dollars to 72 dollars.

*Referred-to interchangeably:as license suspension .in -the text. .. .+
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F1gure 17 Responses to Quest1ons on F1ne for_Speed1ng, DWI

- $2004 Running Traffic Light
o RS A (North Caro11na) S o e o
$138.3 o o B ‘ : $l46;2’v'6c-—Dr1v1ng Wh11e Intox1cated
_$100® . $109.3

.6b—-Speed1ng 20 MPH Over L1m1tf
(F=1. 51, n.s.)

Finel S Lo
. 6a—-Speed1ng 10- MPH Over L1m1t'u-
' (F 1.465 n.s.) -

‘ 6d--Runn1ng Traff1c L1ght or -
’ Stop S1gn (F=0.31; n.s.).

081 -

 Group.l  SGroup 2 - gGrobp 3 'GkoUp 4 Group 5

, 0vera11 Stat1st1cs . »
: - | Number of | . Range of Responses 'CorkeCt; 1E
Question | Responses {Average_"'. Dollars (Number) Answer
6a 852 $29.63 | $0-(10) to $ 250 (3) | $32 -
~6b  ,826 1 $.53.64 -$0 ( 2) $ 500 (3) - Court»App,
. 6¢c 810 $128.77 ‘$O (18) to $1000 (5) | $127 -
- 6d - ‘»,845 $ 30.24 _$0 (1 O) $. 200 (3 ) $ 27
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F1gure 18°

Responses to Quest1ons on Fine for Fo]]ow1ng Too C]ose]y,
: Turn1ng Into Traffic and Crossing Center L1ne
. . (North Caro11na)

50

- $36.0 6F--Turning Tnto Traffic

AARE AN (F=0.54; n.s.)
] $33.2' 6g--Crossing Center L1ne =
30 $28.9 - (F=0.95; n.s.)"
Fine TR 6e -Following Too- C]ose]y

N - (F=1. 24, n.s.)
20-71- T . o

10 -

~ Group 1 AGroup:Z 3'~‘Gr0up 3 Grodp 4° - Group 5

Overall.Statistics

] : Nﬁmber of» L " Range of Responses - Correct
. Question | Responses | Average Dollars (Number) | Answer
- be . 833 | $29.63 | $0 (28) to $400 (1) | $27.00
6f 338 $.30.67 | $0. (20) to $500 (1) - | $27.00
6g - 821 $ 28.31 $0 (33) to $500 (2) |- $27.QO




Since there is no ”oorrect“ answer.here comparisons are dif-
ficult. It is noted that 15 percent of Group 4 members and 20
percent of Group. 5 members had convictions for this offense and
no members of the other groups had such conv1ct1ons Tab]e 53
shows the med1an of est1mated fines for Quest1on 6. There is
little difference between the median and mean values for Ques-
tions 6a, b, and d. ' ' '

Table 53

Median Values for Question 6

‘ v ’ ' . Correct:
 Question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Value .
6a 25 28 - 35 . 21 32 32
b 45 . . 42 42 40 50  Court
- 6C 100 100 100 100 127 - 127
6d 25 27 27 . 21 .21 2T
6e .~ 25 25 27 2527 27
6f 25 21 27 2128 27
6g 25 27 27 21 - 28 27

For DWI, Groups 1 and 5 overest1mated the f1ne while the
other groups underest1mated it. The: d1spar1ty between the Group 4
and Group 5 est1mates is difficult to exp1a1n s1nce 27 percent and
33 percent, respect1ve1y, of these groups had DWI conv1ct1ons
Examination of the median value of each group estimate for DWI
. Shows Groups T1-4 all hav1ng median est1mates of $100 and that of
Group 5 at $]27-—the correct va]ue

If, in add1t1on to a f1ne the respondent described other

, pena1t1es for DNI, that information was- recorded as shown Jn '
Table 54 “595 respondents (69 percént) provided a second penaTty
‘The pr1nc1pa1 response, offered by 92 percent of those descr1b1ng '
-second penalties, was license suspens1on Th1s ch01ce was near]y
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:Tabie 54 .

Other Penalty Responses for DWI

(North Carolina)

- €8T

(47.0%)

“Loss/Revoked . Points on . Jail/  Rehabilitation® o
License =~ Record ~° Prison.  Driver School Probation Warning - Total
Group 1 97 10 6 63 . 9 5 190
| (1) (5.3%)  (3.2%) (33.29)  (4.7%) (2.6%)
Group 2 68 9 5 58 13 1 . 183
| o (44.4%) (5.9%) (2.6%). (37.9%) (8.52). - (0.7%). “
Group3 - 6 - 2 g 5. 1 0 15
S (40.08) - (13.3%) (6.7%) (33.3%) (6.7%) ~ (0.0%)"
Growp & T 20 g L PRGN |-
o (38.9%) (11.1%)  (0:0%)- (22.2%) (22.2%) (5.6%) S
Group 5 - 0O S0 0 R 2 0 3¢
, (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)  (33.3%) (66.7%) (0.0%).
Overall . . 178 23 13 29 7 3719
(6.1%)  (2.9%) (34.6%) (7.71%) (8w




unanimous over all groups, 1nd1cat1ng a fam111ar1ty w1th what
pena1t1es are imposed for DWI conv1ct1ons .

The estimated fines for the'rema1n1ng.threé violations
(Figure'18)'are all in the same range as thoSe-given for speeding
by 10 MPH and Traffic Lfght (Figure 17), again suggesting that on
the average drivers in this North'Caroliné survey .are aware of
minor violation penalties. Furthermore, the median responses for
these questions_wére all within two dollars of the correct value.

AnaZysts of Sanction Severity

As was the case in the other states, two quest1ons were asked
fegard1ng the severity of penalties.. Question 7 asked the respondent
to rate the séyerity of the fine he estimated>in Question 6 on a
five-point Likert scale from 1 to 5. 1In Question 8, the respondent
was informed of the correct penalty and asked to rate its sgvefity
on the same scale. | ' L

Tab]e 55 shows, for each v1o1at1on the group average sever1ty
estimates. With two except1ons (Group 4 on Quest1on 7/8f and
Group 5 on Question 7/8g), the average.severjty rating given to the
(correct) penalty in Question 8 was higher than that given to the
"respondehts' uninformed estimate of the penalty'in Question 7. The
range of average severity estimates given'lies between 2.20 (hardly
severe) and 3.93 (rather severe) but more than three-fourths of the
estimates were less than three (moderate severity), the midpoint of
‘the scale. For the 10 and 20 MPH speeding violations, the violator
groups .all initially rated the severity hjghér than those with no
sanction experience (in the preceding three years). The revised
estimate of Group 3 for a 10 MPH violation (Question 8a) was
slightly lower than that of Group 1. The t-test shows the revi-
- sions of both Groups.l and 2 for the speed violations were
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Table 55

