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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-HEALTH AND WElFARE AGENCY 

__ Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
- '- > '11 Capilol Moll 

acramento, Califomia 95814 .'" 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GoW!mor 

Preface 

Attached is a copy of Driving Under The Influence: California Public Opinion, 
1981. Funded by the Office of Traffic Safety, State of California ... and the 
National Highway Safety Administration, this report contains findings of 
attitudes, knowledge, and practices of the Ca l ifornia pub l ic regarding driv ing 
and drinking alcohol ic beverages. The findings of a survey of a cross-section 
sample of California adults relate to a variety of driving-under-the-influence 
(DUn issues important to state agencies. 

Report findings describe the public's attitude toward the importance of our 
compared to other important social issues, efforts by pol ice to apprehend and 
arrest violators, efforts of district attorneys and judges to prosecute, 
appropriateness of penalties for conviction and support or opposition for 
various methods of financing our programs. 

In addition, report f'indings describe the plblic knowledge of apprehension and 
arrest process, current penalties for conviction and recall of our media 
messages. 

Furthermore, report findings describe the public's practices regarding aLcohoL 
consumption, drinking and driving behavior, actions to intervene with the 
drinking and driving of others. 

Some of the findings couLd uL timately impact directly upon not only driving­
under-the-infLuence violators, but also many agencies, departments, committees, 
boards~ counciLs and interest groups in California. 

It is our hope that this report will be informative to you and will serve as a 
cataLyst for future cooperation efforts in examlnlng the range of factors which 
affect driving-under-the-influence in California. 

Two maj or interests of the Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs (DADP) in 
the report focus on improved ptbl ic safety from DUI violators and in heLping 
those DUI violators who can benefit from treatment/recovery of their alcohol 
problems. Hence, this Department is available to assist other entities in 
exploring the findings of this proj ect. Please forward any comments to DADP I s 
Division of Alcohol Programs, 111 Capitol MalL, Sacramento, CA 95814, or 
tetephone (916) 445-1125. 
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___. . z-.. 

SALLY DAVIS, MSW 
Director 
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FOREWORD 

The Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs initiated 

a project (1) in the fall of 1980 to provide information to 

state agencies regarding the California adult population's 

attitudes, beliefs, and practices with respect to driving under 

the influence (DUI) issues and concerns. Since the involved 

state agencies have a wide variety of information needs, each 

agency was asked to answer the question: "What information, 

if you had it, would be useful to you in your planning and/or 

operations?" The responses were discussed and put into 

priority order by the participating state agencies. 

Field Research Corporation was selected to convert the 

requested information needs into a public opinion research 

questionnaire and to conduct a survey among a statewide sample 

of the California general public. The survey involved personal, 

face-to-face in-home interviews with a cross-section sample 

of California adults 18 or older. In all, 1,039 persons 

were interviewed, 494 men and 545 women. 

(l)support for the project ~as given by the Office of Traffic Safety~ state 
of CaUfornia~ and the Nat-ional High:Juay Traffic Safety Administration. 
Joe Brynda of the Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs ~as the project 
directo:ro. ,Th.e opinions~ findings and conclusions e:cpressed in this I 

report are those of Field Research Corporation and not necessarily those 
of the Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs~ the Office of Traffic 
Safety~ the National High~y Traffic Safety Administration or the 
Federal High1.Jay Administration. 
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The survey was done throughout California, with 

each geographic area represented in its proper proportion, 

using Field Research Corporation's master sample of California 

wbich is based on a replicated design that speci~ies the 

selection probability for each person included in the sample. 

Projections from the survey data can be reliably made to the 

California civilian adult public 18 or older within normal 

statistical confidence intervals. (See the Survey Method dis­

cussion at the back of this report for more details about the 

survey design and execution.) 

A printed questionnaire was administered to respondents 

by a corps of skilled and experienced public opinion research 

interviewers. 

Interviewing was conducted between July 26 and 

August 23, 1981. 

The objective of the research was to determine from 

a representative sample of the California adult general 

public a body of information about various issues related to 

DUI. Specifically, questions were included to measure: 

1. Salience of DUI Issues 

Extent to which DUI issues are volunteered as 
important social problems facing people of 
California today 

Evaluation of degree of seriousness of drunk 
driving in context of other specific problems 
(e.g. drug abuse, burglary and theft, etc.) 

• Recall of any information or messages about 
drunk driving within past few months 

-ii-

2. 

3. 

