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tradesman, member of the armed services, profes-
sional driver, or a student, or he was unemployed,

he had been disqualified two or more times, previously,
and his criterion conviction tended to be for a less
serious offence. The results of the study indicated
a need for changes in the use of the sanction.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The present report was commissioned to prov1de a review and
empirical investigation of the operation of drlver licence
disqualification, and the study reported here represents the flrst
Australian research in this area. Existing evidence on the
operation of this sanction was derived from studies in other
countries, where systems of traffic law and enforcement procedures
differ significantly from those operating in Australia, but it did
suggest that there was likely to be a signifieant rate of
violation of the sanction. As reviewed here; there are also
differences in traffic law between the Austrelian states and the
empirical investigation reported here focused on the state of

Victoria.

The intention of the empirical research was to directly
survey drivers who had been disqualified, and three pilot studies
evaluated possible methodologies for the main investigation. The
pilot studies indicated that use of an interview survey strategy
presented substantial problems of non-response bias, when used
to study disqualified drivers, and that the extent of this bias
could be significantly reduced by using a mail survey technique.
Therefore, the main study was conducted as a census~type mail
survey of drivers disqualified in.Victoria during the period
October 1 to December 31, 1975; female offenders, out of state
drivers, and offenders disqualified for less than 48 hours were
excluded from the study. '

After deleting these groups, a final sample of 4492 subjecfs remainedg?
Completed questionnaires were returned by 1552 of these subjects, and
an additional 236 subjects were not known at their recorded addressg
The respondent sample of 1552 subjects represented a response rate

of 37.2%, which was considered acceptable for a single-wave mail
survey. A pilot follow-up of non-respondents was condﬁcted but
indicated that improvements to the response rate were ingufficient

to justify the additional costs involved. A four page questionnaire
was used to collect the data, and included different sections for
those who drove while disqualified and those who did not drive.
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'
~ Results showed that 36.4% of the respondents admitted
dr1v1ng while dlsquallfled with over 40% (?4bhese subjects: driving
on more than 20 occasions. The most common ‘reasons for driving
were “exéeptional circumstances", employment related circumstances,

’

or all tranport needs.

The person who drove while disqualified tended to be under
40 years or over 60 years of age} he was unmarried or separated
from his marital partner; he was e¢mployed as a member of the armed
services, an unskilled worker, a skilled tradesman, or a professional
driver, a student, or was unemployed, and he considered that he
needed to drive as part of his employment. He had been disquali-~
fied two or more times previously, and he was not represented by
legal counsel at his court hearing.

It was also found that those who drove while disqualified
tended to be those convicted of less serious offences, and whose
licences were cancelled rather than suspended. Length of disquali-
fication was also found to be a significant factor in the tendency
to drive while disqualified, and the relation between driving and
length of disqualification was found to be curvolinear, with the

- highest frequency of violations reported by subjects disqualified

for a period of one to two months. Only 15.4% of the sample was
able to correctly identify the penalty for driving while dlsquall—
fled although knowledge of this penalty was not 51gn1flcant1y
related to whether or not subjects drove.

Approximately half of those who drove while disqualified
claimed that they drove more carefully than when they were licensed.
However, subjects attitudes toward disqualification were equivocal,

‘'with no clear consensus on whether the sanction had a deterrent

effect, and with most subjects doubtlng that the sanction produced
any driver improvement.

Subjects who did not drive while disqualified still relied
on the private motor vehicle as their major means of transport
for employment, shopping, and social occasions. These subjects
wexe usually driven by friends to social functions, by fellow
employees to their place of employment, and by members of their
family for shopping. ' ‘
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' ‘ I? the light of these results, it was recommended that( if

the sanction continues to be used as it is at present, new

measures éhoqld be introduced to increase oﬁféﬁdérs' expectancies

of apprehension; random licence checks havefbégn suggested as

ohe su&h measure. A second recommendation was that offenders

should be more clearly warned at the time of their‘diséualification

of the penalties for driving while disqualified. .

More generally, changes in the use of ﬁhé~sanction were
recommended. It was suggested that disqualification should be
imposed only for relatiVely serious offences, and that it should
not be repeatedly imposed on persistent traffic offenders. In
addition, it was urged that consideration be given to the
establishment of a driver improvement programme for traffic
offenders, with disqualification being used as a higher order
penalty within such a programme. These suggestions imply a
need for research on the effects of other penalties imposed on
traffic offenders (such as fines or gaol terms), and it was
recommended that this type of research be conducted.

]
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Concern over the issue of traffiec séféty is not new,
and there is a burgeoning scientific li?erature on the
subject of road accideiits, their causesfahd\consequenceg.
Accidents are generally considered to be a consequenée of
the interaction of factors in the road system, the vehicle,
~and the driver, and it can be said that driver factors are

the most difficult to change or improve. Most countries

have found it necessary to develop a detailed and complex
body of law to regulate driver behaviour in such a way as
to maximise driver safety, although it should be noted that %
some laws have been considered tc be, in saféky terms, '
counter-productive; the give way to the right rule which
specifies priorities at intersections is an example of a

law which has a questionable safety value.

The traffic law typically reguires certain types'oﬁ
behaviour (for example, obedience of road signs) and
prohibits other types of behaviour (for example, driving
at speeds in excess of those permitted, or with a prohibited
blood alcohol content), and provides for sanctions t¢ enforce
these requirements and prohibitions. The philosophy
underlying this legal system is that compliance with legal
requirements is desirable, and leads to an efficient and

safe movement of traffic. Sanctions,'then, are seen as




meéeures which will punish offenders and discourage further
undesirable behaviour and also deter other road users from the
performancekof similar actioﬁs. However, it is rare to find
senctione which have been empirically validated, and most sanc-
tions seem to be derived frem traditional philosophy and wisdom
which, for the most part, predates the motor vehicle. It is
assumed that use of sanctions will reduce the frequency of il-
legal acts, and that sanction effectiveness is in some way a
function of sanction severity. Research reviews, such as that
by the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development
(1974) , suggest that these assﬁmptions are open to question.
Authors such as Ross (1960) and Robinson (1975) have observed
that the large number of licensed roed users, and the high
densities of traffic prevailing at any time in most societies,
make it difficult to enforce traffic laws in any unifotm way
and also prevent apprehension of all, or even most, traffic
offenders. Although the optimum ratio of police to motorists
hes not been determined, there are doubts that police manpower
allocations for road traffic functionswill ever be adequate to
provide an acceptable level of entorcement. Thus, it is-all
too easy for drivers to see traffic law sanctions as randomly
inflicted nuisances rather than systematic attempts to enforce
standards of safety, and the likely conseéuence of these pet-
ceptions is a general decrease in respect fer the law and its
aims and a growing conflict between the public and the police.
Fears that such changes in attitudes are taking place have been
expressed by authors such as Austin (1966) and Chappell and
Wilson (1969) but suitable empirical confirmation of these

conjectures, reasonable though'they appear, has yet to be

furnished.
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It is only in recent years that tﬂége‘has'been any
substantial empirical investigation of1thé‘sagctioﬁ§
provided for by traffic laws, even though thé use of these
sanctiong must be a major cause of any e#iéfing public
discontent about traffic laws. ‘Sancti@n$:éommonly used
against traffic offenders include fines,fgéol terms, and the
suspension or cancellation of the licencg to drive, and some
countries have recently experimented with alternative
treatments such as driver re-education, rehabilitation of
alcoholic or drug dependant drivers, or use of warning
letters for first or minor traffic offenders. Studies of » ;
the effectiveness of these new treatment programmes have
produced promising results, but findings on the more
traditional penalties tend to be unavailable or negative.

Thus Ward, Woods and Brennan (1973) and the Organisation for
Economic Co-Operation and Development (1974) have Suggested

that fines do not produce a reformative effect and earlier

findings published bv Mecham (1968) are consistent with these
contentions, and Buikhuisen and Steenhuis (1972) and Ross

(1975) have reported evidence that gaol terms for drink 5
driving offences are similarly ineffective. &tudies of |
licence disqualification, such as those by Coppin and van

Oldenbeek (1965), Willett (1973), and Kaestner and'séeight

(1974), suggest that a significant proportion of

disqualified drivers violate the sanétimn, and these findings

cast doubts on thelikelihood,that the sanction can produce

any useful effects. These findings embhasize,a functional
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-safety, thlS notion has been partlcularly attractlve to

d'distinCtion bétween licence disqualification and the

_Other traditional penalties of fines and gaol sentences:

i

whereas'the,detecnion of those who fail to pay fines or

serVe gaOl sentencés would appear possible by a procedurally

551mp1e accountlng operatlon, there is no straight Iorward

‘method of ensurlng that disqualified motorists do not drlve.'

It iis not poss1ble‘to%detect the offence of driving while

disqualified‘unless the offender is involved in a reported

“accident or is apprehended for a further traffic offence,

[

or his vehicle is stopped by police, and few police forces

have sufficient manpower to allow for regular enforcement

activities against disqualified drivers. 1In the absence of

S a high‘level of enforcenent, the chances of detecting an

offence of driving while disqualified are extremely low.

At a'theoretical level, the value of licenCe

,disqualifiCation«is,obVious. It is generally,accepted that,

at any given task, some persons have a greater level of

' ability than others, and also that it is reasonable to

select or reject those who can perform the task.on the basis

o of some measure of thelr ablllty In the field of traffic

‘i

Vadvocates of the concept of ac01dent proneness (for example,

Shaw and qlchel 1971) So, on the- legally approved .

‘J‘QVanlple that to drlve is a pr1v1lege rather than a rlght,

’-lt seems both reasonable and sen51b1e to remove unsafe or

~dellnquent dr1Vers from‘the,roads. The,effect of‘th;s‘




procedure should be the prevention of fur%ﬁeﬁndriVing
offences by these individuals at least during'the specified
period of disqualification, and a consequent increase in

the level of road safety.

The major assumption underlying these'ﬁotions is, of
course, that a disqualified driver will ceeee to drive when
so directed by a legal authority or a court of law. As has
been noted, there is research evidence avaiiable which
makes the validity of this assumption questibnable, and this
evidence raises the question: What factors influence a |
disqualified driver in deciding whether or not to continue
driving? Intuitively, four types of factors appear to be
relevant: the perceived probability of apprehension; the
certainty and severity of punishment; the attractiveness
of the unlawful behaviour; and the availability of legal

alternatives to the unlawful behaviour.

The probability of apprehension for driving while
disqualified can be seen as equal te the brobability‘of
coming to the attehtion;of the police whiie committing thie
offehce. Moét of the motorists who decide to drive thle
disQualified;will haVe made, as a resﬁlt of experience,
their own estimates of how often they can expect to Be
observed by a traffic‘policemen while driving, and are likely
to decide that these.periodsmof observation are infrequent.
rThus»very few will be discouraged completely by their

estimates of the likelihood of police surveillance, although

e



some will probably alter their driving behaviour (for

"example, by avoiding main roads) in the belief that this

qhange will further reduce the chances ofﬁbeing observed;

- this situation limits the effectiveness of sanction

il

evaluations (such as that by Coppin and van Oldenbeek, -
1965) which have studied only official records. A second
type of behaviour modification may also occur: the

disqualified driver may take particular care to observe

some, if not all, of the traffic laws. For a majority of

disqualified drivers, then, the probability of apprehension
will be perceived as minimal, or as being reduceable to an
acceptable level by modifications to their normal driving

behaviour.

Police apprehension of a disqualified driver by ne
means guarantees that he w1ll be convicted or punished.
Those who continue driving‘often do so in the company of a
friend who has a licence, and who will either pretend that
he was driving, or will |""'lll.end' his licence to the cffender

Alternatively, a disqualified driver may give a false name

- and address, or fail to report an accident, in the hope of

avoiding prosecution. Certainty and severity,of'punishment
can also be varied by factors built into the legal system. }
For example, Blumenthal and Ross (1973) found that
representation by a lawyer significantly :educed severity
ofssentence, and also significantly increased a defendent's
Chaﬁces of being found not guilty or of having the chafges

reduced; Vinson and Homel (1973) found similarrtrends in




New South Wales, In addition, Lewer (1973) noted that in

New South Wales, as a result of the volume of trafflc offencesk
brought before courts, there was no enforcement 1n 1971 of ’
418,195 reported breaches. Thus, for an unknown number of
drivers, punishment for driving while dlsquallfled is by no
means certain-even if they are stopped by“poiice; it can also
be noted that when offenders are heard in co"uhrt‘there is a c_on--

giderable variation in the severity of the .penalties imposed.

For many offenders the desirability of driving while
disqualified is likely to outweigh any negative feellngs about
engaging in unlawful behaviour. upec1flcally, if a person is
prohibited from using his car he is deprived not only of mobi-
lity but also'of the means for satisfying a number of important
cultural demands and social needs. Commission of the offence
of driving while disqualified does not constitute a.danger to
other road users, and so a potential oiffender's fears about
violating the sanction will tend to be related only to the
probability of police detection and, as noted above,»this pro-
bability is likely to be seen as very low. So, it is apparent
that the incentive to accept the imposed\restrictionwcan~often;
be very small and, conversely, the need to engage inlthe-unlaw;m
ful behaviour of driving while disqualified can be considerable.

The disqualified driver who wishes to avoid'any infringe—
ment of the law must find alternative‘neans of transport to
reach his place of employment, to meet the,needsrof.his family,

and to maintain sécial contacts. Publlc transport systems are

- often perceived as being expen51ve and 1nconvenlent, partlcularlv
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'Department of Transport. The»intention‘was to investigate?

e

‘{m,ifor nlght or weekend excurslons, and thus as not belng )

”an acceptable alternatlve to the prlvate car.: The prlvate

car has become for most people an essentlal part of thelr

‘ way of llfe, and llcence dlsquallflcatlon 1eads to two

i
equally unreasonable alterna+1ves,‘re11ance on publlc

transport or v1olat1ng the sanctlon, so that the pressurés

~of the offendﬂr s establlshed llfe style are likely to .
urge hlm to contlnue(drlvlng, except where another member
of theiimmediate famiiy‘can easily take over the responsibi-

lity of driving.

Available evidence on the effectiveness of licence

~disqualification as a sanction will pe’given more detailed

scrutiny in Chapter 2 of the preSentrreport, but it'Can be
said that existinq‘evidence waslnotS 0n51dered suff1c1ently

conclusive or approprlate by the Expert Group on Road Safety,

- a body adv151ngvthe Commonwealth Minister for Transport;vkin
x»a-comprehensive review: (1972) of Australia‘s,road aoCident
situation, this group recommended that "an examination of

gtheiproblem of personsawhorhave~had their licences sUSpended

but continue to drive should be made” (p.129) . = This recom-

1mendation was acceptedyand,'as a consegquence, tne,study ’

reported here was supported: by the Commonwealth Government

!

.the effects of both suspen51on (temporary w1tharawa1) and

cancellatlon (1ndef1n1te removal) of the llcence to drlve,
unless otherW1se stated, the term dlsquallflcatlon will be’

taken here to include both suspen51on and cancellatlon.;‘A

The present report provides an examination of existing ..

‘reSearohjevidence,'and the results obtained fromka large‘[“
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o SCéle“mail‘surveY‘of dlsquallfled drlvers.‘ The sample.6f1f7’

 d1squal1f1ed drlvers on Wthh thlS studyfwas based was drawn‘u i

A'-;eexclu51vely from the Australlan state of?Vlctorla whlch

in December 1975 had a populatlon of approx1mately 3. 69
"mllllons,‘a total reg;ster of approx1mately l 77 mllllon .

‘;vehlcles and 1.9 mllllon licensed drlvers.

R

i




‘ *CHAPTER 2

THE PROBLEM DIMENS N3 AND AVAILABLE EVIDENCE

In 1975, a total of 351,280 traffic offences was
;reported by‘policelin Victorial.’ This'figure includes
both‘onFthefspot‘t;affic infringemeht noticesiand offences
to bedprocessed by a court. For the offenders who
sﬁhseQuehtly‘appeered inrcoﬁrt andWWho pleaded”or were

"5 foﬁhd guilty, sentences of fines, licence suspensioh or
roaneellation, or gaol terms, or a combination of these
.sanctions, were imposed. Beyond the events of each
dlnd1v1dua1 court action llttle is known about the effects
of these sentences on their rec1p1ents. The sentenees
‘may have had a benef1c1al effect on some or even a
majorlty-ofktrafflc.offenders, but there are no adequate

1r»stetistics available.tolbear witnesshto such effects.
similarly, little is known about the effects of
,disqualificatioh'resultihg from accumulation of demerit,

e points.' ‘ . _ : EaA

In’cases where periods of licence suspension or
cancellatlon are 1mposed by a court further compllcatlons

darlse. It is rot p0551ble for est‘mates to be made in

"ahy~accura e way about the proportlon of offenders who

_eomplied with the sanctlon.' By means of procedurally

-el;~¥Figure'prov1dedfbyfthe Victoria Police.

~10-
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isimple accounting tasks it is not diffigg}tuto detect

and follow up those who do not pay an iﬁéoged fine, or

who do nct serve an imposed gaol term, Edt no |
administrative device exists for detectiﬁg;those,whoy

drive while disqualified. Some of these offenders will

be detected becaﬁse they are involved in'dn'accident or

are apprehended for‘another driving'offeﬁéevduring the
period of their disqualification; in 1975 the police
detected 1,451 drive while disqualified offences‘in
Victoria, a statistic which suggests that compliance

with the sanction is, at best, not universal. During

the three month period‘of the present survey (October to
December, 1975), 5228 drivers were disqualified after

court proceedings (this figure excludes those automaticaliy
disqualified as a result of accumulation of demerit points);
by December, 1975, 126 (or 2.4%) had been detected driving

while disqualified.

A preliminary analysis of court copviction records
held by the Victorian Motor ﬁegistration Branch suggested
that apprcximately 58% of traffic offenéers are septenced
to some period of licence suspension or cancellation.

This figure suggests that there is a need for more
detailed information about the effects of the'sanctiaq and
also about the extent to which it is flouted. On the baSis
of statistics reported by the Victoria Police (1975) it can
be estimated that the rate of ndnpayment‘of fiqes‘for

traffic offences is about 9%, but an accurate statistic of




this sort for the sanction of licence disqualification
is not available. A number of studies have examined the

situation, and their estimates of the rate of violation KMM.

of the periods of disqualification will be detailed here.

PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON LICENCE DISQUALIFICATION

A. MAJOR STUDIES

Three major studies of the effects of driver licence
‘disqualification have been reported, and will be examined
~ here in some detail. Other studies which bear less
~ directly on the problem of driving thle disqualified,
.but which also‘offer some insight into the operation of

this éancﬁion, will be noted more briefly in the latter

part of this Chapter.