Sanction Severity Averages
(North Carolina)

Speeding 10 MPH
Over Limit

8a - t-value

.hSpéeding 20 MPH

Over ijit

PRCTNNE:'S

Group

7a _ ‘»t¥vaIUe 1
Group 1 = 2.5° 2.8 - 5.1%x Group 1 2.2 2.5 - 4.0%kx
ClGroup 2 2.8 3.0 - 33wk Group 2 2.5+ 2.8 - 3.4%xk
Group 3 2.7 2.7 - 2 CGroup 3. 2.7 3.0  -1.0
Group 4 2.7 3.1 - 2.2% Group 4 - 2.9 3.1 - 2.2
| Group 5 3.3 3.3 o0 Group'5 - 3.1 ‘3.3 - 5
" Driving While Intoxicated - :'bARUhﬁﬁngua Traffic Light
: S or Stop Sign _
. Jc -8 . t-value PP 7d - 8d - t-value.
lGroup 1= -7 2.3 2.5 - - 2.0% SGroup 1. 2.4 2.5 - 1.7
Group 2 2.4 . 2.8 - 6.0% CGroup 2 . 2.7 2.7 -0.2
Group 3- 2.7 3.1 - 1.4 " Group' 3 2.2 2.7 1.9
Group 4 . 3.1 3.2 .- - .8  Group 4 .. 2.5 2.6 =1.0
Group 5 .-. 3.2 3.9 - 1.8 Group 5 2.6--3.1 . -1.2°
Fo]TOWTnQ Too ‘Close Turning Into Traffic
~_Je _8d  t-value , - _;Zf _jif t-value
Group 1 2.3 2.6 - 44wk “Group 1 0 2.2 2.4 - 2.5%
Group 2 2.6 2.8 - 2.1% Group 2° 2.5 26 - 1.5
Group 3 2.6 2.7 - 0.6 Group 3 2.2 2.37-0.5
Group 4 2.6 2.7  -1.2 Group 4 2.6 - 2.5 5
Group 5 . 2.7 3.3 - 1.5 Group'5 - 2.9 3.0 - .3
Croséing Center Line
o - 79 8g. t-value
Group 1 2.2 2.6 - 5 Qx*k * Significant at the .05 Tevel
| Group 2 2.5 2.8 = 4 T ** Significant at the .01 level
| Group 3 2.3 2.7 - 1.5 *** Significant at the .001 Tevel
Group 4 2.5 2.8 - 1.9 |
5 3.1 3.1 |
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‘statistically significant at the .001 level. -That for the rela-
t1ve]y sma]] Group 4 on the 10 MPH v1o1at1on was a]so 51gn1f1cant
(. 05)

. For the DwI v1o1at1on, the groups w1th DWI exper1ence (4 and
5) 1n1t1a11y rated the penalty severity greater.than three and
revised it further upward upon Tlearning the correct penalty.
Group 3 s revision placed it above the level three severity and
the upward revisions of GroupsA1 and,2 made the differences
statistically significant. If thesetfatings are considered in
light of the mean estimates of the fines gfven for Questioh 7c, -
the upward severity revision by Groups 1 and 5 are difficult to
exp]aih beCause the mean estimates were. higher than the actual -
fine. However, if it is recalled that the. median est1mates for
Groups 1-4 were below the actual fine- and that for Group 5 was
equal to the actual f1ne, then the upward revision in severity’
estimate by a]] groups is poss1b1y more understandable. It should
also be recalled that 64 percent of 331'hespondents Tisted license
suspension as. a DWI penalty. It is reasonable that those who had
not listed 11cense suspension m1ght want .to 1ncrease their DWI
penalty severity estimate upon learning about suspens1on be1ng
1mposed 'Additionally, some of those who had 1isted suspension
might. a]so raise the1r rat1ng upon 1earn1ng that: the suspens1on
. lasted one year

As can be seen in Table 55, trends s1m11ar to those described
for the speed1ng violations can be noted for the other four minor
violations. In some cases the difference between the mean estimates
of QUestiOhs 7 and 8 is statistically significant.
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| ANALYSIS OF OTHER SANCTIONING ISSUES

Severa] sanction- re]ated matters such as ‘the effect of warning
t1ckets, appearance before a judge, attendance at court traffic
schoo], preventive versus educat1ona1 effects and 1nsurance premium
1mpact were addressed in the driver interview. The fo]]ow1ng secr
t1ons present the ana]ys1s regard1ng these matters
SpecZaZ and General Effects
_ Question 9 asked about spec1a1 effects-—those on drivers who
' 3have been sanct1oned Question 10 asked about genera] effects--
‘those on dr1vers who ‘have not been sanct1oned The quest1ons_were
worded as: )

9. Which of the statements below comes closest to -
' your feeling about the way that penalties for

traffic violations affect most dr1vers who have -
: comm1tted traffic v1o1at1ons7

Preventive or deterrent effect--keeps peop]e
" from doing the same thing aga1n :

Educational effect--teaches peop]e what the
driving laws are and how.to - -drive safely.

No effect--penalties for traffic v1o]at1onsh
" have no effect on the drivers concerned

10. - Which of the statements below comes closest to
your feel1ng about the way that penalties for-
traffic violations affect drivers who have not

vcomm1tted traffic v1o1at1ons?

(Same three a]ternat1ves as above.)

The resu]ts for these two quest1ons are shown 1n Tab]e 56. A1T
groups tend to favor the: prevent1ve/deterrent effect for those who
have. been sanct1oned and on]y Group 5° favors 1t much more strong]y
‘than the others Group 5 and Group 1 felt more strongly than the
:other groups that no special effect was to be achieved from sanc-
-tions. Overall, however, 13 percent felt there was no spec1a1
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Table 56

Queétions 9 and 10 -- Effect bf Pena]ties on Drivers
~(North Carolina)

u QUESTION 9 | QUESTION 10
“ Preventive or . Educational No Preventive or Educational. No -~

A Deterrent Effect ~ Effect Effect Deterrent Effect Effect Effect

Group 1. 52.3% 32.3% 15.3%. 39.6% 46.4% 14.0%

" | Group 2 51.8% 36.3% 11.8% 37.1% 39.2% . 23.7%
Group 3 54. 3% 34.3% 11.49% - 48.6% 25.7% 25.7%

| Group 4 148.5% 39.7% 11.8% ©33.8% 43.1% 23.1%
Group 5 . 60.0% . 20.0% 20.0% 40. 0% 40.0% . = " 20.0%

| Overall - 52.0% 34.5% 13.4% 38.4% 42.0% 19.6%

~Question 9.

Question_IO.