Knowledge of certain aspects of DUI including 

The apprehension and arrest process 

• Curren"1: penalties for conviction 

Attitudes and Beliefs toward DUI Issues 

Efforts by police on apprehension and arrests 

• Appropriateness of penalties for conviction 

• Probabilities of being stopped on suspicion 
arrested and convicted for DUI ' 

• Support or'opposition for various methods of 
financing DUI programs 

4. Drinking and Dri'ring Behavior 

5. Drinker-driver interventions 

6. 

7. 

Actions taken in past year to prevent someone 
from driving when they had been drinking too much 

• Reactions of person(s) with whom intervention made 

Coverage by and interest in health insurance plans 
with alcohol and/or drug treatment benefits 

Demographics 

• Age, marital s"tatus education, household income, 
ethnicity, sex, are~ of California 

The findings presented in this report have been 

summarized from a three-volume set of detailed statistical 

tables which were delivered separately to the Department. 

-iii-
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answers to all questions were tabulated in total for all 

respondents and cross-tabulated by a standard set of variables 

which included: 

Area of the State 
Age 
Sex 
Education 
Househol!J. income 
Ethnicity 
Drinker Typology (frequency and amount of drinking) 
Drink too much and drive past year 
Accidents in past 5 years whether or not at <fault 
Frequency of being exposed ("at risk") 

to alcoholic beverages 
Miles drive per year -
Incidence a.nd frequency of conunuting by car 
Percent of driving done on highway 
Family member/close friend seriously 

injured or killed in DUI accident 
Evaluation of seriousness of drunk driving 

problem in California today 
Recall of messages or information about drunk driving 

The Appendix at the back of this report contains 

two tables showing the demographic and driving character is-

tics of survey respondents, a complete description of the 

survey method and a copy ofothe survey questionnaire. 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FINDINGS 

Awareness of DUI as a Problem in California 

It's clear that the issue of drunk driving is not uppermost in the 
minds of most Californians. When respondents are asked to name the 
most important social problems facing people in California today, 
crime, inflation and the high cost of living lead the list. Drug 
abuse ranks third and alcohol abuse fifth. Drunk driving is 
volunteered by only 3.6%, compared to 30.3% mentioning crime and 
27.6% mentioning inflation. 

However, when respondents are questioned directly about drunk driving 
in the context of eight particular social problems, drunk driving 
ranks second in perceived seriousness. Two-thirds (65.3%) of those 
interviewed rate it as an "extremely serious" problem in California. 

Information Messages Recalled 

Three out of five (59%) respondents claim to have seen or heard some 
sort of information or messages about drunk driving within the past 
few months or so. Recall of specific messages is fairly thin and the 
slogan "if you drink, don't drive, if you drive, don't drink" is 
still the best remembered message--mentioned by about one in five 
(18.3%) of those interviewed. 

Chances of Being Stopped, Arrested, Later Convicted of Drunk Driving 

Just under half (45.0%) of those interviewed believe that-if a person 
is driving erratically on a freeway or major highway in California 
he/she "almost certainly" or "probably" will be stopped by the police 
on the suspicion of drunk driving. Another one-third (32.1%) believes 
that an erratic driver might or might not be stopped and the balance, 
just over one in five (22.4%), believes that such a driver will not 
be stopped by police. 

If an erratic driver is stopped and hasi in fact, had too much to drink, 
three out of four (74.0%) respondents believe that the person will be 
arrested for drunk driving and another one in six (16.6%) thinks that 
he/she might be arrested. Very few believe the person will not be 
arrestad. 

However, only two in five (38.2%) believe that the person who is 
arrested on drunk driving charges will later be convicted. The balance 
either believes that the person will never be convicted or is not 
sure. 

p.1* 

p.2 

p.6 

p.8-9 

p.8-9 

P·8-9 

* Refer~ to pages in the text where this point is disoussed in more detail. 

Preceding page blank 
-viii-
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Knowledge of Apprehension and Arrest Process 

Respondents were asked to describe, if they could, the kinds of road­
side tests the police may ask a person to perform if he/shf.! is stopped 
on suspicion of drunk driving. Nine out of ten California adults can 
describe one or more such tests and the top three the public-is most 
familiar with are walking a straight line, the breath test and touching 
your nose with your eyes closed. 

V~ry few respondents--only one in eight {12.6%)--know that at a blood 
alcohol concentration level of .10 a person is presumed to be driving 
under the influence, according to California law !n fQrce at the time 
of the interView. 