Coppin and van Oldenbeek (1965). As part of a large

scale study of drivers classified as negligent operators,
the Californian Department ‘of Motor Vehicles undertook a
study of driving under suspension or revocation. The |
results of this study, whiéh have been widely quoted, Qere

Sy reported by Coppin and van Oldenbeek (1965).
| ‘ :

The study consisted of an examination of the accident
"&nd violation records of 1,326 drivers in a six year
- period following the suspension or revocation (cancellation)
of their licences for a first traffic offence. Offenders

convicted of reckless driving or hit and run offences were




_‘.13.—

excluded from the sample, as also wereﬂppgse for whom
there were some doubts that they had fééeived'a notice
of disqualification. The sample was found to include
only 18 (or 1.4%) females, and so the reéh;ts were seen

as being "almost wholly" relevant to male offenders.

It was found that 33% of suspended‘ﬁegligent drivers,
and 68% of revoked negligent drivers had officially reco?ded
insgtances of driving while suspended or revoked. Drivers
convicted of any traffic offence committed during a
bperiod of suspension or revocation were found to have
averaged 3.5 convictions during their disgualification
p@riod. As the authors noted, the chances of an
individual driver having an accident or being apprehended
for a traffic offence are not high and, on this basis, it
was concluded that a substantial majority of suspended or
revoked drivers continue to d;ive. These findings suggest
two other conclusions. First, the high average number of
convictions for offences committed during the
disqualification period indicates that the sampled
offenders were driving relatively freqﬁently during their
disqualification period. Secoad, on the basis of.the
authors' indications that periods af revocation tepded to
be longer than periods of suspension, it appears that
there is a positive relation between length of disqualificatior

and incidence of driving while disqualified.

Differences were also found between the characteristics

of those for whom instances of driving while disqualified
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were reéorded and those for whom there was no record of
violation of the sanction. Drivers under the age of

26 showed a higher proportion of violations‘of the sanction
than any other aée group. - In addition, those in the
‘labouring or semi~skilled occupations showed the highest
percentage of recorded driving incidents during the
disqualificatioﬁ period, and those in the executive or
professional occupations showed the lowest percentage of
these incidents. However, further results indicated that
the frequency of driving while susbended or revoked was
not significantly related to estimates of annual mileage

supplied by offenders at the time of their hearing.

The Coppin and van Oldenbeek study has been widely
guoted by highway safety researchers, but a number of
limitations 0of the study appear to have been largely
overlooked. The first is that £he sample apparently
included only drivers classified as negligent operators
whose original offence was the subject of an informal
hearing by the Californian Department of Motoxr Vehicles,
and it is not made clear to the reader whether or not
this process of classification provided a representative
sample of suspended or revoked offenderé in California.
Second, the data were gained entirely from official
records and the sample includes only offenders who came
to official notice for a driving incident during their

period of disqualification. Thus, the results obtained

are likely to be not only a substantial underestimate of
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the true frequency of violations, but .akso’an estimate
biased by the low probability of accié%ﬁtjin?olvement or .
of detection for a traffic offence. Finally} it would
appear that the traffic law in CalifOrnia.differs
significantly from that of countries which ﬁave followed
the British model, notably in the requiﬁéﬁent that a
driver "has knowledge" that he has.been‘éuspended or his
licence revoked before he can be found éuilty of driving

while disqualified.

The most important of these limitations is the total
reliance on official records, and this issue merits some
more detailed discussion because other studies, such as
those by Harrington (1972) and Kriefman (1975), have used
similar methodologies. It is not possible to calculate
the magnitude of the underestimate provided by the use of
official records, but it can be predicted with some
confidence that a- substantial nuﬁber of disdualified
drivers continue to drive without coming to official
notice. This limitation is not necessarily a problem for
it could perhaps be seen as a useful estimatebof the
minimum frequency of violation of the sanction; the
difficulty lies in the real possibility that the estimate
is not a representative one. It is not new to suggest
that persons who featire in statistics of violations or
accidents represent only a very small proportion of the
deviant population. Cressey (1973), for example,. has
noted that low status persons are more likely than others

to have convictions for anti-social acts recorded against
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them, and Klein (1966) has suggested that a reporting

‘and arrest bias operates to the“detriment of young drivers,

and that a "mature" or "responsible looking" adult is more

'likely to be able to "talk ‘his way out of a ticket", than

is a teenaged driver. Blumenthal and Ross (1973) and

Vinson and Homel (1973) have found that legal representation
significantly inéreases the chances of an acquittal, a
dismissél, or a modification of. penaltv, and the results
of the latter study show that this relationship can be
influenced by age and social status. Clearly thén, it
is possible for non random processes to determine the
chances of‘a driver having an incident recorded against

him, and these processes can operate at both a jundicial

level and also at the level of police enforcement. Coppin

and van Oldenbeek reported a greater frequency of 1n01dents

recorded agalnst young drlver« and low status occupatlonal

_groups, and these flndlngs could be taken as consistent

with the operation of the suggested biases.

Finkelstein and McGuire (1971) also examined driver
records in California in the period 1967 to 1970, and

found that 28% of suspended drivers were convicted of

‘subsequent offences, involved in accidents, or failed to

appear in court during their suspensioh period, and were
thus assumed té have driven while disqualified. Suspensions
of about 12 ﬁonths were found to be the most effective ones,
with short periods of suspension being most likely tojbe

disobeyed, and those disqualified for very long periods
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showing a high accident rate. It was goncluded thatfﬂ
the level of driving while disqualifiééﬁih.Caiifornia
was "appreciable", and the authors argued that their
findings could be seen as evidence for é failure of the
traffic enforcement/driver control SYStem( father than
aé an indicator that some drivers will ﬁ§t~obey the
dictates of this sYéfem. The authérs aiéo rioted the ‘

limitations of working from official‘redords, and that

unverifiable assumptions were required if generalisations

‘"were to be made from trends in official recoréds.

Harrington (1972) has reported another reéearch
project which operated under the auspiées of the California
Department of Motor Vehicles and used official records as
a data source. The driving regords of a random sample of
13,915 young drivers were followed up over a period of six
vears from the first issue of a licence. Results-
indicated that 32% of males unde¥ suspension or revocatioen
recorded some driving incident (accident or violation)
during the disqualification period. Harrington noted' that .
"considering the small chance of being detected for
illegal d;iving, it Qould appear that the majority of
males drove during their suspension/revocation" (1972,
p.204). Again, however, the reliance on official records
limits the validity of these findings, but it should be
noted that these findings were subsidiary to the main
purpose of Harrington's study, which was to investigate‘

the influence of human factors oh the.driving records of
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w~—mdr1"*n" whilse-disg f;edrshowedﬁrlttigﬁrelugtance in_

. Wlllett (1973) vIn a Brltlsh‘study of "drlvers afterf

f sentence“g Wlllett (1973; ‘has reported an 1nterv1ew |
survey of 181‘“serlous"’motor1ng offenders, 141 of whom

Vi were suspended : Serlous offenders were taken to be’

thcse conv1cted of cau51ng death by dangerous driving,
dangerous or reckless dr1v1ng, dr1v1ng under the 1nfluence
'of alcohol or drugs, dr1v1ng while dlsquallfled falllng :
,to stop‘after or report,an acoldent,‘or falllngeto be

‘ insured against third party risks.

The survey produced a response rate of 80% for a
flrst 1nterV1ewJand 879 for a follow—up interview, and
results showed that 36% of the dlsquallfled drlvers
admltted dlsobeylng the order of dlsquallflcatlon.;%
Approx1mately 75% of Lhose who dld drlve had not been

Vprev1ously dlsquallfied, and most of them were 1n’the»
younger age groups, xnd#were employed in low statusk

: occupatlonsr Wlllett also found some evidence that the
proportlon of offenders who contlnued to drlve was hlgher
when the 1ength of dlsquallfzcatlon exceeded twelve months:

but thlS trend was not statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant,

'Willett also investigated his suhjecté‘ attitudes

towards disqualification. He noted that those who admitted

doing’ so, and a majority,of the subjects'sawydisqualification

as a greater punishment than any other aspects of their
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sentences. This'lafter‘result is somewhat surpr151ng as

it iskevidentfﬁhat most of the offenders who were ‘gaoled

saw diéqualificationraS‘a more injurious penalty than

their gaol sentence. Questioned further,na-clear majority

~of subjects stated that the penalties they received did
" not change their attitudes towards the fraffic laws or
~influence their subSequent behaviour]iniany'way. Willett

concluded that theuthreat of disqualification could be an

important influence, but that the imposition of a period

" of disqualification‘had little effect because those who

found thelr dlsouallflcatlon to be an 1mped1ment <1npl§

contlnued to drlve.

Willett's study has provided some useful insights

“about traffic offenders and, in particular, about offenders

who are disoualified. His study is noteworthy in that he

dlrectly surveyed offenders, but it is unfortunate that he

restrlcted his efforts to a relatlvely small group of

'koffenders and, by»hls own adm1551on, presented results in

the form of a "mass of rather indigestible data" (p.132).

Some of his;questions,appear ambiguous, (for example,-
"which aspect of [your sehtence] hae'hurt you the most?"),
and many of his results are presented in such a way that it
is not possible to distinguish between the responSeslof

disqualified drivers and others; Thus maﬁy of;hisvreported

_findings. 1nterest, though thpvrareqﬂreVea;rliftlevabout~MWMv~»~

SRR S
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the effects,or effectiveness of dlsqualificatioh,
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- More importantly, Willett surveyed only those who
had'CCmmitted serious traffic_dffences and, in Victoria

at least; these persons represent not only a minority of

traffic offenders but also a'minority of all those who

are disqualified. If his group of subjects is seen as

representative of a 'hard core' of traffic offenders, then

it may be that his findings on the frequency of driving

while disqualified are higher than might be expected in a

less deviant or anti-sccial group of offenders.

Kaestner and Speight (1974). As part of a study of the

effectiveness of various driver improvement programmes
operated by the state of Oregon, Kaestner and Speight
(1974) investigated the effectiveness of discretionary
licence suspension. To gain a minimum estimate of the'
frequency with which the sanction was violated, a mail
survey of 250 suspended drivers was conducted. The mail
survey achieved a response rate of 43.6%, and 52.3% of the
respondents admitted dr1v1ng one or more times during the
suspenqlon period. This proporticn of admissions is
substantially higher than that found by Willett (1973),
and also notably higher than the officially detected
frequéncy of viclations reported by Coppiﬁ and van
Oldenbeek (1965) for suspended drivers. Almost half of
those who édmittéd driving indicated that‘they‘had done

SO on 2L or more occa51ons, and a majority noted that they

drove in a varlety of c;rcumstances. Approx1mately 75%

suggested that they drove more carefully than when ‘they
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were licensed. ’ RPara

Subjects who denied‘driving durihé,ﬁhéir(suspensidn
period were asked about the alternative-meahé of‘tfansport
they used to reéch their place of employﬁeht and to do
their shopping. In both these situatiopsﬁaboutVGB% of
the non-drivers were driven to their deétination by a
friend or a member of their family, and.léss than 10%

"indicated that they used public transport.

The sample contained a very small number of females,
a finding which is consistent with those of Coppin ahd
van Oldenbeek (1965) and Willett (1973). Comparisons
between those subjects who admitted driving and those who .
denied driving showed that these two groups were not
significantly different in terms of age, previous accident

record, or previous conviction record.

Kaestner and Speight concluded that their figure was
an underestimate and that "probably no fewef than two out
of three drivers do continue to drive during suspension"
(p. 63). Even so, they suggested that, because é
reasonable number of drivers did not drive, and because
a clear majority of those who &id drive claimed that they
drove ﬁore carefully than usual, the sanction could at

least be seen as producing some temporary benefit.

“ Th& Oregon s€tudy paralleileéd the Coppin and van =~

Oldenbeek (1965) study and investigated only individuals
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‘Hfjﬁwho, as part of a Drlver Improvement programme, were»fs,‘

'fﬁfsuspended because they dld not respond favourably to'i'

A

ll;a warnlng letter or a subsequent lnterVLew w1th a
“l"drlver 1mprovement analyst" A demographlc study of
t_;suspended drlvers 1nd1cated that a majorlty were under
~athe age of 25 year and about 75% had been 11censed for
: kless than 6. 5 years.’ Thus 1t must be noted that the
4yresults may not be representatlve of the total populatlon

[of’dxsguallfled drlvers 1n Oregon. Even so, the use of"

ean mall survey methodology is lnterestlng as,subjects are.

7llkely to see a greater degree of anonlmlty in thls‘

. response s1tuatlon ‘than would be the case for an 1nterv1ew

_survey, and also the response rate of 43% 1s a favourable
vone for a 51ngle phase mall survey “The authors reported
bythat some attempts were made to.. crossvalldate “their
:flndlngs by 1nterv1ew1ng relnstated drlvers,kbut the ,-
ﬂvlnterv1ew survey was termlnated because of 1ts |
lprohlbltlvely hlgh cost, results from the completed 1nterv1ews_

. were con51stent w1th those of the mall survey. It is

yunfortunate however, that Kaestner and- Spelght felt

constralned to ask thelrsmall sample only a small number of
questlons, addltlonal 1nformatlon about the motlvatlon of
those who drove could have allowed more detalled § : i

explanatlons of the operatlon of the sanctlon. N

B. RELATED STUDIES

. i
¥

Timberlake (1970) surveyed police agencies and motor




;,vehlcle admlnlstrators’rn the Unlted States, Puerto Rlco,
‘ffand Canada to galn thelr reactlons to the problem of L

'persons who drove whlle under suspen51on or reVocatlon.“
It was. found that 98% of admlnlstrators kept no statlstlcs j
of the proportlon of suspended drlvers who contlnue to | |
drlve, but their estimates of this proportlon ranged from
v39 to 90% Wlth three—quarters of the agenc1es estlmatlng

50% or less. The estlmates provided by pollce’agenc1es
‘showed aasimilarly wide‘distribution; but’over half of
,»the‘police,respondentS'sawkthe proportiongcf~persons who

~continue to drive after disqnalification«as being 50%'or
more. The police suggested that road block checks were'
a relatively eff1c1ent method of enforc1ng the sanctlon,
and noted that the task of enforcement was made dlffzcult'
because 1nformatlon about dlsquallfled drlvers was not
B sufflc;ently up—to—date. vT;mberlake’concluded.that-few
sYstems‘for;detection‘of the drive-while;disqualified;»
offender appeared to be ef ectlve, ‘and tnat there was a

rpre551ng need for 1dent1f1catlon of the extent of the

“gproblem.r Hr;cko (1970) has echoed theselsentlments,‘and

suggeSted;that‘penalties for driving while disgualified~
Were_insufficient to,deter‘offenders; Hricko conclnded‘
l that,dunder existing systems, licence'snsPensionvwas a
"paper tiger" JOscelyn (1976) , in a reView of the

_influence of the legal system on drlver behav1our, hasr[d

enalsgwngted Lhat _licence.suspension ,lack effectiveness. oo
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Rahn (1970), a Munrcrpal Court judge in Callfornla,
‘Vahas also commented on’ penaltles for dr1v1ng whlle |
'.dlsquallfaed,wandfnoted.that judges who have~to pass
‘i‘sentence on drlve—whlle—dlsquallfled offenders are placed
dln a dlfflcult p081tlon ‘because of the lack of a sultable
educatlve Or rehabllltatlve penalty.- In'the llght of
thlS dlfflculty Rahn recommended the imposition of

- extended gaol sentences only for offenders who repeatedly

: v1olate the sanctlon, and called for research to produce

‘ev1dence on the types of treatment programmes which could

rehabllltateuproblem drlvers.

Klein and Waller (1970), Stevenson (1970) and Little

. (l972)whaVe fonnd that'both the police and the courts are
’reluctant to 1mpose sentences of licence dlsquallflcatlon
because they belleve that such a penalty will cause

%v:n' S ~economlc‘hardsh1p for afdlsquallfled~dr1ver, thevassumption

4lnbein§ that the offender needs to drive to reach his place
of,employment. 'Eakerrand“Robertson (1975) have empirically
tested this‘aSSumptionyby asking a sample of drivers how"
thef wonld get to worktif'a broken leg prevented‘them from
‘driving;. It was found that. 79% believed that they could
kmakevalternativettraVel'arrangements; andiin most cases
not suffer any inéreasebin'their transpbrt costs, and‘so
,thelaSSnmptiOn’of an'employment—related need to drive Was

considered‘to be unfounded. However, the study excluded

" commercial drivers and also ignored otheér transport needs

(for‘example, shopping or social requirements), and thus
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it seemS-that theée'results need to bgﬁgrééted,withvsome

degree of caution when considered forfﬁheir.applicability'

to the motoring population at large.

A study‘repofted by Kriefman (l975f sought to
distinguish "the type of offehder for whom disqualification
. is most useful as a penalty, that is, the’d?iVer who, if
disqualified, is least likely to breach.thét |
disqualification" (p.3). The study investigated
‘différences between offenders convicted of driving while
disqualified (DWD) and drivers who were not known to’have
driven (DD) during a period of disqualification. Results
indicated that length of disqualification was not
’significantly related to the probability that the offender'
would drive during the disqualification period. - Other |
findings showed that the convicted DWD offenders were
significantly more likely to have been first convicted of
a traffic offence before the agé of 21 years than were the
DD group. The DWD offenders also showed a higher number of
traffic convictions and previous DWD vioiations,‘and a
significantly greatef probability of having a criminal
record. However,; as has already been ﬁoted) the probability
of apprehension of a disqualified driver who continues to
driﬁe is generally regarded as low, and it is 'likely .that
Kriefman's results are applicable only to the small
proportion of DWD offenders who are either unusually
 delinguent (and this- belect1V1ty could be the ‘réason for'm

the high number of convicted DWD offenders who had a




~criminal record), or else unlucky to be apprehended.
The group which showed no DWD convictions is likely to
have included a sizable number of persons who did, in

fact, drive while disqualified, and this problem can be

seen as due to the researcher's reliance on official
records as a déta source. Harper (1975) has.noted that
Kriefman's study is'also weak in its investigation of
background social characteristics of those in the DD and

DWD groups.
C. CONCLUSIONS FROM AVAILABLE EVIDENCE.

The major conclusion to be drawn from the literature
reviewed here is tha£ a substantial number of disqualified
drivers continue to drive, and available research evidence
indicates that the proportion of drivers who violate the

saﬁction is between 32% and 68%. However, the methods by

which these figures have been obtained have varied
| considerably and, in many cases, there can be some doubts
| about the validity of the results obtained. Some studies
have examined evidence»contained in official records, and
the results of these studieé appear to be particularly
limited in their generality, while other projects have
involved the surveying of drivers who have been
disqualified, and these _investigations have provided only

a minimum of information about possible differences between

e e . T, s s

thoée'who do drive while‘disqualified and those who do not.




