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ABSTRACT: A mail survey was conducted of 4492 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 

" u, 

48 hours were excluded from th~ study. The respondent 
sample of 1552 subjects represented a response rate 

NOTE: 

of 37.2%. 

Results showed that 36.4% of the resp~ndents 
admi tted driving , ... hile disqualified, with over 40% 
of these subjects driving on more than 20 occasions. 
The most common reason for driving were "exceptional 
circumstances", employment related circumstances,or 
all transport needs. The person who drove while 
disqualified tended to be under 40 or over 60 years 
of age, unmarried or separated from his marital 
partner, employed as an unskilled worker, skilled 
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. 

Thi~ study was commissioned by the Commonwealth Department of 
Transport and the Report is disseminated in the interest of 
info:':;'mation exchange. 

The views expressed in this Report are those of the author and 

. 

do not necessarily represent those of the Commonwealth Government. 
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EXEqUTlVE SU~~RY 

The present report was commissioned to prQvide a reVl.ew and 
i .. ," .', 

empirical investigation of the operation of',' driver licence 
,f I. . 

disqualification, and the study reported he~e~~presents the first 

Australian research in this area. Existing evidence on the 

operation of this sanction was derived from 'studies in ot.her 

countries, where systems of traffic law and enfdrcement procedures 

differ significantly from those operating in Australia, but it did 

suggest that there was likely to be a significant rat~ of 
violation of the sanction. As reviewed here, there are alsQ 

differences in. traffic law between the Australian 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 s'cudy 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 de1e~c.ing these groups, a final sample of 4492 SUbjects remained., 

Completed questionnaires were returned by 1552 of these subjects, and 

an additional 236 subject,s were not known at their recorded address I, 

The respondent sample of 1552 subjects represented a response rate 

f 

of 37.2%, which was considered acceptable for a single~w'ave mail 

survey. A pilot follow-up of non-respondents wasconduc~ed, but 

indicated that improvements to the response rate were in~ufficient 'j 
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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C:, Results showed that 36.4% of the respondents admitted 
;---\. 

driving while disqualified, with over. 40% {~ these subjects. driving 
, ,t .,/,.1 

on more than 2 D"occasions. The most common~' reasons for d:r:'i ving 

were "exceptional circumstances", employment related circumstances, 
or all tranpo'rt needs. 

'I'he 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 employed 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·~ 
fit:),d two or more times previously, and he was not represented by 
legal counsel at his court h~aring. 

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

!;ication was also found to be a significant factor in the tendency 

to drive while disqualified, an.d the relation between driving and 
length of disqualification was found to be Gurvolinear, with the 

highest frequency of violations reported by sub:iects 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 disquali­

fied, although knowledge of this penalty was not significantly 

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 doubting that the sanction produced 
any driver improvement. 

Subjects who did not drive while disqualified still relied 

on the private moto~ vehicle as their major means of transport 
for employment, shopping, and social occasions., These subjects 

we~e usually driven by friends to social functions, by fellow 
~mployees to their place of employment, and by members of their 

family for shopping. 

>:.. ' ~::witS¥drtf'Nft ',e"ee' ·'traertat'-Mrc'Mtif:b Mt¢;#i%i¥rl!.Wit:!tN\WE !&ftthnMtlf'!lr¥M¥nHdtterr1'twtnt1"7tH"r t itit:h"rlthttUH'Mftt'f±t' 'Ii' Jt err wce"¥' ,.. j-".'\:i - ,"1 
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IiI 1t:he light of these results, 'it. v:as recommended that, if 
I 

the sanbtion continues to be used as it is at p~esent, new 
measures s3hould be introduced to increase of-re:nde!rs' expectancies 

II • , 

of app:r:1eh~ms ',Lon; random licence checks have 'b~en ~uggested as , . . 
one sue:h I,neasure. A second reconunendation was that offenders 
should be more clearly warned at the time of t;h~ir disqualification 
of the penalties for driving while disqualified~ . 

were More generally, changes in the use of t,he· sanction 
recolnmended. It was suggested that disqualif~cation should 
imposed only for relatively serious offenoes, and that it 
not be repeatedly imposed on persistent traffic offenders. 
addition, it was ur,ged that con.sideration be given to the 
establishment of a driver improvement programme for traffic 

be . 
should 
In 

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 traffic safety is not new, 

and there is a burgeoning scientific liteiature on the 

subject of road accidetits, their causes, 'and consequences. . , 

Accidents are generally considered to b~ a consequence 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 to be, in saf·ety terms, 

counter-productive; ·the give. way to the right rule which 

specifies priorities at intersections is an exampl.e of a 

law ~hich has a questionable safety value. 

The traffic law typically requires certain types'of 

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 tQ 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 

I 

" 



l:.,;)'1 j.~~~.,t!,,\W\i!,4iJW;Wl"i""""''''''''''¥W$jk,pm t.Pp e .AH, 

!.', " 

~ ., " 

-2-

measures which will punish offenders and d-iscourage further 

undesirable beha~\.7iour and also deter other road users from the 

performal),ce of similar action's. However, it is rare to find 

sanctions which have been empirically validated, and most sanc­

tions seem to be derived from traditional philosophy and wisdom 

which, for the Illost 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 assumptions are open to question. 

l+.uthors such as Ross (1960) and Robinson (1975) have observed 

that the large number of licensed road users, and the high 

densities of traffic prevailing at any time in most societies, 

make it difficult to enforce traffic laws in any uniform way 

and also prevent apprehension of all, or even most, traffic 

offenders. Although the optimum ratio of police to motorists 

has not been determined, there are doubts that police manpower 

allocations for road traffic functions will ever be adequate to 

provide an acceptable level of enforcement. 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 consequence of these pet-

ceptions is a general decrease in respect for 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 Aus.tin (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 the~ehas been any 

substantial empirical investigation of ' the sanction~ 

provided for by traffic laws, even though the use of these 
1. . . ~. 

sanctions must be a major cause of any eX1sting publ1c 

discontent about -traffic 'laws. Sancticm~i 'oommonly used 

against traffic offenders include fines,- ~aol terms, and ~he 

suspension or cancellation of the licence to drive, and some 

countries have recently experimented with alternative 

treatments such as dr.iver 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 PC>tll 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 Organisa,tion for 

Economic Co-Operation and Development (1974) have suggested 

that fines do not produce a reformative effect alnd earlier 

findings published by Mechrun (1968) are consistent with these 

contentions, and Btiikhuisen and Steenhuis (1972) and 'Ross 

(1975) have reported evidence that gaol terms for drink 

driving offences are similarly inef~ective. Studies of 

licence disqualification, such as those by Coppin and van 

Oldenbeek (1965), Willett (1973), and Kaestner ~nd Speight 

(1974), suggest that a significant proportion of 

disqualified drivers violate the sanction, and these findings 

cast doubts on the likelihood that the sanction ,can produce 

any useful effects. These f~IJ,d-i-ngs emphasize _ a functional 

I 
; I 

'. 
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distinction b~tweem licence disqualification and the 

other traditional penalties of fines and gaol sentences: . , 

I , 

whereas the detect,ion of those who fail to pay fines or 

serve gaol sentences would ~ppear possible by a procedurally 

simple accounting of)eration, there is no straight forward 

method of ensuring that disqualified motorists do not drive. 

It;Ls not possible to detect the offence of driving while 

disqualified .unless th~~ 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 t:o allow for regular enforcement ' 

activities against disqualified drivers. In the absence of 

a high level of enforcement, the chances of detecting an 

offence of driving while disqualified are extremely low. 

At a theore.tical 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 b,asis 

of some measure of their ability. In the field of traffic 

safety, this notion has been particularly attractive to 

advocates of the concept of accident proneness (for example, 

Shaw and Sichel, 1971). So, on the legally approved 

p;t'inciple that to drive is a privilege rather than a right, 

it seemS both reasonable and sensible to remove unsafe or 

delingtient drivers from the ro~ds. The effect of this 



,..,...,....,.,.,.,,~,. ,.1'\,111. , •. 1 ' .• PiM. .. \t ,~ • .¢lt"j,,¥.t •. ,ti~ji~" 

=5-

procedure should be the prevention of fu¥.t~er· driving 

offences by these individuals at least during the specified 

period 6~ disqualification, and a consequent in6rease in 
'. 

the level of road safety. 

The major assumption underlying these 'notions is, of 

course, that a disqualified driver wiil cea~e to drive when 

so directed by a legal authority or a cour~ of law. As has 

been noted, there is research evidence available which 

makes the validity of this assumption questionable, 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 t.o the unlawful behaviour. 

The probability of apprehension for driving while 

disquali.fied can be seen as equal to the probability of 

coming to the attention of the police while committing this 
. ' 

offence. Most of the motorists who decide to drive while 

disqualified will have made, as a result of experience, 

their own estimates of how often they can expect ,to be 

observed by a traffic policeman while driving, and are likely 

to decide that these periods of observation are infrequent. 

Thus very few will be discouraged 'completely by their 

estimates of the likelihood of police surveillance, although 

. ~>'.". -~" ' .. 
~SrIt'tt1Y*Svi~WCfuijft:lihtla1tf"'$'~~lli""'.~":"";':-"'7-"'Sf~~~~~JSttW-!)fu ;el t 
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some will probably alter their drivj,:ng behaviour (for 
" ) 

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

change will further reduce the chances of" being observed; 

this situation ~imits the effectiveness of sanction 

evaluations (such as that by Coppin and van Oldenbeek, , 

1965) which have s~udied only official records. A second 

type of behaviour modification may also occur: the 

disqualified driver may take particular care to observe 

some, i~ 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 reduceab1e to an 

acceptable level by modifications to their normal driving 

behaviour. 

Police apprehension of a disqualified driver by no 

means guarantees that he will 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 
,'j 

he was driving, or will t1end' his licence to the offender. 

Alternatively, a disqualified driver may give a false name 

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

avoiging 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 

of sentence, and also significantly increased a defendent's 

chances of being found not guilty or of having the charges 

reduced; Vinson and Home1 (1973) found similar trends in 



.-,,',""';;" """-T'\-7""Ii':'~~~'.)~''''''.''.'''''''' ~",=,""'"I"~..,~;';T.~", .. ".,1 <.",,", 

if 

-7-

New South Wales. In addition, LeWer (197~) nqted that in 
,1 "l I • • ", 

.... -:- ,:i; 

New South Wales, as a result of the volume,: of traffic offences 
" 

brought before courts, there was no enforbe~ent.in 1971 o( 

418,195 reported breaches. Thus, for an uhknown number of 

drivers, punishment for driving while disqualified is by no 

means certain even if they are stopped by'!:?olice; it can also 

be noted that when offenders are heard in court there is a c,on-· 

s'iderable variation in the severity of the .pena1ties imposed. 

For many offenders the desirability of driving while 

disqualified is likely to outweigh any negative feelings about 

engaging in unlawful behaviour~ Specifically, 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 offender' s fears. about 

vio1atihg 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 10w~ So, it is apparent 

that the incentive to accept the imposed. restrict,ion, can 'often 

be very small and, conversely, the ne~d to engage in the un1aw-

fu1 behaviour of driving while disqualified can be considerable. 

The disqualified driver who wishes to avoid. any infringe-

ment of the law must find alternative means of transport to 

reach his place of employment, to meet the needs ,of.his family, 

and to maintain s0cia1 contacts. Public transpqrt systems are 

often perceiv;ed as being expensive and inconveni.ent, particularly 
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, for night or weekend excurs,~ons, and thus as not being 
" an acceptable, alternative to :the private car,. "Thepriva,te, 

car has" become for most people an essential part of, th~ir 

way of~ife, and licence disqualification le?ds to two 

equally unreasonable alternatives, reliance on publiCi 

transport or violating the sanction, so that the pressures 

of theof,fender' s established life style are likely to 

urge him to continue driving, except where another member 

of the irnmediatefamily can easily take over the responsibi-

lity of driving. 

Available evidenceQn the effectiveness of licence 

disqualification ,as a sanction will pe given more detailed 

scrutiny in Chapter 2 of the present report, but it,' can ,be 

said that existin~ 'evidence wasno~~considered sufficiently 

conclusive or appropriate by the :e:xpert Group on Road safety, 

a body advising the Commonwealth Minister for Transport. In 
, . 

,,·a com~rehensive review, (1972) of Australia' s,road accident 

'situa,tion, this group recommended that "an exami,nation of - \, 

the problem of persons who have had their licences suspended 

but continue tq drive should be made ll (p. 129). This rec'om-

mendationwas accepted ,and, as a, consequence, the study 

reported here was ,supported· by the Commonwealth 'Government 

Department of Transport. The intention waS to investigate 

the effects of both suspension (temporary withdrawal) and 
, , , 

cancellation (indefinite removal) of' the licence to drive; 

unless otherwise stated, the term disqualification will be' 

taken here 1;:9 include ~Qth suspe,nsion and cancE;!llatiqn. 

The present report provides, an examination of eX'isting 

research evidence, and the results obtained from a large 
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.scalemai1 survey of di'squalified drivers. The sample of 

disqualified drivers on which this stu4y''.'o/as· based :was drawn 
, :.,' Jio,: . 

~. t' • 

exclusively from the Australian state of::Vic"t;.oriawhich, . '. 

in December 1975, had a popu1at.ion of approximately 3.69 

millions, a total register of approximate Ii 1.77 million 

vehicles and 1.9 million licensed drivers. I 
I 



CHAPTER 2 

THE PROBLEM.: DIMENSIONS AN.D AVAILABLE EVIDENCE 

\." 

In 1975, a total of 351,280 traffic offences was 

reported by police in victorial • This figure includes 
\ 

both on-the-spot traffic infringement notices. and offences 

to be processed bya court. For the offenders who 

subsequently appeared in court and who pleaded or were 

f.ound guilty, sentences of fines, -licence suspension or 

cancellation, or gaol terms, or acombinati9n of these 

sanctions, were imposed. Beyond th~ events of each 

individual court action little is ~nown about the effects 

of these sentences on their recipients. The sentences 

may have had a beneficial effect on some or even a 

majority of traffic offenders, out there are no adequate 

statistics availabl-e to bear w,itness to such effects. 

Similarly, little is. known about ·the effects of 

disqualification resulting from accumulation of demerit. 

points. 

In cases where periods of licence suspension or 

cancellation are imposed by a court further complication~ 

a:rise. It is r:ot possible for esti.mates to be made in 

any accurate 'way about the proportion of offenders who 

complied with the sanction. By means of proceclurally 

1. _-Figure provided by the Victoria Police. 

-10"': 
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simple accounting tasks it is not diffiaul.t.,·to detect 
.:,-~ ." ~ 

and follow up those who do not pay an impo,l:leg fine, or 

who do not serve an imposed gaol term, but no : 

administrative device exists for detecting,'those who 

drive while disqualified. Some of these offenders will 

be detected because they are involved in 'an accident or 

are apprehended for another driving offe~rie during the 

period of their disqualification; in 1975' the police 

detected 1,451 drive while disqualified offEmces 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) 1 5228 drivers were disqualified aft~r 

court proceedings (this figure excludes those automatically 

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 conviction recqrds 

held by the Victorian Motor Registration Branch suggested 

that approximately 58% of traffic offenders are sentenced 

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 sanction and 

also about the extent.t,;o which it is flouted. On the basis 

of statistics reported by the Victorfa Police (1975) it can 

be estimated that the rate of nonpayment of fi~es ,for 

traffic offences is about 9%, but an accurate statistic of 
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this sort for the sanction of licence disqualification 

is not available. A numb.er of studies have examined the 

si tuation, and their estimates of the rate of violation .\ .. , .... 

of the periods of disqualification will be detailed here. 

PREV!OU8 RESEARCH ON LICENCE DISQUALIF!CA'l'ION 

A. MAIJOR STqDIES 

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 while disqualified, 

but which also offer some insight into the operation of 

this sanction, 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, which have been widely quoted, were 

reported by Coppin and van Oldenbeek (1~65). 