" Preventive or deterrent effect -- keeps people “from doing the same thing aga1n

‘Which of the statements below comes closest to your feeltng about the way that pena]ties for
traff1c v101at1ons affect most drivers who have comm1tted traffic v101at1ons? '

Which of the statements below comes closest to your fee]1ng about the way that pena]tles for ‘
traff1c violations affect drivers who have not comm1tted traffic v101at10ns? -

Educational effect -- teaches people what the driving laws are and how to drive safely
No effect - pena1t1es for traffic. v1o1at1ons have no effect on the dr1vers concerned




effect. ' The_pertehtage‘of respondents by group favoring general =
preventive/deferrence'effects'was not much'different than the
overall average. The general educational effect was preferred

over the genera1”prevehtive/deterrent effect by all gfoupS‘except

" Group 3. Although the overall difference is small, it is difficult
to understand how the genéra] educational effect would have more

o impact.: About the same percentage of Group 1 as fé]t,that there.
would be no special effects also felt there would be no general |

- effects. - Each of the other groups felt more strohglyuthat no
general effects would occur than they did about no special effects
occurring. This outcome is quite reasonable. '

Influence of Wa’rnihg Tickets

The drivers were aéked about the 1nf]uenee a warning ticket
would have compared to receiving'a citation'  Quest1on 11 stated:
~11. When the police see a traffic violation, they
© . can stop the driver and give him/her a warning .
(instead of a ticket).  Please circle the
number below which best describes how such a

warning would influence your dr1v1ne pract1ces
when compared to getting a t1cket ‘ :

1. Has same effect as gett1ng a t1cket

2. Has a greater effect.

3. Some effect but not as much as a t1cket

4. No effect.

‘ Thé'responseé given are shown below. Only for Group 3 did 1ess

than half . of the respondents fee] ‘that a warn1ng would be as ef-

fective or more effect1ve,than a ticket. A]though on]y slightly

less than half of Group 3 felt that way, it is assumed that’their'

experience with mu1t1p1e minor v1o1at1ons——the kind that might
~.result in a warn1ng--and the fact that they. continue to violate
after citations, made them honestly realize and_state that the

" ‘warning would have been less effective for them. ‘
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. MNotas
Same Effect. - Greater - Great as = No Effect

As . a Ticket . :Effect a Ticket ,
Group 1. 39.2% 25.8% . 32.9% - - 2.2% -
Group 2 - - 30.8% . 25.3% - 42.1% . . 1.8%
" Group 3 25.7% 22.9% . .42.9% . 8.6%
Group 4 . 26.5% 32.4% 38.29% 2.9%
Group 5 - 46.7% . 13.3% 33.3% 6.7%

Overall  34.1%° . 25.7%  37.8% 2.4% "

Influence of Court Appearance

The drivers' opinibns fegarding the effect of court appear-

 ‘ance were sought in Question 12:

12. A traffic law violator may choose either to
(1) appear before a judge to plead his/her
case, or (2) pay a fine by mail or to a 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 it would have

1. -Lesser influence
2. Greater influence
3. No difference

4. No opinion

‘The responseé were'as fo]]ows;

Lesser - Greater “No . No -

_ Influence’ Influence .Differencé " Opinion
Group 1 9.6% . 66.6%  20.3% 0 3.6%
Group 2 8.9% . 61.6% - 25.3% - - 4.2%

Group 3 8.6% . 54.3%  31.4% 5.7%
CGroup 4 7.4%  69.1% 16.25  7.4%
Group 5 13.3% . 60.04  20.0% - 6.7%

Overall  9.2% -68.04  22.6% 4.3
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The responses show a strong belief that court appearances have a
greater’infTuence'on dntVing,behavior-as;combaned‘to'paying-the
fine without appearance. The overaTT‘statistic335how'that nearly
two-thirds. of the fespondents gave the "Greater. InfTuence” answeh;
The 1nd1v1duaT group averages vary around this overaTT average
o w1th no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between group averages

Ianuence of Court Trafﬁc: School .

' The sanct1ons of court or T1cens1ng agency educat1on programs
were covered in Quest1ons 13 and 14:
- 13. Do you know that some traffic v1oTators are
, penaT1zed by having to attend a court traff1c

school or a Department of Motor Vehicles
education program?

14. . Do you think such a penalty woqu pos1t1veTy

' influence your dr1v1ng7
The pos1t1ve response to these quest1ons was overwheTm1ng : Over-
- all, 87 8 percent responded "Yes” to Quest1on 13, 1nd1cat1ng an
extensive awareness of traffic violator schools or licensing .
agency‘cTaéses as an alternative sanction _ Regarding'effective-'
‘ness, 84.7 percent of the respondents feTt such a penaTty woqu
_pos1t1ve1y 1nfTuence their dr1v1ng

Influence of Insurance Premiums

Three questions were_asked.that related to know]edge about

1nsurance prem1ums
15. =Do you know that some dr1vers have their in-
surance premiums increased, or their insurance.

cancelled, following conv1ct1on for a traff1c
- violation?

16. 1Is your driving influenced by your awareness of
what insurance companies do?
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17.  In this state, all insurance companiés raise
~- premiums for the next three years by 10%
(for example, $10 added to a $100 annual
. premium), f0110w1ng 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 will be influenced by your awareness
of what insurance companies do?
Question 15 was asked to each respondent. If the respondent
"answered "Yes," Quest1on 16 was asked; if the respondent answered

l’No" to Quest1on 15, Question 17 was asked.

The responses to these questions are.shown in Fignre 19.
North Carolina ]awvrequires that - all companies offering auto
insurance for sale in the state have a program of premium in-
crease as described in Question 7. With 94 percent of respond-
ents indicating an awareness of insurance premium increase or |
policy cancellation following a traffic conviction, it is clear
that this practice is very well known. Three-quarters of‘those
who were aware of these practices are_inf]uenced by them and 74
percent of those who were not aware of the practices said.they -
would be influenced by their new know1edge of what the pract1ces

are in North Carolina.

DATA ON SPEEDS

As wwth the other two sites, it was of interest to develop
a better 1nd1cat1on of the actua] v101at1on rates in the Raleigh,
North Caro]1na area. For th1s purpose, four separate road seg-
ments were selected as being typical of the type of street and
da1]y traff1c vo]umes in the area. Three of these segments were

192



€61

Figure 19

Responses to Questions on Insurance Premiums
(North Carolina)

Yes -- 610
75. 3%
Yes -- 810 | No -- 167 Question 16
94.2% 20.6%

No .Response -- 33

Question 15 — ' . 4.1%
o ' Yes -- 38
74.5%
= -—72%8% ; : No - %8.6% Question 17

No Response =-- 3
- 5.9%

Question 15. Do you know that some drivers have their insurance.prémiums increased, or their
insurance cancelled, following conviction for a traffic viclation? '

Question 16. Is your driving,inf1henced by your awareness of what insurance companies do?
Question 17. In this state, all 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 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?