There is some evidence that length of, the imposed
period of disqualification is a determihaﬁt'qf‘whether
or not an offender continues to drive, aithougp other
evidence is not in accord with this COncIﬁgiOn. Some
findings indicate tnat those who do drive dufing a period
of disqualification tenq to be members of.Yéunger
agegroups and low status occupation Qroupﬁ‘but, again,
the evidence is not unanimous. It must be concluded, then,
that additional evidence is needed on the operation of
the sanction of licence suspension and its efifects on
those upon whom it is imposed. Further, it is apparent
that this additional evidence should not ke gleaned from
official records but should come from direct investigations

of disqualified drivers.

The present study was conceived from the outset as

a large scale survey of disquaiified drivers, and sought to

provide information about the operation of the sanction 3 1

which, it was hoped, would be more detailed and j
. |

comprehensive than that which was previously availaple.~ |

As the existing evidence was unclear, no.specific

hypotheses were formulated, but several general queétions

were decided upon as focuses of the ﬁroject. These

questions involved the following issues:
a. What proportion of disqualified drivers conﬁinueﬂte
drive?

b. Are some persons more likely than others to drive

while disqualified?
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For those who do drive while disqualified, is

their driving different from when they were not

'disqualified?

For those who do not drive while disqualified,
what alternative transport arrangements do they

make?

What are the attitudes of disqualified drivers

toward the sanction?




CHAPTER 3

THE LAW

In general, it can be said that Austrélihn legislation
in the field of motor vehicle operation is’based on
legislation enacted in Great Britain, the{development of
which has been described by Plowden (1971). As a
consequence, the traffic laws of the Austrélian states are
generally consistent, but they do differ in some respects
from laws in other countries where research into licence
disqualification has been conducted. For example, there
are variations in the relevant laws betﬁeen the various
states of the United States of America; Antony (1970) has °
provided a comparative analysis of the laws existing in
the American states. The present Chapter provides a brief
analysis of the law in Victoria as it pertains to the

suspension and cancellation of drivers' licences; this

account should allow readers to assess the extent of’
differences between their own legal system ahd that’
operating in Victoria. To assist this process Figure 1’
presents a tabular comparison of background provisions in

i

the Australian states.

For the purposeé of this study, suspension of a

driving licence will be defined as a temporary withdrawal

of a person's legal authority to drive a motor vehicle, and




FIGURE 1l: BACKGROUND LEGAL PROVISIONS IN THE AUSTRALIAN

STATES.

AGE

SOUTH NEW SOUTH WESTERN

VICTORIA AUSTRALIA WALES QUEENSLAND TASMANIA AUSTRALIA
PROBATIONARY/ N
PROVISIONAL Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
LICENSING )
SYSTEM
DEMERIT
POINTS Yes Yes Yes - Yes Yes Yes
SYSTEM
MINIMUM
LICENSING 18 years 16 years 17 years 17 years 17 years 17 years

_.OE...
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”Ve‘cancellatlon w1ll be’ deflned as‘a non temporary removal

1“df}*of the dr1v1ng pr1v1lege where the offender, after a

;tspeclfled perlod, may apply for a permlt to learn to

- drlve and proceed as 1r he were seeklng a llcence for

tthe flrst tlmez.f The term dlsquallflcatlon w1ll be used :

here:as;aageneral‘one to ;nclude both suspension and

 cancellation.

férkconyenience, a_distinction can be dfawn‘between

h cases whe:e the‘suspension‘or.cancellation of a driving

klliCencevis‘en obligatory penalty for a driving’offence |
‘and cases where there is a power but no obllgatlon to
ysuspend or cancel a dr1v1ng llcence (in thls 1atter
'1nstance, the penalty w111 be termed 'directory

dlsquallflcatlon ) However, it should be noted that,

‘1wunder the Justlces Act (1968) and +ne Maglstrates Courts

Act (1971), the Court is allowed dlscretlon in the type

and. severlty of penalty it 1mposes (including

o dlsquallflcatlon), Consequently, the dlstlnctlon between

hobligatory and directory dlsquallflcatlon should not be

seen as an absolute one.

2. These terms are nhot defined in the Motor Car Act (1958),
but the present definitions appear consistent with
with usages and practlce w1thln the Vlctorlan legal

‘system.
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' DIRECTORY DISQUALIFICATION.

‘The power to impose‘directory disqualification of

driving licences is vested by the Motor Car Act (1958)

in magistrate's courts and, in certain circumstances, to

the Chief Commissioner of Police:

(i)

Section 26 (1) @ Motor Car Act 1958

(ii)

"any magistrate's court before which a person is
convicted of an offence under this act or of any
offeﬁce in connection with the driving of a motor
car -

(a) may suspend the person's licence for such
time as the court thinks.fit, or may cancel the
licence,.and if the court thinks fit also declare
the person convicted disqualified from obtaining

a licence for such time as the court thinks fit;"

Section 21F (1) Motor Car Act‘1958

"Upon the recommendation of the Safety Inspection
Advisory Committee the Chief Commissioner may by
notice in writing under his hand cancel such
licence or suspernd such licence for such period

as the Chief Commissioner thinks fit." Subsection

(2) however. grants the right of appeal to the

Minister on such a case.

(did)

Section 25 (1) Motor Car Act 1958

"The Chief Conmmissiorier may refuse to issue a
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licence to drive a motor car under this Part
or may cancel or suspend any ‘licence to drive
a motor car issued under this Part for such time

as the Chief Commissioner thinks fit -

(a) if the applicant or holder‘of~the licence...
has at any time been convicte&‘ih Victoria or in
any other State or Terriéory 6f‘the Commonwealth
of any offence which renders‘that person unfit to

hold such a licence; or

(aa) &f the applicant or holder of the licence...
has within the period of three years then last
past been convicted in Victoria on more than
three occasions for offences connected with the

driving of a motor car; or

(b) 1if by reason qflillness or bodily infirmity
defect or incapacity or by reas¢n of the effects
of treatment for any sﬁch illness bodily
infirmity defect or incapacity it would be
dangerous for the person ... to drive a motor ;

car; or

(ba) if the applicant or the holder of the §
licence ... having been required in writing by |
the Chief Commissioner pursuant to [Section 25

(5) 1 to submit himself for examination by a

legally qualified medical bractitioner or

certified optician fails, negiects or refuses

so to do within the time spécified_by the Chief

RS D.: W



’‘.Cox'nm:i,»‘ss;iy.'o_nex':‘“":i.:ni“-"t':hewrit;i.-j-‘ug;afore?ks.:,’a‘:i.r.i-..or:f
(c)i 1f the appllcant or holder of the 1lcence...
‘dls by reason of any judgement order or dec1smon
‘given or made pursuant to any law of any other
-:State or Terrltory of the Commonwealth
disqualified from drlvlngjany motor vehicle; or
‘(d) 'uhe has failed to comply'Withfcertain‘
conditions‘ofbthe licence in question or of an
earlier conditionalllicepce iSsued'tothim; or
(e) if the Chief Commissioner is satisfied upon
information supplied by aq‘authorised insurer
pursuant to‘the provisions of Section 27 of this
Act and‘after‘cauSing‘the applicant or the holder
of the licence to be tested or examined that the
said applicant or holder is unfit to be issued’
with or tthoid‘such a licence upon the.ground
that the Safety of the Public is being or is

likely to be endangered".

Subsection (2) of.Section 25 allows a person'to appeal to

a magistrate's court agalnst a decision of the Chief

Commissioner to suspend or cancel a dr1v1ng llcence, and
}

Subsection (4A) states that the Chief Commissioner is not

-to suspend or cancel a licence where a court declines to

do so.

Under Section .83 (2) (a) of the Crimes Act (1958),

a-judge or magistrate's court may, in a case of 1llegal




use

or larceny of a motor venlcle, cancel the offender's‘-

$ R

‘licence and may also dlsquallfy him for an addltlonal

tsme after the explratlon of the perlod of cancellatlon.-‘

the

(a)

(b)

(c)

(@)

(e)

The

OBLIGATORY DISQUALIFICATION.

The Motor Car Act (1958) provides for‘obligatory

disqualification subject to the court's discretion in

following cases:

-a ‘second or subsequent speeding offence [Section 33

(6)1,

a second or subsequent offence of failure to stop,
exchange names and addresses, or give assistance

after an accident [Section 80 (l)],

any offence of driving recklessly or in a manner

dangerous [Section 80A (1)1,

driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs

[Section 80B (1)1,

refusing to undergo a breath test to determine the.
level of alcohol intoxication [Section 80E (5)1,
or refusing to furnish a sample of breath for

analysis [Section 80F (llc)].

Motor Car Act also provides (Section 27B) for

obligatory disqualification for a period of three months

of drivers who_record 12 or more demerit points within

a three year period. Table 1 presents the scale of

demerlt points appllcable for offences.
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TABLE 1

THE DEMERIT POINTS SYSTEM IN VICTORIA

‘Act or e ; ' . ‘
‘Regulation -Qffence or Class of Offence = . Points

Inflammabie Driver of Vehicle‘transportingfmore
- Liquids Reg. than 540 gallons of inflammablé liquid

i 1968 s failing to stop at a railway crossing 4
L Motor Car ' :
' ’ - Act 1958 Exceeding a speed limit 2

Motor Car '

Reg. 1966 Driving an unroadworthy vehicle 2

 Road Traffic s o ‘ |
Reg. 1962 Failing to give way at a pedestrian
; : crossing 3

| Failing to stop at a school crossing
whilst any person is thereon 3

Passing vehicle stopped at a pedestrian
crossing or a school crossing

Disobeying traffic control signal 3

Overtaking or passing on bridge when
not permitted 2

Not keeping left of vehicle travelllng
_in opposite direction

Exceeding speed limit

Failing to pass through intersection
at such a speed as to be able to
stop to avoid collision

2
j L ; Incorrectly overtaking or passing 1
SR o g ' Failing to obey a stop sign - 1.
: Disobeying a minor traffic control item 1

Failing to pass to left of vehicle
about to turn right ' . 1

Failing to give way to pedestrlans or
¢ ; , - vehicles 1

Driving between sunset and sunrise
without lamps being alight

Passing stationary tramcar
Driving to right of safety zone
Failing to keep left of double lines

A e

Failing to glve turn or stop 51gnals‘
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nection 26 (6) (a) of the Motor Cq;?Aqt.provides for
every person who is disgualified by Efdef.of the court,or
whose licence is cancelled or suspended‘by_érdér of the

court, to appeal to the County Court dgainst the order.

The Crimes Act (1958) proVides for mandatory
disqualificatioﬁ in cases of manslaugh#er arising out of
‘the driving of a car [Séction 320 (i)], misdemeanours
arising out of the driving of a car which result in bodily

injury Section 26], or culpable driving ([Section 318].
PROBATIONARY LICENCES.

Probationary licences are issued in Victoria to
drivers who are licensed for the first time, and also to
those who have had their licence to drive cancelled.
Section 22B (2A0) of the Motor Car Act prohibits
probationary licence holders from exceeding 80 kilometres
per hour during the first twelve mgnths of driving,‘and
during this period the dfiver's vehicle is required to
carry plates signifying that the driver is a proBationary
licensed driver. A full licence is issued after'thrée
years as a probationary driver unless the driver's record

indicates otherwise.

Offences for which a period of disgqualification of a
probationary licence can be imposed are detailed in the

Fourth Schedule of the Motor Cér Act:

l.(a) Section 81 Crimes Act 1958 - (larceny and illegal




(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

(£)

(g)

use of a car).

‘Section 318 Crimes Act 1958 (culpable driving).

Section 22B(220) of the Motor Car Act 1958

(provision which. prohibits probationary licence

holders to exceed 80 k.m.h. during their first

~

12 months after the date of issue 6f such licence).

Section 31 Motor Car Act 1958 (provision relating

to side-cars and pillions on motor-cycles).

Section 80 Motor Car Act 1958 (provision relating

to the duties of the driver of a motor car in
case of accident).

Section 80A Motor Car Act 1958 (reckless driving

of a motor car).

Section 80B Motor Car Act 1958 (driving under the

influence of intoxicating liquor or drug).

Section 81 Motor Car Act 1958 (careless driving).

Section 81A Motor Car Act 1958 (driving while

. blood -alcohol content is over .05%).

(h)

(W),

Bectinon 82 Motor Car Act 1958 (being in charge of

a motor car while under the influence of

intoxicating liquor or drug). It should be néted
that subseétion (c) of Section 82 defines "being
in charge" as attempting to staft or drive the |
motor car, or where there are reasonable grounds

for the belief that the offender intends to start

or drive the motor car.

Section 84 Motor Car Act 12958 (reiates to the




3.(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

(g)

(h)

(1)

(3)

(k)
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fraudulent use of instruments and forgery of

licences and identification marks).

Section 401 Road Traffic Requlations 1962
(outlines the duties of drivers'applicable to
traffic).

Section 501 Road Traffic Regulat}bns 1962 (driver

in an unlaned carriageway, 'to keép to as far left
as is practicable).

Section 502 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (rules

regarding overtaking of certain vehicles).

Section 508 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (keeping

left of double lines).

Section 602 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (rules

relating to who has right of way at intersections).

Section 603 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (rules

relating to right of way during turns).

Section 606 Road Traffic Requlations 1962

(regulations regarding entering or leaviﬂg a
highway). -~ »

Section 701 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 - (rules

regarding pedestrian crossings).

Section 705 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (rules

regarding school crossings).

Section 901 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (rules

regarding level crossings).

Section 1001 Road Traffic Régulations 1962

(provision which sets out the speed limits to be

observed in Victoria).




(1) Section 1402 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (rules
regarding the passing of stationary trams).

(m) Section 1403 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (relates

to driving past safety zones).

Section 11A(4B) Road Traffic Act (1958) states that if any

person
"(a) refuses or fails to state -
(i) whether o not he is the holder of a licence; or
(ii) whe*¥~} or not he is the holder of a licence
iésuéd on probation; of
(b) states falsely that he is not the holder of a
licence issued on probation -

than he shall be guilty of an offence ..."

Finally, it should be noted that a probationary licence
holder may also lose his licence if he commits an offence,
the penalty of which is a mandatory suspension of licence

for a full licenctholder.

Under Section 22B (3) offenders so convicted shall have
their probationary licence cancelled. A perSon whose
probationary licence has been cancelled is required té
undergo a test to éatisfy the Chief Commissioner of his
qualification to hold a licence, and he is not permittedsto
undergo the test until the period of disqualification
imposed by the court has expired or, if no period was
specifiéd, until three months after the licence was

cancelled.
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DRIVING WHILE DISQUALIFIED

4 n
e

Section 28 (1) of the Motor Car Act. (1958) provides

that:

"Any person who drives a motor car'during the
period of any suspension of his licence to drive

a motor car or after his licence haé been cancelled
or during‘any period of disqﬁalification from
obtaining a licence shall be guilty of an offence
and liable to be imprisoned in the case of a first
offence for a term of not more than three months
and in the case of a second cr any subsequent
offence for a term of not less than one month and
not more than six months."

Vickery (1972), commenting on the issue of a driver's

knowledge of his suspension, has noted that:

"The language of this section appears tc indicate

that the prohibition is absolute, and there is no
need for the prosecution to prove the suspension,
cancellation or disqualificahion had been communicated
to the driver, or that he was aware of it ... It is
the usiual rule that a court order must be obeyed and
it is the responsibility of the individual to .ensure
that he complies with it during ité whole term ..."

(p. 97)

However, Vickery described two cases in which charges of
driving while disqualified were dismissed where the defendent
demonstrated an "honest and reasonable belief" that he was

licensed to drive a motor car.




CHAPTER 4
PRELIMINARY STUDIES.

Thréé pilot studies were conducted to explore an
envisaged problem of response bias. This Chapter describes
these studies, the first of which was an interview survey
and the second and third studies which took the form of

mail surveys of disqualified drivers.

The Problem of Response Bias.

It appeared unlikely that a diéqualified driver
would admit driving while disqualified to an interviewer
who was a stranger and, more importantly, who knew his
name and address and that his licence had been suspended‘
cr cancelled. The subject, it was felt, would be aware
that if he did make such an admission, he was confessing
the fact that he was guilty of a serious offence to a

person who could well be a member of the police force.

Accordingly, the first study sought information on
the willingness to respond of disqualified drivers, and
also some indication of their perception o6f the chance of'
being caught by police if they continued driving.‘ To assess
respondents' willingness to co-operate,thé séudy focused on
drivers who had clearly violated the sanction of licence

disqualification - those who had been convicted of the

-42-
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offence of driving while disqualifieds .-In Victoria, the
Motor Car Act (1958) provides for a péhalty of up to three
months imprisonment for a driver's first instance of this

offence.
METHOD USED IN THE FIRST S'I‘UDY.

The Sample. Notices of conviction processed by the
Motor Registration Branch (MRB) of the Victoria Police
in the period September 1 to December 31, 1974 show that
149 persons were convicted of driving while disqualified
in a period of approximately three months. The present
sample was drawn from this group and comprised 48 males
resident in metropolitan Melbourne whose conviction for
driving while disgualified (DWD) was procéssed by the MRB
in the three months from September 1 to November 30, 1974,
and whose gaol sentence, where imposed, for this.;ffence
would have been completed by the survey date (March, 1975).
Of these 48, 46 were gaoled for periods ranging frbm 3

hours to 8 months.

In accordance with establishe@ survey procedures, an
interviewer called at the offender's address (that.is, the
address noted on police records) and, if he was absent,
returned up to three times (making a maximum possible total
of four calls to any one address). Figure 2 shows the
distribution of respondents and non respondents in the

sample.



 FIGURE 2: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS AND NON-RESPONDENTS
- IN THE FIRST PILOT STUDY. |
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' The Questionnaire..

Subjects were,asked to complete a‘shgntsquestiohnaire
containing two personality measures andLéfnﬁmber of guestions
‘about their driving habits and attitudes tdwards aspects of

’the'traffic laws.

-To minimise subject's fears that the interviewers were
connected with the police, young female g#aduéﬁes were
employed as interviewers but, even so, television and
cinema‘films appear to be rapidly conditibning people to not .
expect police to look like police, so it is possible that
some subjects may have still harboured some doubts on this
matter. The interviewers were'equipped with letters of
introduction under a University of Melbourne letterhead, and
it is suggested that subjects' doubts about anonimity and

confidentiality were minimised as much as was possible.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

‘In contrast to the investigator's fears thaf subjects 3
- would be reluctant to discuss their motoring habits, it

was found that those interviewed were more than williné to
admit driving frequently while disqualified. They
appeared to enjoy their participaticn in the survey, and a
number saw the interviewer as a sympathetic listenef to be
convinced that they hah been treated by the law with
unjustified harshness, or that the traffic laws were

inadequatevor the police unfair..
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Nevertheless respondent blas presented as a

substantlal problem and it could well be said that the

&test salee 'voted w1thfthe1r-feet'..‘of the 48 subjects

sampled,‘responses were obtained from only 11, or 23% of
the sample. Thus the data were cleafly of very limited

value, but an examination of the reasons for the low

.~ response rate provides several useful insights about

disqualified‘drivers who have been convicted of driving

while disqualified.