The study consisted of on examination of the accident 

, and violation'r~cords 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 

, 
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excluded from the sample, as also were ,tnoAe for whom 
:~ .. 1-' 

, , 

there were some doubts that they had r~ceived'a notice 

of disqualification. The sample was found to: include 

only 18 (or 1.4%) females, and so the results were seen 

as being "almost wholly" relevant to male offenders. 

It was found that 33% of suspe,nded negligent drivers, 

and. 68% of revoked negligent drive:r.s had officially recorded 

instances of driving while suspended or revoked. Drivers 

convicted of any traffic offence committed during a 

pexiod of suspension or revocation were found to have 

averaged 3.5 convictions during their disqualification 

pE'!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 drive. These findings, suggest 

two other conclusions. First, the high average number of 

convictions for offences committed during the 

disqualification period indicates that the sample~ 

offenders were driving relatively frequently curing th~ir 

disqualification period. Seco~ld, on the basis of the 

authors' indications that periods of revocation tended 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 recorded 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 age group •. In addition, those in the 

labouring or semi-skilled occupations showed the highest 

percentage of recorded driving incidents during the 

disqualification 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 suspended 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 

quoted by highway safety researchers, but a number of 

limitations .of the study appear to have been largely 

overlooked. The first is that the sample apparently 

included only drivers classified as negligent operators 

whose original offence was the subject of an informal 

he~ring by the Californian Department of Motor Vehicles, 

and it .is not made clear to the reader whether' or not . 

this process of classifica~iQn provided a representative 

sample of suspended or revoked offenders in California. 

Second, the data were gained entir~ly 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. ::a,~so'" an estimate 

biased by the low probability of accide"nt in~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 have followed 

the British model, notably in the requir,ement that a 

driver "has knowledge" that he has been suspended or his 

licence revoked before he can be found guilty of driving 

while disqualified. 

The most important of these limitations is the total 

reliance on official r.ecords, 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 underes~imate provided by the use of 

official records, but it can be predicted with some 

confidence that a· substantial number of disqualified 

drivers continue to drive without comipg to official 

notice. This limitation is not necessarily a prob1em'for 

it could perhaps be seen as a useful est~mate of the 

minimum frequency of violation of ~he sanction; the 

difficulty lies in the real possibility that the e~timate 

is not a representative one. It is not new t'o sugge.st 

th~t persons who feature in statistics of vio1at~ons or 

accidents represent only a very small proportion of the 

deviant population. Cressey (1973), for example" has 

noted that low status persons are more 1ike1~ than others 

to have convictions for anti-social acts recorded against 
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them, and Klel.n (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 increases the chances of an acquittal, a 

dismissal, or a modification of, penalty, and the results 

of the latter study show that this relationship can be 

influenced by age and social status. Clearly then, it 

~s 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 judicial 

level and also at the level of police enforcement. Coppin 

and van Oldenbeek reported a greater frequency of incidents 

recorded against young drivers and low status occup,ational 

groups, and these findings 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 197b, and 

found that 28% of suspendep drivers were convicted of 

subsequent offences, involved in accidents', or failed to 

appear in court during their suspension period, and were 

thus assumed to have driven while disqualified. Suspensions 

of about 12 months were found to be the most effective ones, 

with short periods of suspension being most likely to be 

disobeyed, and those disqualified for very long periods 
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showing a high accident rate. It wasconc'luded that .. ," 

the level of driving while disqualifi~d~in .Caiifornia 

was "appreciable", cmd the authors argued that their 

findings could be seen as evidence for a failure of the 

traffic enforcement/driver control system~ rather than 

as an indicator that some drivers will riot obey the 

dictates of this system. The authors also noted the 

limitations of working from official records, and t.hat 

unverifiable assumptions were required if generalisations 

were to be made from trends in official records. 

Harrington (197,2) has reported another research 

project which operated under the auspices of the California 

Department of Motor Vehicles and used official records as 

a data source. The driving records of a random sample of 

13,915 young drivers were fo~lowed up over a period of six 

years from the first issue of a licence~ Results' 

indicated that 32·% of males under suspension or revocation 

r<?corded some driving incident (accide,nt or violation) 

during the disqualification period. Harrington noted'that 

"considering the small chance of being detected for 

illegal driving, it would app~ar t~at the majority of 

males drove during their suspension/revocation" (1972, 

p.204). Again, however, the reliance on official reqords 

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 inve~tigate 

the influence of human factors on the dri vin~ record.s of 

" ''';r 
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young drivers. 

Willett. (1973). In a British st:udy of "drivers after 

sentence",,; Willett (1973) has reported an interview 

survey of 181 "serious" motoring offenders, 141 of whom 
" . 

were suspended. Serious offenders were taken to be 

these donvicted of causing death by dangerous driving, 

dangerous or reckless driving, driving under the influence 

of alcohol or drugs, driving while disqualified, failing 

to stop after or report an accident, or failing to be 

insured against third party risks. 

The survey produced a response, rate of 80% for a 

first interview-...and 8.7% for a follo,'l-up interview, and 

results showed that 36% of the disqualified drivers . 

admitted disobeying the order of disqualification. 

F~pproximately 75% of those who did drive had notb~en 

previously disqualified, and most of them were in the 

younger age groups, ,and were employed in low status 

occupations. Willett also found some evidence that the 

proportion of offenders who continued to drive. was higher 

when the length of disqualification exceeded twelve months 

but this trend was not statistically significant. 

Willett also investigated his subjects' attitudes 

towards disql;J.alification. He noted that those who admitted 

doing' so, and a majority oftl}~ subjects sawdisqualification 

as a greater punishment than any other aspects of their 



sentences. This latter result is sOIIl'$,what surprising as .. ': . , . 
it is evident that most of the offend~r's ;W~o ~ere gaoled 

saw disqualification. as a more injurious penalty than 

their gaol sentenCe. Questioned further,. ~clear majority 

of subjects stated that the penalties the¥ received did 

not change their attitudes towards the tr~ffic laws or 

influence their subsequent behaviour .in any way. Willett 

concluded that the threat of disqualification could be an 

important influence, but that the imposition of a period 

. of disqualification had little effect because those who 

found their disqualification to be an impediment simply 

continued to drive. 

Willett's study has provided some useful insights 

about traffic offenders and, in particular, about offenders 

who are disqualified. His s~udy is noteworthy in that he 

directly surveyed offenders, but it is unfortunate that he 

restricted his ef·forts to a relatively small group of 

offenders and, by his own admission, 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 sentence] has hurt you the most?"), 

and many of his results are present.ed in such a way that it 

is not possible to distinguish between the responses ,of 

disqualified drivers and others. Thus many of his reported 

I 
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More importantly, Willett surveyed only those who 

had committed serious traffic c\<.ffences 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-social 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 driving one or more times during the 

suspension period. This proportion of admissions is 

substantially higher than that found by Willett (1973), 

and also notably higher th~n the officially detected 

frequency of vi0lations reported by Coppin and van 

Oldenbeek (1965) for suspended drivers. Almost half of 

those who admitted driving indicated that 'they had done 

so on 21 or more occasions, and a majority noted that they 

drove in a variety of circumstances. Approximately 75% 

suggested that they drove more carefully than when ,they 
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were licensed. 

Subjects who denied driving durin~ their suspension 

period were asked about the alternative'means of transport 

they used to reach their place of employment and to do 

their shopping. In both these situations. about 68% of 

the non-drivers were driven to the'ir destination by a 

friend or a member of their family, and, less than 10% 

indicated that they used public transport. 

The sample contained a very small nu~er of females, 

a finding which is consistent with those of Coppin and 

van Oldenbeek (1965) and Willett (1973). Comparisons 

between those subjects who admitted driving and those who 

denied driving showed that these two groups were nat 

significantly differep;t 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 fewer than two out 

of three drivers do continue to drive ,during suspension" 

(p. 63). Even so, they suggested that, because ~ 

reasonable number of drivers did n,ot drive, and because 

a clear majority of those who did drive claimed that they 

drove more carefully than usual, the sanction could at 

least be seen as producing some temporary benefit. 

The' Oregon study parallelleO- the C'O'ppin' and"van 

Oldenbeek (1965) study and investigated only individuals 

j 
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as part o-f' a Driver Improvement programme, were 

SUspended be.cause· they d:td not respond· favourably to 
t" . " 

a wa;rningle1:teror a .subsequent interview with a 
, \" 

"driver improvement analystn~ A demographic study of 
, '". ',' . 

csuspendeddrivers indicated that a majority were under 

the age, of 25~fearsv· and .about 75% had been lipensed for 

less than6~5 years. Thus it must be noted that the 
, .. 

,results may not be representative of the total population 
~, (' 

of di;s,c.p:lalified drivers in Oregon • Even so, the use of 

a mail survey methodology is interesting as subjects are 

likely to see a greater degree of anonimity in this 
'I 

,'.:; response situation than would be the 'case for an interview 

s.urvey, and also the response rate of "4.3% is a favourable 

one fora single phase mail survey. The authbrs reported 

that some attemEts were made to .. crossvalidatetheir 

findings by interviewing reinstated drivers"btit the 

i,nterview survey was terminated because of its 

prohibitively higl1 costi results from .the completed interviews 

were consistent with those of the. ma':;;l survey. It is 

unfortunate however, that Kaestner and Speight felt 

constrained to ask their small sample only a small number of 

q:uestions i.addi tional information about the motivation of 

those who drove could have allowed more detailed 

explanations of the operation of the sanction. . 

Timberlake (1970.) surveyed police agencies' and motor 
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vehiclea.dministrat6rs in the United St'a:t.~s ;", Puerto Rico., 
" t" 
',: "; 

and Canada to gain their reactions'to th~ p.roblem of 

persons who drove whileunder.suspension or revocation. 

It ~las. found that 98% of administrators kept ,no statistics 

ot the proportion of suspended drivers who ~ontinue to 

drive, but their estimates of this propor~ion ranged from 

3% to 90% with three-quarters of the agencies estimating 

50% or less. The estimates provided by pblice agencies 

showed a similarly wide distribution, but over half of 

the police respondents saw the proportion of persons who 

continue to drive after disqualification as being 50% or 

more. The police suggested that road block checks were 

a relatively efficient method of enforcing the sanction, 

and noted that the task of enforcement was made difficult 

because information about disqualified drivers was not 

sufficiently up-to-date. Timberlake concluded that few 

systems for detection of the drive-while-disqualif~ed 

offender appeared to be effective, and that there was a 

pressing need for identification of the extent of the 

problem. Hricko (1970) has echoed these sentiments, and 

suggested that penalties for driving while disqualified 

were insufficient to deter offenders: Hricko concluded 

that, under existing systems, licence suspension was a 

"paper tiger". Joscelyn (1976), in a review of the 

influence of the legal system on driver behaviour, has 

" 
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Rahn(1970), a Hunicipal Court judge in California, 

has also commented on. penalti~s fO,r driving while 

disqualified, and noted that judges who have to pass 

sentence on driye-while-disqualified offenders are placed 

in a difficult position because of the lack of a suitable 

educati'i7~ or rehabilitative penalty. In the light of 

this difficulty Rahn recommended the imposition of 

extended gaol sentences only for offenders who repeatedly 

violate the sanction, and called for research to produce 

evidence on the. types of treatment programmes which could 

rehabilitate .problem drivers. 

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

(1972) have found that both the police and. the courts are 

reluctant to impose sentences of licence disqualification 

because they believe that such a penalty will cause 

economic hardship for a· disqualified driver, the assumption 

being that the offender needs to drive tp reach his place 

of employment. Baker and Robertson (1975) have empirically 

tested this assumption by asking a sample of drivers how' 

they would get to work if a broken leg prevented'them from 

driving. It was found that,79% believed that they could 

.make alternative travel arrangements, and in most cases 

not suffer any increas(~ in their transport costs, and so 
. 

the assumption of an employment-related need to drive was 

considered to be unfounded. HoweveT., the study excluded 

(for example, shopping or social requirements), and thus 



it seems that these. results need to b~'::.;l:freated wi thsome 

degree of caution when considered for.t'heirapplicability 

to the motoring population at large. 

A study reported by Kriefman (1975) sought to 

distinguish "the type of offender for whom disqualification 

is most useful as a penalty, that is, the driver who, if 

disqualified, is least likeiy to breach.that 

disqualification" (p. 3). The study investigated 

differences 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 ito 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 age of 21 years than were the 

DD group. The DWD offenders also show.ed a higher number of 

traffic convictions and previous DWD v~olations,and it 

significantly greater probability of having a· criminal 

record. However, as has already bE?en noted, the probability 

of apprehension of a disqualified driver who continues to 

drive 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 

del·inquent . (and this'~electivity--could be the 're"a;son for 

the high number of convicted DWn offenders who had a 
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criminal record), or else unlucky to be apprehended. 

The group which showed no DWD convictions is likely to 

have incl~ded a sizable number of pl9rsons 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 data 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 that a substantial number of disqualified 

drivers continue to drive, and available research evidence 

indicates that the proportion of drivers who violate 'che 
\ 

sanction 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 studies 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 inforrt\at.ion about possible differences between _ .... - -. ",. 

those who do drive while'disqualified and those who do not. 
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There is some evidence that length P~. the imposed 
: .... ,I ~', 

period of disqualification is a determi~~nt ~f 'whether 

or not an offender continues to drive, althoug~ other 

evidence is not in accord with this conclusion. Some 

findings indicate tnat those who do drive during a period 

of disqualification tend to be members of. younger 

agegroups and low status occupation gruup·s· but, again, 

the evidence is not unanimous. It must b~ concluded, then, 

that additional evidence is needed on the operation of 

the sanction of licence suspension and its effects on 

t.hose upon whom it is imposed. Furthe.c, it is apparent 

that this additional evidence should hot be 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 disqualified drivers, and sought to 

provide information about the operation of the sanotion 

which, it was hoped, would be more detailed and 

comprehensive than that which was previously available.-

As the existing evidence was unclear, no specific 

hypotheses were formulated, but several general questions 

were decided upon as focuses of the project. These 

questions involved the following issues: 

a. What proportion of disqualified drivers contioue.to 

drive? 

b. Are some persons more likely than others to drive . . 
while disqualified? 

1.: 
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c. For those who do drive while disqualified, is 

their driving different from when they were not 

disq'ualified? 

d. For those who do not drive while disqualified, 

what alternative transport arrangements do they 

make? 

e. What are the attitudes of disqualified drivers 

toward the sanction? 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE LAW 

In general, it can be said that Australian 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 Australian 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 bet,.,e6n t:he ",arious 

states of the United states of America; Antony (1970) has 

provided a comparative analysis of the 1aws'existing in 

the American states. The present Chapter provides a brief 

analysis of the law in Victoria a~ 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 and that' 

operating in Victoria. To assist this process Figure l' 

presents a tabular comparison of background provisions in 

the Australian states. 

For the purposes 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 

-29-



FIGURE 1: BACKGROUND LEGAL PROVISIONS IN THE AUSTRALIAN STATES. 

PROBATION~RY/ 

PROVISIONAL 

LICENSING 

SYSTEM 

DEMERIT 

POINTS 

SYSTEM 

MINIMUM 

LICENSING 

AGE 

VICTORIA 

Yes 

Yes 

18 years 

SOUTH 

AUSTRALIA 

No 

Yes 

16 years 

NEW SOUTH 

WALES 

Yes 

Yes 

17 years 

QUEENSLAND 

Yes 

Yes 

17 years 

TASMANIA 

Yes 

Yes 

17 years 

WESTERN 

AUSTRALIA 

Yes 

Yes 

17 years 
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E" " . cancellation will be" defined a.s a non temporary ;r'emoval 
F r . of the.driving privilege where the offender f. after a 
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specified period, may apply . for a permit to learn to 

drive and proceed as if he were E!eeking a lic~nce for 

the first time 2 The term disqua~ification will be used . 
! 

here as a general one to include both suspension and 

cance'lla tioD.. 

For convenience, a distinction can b(>, drawn between 

cases where the suspension or cancellation of a driving 

l.icence is an obligatory penalty for a driving offence 

and cases \'lherethere is a power but no obligation to 

suspend or cancel a driving licence (in this latter 

instan.ce, the pE7,'hiil ty will be termed • directory 
'.f 

disqualification'). However, it should be noted that, 

under the Justices Act (1968) and.~he Magistrates' Courts 

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

and severity of penalty it:;. ~mposes (including 

disqualification). Consequently, the distinction between 

obligatory and directory disqualification should not be 

seen as an absolute one. 