on multi-lane highways or expressways which handled much of the
traffic volume in Raleigh and the surrounding jurisdictions.
‘These three were the Raleigh Durham Highway, U.S. 64, and the
U.S. 64 and Route 1 Beltline. With all three, the speed limit
was 55 miles per hour. A residential/commercial roadway was

- also selected along Six Forks Road between North Hills and a
shopping center. This segment had a speed Timit of 45 miles
per hour until the area of the shopping center’ where the speed
]1m1t was 35 miles per hour. ‘

The device used for collecting the speed aata was a Leupold
and-Stevens} Inc. Model CVS 545 spéeq measuring instrument. An
instrument wés placed at each site for a seven-day period and
data were collected at four times each day (6 30 a.m., 10:00
a.m., 3:30 p.m., and 7:30 p.m. )f The 1nsta11at1on consisted of
~placing two cables approx1mate1y six feet apart across the
-des1red.1anes of traff1c. The cables were connected-to a pro- -
cessing and recordiné'box Jocated at the side of the road seg-
ment. The instrument-allowed for collecting speed. data in each
' lane of traffic 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, 62.5-64 MPH, 65-69 ‘MPH, 70-74 MPH,
and over 75 MPH.

Some prob]ems were encountered during the data collection
;process On two occas1ons, the instruments were vandalized and
the cables torn up from the roadway. Unfortunate]y, there was

- insufficient time for repeating the data collection on the exact
day and time period when these iﬁcidents occurred. There were
also some times.when inc]ement wéather_caused abnormal traffic
'patterns and on these occasions, .the data were not used. Further,

194



the instrument at U.S. 64 recorded only one lane of traffic
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 traffic volume
of the time periods, (2) the 85th percentile speed, and (3)
the percent of vehicles exceeding the speed limit by at least
10 miles per hour. The data in the table can be further sum-
marized as follows: '

Raleigh 64 & #1

. Durham Beitline  Six Forks
Average Daily Traffic .10,800 23,000 9,200
Volume ‘ '
Average 85th Percentile 63.0 MPH - 56.9 MPd 43.8 MPH
Range of 85th Per- 62.6-64.3 55.1-58.0 45.2-46.4
centiles
Average Percent Ex- 10.3% 0.6% - 1.0%

ceeding Speed Limit
by at Least 10 MPH
Range of Percent Ex- 6.1-15.7% 0.2-1.3% 0.4-2.4%

ceeding Speed Limit

by at Least 10 MPH
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 whiéh'15.7.percent of the drivers
were exceeding 65 MPH. In genéra], the morning rush hour
traffic 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 57
Raleigh Durham Highway
(North -Carolina)

Thursday

Sunday Monday Tuesday  Wednesday Friday Saturday
7:30_PM-6:30 AM } | |
Traffic Volume 2,370 2,069 4,311 2,039 —--- 1,906 3,630
85th’ Percentile . 63.0 63.1  63.0 < 631 ---- 63.0  62.9
% Exceeding 65 MPH 9.8%  11.0% - 10. 4% . 13.0% -—-- 1 9.9% - 9.4%
:30 AM-10:00 AM - - | | . 3 g
Traffic Volume - 602 3,138 3,497, 3,274 ---- 3,449 660
85th. Percentile . - 631 63.2 63.2 - 64.3 -—-—- . . 83.1 - 63.1
% Exceeding 65 MPH{ 1.6% 13.7% . 13.8% 15.7% —mm- 0 12.9% - 11.2%
10:00 AM-3:30 PM ) o o 4
Traffic: Volume 2, 904 2,712 2,565 2,197 _iee 3,513 3,662
85th Percentile . 63.2 ° 62.9 .  62.4 - 62.9 -—-- 63.00  63.0
% Exceeding 65 MPH- 13:9% © 8.6%  11.6% ‘- 7.7% -—-- 9.4% . 9.5%
:30 PM-7::30° PM P : : ; :: : " .
Traffic Volume _2 213 . 2 497 . 2,712 - 2,804 3,077 2,895 1,516
85th Percentile '62.7 62.9 - 63.0 62.6 63.0 62.6 62 7
9.2% 6.7% . 6.6%

% Exceeding 65 MPH

6:9%  8.9%  10.0% - 6.1%
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Table 58

Uu.S. 64 and Route 1 Vehicle Speed Data
(North Carolina)

Tuesday

Sunday Monday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
7:30 PM-6:30 AM
Traffic Volume 5,459 3,005 -—-- 5,047 4,660 4,780 5,164
85th Percentile 55.4 58.0 -—-- 57.9 57.6 57.6 55.3
% Exceeding 65 MPH 0.4% 1.3%  =--- C1.1% 0.7% 1.0% 0.4%
6:30 -AM-10:00 AM
Traffic Volume 1,115 = 5,838 -—-- - 5,649 5,549 5,386 2,264
85th Percentile 57.9 57.9  ---- .58.0 57.9 57.8 57.8
. % Exceeding 65 MPH 1.3% 0.6% ---- 0.9% . 0.4% 0.8% 1.3%
10:00 AM-3:30 PM ‘ A
Traffic Volume . 5,507 7,821 6,936 75402 6,680 8,105 8,021
85th Percentile 57.4 57.7 57.9 58.0 57.7 57.7 57.8
% Exceeding 65 MPH -0.4% 0.4% 0.7% 1.2% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8%
3:30 PM-7:30 PM | o - |
Traffic Volume 4,045 6,034 6,619 6,785 7,174 8,586 5,996
85th Percentile - 55.4 55.1 55.4 55.3 55.4 55.2 55.4
0.3%2  0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.2% 0.2%

% Exceeding 65 MPH
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Table 59

Six Forks Vehicle Speed Data
(North Carolina)

Monday Tuesday Wednesday

Sunday Thursday Friday Saturday
7:30 PM-6:30 AM
Traffic Volume 1,916 751 ———- 1,787 1,608 1,547 1,815
85th Percentile: 45,2 46.2 -——- 45.5 45.5 45.8 45.4
% Exceeding 55 MPH 0.5% 1.6% --=- 0.8% 2.4% 1.3% - 0.8%
6:30 AM-10:00 AM
Traffic Volume 450 -——- - 2,442 3,712 2,458 754
85th Percentile - 46.0 ———— ———- 46.4 46.3 46.3 46.3
% EXCEeding 55 “MPH T.3% -fj4 —-——— . 2.1% 1.8% . 1.5% 2.4%
110:00 AM-3:30 PM |
Traffic Volume A 2,353 -———- 3,682 3,868 3,419 4,278 3,445
85th Percentile - 45.7 -—-- 45.6 45.7 45.6 45.5 45.8
% Exceeding 55 MPH 0.5% -—— 0.9% . 0.8% -0.9% 0.8% 0.9%
3:30 PM-7:30 PM ..
Traffic Volume 1,435 L Sem- 2,481 2,559 2,738 3,367 2,081
85th Percentile - 45.8 ——— 45.5 45,7 45.5 45.3 45.5
% Exceeding 55 MPH 0.8% 0.7% 0.4%

0.4%

—_— 0.8% 0.9%




BIBLIOGRAPHY

L.S. Anderson, T.G. Chiricos, and G.P. Waldo, "Formal and
Informal Sanctions: A Comparison of Deterrent Effects,
Social Probléems, Vol. 24 (1), Oct. 1977.