Of the 37 non-respondents, only three refused to be
interviewed, and‘two others were unable to participate due
to languagendifficulties. The remaining ndn—respondents
were distributed as follows: 5 addresses appeared unoccupied
(and no-one was found at home on aﬁy of the four calls), 4
subjects were in prison (but not for the criterion offence),
11 had vacated the recorded address and left no 1nd1cat¢on
of any subsequent address, and 12 were not able to be found
at home, even though others in their families were found
there and usually suggested alternative times to call (in
none of these cases was there any indication that the family

was “sheltering“-the’subject from the interviewer).

These figures sugdest that the test sample included a,
substantial number of persons who had relatively impermaneﬁt
relationships with their place of abode. Sixteen (32%rof
the samp.e) had left an address which could have been assumed
to be current less than three months previously. In a couple

of these cases neighbours told the interviewers that the
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subjects had moved interstate so that they '‘could continue

to drive. A further four subjects werefiﬁléabl for offences
other than the criterion DWD offence, and it is quite
possible that they were accompanied by some of those who

had changed addresses.

More importantly for the main aim of. the project, 12
subjects were never at home, and members of their families

who met the interviewers' enquiries indicated that most of

these subjects were still driving, even though all were

still under the criterion suspension. At these addresses

interviewers found it common to be told, " you've miSSed him

(again), but if you come past and see his blue Ford out the :'
front, he'll be home, and I'm sure he'd like to talk to youf.
Often these relatives would suggest likely alternative times,

or give friend's addresses as places where Eubjects could be

found, but for the 12 cases under discussion these suggestions

bore no reward. In two cases it was learned that tﬁe

subject was working as an interstate truck driver.

As already noted, these figures constitute slender
evidence, but they do suggest that offeﬂders tend to pay
little heed to the imposed sanction of licence
disqualification. The response rate'was, for statistical
purposes, unacceptably.low and appears to be the reeulF of
one main factor; the high level of mobility manifested by
the sampled offenders. No doubt some' of the changes of

address can be attributed to the'disruption caused by the
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=1mposed gaol sentence, but analyses 1ndicated that the
ileﬁgth of the gaol sentence was not 51gn1ficant1y related to
‘whether or not subjects responded, nor ‘was it related to

;twhether or not subjects were Stlll reSLdent atithe recorded

address.

One of the limitations involved in a stndykof this
 type is‘the delay in Processing of official records (the
source of subjects' names andkaddresses)lby the MRB before
tney‘become available to the investigator, and it was possible
’that this delay may have been related‘to subject's propen-
sities to change addresses. However, statistical analysis
showed that the elapsed time between court hearing and sufvey

contact was not significantly related to whether or not sub-

jects were still resident at the recorded address.

‘There were also considerable difficulties involvead

in finding subjects at home, even though they were disquali-

fied from‘driying, and it was felt that this problem would

remain,‘reéardiess of whether or not subjects were convicted

of driving while disqualified, and that it was not readily

soluble if an interview survey methodology was to be used.

A recent study by Kaestner and Speight (1974) in Oregon

produced a response rate of 44% by means of a mail survey,
_'and this result suggests that the difficulty of finding }
subjects at home could be at least pattlybovercome by having
subjects respond in their own time. - Thus the second and
third pilotvstudies were run to explore the possibility of

using mail questionnaires rather than face-to-face interviews.




~ 'METHOD USED IN SECOND AND THIRD STUDIES

Thefsamples 

- Once again, conviction notices pro&idgggby;the MRB were usédk
tokselect the test Samples. To minimise Eﬁé'effedts of the delay
- between the court hearing andyinterview, tﬁé éamples were
randomly selected from conviction notices §£§céssed not more

- than one month previously by the MRB. The secoﬁ& sample con-
sisted of 100 males whoSe licences had been Aisqualified for at
least one month and who were resident in met;opolitan Melbourne.
The third sample was made up of 182 males, ‘disqualified for at
least one month, and who were resident outside metrbpolitan
Melbourne. Figure 3 shows the distribution of respondents and

non-respondents in these two samples,

The Questionnaire.

Subjects in both samples were sent a questionnaire con-

sisting of a cover (instruction) page and three pages of

qguestions; the questionnaire was structured in such a way that

no subject would have to answer more than 12 items. Enclosed

with the questionnaire were a covering letter and an addressed, -

reply paid envelope.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIiON

For the first mail survey, a total of 39 completed’
questionnaires was returned and a further 11 ehvelopes were
returned unopened and marked "not known at this address" or
"No longer at this address". In the second mail‘survey;

68 completed questionnaires were returned, and 24 unopened

envelopes were returned by the Post Office. Of those

subjects who did reply, 36% in the first study and 36% in
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FIGURE 3: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS-AND NON-RESPONDENTS
‘ IN THE SECOND AND THIRD PILOT STUDIES.
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‘the second study admitted driving while disqualified.

However, the major considerationfiﬁ ébnducting these
studies was methodological. Table 2 compares the response

rates and major findings produced by thenthreé pilot studies.

TABLE 2

RESPONSE RATES OBTAINED IN 3 PILOT STUDIES USING
DIFFERING METHODOLOGIES

SAMPLE RESPONSE %

SIZE RATE ACHIEVED ADMITTING
DWD
I Faée to face ;

Interview Survey 48 23% 31%
IT Mail Survey

(City) 100 43.8% 36%

III Mail Survey 182 43% 36%
(Country)

The Table offers two majdr conclusions. The first is
that the percentage of subjec£s who admitted driwving while
disqualified is relatively consistent across the three
studies even though, in the case of the first sample, all
had been convicted of drivihg while disqualified. _The.
second point is that the response rate ébtained from the
face-to-face interview survey was substantially inferior to

the response found by the two mail surveys.

”

Textbooks on social survey research typiéally predict
a response rate of 70-80% for interview surveys (see, for example
Moser, 1958). By such standards the result from the pilot

interview survey, although consistent with the - findings of other
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résearchers, is inadequate.. Textbooks also predict a success
rate of about. 30% from single phase mail surveys and,'by this
conparison, the percentages of response gained for the pilot

mail surveys are surprisingly high.

In summary, therefore, it appears that mail surveys
are more likely to reach disqualified drivers than
interview  surveys, and this speculation is consistent with

the response rates obtained in the three pilot studies.

CONCLUSIONS AND TIMPLICATIONS

The analyses presented here indicate the magnitude
of the non-response problem in this research context.
Evidence from the present pilot studies illustrates the
enduring nature of the problem, particularly in research
which uses a face-to-face interview methodology. As has
been ﬁoted, this type of methodology seems unable to be
sufficiently improved to reduce the non-response réte to
anything approaching an accéptable level; on this basis,
it was decided that the main study would take the form of

a mail survey.



CHAPTER 5

METHOD

In accordance with the implicatioﬁs éf.the pilot
studies noted in the previous chapter, the main study was
run as a mail survey. This mail survey toék'the form of a
‘census' of offenders: all drivers whosehlicences were
suspended or cancelled by courts in.Victofia during a thrge
month period were contacted; persons disqualified under the
points demerit system were not included. It was felt that
this approach would provide a sample which was as represen-

tative as possible of those disqualified under Victorian laws.

THE SAMPLE

The population from which the sample was derived was
gained from records provided by the Motor Registration Branch
of the Victorian Police. The appropriate form for the record-

ing of traffic offences is usually the Form 504 (Report of .

Conviction for an Offence under the Motor Car Acts) and the
population was taken as all drivers fof whom such‘alfo;m was
processed by the MRB during the period from Gctobé? 1lst to
December 3lst, 1975. During this period duplicate copies of
all processed forms were provided to the investigator; a |
total of 8872 forms was received. Figure 4 presents the
disposition of these subjects in terms of their inclusion

or exclusion in the survey, and their response or failure to
respond.

-53-
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" FIGURE 4: DISTRIBUTION OF SURVEY PARTICIPANTS AND
NGN-PARTICIPANTS IN THE OFFENDER POPULATION:
oo INITIAL SAMPLE
OF TRAFFIC OFFENDERS
OCTOBER - DECEMBER, 1975
N=8872
NOT DISQUALIFIED OFFENDERS SURVEYED
DISQUALIFIED BUT NOT INCLUDED
N=4492
N=3644 IN SURVEY .
N=736
Female No responée
offenders N=2636
N=186
Not at
Out of state address
offenders N=238
N=497
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for 48 hours completed
N=53 N=61 i
Returned
too late
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N = 1552




-

- 55 = / : Ty

4
;

All dri&ers whose licences were not affected as a
conseqﬁence of their offences were excluded, as also were
those whose licences were affected but who sué&éééfu%ly appealed
against their conviction or the senfence. Théee other groups
were also excluded: female drivers, out-of-state drivers, and
those whose licences were disqualified for less that 48 hours.
Female offenders were excluded because, as was shown in the
analyses of records for the same period of the érevious year,
they appeared to make up only about 4% of all disqualified
drivers, and it was felt that there could well ﬁe sex differences
in reactions to licence disqualification and that these
differences; if they did exist, were likely tQ be effectively
disguised by the disproportionate number of male offenders.
Out-of-state offenders were not included because the Victorian
court before which they appeared did not have power to remove
their licenses; it could only prohibit them from driving in
Victoria. It is true that there is communication between the
traffic authorities of the various s£ates, and that a court
appearance in another state can lead to the driver having his .
licence disqualified by the authority in his own state. However,
there is considerable uncertainty about this érocess, an@ it is
certainly not true that every out-of-state driﬁer prohibited from 1
driving in Victoria is also disqualified in his home state; because é
of this uncertainty, all drivers whose pefmanent addresses (as ‘
shown on the Form-504) were shown as being in another state were
excluded. Offenders who were disqualified for less than 48 hours
were excluded because there was no chance of contacting them during

their period of disqualification, and because they make up less

than 1% of all disqualified drivers.

e e A A O35S
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After these deletions had been made, a final sample of
- 4492 subjects remained. Completed questionnaires were
returned by 1552‘subjects, and a'further 238 were ¥eturned
unopened by the Post Office w1th notatlons that thé addressee
could not be found. An additional 61 completed qyestlonnalres
were excluded from the analyses because they wereﬂnot correctly
conmpleted or because they were completed by persons other than
those to whom they were addressedg} The resulting sample of
1552 subjects represented a response rate of 37.2%. Background
characteristics of this sample are described in Chapter 6.
A pilot follow up of a sample of 200 non-respondents was
conducted to assess the value of reminder letters to all
non-respondents, and indicated that an improvement of less than
5% would be produced; +this level of improvement was considered
insufficient to justify the costs involved in a follow-up of

all non-respondents.

PROCEDURE
The questionnaire consisted of a title (instruction) page
and four pages of questions, and was structured in such a way
that no subject had to answer moré than 24 items. A copy of the

questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix A,

3.. These cases provide interesting evidenée'of the violability
of personally addressed mail. In some cases the person to
whom the questionnaire was addressed had left the family
home, and the questionnaire was completed by another member
of the famlly who had also been disgqualified. 1In other cases
the recorded ‘address was a boardlng house or similar
establishment and the questlonnalre was completed by another
resident. ‘
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In addition to the questionnairé, subjects received
a stamped addressed reply envelope and a Eoyéring letter .
explaining the purpose of the survey andféﬁ;hasizing thé 1
confidentiality of responses and that indi?iauéls would not be
identified in the results (a copy of this intrddudtory letter
is reproduced in Appendix B) . The subject's ﬁame.was typed on
the letter, and the reply envelope bore a ppétage stamp rather
than a business reply.codé; It was hoped that these measures
would make the research approach seem as personal as possible

and also convey an impression that the co-operation of each

individual was important.

Apart from subjects excluded from the sample for reasons
outlined above, questionnaires were sent to every person whose
licence disqualification was processed in the period from
1st October to 31lst December 1975, It has been suggested
(Robinson, 1976) that the delay between a subject's court
appearance and the research contact may ke an important factor
in the-non—response rate, and so forms were collected from the .
MRB approximately three times every fortnight, and questionnaires
were usually mailed to subjects wiFhin three days of éol}ection
of the relevant offence report forms. All subjects sﬁbuld have
received the questionnaire within three weeks of their csurt
appearance date. They were asked to return completed.questionnaires
within a fortnight of repeiving them, and they were considered
to be non-respondenﬁs qfter three months had elapsed from the date
of outgoing postage. This procedure led@ to the rejection from

the sample of five subjects whose questionnaires were received

after the analyses were completed. .
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To check the representatlveness of the flnal sample,‘el‘

‘and to ensure that those ~who responded were not substantlally

dlfferent from those who dld not, data prov1ded by the
Form 504 were ﬂoded for all subjects and. analysed in terms

of whether .or not the subjects responded | The results of

_these analyses are’ presented in Chapter 6.

. THE QUESTIONNAIRE

The questionnaire was diVided into three sections.

' Subjects.indicated_whether or not they drove during
fdisqualification_by~answering,either Part A'of the
- questionnaire (for those who did drive) or Part B (for those

,whd'did‘not'drive) Part A 1ncluded questions about the

number of . tlmes subjects drove whlle dlsquallfled the
c1rcumstances 1n Wthh they drove, the’ number of weeks which

elapsed before they first drove durlng the suspension period,

yand‘subjects~estimates of whether or not they drove more

carefully during this period. Part B sought information

- about the alternative modes cf transport used by subjects

who did not drive to reach their place of employment, and

socral functlons, and to do the famlly shopplng. Both Part

’ A and Part B also asked subjects to rate how worrled they -
,e were~about_be1ng caught dr1v1ng whlle dlsquallfled, and also
'their'perceptions “of the relatlon between suspen51on length é

;and thelr de0151on whether or not to drlve.

,Part C of thekquestionnairefsought biographical information

“which was not,available‘from,the’Form 504. Subjects were;asked

to'give detailsfof marital‘Status;WOccupation, accidentfrecord,

number of prev1ous dlsqualnflcatlons, and whether or not they

were legally represented in Fourt at the tlme of 1mp051t10n




dof the crlterlon euspension or cancellatlon. »Subjeots Were‘also
‘asked to rate the risk of be1ng caught dr1v1ng whlle dlsquallfled
! thelr ablilty, the amount of dlsruptlon caueed to themselves
;and members of their famlly by their dlsquallflcatlon, and to
d‘lndlcate what theyythought was- the penalty for a-flrst offence of ‘
" driving while'disqualifiedfdthe remainder of questions in this
section sought subjects reactions to the penaLtY-vof,licence‘
disqualification,'to the circumstances of their'court hearing and
asked them to indicate what they considered. was the most serious

traffic offence.

‘Part A and Part B of the questionnaire each took up one
page of the questionnaire, and Part C o0nsisted of eighteen
guestions qovering two pages. The cover. page of the questionnaire

reminded subjects of the confidentiality of the information they.

provided.

ANALYSES

Data from the completed questionnaires werevcomputer,

analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

(Nie et al., 1975). - For the most part, statistical treatments ;f
were limited to computation of frequencyddistributions or

; crosstahulations as some of the data were of categorical or =

nominal leuel quality {see Hays, 1967) and.thus,wereknotr’

con81dered suitable for more complex analyses.‘ The crosStabUlation
analyses, using SPSS Subprogram CROSSTABS produced in each case

a chi~square test of significance, and this statistic (represented

5 ; T : o . 7
here as X”) was taken as an indication of between-group.differences.
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:in;SOﬁé tables the‘CQQSSﬁabﬁlations’of two variables
.produdédka‘lérge humbe: of degrees of fréédom. In these
éaées the criterion suggested by Siegel (1956) was adopted,
that a cﬁi;Square'analysisrwaé apﬁtdériate as long as less
than 20 pervcent of the cells had expected frequencies of
‘lessvthan 5;,aﬁd"no cell had an expécted frequency of 1ess
thén 1;\ A significant x2 value was taken asvan indication
of absyStematic~rélation betwéen the ﬁwo variables studied

in the relevant analysis; the contingency table was then
interpreted by calculation of percentages from the indepen-

dent variable to the dependent variable.

It should be noted that.some 6f the Forms 504 were
not completely filled out, and also that some subjects did
not answer all the questions provided. In such cases.sub—

jects were excluded from analyses for which data were

missing.




CHAPTZER 6
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS

As nbted in the previous Chapter, the pigsent sample
excluded females, out-of-state drivers} aﬂ&fcffenﬁers who
received periods of disqualification shorfer-thén 48 hours.
The presené Chapter prbvides a general analysiSVSf the
characteristics of the fiﬁél sample of 1552 dffenders, and
a comparison of these characteristics with ghdse of the
non-respondents in the present survey;'reéults of the survey

in terms of the effectiveness of the sanction of licence

disqualificatﬁon are presented in Chapter 7.

It should be noted that some of the data presented
here were gained from the Form 504 and, as such, were subject
to recording errors which were beyond the control of the
researcher., Some of these errors have been detected, and
those subjects to whom they applied were excluded from the
relevant analyses. For this reason the ﬁotal.number of subjects
included in an analysis will not always be 1552; subjects for
whom information was not available, or whose recorded data
on éome characteristic were obviously incorrect (such as
subjects having 1975 recorded as their yeai of birth),.wege
excluded from analyses of that characteristic unless é data

category of "not available" had some clear value.

Age.

L g

Subjects in the sample showed a mean age of 27.9 yéars,

with a standard deviation of 12.7 years. For the purposes
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a~k of some of the analyses to be reported here the sample was

divided into agegroups, and the distribﬁtion of subjects

across these agegroups is shown in Table 3 . It is

noteworthy that 59.8% of subjects were under the age of
25 years, and this. result 1s-c1early related to the finding
that 55.3% of subjects held probationary licences. It was

ant1c1pared that probatlonary drivers would make up 2

majority of the aample because their licences can be (and

4
usually are) affected for a much wider range of oifences

than is the case for fully licensed drivers, and in fact
the proportion of probationary drivers is smaller‘than
that suggested by the overall figures for 1973 which show

that in that year a total of 18,999 drivers were disqualified‘

in Victoria, and 12,334 (or 64.9%) of these drivers were

probationary licence holders.

TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTfON OF THE SAMPLE BY AGEGROUPS

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PC?.)
Under 20 years - 106 . 7.9
20 to 24 years 777 , 51.9 ‘
25;to-29 years ' 199 | | 13.3 }
30 to 39 years . | 201 o 13.4
40 to 49 years - 86 5.8
50 to 59 years 46 :‘ 3.1
60 years and over o ,50 5.4

TOTAL - o 1495 ’ 100.0




Type of Licence

" Table 4 shows the distribution ofiéubjedfs in terms
of the type of licence théy held at'the dafe,éf commission
of their criterion offence(s). It has ai&éady paenlndted
that 55.3% of subjects held probationary 1icénces, and the
next largest group consisted of those holdihg fuil licences.
Only 11 subjects (or 0.8%) were sthn tOibe disqualifiéd at

the time of the criterion offence.

TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF LICENCE TYPES IN THE SAMPLE

ABECLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT.)
No Licence - “89 ' 5.9
Disqﬁalified 11 0.8
Learner's Permit 16 1.1
Probationary 821 ’ 55«3
Full Licence ‘ 549 ' : 36;9

TOTAL 1486 ‘ 100.0
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“Marital Status and Oc¢cupation

‘;% ~Taq1e 5 presents the distribution of maritél status
in the Saﬁplé. A majority of subjects (64.5%) Qere single,

| with 30% being.marfied. ‘ReiatiVely few subjects admitted
to being divorced, widowed, separated, or living in a de-

facto relationship.

TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF MARITAL STATUS IN THE SAMFLE

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE

FREQUENCY . FREQUENCY (PCT.)
Single . 969 64.5
i_ . | - "Married . : 451 | 30.0
; Divorced . 18 1.2.
E widowed L 4 0.2
Separated 52 3.5
De’ Facto - 9 ' 0.6
TOTAL . e 1503 ‘ - 100.0

, S S i
Subjects' occupations were classified according to a /

rudimeﬁtary scale ranging from profesSional at one extreme
to unemployed at the other. Table 6 shows the distribution
of subjects in terms of this scals. The largest group were

those representing skiiled tradesmen (which included
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apprentices), and unskilled workers; these two groups
together accounted for approximately Sﬁizof the total

sample.

TABLE 6

DISTRIBUTION OF OCCUPATION GROUPS IN THE SAMPLE

ABSOLUTE .". RELATIVE
FREQUENCY  FREQUENCY (PCT.)
Professional 52 3.4
‘Managerial 54 3.5
Whité'Collar 180 11.6
skilled Trade 466 | 30.0
Unskilled 446 28.7
Armed Services : 24 ’ 1.5
Professional Driver 130 8.4
Stu@ent él _ 5.9
Pensioner : 67 4.3 C.
Unemployed ‘ 42 2.7
TOTAL 1552 o 100.0

Subjects who indicated that they were employed as
professional drivers made up 8.4% of the sample. However,
56% of subjects claimed that it was necessary for them to

drive as part of their occupation.




7

SR
i

Previous Driving Record

'of change of address.
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!

TO‘gain‘SOmé’knowledge about subje@ts' previous
driving records, they were asked about the number of
tiwes they had previously been diéqualified and 'the

I . ' .
nu%ber of reportable accidents in which they had been

kin%olved: It was found that 475 subjects (or 35%)

1y .

‘ haq been disqualified on two or more previous occasions,

i . ;
and 509 subjects (or 35% of those who provided useable

& . \ i s
information) had been involved in accidents.
[

N

hces
ki

i

Offe

1In court hearings which led to their iﬁclusion in
the ﬁresent sample, subjects were convicFed of a total
of 2765 offences; Table 7 shows the distribution ofﬁ
offences in the present sémple. It is noteworthy that

M

speeding offences are the most frequent, with alcohol

relateﬂ offences being the next most common group. The

distribﬁtion also includes a large group of "other"

offence$; this group consisted of minor offences such

as not displaying"P' plates, failing to_héve lights

LD C |
on, or failing to notify the Motor Registration Branch } %




TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENCE TYPES IN THE PRESENT SAMPLE
o . |

ABSOLUTE RELATTVE
FREQUENCY '~ FREQUENCY (PCT.)
Exceed .05% BAC ’ 489 ©18.08
Exceed 60 kph 328 12.13
Exceed 100 kph 292 10.79
Speed Other 267, - 9.87
Careless Driving 179 - 6.62
Drive Unlicensed 93 3.44
Speed truck 83 3.07
Drive in a manner dangerous 68 2.51
Fail to yield 63 2.33
Fail to stop at STOP sign or ‘
traffic signal 47 1.74
Drive under the influence 41 1.52
Fail to signal 41 1.52
Drive while disqualified 33 1.22
Exceed 75 kph 32 1.18
Fail to obey sign (other
than STOP sign) 31 1.15
Fail to exchange name and
address after accident 30 1.11
Unregistered vehicle 27 0.99
Fail to stop after accident 17 0.63 -
Fail to report accident 17 0.63
Unroadworthy vehicle ‘14 0.52
Larceny of motor vehicle 11 b.40
Refuse breath test 10 0.37
Cross double.lines 9 0.33
Log book (truck) offence 0.33
Uninsured vehicle 0.29
Fail to assist after accident ,0.07
otherd , = & 413 15.27
Details not recorded 51 +1.89
TOTAL 2705 100.00

4. See text.
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Length of Sﬁspension

Table 8 pfesents the distribution of lengths of
disqualifiéétidn in the present sgmplé. It was found
that 47.5% of subjects were disqualified for a period of
between three and five months, a result which can be
attributed fo the high proportion of subjects (55.3%)
“who held;probatioqary licences at the time of their
disqualification. Of the subjects who held probationary
licences, 74% were disqualified for between three and
five months, a finding which suggests that most

magistrates are adhering to the minimum length of

disqualification for holders of probationary licences.

TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTHS OF DISQUALIFICATION

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT.)
Less than one month 165 10.7
One to two months 107 6.9
Three to five months 732 47.5
Six to eleven months 171 li;l
Twelve months and over : 367 23.8

TOTAL 1542 : 100.0
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'COMPARISON BETWEEN NON RESPONDENTS AND THE K FINAL SAMPLE

Hoea

The original population upon whiéﬁfthé present study
was based consisted of all drivers diséﬁaiifﬁed’in Victoria
during a three month period in 1975. Asna.coﬁsequence, it
can be suggested that the only real limitation on the
representativeness qf the final sample (ghat is, those
subjects who responded to the mail survey) is that which_
results from biases in the response rate; as noted above,
the main survey achieved a response rate~0f 37.2% and this
rate was considered acceptable for a single wave mail survey

which used a four page questionnaire.

To check the representativeness of the final sample,
analyses were conducted to detect possible differences
between respondents and non respondents in terms of age,
type of driving licence, and length of diséualification.

It was not possible to make similar compgrisons in terms of
marifal status, occupation, or previous drivihg record
because data on these characteristics were a&ailable only

for subjects who completed the mail quéstionnaire.

In the analyses reborted here, respondents were
defined as those from whom a reply was received, and this
group included subjects who replied but whose retuined
questionnaires were not correctly completed and hence not

used; thus, the number of respondents quoted here (N = 1575)
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is greater than the number inc;udea in the analyses reported
in Chapter 7. . However, where the questionnaire was
known to have been completed by a person other than the
originally: selected subject (see footnote on p.56), this
situation was counted as a non-response. Similarly, the 236
subjects who were "not at addéess" were counted as non-
respondents, altﬁough it should be noted that these subjects
were excluded from computation of the overall response rate
figure quoted on p.56 . Table 9 shows the number of
subjects who responded to the survey, and of those who

failed to respond. A group of 30 subjects was excluded from
this distribution because they returned uncompleted (that is, -
blank) questionnaires, or because thqy were persons other

than those originally selected for the sample.

TABLE 9

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSE TO THE SURVEY

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT)
Did Not Respend 2887 64.7%
Responded 1575 35.3%
Total ' 4462 100.0%

Table 10 shows the mean ages for thosg who responded :
and those’who did not respond. Univariate analysis of Variénce
showed that there were significaﬁt age differences between
the two groups (F = 28.2, df = 1/4430; p < .001), with the

respondents being younger than the non-respondents.
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TABLE- 10

MEAN AGES FOR RESPONDENTS AND NON-RESPONDENTS

R}

RESPONDENTS NON. RESPONDENTS

26.7 28.5

Table 11 presents the relation betweén type of licence and
whether OY not subjects responded; cross~tébulation analysés
showed that there were significant differeﬂces between these
groups (X° = 72.4, df = 4; p < .001), with unlicensed,
disqualified, or fully licensed drivers being less likely to

respond.

TABLE 11

RELATION BETWEEN LICENCE TYPE AND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS

RESPONDED
_ DID SUBJECTS RESPOND?
LICENCE TYPE NO ) YES
No Licence 321 . 92
(77.7%) (22.3%)
Disqualified 27 .13
(67.5%) © (32.5%)
Learner's Permit 30 . 21
- (58.8%) (41.2%)
Probationary " 1158 . 829
(58.8%) . (41.7%)
1
Full Licence 1151 . 552 |

(67.6%) ' (32,4%)
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Table 12 shows the relatlon between length of !

\

"f‘ dlsquallflcatlon and whether or no+ subjects responded

"”ABLE 12 -

;’,

RELATION BETWEEN LENGTH OF DISQUALIFICATION AND WHETHER OR
NOT SUBJECTS "RESPONDED ‘ B

DID SUBJECTSVRESPOND

LENGTH OF%DISQUALTFTCATION T wo. . YES |
Less than ohe month . o221 168
LT e » - (56.8%) (43.2%)
' One to two months - 205 109
e e : - (65.3%) - (34.7%)
' Three to five months | o 1068 | 746
Sl ' (58.9%) (41.1%)
fSixlto:eleven‘months S T” | 469 173
R : o (73.1%) - (26.9%)
Twelve mcnths and over . . - 875 372

(76.2%) (29.8%)

,Significant~differences were found between the groups
T(x2‘=’73.5:’af‘s 4 p< ;001), with subjects disqualified'for

f‘le months or longer belng less leely to respond

It 1s‘e’ dext, then, that the final sampie of

Trespondents was's1gn1f1cantly younger than the, total sample,
‘and that unllcended dlsqualnfied or fully llcensed drlvers,

‘and also those dlsqua Lfled fox six months or more, were

under represented in the flnal sample. B These def1c1en01e§

v_sdould be borne‘rn mlnd,when the results detailed in

Chaptef'7.and'8 are oonsidered ' However, it is not suggested

Athat these under—representatlons 1nvalldate the result cf the

present Studjﬁ rather, rhey can be v1eved as blases .operating

"ttobmake the final sample atyplcal, £o some extent,of the -

_ population of all disqualified drivers.




© CHAPTER 7 ol
RESULTS.

A e
Wl

ihlaséessing the'effectiQeness 6f”ii§éhcé
‘diSqualification“as,a sanction, thé'hafdf'iSSpe is théj‘
extent to‘Which’offenders'are prepared'fb;accept and obey
the sanction. As has been noted, other Sanétions‘operate in
sﬁch a way that ahfailure to conform can-hé readily‘detected,
and thus statistics of,violations,ére réiatively easy to.
obiain. “Viclations of an imposed period of disqualification,
- on the other hand, are extremely difficulf to défect and
‘statistics on the rate of violatibns are usually no more than
estimates. In this Chapter, results are discuésed which
provide a subétantial answer for queStions about the rate of
violation of imposed disqualifications, and also about some
of the major factors which appéar to influence the 1e§el'of
violations. The results are discussed in terms of the five

questions posed at the end of Chapter 3.

A. WHAT PROPORTION OF DISQUALIFIFD DRIVERS CONTINUE

00 DRIVE?

A total of 1508 subjects provided. useful r@spénsés about
whether or,not they drove while disqualified. bfvtheée
subﬁects, 547, or 36 4% admitted driving at some tlme when
they were disqualified. Table 13shows the dlstrlbutlor of
these subjects in teéms of the number of timeé they admitted
‘violating the sanction, It is noteworthy that approximately
40% of these subjects admitted.driviné more than 20 times |
while disqualified and that a 51m11ar percentage’ claimed that

they drove on fewer than 5 occasions.

=713=




TABLE 13
. ‘ADMITTED FREQUENCY OF DRIVING WHILE DISQUALIFIED
'ABSOLUTE = ' RELATIVE
FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT.)
Ve . ' ’ .
‘ Once 86 15.8
2 to 4 times 125 22.9
5 to 10 times 75 . 13.7
11 to 20 times 40 7.3
Over 20 times 97 ‘ 17.8
As often as usual 123 | 22.5
~ TOoTAL 546 . 100.0
~Subjects were asked to indicate the purpose or purposes
.for"which they drove while disqualified, and Table 14 shows®
the frequency with which various reasons were mentioned. It
TABLE 14
- REASONS 'FOR DRIVING WHILE DISQUALIFIED
.ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY '~ FREQUENCY (PCT.)
Business or !
employment 149 ’ 27.6
Family or social 96 17.9
No public transport 56 10.6
Exceptional :
. circumstances only 217 ' ' 40.4
needed 154 - : 28.8
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should be noted that some subjects‘indicated that they drove
for a number cf reasons and, as a res@iﬁiﬁ%ﬁé;percentages
shown in Table 14 do not accumulate to 160%;3_$he moét
common response was that subjects dfove.pqu in exceptional
circumstances, and the next largest group indicated that théy
drove whenever they needed transport. This latter group is
noticeably larger than the group'shown in’Tablei3 consisting
of subjects whose admitted frequency pfpdriVing was "as‘
often as usual", and furthexr analyses sﬁowed that some. of the
~subjects who continued to use their own vehicles to satisfy,.
all their transport needs admitted relatively low frequencies
of driving. Thus, 27% of these subjects said they drove 10
times or less, and only 52% said that they drove as often as
they would have when they were licensed. It seems possiple,
then, that some subjects reconsidered their transport needs
. after they were disqualified{Vand only drove when they felt

it was really necessary.

Analyses of the frequencies of driving admi£ted by those
who drove "only in exceptional circumstances" suggest that,
for some ofvthese subjects, a considerable numbér'of‘
exceptional circumstances presented themselves. Thus, 39%
of these subjects admitted driving on 5 or more ogcasions;
and 20% drove more than 10 times. It was also found that,
of the 217 subjeéts who agreed that they drove only in

; . exceptional circumstances, 17.5% algo said they droﬁe fOr-
i business reasons, 14.4% also admitted_driving‘for social
reasons, and &€.4% also éaid thaﬁ they drove whenever they

needed transport. These subsidiary findings' suggest that

. Lo §
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,ﬁéxoeptional circumstancesf~were'not generally seen to imply

emergency situations or isolated insténces, but rather

Circumstahces where, regardless of the 1mposed disqualification,

use of a motor vehlcle was con51dered to be the only

sultable course of aqtlon. Thus, employment circumstances were

' more likely to be associated with "exceptional circumstances"

than were social néeds.

Subject's age was found to be related to some of

' the reasons given for driving while disqualified, with

older subjects found to be more likely to agree to reasons

of busineSs or employment, family or social commitments,

or all transport»needs. Marital status was also associated

‘with dlfferlng reasons for driving whlle disqualified;

business or employment reasons were more likely: to be
important for married subjects than they were for

single subjects, aﬂd social reasons were more likely to be '
importent for single subjecis as also were "exceptionel

circumstances".

Summary. Resultskpresented in this sectionfshow that
36.4% of subjects admitted driving while disqgalified, and
over 40% of these subjects admitted driving on more than
Zd’occasions. The most comﬁon reasons for diiving while
dlsquallfled were "exceptional c1rcumstances"; bu51ness
or employment needs, or all transport needs, and it was
found that subject's ageeand‘marltal status influenced

the reasons given for vioclations,"




' B. ARE SOME PERSONS MORE LIKELY THAN OTHERS TO DRIVE
WHILE DISQUALIFIED? - %
To answer this question, subjects‘whd admitted driving
while disqualified were compared with thésé who indicated
that they did not drive. Crosstabulation analyses were used

to test the effects of penalty-related variables and

personal variables on whether or not subjects drove.

Penalty~Related Variables.

It was predicted that three penalty—rélated variables
would be important in determining whether or not subjects
drove while disqualified: the length of the imposed
disqualification, whether the licence was suspended or
cancelled, and the type of offence for which the

disqualification was imposed.

. i. Length of disqualification. Table 15 shows, the relation

between length of disqualificatién and whether or not subjects”
were found to have driven; crosstabulation analyses indicated
that the differences between those who drove and those who

did not were significant (X? = 16.09, df = 4; p < .01). It

is noticeable that the proportion of subjects who‘drove was
relatively low wilen the period of disqualification‘was less
than one month or twelve months or longer. The highest

frequency of‘driving was found in the group disqualified for

a period of between one and two months.

E
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TABLE 15

~ DISQUALIFICATION LENGTH

6-11

RELATION BETWEEN LENGTH OF DISQUALIFICATION

“AND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS ADMITTED DRIVING.

- (70.5%)

(60.9%)

1-2 3-5 12 months
month nonths months months and over
DID SUBRJECTS
DRIVE? '
YES 46 48 277 66 106
- (29.5%)  (46.2%)  (38B.7%) (39.1%) (29.9%)
‘NO - 110 56 438 103 248
(53.8%} (61.3%)° (70.1%)

These results on the effects of the length of

kdisqualification suggest that the relation betweel. length of

disqualification and tendency to drive while disgualified

is not a simple, linear one, but rather is curvolinear (see

Figure 5). . To check this proposition, analyses were

carried out on the tendency to drive of subjects whose length

of disgualification was less than three months ‘or three

‘months and ovex; no significant difference between these

' groups was found (X2 = .001, d&f = 1; NS).. Similar analys?s

of subjects disqualified for less than six months or for six

months and over also showed no significant differences

2

(X = 3.70, df = 1; NS).

ii. Type of disqualification. Table 16 shows the relation

found between type of disqualification (that is,'suspension or

brettiten v




FLGURE 5: LENGTH OF DISQUALIFICATION AND ADMISSIONS OF DRIVING WHILE DISQUALIFIED.
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cancellation) and driying while disqualified; crosstabulation

analyses showed that there were significant between-group

1

TABLE 16

RELATION BETWEEN TYPE OF DISQUALIFICATION AND

TENDENCY TO DRIVE WHILE DISQUALIFIED.