2. These terms are hot defined in the Motor Car ~ct (1958), 

but the present definitions appear consistent with 
, 

with usages and practice within the Victorian legal 

system. 
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DIRECTORY DISQUALIFICATION. 

The power to impose d;i.rec~ory disqualification of 

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

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

the Chief Commissioner of Police: 

(i) Section' 26 (1) Motor Car Act 1958 

"any magistrate's court before which a person is 

convicted of an offence under this act or of any 

offence 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 d~clare 

the person convicted disqualified from obtaining 

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

(ii) Section 21F (1) Motor Car Act 1958 
~~--~-------:.-.:..----.<;;-----~-

(iii) 

"Upon the recommendation of the Safety Inspection 

Advisory Committee the Chief Commissioner may'by 

notice in writing under his hand cancel such 

licence or suspend 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. 

Section 25 <.~) Motor Car Act 1958 

"The Chief Commissioner may refuse to i$sue a 
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licence to drive a motor car unde,r this Part 
1,\' ~,.. .' 

~ •• ~ ,t ~ 

or may cancel or suspend ani'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 convicted' in Victoria or in 

any other state or Territory of the Commonwealth 

of any offence which renders that person unfit to 

hold such a licence; or 

(aa) Jf 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) if by reason of illness or bodily infirmity 

defect or incapacity or by reason of the effects 

of treatment for any such illness bodily 

infirmity defect or incapaci~y it would b.e 

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) ] to submit himself for examination by a 

legally qualified medical practitioner or 

certified optician fails, neglects o.r refuses 

so to do within the time specified ,by the Chief 

., 

;, 
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Coinmissioner in the writing aforesaid; or 

(cl if the appli.cant, or. holder of the licence •.• 

is by reason of any juqgement order or decision 

given or made pursuant to any law of any other 

. State or Territory of the Commonwealth 

disquC3:lified from driving any motor vehicle; or 

(d) he has failed to comply with certain 

conditions of the licence in question or of an 

earlier conditional licence issued to him; or 

(e) if the Chief Commissioner is satisfied upon 

information supplied by a~ authorised insurer 

pursuant to the provisions of Section 27 of this 

Act and' after causing the applica~t or the holder 

of the licence to be tested or examined that the 

said applicant or holder is unfit to be issued' 

wi th or to·' hold 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 appe~l to 

a magistrate's court against a decision of the Chief 

Commissioner to suspend or cancel a dr~ving licence, 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) Ca) of the Crimes Act (1958), 
'" 

a judge or magistrate's court may, in a. case o'f illegal 
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use or larceny of a motor vehicle, cancei the offender's 
'" ..... 7 

licence and may also disqualify 
, .... '~ 

him ·f.o·:f an additional . . ~; . 

time after the expiration of the period of c~ncellation . 
.. 

OBLIGATORY DISQUALIFICATIOij. 

The Motor Car Act (1958) provides fbrobligatory 

disqualification subject to the co'urt's discretion in 

the following cases: 

(a) a second or subsequent speeding offence [Section 33 

(6) ] , 

(b) a second or subsequent offence of failure to stop, 

exchange names and addresses, or give assistance 

after an accident [Section ao (1)], 

(c) any offence of driving recklessly or in a manner 

dangerous [Section aOA .(1)], 

(d) driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs 

[Section aOB (1)], 

(e) refusing to undergo a breath test to determine ~he 

level of alcohol intoxication [Section aOE (5)], 

or refusing to furnish a sample of breath for 

analysis [Section aOF (llc)]. 

The 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 

demerit points applicable for offences. 



TABLE 1 

THE DE~1ERIT POINTS SYSTEM IN VICTORIA 

Act or 
Regulation 

Inflammable 
Liquids Reg. 
1968 

Motor Car 
Act 1958 

Motor Car 
Reg. 1966 

Road Traffic 

Offence or Class of Offence Points 

Driver of vehicle transporting more 
than 540 gallons of inflammable .liquid 
failing to stop at a railway crossing 4 

Exceeding a speed limit 2 

Driving an unroadworthy vehicle 2 

Reg. 1962 Failing to give way at a pedestrian 
crossing 3 

Failing to stop at a school crossing 
whilst any person is t.hereon 3 

Passing vehicle stopped at a pedestrian 
crossing or a school crossing 3 

Disobeying traffic control signal ,3 

Overtaking or passing on bridge when 
not perrni tted 2 

Not keeping left of vehicle travelling 
in opposite ·direction 2 

Exceeding speed limit 2 

Failing to pass through intersection 
at such a speed as to be able to 
stop to avoid collision 2 

Incorrectly overtaking or passing 1 

Failing. to obey a stop sign 1 

Disobeytng a minor traffic control item 1 

Failing to pass to left of vehicle 
about to t'urn right 1 

Failing to give way to pedestrians or 
vehicles 1 

Driving between sunset and s,unr,ise 
without lamps being alight 1 

Passing stationary tramcar 1 

Driving to right ?f safety zone 1. 
Failing to keep left of double lines 1 

Failing to give turn or stop signals 1 
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~;ection 26 (6) (a) of thE' Motor Ca,r .,Ac,t provides for 
~ .. ': .,':; 

every person who is disqualified by o'rd~r .of the court,or 

whose licence is cancelled or suspended by ¢rd~~r of the 

court, to appeal to the County Court a'gainst the order. 

The Crimes Act (1958) provides for.mandatory 

disqualification in cases of manslaugh~er arising out of 

the driving of a car [Section 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 (2AO) of the Motor Car A/ct prohibits 

probationary licence holders frpm exceeding 80 kilometres 

per hour during the first twelve months of driving, and 

during this period the driver's vehicle is required to 

carry plates signifying that the driver is a pro~ationary 

licensed driver. A full licence is issued after three 

years as a probationary driver unless the driver's record 

indicates otherwise. 

Offences for which a period of disqualification of a 

probationary licence can be imposed' are detailed in the 

.Fourth Schedule of the Motor Car Act: 

1. (a) Section 81 Crimes Act 1958 - (larce·ny and illegal 

• 

I 
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use! of a car). 

(b) Section 318 Crimes Act 1958 (culpable driving). 

2. ('a) Section 22B(2AO) 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 of such licence). 

(b) Section 31 Motor Car Act 1958 (provision relating 

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

(c) Section 80 Motor Car Act 1958 (provision relating 

to the duties of the driver of a motor car in 

case of accident). 

(d) Section 80A Motor Car Act :t.958 (reckless driving 

of a motor car). 

(e) Section 80B Motor Car Act 1958 (driving unqer the 

influence of intoxicating liquor or drug). 

(f) Section 81 Motor Car Act 1958 (careless driving). 

(g) Section 81A Motor Car Act 1958 (driving while 

blood alcohol content is over .05%). 

(h)~ecti(.m 82 Motor Car Act 1958 (being in charge of 

a ,motorcar while under the influence of 

intoxicating liquor or drug). It should be noted 

that subsection (e) of Section 82 defines "being 

in charge" as attempting to start 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. 

(i) Section 84 Motor Car· Act 1958 (re..lates to the 
1.:-
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fraudulent use of instruments and ~orgery of 
'" .... to .', .... .. .. ,,: 

licences and identification m~~ks). 

3. (a) Section 401 Road Traffic Regulations .1962 

(outlines the duties of drivers'app1icab1e to 

traffic) .. 

(b) Section 501 Road Traffic Regu1a~ions 1962 (driver 

in an un1aned carriageway, 'to keep to as far left: 

as is practicable). 

(e) Section 502 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (rules 

regarding overtaking of certain vehicles) • 

(d) Section 508 ~ad Traffic Regulations 1962 (keeping 

left of double lines). 

(e) Section 602 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (rules 

relating to who has right of way at intersections). 

(f) Section 603 Road Traffic Resu1atio'ns 1962 (rules 

relating to right of ,way during turns) • 

. (g) Section 606 Road Traffic Resu1ations 1962 . 

(regulations regarding entering or leaving a 

highway) •.... --

(h) Section 701 Road Traffic Resulations 1962 . (rules 

regarding pedestrian crossings). 

(i) Section 705 Road Traffic R~gu1ations 1962 (rules 

regarding school crossings). 

(j) Section 901 Ro~~'rraffic Resu1ations 1962 (rules 

regarding level crossings). 

(k) Section 1001 Road Traffic Resulations 1962 

(provision which sets out the speed limits to be 

observed in Victoria). 

" 



(1) Section 1402 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (rules 

regardin~ the passing of stationary trams). 

(m) Section 1403 Road Traffic Regulations 1962 (relates 

to driving past .safety zones). 

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

person 

"(a) refuses or fails to state -

(i) whether or not he i,s the holder of a licence; or 

(ii) whe,>~"" ,: or not he is the holder of a licence 

issued on probation; or 

(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 offenqe, 

the penalty of which is a mandatory suspension of' licence 

for a full licence holder. 

Under Section 22B (3) offenders so convicted shall have 

their probationary licence cancelled. A person whose 

probationary licence has been cancelled is required to 

undergo a test to sa.tisfy the Chief Commissioner of his 

qualification to hold a licence, and he is not permitted to 

undergo the test until the period of disqualification 

imposed by the court has expired or, if no period was 

specified, until three months after the licence W;.:I.S 

cancelled. 
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DHIVING WHILE DISC~UALIFIED 
-1 ... , ... ...... . 

Section 28 (1) of the Motor Car Act, (195'8) provides 

"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 has been cancelled 

or during any period of disqualification 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 or 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 to indicate 

that the prohibition is absolute, and there is no 

need for the prosecution to prove the suspension, 

cancellation or. disqualification had been commur..icated 

to the driver, or that he was aware of it ••• It is 

the u~ual rule that a court order must be obeyed and 

it is the responsibility of t.he individual to .ensure 

that he complies with it during its 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. 

Three 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 disqualified 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 

or 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 respol1d'of disqualified drivers, and 

also some indication of their perception 6f the chance of l 

being caught by police if they continued driving. To assess 
. 

respondents' willingness to co-operate,the study 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 disqualified.~ . .' ,I.n Victoria, the 

Mot,or Car Act (1958) provides for a p'eiia,lty of up, to three 

months imprisonment for a driver's first in:stance of this 

offence. 

HETHOD USED IN THE FIRST STUDY. 

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 disqualified (DWD) was processed by the MRB 

in the three months from Sep~ember 1 to November 30, 1974, 

and whose gaol sentence, where imposed, for this offence 

would have been completed by the survey dclte (March, 1975). 

Of these 48, 46 were gaoled for periods ranging from 3 

hours to 8 months. 

In accordance with established survey procedures, an 

interviewer called at the offender's address (that. is, the 

address noted on pol.:i!ce records) Cl,nd, if he was abseJ;lt, 

returned up to three times (making a maximum possible total 

of four calls to anyone address) •. Figure 2 sho\~s the 

distribution of respondents and non respondents ~n the 

sample. 

.' ! , 

, 
~, 

, 
1 
i 
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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 $hQ:r:::t questionnaire 
...... ~ ,ir':' • 

containing two personality measures and "a:: number of questions 

about their driving habits and attitudes towards aspects of 

the traffic laws. 

To minimise subject's fears that the interviewers were 

connected with the police, young fem?J.le g:r:.aduates were 

employed as interviewers but, even so, television and 

cinema films appear to be rapidly conditioning 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 ~ras PQ$~ible. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In contrast to the investigator's fears that subjects 

would be reluctant to discuss their motoring habits; it 

was found that those interviewed were more than willing to 

admit driving frequently while disqualified. They 

appeared to enjoy their participaticn in the survey, and a 

number saw the interviewer as a sympathetic listener to be 

convinced that they had been treated by the law with 

unjustified harshness, or that the traffic laws were 

inadequate or the police unfair~ 
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Nevertheless;, respondent bias prese.gted a.s a 
~ . 

substantial problem and it could well be said that the 

test sample 'voted with their, feet'., of the 48 subjects 
t 

sampled, responses were obtained from only 11, or 23% of 
. 

the sample. Thus the data were clearly 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 

;i.nterviewed, and two others were unable to participate due 

to language difficulties. The remaining non-respondents 

were distributed as follows: 5 addresses appeared unoccupied 

(and no-one was found at horne on any of the four calls), 4 

subjects were in prison (but not for the criterion offence), 

11 had vacated the recorded address and left no indication' 

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 

o/as "sheltering" -the subject from the interviewer). 

These figures suggest that the test 's~mple included a, 
1 

substantial number of persons wh~ had relatively impermanent 

relationships with their place of abode. Sixteen (32% of 

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 



',"""k' 

-47-' 

subjects had moved interstate so that they 'could continue 

to drive. A further four subjects were,;'-'J;Kga~l for offences 

other than the criterion DWD offence, ahd it'is quite 

possible that they were accompanied by sq~e of those who 

had changed addresses. 

More importantly for the main aim of. the project, 12 

subjects were never at horne, and members 'of their families 

who met the interviewers' enquiries indic.ated that most of 

these subjects were still driving, even though all were 

still under the criterion suspension. At these addresses 

interviewers found it cornmon to be told, " you've missed him 

(again), but if you corne past and see his blue Ford out the 

front, he'll be horne, and I'm sure he'd like to talk to you". 

Often these relatives would suggest likely alternative times, 

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

found, but for the 12 cases under discussion these suggestions 

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

subject was working as an interstate truck driver. 

As already noted, these figures constitute slender 

evidence, but they do suggest that offenders 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 result 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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imposed gaol sentence, but analyses indicated that the 

'leflgth of the' gaol sentence was' not significantly related to 

whether or not subjects responded, nor was it related to 
, 

whether, or not subjects were still resident at the recorded 

address. 

One of the limitations involved ih a study of this 

type is 'the delay. in processing of Official records (the 

source of Subjects' names and addresses) by the MRB befo.re 

they 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 betwee~ court hearing and survey 

contact was not significantly related to whether or not sub-

jects were still resident at the recorded address. 

lrhere wet'€! also considerable difficulties involved 

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

fied from driving, and it was felt that this problem would 

remain, regard~ess 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 r8sponse rate of 44% by mean~ 6f a mail survey, 

and this result suggests that the difficulty of finding 

subjects at home could be at least partly overcome by having 

subjects respond in their own time. ' Thus the second and 

third pilot studies were run to explore the possibility of 

using mafl qUestionnaires rather than face-to-face interviews. 
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METHOD USED IN SECOND AND THIRD STUDIES 

The Samples. 

Once again, conviction notices provid~p.,.by· the MRB were used 
.. ' .': 

to select the test samples. To minimise the ~f~ects of the delay 

between the court hearing and interview, the samp;Les were 

randomly se.lected from conviction notices prc;>ces sed not more 

than one month previously by the MRB. The second sample con­

sisted of 100 males whose licences had been disqualified for at 

least one month and who were resident in metropolitan Melbourne. 

The third sample was made up of 182 males, :disqualified for at 

least one month, and who were resident outside metropolitan 

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 

questions; 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 DISCUSSION 

For the first mail survey, a total of 39 completed' 

questionnaires was returned and a further 11 envelopes 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 unope~ed 

envelopes were returned by the Post Office. Of those 

subjects who did reply, 36% in the first study and 36% in 



,',""', ;'", "',' 

-50-

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 iLisqul::J,.lified. 

However, the major consideration.~~·~onducting these 

studies was methodological. Table 2 compare's the response 

rates and major findings producer.l by the" three pilot studies. 

I 

II 

III 

T]~BLE 2 

RESPONSE RATES OBTAINJE:D IN 3 PILOT STUDIES USING 
DIFFERING METHODOLOGI~S 

Face to face 
Interview Survey 

Mail Survey 
(City) 

Mail Survey 
(Country) 

SAMPLE 
SIZE 

48 

100 

182 

RESPONSE 
RATE AqIIEVED 

23% 

43.8% 

43% 

% 
ADMITTING 

DWD 

31% 

36% 

36% 

The Table offers two major conclusions. The first is 

that the percentage of subjects who admitted drivipg while 

disqualified is relatively consistent across the three 

studies even though, in the case of the first sample, all 

had been convicted of drivi~g while ~isqualified. The. 

second point is that the r~sponse rate obtained from the 

face-to-face interview survey was substantially inferior to 

the response found by the two mail surveys. 