M. Blumenthal and H.L. Ross, Two Experimental Studies of
Traffic Law, Vol. I: The Effects of Legal Sanctions on DUI
Offenders, Contract No. DOT-HS-249-2-437, Un1vers1ty of
Denver, College of Law, 1973a.

M. Blumenthal and H.L. Ross, Two Experimental Studies of Traffic
Law, Vol. II: The Effects of Court Appearance on Traffic Law
Violators. Contract No. DOT-HS-249-2-437, University of Denver,
College of Law, 1973b.

California Assembly Conmittee on Criminal Procedure, "Public
Knowledge of Criminal Penalties," Perception in Criminology,
R.L. Henshel and R.A. Silverman, eds., Columbia University
Press, 1975.

T.G. Chiricos and G.P. Waldo, "Punishment and Crime: An Examina-
- tion of Some Empirical Ev1dence," Social Problems, Vol 18 -
(2), 1970 . .

D.S. Claster, "Comparison or Risk Perception Between Delinquents
and Non-Delinquents,” The Journal of Criminal Law, Cr1m1no]ogy
and Police Science, Vol. 58 (1), March 1967.

M:L. Erickson and J.P. Gibbs, "Further Findings on the Deterrence
Question and Strategies for Future Research," Journal of
Criminal Justice, Vol. 4, 1976.

M.L. Erickson and J.P. Gibbs, "On the Perceived Severity of
Legal Penalties," The Journal of Cr1m1na1 Law & Cr1m1no]qu,
Vol. 70 (1), 1979.

M.L. Erickson, J.P. Gibbs, and G.F. Jensen, "The Deterrence .
Doctrine and the Perceived Certainty of Legal Punishments,"
~ American Sociological Review, Vol. 42 (2), April 1977.

R.F. Finkelstein, and J.P. McGuire, An Optimum System for Traffic
Enforcement/Driver Control, 4 vol., GTE-Sylvania, Inc., 1971.

M. Geerken and W.R. Gove, "Deterrence, Overload, and Incapaci-
tation: An Empirical Evaluation," Social Forces, Vol. 56
(2), December 1977.

199



J.P. Gibbs, "The Sociology of Law and Normative Behavior,"
American Sociological Review, Vol. 31, 1966.

H.G. Grasmick and L. Appleton, "Legal Punishment and Social
Stigma: ‘A Comparison of Two ‘Deterrence Models," Soc1a1
Science Quarterly, Vol. 58 (1), June 1977.

x

.L. Henshel and S.H. Carey, "Deviance, Deterrence and Knowledge
of Sanctions," Perception in Criminology, R.L. Henshel and
R.A. Silverman, eds., Columbia Un1vers1ty Press, 1975.

G’)

.F. Jensen, "'Crime Doesn't Pay:' Correlates of a Shared
M1sunderstand1ng," Social Prob]ems, Vol. 17 (2), 1969

K.B.. Josce]yn and R.K. Jones, Po11ce Enforcement Procedures for
Unsafe Driving Actions, Vol. I: Summary. National Highway
Traffic Safety Adm1n1strat1on Contract No. DOT-HS-8-01827.

J.P. McGu1re and R.C. Peck, "Traffic Offense Sentencing Pro-

Inc., April 1977.

>

.J. Middleton, "Separation of Administrative Measures from the
Criminal Sanction," Crime and/et Justice, August 1977.

R.L. Misner and P.G. Ward, "Severe Penalties for Driving
Offenses: A Deterrence Ana]ys1s," Arizona State Law Journal
1975.

J. Parker and H.G. Grasm1ck "L1nk1ng Actua1 and Perceived
Certainty of Punishment, " Cr1m1no1ogx Vol. 17 (3) November: -
1979. -

.L. Ross, "Traffic Law Violation: A Folk Cr1me," Social Prob]ems,
Vol. 8 (3), 1969

I

H.L. Ross, "The Br1t1sh Law on Dr1nk1ng and Driving: Success and
Failure," National Safety Congress Transactions, Vol. 24,
National Safety Council, Chicago, 1974

I

.L. Ross, "The Neutra11zat1on of Severe Penalties: Some Traffic
Law Studies," Preliminary Manuscr1pt Un1vers1ty of Denver, _
College of Law, 1975.

H.L. Ross, "Deterrence Rega1ned The Chesh1re Constabulary S
'Breathalyser Blitz,'" Journa] of Lega] Stud1es Vol. 6 (1),
January 1977.

200



M. Silberman, "Toward a Theory of Criminal Deterrence," American
Sociological Review, Vol. 41 (3) June 1976.

Wh11e Intox1cated Vol. I: “System’ Ana1ys15'and Computer- “Based
Simulation. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Contract No. DOT HSsG-01456

J.J. Teevan, Jr., "Deterrent Effects of Pun1shment Subjective
Measures Continued." :

C.W. Thomas, R.J. Cage, S.C. Foster; "Public Opinion on Criminal
Law and Legal Sanctions: An Examination of Two Conceptual
?o?e]s," The Journal of Criminal Law & Criminology, Vol. 67
1), 1979.

" C.R. Tittle, "Crime Rates and Legal Sanctions," Social Problems,
Vol. 16 (4], 1969.

G.P. Waldo and T.G. Chiricos, "Perceived Penal Sanction and
Self-Reported Cr1m1na11ty A Neglected Approach to Deter--
rence Research," Soc1a1 Problems, Vol. 19 (4) 1972.

F.E. Zimring and G.J. Hawkins, Deterrence The Legal Threat in
Crime Control, The University of Chicago Press, 1973.

201



L 3}



APPENDIX A
DRIVER QUESTIONNAIRE

Note: The questionnaire in this appendix was specifically
designed for use in Wake County, North Carolina.
The only difference between it and the questionnaires
for the other two states is with Question 8 which
lists the actual fine for the violations.
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Opinion Research Corp. . ) : 51491

Princeton, NJ 08540 . OMB No. 004-S77013
TRAFFIC LAW SANCTIONS . EXPIRES 12-31-79
DRIVER QUESTIONNAIRE

Time Started: Time Ended:

Date: GROUP: 1
: : 2
Interviewer: _ 3
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 statistical survey and will not be.disclosed
outside the Department of Transportation. The interview will take about 10 to

15 minutes, and we would appreciate your cooperation, which is voluntary.