TYPE OF DISQUALIFICATION

CANCELLATION SUSPENSION
DID SUBJECTS
DRIVE?
YES 304 o 146
‘ (37.8%) C(27.7%)
NO N 500 381
(62.2%) (72.3%)

differences (X2 = 14,1, df = 1; p < .001). Results showed
thatisuspended drivers were significantly less likely to
drive than were drivers whose licences were cancelled, a
finding which iAdicateé that offenders are more likely to
comply with a period of disqualification which is definedi
andehich does not require them to undergo again, at the ;
end of their disqualification, the necessary "instruction

and testing to gain a licence.
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'iii. Type of Offence. Subjects in the present sample

were convicted of a wide range of traffﬁ&féffences (see
Table 7, on page67) and thus it was céﬂgiderea

impractical to crosstabulate the whole spectfum of offences
with whether or not subjects drove, As aﬁ.alternative to
this unWieldy procedure, a method of categorising offences
was sought, and the method used by.Willété (1973, pp. 7-8),
which distinguishes between offences of.ﬁigh and low
severity, was adopted. Thus, subjecfs &ere considered Eo
have committed 'serious' motoring offences if they were
convicted of causing death by driving, driving in a manner
dangerous, exceeding the prescribed blood alcohol limit or
driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs, failing to
stop after or report an accident, driving an uninsured
vehicle, or driving while disqualified. ?ablel? presenfs

the relation between offence éeverity and whether or not
TABLE 17

REﬂATION BETWEEN OFFENCE SEVERITY AND WHETHER

OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE

»

OFFENCE SEVERITY

NOT SERIOUS SERIOUS.
DID SUBJECTS
DRIVE?
YES 375 172
(39.8%) (30.4%)
NO 567 ' 394

(60.2%) (69.6%)
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subjects dro%e. Crosstabulation analees showed that the
differences between these groups were significant (X2 = i3.2,
df = 1; p < .001), indiééting that "non serious" offenders
were significantly morellikelyuto éonfinue driving than serious

offenders.

Personal Variables

i. Age. Table 18 shows the frequency of,admissioné of
driving for each of the seven age groups; chi-square analysis
showed that the age groups differed significantly in their
téndency to drive (X2 = 21.4, df = 6; p < .005), with subjects
in £he 40~-59 years groups being least'likely to drive. The

tendency to drive was greatest for those aged 20-24 years or-

60 years and over.

TABLE 18

RELATION BETWEEN AGE AND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE

DID SUBJECTS DRIVE?

YES ~ NO
AGEGROUP

Under 20 years | 54 103
(34.4%) (65.6%) .

20 to 24 years . 308 451
' (40.6%) (59.4%)

25 to 29 years . 63 128
(33.0%) (67.0%)

30 to 39 years | 64 | 133
B (32.5%) (67.5%)

40 to 49 years 17 64
(21.0%) (79.0%)

50 to 59 years | ‘ 10 36
' (21.7%)  (78.3%)

60 years and over 31 46

(46.3%) (59.7%)
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s oo o ddN ;Ma&iéakﬁétatus."Téble 19 presents the relation

bet@een mgripal status and whether or not subjects drove;
| . it was found that the differences between these gfoups
were significant (X% = 15.9, df = 4; p <.01).

<2 =
et

¥ . TABLE 19
. RELATION BETWEEN MARITAL STATUS AND WHETHER
OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE

DID SUBJECTS DRIVE?

ST ‘oo | YES . NO
MARITAL
STATUS F
i
]
SINGLE . - 371 - 580
“ ‘ ; (39.0%) (61.0%)
MARRIED Y 129 ‘ 316
; . (29.0%) (71.0%)
i DIVORCED ! g 14
SRR = § (22.2%) (77.8%)
SEPARATED ko 22 30
) (42.3%) (57.7%)
" DE FACTO L 4 5
L : (44.4%) (55.6%)

Tﬁese results indicated that subjects who w§re separated,

single, or living in a de facto relationship were more

likely to drive while'disquaiified than were subjects

who were married or divorced.
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iii.‘ Occupation. Results on the relation between
occupation and whether or not subjects drove are presehted
in Table 20; significant differences were found between the
odcupétiénal groups (X2 = 21‘.11,‘-:1f“= 9; p <.05). Members
of the armed servige$ showed an unusually high tendency to
drive, with 62.5% of those subjects admitting driving.
Subjects,employed as skilled tradesmen, unskilled workers,

professional drivers, or students, and also those who were

unemployed, showed a notably greater tendency to drive than

did those in professional or managerial occupations. This
finding may be, in part, a reflection of economic differences
between the occupational groups: it is possible that persons
in professional or manageriai occupa%ions are better able

to afford legally acceptable transport alternatives (such

as taxis, or being driven about by an employee or a family
member who does not work) than are those in the other
occupational groups. Alternatively, and following Klein's
(1971) suggestion of thé relatively greater importance of
dri?ing for those in routine occupations as a means of
achieving personal power, it may be that those employed in
professional or managerial occupations are simply more
favourably disposed towards means of transport dther than

the private car.

| It is also possible that there are odcupational
differences in the extent to which a Sﬁbject feels a need to
continﬁe driving for reasons of employment. Tgble 21 shows

the relation between subjects' stated occupational driving




-85~
TABLE 20
RELATION BETWEEN OCCUPATION AND WHETHER OR NOT

SUBJECTS DROVE

DID SUBJECTS DRIVE?

4

YES . ' NO :

OCCUPATION
PROFESSIONAL 13 38

(25.5%) (74.5%)
MANAGERIAL 11 42

(20.8%) (79.2%) §
WHITE COLLAR 54 124 ;

(30.3%) . (69.7%) |
SKILLED TRADE 173 287

(37.6%) : (62.4%)
UNSKILLED 168 . 273 .

(38.1%) (61.9%)
ARMED SERVICES 15 , 9

(62.5%) (37.5%)
PROFESSIONAL DRIVER 49 74

(39.8%) © (60.2%)
STUDENT ' : 28 ' 42

(40.0%) (60.0%)
PENSIONER : 20 46

(30.3%) _ (69.7%) |
UNEMPLOYED 16 26 | |

(38.1%) | (61.9%)
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needs and whether or not they drové; crosstabulation.

analyses showed that there were significant differences

1

TABLE 21
f ’  RELATION BETWEEN STATED OCCUPATIONAIL DRIVING

NEEDS AND WHETHER CR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE.

WAS DRIVING NECESSARY FOR JOB?

NO YES
DID SUBJECTS
DRIVE?
YES 214 . 308
(33.0%) (38.1%)
NO 435 500
(67.0%) (61.9%)

between groups (X2 = 3,92, df = 1; p <« .05), and 'suggested
that those who needed to drive as part of their occupation
were significantly more likely to do so than those who did
nqﬁ need to drive for reasons of employment. This result
may:reflect a process of rationalisation of their behaviour
on the part of-subjects who dréve, although, in aﬁ attempt

to minimise this type of effect, the two relevant questipns

were widely separated on the gquestionnaire.

iv. Legal Representation. Subjects were asked whether

or not, at the time of their conviction for the criterion

offence(s), they were legally represented in court. Table 22
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shows the relation between the presence or absence of
legal representation and whether or not: subjects drove

while disqualified. Crosstabulatioﬁfénalysés showed that
TABLE 22

RELATION BETWEEN LEGAL REPRESENTATION

AND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS'DﬁOVE.

LEGAL REPRESENTATION

NO YES
DID SUBJECTS
DRIVE?
YES 372 153
(38.0%) (31.6%)
NO . 607 331
(62.0%) ' (68.4%)
there were significant differences between these groups - .

(X2 = 5.47, df = 1; p < .05). Subjects who were not

legally represented in court were sidnificantly méreilikely
to drive while disqualified than were' those who were

1e§ally represented, and this result suggests that léwyers,
after representing a client in court, may fulfill a function
not always carried out by the court: they are emphasizing

to their clients the legal dangers of driviné while
disqualified. However, it is also possible that this
variable is, like occupation, -related to economic

circumstances, with wealthier persons possibly being more
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~servicemen, and unemployed persons showed the lowest

.frequencies of legal representation.
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likely to seek (and afford) legal représentation, and alsd more
likely toﬂbgsable to afford‘alternative and 1egallyﬁacqeptable
metﬁods of trénsporﬁ. Subsidiary anaﬁyses provided some
supportkfor this latter proposition: Table 23 shows the relative
fréquendy of legal representation in the occupation groups ;

| TABLE 23

FREQUENCY OF LEGAL REPRESENTATION IN OCCUPATION GROUPS

RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF
LEGAL REPRESENTATION (PCT)

OCCUPATION
Professional o 44.0%
Managerial ‘ 58.0%
White Collar 37.9%
Skillea Trade | 41.3%
Unskilled 32.3%
Armed Services 20.8%
Professional Driver ) 22.0% ,
Student L 27.8%
Pensioner V 20.9%
Unemployed » | 19.5%

managerial, professional, and white collar groups showed the

highest frequencies of legal representatibn, anéd pensioners,

v, Driving Record. Following the suggestion of Cleland,

,Robinson and Simon (1971), drivers who had been involved in two

" or more reportable road accidents were distinguished from those

who had one accident or no accidents. The use of this criterion

minimises the effects of any reporting errors or biases on the

s




part of the subjects, and also eliminates from the 'unsafe'
éategory subjects whosevrecord,(as i£ is knpwn) includes é
substéntiallelement of uncertainty ~ those-who have had only
one accident; it is not possible to teii:whétﬁer these single
accident subjects will continue to be involved.in accidents orx
not, and Robinéon (1970) has shown that,lin'personality terms at
least, they are notably different both fromAsﬁbjects who have
had no accidents and from those who have héd two or more
accidents. Table 24 shows the relation bétween accident record
and whether or not subjects drove while disqualified;

TABLE 24

RELATION BETWEEN ACCIDENT RECORD AND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE
ACCIDENT RECORD '

Less than 2 or more
2 accidents accidents
DID SUBJECTS DRIVE?
YES ' 501 . 46
' (36.1%) (37.7%)
NO - 885 76 .
(63.9%) . (62.3%)

crosstabulation analyses showed that there was noisignificant

difference between these groups (X2 = 0,06, df = 1; 'NS).

Subjects' previous disqualifications were also caéegorised
in terms of two or more previous disqualifications.verSus one
disqualification or'no disqualifications, Table 25 }shows the
relation between number of previous disqualifications and
whether or not subjects dro&e during the criterion period of
disqualification. Significant differences were found between
these grouéé (X2 = 27.6, df = 1; p .<- .001), with subjects
who had been previously disqualified twb or mdre times

indicating a significantly greater tendency teo drive than was




RELATION BETWEEN RECORD OF PREVIOUS DISQUALIFICATIONS

R AND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE.

) PREVIOUS DISQUALIFICATIONS

Less than 2 or
. 2 nore
' DID suéJECTs
DRIVE?

YES 331 216
(31.9%) (46.1%)

NO 708 . 253
(68.1%) : (53.9%)

shown by those with one or no previous disqualifications.
| 4 This result suggests' that those who have had a nuﬁber of
: ﬁrevious exéeriences of disqualification were more willing
to violate the sanction, and could indicate that they had
 ¥earned that thé risks of apprehension were acceptably low,
o£fthat increasing'fémiliarity with the'penalﬁy had .

produced an increased contempt or disrespect for the sanction.

i
1
i

vi. Other Variables. Three other variables were

examined as possible influences on whether or not subjects
"drove while disqualified: the area in which they live (that
is, city\or country areas), subjects' knowledge of the

penalty for driving wnile diSqualified, and ‘the delay




| between commission of the offence(s) and the court
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hearing of charges érising from these:gfkeﬁpég.
On‘éhe~basis of the Local Governméht Aréas in which
subjects' addresses were situated, subjécis were divided
inte éity residents (N = 955), where the Loéal Government
Area was part of a proclaimed city, andléduntry or rural
area residents (N = 553). Crosstabulatidn analyses
showed that there was no significant'differenée between

city and country residents on whether oxr not they drove

while disqualified. Thus the data provided no support for

either of the two contradictory notions (a) that country

‘residents would be more likely than city residents to drive

because of less access to alternative forms of transport, or
(b) that country residents would be less likely to drive
because, in the lower traffic densities e#isting in the
country, they would be more visible (and perhaps better

known) to police.

It was found that only 232 subjects' (or 15.4% of the
sample) were able to identify the correct penalty for a
first offence of driving while disqualified, a result
which suggests that the deterrent effect of thls penalty
must be very low. However, crosstabulation analyses showed
no significant differences in the tendency tofdrlve’wni;g

disqualified between those who knew the correct penalty and

those who did not.

The mean delay between offence and courtvhéaring for -/

=SS




o

W

)
.

gt

R , e

subjects who drove and for those who did not drive were.

2.84 months and 2.76 months respectivély; uniVariaEe
: . == N

ana;ySes of variance showed no significant difference

between these groups (F = 0.49, df = 1/1428; NS). This

result suggested that immediacy of punishment (in this

‘case, the penalty imposed by the court) did not affect

subjects' tendency to drive while disqualified.

Summary. A number of variables has been found to distinguish
between those who drove while dis&%alified ard those who did

not drive. Previous studies have found length of

“disquaiificétion to be a significant factor in the tendency

to drive while disqualified and the present results also
support this proposition; however, evidence has been
presented here that there is a curvolinear relation between
length of disqualification and tendency to drive, with the
highest frequency of violations of the sanction‘being
found among those disqualified for a period of one to two
months. Subjects whose 1icénces were cancelled Qere more
1ikely to continue driving than were those whose licences
were suspended, and this finding too is consistent with
previous evidencéf Offenge severity was also.relateé to
the tendency to drive while disqualified, with subjects
convicted of non serious offences beiné more likely tos
drive. Other results showed that only 15:4% of the sample
was able ko correctly ideg}ify the penalty for a fiist
offence of driving while disqualified and, even though

knowledge of the pehalty was not significantly related to
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‘.whether or not subjects drove, it haé“béen suggested that
the penalty is unlikely to be operating as'a deterrent to

those who drive while disqualified because it is not widely

known among disqualified drivers.

¥

A number of personal variables were found to‘distinu
gﬁish between those who drove énd those who.did not, and
these findings can be summarised by deécriﬁing the person
who does drive as follows: he tendé to Sé under 40 years
of age or over 60 years; he is single, se¢parated from his f
marital partner, or living in a de facto felationship; he is -
employed as a skilled tradesman, an unskilled worker, a
professional driver, a member of the armed services or a
student, or he is unemployed; he claims that he needs to
drive as part of his employment; he was not legally repre-
sented at his court hearing; and he has been previously |

disqualified two or more times.

C. FOR THOSE WHO DO DRIVE WHILE DISQUALIFIED,
IS THEIR DRIVING DIFFERENT FROM WHEN THEY
WERE NOT DISQUALIFIED?

Answers to this question, as they are available.from

" the present study, are,'of necessity, éubjective, being
based only on subjects'_;eports of changes in their driving
behayiour. Results héﬁé already béen presented (sée‘Section
A of this Chapter) on the frequency of driving while dis-
qualified, and it has been found that 22.5% of those‘who
drove did so as often as they would wusually, with the
remaining 77.5% presumably driﬁing less often than they

- would have when they were licensed. -Other data on subjects'
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reasons fdr‘ériﬁing while disqﬁalified,showed that 28.8%

drove to fulfill all‘tﬁéir transport needs and, presumably,
that Zligg‘drove only for some of: their transport needs,
includiﬁé 40.4% who said they drove 'only in eXceptional
circumstances'. Some app5rent inconsistencies in the data
on frequency of driving and the reasons giQen have already
been noted in Section A, but it can be ébncluded that a
substantial majority of those who drove did so less often
than when they were licensed, and for a restricted range of
needs; that is, it can be suggested that this majority of

thosewho drove did in fact drive differently froum when

they were licensed.

Hricko (1970) has raised the issue of whether or not
a person who drives while disqualified is more careful than
he would be if he was licensed. Subjects in the present
study who admitted driving were asked whether or'not théy

drove more carefully than they would usually, and Table 26

TABLE 26
CARE TAKEN IN DRIVING WHILE DISQUALIFIED.

ABSOLUTE © RELATIVE

. FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT.)
MORE CAREFUL
THAN USUAL . 263 49.4%
AS CAREFUL

AS USUAL 269 50.6%
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presents the relative frequencies of responses to this

. question. It was found that approxim%ﬁéiy'half of those

who drove considered that they were ﬁé?é-caréful than usual._
Additional analyses showed that subjecﬁs' aésessments'of

care taken were unrelated to age, marital.;tatus, ocdcupation,
previous driving record, or frequency oﬁ.driving while

disgualified.

Summary. Approximately 50% of subjects who drove while
disqualified indicated that they drove more carefully than .

was usual, and the level of care taken was not found to be

related to any of the personal variablies available for

subjects. Results reported in an earlier Section of this
Chapter also suggested that most of_those-wbe—dreve.did, 50
on fewer occasions, and for a more restricted serieg of

reasong, than they did when licensed.

D. FOR THOSE WHO DO NOT DRIVE WHILE DISQUALIFIED, WHAT

ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORT ARRANGEMENTS DO THEY MAKE? .

The 961 subjects who said that they did not ‘drive while
disqualified were asked about how they travelled to their
place of employment and to social functipns (parties, dances,
visiting friends, and so on), and also about the transport

they used for their family shopping.

Table 27 shows the transport alternatives chosen for
travel to place of employment. Some subjects indicated more
than one alternative, and thus the relative frequencies do

not sum to 100%. Those who indicated "“other means" were




TABLE 27
TRANSPORT USED TO REACH PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT.

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE

FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT.)
BUS, TRAIN OR 'fRAM ‘ 229 23.5%
DRIVEN BY MEMBER OF FAMILY = 203 20.9%
DRIVEN BY GOOD FRIEND 101 10.5%
DRIVEN BY FELLOW EMPLOYEE 211 21.8%
OTHER MEANS | 2 27.9%

DID NOT WORK 91 9.4%

* See text.

asked to specify the means of transport they used, and most

said that they walked, hitch hiked, or cycled. The results

show that a majority of subjects were driven to work by.
others, usually family members or fellow employees, and that

only 23.5% used any form of public transport.

Table 28 shows subjects' responses on the type of

-~ transport used-to attend social functions; again, "ofher

means" was specifigdﬁas walking, hitch hiking or, in é small
humber of cases, cycling. The most common means of
transport was provided by good friends,.with the next msst
popular response being "driven by member of family".

Public trahsport {that is, bus, train; or tram) was used by
few subjééts, but taxis were more commonly used, no doubt

due to the tendency to attend social functions at night or




TABLE 28

TRANSPORT USED_TO REACH SOCIAL FUNCTIONS,

ABGOLUTE ' RELATIVE
FREQUENCY  FREQUENCY (PCT.)