Textbooks on social survey research typically 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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r~~earchers, is inadequate •. Textbooks also predict a success 
I 

ra1ce of about, 30% from single phase nlail surveys and, by this 

con\\parison, the percentages of response gained for the pilot 
" , 

mail surveys are surprisingly hi;gh. 

In summary, therefore', it appr:lars that mail surveys 

are more likely to r'each disqualified drivers than 

interview" surveys,' and. this specula'tion is consistent with 

the response rates obtained in the three pilot studies. 

CONCLUSIONS AND IHPLICATIONS 

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 noted, this type of methodology seems unable to be 

sufficiently improved to reduce the non-response rate to 

anything approac::hing an acceptable level; on this basis, 

it was decided that the main study would take the form of 

a mail survey. 



CHAPTER 5 

METHOD 
.,,-,,\ 'l~:" - . . , 

In accordance with the implication~ of the pilot 

studies noted in the previous chapter, tne main study was 

run as a mail survey. This mail survey took the form of a 

'census' of offenders: all drivers whose licences were 

suspended or cancelled by courts in Victoria during a thr~e 

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 (~eport of 

Conviction for an Offence under the Motor Car Acts) and the 

population was taken as all drivers for whom such a fO,rm was 
, . 

processed by the MRB during the period 'from October 1st to 

December 31st, 1975. During this period duplicate copies of 

all processed forms were provided to the investigator; a 

total of 8872 forms w~s 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 

NON~PARTICIPANTS IN THE OFFENDER POPULATION. 
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All drivers whose licences were not affected as a 

consequence of their offences were excluded, as also were 

those whose licences were affected but who su~~~ssfully appealed 

against their conviction or the sentence. Three other groups 

were also excluded: female drivers, out-of-sta~e 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 previous year, 

they appeared to make up only about 4% of all disqualified 

drivers, and it was felt that there could well be sex differences 

in reactions to licence disqualification and that these 

differences t if they did exist, were likely to 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 hot have power to remove 

their licenses; it could only prohibit them from ~riving in 

Victoria. It is ·true that there is communication between the 

traffic authori tiE~s of the various states, and that a cou.rt 

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 abou~ this process, and it is 

certainly not true that every out-of-state driver prohibited from 

driving in Victoria is also disqualified in his home state; because 

of this uncertainty, all drivers whose permanent addresses (as 

shown on the Form-504) were ~hown as being in another state were 

excluded. Offenders who were disqualified for less than 48 hours 

were excluded because there was no chance of contactin~ them during 

their period of disqualification, and because they make up less 

than 1% of all disqualified drivers. 
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After these deletions had been made, a final sample of 

. 4492 subjects remained. Completed questionnaires were 
II 

returned by 1552 subjects, and a further 238 were i.~eturned 

unopened by the Post Office with notations that thEI addressee 

could not be found. An addi tiot}al 61 completed q}lestionnaires 

were excluded from the analyses because they were)not correctly 

dom:pleted or because they were completed by. persons other than 
3 

those to whom they were addressed • 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-respon~ents. 

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 more than 24 items. A copy of the 

questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix A .• 

3 .• These cases provide interesting evidence'of the violability 

of personally addre.ssed mail. In some cases the person to 

whom the questionnaire was addressed had le;t the family 

home, and the questionnai:re was completed by ano1::her member 

of the family who had also been disqualified. In other cases 

the recorded address was a boarding house or similar 
establishment and the qUestionnaire was completed by another 

resident. 
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In addition to the questionnaire, subjects received 

a stamped addressed reply envelope and a cover,ing letter 
" ... ," .', ...... .: 

explaining the purpose of the survey and'~~phasizing the 

confidentiality of responses and that individuals would not be 

identified in the results (a copy of this introductory letter 

is reproduced in Appendix B). The subject's name was typed on 

the letter, and the reply env.elope bore a p,ostage stamp rather 

than a business reply code. 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 

in.dividual 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 31st December 1975. It has been suggested 

(Robinson, 1976) that the delay between a subject's court 

appearance and the research contact may b,e 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 within three days of collection . . 
of the relevant offence report forms. All'subjects should have 

received the questionnaire within three weeks of their court 

appearance date. They were asked to return completed questionnaires 

within a fortnight of receiving them, and they were considered , 

to be non-respondents after three months had elapsed from the date 

of outgoing postage. This procedure le~ to th~ rejection from 

the sample of five subjects whose questionnaires were received 

after the analyses were completed •. 

. ;' 
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To check ;'t:he representativeness of the final sample, 

and to enSure 'that those who responded were not substantially 

different from those who did not,data provided by the 

Form 504 were,C:,oded for all subjects and, analysed in terms 

of whether or not the subjects responded. The results of 

. these analysei are presented in Chapter 6~ 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

The questionnaire was divided into three sections. 

Subjects indicated whether or not they drove during 

disqualification by answering either Part A of the 

questionnaire (for those who did drive) or Part B (for those 

who did not drive). Part A included questions about 'the 

number of times subjects'drove while disqualified, the 

circumstances in which they drove, the number of weeks which 

elapsed before they first drove during the suspension period, 

and subjects estimates of whether or not they drove more 

carefully during this period. Part B sought informatio'n 

about the alternative modes of transport used by subjects 

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

social functions, and to do the family shopping. Both Part 

A;and Part B also asked ,subjects to rate how worried they 

were about being caught driving 'while disqualified, and also 

their perceptions of the relation between suspension length 

I.and their decision whether or not to drive: 

number of previous disqualifications, and whether or not they 

were legally represented in (:ourt at- the time of imposition 
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of the criterion suspension·orcance11ation.Subject:s were also 

asked to rate the risk of being caught drivin9 wl1i1e disqualified, . . ... -:~ ,:r" ~'. 

their abi1ity, the amount of disruption caused to themselves 

and members Qf their family by their disqua1ifi·cation, and to 

indicate what they thought was the penalty for a first offence .of 

driving while disqualified; the remainder of questions in this 

section sought subjects :r:eactions to the penal.ty. of licence 

disqualification, to the' circumstances of their. court hearing find 

asked them to indicate what they considered. wa.s the most serious 

traffic offence. 

Part A and Part B of the questionnaire each took up one 

page of the questionnaire, and Part C consisted of eighteen 

questions covering two pages. The cover page of the questionnaire .. 
reminded subjects of the confidentiality of the information they. 

provided. 

ANALYSES 

Data from the completed questionnaires were computer 

analysed using the Statistical Package for tpe Social Sciences 

(Nie et al., 1915). For the most part, st~tistical tr.eatments 

were limited to computation of frequency distributions or 

crosstabulations as some of the data were, of categorical or 

nominal level quality (see Hays, 1967) and thus were not 

considered sui table for more complex analyses. The crossta):mlation 

analyses, using SPSS Subprogram CROSSTABS, produced in each case 

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

2 
h~re as X ) was taken as an indication of between-group. differences. 
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In some tables the cross tabulations of two variables 

produced a large number of degrees of freedom. In these 

cases the criterion suggested by Siegel (1956) was adopted, 
- .. ' . 

. that a chi-square analysis was appropriate as long as less 

than 20 per cent of the cells had expected frequencies of 

less than 5, and no cell had an expec:ted frequency of less 

than 1 •. " A significant X2 value was taken as an indication 

of a systematic relation between the two variables studied 

in the r.elevant analysis; the contingency table was then 

interpreted by calculation of percentages from the indepen-

dent variable to the dependent variable. 

It should be I)oted 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. 



CHAPT::JR 6 

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF: THE RESPO~mENTS 

As noted in the previous Chapter, the present sample 
'" .. ,I, .' .• 

excluded females, out-of-state drivers, and.:'":offen.ders who 

received periods of disqualification shorter tha~ 48 hours. 
'\ 
I 

The present Chapter provides a general analysis of the 

characteristics of the final sample of 1552 of1enders, and 

a comparison of these characteristics with those of the 

non-respondents in the present survey; . results of the surve~ 

in terms of the effectiveness of the sanctiQn of licence 

disqualificatio~ 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. Som(~ of these errors have been detected, and 

those subjects to whom they applied were excluded from the 

relevant analyses. For this ,reason the 'total number of subjects 

included in an analysis will not "always be 1552; subjects for 

whom information was not available, or whose recorde~ data 

on some characteristic were obviously incorrect (such as 

subjects having 1975 recorded as their year of birth), we~e 

excluded from analyses of that characteristic unless a data 

category of "not available" had some clear value. 

Subj ects in the sample showed a mean age of 2.7.9 years, 

with a standard deviation of 12.7 years. For the purposes 

- 61 -
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of some of the analyses to be reported here the sample was 

divided into agegroups, and the distribution of subjects 

across these qgegroups is shown in Table 3 It is 
\ 

noteworthy that 59.8% of subjects were under. the age of 

25 years, and this result is. clearly related to the finding 

that 55.3% of subjects held probationary licences. It was 

anticipated that probationary drivers would make up a 

majority of the sample because their licences can be (and 
,\ 

usually are) affected for a much wider range of offences 

than is the ca$e 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 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE SAMPLE BY AGEGROUPS 

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT. ) 

Under 20 years 106 . 7.9 

20 to 24 years 777 51.9 

25 to 29 years 199 l3.~ 

30 to 39 years 201 13.4 

40 to 49 years 86 5.8 

50 to 59 years 46 3.1 

60 years and over 80 5e4 

TOTAL 1495- 100.0 

L""""""""'d~~~'_"""''''''''''M''''''' _____ .'''''' .. '_''''''''''''''' __ '.''''''''.=.''_''';',_,._= .. "=" .. =_"=,."=,.,.,=. __ """"_,,..,.,._,,...,.,, . ....,.,,..~ _________ _ 
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Type -of Licence 

Table 4 shows the distribution of' subjects in terms 

of the type of licence they held at the date of commission 

of their criterion offence (s). It has alrea~y·p.een noted 

that 55.3% of subjects held probationary licences, and the 

next largest group 'consisted of those hol'~ing full licences. 

Only 11 subjects (or 0.8%) were shown to be disqualified at 

the time of the criterion offence. 

TABLE 4 

DISTRIBUTION OF LICENCE TYPES IN THE SAMPLE 

No Licence 

Disqualified 

Learner's Permit 

Probationary 

Full Licence 

TOTAL 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQUENCY 

89 

11' 

16 

821 

549 

1486 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY (PCT.) 

5.9 

0.8 

1.1 

55.3 

36.9 

100.0 
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Marital Status and pccupation 

Table 5 presents the distri.l::mt,ion of marital status 

in the sample. A majority of subjects (64.5%) were single, 
, 

with 30% being. married. Relatively few subjects admitted 

to bein~~ divorced, 1widowed, separated, or living in a de­

f~cto relationship. 

TABLE 5 

DISTRIBUTION OF MARITAL STA~US IN THE S~LE 

Single 

Married 

Divorced 

Widowed 

Separated 

De Facto· 

TOTAL; 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQUENCY. 

969 

451 

18 

4 

52 

9 

1503 

RELATIVE 
fREQUENCY (peT.) 

64.5 

30.0 

1.2. 

0.2 

3.5 

0.6 

10.0.0 

Subjects' occupations were .classified according to a 

rudimentary scale ranging from professional a,!=- one extreme 

to unemployed at the other. Table 6 shows the distribution 

of subjects in terms of ·this scaLe. The largest group were 

those representing ski'lled tradesmen (which iricluded 
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apprentices), and unskilled workers; these two groups 

together accounted for approximately 5~'\.%~·~f t1:le total 

sample. 

TABLE 6 

DISTRIBUTION OF OCCUPATION GROUPS IN .THE SAMPLE 

Professional 

Managerial 

White Collar 

Skilled Trade 

Unskilled 

Armed Services 

Pr.ofessional Driver 

Student 

Pensioner 

Unemployed 

TOTAL 

ABSOLUTE . 

FREQUENCY 

52 

54 

180 

466 

446 

24 

130 

91 

67 

42 

1552 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY (PCT.) 

3.4 

3.5 

11.6 

30.0 

28.7 

1.5 

8.4 

5.9 

4.3 

2.7 

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. 
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previous Driving Record 

To gain some knowledge about subje~':ts' previous 

driving records, they were asked about the number of 

titpes they had previously been disqualifit.~d Glndthe 
i 

nu~rber of reportal;>le accidents in which' they had been 

in~~olved:;' It was found that 475 subjects «(.')r 35%) 
1\ ,;.;" 

hacl been disqualified on two or more previous occasions, 
\1 

ft-nd, 509 subjects (or 35% of those who provided useable 
- \1 

l' 

infQrmation) had been involved in accidents. 
1", 

\\ ' 

Offebs' 
\\ 

In court hearings which led to th~ir inclusion i~ 

the p,resent sample, subjects were convicted of a total 

of 2705 offences; Table 7 shows the distribution of 

offenc~s in the present sample. It is noteworthy that 

speedir~g offences are the most frequent, with alcohol 

related\ offences being the next most common group. The 

distribution also includes a large group of "other" 
,I, 

~ffence!~; this group consisted of minor offences such . 
as not q\isplaying', P' plates, failing to. have lights 

c 
op., or failing to notify the Motor Registration Branch 

of change of.address. 
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TABLE 7 

DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENCE 'rYPES IN THE PRESENT SAMPI$ 1\ 

Exceed .05% BAC 

Exceed 60 kph 

Exceed 100 kph 

Speed Other 

Careless Driving 

Drive Unlicensed 

Speed truck 

Drive in a manner dangerous 

Faii to yield 

Fail to stop at STOP sign or 
traffic signal 

Drive under the influence 

Fail to signal 

Drive while disqualified 

Exceed 75 kph 

Fail to obey sign (other 
than STOP sign) 

Fail to exchange name and 
address after accident 

Unregistered vehicle 

Fail to stop after accident 

Fail to report accident 

Unroadworthy vehicle 

Larceny of motor vehicle 

Refuse breath test 

Cross double. lines 

Log book. (truck) offence 

Uninsured vehicle 

Fail to assist after ac~ident 

Other4 0 ('0, 

Details not recorded 

TOTAL 

4. See text. 

ABs'd£~T~ 
FRE90ENCY , 

489 

328 

292 

267 .. 

l7~ 

9'3 

83 . 
68 

63 

47 

41 

41 

33 

32 

31 

30 

27 

17 

17 
'14 

.11 

10 

9 

9 

8 

2 

413 

51 

2705 

\. 
Rl~LA1'IVE 

FREQUENCY (PCT • ) 

l8.0B 

12.13 

10.7.9 

9.87 

6.62 

3.44 

3.07 

2.51 

2.33 

1. 74 

1.52 

1.52 

1.22 

lola 

1.15 

1.11 

0.99 

0.63 

0.63 

0.52 

0.40 

0.37 

0.33 

0.33 

0.29 

0.07 

15.27 
. 1.89 

100.00 

. \ 



-68-

Length of Suspension 

Table 8 presents the distribution of lengths of 

disqualification in the prese~t sample. 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 to the high proportion of subjects (55.3%) 

who held. probationary 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 

masristrates are adhering to the minimum length of 

disqualification for holders of probationary licences. 

TABLE 8 

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTHS OF DISQUALIFICATION 

TOTAL 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQUENCY 

1542 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY (PCT.J 

100.0 
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COMPARISON BETWEEN NON RESPONDENTS AND THE. FINAL SAMPLE 

1.' ~,.. t-".' 

.... ~ .f" 
The original population upon whic~; 'the present study 

was based consisted of all drivers disqualified in Victoria 

during a three month period in 1975. As··a. consequence, it 

can be suggested that the only real limitation on th~ 

representativeness of the final sample (tha.t is, those 

subjects who responded to the mail survey) is that which 

resul ts from b'iases in the response rate;, as noted above, 

the main survey achieved a response rate of 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 disqualification. 