In evaluating the interview responses we will also perform an analysis of the
driving records of all drivers who are interviewed. You have our assurance

that once all the information is collected, all names and other identifying infor-
mation will be removed. .

1. About now many miles do you, 1 UNDER 10,000 MILES

yourself, drive in a year? ‘2 10,000 - 14,999
(PROBE: Just your best estimate.) 3 15,000 - 19,999
‘ 4 20,000 OR OVER
5 DON'T KNOW
2. Roughly, how many years have you 1 LESS THAN 5 YEARS

been driving a car? 2 5-9 YEARS
‘ ] ’ 3 10-19 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 its 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 traffic accidents? Please circle the number on
each line that best describes how you fee1i (Just your best impression.)

Very - Very

Poor . Poor Average Good Good

a. The motor vehicle inspection
- system 1 2 3 4 5

b. Setting high standards for people
getting a driver's license 1 2 3 -4 5

c. Designing and maintaining highways
in a way that makes them safe to
drive on . 1 2 3 4 5

d. Overall enforcement of the laws -
. that require motorists to follow -
~ safe driving practices 1 ‘2 3 4 5



4. Following are a number of traffic violations. For every 100 drivers who
commit these acts, how many, in your opinion, will be caught by the police
in this County? You may assume no accidents are-involved.

. Number of
i Violators Caught

a. Speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit :

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit'

c. Driving while intoxicated (drunk driving)

d. Running a traffic 1ight or stop sign

e. vFo1]owing a moving car too closely

f; Turning left in front of oncoming traffic or
pulling out into traffic (like at an inter-
section or on a freeway) o

g. Crossing the center line of the road

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 100 drivers who are ticketed
or arrested, and choose to take it to court, how many, in your opinion,
will be found quilty of committing the violation? Again, you may assume that
no accidents are involved.

Number of Caught Violators.
Who Challenge Ticket
And Are Found Guilty

a. Speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit

b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit .

c. Driving while intoxicated

d. Runhfng a traffic light or stop sign

e. Following a moving car too closely

f. Tdrning left in front of oncoming traffic or
pulling out into traffic (like at an inter-
section or on a freeway)

g. Crossing the center line of the road

PLEASE RETURN QUESTIONNAIRE TO INTERVIEWER.



INTERVIEWER:
TAKE BACK QUESTIONNAIRE. AND SAY:
1'11 ask you the next;duestion instead of having you write in your own answers.

6. For each of the same violations we've been talking about, I'd 1ike to get
your idea of what the fine in this County would be if the person had a
clear driving record. If 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: $
first offense for speeding, if you were given a
ticket for going 10 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit?

b. How.about for 20 miles per hour over the posted FINE: $
speed 1imit?

¢. How about driving while intoxicated? What do FINE: $
you think the fine or other penalty would be OTHER PENALTY:
- for a first offense?

d. How about running a traffic light or. stop sign? FINE: $_

e.. How about following a moving car too closely? FINE: $
f. How about turning left in front of oncoming FINE: $
traffic_or pulling out into traffic?
g.. And how about crossing the center line? FINE: §
INTERVIEWER:

WRITE IN, 0N QUESTION 7, THE AMOUNTS MENTIONED BY RESPONDENT ON QUESTION 6. THEN .
TURN QUESTIONNAIRE TO RESPONDENT '

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 accurate]y ref]ects your
feelings on how severe the f1ne is. as ‘you stated 1t

Not At ANl ' Extremely

_Severe _Severe

a. You have~stated'that thé fine forbdriving

10 miles per hour over the speed limit

is § . On a scale of 1 to 5, circle

the number indicating how severe you think

the fine is. ‘ i 2 3 4 5
b. How severe would.you rate the § __ fine
: you listed for speeding 20 miles per hour

over the posted speed limit? 1 2 3 4 5
c. How severe is the § fine (and/or : -

) you listed for driving while intoxicated? 1 2 3 4 5

d. § for running a traffic light or stop :

sign? oo : 12 3 4 5
e. § for following a moving car too

cTosely? . 1 2. .3 4 5
f. § __ for turning left in front of oncoming .

traffic or for pulling out into traffic? 1 2 3 4 5

g. § for crossing the center Iing? o 1 2 3 4 5



10.

1.

For these same offenses we are listing below the actual fine in Wake
County for a person who has been given a ticket and merely wishes to

pay the standard fine. In the case of driving while intoxidated,

the penalty given is about what is usually given when the driver is found
guilty of a first offense after being arrested 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 falls on

the scale of severity.

Not At All Extremely
__Severe _Severe
a. Speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit: $32. 1 2 3 4 5
b. Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted
speed 1imit: Required Court Appearance. : 1 2 3 4 5
c. Driving while intoxicated: $127 plus one year
Ticense revocation.. 1 2 3 4 5
d. Running a traffic light or stop sign: $27. 1 2  3 4 5
e. Following a moving car too closely: $27. 1 2 3 4 5
f. Turning left in front of oncoming traffic
or pulling out into traffic: $27. . . 1 2 3 4 5
g. Crossing -the center line: $27. ' 1 2 3 4 5

Which of the statements below comes closest to your feeling about the way
that penalties for traffic violations affect most drivers who have committed
traffic violations? : .

1 Preventive or deterrent effect -- keeps people from
CIRCLE doing the same thing again

ONE . 2 Educational effect -- teaches people what the driving
8 laws are and how to drive safely
NUMBER

3 HNo effect -- penalties for traffic violations have no
effect on the drivers concerned

Which of the statements below comes closest to your feeling about the way
that penalties for traffic violations affect drivers who have not committed
traffic violations?

- 1 Preventive or deterrent effect -- keeps people from
CIRCLE committing traffic violations

ONE 2 'Educational effect -- teaches people what the driving
laws are and how to drive safely
NUMBER
3 No effect -- penalties for traffic violations have no
effect on drivers in general

When the police see a traffic violation, they can stop the driver and give
him a warning (instead of a ticket). Please circle the number below which
best describes how such a warning would influence your driving practices
when compared to getting a ticket. : .

CIRCLE 1 Has same effect as getting a ticket.

ONE 2 Has a greater effect.
NUMBER 3 Some effect but not as much as a ticket.
4 No effect.

v
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12. A traffic law violator may choose either to 1) 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 it would have --

CIRCLE 1 Lesser influence
OKE 2 Greater influence
No difference
+ NUMBER 4 No opinion ,

13. Do you know that some traffic violators are penalized 1 VYes
by having to attend a court traffic school or a - 2 No
Department of Motor Vehicles education program?

14. Do you think such a penalty would positively influence 1 Yes
your driving? 2 No

15. Do you know that -all drivers in this state have 1 Yes

their insurance premiums increased following

S 2 No (Go to Q. 17)
conviction for a traffic violation?