BUS, TRAIN OR TRAM 100 "10.3%

DRIVEN BY MEMBER OF FAMILY 266 L 27.2%
DRIVEN BY GOOD FRIEND 447 - 45.,9%
TAXI 196 ; 20.0%
OTHER 127  13.0%

" DID NOT ATTEND

SOCIAL FUNCTIONS 125 12.8%

on weekends when public transport is infrequent or

inconvenient.
Subjects' responses are presented in Table 29 on the
TABLE 29

TRANSPORT USED FOR SHOPPING.

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ,
FREQUENCY ™ FREQUENCY (PCT.)

BUS, TRAIN OR TRAM 152 . 16.2%

DRIVEN BY MEMBER OF FAMILY 277 29.7%
DRIVEN BY GOOD FRIEND 141 15.0%
TAXI 83 8.9%

OTHER 349 © 37.5%

— .
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type of‘transport used for shopping; in this situation

a majority of those who indicated "other means" did so

‘because they were not offered the cption of 'not shopping

at all'; most of these subjects left the shopping to
another member of their family. Thus, as was found for

subjects' employment and social needs, a majority of

subjects fulfilled their shopping duties by means of

transport provided by friends or members of their families.

Summary.

Subjects who did not drive while disqualified were.
nevertheless found to have still relied on the private
motor vehicle as their major means of transport for
employmenﬁ, social occasions, and shopping. The yehicle
was most commonly driven by friends, in the case‘of social
fﬁnctions, members of the family for shopping, and fellow
employees for emplqyment needs. Public transport was, in
each situation, used by only a minority of subjects,
particularly when they were attending social functions.
The finding that most of these subjects relled on other
people to drive them suggests that, in many cases, the
disqualification'was a source of incopvenience for not

only the offender but also his family, friends, and felléw

employees.
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E. WHAT ARE THE ATTITUDES OF DISQUALIFIED DRIVERS

TOWARDS THE SANCTION?.; ™

It cén be suggested that the cleafésé‘ihqication of
disqualified drivers' attitudes toward the‘sénétion is the
finding that 36.4% of subjects admitted dfiQing while
disquaiified, although, to some extent, thé-impression
conveyed by this statistic is altered by-é'secomd finding,
that 40.4% of those who drove claimed thgt they did so only
in exceptional circumstances. To gain a clear idea 6f the
attitudes of disqualified drivers towards the sanction,
subjects were asked to a;sess the deterrent effect ofvtheir
disqualification, any driver improvement (or otherwise)
produced by the sanction, and the situation of a person who

drives while disqualified.

Table 30 presents the distribution of subjects'
responses to the following quéstion on the deterrent effect

of the sanction: "do you think that the penalty of licence
TABLE 30

SUBJECTS' ASSESSMENTS OF THE DETERRENT EFFECT

OF DISQUALIFICATION

ARSOLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT.)
WILL DETER 749 50.8%
WILL NOT DETER 727 49.2%

TOTAL 1476 ' - -100i0
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- disqualification will‘make you avoid committing the same

q@fence again?"  Subjects were evenly divided in their
h ) '

- answers to this question,~With 50;8@ considering that the

~sanction would, in their case, have some deterrent effect.

Further analyses showed that these assessments of
deterrent effects.were influenced by length of disqualification,
and whether or not subjects drove. Table 31 presents the

relationship found between length of disqualification and

assessment of deterrent effects; crosstabulation analyses

indicated that there were significant differences in terms
TABLE 31 )

RELATION BETWEEN ASSESSMENT OF DETERRENT EFFECTS AND
LENGTH OF DISQUALIFICATION.

ASSESSED DETERRENT EFFECTS

WILL DETER WILL NOT DETER

LENGTH OF
DISQUALIFICATION
UNDER 1 MONTH a8 109
(30.6%) . (69.4%)
1 TO 2 MONTHS 42 - 56 |
| | (42.9%) ‘ (57.1%) !
3 TO 5 MONTHS - 330 | 370
» | ; | (47.18) . (52.9%)
6 TO 11 MONTHS | 103 64
T | | (61.7%) (38.3%)
12 MONTHS AND OVER _ (. 220 . 124

(64.0%) (36;0%)
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of disqualification length (32 =‘63‘62fxq§:?‘47 p < .0001).

It was found that as‘length of disqualifgdat;dn increased, so

did subjects' tendency to provide pésifive‘asgessments of the %
deterrent effeétkof the sanction. Diffefencéé in these
assessments were also related to whether ér'not subjects

drove, as shown in Table 32 ; crosstabulation analyses showed
siénificanttdifferenées between theée'gréups,(xz = 46.26,

df = 1; p < .0001); with subjects who did not drive being
TABLE 32

RELATION BETWEEN ASSESSMENT OF DETERRENT EFFECTS

AND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE

ASSESSED DETERRENT EFFECTS‘:'

WILL : WILL NOT
" DETER DETER
DID SUBJECTS |
DRIVE? N : o -
YES » 203 . 319
(38.9%) (61.1%)
NO - 536 394

(57.6%) . (42.4%)

significantly more likely to see the sanction as a‘deterrent.

Table 33 shows subjects' assessments of the driver
improvement effect of the sanction. A majority of subjects
felt that the sanction had no effect on‘subseqﬁent driver
perforinance, although 32.1% é;w i£ as‘having some positive

T
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effect.

TABLE 33

SUBJECTS' ASSESSMENTS. OF THE DRIVER IMPROVEMENT

EFFECTS OF DISQUALIFICATION

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT.)

NEGATIVE EFFECT 65 4.3%
NO CHANGE | 953 - 1 63.6%
POSITIVE EFFECT ‘ ; 481 32.1%

TOTAL 1499 - 100.0%

Théseyassessments were foﬁnd to be unrelated to whether
or not subjects drove, but the relation between these |
assessments and length Cf aisqualification, aé shown in
Table 34, was significant (X = 18.11, df = 8; p <€ .05).
Subjects who saw the sanction as having no driver improvement
effect were found to be more likely to have shorter terms:of
‘disqualification, while the relative frequehcy 6f "positive
effect" ratings increaéed with length of diséuaiification. ‘
‘ |

Subjects who saw the sanction as having a negative effect

tended to be disqualified either for one to five months or

twelve months and over.
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TARLE 34

4" e u
K4

RELATION BETWEEN ASSESSMENT OF IMPROVEMENT EFFECTS

AND LENGTH OF DISQUALIFICATION. -
ASSESSED IMPROVEMENT EFFECTS

NEGATIVE " NO POSITIVE

EFFECT CHANGE EFFECT
LENGTH OF | | ,
DISQUALIFICATION e
UNDER 1 MONTH 2 121 38
(1.2%) (75.2%) (23.6%)
1 TO 2 MONTHS 6 68 24
(6.1%) (69.4%) (24.5%)
3 TO 5 MONTHS , 33 - 447 230
(4.6%) (63.0%) (32.4%)
6 TO 11 MONTHS 5 101 ’ 62
' (3.0%) (60.1%) © (36.9%)
12 MONTHS AND OVER 19 212 ' 121
(5.4%) (60.2%)  (34.4%)

Subjects showed a considerable degree-of unaﬁimity on the-
issve of whether or not a disqualified driver takes mdrg care
if he continues to drive; Table 35 shows the distribution of
responses to this question. A substantial majority considered
that the disqualified driver would be more carefﬁl than if he
was licensed, and this finding is consistent with a subsidiary
finding that 71.3% of subjects saw a @isqualified driVer as

being most likely to be apprehended by policeé if he was




'believed thatbaisqualification had some .deterrent effect,
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involved in an accident (26.1%) or committed a further
‘traifi¢ offence (45.2%). Perceptions of the care taken by
‘ TABLE 35
- SUBJECTS' ASSESSMENTS OF CARE TAKEN BY

A DISQUALIFIED DRIVER

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT.)
NO MORE CARE THAN IF
LICENSED 421 . 28.6%
MORE CARE THAN IF )
LICENSED 1052 71.4%
TOTAL V 1473 100.0%

a disqualified driver»Were not related to whether or not

subjects themselves drove while aisqualified.

Summary. Subjects' attitudes towards disqualification, as

they have been assessed here, were largely equivocal on the

possible effects of the sanction. Half of the .subjects

i

1

while the other hali of the sample saw no such effect, ané
those who considered that there was a deterrent effect
tended to be those who did not drive while disqualified and
”whé were disqualified for relatively longer periods..

Approximately two-thirds of subjects believed'thatvfhe sanction
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did not produce any driVerMimprovement, yiph«subjects who
were disqualified for longer periods beihé mbre'likely than
others to perceive a positive effect. When asked about the
care taken by a disqualified driver, 71.4§.QfAsubjects felt
that the disqualified driver would be more caréful on the
road than he would if licensed, with most ;ﬁbjects believing
that he was most likely to be apprehehded'by police if
involved in an accident or detected for commission of another

motoring offence.




CHAPTER 8

' | DISCUSSION

| ¥
L]

The literature review reported in Chapter 2
indicated that previous studies have produced a wide variety
of findingsgon the incidence of driving while disqualified,
and the present finding that approximately 36% of subjects
admitted driving is within the range of thé;e earlier re-
sults. It is noteworthy, then, that this first Australian
study has fbunq a situation not unlike those found by other
researchers in’Gréat Britain aﬁd the United St&tes of
America. However, a more detailed co?parison of the
present findings with‘those of other researchers is likely
to be highly speculative, and even pqssibly misleading,
given that the present study is the first in this field ‘in
Australia, and differences in social or legal contexts may
accouht for differences between the results of the present
study and other reported investigations. Methodological
variations between this and other‘studies have also been

noted, and it is not possible to assess the effébts (1£f

~any) of these variations in terms of differences which

could be produced {n results., Consequently, this final
Chapter will concentrate on detailing the implications of
the present findings in the Victorian context.

The 36% rate of violations of the sanction found

by the present study can best be considered as an estimate

-106-
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“of the minimum proportion of disqualified perSéns who continue
to drive, and most of the previous investﬁggidés ;n this
field have concluded that the actual rate‘ofTVibyations is
likely to be higher than that found in their résearch.”
Viewed in this light, the figure is a high one, and sug-
gests that a significant proportion of offenders do drive
at some time during their disqualification.: 'This finding
casts some doubt on the value of the sanctiqn,particularly |
if one accepts the dictum of the American Bar Association
(1957) that any unenforceable legal measure be repealed
and abandoned, but it has been noted that the sanction of
disqualification may still have value as a means of im-
proving the behaviour of these drivers in terms of the
care they take (Hricko,1970; and Kaestner and Speight 1974).‘
Data from the present study indicated that about v
50% of subjects who admitted driving while disqualified
thought  they drove more barefully than usual. It was
also found that most of those who drove did so on a lesser
number of occasions, and for a more restricted range of
purposes than they did when licensed. Attitudinal questions
showed that subjects were evenly diwided oh the possible
deterrent effects of the sanction, but only 32% belie&ed
that the sanction actually improved suﬁsequent driver -
behaviour. Positive responses to these questions wé&e
more likely to be given by those disqualified for relaéively
longer periods, and this trend may be related in some way

to the finding that these longer periods of disqualification

were less likely to be violated.
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In o%her words, the sanction did produce some change
in the pattern of driving behaviour, ahduperhaps attitudes,
among those who continued to drive, but it is debatable

whether this level of change justifies the continued use of

the sanction as it is presently applied. It seems that few

subjects saw the level of police enforcement of the sanction
as sufficient to produce a realistic chance of being
apprehended if they did drive while disqualified. 1If the

sanction is to be made more effective, then, it would seem

_that offenders' perceived iévels of expectancy of apprehension

will have to be dramatically increased, and Robinson and

Kelso (1976), in a re—anaiysis of the present data, found

that increases in perceived probability of apprehension (such
as could be produced by more random licence ch«cks, or

similar measures) would be potentially the most effecti&e

way of increasing anxiety about apprehension to a point

where it would affect the decision to drive while disqualified.

It is unlikely that the available police resources of man-

kpower and equipment are sufficient to meet these new demands

and so, if it is decided that the sanction should continue
to be applied for the present wide range of offences,
consideration may have to be ‘given to additional measures
such as confiscation of offender's vehicleé,'or at least '
the provision of a system of easily recognised and
compulsory identificatioﬁ for drivers who are licensed.
Doubts have been expressed (see, for example, Robinson;

1975) ébout the efficiency of these and other measures. to

improve the effectiveness of disqualification, and data
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from the present study offer no indication 'that suggested
modifications will improve either adheranééféé”the sanction
or offenders' acceptance of it. | )

The penalty for driving while disqual@fiéd was
found to be known‘to relatively few of the prgsent subjects
and, even though knowledge of this penalty was not found to
be related to whether or not subjects drove:whilst dis~-
qualified, this level of ignorance offers ;ittle hope fof
the deterrent effects of the penalty. Inéuitively, the
notion of a gaol term should be unpleasant for most motoring
offénders, and it is possible that greater publicity for
cases where these penalties are imposed for driving,;while
disqualified may deter some potential offeniers. It may
be, for example, that subjects who drove only a small number
of times were those who felt most anxious about violating
the sanction, and these subjects (Who made up 40% of the
present sample) may be particulafly susceptible to this
type of publicity. In the interim, it can be suggested that :
courts should emphasize the penalty for driying while
disqualified when they take away an offender's licence or,:
for offenders who do not appear in court, a‘clear notification
of these penalties should be sent to them with the notice of
disqualification. Anecdotal evidence, resulting from\
discussions with disqualified drivers, suggests that those -
who were aware of the gaol penalty were so adviﬁed by théir
legal counsel rather than Sy the court, so there does seeﬁ
to be a need for courts to provide offenders with‘this

information, especially where the offender’is not legally

represented.




Thus far, it has been assumed that the sanction will
continue to be applied as it is at present, and that additional’

measures should be devised to increase the effectiveness of

~its dperation. However, the present findings do suggest

some possible modifications to the existing usage of the
sanction, and these changes may be a more reéliStic
alternative (at least in terms of their ease of achievement,
given the finite and limited resources available). It has
been found that those who drove while disqualified tended
to be those whose licences were cancelled rather than
suspended, who were convicted of less serious offences, and
were disqualified for relatively short periods of time. The
implication, then, is that the sanction is at its least
effective point when it is imposed on minor traffic
offenders, who normally receive short disqualifications, énd
probationary drivers, whose licences are normally cancelled
rather than suspended. Thus, an improVement in the preéent
situation may be effected by imﬁosing disqualifications only
in cases of more serious offences. It may well be the case

that the present system of applying the sanction to all

" types of traffic offepders'is seen as unjust by the less

serious offender, and these perceptions influence offenders
against accepting the sanction; the analyses‘reported~by
Robinson and Kelso (1976) lend some support, albeit indirect,
to this notion. This suggestion raises the quesfion of
more appropriate penalties for minor traffic offenders,

and it is further suggested that alternatives be researched,
such as a revised schedule of fineg, perhaps related to

the. offender's income.

v
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Indeed, this evidence lends support to a suggestion
that disqualification could be better uged as part of a
driver improvement programme, as it is'iﬁ manylAmerican
states, than just as a punishment, as it‘appeafs to be in
Australia. This change of emphasis could‘éroduce some
reduction in the level of violations, and a;sé improve

offenders' attitudes to, and acceptance of, the sanction.

Subjects who drove during the period of disqualification
were found to be different in a number of respects from those .
who did not drive. In particular, it was found that the sub-
ject who drove tended to be under 40 vears of age or over
60 years, unmarried or separated from his wife, and he worked.
as a skilled tradesman, an unskilled worker, a professional
driver, a member of the armed services, a student, or was
unemployed. He was not legally represented'at his court
hearing, and he had been disqualified two or more times
previously. This latter finding suggests that the decision
to drive while disqualified is, in‘part, a product of a
learning effect. That is, experience of previous disquali-
fications may have produced an awareness of the low -probabi-
lity of apprehension if tﬁe offender continues to drive, ‘and -
also perhaps a heightened feeling of'disruption of life style
if he does not drive. At the least, this finding indicates
that it is unwise to impose more than two periods of dis-
qualification on an offender within a reasonable period of
time; the additional disqualifications appear to habituate
of'fenders to the idea of driving while disqualified, or else
tend to be imposed on habitual offenders who are more likely

than usual to ignore restrictions on their behaviour.
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There is.some evidénce here that the person who
driVes while‘disqualified tends to be of low socio-economic
status, and this eVidence can be seen as consisten£ with
Klein's (1971) suggestién that low socio-economic status
drivers will be more dependent on the motor vehicle as a
means of fulfilling needs for competition aﬁd independence;
it can bhe éuggested,' then, that these needé‘outweigh any
motivations to obey the law. Arens and Lasswell (1964),
in discussing sanctions, noted that:

"acts of conformity occur when-actors expect

to be relatively better off in terms of all

values by conforming than by not conforming.

It is implied that acts of ngn;conformity

occur when they are expected to yield net

value gratification". (pp. 234-235).

Apparently, in the case of minor offenders and/or low stétus'
persons, non-conformity with the sanction of disqualification
is seen as more gratifying than conformity.

More generally, it seems a sensible principle,

"in line with the above-noted recommendations of the

’ ;Amefiggﬁ Bar Associqtipn.(1957), that the justice éystem
should avoid wherever poésibl@ measures which wili need to

be applied against a large number of persohs in a community,
and which tend to produce a disrespect for the legal process
because they causé a conflict of values, in this‘case between
the desirability of obeying the law and the need to drive a
motor vehicle. This principle reihforces the advisability

of using the sanction of disqualification only for serious

offences.
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Findings reported here provide a.clégr indication
of the perceived importance of use of théigriQately owned
motor vehicle. The most common reason éivéﬁ for drivihg
while disqualified was "exceptional circﬁmstaﬁéégﬁ but,
as has been noted, for some subjects a consiaérable number
of such circumstances presented themselvesﬁfénd it may
well be that many of those who checked this' response
interpreted it as 'whenever I felt I.could,not do without
my car'. Further, those who did not drive while
disqualified were found to have been still heavily
dependent on the private motor vehicle as their primary
means of transport, but they apparently were able to rely
on friends, feliow employees, or relatives to fill the role
of the driver. Public transport, or other transport
alternatives, do not seem to be regarded as having the
same value as the private car, and these findings may well

explain the high level of residential instability found

in disqualified drivers by Robinson (1975 ; in press).

RECOMMENDA‘;[‘IONS ¢ IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

It appears inevitable that one of the recommenéations of
the present report be for further research in this afea, and
details of this recommendation are offered at the conclusion
of this Chapter. Beyond this point however, a npmbér of
more specific and actionable recommendations can be offéred.