It was not possible to make similar comparisons in terms of 

marital status, occupation, or previous driving record 

because data on these characteristics were available only 

for subjects who completed the mail questionnaire. 

In the analyses reported here, respondents were 

defined as those from whom a reply ~as received, and this 

group included subjects who replied but whose returned 

questionnaires were not correctly completed and hence,not 

used; thus, the num.ber of respondents quoted here (N i1:: 1575) 

'I' 
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is g'reater than the number included in the analyses reported 

in Chapter 7. However, where the questionnaire was 

known to have been completed by a person other than the 

originally. selec'ted subject (see footnote on p •. 56), this 

situation was counted as a non-response. Similarly, 'the 236 

subjects who were "not at address" were counted as non­

respondents, although 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 they were persons other 

than those originally selected for the sample. 

TABLE 9 

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSE TO THE SURVEY 

Did Not Respond 

Responded 

Total 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQUENCY 

2887 

1575 

4462 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY (PCT) 

64.7% 

35 .• 3% 

100.0% 

Table 10 shows the mean ages for those who responded 

and those who did not respond. Univariate analysis of variance 

showed that there were significant age differe~ces between 

the two groups (F = ~8.2, df =: 1/4430; p < .001), with the 

respondents being younger than the non-respondents. 

"¥'f''11BH5$·Sbtlt'W&lX'Mn,zw..;, t rib 1 
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TABLE' 10 

~rnAN AGES FOR RESPONDENTS AND NON-RESPONDENTS 

RESPONDENTS 
.... \ ,:'" .,,' . 

NON; :RESPONDENTS 
" '''' . 

26.7 28.5 

Table 11 presents the re!lation ~etween type of lice,nee and 

whether or not pubjects responded; cross-tabulation analyses 

showed that there were significant differences between these 

2 groups (X = 72.4, df = 4; P < .001), with unlicensed, 

disqualified, or fully licensed drivers being less likely to 

respond. 

'l'ABLE 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%) 

Full Licence 1151 . 552 
(67.6%) (32.4%) 
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TaYille. 12, shows the r~la tion between lengtn~of 

disqualification and whether or not subjects respqnded. 

TABLE. 12 

RELATION BETWEEN LENGTH OF DISQUALIFICATION AND WHETHER OR 
NOT SUBJECTS '.' RESPONDED , 

DID SUBJECTS RESPOND 
LENGTH OF I; DISQUALIFICATION NO- YES 

Less than ohe month 221 168 
(56.8%) (43.2%) 

One to two months 205 109 
(65.3%) (34.7%) 

Three to five months 1068 746 
(58.9%) (41.1%) 

Six to eleven months 469 173 
(73.1%) (26.9%) 

Twelve months and over 875 372 
(70.2%) (29.8%) 

pignificartt differences were found between the groups 

(:x
2 =73.5,df IS 4; p < .001), with subjects disqualified for 

six months or longer being less likely to respond. 

It is e~idGnt, then, that the final sample of 
_o.r 
respondents was. significantly younger than the. total sample, 

, 
and that unlicenced, disquali.fied or fully licensed drivers, 

and also those disq'llalffied fOJC six months or more, were 

uncler represented in 'f;:he final sample. These deficiencieJ 

should be borne in mind. \'lhen the results detailed in 
! 

Chapter 7 and 8 are considered. However, it is not suggested 

,that these und,er-representations invalidate the result of the 

present study:: rather, \r..hey cart' be vie\·;ed as biases operating 



CHAPTER 7 

'HESULTS; 

'. :~\~.:~< ~ ,., .. 

In a.ssessing the effectiveness o'i'licence 

disqualification as a sanction, the major iss:ue is the 

extent to which offenders are prepared to ,,'accept and obey 

the sanction. As has been noted, other sanctions operate in 

such a way that a failure to conform can, be readily detected, 

and thus statistics of violations are r~lative1y easy to. 

obtain. Vio1a.tions of an imposed perio(l of disqualification, 

on the other hand, are extremely difficult to detect and 

'statistics on the ratf! of violations are usually no more than 

estimates. In this Chapter, results are discussed which 

provide a substantial answer for questions about the rate of 

violation of imposed disqualifications, and also about some 

of the major factors which appear to influence the level '0£ 

violations. The results are ciscussed in t.erms of ·tht== five 

que~tions posed at the end of Chapter 3. 

A. WHl'..,T PROPORTION OF DISQUALIFIED DRIVERS CONTINUE 

-TO DRIVE? 

A total of 1508 subjects provided. useful responses about 

whether or not they drove while disqualified. Of· these 

subjects, 547, or 36.4% admitted driving at some time when 

they were disqualified. Table 13 shows the distributioI~ of 

these subjects in terms of the number of times they admitted 

violating the sanction" It is noteworthy that approximately 

40% of these subjects admitted. driving more than 20 t,imes 

while disqualified and thi:l't a similar percentage' claimed that 

they drove on fewer than 5 occasions. 

j 
;l 
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TABLE 13 

ADMITTED FREQUENCY OF DRIV!NGWHILE DISQUALIFIED 

Once 

'I 
J' 

2 to 4 times 

5 to 10 times 

11 to 20 times 

Over 20 times 

As often as usual 

TOTAL 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQUEt'!CY 
(( 

86 

125 

75 

40 

97 

12~l 

546 

RELATIVE 

FREQUENCY (PCT.) 

15.8 

22.9 

13.7 

7.3 

17.8 

22.5 

100.0 

Subjects were asked to indicate the purpose or purposes 

for which they drove while disquR\ified, and Table 14 shows' 

the frequency with which various reasons were mentioned. It 

TABLE 14 

REASONS FOR DRIVING WHILE DISQUALIFIED 

Business or 
enploynent 

Family or social 

No public transport 

Exceptional 
circtmstances only 

Whenever transport 
needed 

. ABSOLUTE 
FREQUENCY 

149 

96 

56 

217 

154 

RELATIVE 
!~REQUENCY (PCT.) 

27.6 

17.9 

10.6 

40.4 

28.8 
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should be noted that some subjects indica~ed that they drove 
.. :~' .~.< II .' ... , 

for a number of reasons and, as a res~~t: ~ .the percentages 

shown in Table 14 do not accumulate to '100%. The most 

common response was that subjects drove,.o~ly in exceptional 

circumstances I and the next largest group" indicated that they 

drove whenever they needed transport. Th,i~ latter group is 

n.oticeably larger than the group shown ~~' Table 13 consisting 

of subjects whose admitted frequency of driving was "as 

often as usual", and further analyses showed 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 

t~ey would have when they were licensed. It seems possible, 

then, that some subjects reconsider~d thei.r transport needs 

after they were disqualified, and only drove when they felt 

it was really necessary. 

Jmalyses of the frequencies of driving admitted by those 

who dl:ove "only in exceptional circumstances" suggest that, 

for some of these subjects, a considerable number' of 

exceptional circumstances presented themselves. Thus', 39% 

of these subjects admitted driving on 5 or more o,?casions, 

and ;W% drove more than. 10 times. It was also found that, 

of the 217 subjects who agreed that they drove only in 

exceptional circumstances, 17.5% also said they drove for 

business reasons, 14.4% also admitted drivin.g for social 

reasons, and g~4% also said that they drove whenever they 

needed transport. These subsidiary findings' suggest that 

" 

1 

i 
,I 

gI 
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"exceptional circumstances" were not generaily seen to imply 

emergency situations or isolated instances, but rather 

circumstances where, regardless of the imposed disqualification, 

use of a motor vehicle was considered to be the only 

suitable course of ;action. Thus, employment circumstances were 

more likely to be ~,ssociated with "except:ional circumstances" 

than were social n~~eds. 

Subject's ag'e was found to be related to some of 

the reasons given for driving while disqualifi'ed, with 

older subjects found to be more likely' to agree to reasons 

of business or employment, family or social commitments, 

or all transport nE!eds. Marital status was also associated 

with differing reasons for driving while disqualified; 

p1-."!.siness or employment reasons were more likely to be 

important for marri.ed subjects than they were for 

single subjects, and social reaso;ns were more likely to be 

important for single subjects as also were "exceptional 

circumstances". 

Summary. Results presented in this secti.on show that 

36.4% of subjects admitted driving while disqualified, and 

over 40% of these subjects adinitted driving on more than 

20 occasions. The most common reasons for dri'Ting while 

disqualified wer~ "exceptional circumstances", business 

or employment needs, or all transport needs, and it was 

found that subject t s age and marital status inf:luenced 

the reasons given for violations;' 
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B. A.RE SOME PERSONS MORE LIKELY THAN OTHERS TO DRIVE 

WHILE DISQUALIF'IED? .'. ~ , 

To answer this question, subjects who a~itted driving 

while disqualified were compared with th~se who indicated 

that they did not drive. Crosstabu1ation 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-related 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. Ll$ngth of disqualification. Table 15 shows. the relation 

between length of disqualification and whether or' not subj,ects~ 

were found to have driven; crosstabulation analyses, indicated 

that the differences between those who drove and those, who 

did not were significant (X2 = 16.09, df = 4; p < .01). It 

is noticeable that the proportion of subjects who drove was 

re1a'tive1y 10w,,:~len the period of disqualification 'was less 

than one month or twelve mOhths or longer. Th~ highest 

frequency of driving was found in the group disqualified for 

a pE!riod of between one and two months. 

I 



TABLE 15 

RELATION BETWEEN LENGTH OF DISQUALIFICATION 

lAND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS'ADMITTED DRIVING. 

DISQUALIFICATION LENGTH 

onder 1 
nonth 

DID SUB.JECrS 

DRIVE? 

YES 46, 
(29.5%) 

1-2 
nonths 

48 
(46.2%) 

NO 110 56 
(70.5%) (53.8%} 

3-5 
nonths 

277 
(38.7%) 

6-11 
rronths 

66 
(.39.1%) 

438 103 
(61.3%)' (60.9%) 

12 nonths 
andover 

106 
(29.9%) 

248 
(70.1%) 

These results on the effects of the length of 

disqualification suggest that the relation betweel" length. of 

disqualification and tendency to drive while disqualified 

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 .1ength 

of disqualification was less than three months' or three, 

months and ove:r:; no 'significant difference between these 

2 groups was found (X = .001, df = li NS)., Similar analyses 
I 

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 



FIGURE 5: LENGTH OF DISQUALIFICATION AND ADMISSIONS OF DRIVING WHILE DISQUALIFIED. 
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cancellation) 'and driving while disqualified; crosstabu1ation 

analyses showed that there were significant between-group 

TABLE 16 

RELATION BETWEEN TYPE OF DISQUALIFICATION ~~D 

TENDENCY TO DRIVE WHILE DISQUALIFIED. 

TYPE OF DISQUALIFICATION 

DID SUBJECTS 

DRIVE? 

YBS 

NO 

CANCELLATION 

304 

(37.8%) 

500 
(62.2%) 

SUSPENSION 

146 

(27.7%) 

381 

(72.3%) 

diffe:rences (X2 = 14.1, df = 1; p .c:. .001) • Results showed 

that suspended drivers 'were significantxy less likely to 

drive than were drivers whose licences were cancelled, a 

finding which indica:tes that offenders are more likely to 

comply with a period of disqualification which is defined 

and which does not require them to undergo again, at the 

end of their disqualification, the necessary "instruction 

and testing to gain a licence. 



-81'" 

iii. Type of Offence. Subjects in 'the present sample 

were convicted of a ·wide range of tra~~~'6 'Qffences(see 

Table 7, on page 67) and thus it was cops idered 

impractical to crosstabulate the whole ,spectrum of offences 

with whether or not subjects drove. As an .alternative to 

this unwieldy procedure, a method of categorising offences 

was sought, and the method used by, Will~t,t (1973, pp. 7-8), 

which distinguishes between offences of high and low 

severity, was adopted. Thus, subjects were considered to 

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 influenue of alcohol or drugs, failing to 

stop after or report an accident, driving an uninsured 

vehicle, or driving while disqualified. Tablel7 presents 

the relation between offence severity and whether or not 

TABLE 17 

RELATION BETWEEN OFFENCE SEVERITY AND WHETHER 

DID SUBJECTS 

DRIVE? 

YES 

NO 

OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE 

OFFENCE SEVERITY 

NOT SERIOUS' 

375 

(39.8%) 

567 

(60.2%) 

SERIOUS. 

172 

(30.4%) 

394 

(69.6%) 
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subjects drove. Crosstabulation analyses showed that the 

differences between these groups were significant (X2 = 13.2, 

df = 1; p < .001), indicating that "non serious" offenders 
,-

were sign:j..'ficantly more likely to continue driving than serious 

offenders. 

Personal Variables 

i. Age. Table 18 shows the frequency of admissions of 

driving for each of the seven age groups; chi-square analysis 

showed that the age g~oups diff,ered significantly in their 

tendency to drive (X2 = 21.4, df = 6; p < .005), with subjects 

in the 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 

AGE GROUP 

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 

(32.$%) (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 

(40.3%) (59.7%) 
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, ,;' ii"." Maxital,["status •. Table 19 presents the relation 

between ma:r.:i:tal status and whether or not subjects qrove; 

i.twas found that the) differences between these groups 

w~re significant (~2 = 
. ., 

15.9, df = 4 i P <.01). 

-, 0 

TABLE 19' 

- RELATION BETWEEN MARITAL STATUS AND WfIETHER 

OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE 

DID SUBJECTS DRIVE? 

YES NO 

MARITAL 

STATUS if 
~I 

I' 
:1 
\1 

SINGLE 371 580 

(39.0%) (61.0%) 

MARRIED 129 316 

(29.0%) (71.0%) 

DIVORCED '. Ll 14 

(22.2%) (77.8%) 
'. 

SEPARATED 22 30 

(42.3%) (57.7%) 

DE FACTO 4 5 

(44.4%) (55.,6%) 

These results indicated that subjects who were separated, 
:,) r'", .. 

single, orlbling in a de facto re1ationsh;ip ,were more 

likely to drive while disqualified than were subjects 

who were married or divorced. 



iii. Occupation. Results on the relation between 

occupation a~d whether or not subjects drove are presented 

in Table 20; significant differences were found between the 
2 . " 

occupati'onal groups (X- = 21.11, df = 9; p <.05). Members 

of the armed services showed an unusually high tendency to 

drive, with 62.5% of those subjects admittinsr 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 managerial occupations are better able 

to afford legally acceptable transport alternatives (such 

as taxis, or being driven about by an employee or a f~mily 

member who does not work) than are those in the other 

occupational groups. AlternativelYI and following Klein's 

(1971) suggestion of the relatively greater importance of 

driving 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 dispos.ec1: towards means of transport other than 

the private car. 

It is also possible that there are occupational 

differences in the extent to which a subject feels a need to 

continue driving for reasons of employment. Table 21 shm'ls 

the relation between subjects' stated occupational driving 

/ 

I 
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TABLE 20 

RELATION BETWEEN OCCUPATION AND WHETHER OR NOT 
;.' "',' f, ~ •• ' 

SUBJECTS DROVE .. _a. .:. .. ". 

:. j • 

DID SUBJECTS DRIVE? 

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%) 

1 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%) 

I PENSIONER 20 46 

(30.3%) (69.7%) 
A 

UNEMPLOYED 16 26 

(38.1%) (61. ~%) 
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needs and whether or not they drove; crosstabu1ation. 

analyses showed that there were sign~:.ficant differences 

TABLE 21 

RELATION BETWEEN STATED OCCUPATIONAL DRIVING 

NEEDS AND WHE'lIHER OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE. 

DID SUBJECTS 

DRIVE? 

YES 

NO 

WAS DRIVING NECESSARY FOR JOB? 

NO YES 

214 308 

(33.0%) (38.1%} 

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 

not need to drive for reasons of employment. This re~u1t 
'it 

may reflect a process of rationalisation of their behaviour 

on the part of subjects who drove, although, in an attempt 

to minimise this type of effect, the two. relevant questions 
I 

were widely separated on the questionnaire. 