(If "ves" on Q. 15, answer Q. 16, then qo to Q. 18):

16. 1s your driving influenced by your awareness
of what insurance companies do?

1 Yes (Go to Q. 18)
2 No (Go to Q. 18)

(If “no" on Q. 15, answer Q. 17, then go to Q. 18):

17. In this state, all insurance companies raise 1 Yes
premiums for the next three years by 10% (for 2 No
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 will be infiuenced -
by your awareness of what insurance companies do?

18. Would you please circle the number below which best describes your family's
total income in 1978, before taxes.

1 Under $5,000 4 $15,000-$19,999
2 $5,000-%$9,999 5 $20,000-$29,999
3 $10,000-$14,999 6 $30,000 or over

19. Please circle the number'which best describes your highest level of education.

Did not complete grade school
Completed grade school
Attended high school

Completed high school

Attended college

Completed college (four years)
Attended graduate school

CIRCLE

ONE

NUMBER

O N Oy W NN~

Completed graduate school

20. Respondent's Sex: 1 Hale
2 Female

PLEASE RETURN QUESTIONNAIRE TO INTERVIEWER.



THANK YQU 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 Oriver's License No.

State: . : : ' _
. »/

~21. Respondent's Date of Birth:

FONTH DAY YEAR ' .

THANK THE RESPONDENT FOR THE COOPERATION AND TIME TAKEN TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Surveys of the driver population were conducted in Colorado,
Maryland, and North Carolina for the purpose of determining driver

‘perceptions- on several different subjects, including (1) the
- chances of being caught by the police for specific unsafe driving

actions, (2) the chances of being found guilty by the courts .if a
challenge were made, (3) the fine for a first violation of an.
offense, (4) the perceived severity of the fine, and (5) other
related topics of interest of a deterrence nature. Questions on
these topics were asked on seyen.different offenses which had been
identified in previous NHTSA_research as beiné the primery unsafe
dering actions'assocfated with accident causation The'seven
offenses were speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted speed
limit, speed1ng 20 miles per hour over the posted speed 11m1t,
driving while intoxicated (DWI), running a traffic light or stop
sign, following a moving car too closely, turning in front of on-
coming traffic, and crossing the center line of the roadway.

Through an independent data coi]ection‘effort, it was also
possible to obtain the citation history of :all survey respondents
and whether thEy had-dppeared~jn COurt‘forfa particular violation.
The number of citations for each type of offense was obtained for
a three-year period prior to'the‘SUrvey.'-In addition, data were
collected on the 1eve] of traffic Taw enforcement by local ‘law
enforcement agenc1es dur1ng the period of the survey These‘data
were obtalned in order to control for the d1fferences 1n the Tevel
of enforcement in the three Jur1sd1ct1ons of the survey '



SURVEY RESULTS

The jurisdictions for the survey were Denver, Co]orado,

Anne Arundel County, Maryland; and Raleigh (Wake County) ‘North

‘Carolina: 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 Tocal driver licensing stations at the . \
time that drivers came to obtain a renewal license. Because all {
drivers must periodically appear at the rencwal station, it was R
believed that the samp]e was representat1ve ‘of the dr1v1ng popu-

Tation. ' ' A ' ‘ '

During the ana]y51s, it was found benef1c1a1 to d1v1de the
respondents into five groups accord1ng to the number of maJor ,
and/or minor v101at1ons which they had acqu1red over the three-
~ year period prior to the survey The group def1n1t1ons were ‘as
follows: ' |

Group 1-—N0 minor and no. maJor v101at1ons

Group 2--One to three minor violations but no
major v1o]at1ons,

Group 3--Four or: more minor v1o]at1ons but no
major violations; : ,

Group 4--One major violation and poss1b1y some
minor v1o]at1ons,

Group 5--Two or more maJor u1olat1ons and pos- _ _ :
sibly some m1nor violations. ** - BRI ‘ -\
‘Generally, a m1nor violation was def1ned as a v1o]at1on for :“' :
which a driver could be ass1gned up to three “po1nts" on the o
~ driver record wh11e a maJor v1o1at1on had four or more po1nts
associated with it. MaJor v1o1at1ons 1nc1uded dr1v1ng wh11e v
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were as fo]]ows

intoxicated, reckless driving, and speed1ng more than 30 m11es
per hour over the posted speed ]1m1t o

'

The samp]e size for each group and the verage number of

‘ c1tat1ons wh1ch had been acqu1red over the three-year per1od

N . Colorado. Maryland - North-Carolina
Group 1- .. N - 405 412 .. - 366

~Group 2. ., N .- 372 313- .. . 382
| Citations 1.51 137 1A
Group 3 N -39 94 . 35
' ' Citations" 4.36 4.82 4.69
Group 4 N 41 © 68 - 68
. Citations 2.46 -2.72. . 2.21
Group 5 N 127 . 15
Citations 3. 33 | 4.24 ' 4.07°

These averages are of 1nterest because they do not vary ‘

_greatly across the three states With each group, the d1f-
vference between the 1owest and the highest average is a]ways
‘less than one c1tat1on For examp]e, w1th Group 2 the Maryland

dr1vers had the 1owest average of 1 37 m1nor v1o]at1ons wh11e
Colorado had the highest average of 1. 51 m1nor v1o]at1ons As
another examp]e, Groups 4 and 5 can be comb1ned to form a group
with one or more major violations. ThlS combination gives an
average of 2.67 citations for the Colorado respondents, 3.02
citations for the Maryland reSpohdents, and 2.54 citations for
the North Carolina respondents ‘Once again, the three averages
differ by only a small amount. ' \

Part of the selection cr1ter1a was to select states w1th

"sanct1on pol1c1es which could be rated in terms of sever1ty

as low; intermediate, and high. With these states, ‘Maryland



represents the high sanction state, North-Carolfna the, inter-
mediate sanct1on state, and Colorado the low sanct1on state. ‘In
terms of the actual f1nes, it was determ1ned after se]ect1on that
the states did not differ as great]y 1n f1ne structure as or1g—
inally believed. Colorado has the lowest actual fine structure
while Maryland and.North Carolina~haveuhigher but similar actual
fine structures. Given'this circumstance, it would beéexpected
that the average citation level in Colorado for these .groups
would be higher than the other states if violation levels were
related to sanction severity. As the above averages:indicate, .
this circumstance is not the case. The Co]orado averages do not
“emerge as being very different from the other two states.

Data on the actual speeds of veh1c1es were also collected at
each jurisdiction in order to account for var1at1ons in v1o1at10n
rates. This v1o]at1on was chosen because it is by far. the most
common v1o]at1on and as a pract1ca1 matter, 1t is the eas1est to

measure in suff1c1ent vo]ume Speed data were collected on four
—'typ1ca1 roadways in each Jur1sd1ct1on over a one—week per1od An
ana]ys1s of the speed data 1nd1cated no ev1dence that sanct1on
‘sever1ty is re]ated to the speed v101at1on rates - ’

. Other pr1mary resu]ts from the survey are as fo]]ows
On the Perceptions of. Belng Caught by the Po]1ce for

an Unsafe Dr1v1ng Act

1. . The Colorado responses were usua]ly ]ower on average
than the Maryland or North Carolina responses.