These recommendations can be divided into two categories: those

which could improve the effectiveness of the sanction as it is

used at present, and suggestions for changing the‘usage of the

sanction to improve its effectiveness.
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Improvements to the existing useQe;of the sanction. If the

sanction is to continue to be applied as one of the main

| ~ _ penalties for a wide range of traffic offences, then it appears

that new measures will be needed to increase offenders'
expectancies of apprehension if they continue to drive, or to
make it more difficult for them to be eble fo drive. Given the
high densities of traffic on Victorian roads, and the paucity
of police resources, it would seem that increased expectancies
“ofkapprehension on the part of the disqualified driver can only
be produced ' by a system of vehicle or. driver identification
which would allow easy discrimination of the disqualified driver
from his licensed counterpart, or by special "blitz" measures
such as random licence checks. Practical difficulties with
identification-type solutions (use of the vehicle by persons
other than the disqualified driver, availability of a usable
identifying sign which would be recognisable under most driving
conditions, and so on) suggest that the latter type of measure
may be preferable. The recent introduction of random breath
testing in Victoria has created a precedent for both the
principle of random licence cheeks and the practical
'implementation‘of tpiS»pfinciple; but there remains the major

limiting factor of unavailability of necessary additional police

resources. Nevertheless, even if such checks were conducted on

infrequent occasions, they could, if well publicized, stiil have
substantial effecﬁs on disqualified dri#ers' pereeptions of the
probability of apprehension, and it is recommended that an
evaluation of the effectiveness of this type of countermeasure

be madeL




for the disqualified driver to continue to:drive, are concerned

}
i

The main existing proposal for making it more*qifficuit

with denying him access to a Vehicle, by‘confieqating either

his vehicie or its registtation plates, and by‘ﬁaking it illegai
to sell a vehicle to a disqualified driver. uHowever, as
Robinson (1975) has noted, there are substanﬁial problems involved l
in the use of such‘meaSures (including the,logistics of sto;ing
large numbers of vehicles, and difficulties,when the vehicle does
not belong to the offender or is used by persons other than the

offender), and their introduction does nct appear to be justified.

- Evidence from the present result indicates that few
subjects were aware of the severity of the penalty provided
for driving  while disqualified, and it is apparent that
steps should be taken to reduce this level of ignorance. As
noted above, the most appropriate venue for making an
of fender aware of the penalty for driving while disqualified
is the court, and it is recommended.that standard court procedures
be modified to incorporate clear warnings of these penalties
from either the magistrate or the clerk oi coﬁft. Further,
it is recommended that, when offenders do not appear in ‘court
and afe disqualified, they should be clearly ﬁOtified of the

penalties provided for violating the sanction.

Changes in usage of the Sanction. Notwithstanding the above

recommendations, it is strongly urged that changes be made
in the use of the sanction. Specifically, it ie suggested

that disqualifications be imposed ohly fo; relatively serious
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“offences, and that minor offenders (particularly those hoiding

_probationary licénces) should be diverted into a driver

improvement programme such as that described by Kaestner and

. Speight (1974, p.l), wherein disqualification' appears only as

‘a higher order penalty directed against those who fail to respond

to lesser measures. The introduction of a treatment-orianted
driver imprcveﬁent programme will no doubt have to wait

for availability of‘éufficient resources, and perhaps for a more
detailed subsequent evaluation of the philosophy of such an
approach, but in the interim, the use of a graduated scale of

penalties for minor offenders, with diéqualification imposed

only when lesser penalties have been tried and found wanting

in particular cases, could have a similar effect.

A second recommendation is that the penalty of disqualificat

should not be repeatedly imposed on offenders and, based on the

present results, it is suggested that an offender should not

be disqualified more than twice within a reasonableApefiod of
time. It appears that more serious penalties may need to be
considered for use in cases where disqualification has already
been imposed on two occasions, even if there is no evidence to
suggest that the offender drove while disqualified. Such a’
modification to the ﬁresent usage of the sanction would seem
particularly necessary if the former suggestion‘is adopted, }

that disqualification be imposed only for more serious offences.

<

Finally, there have recently been suggestions that licence
disqualifications should be added to the existing penalties for
criminal offences which involve the use of a vehicle, such as

abduction and rape, or robbery where a vehicle was used as a

[}
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means of escaﬁe. It is‘suggestéd thét such;offendersyﬁill be

less likely to conform with the;‘sanctiqﬁéfhén thOSé convicted

only of traffic offences, and that the éééitibn:of this ; “’ 3
penalty to those already provided for majqr crfmes is likely |
to be seen as inconsecuential by those céncérned. More

generally, it would seem inappropriate to extend the use of the

sanction when available evidence, including that from the
present study, indicates weaknesses in its operation in the present'

content.

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The major. finding was that 36.4% of subjects admitted
driving while diéqualified. There can, of course, be
considerable debate about the degree of coincidence between
this figure and the actual level of driving while disqualified
and a number of possible biases, could have operated to produce

this result : some subjects who drove while disqualified may

not have admitted that they did so, some who admitted driving
may have not violated the sanction at all, .and the non-
réspondents to the present survey may have been more: or less
likely to have driven than‘those who did respond, with this
different lével of violation being in some wéy related to this
decision not to respond. It is not possible to assess the
effects of the first two postulated biases, although it.is
possible that they operated to some extent to neutralisg one
another; the third postulated bias, that due to non response,

is considered below.




A methodologlcal factor in the present study may have

:also 1nfluenced thlS result and, more particularly, flndlngs on

the relation between eV1dence of driving while dlsquallfled and
{F ‘
length of dlsqualwflcatJOn' all subjects received the survey

questionnaire at approx1mately the same length of time after

- their court hearing, and thus subjects wi{th longer periods of

disqualificatidn had relatively less time in which to have
decideﬂ whether or not to drive and could be more likely to
SO decide in the period after the survey contact.,vThis
complication typifies the difficulties of research in this

area, with the investigator in this case having to decide

“ between this problem and that of an increasing number of

subjects becoming inaccessible to survey contact with the
passage of time (Robinson, 1976; in press). The problem of
non-response bias was, as noted in Chapter 4,kconsidered to

be of sufficient importance to justify the present method.

* Nonetheless, neither~brbblem has been completely solved.
The problem of non-response remains, with the survey attaining
a response rate of just "over 37%, and an exploratory follow up

of non-respondents indicated that any significant 1mprovement

-1n this rate would be dlfflcult to achieve. The fact that nothlnq

is¥known about” the response of '€3% of the sample_to the sanctiqn
remains an important qualification to the results presented heée.
As noted in Chapter 6, differences between respondents and

non-respondents were found in terms of age, type of licence, and

length of disqualification, but it is not possible to know whether

those ‘differences were also related to individuals'responses to

i
i

the sanction. There appears to be no alternative methbdology

which could ameliorate this problem.
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Similarly, there té@ains the problem that the period
of 2-3 weeks between court\@ppearance an@{gu;vey contact
constituted for some subjects a major poiéién,of their period
of disqualification, and for ‘others a relétively small portion.
Subjects disqua;ified‘for periods in exceés"bf six months, for
example, méy have decided to drive after returﬁing the
questionnaire, perhaps becauselkoping withoﬁf the use of a
motor vehicle became progressi&ely mofe difficult to accept or
more frustrating, while the influence of legal authority
decreased as the date of court appearance bécame more remote.
As noted, this complication particularly affécts results on
the relation between disqualification length and tendency
to drive, and may even account, to some extent, for the
present finding of a curvolinear relation between these
variables, as shown in Figure 5. Indeed, if the tendency to
decide to drive in later stages of the disquélification‘period
was sufficiently strong, it could go‘some way towards making
the relation a positive monotonic one, aithough the high l
level of admissions indicated by those disqualified for one
tovtwo months seems unlikely to fit neatly into a monotonic

3

function.

More directly, it can be noted that this problem does
not compromise findings on the rate of violations of;the
sanction if these findings are taken as a benchmark of
the minimum level of violations. The effect hypothesised
here could only increase the proportion of subjects Who

drove while disqualified beyond that found.
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FUTURE  RESEARCH

. The present,stuay.has providedka considerable amount of
information about traffic offéndef'svresponses to and perception
" of the sanction of licence disdualificat@on. Eyén so, a number
of unanswerel qﬁestions remain, and relate to two main issues:

what enforcement measures could be used to reduce the incidence

of violations of the sanction, and what limitations exist in
the operation of other penalties for traffic offences (that

is, fines and gaol sentences)?

A number of suggestions has been presented here for
measures to improve adherence to the sanction, and there is a
clear need for further research to evaluate“the effects of
these measures. To provide an adegquate unéerstanding of the‘
operation of these measures, investigations should be conducted
of the improvement they produce (perhaps by comparing a in-
cidence af violations before and after introduction of the

~ measure, or by comparing the responses of subjects exposed to
different measures), and‘also of subjects' perceptions of
the measures. In this latter case, the object would be to

" determine subjects' awareness of the measure, and their

assessments of the costs of ignoring the measure compared

with the perceived benefit of such a course of action.

The present study has focussed only on one part of the
system of dealing with traffic offenders, and i£ is urged
that other sanctions used in this context should be subjects
of similar, detailed evaluations. It is unlikely that the

operation of 'any sanction will be perfect, and it is important
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that weaknesses in the operation of other sanctions should
also be identified. It may be, for exampié;'fhat some
of the limitations found here in the operation of licence

]

disqualification may also compromise the effectivness of

other sanctions.

More generally, more detailed inve§tigation

should be conducted of driver's perceived tfansport needs, .

and the importance of the privately ownéd motor vehicle in
satisfaction of these needs. It is evident from the present

data that these issues are important determinants of offender's
willingness to accept licence disqualification and, indeed, | -
their respect for the traffic law, but there is no comprehensive -
and available body of data which would allow legislators

to take account of these factors when they consider changes

to the justice system as it affects road users.

CONCLUSIONS

A considerable body of evidence has been presented
here about the operation of licence disquélifications, and
a number of practical implications and reéommendatioﬁs haye
been offered, based on the present results. It is apparent
that there are significant weaknesses in the operation of
the sanction, as indicated by the rate of vidiatipns and the
types of social and demographic factors associated with'these
violations. There is a clear need, then, for legislators to
reassess the use of the sanction, and to decide whether and

how the sanction should be revised;. the present findings
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provide a substantial body of information about the

existing system, and should be useful in guiding deliberations
on the future use of the sanction. ' It is to be hoped that
any changés in the use of licence disqualifications are
introduced in such a way that careful empirical evaluation

of their effects is possible.

X
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. APPENDIX A : = QUESTIONNAIRE '~ CONFIDENTIAL
T T T ; ; T

: T For research

Purposes only

; UNIVERSITY ° OF MELBOURNE
. MOTOR VEHICLE DRIVER SURVEY

This short questionnaire has 3 parts.
N . H,/

' PART A is for people who did drive while their licence was

disqualified (that is, suspended or cancelled) . IF YOU
DROVE A CAR (OR OTHER VEHICLE) AT ANY TIME WHILE YOUR
DRIVING LICENCE WAS DISQUALIFIED, PLEASE FILL OUT PART A
AND NOT PART B. | '

PART B is for people who did not drive at all while their
licence was disqualified. - IF YOU DID NOT DRIVE AT ALL

'WHILE YOUR LICENCE WAS DISQUALIFIED, PLEASE FILL OUT

PART B AND NOT PART A. "

PART C is.to find out some general information about the
drivers we have selected for this survey. ‘

Pleaée answer all questions as well as you can,
and'remember that your answers will be kept strictly
confidential. After youfhave answered the questions,
post the questiénnaire‘back to us in the stamped, self-
addressed envelbée provided.

We would véry much appreciate it if you could return the
completed questionnaire within the next fortnight.

A

Thank you very much for your help.




‘PART A

These questlons are for you IF YOU DROVE WHILE YOUR ‘LICENCE WAS
DISQUALIFIED.

4]:‘-

Durlng the period when your llcence was dlsquallfled how many
times did you drive? (Please place an X agalnst the most suitable
answer) . | '

Only once

2 to 4 times

5 to 10 times

11 to 20 times

More than 20 times

]

H &= o 0w

As often as when you were licensed to drive

During the period when your licence was disqualified, did you drive
A Only for business purposes |

B Only to visit friends or attend social functions

C Only when public transport was nct available

D Only in exceptional circumstances

E Whenever you wanted to go somewhere

(Place an X against all suitable answers).

How much of your period of suspensioh had passed before you dro&e
for the first time during the suspension period? sseenee. Weeks.

When you drove without your llcence, was your dr1v1ng (place an X
against only one of the following): )
more careful than usual to avoid being picked up for a
driving offence
"about as careful as usual, no more an@ no less

How worried were you that you might be caught driving while
disqualified? (Place an X in one of the spéces below to indicate
how worried you were). | '
Not at all : P
worried 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -8 worried

3 - :Extremely

Would you still have driven if the period of disqualification had
been a shorter one? (Please circle the correct answer.)
Yes No ‘

WHEN YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL THE QUESTIONS IN PART A PLEASE TURN TO

PAGE 3 AND FILL OUT PART C.
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PART B

These questlons are for you IF YOU DID NOT DRIVE AT ALL WHILE YOUR
LICENCE - WAS DISQUALIFIED

‘ﬂ ;

WHEN YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL THE QUESTIONS IN PART B, PLEASE TURN TO

B s ndt DA(‘I:'WRMMI\ sV LT T AT ML D ADIT . 1Y

| if‘l'l*

Not at all : . : : T 1o : ot ' s s s 1 : Extremely]

'Durlng the period when your licence was disqualified, how did you

get to work? (Please place an X agalnst the most suitable answer).
By bus, train or tram

I was driven to work by a member of my family

I was driven to work by a good friend

I was driven to work by someone who works at the same place

H o 0w

I do not work so I did not need transport

&)

By other means; please write what YOu mean Here:

During the‘period when YQur licence was disqualified, how did you
get to social functions (parties,dancee,visiting friends, etc.)?
By bus, train or tram

I was driven there by a member of my family

By taxi

A

B

C I was driven by a good friend

5 |

E I did not go to any social functions during this period
F

By other means;‘please write what you mean here:

_During the period when your licence was disqualified, how did'you

travel to do your family shopping?
' A By bus, train or tram’
I was driven by a member of my family

B
C I was driven by a good friend
D By taxi ‘

E

By other means; please write what you mean here:

5 -

If you did drive while disqualified, how worried do you think'you we
be - about being caught? (Place an X in one of the spaces on the
line below to indicate how worried you would have been.) ‘

worried 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 worried

Would you have driven if you had been suspended for a longer period?
(Please circle the correct answer): ' '
Yes No ; No sure
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A PART C

Please fill‘in Part C REGARDLESS OF WHETHER OR NOT YOU DROVE WHILE
YOUR LICENCE WAS DISQUALIFIED. B
1. Marital status: Please put a circle around your marital status

Single Married Divorced - Widowed fséparatéd
2. GCGccupation: Briefly describe what you do ...;}.;...,..........
3. Does your occupation require you to drive? Yes . No

(circle the correct answer)

4. As the driver of a vehicle, have you ever been.ihvdived in an
accident about which a report was made to- some traffic authority?
Yes No ‘ -

(Please circle the correct answer):

5. If Yes, (i) how many times? .......... times

(ii) how long ago was the last? ...........years

6. How many times has your driving licence been disqualified?
cieveesa e esdae .. times

7. At the court case when your licence was last disqualified, were you
legally represented in court (by a barrister or solicitor)?
Yes No

o

8. How much of a risk do you think there is of a disqualified driver
being caught by police if he drives. as much as he would normally?
(Place an X in one of the spaces on the line below to indicate

how much of a risk you think there is.) . .
| Very little : T e T ot I T s T e : : A very
risk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 high risk
9. How would you rate your ability as a driver? ‘
Well below : I s I I : : 3 s : Well above
average 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 .8 average

0 Do you think £hat the penalty of licence disqualification will

make you avoid committing the same offence again?
Yes No

1. It is often said that a person who drives while disqdalified takes
much more care on the road than he would if he had a licence. Do.
you agree with this,idea? ‘ }
o . ~ Yes 2 No ‘ B i
12. Do you think that a motoring offender is likely to-be a better ]

driver or a'worse driver as a result of having his -licence

~ disqualified? (Please circle the.correct answer) . .
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B i . . * .
Do you consider that the court was justified in disqualifying you

from driving?

i ) Yes , No
If no, do you think the penalty was

' A Too severe

\
"B  Not appropriate for the offence

_____ C Unfair, because many other drivers commit the same offence
but are not caught

D Unfair, because the police did not have sufficient eviden
that you had committed an offence

(Place an X in one or more of the spaces provided, to indicate your

answer; if vou agrée with none of the above, leave all spaces blank)

14.

15.

le6.

17.

is

How do you think a disqualified driver is most likely to be caught
if he continues'to drive?
A As a result of an accident
B Because he commits some other driving offerice (e.g. speedin-
C Other; please SPECIifY teveccesacesansnsnnsssassossssasosssscs

® ® 2 0 460 9 40 8O0 ST B GE DA T PSSO NS0 ® 6 8 0% 40 s 0 ee 0N 0

Which of the following is the correct penalty for a first offence of
driving while disqualified?

A Permanent loss of driving licence

One week in gaol

Up to one month in gaol

Up to three months in gaol

Up to six mornths in gaol
A fine of $2000

H B O QW

What «do you consider the most serious driving offence?

How much do you thing your licence disqualification disrupted your
activities? (Place an X in one of the spaces below to indicate how
much disruption was caused.)

No A grea
disruptioﬁ : I I T e H voe $ s - dealfof dis
at all 1 2 3 5 4 6 7 8 ruption

How much do you think your licence disqualification disrupted the
activities of other members of your family? (Place an X in one of
the spaces below to indicate the amount of disruption.)

No .
disruption ,
at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8.

: - LI S : : @ : A great dea
of

disruption
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APPENDIX B: INTRODUCTORY LETTER

Dear

I am writing to ask you for your help in a survey of motorists'
attitudes to road traffic laws. The information I am seeking
is very important for deciding the value of various possxble
measures to prevent road accidents.

A number of traffic safety experts believe that
taking away a driver's licence is an important way of preventing
unsafe drivers from having more accidents, but other experts
disagree and say that this measure has no value. In fact, no
one really knows the effects of driver licence disqualification.

I am writing to you because I have been through
some court records and found that your licence has recently been
suspended, and I am particularly interested in your reactions
to this penalty. ©

The information you give us will be treated in the strictest
confidence. It will be used only by the University of Melbourne
and only for the purpose of this survey. Your answers will be
added to the answers that other people give us. The results of
the survey will be presented for the groups of persons (such
as older people or younger people, country or city people}
so that no-one can possibly tell how any one person answered.

There is only a small number of questions to be answered.
Please answer them as well as you can, and remember that your
answers are strictly confidential. Please return your questionnaire
in the self-addressed envelope supplied.

Thank you for your help,
Yours sincerely

C.D. Robinson /;:’/,.
!

Racanrcah Tallawr