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 



shows the relation between the presence ,or absence of 

legal representation and whether or not' 's'ubjects drove .. ": 

while disqualified. Crosstabulatioi inalys~s showed that 

TABLE 22 

RELAT10N BETWEEN LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

AND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS' DROVE. 

DID SUBJECTS 
DRIVE? 

YES 

NO 

LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

NO YES 

3;2 153 
(38.0%) (31.6%) 

607 331 
(62.0%) (68.4%) 

there were significant differences between these groups 

(X2 = 5.47, df = l~ p < .05). Subjects who were not 

legally represented in court were significantly more likely 

to drive while disqualified than were' those who were 

legally represented, and this result suggests that lawyers, 

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 driving while 

disqualified. However, it is also possible that this 

variable is, like occupation, ,related to economic 

circumstances, with wealthier p~rsons possibly being more 



likely to ~eek (and afford) legal representation, and also more 

likely to be able to afford alternative and legalliacgeptal;>le 

methods of transport. Subsidiary analyses provided some 

support for this latter proposition: Table 23 shows the relative 
.. l . ~ 

frequency of legal representation in the occupation groups ; 

TABLE 23 

FREQUENCY OF LEGAL REPRESENTATION IN OCCUPATION GROUPS 

RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF 
LEGAL REPRESENTATION (PCT) 

OCCUPATION 

Professional 44.0% 
<> 

Managerial 58.0% 

White Collar 37.9% 

Skilled Trade 41.3% 

Unskil.led 32.3% 

Armed Services 20.8% 

Professional Driver 22.0% 

Student 27.8% 

Pensioner 20.9% 

Unemployed 19.5% 

managerial, professional, and white collar groups showed the 

highest frequencies of legal representation, and pensioners, , . . 

servicemen, and unemployed persons show~d the lowest 

frequencies of legal representation. 

v.briving 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 



part of the subjects, and also eliminates from the 'unsafe' 

category subjects whose record (as it is kn9wn) includes a 

substantial element 0;1: uncertainty - tho..se "who have had only 
" .1, 

one accident;. it is not possible to tell' wheth'er these single 

accident subjects will continue to be involved:in accidents or 

not, and Robinson (1970) has shown that, in personality terms at 

least, they are notably different both from subjects who have 

had no accidents and 'from those who have had two or more 

accidents. Table 24 shows the relation b'etween 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 

NO 

501 . 
(36.1%) 

885 
(63.9%) 

46 
(37.7%) 

76 
(62.3%) 

crosstabulation analyses showed that there was no significant 
2 difference between these groups (X = 0,.06, df = 1# 'NS). 

. 
Subjects' previous disqualifications were a1~o categorised 

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 drove during the criterion period of 

disqualification. Significant differences were found between 

these groups (X2 = 27.6, df = 1~ p < .001), with subjects 

who had been previously disqualified two or more times 

indicating a significantly greater tendency tp drive than was 

" 
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RELATION' BETWEEN RECORD OF PREVIOUS DISQUALIFICATION{{ 
. , 

AND WHETHER OR NOT SUB~ECTS DROVE • 
. :, 

DID SUBJECTS 

DRIVE? 

YES 

NO 

PREVIOt,JS DISQUALIFICATIONS 

LeSs than 
2 

331 

(31.9%) 

708 

(68.1%) 

2 or 

more 

216 

(46.1%) 

253 

(53.9%) 

shown by those with one or no previous disqualifications~ 

.jP This result suggests that those who have had a munber of 

previous experiences of disqualification were more willing 

to violate the sanction, and could indicate that they had 

. learned that the risks of apprehension were acceptably low, 

or that increa~ingfamiliarity with the. penalty had 

produced an increased contempt or disrespect for the sanction. 

vi. Other Variables. Three other variables were 

exa.mined as possible influences on whether or not subjects 

drove while disqualified: the area in which they live (that 

is, city or country areas) l., subj ects' knowledge of the 

p~nalty for driving while disqualified, and,'the delay 
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between commission of the offence(s) and the court .. \. : ... ". 

! hearing of charges arising from thes~:~~fence~. 

On the basis of the Local Governm~!nt Ar~as in which 

subjects' addresses were situated, subjec.ts were divided 

into city residents (N = 955), where~he Local Government 

Area was part of a proclaimed city, and ',country or rural 

area residents (N = 553). Crosstabulation analyses 

showed that there was no significant difference between 

city and country residents on whether or not they drove 

while disqualified. Thus the data provided no support for 

either of the two contradictory notions (a) that country 

residents would be ~ 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 existing in the 

country, they would be more visible (and perhaps better 

known) to police. 

It was found that only 232 subjepts'\ (or 15.4%. of the 

sample) were able to identify the correct penalty. for a 

first offence of driving while disqualified, a re~ult 
-which suggests that the deterrent ,effect of this .~~~alty 

must be very 10\\". However, crosstabulation analY~es showed 
'i 

" 

no significant differences in the tendency to" drive ,whi.le 

disqualified between those who knew the correct penalty and 

those who did not. 

The mean delay between offence .and court hearing £'or . 
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subjects ,w~o drove and for those who did not drive were 
'i 

2.84 months and 2.76 months respectively; univariat-e 
"'" \' 

analy.ses 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. 

IJ 

Summary. A number of variables has been found to distinguish 
. '1"': 

between those who drove while disqualified an,d those who did 

not drive. Previo'Us studies have found length of . 
disqualification 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 relatio~ 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 licences were cancelled were more 

likely to continue driving than were those whose licences 

were suspended, and this finding too is consistent with 

previous evidence. Offence severity was also .related to 

the tendency to drive while <,'lisquali:f;ied, with subjects 

convicted of non serious offences being more likely to' 

drive. Other results showed that only 15.4% of the sample 

wa,s able to correctly ider~ify the penalty for a first 
'" 

offence of driving while disqualified and, even though 

knowledge of the penalty was not significantly related to 
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.whether or not subjects drove, it has .belen suggested that 

the penalty is unlikely to be operating as'a deterrenttb 

, .0 
G 

'\' .":' ... ,-
those who drive while disqualified hecau~'e it is not widely 

known among disqualified drivers. 

A number of personal vari~bles were found to distin­

guish between those who drove and those who ~id not, and 

these findings can be summarised by descril::iing the person 

who does drive as follows: he tends to be under 40 years 

of age or over 60 years; he is single, separated from his 

marital partner, or living in a de facto relationship; he is 

employed as a skilled trade.sman, 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 hea~ing; and he has been previously 

disqualified two or more times. 

C. FOR THOSE WHO DO DRIVE WHILE DISQUALIFI~D, 

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, subjective, beiI'!-g 

based only on subjects' ~eports of changes in their driving 

behaviour. Results have already been presented (see 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 usually, with th~ 

remaining 77.5% presumably driving less often than they 

would have when they were licensed. ·'Other data on subjects' 
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.reasons for driving while disqualified showed that 28.8% 
," 

drove to fulfill all their transport needs and, presumably, 

that 7.l.2/9,i drove only for some 'of' their transport needs, 
c./ 

including 40.4% who said they drove 'only in exceptional 

circumstances'. Some apparent inconsistencies in the data 

on frequency of driving and the reasons g'i ven have already 

been noted in Section A, but it can be concluded that a 

:\ sUbstantial majol.'i ty of those who drove did so less often 
i{ 

than when they were licensed, and for a restricted range of 

needs; that is, it can be suggest~d that this ~ajority of 

those:::who drove did in fact drive differently from 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 they 

drove more carefully than they would usually, and Table 26 

TABLE 26 

CARE TAKEN IN DRIVING WHILE DISQUALIFIED. 

MORE CAREFUL 
THAN USUAL 

AS CAREFUL 

AS USUAL 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQUENCY 

263 

269 

",t t smtwhsf v &'%'#9 'bit' t Heri$'rlct1llilllll'¥ Nt t' , t t tt e 1 t iilIiU:,t'"WIIi1IWh 1M '651'( IS '.' i tit1 

RELATIVE 

FREQUENCY (PCT.) 

49.4% 

50.6% 
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presents the relative frequencies of responses to this 

qUlastion. 
" 10' ~,,,, ~,," 

It was found that approxix:aa:te1y half of those 

who drove considered that they were more c'areful than usual. 

Additional analyses showed that subjects' assessments of 

care taken were unrelated to age, marital status, occupation, 

previous driving record, or frequency of driving while 

disqualified. 

Summary. Approximately 50% of subject~ who drove while 

disqualified indicated that they drove more carefully than 

wa5 usual, and the level of care taken was not found to be 

related to any of the personal variables available for 

subjects. R~sults reported in an earlier Section of this 

Chapter also suggested that most Q..Lth-oS€l-~·-~·e-l,t@-Q.~d",so 

on fewer occasions, and for a more restricted series of· 

reasons, than they did when licensed. 

D. FOR THOSE WHO DO NOT DRIVE WHILE DISQUALIE'I~D, WH.AT 

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 functions (parties, dances, 

visiting friends, and so on), and also about the transport 

they used for their family shopping. 

Table 27 shows the transport a1ternatives'chosen for 

trav~l 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 

1 
1 
1 
\ 
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TABLE 27 

TRANSPORT USED Tb REACH PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT. 

BUS, TRAIN OR 'l'RAM 

DRIVEN BY MEMBE-R OF FAMILY 

DRIVEN BY GOOD FRIEND 

DRIVEN BY FELLOW EMPLOYEE 
11 

OTHER MEANS 

DID NOT WORK 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQUENCY 

229 

203 

101 

211 

271 

91 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY (PCT.) 

23.5% 

20.9% 

10.5% 

21. 8% 

27.9% 

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 subject,s 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, "other 

means" was specified ,as w?-lking, hitch hiking or, in a small 

number of cases, cycling. The most common means of 

transport was provided by good friends, with the next mdst 

popular response being "driven by meIrher of family". 

Public transport (that is, bus, train, or tram) was used by 

few subjects, but taxis were more commonly used, no doubt 

due to the tendency -to attend social functions at night or 
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TAaLE 28 

TRANSPORT USED TO REACH SOCIAL l<"''t;lNPTIONS. 

BUS I TRAIN OR TRAM 

DRIVEN BY MEMBER OF FAMILY 

DRIVEN BY GOOD FRIEND 

TAXI 

OTHER 

DID NOT ATTEND 

SOCIAL FUNCTIONS 

ABflOI.,.JJTE 

FREQUENCY 

100 

266 

447 

196 

127 

125 

:. j. • 

RJ;:LATIVE 

FREQUENCY (peT.) 

10.3% 

27.2% 

,45.9% 

20.0% 

13.0% 

12.8% 

on \V'eekends when public transport is infrequent or 

inconvenient. 

Subjects' responses are presented in Tabl~ 29 on the 

TABLE 29 

TRANSPORT, USED FOR SHOPPING. 

BUS, TRAIN OR TRAM 

DRIVEN BY MEMBER OF FAMILY 

DRIVEN BY GOOD FRIEND 

TAXI 

OTHER 

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE . 

FREQUENCY' FREQUENCY (PCT.) 

152 

277 

141 

83 

349 

16.2,% 

29.7% 

15 .. 0% 

8.9% 

37.5% 

i <-::-~\,<-"-
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type of transport used for shopping; in this situation 

a majority of those -,Mho indicated "other means" did so 

because they were not offered the option 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 fulfi~led 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 

employment, social occasions, and shopping. The vehicle 

was most commonly driven by friends, in the case of social 

functions, members of the family for shopping, and fellow 

employees for employment 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 relied on other 

people to driv~ them suggests that, in many cases, the 

disqualification was a source of inconvenience for not 

only the offender but also his family, friends, and fel16w 

employees. 
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E. WHAT ARE THE ATTI'l'UDES OF DISQUALIFIED DRIVERS 

TOWARDS THE SANCTION-,? );'" ., 

It can be suggested that the clearest indication of 

disqualified drivers' attitudes toward the-sanction is the 

finding that 36.4% of subjects admitted driving while 

disqualified, although, to some extent, ~he· impression 

conveyed by this statistic is altered by -a secofid finding, 

that 40.4% of those who drove claimed that they did so only 

in exceptional circumstances. To gain a clear idea of the 

attitudes of disqualified drivers towards the sanction, 

subjects were asked to assess the d.eterrent'effect of their 

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 question on the deterrent effect 

of the sanction: "do you think that the penalty of. licence 

TABLE 30 

SUBJECTS' ASSESSMENTS OF THE DETERRENT EFFECT 

OF DISQUALIFICATIO~ 

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE 

FREQUENCY FREQUENCY (PCT. ) 

WILL DETER 749 50.8% 

WILL NOT DETER 727 49.2% 

TOTAL 1476 ' 100 ~ 0 

• "<) 

...... """_""....,.-..........~,~",.""""'I'.m~Iali«~=_~"' ... ~...-...,~ ..... ""..,..-"' ......... ··~"'-......-.......~"'k> ... "'··---··'".~. ,~- ... -.•. --,---~ ~ 



, . 

disqualification will make you avoid committing the same 

offence again?" 
c-:;~ 

Subjects were evenly divided in their 
\ \ ' 

an'Swers t.o this question, with 50.81~ considering that the 

sanction would, in theircas.e, have some deterr~nt effect. 
I i 

j 

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 48 109 
(30.6%) (69.4%) 

1 TO 2 MONTHS 42 56 
(42.9%) (57.1%) 

3 TO 5 MONTHS 330 370 
(47.1%) (52.9%) 

6 TO 11 MONTHS 103 64 
(61. 7%), (38.3%) 

12 MONTHS, AND OVER ;, 220 124 
'(64.0%) (36.0%) 
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of disqualification length ix2 =63.62, df ~ 4; P < .0001). 
: .. ~ ,i~.''' . 

It was found that as length of disqualif1cation increased, so 

did subjects' tendency to provide positive assessments of the 

deterrent effect of the sanction. Diffe~ences in these 

assessments were also related to whether or not subjects 

drove, as shown in Table 32 ; crosstabulation analyses showed 
2 significant. differences between these groups. (X = 46.26,. 

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

TABLE 32 

RELATION BETWEEN ASSESSMENT OF DETERRENT EFFECTS 

DID SUBJECTS 

DRIVE? 

YES 

NO 

AND WHETHER OR NOT SUBJECTS DROVE 

ASSESSED DETERRENT EFFECTS 

WILL 

DETER 

203 
(38.9%) 

536 
(57.6%) 

WILL NOT 

DETER 

319 
(6) .• 1%) 

394 . 
(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 subsequent driver 

,perforinance, although 32.1% saw it as having some posi ti ve 
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effect. 

TABLE 33 

SUBJECTS' ASSESSMENTS. OF THE DRIVER IMPROVEMENT 

NE.GATIVE EFFECT 

NO CHANGE 

POSITIVE EFFECT 

TOTAL 

EFFECTS OF DISQUALIFICATION 

ABSOLUTE 

FREQUENCY 

65 

953 

481 

1499 

RELATIVE 

FREQUENCY (PCT.) 

4.3% . 

63.6% 

32.1% 

100.0% 

These assessments were found to be unrelated to whether 

or not subjects drove, but the relation between these 

assessments and length 6f disqualification, as shown in 

~ab1e 34, was significant (X2 = 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, .whiie the relative frequency of "positive 

effect i' ratings increased with length of d;isqua1ification. 

Subjects who saw the sanction as having a negative effect 

tended to be dis<;lua1ified either for one to, five months or 

twe 1 ve months. and over. 

\. ,. 
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TABLE 34 
'1.' .. ,,, •.•• .... ';' .. ,,~ 

~:. I .: 

RELATION BETWEEN ASSESSMENT OF IMPROVEMENT EFFECTS 

1>.ND LENGTH OF DISQUALIFICATION .. 