2. 'Respondents greatly overest1mated the chances of
being detected for each type of violation. Respond-
ents also gave extreme var1at1ons in the1r responses

3. The distribution of the averages across the groups is
- .different in each jurisdiction ‘ ‘

, -As an example of the first point, consider the offense of
driving 10 MPH over the posted speed 1imit. The respondents were



asked: For every 100 drivers who commit these act, how many, in
your opinion, will be caught by the police in the (Denver, Anne
Arundel, Raleigh) area7~ The . averageS»by'group were as follows:

Average Est1mated Detect1on Responses for
Dr1v1ng 10 MPH Over the Limit .

_ ‘ Co]orado '4lMary1and : North Caro]1na
Growp 1 17.4. . . ..27.8. . . . 26.8
.. Group. 2. . 22.4 .. . 28.7 . . .25.2
Group 3 24.8 - - 28,5 . - 0 .730.6
Group 4 24.3 30,0 - 26.5
TGroup 5 © 9.9 % Lo 26,70 1 o0 ~48"0

) " The Group 1 respondents from Co]orado stated that about 17
xout of every ]00 dr1vers wou]d be’ caught wh11e Group 1 respondents
from the other two Jur1sd1ct1ons stated about 27 out of every 100
drivers would be caught

This same pattern ho]ds true for the other groups. With the
rémaining types of offenses, the Colorado averages were almost
'a]ways Tower (with the exceptions being that Group 2 or Group 3
averages from one of the other states might occas1ona11y be
higher): - v

W1th all the types of v101at1ons, the responses 1n each
state ranged from zero- percent -to 100 percent. In: Colorado,
" there weré 26 ‘persdns who answered the above question: with a zero
‘response'and at the ‘other extreme, ‘there weré 6 person55Whorre—
‘sponded”with 100. The $amé ‘type-of extremes occurred'in the
other two states. The response of 100 percent "is;'of course,
‘completely unrealistic’ in almost:all enforéement environments and
reflects the lack of knowledge about true detection irates 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.



On the Perceptions of -Court Convictions: .

1. Respondents had mOre.realistiC'estimates‘on the +
chances of being found guilty in court. This result
is complicated by fine reductions and/or suspensions.

2. Using the five groups, no significant 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 1 -and 2.

3. 'Other differences were found in average perceptions
by dividing the groups into Court Appearance versus
No Court Appearance.
As an example of the first point, consider the offense
of DWI. The respondents were asked how many out of 100 drivers
¥ who appeared in court on th1s charge wou]d be found gu11ty of
‘ committing the violation. The responses by group were as
follows: h ' '

Court Conv1ct1on Responses for DwI

: . Co]orado Mary]and 'A North Carol1na
Group 1. - - .67.7 , 58.8. .. .70.7A '
Group 2 - 72.9 e . 63.3. - .. . 73.0
Group 3 69 8 72.6 77.3.
Group 4  73.4 720 708
- Groups"“lsgs S8 763

. Most of these values are. close to the 70.0 percent f1gure
which other research-by- NHTSA has developed. As with the ques-
tions on detection,-the,respondents‘gave a wide range of answers
to the questions on court convictions. With the DWI offense,

7 persons in Colorado responded with zero percent and 188 per-
sons W1th 100 percent..




- The second po1nt states that 1n Mary]and Groups 3, 4,
and 5 had higher” averages than Groups 1 and 2 . Virtually.all
the Group 4 and 5 respondents had -been to court because their
offenses were major 1n nature The1r court exper1ences ap-
'parent]y affected the1r percept1ons of be1ng found gu1]ty in
:compar1son to Group 1 respondents, for examp]e who had not
‘been to court The same situation occurred w1th Group 3 re-
spondents 1n Maryland in whlch it was found that those w1th
court appearances had h1gher average percept1ons on court )
convictions than their counterparts who had not made court
appearances This same resu]t d1d not occur in the other two
states. In North Carolina, the respondents w1th court appear-
ances frequently had lower perceptions than respondents with-
out court appearances. In Colorado, the resu]ts were m1xed
and no overall conclusions cou]d be made. ‘

Other Survey Resu]ts

1. Respondents were genera]]y unaware, of the f1ne for

~a first offense of the violations. Respondents
underestimated..(on. average) .the fine. for .speeding
10 MPH over the posted speed 11m1t and following
too c]ose]y and overestimated the fine. .for DWI and
running a traffic Tight/stop sign.

2. The resporidents from all- Jur1sd1ct1ons felt (by

‘ from 64% to.68%) -that -appearance before a judge
had a greater 1nf1uence than pay1ng the f1ne to
a clerk. '

3. Eighty- e1ght"percent or more of’a]]'respondents
were aware of court traffic -schools and licensing
agency education programs and 81 percent or more
thought their dr1v1ng would be pos1t1ve1y influ-

.. enced by them. .

4. ' Ninety-three percent or more of all respondents
were aware that insurance premiums may ‘be’ increased




as a result of traff1c\v1o1at1on convictions. Of'

those who were so aware, seventy-three. percent or

more sa1d their driving 1s 1nf1uenced by 1nsurance

company pract1ces

The first point is of 1nterest because 1t genera]]y indi-

cates that drivers are not aware of the sanctions for these of-
fenses. It is a]so 1nterest1ng to note that respondents usua]]y
overestimated the DWI fine. This resu]t is due in part to the
fact that the actual f1ne for DWI on the first offense 1s gener-
ally much lower than the 1ega1 Timit. A driver is subJect to a
fine of up to $1 000 as well as other sanctions such as ]1cense
suspension for the first DWI offense, but the actual fine is
“generally between $125 and $175.

RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of this survey 1dent1f1ed several areas of
potential research in the general areas of driver percept1ons and .
other top1cs ‘These research: areas can be summarized as follows:

ulg"Research should be encouraged from the.deterrence

model viewpoint on the relationship of the percep-
tions of drivers and traffic safety programs.

2. The relationship of traffic court practices and
perceptions should be studied in greater detail.

3. More research is needed from the deterrence'view-
po1nt on changes in traffic laws

4, More research is-needed on the percept1ons and
"opinions of the repeat offender

5. There are several other areas of analysis which
could be performed with the data base from this
survey. . .

v

v



6. The deterrent effécts of increases in insurance
premiums should be studied in more detail.

7. MWarning ticket programs should be analyzed in greater
detail--particularly as they relate to the repeat
offender,

The reasons for these kecommendations are described in

more detail in the final report on the project.
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