LENGTH OF 

DISQUALIFICATION 

UNDER 1 MONTH 

1 TO 2 .MONTHS 

3 TO 5 l-10NTHS 

6 TO 11 MONTHS 

12 MONTHS AND OVER 

ASSESSED IMPROVEMENT EFFECTS 

NEGATIVE 

EFFECT 

2 

(1.2%) 

6 

(6.1% ) 

33 

(4.6%) 

5 

(3.0%) 

19 
.( 5.4 %) 

NO 

CHANGE 

121 

(75.2%) 

68 

(69.4%) 

447 

(63.0%) 

101 

(60.1%) 

212 

(60.2%) 

POSITIVE 

EFFECT 

38 

(23.6%) 

24 

(24.5%) 

230 

(32.4%) 

62 

(36.9%) 

121 

(34.4%) 

Subjects showed a considerable degree·of unanimity on the 

issl.'e of whether or not a disqualified driver takes more 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 careful than if he 

was licensed, and this finding is consistent with a subsidiary 

finding that 71.3% of subjects s~w a ~isqualit"ied driver as 

being most likely to be apprehended by police if he was 

I 
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invo1:v,ed in' ~n accident (26.1%) or coromi tted a further 

t~affic offence (45.2%). Perceptions of the care taken by 

'rABLE 35 

SUBJECTS' ASSESSMENTS OF CARE: TAKEN BY 

A DISQUALIFIED DRIVER 

NO MORE CARE THAN IF 

LICENSED 

MORE CARE THAN IF 

LICENSED 

TOTAL 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQUENCY 

421 

1052 

1473 

RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY (PCT.) 

28.6% 

71.4% 

100.0% . 

a disqualified driver were not related to whether ()r not 

subjects themselves drove while disqualified. 

Summary. Subjects' att.i tudes towards disqualification, as 

they have been assessed here, were largely equivocal on the 

possible effects of the sanction. Hal'f of the ,subjects 
''''i:,~ 

believed that disqualification had some.deterrent effect, 

while the other haLi: of the sample saw no such effect, and 

those who considered that there was a deterrent effect 

tended to be those who did not drive while disqualified and 

"who were disqualified for relatively longer periods. 

Approximately two-thirds of subjects believed that the sanction 
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did not produce any driver improvement, w.-ith·subjects who . " 

were disqualified for longer periods beirlg more' likely than 
. 

others to perceive a positive effect. When asked about the 

care taken by a disqualified driver, 71.4% of subjects felt 

that the disqualified driver would be more careful on the 
, 

road than he would if licensed, with most subjects believing 

that he was most likely to be apprehended by police if 

involved in an accident or detected for commission of another 

motoring offence. 

, 
\ 

;.1 

" 

I 
l 
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CHAPTER 8 

DISCUSSION 

The literature review reported in Chapter 2 

indicated that previous studies have produced a wide variety 

of findings on the incidence of driving while disqualified, 
o 

and the present finqing that approximately 36% of subjects 

admitted driving is within the range of these earlier re­

sults. It is noteworthy, then, that this first Australian 

study has found a situation not unlike those found by other 

researchers in Gr~at Britain and the United States of 

America. However, a more detailed comparison of the 

present findings with those of other researchers is likely 

to be highly speculative, and even possibly misleading, 

given that the present study is the first in this field 'in 

Australia, and differences in social or legal contexts may 

account 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 effe.:pts (if 

any) of these variations in terms of differences which 
. 

could be produced in 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 sancti.on found 

by the present study can best be considered as an estimate 

-106-
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of the minimum proportion of disqualified persons who continue 
'1 10110 ••• 

to drive, and most of the previous invest~:ga:tors ~n this 

field have concluded that the' actual rate 'of violations is 

likely to be, higher than that found in thej,r research. 

Viewed in this light, the figure is a high one,'.and sug­

gests that a significant proportion of offenqe.rs do drive 

at some time during their disqualification.,' . This finding 

casts some doubt on the value of the sanction,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 '"'",""1':> 
..&. ••• 

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 

50% of subjects who admitted driving while disqualified 

thought. they drove more 'carefully 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 licensede Attitudinal q~est~ons 

showed that subjects were evenly di;vided on the possible 

dete'crent effects of the sanction, but only 32% believed 

that the sanction actually improved subsequent driver 
i' 

behaviour. Posi ti ve responses to these question$ wEL~e 

more likely to be given by those disqualified for relatively 

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 wdrds, the sanction did produce some change 
if 

in the pattern of driving behaviour, and perhaps 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 ~olice enforcement of the sanction 

as sufficient to prbduce a realistic chance of being 

apprehended if they did drive while disqualified. If the 

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

that offenders' perceived Hrvelg of expect:ancy of apprehension 

will have to be dramatically increased, and Robinson and 

Kelso (1976), in a re-ana1ysis of the present data, found 

that increases in perceived probability of apprehension (such 

as could be produced by more random licence ChcllCks, or 

similar measures) would be potentially the most effective 

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

power and equipment are sufficient to meet these new demands 

and so, if it is decided that the s~nction 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 vehicles,' or at least 

the provision of a system of easily recognised and 
. 

compulsory identification f:or drivers who are licensed. 

Doubts have been expressed (see, for example, Robinson; 

1975) about 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 ei ther adherartce~' :to the sanction 
,f ,. 

or offenders' acceptance of it. 
, 

The penalty for driving while disqu~l~fied was 
" \ 

found to be known to relatively few of the pre'sent subjects 

and, even though knowledge of this penalty WCl:S, not found to 

be related to whether or not subjects drove,whilst dis­

qualified, this l~vel of ignorance offers little hope for 

the deterrent effects of the penalty. Intuitively, the 

notion of a gaol term should be unpleasant for most motoring 

offenders, and it is possible that greater pUblicity for 

cases where these penalties are imposed for driving\while 

disqualified may deter some potential offen(~ers. It may 

be', for example, that subjects who drove only a small number 

of times were those who felt most anxious abo~t violating 

the sanction, and these subjects (who made up 40% of the 

present.sample) may be particularly susceptible to this 

type of publicity. In the interim, it can be suggested that 

courts should emphasize the penalty for driving 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 tha·t thos~ 

who ~ aware of the gaol penalty were so advil?\ed by their 

legal counsel rather than by the court, so there does seem 

to be a need for courts to provide offenders withthi~ 

information, especially where the offender'is not legally 

represented. 

j 

. ........ ,' ......... _---
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Thus far, ,i t 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 o~ 

its operation. However, the present findings do suggest 

some possible modifications to the existing usage of the 

sanction, and these chcmges may be a more rel;i1i'stic 

alternative (at 1east'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, and 

probationary drivers, whose licences are normally cancelled 

rather than suspended. Thus, an improvement in the present 

situation may be effected by imposing 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 offenders 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 question of 

more appropriate penalties for minor traffic offenders, 

and it is further suggested that a1te:r~natives be researched, 

such as a revised schedule of fines, perhaps related to 

the offender's income. 
~ ~ 

" 
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Indeed, this evidence lends support to a suggestion 

that disqualification could be better U:l1~~" a's part of a 
.' ,~ 

driver il"1prOVement programme, as it is in many American 

states, than just as a punisli.ment, as it appears to be in 

Australia. This change of emphasis could pr9duce some 

reduction in the level of violations, and also improve 

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

Subjects who drove during the perio~ 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 years 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 disqu~lified two or more times 

previously. This latter finding suggests that the decision 

to drive while disqualified i~, in part, a product 'of a 

learning effect. That is, ~xperience o~ previous disquali­

fications may have produced an awareness,of the low,probabi­

lity of apprehension if the 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 ipdicates 

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 

offenders to the idea of driving while disqualified1 0r 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 evidence here that the person who 

drives while disqualified tends to be of low socio-economic 
. . 

status, and this evidence can be seen as consistent with 

Klein's (1971) suggestion that low socio-economic status 

drivers will be mOre dependent on the motor vehicle as a 

means of fUlfilling needs for competition and independence; 

it can be suggested, - then, that these needs oub-Ieigh 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 term~ of all 

values by conforming than by not conforming. 

It is implied that acts of non-conformity 

occur when they are expected to yield net 

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

Apparently, in the case of minor offenders and/or low status' 

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 

American Bar Associ~tiori (1957), that the justice system 

should avoid wherever possibl'e measures which will need to 

be applied against a large number of persons in a community, 

and which tend to produce a disrespect for the legal process 

because they cause a conflict of values, in this case between 

the desirability of obeying the law and the need to drive a 

motor vehicle. This principle reinforces the advisability 

of using the sanction of disqualification only for se'rious 

offences. 
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Findings reported here provide a clear indication 
-1 .. ,0, .' • ...... ,; 

of the perceived importance of use of the privately owned 

motor vehicle. The most common reason given for driving 

while disqualified was "exceptional circumstance§". but, 

as has been noted, for some subjects a conside'rable number 

of such circumstances presented themselves~ ,and 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, fellow 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, ~nd 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 recommendations of 

the present report be for further research in this area, and 

detai;I.§.,.._9_~_j:;.his recommenda-t.-ion are offered at the conclusion 

of this Chapter. Beyond this point however, a number of 

more specific and actionable recommendations can be offered. 

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. 

.f 
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Improvements to :the existing usage of the sanctiof!:,!.. If the 

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

penalties for a wide range of £raffic ~ffences, 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 able to drive. Given the 

high dens.i ties of traffic on Victorian roads, and the paucity 

of police re.sources, it would seem that increased expectancies 

'of apprehension 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 checks and the practical 

implementation of this principle, but there remains the major 

limiting factor of unavailability of necessary additional police 

resolirces. Nevertheless, even if such checks' were conducted 9n---­

infrequent occasions, they could, if well' publicized, still have 

substantial effects on disqualified drivers' perceptions of the 

probability of apprehension, and it is recommended that an 

evaluation of the effectiveness of this type of countermeasure 

be made., 
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The main existing proposal for making it more~difficult 
" .. ,,, .. 

for the disqualified driver to continue 1;::~,:"drive, are' concerned 

with denying him access to a vehicle, by confisqating either 

his vehicle or its registration plates, and by making it illegal 

to sell a vehicle to a disqualified driver. However, as 

Robinson (1975) has noted, there are substant;ial problems involved' 

in the use of such measures (including the ,logistics of storing 
, . 

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 not 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 appropri~te venue for making an 

offender 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 of court. Further, 

it is recommended that, when offenders do not appear in 'court 

and are disqualified, they should be ~learly notified of the 

penal ties "I;rovided 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 is suggested 

that disqualifications be imposed only :ear rela":ively serious 

I 
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o+,fences, and that mino.r offende.rs (particularly those holding 

probationary licences) should be divert~.d into a driver 

improvement prog:t'amme such as that desc'ribed by Kaestner and 

Speight (19'74, p.1), wherein disqualification' appears only as 

.a higher order penalty directed against those whb fail to respond 

to lesser measures. The introduction of a treatment-orianted 

dri ver impro~Tement programme will no dQubt have to wait 

for availability of sufficient resourges, and perhaps for a more 

detailed subsequent evaluation of the philosophy of such an 

approach, but in the interi~, the use of a graduated scale of 

penalties for minor offenders, with disqualification 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 disqua1ificat 

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 reasonable period of 

time. It appears that more serious penalties may need to be 

considered for use in cases where disqualification has already 

been impos~d on two occasions, even if there is no evidence'to 

suggest that the offender drove while disqualified. Such a' 

modification to the present 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 escape. It is suggested that such,offenders will be 

less likely to conform with thee sanctioR,,::t:hiiri those convicted 
.. . , . 

~ , , .. 

only of traffic offences, and that the a~diti6n ,of this 

penalty to those already provided for major cri'mes is likely 
, ' . 

to be seen as inconsecr..tential by those concerned. 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 op~ration in th~ present 

content. 

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The major. finding was that 36.4% of subjects admitted 

driving while disqualified. There can, of course, be 

considerable debate about the degree of coincidence between' 

this figure and the actual level of driving while disqualJ.fied 

and a number of possible biases. could have operated t~ produce 

this result. : some subjects who drove while disquali'fied may 

not have admitted that they did so, some who admitted driving 

may have not violated the sanction at all, and the non-
. 

respondents to the present ~urvey may have been more' or less 

likely to have driven than those who did respond, with this 

different level of violation being in. some way related -to this 

decision not to respond. It is not possible to asse~s the 

effects of the first two postulated biases, although it,is 

possible ,that they operated to some extent to neutralise one 

another; the third postulated bi.as, that due to non response, 

is considered below. 

I 
1 
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A methodological factor in ,the present study may have 

also influenced this :r:esult and, more particularly, findings on 

the relation between evidence of dr~vipg while disqualified and 
;;\1 

II , 

length of'disqualificatj:bn: all subjects received the survey 
,,~~~-.:-<;>~ 

questionna~re at approximately' the same length of time after 

their court hearing, and thus subjects wH;:h longer periods of 

disqualification had relatively less time ih which to have 

decided whether or not to drive and could be more likely to 
I,ll 

so decide in the period after the survey contact. 'this 

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 

f,lassage of time (Robinson, 1976; in press). Tf'tf3 problem of 

non-response bias was, as noted in Chapter 4', considered to 

be of sufficient importance to justify the present method. 

Nonetheless, neither problem has been. completely solved. 

The problem of non-response remains, with the survey a'ttaining 

a response rate of just over 37%, and an exploratory follow up 

of non-respondents indicated that any significant improvement 

in this rate would be difficult to achieve. The fact that nothing 

is known about:"'the response of'63% of the sample to the sanction 
I' 

• 
remains an important qualification to the results presented heie. 

,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 

the sanction. There appears to be no alternative methodology 

which could ameliorate this problem. 
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Similarly, there reXnains the ,problem that the period 
\ 

of 2-3 weeks between court \ftppearance anq..,. ~ur,vey contact 
.. ~.: . ; , 

constituted for some subject;s a major po'rEiqn,of their period 

of disqualification, and for others a relativel~ small portion. 

Subjects disqualified for periods in excess .~f six months, for 

example, may have decided to dt'i ve after returning the 

questionnaire, perhaps because coping withouf the use of a 

motor vehicle became progressive,l.y more difficult to accept or 

more frustrating, while the influence of legal authority 

decreased as the date of court appearance became more remote. 

As noted, this complication particU\larly affects results on 

the relation between disqualification length and tendency 

to drive, and may even account, to some extent, for the 

present finding of a curvo1inear relation between these 

variables, as shown in Figure 5. Indeed, if the tendency to' 

decide to drive in later stages of the disqualification period 

was sufficiently strong, it could go some way towards making 

the relation a positive monotonic one, although the high 

level of admissions indicated by those disqualified for on~~ 

to two months seems unlikely to fit neatly into a monotoriic: 

function. 

More directly, it can be noted that this problem doe~; 

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. 

'I 
i 
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FUTURE RESEARCH 

The present study has provided a cOIvdderable amount of 

information about traffic offender's responses to and perception 
J 

of the ~anction of licence d~squalificat~on. Even so, a number 
(' 

of unanswere~ questions remain, and relate to two main issues: 

uwhat enforcement measures could be used to reduce the incidence 
,; 

of violations of the sanction, and what limitations exist in 

the operation of other pe~alties 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 adequate understanding of t:.he 

operation of these measures, investigations should be conducted 

of the improvement they produce (perhaps by comparing a in~ 

cidence of 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 tq 

determine subjects' awareness of the measure, and, thei.r 

assessments of the costs of ~gnoring the measure compared 

wi th the perceived benefit of such a course 9f ac'tion. 

The present study has focussed only on one part of the 

system of dealing with traffic offenders, and it is urged 

that other sanctions used in this context should be subjects 

of similar, detailed evaluations. . It is unli~ely 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 exampl.e; 'that some 
.1 ,oil 

of the limitatiohs 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 transport needs, 

and the importance of the privately owned motor vehicle in 

satisfaci:ion 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 ,,,ould allow legislators 

to take account of the,se factors when they consider changes 

to the justice system as it affects road user's. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A considerable body of evidence has been presented 

here about the operation of licence disqualifications, and 

a number of pra.ctical implications and recommendations have 

been offered, based on the present results. It is apparent 

that there (;I,re sigrdficant weaknesses in the opera'cion of 

the sanction, as indicated by the rate of vioiations 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 sanc<tion should be revised;. the .present findings 

,< 
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provide a substantial body of information abdut the 

existing system, and should be useful in guiding deliberations 

on the future use of the sanction •. It is to, be hoped that \ , , 

any changes in the use of licence disqualifications are 

introduced in such a way that careful empi.rical evaluation 

of their effects is possible. 

I " L'-__ ~ ___ , _____ , __ " 



ANTONY, A. 

-123-

REFERENCES 

Suspension and rev6cation of 

~C?om12arative study of state 
Highway Users Federation for 
Mobility, 1970. 

driver's, .1icence.s: 
,.,h ... 

la~~i:: ,'e Wu~hington: 
" .. . 

Safety and 

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION The traffic problem,traffic 1aw:~ 
and traffic courts. Chicago: Author, 1957. 

ARENS, R. and LASSWELL, H.D. Toward a general' theory of 

sanctions. Iowa Law Review 1964,49, 233-276. 

AUSTIN, M. Accident black spot. Harmondsworth,Midd1esex; 
Penguin books, 1966. 

BAKER, S.P. and ROBERTSON, L.S. How drivers prevented from 
driving would reach work : implications for 

penalties. Accident Analysis,_ and Prevention. 

1975,77,45-48. 

BLUMENTHAL, M. and ROSS, H.L. 

of traffic law. 
Two experiment~\l ,;3tudies 

Vo1.l The effect of legal 

sanet.ions on OUI offenders. Washington: . 

united States Department of Transporf, 19~3. 

BUIKHUISEN, W. and STEENHUIS, D.w. The effectiveness of 
I 

penal sanctions as an instrument to combat 

~idivism among subjects convicted for 
drunken driving. Groningen, Netherlands: 

Criminological Institute, Groningen 

University, 1972. 

CHAPPELL, D. and WILSON, P.R. . The police and the public in 

Australia and New Zealand. Brisbane: University 

of Queensland, Press, 1969. 

" 

1 
i 
! 

.~ _.w .... __ ..... _w w.", .. _*kh" .... t % ..... _0& .... ' ... we .. '. 



,~~~;.,,;, "-"--'.~=~:""'" ~~,' ~Iii"=,,,,....,, ,~, .. ~.~.-,;"-.-.,..----:-.-,, -""'---.-'.~. ~~~~~""-",,"I..-'*M""""'-"""'''';''''''''''' ,?~;-*~, ""~",",II!!I'''''i'!!'iI'~!!I',!!"!"""",!",_"",,,,'''''''''~. . "' {'\ r~ "". ,.,,-: "''''';'';'1'' . ry, ',' y ,-" , 4. ;;. ' 

"_..-' -124-

CLELAND, E.A. ROBINSON, C.D. and, SIMON, J.G. 

Pers~nali ty and soc'ial variables in unsafe 

driviJ!g. Paper presented at the Sixth Annual 
Conference of the Australian Psychological 

, " 

, Society Melbourne, August, 1971. 

COPPIN, R.S. and VAN OLDENBEEK, 'G. Driving under suspension 

and revocation : a study of suspend~d and revoked 
drivers classified as negligent operators. 

CRESSEY, D. 

Report No 18, California State Department of 
Motor Vehicles, Sacramento, 1965. 

The pdlice and the motorist. Paper presented at 

the Seventh National Confe,rence of the Australian 

Crime Prevention, Correction, and After-care 
Ii 

Council, Melbourne, 1973. 

EXPERt GROUP ON ROAD SAFETY. 
II Australia : a national review. Canberra, 

The road accident situation in 

d Australian Government Publishing Service, 1~72. 

FINKELSTEIN, R. and McGUIRE, J.P. An optimum system for 

traffic enforcement/driver control. Mountain 
View, California GTE Sylvania Incorporated,1971. 

HARPER, T. Disqualified. New Society May 15 1975, 32 (658~412. 

HARRINGTON, D.M. The young driver follow-up study : an evaluation 

of the role of human factors in the first four' years 

of driving.' ~:~identlLnalysis and Prevention. 
1972, 4, 191-240. 

HAYS, W.L. Qu'antification in psychology. Belmont, California: 

Brooks/Cole Publishing Company, 1967'. 



""c'? 

--125-

HRICKO, A.R. Driver licence suspension a paper tiger. 

The Police Chief, 1970, 37, 20-23 .. 

.. ~~ r" .' 
JOSCELYN, K.B.The role of our legal system i~~inf1uencing driver 

behaviour. HSRI Researc~ (Hiqhway Safety Research . 
Institute, University of Michigan) ,1'976,6, (3) ,7-15. 

KAESTNER, N. and SPEIGHT, L. Oregon study of driver licence 

KLEIN, D. 

KLEIN, D. 

suspensions. Salem, Oregon 

Transportation, 1974. 

Ore.gon Department of 

A re-appraisa1 of the violation ~nd accident data 
, 

on teen-aged drivers. Traffic Quarterly 

1966, 20, 502-510. 

The influence of societal values on rates of death 

and injury. Journal of Safety Research, 1971,2,2-8. 

KLEIN, D. and WALLER, J.A. Causation, culpability and deterrence 

in highway crashes. Washington: U.S. Government 

Printing Office, 1970. 

KRIEFMAN,. S. Driving while disqualified. London: Her Majesty's 

Stationery Office, 1975. 

LEwER, W.J. The effect of traffic prosecutions on the criminal 

justice system. Paper presented at the Department 

of Transport Seminar on Road Safety and the ~aw, 

Sydney, 1973. 

LITTLE, J.W. Administration of justice .in drunk' driving cases. 

American Bar Association Journal 1972,58,.950-954. 

MECHAM, G.D. Proceed with caution : which penalties slow down the 

juvenile traffic violator? Crime and Delinquency 
"!""':t::"", 

1968, 14, 142-150. 

MOSER, C.A. Survey methods in social investigation .. London: 

Heinemann, 1958. 



I 
[, 

I 

I 

•. I,,,,iji 

, -126-

NlE, N.H., HULL" C.H., JENKINS, J'aG., STEINBRENNER, K." and 
BENT, D. G. St'a't'isti'c'a'l Packag'e 'for the Social Sciences. 

2nd Edition. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975. 

ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION .AND DEVELOPMENT 

PLOWDEN, W. 

RAHN, B.F. 

I 

. Res'earch on traffic law enforcement. Paris: 

Author, 1974. 

Themot'or' c'ax'"' and politics in Britain. 

',Harmondsworth, Middlesex Penguin Books, 1971. 

Sentencing the suspended or revoked driver. 
Traf'f'ic Digest and Review 1970, 18 (6-7),8-9. 

ROBINSON,C.D. Automobile accident record and measures of 

neuroticism, external control, and attribution 
of responsibility. Unpublished Honours Thesis, . 
Flinders University of South Australia, 1970. 

ROB'INSON,C.D. Social implications of driver disqualification: 

reality and road traffic laws. Australian and 

ROBINSON, C.D. 

New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 1975,8,169-175. 

Investigations of driver disqualification. 

Paper presented at the 47th Annual Congress of the 

Australian and New Zealand Association for the 

Advancement of Science, Hobart, May 1976. 

ROBINSON, C.D. Problems in interview surveyi.ng of disqualified 

drivers.' Australian and New Zealand Journal of 

Criminology, in press 

ROBINSON, C.D.and KELSO, G.I. Determinants of the decision to 

drive while disqualified. Paper read.at the 5th 

Annual Meeting of Australian Social Psychologists, 

Sydney, May 1976. 

L..u.:....~6~W..-I"'wti~."~.~_~~~""' .. .lith'"'~" ...... \~.ko.-..'".~ .. -""_. ·""""'''''_''''''~''''''''''''.Ji.<..l"""""",':.-;,,,,,~.~i'''W'.'''''d'--<-1.I1~_" .,~ " 



ROSS, H.L. 

ROSS, H.L. 

-127- I! 

Traffic law viol~tion: a folk crime. 

Social Problems. 1960,8, 231-241. 
<,' 1.," • .... ~ 

• ,f' 

The Scandinavian 'myth: the effectiveness 

of drinking and driving ,legislation in 

Sweden and Norway. Jour'nal of Legal 

Studies. 1975,4, 28~-3l0. 

SHAW, L. and SICHEL, H. Accident proneness. Oxford: Pergamon, 

1971. 

SIEGEL, S. Nonpara:metric statistics for the behavioral 

sciences. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956. 

STEVENSON, G.M., J.R. Problems in detection, identification and 

treatment. In B. Freedman (ed.) Drunk 

driving cases: prosecution and defense. 

New York: Practising Law Institute, 1970. 

TIMBERLAKE, W.E. 

VIC~RY, N.A. 

VICTORIA POLICE 

A study of procedures used to deter driving 

while under revocation or suspension .. 

Evanston, Illinois:. Traffic Institute, 

Northwestern University, 1970. 

Motor an.d traffic law (VictOl::ia) 4·th Edition 

Sydney: Butterworths, 1972. 

Annual Report. Melbourne: Victoria Police 

Dept., ,1975. 

VINSON, T. ,and HOMEL, R. Legal representation and outcome. 

Australian Law Journal, 1973,.47,' 132-135. 

WARD. P.G., WOODS, G.D., and BRENNkN, P. A review of Legis­

lation and enforcement in relation to road 

safety. Canberra: Australian Government 

Publishing Service, 1973. 

WILLETT, T.C. Drivers after sentence. London: Heinemann, 

1973. 

I 



.',1) 

-128-

, APPENDIX' A' -; (;lUES:TI'ONNAl'RE 
.. -'""'Ii:-""'"'''' ."" 

UNIVERS'ITY 'OF MELBOURNE 

MOTOR' VEHICLE' DRIVER SURVEY 
. ,- t=m" ,-

This short questionnaire has 3 parts . 

. ---
" 

--~ " 

CONFIDENTIAL 

For research 
Purposes only 

PART A il for people who did drive while their licence was 

disqual.tfied (tha~ is, suspended or cancelled). IF YOU 

DROVE A CAR (OR OTHER VEHICLE) AT ANY TIME WHILE YOUR 

DRIVING LICEN.CE 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. 

Please answer all questions as well as you can, 
and remember that your answers will be kept strict~y 

confidential. After you have answered the questions, 
post the questionnaire back to us in the stamped, self­

ad.dressed envelope provided. 

We would very much appreciate it if you could return t:he 

completed questionnaire within the next fortnight. 

\\ 

Thank you very much for your h~lp. 
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'rhese questions are for you IF YOU DROVE WHILE YOUR. LICENCE WAS 

DISQUALIFIED. 

1.. During the period when your licence was di~~~;arified, how many 

times did you drive? (Please place an X a<ialn.st. the most suitable 

answer) . 

A Only once 
B 2 to 4 times 

C 5 to 10 times 

D 11 to 20 times 

E Mo:r;e than 20 times 

F As orten as when you were licensed to drive 

2. During the period when your licence was disqualified, did you drive 

A Only for business purposes 

B Only to visit friends or atten4 social' functions 

C Only when public transport was not available 

D Only in exceptional circumstances 

E Whenever you wanted to go somewhere 

(Place an X against all suitable answers). 

3. How much of your period of suspension had passed before you drove 

for the first time during the suspension period? ••....•. weeks. 

i~. When you drove without your licence, was your driving (place an X 

against ~:mly ~ of the following): 

more careful than usual to avoid being picked up for a 
driving offence 

'about as careful as usual, no more and no less 

5. How worried were you that you might be caught driving whi1e 

disqualified? (Place an X in one of the spaces be,low to indicate 
how worried you were). 

Not at all 

worried 1 2 3 4 5 

. 
, . 

6 7 

: Extremely 

,8 worried 

6. Would you still have driven if the period of disqu.alification had 

been a shorterbne? (Please circle the correct answer.) 

Yes No 

, ' 

If yes, how long would you be prepared to go wfthout driving? ... wks 

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

PAGE 3 AND FILL OUT PART C. 

1 
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PART B 

These questions are for you IF YOU 'pID NOT DRIVE AT ALL WHILE YOUR 
,', . 

LICENCE WAS DISQUALIFIED. 

l. During the period when your licence was disqualified, how did you 
get to work? (Please place an X against the most suitable answer) • • 1._. 

A By bus, train or tram --" 
B I was driven to work by a member of my family 
C I was driven to work by a good friend 
D I was driven to work by someone who works at the same place --
E I do not work, so I did not need transport 
F By other means; please write what you mean here: 

2. DUring the period when your licence was disqualified, how did you 

get to social f?nctions (parties,dance~,visiting friends, etc.)? 
A By bus, train or tram 
B I was driven there by a member of my family 

C I was driven by a good friend 
D By taxi 

E I did not go to any social functions during this period 
F By other means; please write what you mean here: 

3. '. During the period when your licence was disqualified, how did you 
trave.1 to do your family shopping? 

A By bus v train or tram' 

B I was driven by a member of my family 
C I was driven by a good friend 
D By taxi 

E By other means; ~lease write what you mean here: 

4. If yOU did drive while disqualified, how worried do y?U thinkjYou w~ 
be about being caught? (Place an X ih one of the spaces on the 

line below to indicate how worried you would have been.) 

Not at all 
worried 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Extremel 

worried 

5. Would you have driven if you had been suspended for a longer period. 

(Please. circle the correct answer) 
Yes No No sure 

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

Ple.ase fill il"l Part C REGARDLESS OF WHETHER O~ NOT YOU DROVE WHILE 

YOUR LICENCE WAS DISQUALIFIED. 

1. Marital status: Please put a circle around your marital status 
.~~ .:; .... 

Single Married Divorced Widowed :: ~:e;parat;ed 

2. Occupation: 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. involved in an 

accident about which a report was made to' som~-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? 

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

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 nonually? 

(Place an ·x in one of the spaces on the .line below to indicate 

how much of a risk you think there is.) 

Very li tt.le 

risk 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. How would you rate your ability as a driver? . 

Well below 
ave!age 1 2 3 5 6 

7 8' 

. 7 8 

A very 

high risk 

.Well above 

average 

o Do you think 'that the penalty of licence disqualificati.on will 

make you avoid committing the s~me offence again? 

Yes No 

1. It is often said that a person who drives while disqualified takes 

much mOJce care on :the road than he would if he had a licence. Do. 

you agree with this. idea? 

Yes No 

12. Do you think that a motoring offender is likely to'he a better . 
driYer or a worse driver as a result of having his -licence 

disqualified~ (Please circle the. correct answer) 
• __ , ~L_ .~_~ ___ ~u...,~, ... J..""<M''''"'--''_''''~~~_~~' ._ •. , __ o ...... w •• " _"_ •• _ 

I 
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13. Do you consider that the court was justified in disqualifying you 

from d.ri ving? 

Yes No 
If no, do you think the penalty was 

--I),' 

I 

A Too severe 

B Not appropriate for the offence 

C Un.fair, because many other 'drivers ciommi t the same offence 
but are not caught 

o 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 you agree with none of the above, leave all spaces blank) 

14. How do you think a d~squalified 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 offence (e.g. speedin-
C Other; please specify •.•..•.•••.•••.•••••••.••••••••..••.•• 

• • • • • • • • • • • 0 •••••••••• _ •••••• ~ ••• _ •••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••• 

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

A Permanent loss' of driving licence 
B One week in gaol 

C Up to one month in gaol 
D Up to three months in gaol 
E Up to six mor.ct:hs in gaol 
F A fine of $2000 

16. What ·,do you consider the most serious driving offence? 

17. How much do yo,~ thing your licence disqualification disrupt~d your 
activities? (Place an X in one ,of the spaces below to indicate how 

much disruption was caused.) 

18 

No •• 
disruptioii--' 
at all 1 2 3 5 4 

•. . . . 
6 7 

: . 

A grea 
deal !of dis 
ruption 

How much do you think your licence disqualification disrupted the 

activities of other memoers of your family? (P,lace 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, 

A great dea 
of . 

disruption 
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23 Royal Parade 

~QI'/nJill', Victoria J052 

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 possible 
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 licen(~e 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 treatea in the strictest 
confidence. It will be used only by the University of Melbo;.lrne 
and only for the purpose of this survey. Your answers will be 
added to the answers tha.t 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-<?ne can possibly tell how anyone person answ:ered. 

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 qUlestionnaire 
in the self-addressed envelope supplied. 

Thank you for your help. 

Yours sincerely 

>/~/, . B7 /7~ ~ .... __ ._-
c. D. Robinson il 

ff ,{ 

// 
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