The public is divided in their opinions of whether a person should be 
given the choice of which type of chemical test he/she takes to 
determine the alcohol or drug level in the blood or whether this decision 
should be made by the arresting police officer. Just under half (49.0%) 
believe that the officer should deCide, 43:0, believe the individual 
should decide and the rest are undecided. 

Penalties for Conviction 

The public generally believes that penalties for conviction of DUI are 
stricter than they actually are in California. '1.his is most evident 

p.13 

p. IS 

with respect to jail sentences" especially for second and third or more p. 18 
convictions. For example, one in five (21.4%) respondents believe that ( 
mandatory jail sentences take effect on the second conviction and this 
proportion doubles to two in five (41.9%) who believe that jail 
sentences are required with a third or subsequent conviction. 

What the Penalties Should Be 

The survey findings clearly show that most of the public favors stiffer 
penalties for conviction of drunk driving than they believe are now in 
force in California. That is# much larger proportions of re,spondents p. 19 
say that convicted drunk drivers should lose their license, pay big fines 
and go to jail than believe is now the case for each of these penalties. 

The public calls for harsher penalties for 001 convictions, even when 
there is no accident. When accidents are involved, especially those p. 20 
with injuries and/or deaths, most of those interviewed believe that the 
penalties shOUld be much more severe. There is a linear progression in 
that as the seriousness of the accident increases, the proportion who call 
for harsher penalties also increases. 

Efforts to Arrest and Convict for DUl 

On balance, a majority (S9%) of survey respondents believes that 
California should be making more of an effort to apprehend and arrest 
people;.~hose driving suggests that they are driving under the influence. 
An even larger maj0rity (64.S%) believes that district attorneys and 
the courts are not strict enough in the prosecution of DUl cases. 
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Drinking Practices 

The current survey finds that roughly half of California adults either 
do not drink alcoholic beverages at all, or drink very little. Less 
than one in five (17.5%) report that they drink some alcoholic beverage 
almost every day. Another 29% drink one to four times a week. Men 
are much more likely to drink at all, and to drink frequently, than 
women are. 

A comparison of these findings to data from two earlier statewide 
California surveys done for the Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
and the Social Research Group of the University of California suggests 
that an increasing proportion of the California public claims to abstain 
from alcoholic beverages. In 1974, 16% said that had not consumed any in 
the past year; by 1980 this figure had increased to 18% and in the current 
1981 survey, the proportion of abstainers reached 22%. 

Californians are more likely to be exposed to alcoholic beverages than is 
true for adults nationwide. National data f.rom a telephone survey done 
for the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration show that one 
in fi'J'e adults nationally say they are in situations several times a week 
or more where alcohol is served compared to more than one in three 
Californians in the current survey. 

Drinking and Driving 

p.23 

p.24 

p.28 

All respondents were asked whether they have ever driven somewhere within 
the past year when they knew they had had too much to drink. Nearly, 
one in three (30.7%) men and 13.2% of women responci'''yes" to this question. p.29-30 

Men under 40 are nearly twi~e as likely to report drinking and driving 
than men over 40. Among women, the largest proportion is found in the 
18-24 age group but the proportions are roughly the same, although lower, 
in other age groups of women under 50. Beyond 50, the proportion of p.29-30 
women who drink and drive drops off sharply. 

Drug usage 

california adults interviewed in this survey are much less likely to 
report taking drugs than they are to report drinking al.coholic beverages. 
(Drugs were defined for respondents as "marijuana, cocaine, Valium, 
uppers, downers, or any other drugs. It) Only 3' of those interviewed 
report driving in the past year when they knew they had taken too many p. 31-32 
drugs or pills of any kind. " 
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Discussions of Drinking and Drivin2-

The earlier national telephone surveys have shown that between 35% and 
40% of all those interviewed claim to have discussed the topic of 
drinking and driving with someone within the past month. The same 
question was included in this California surve.y and the findings are 
virtually the same: 35.4% .say they have had such discussions. 

Personal Intervention in Drinking and Driving Situations 

Questions were included in the current survey which also had been asked 
in the national surveys on the actions taken by the respondents to prevent 
someone from driving in a situation where they had been drinking too 
much. In the California survey, slightly more than one in three (36.9%) 
say they have intervened in such a situation within the past year. Similar 
proportions were found in the earlier national surveys. The action most 
frequently mentioned was an offer to take the person horne. 

Attitudes Toward DUI Issues and Problems 

All respondents were asked to indicate wllether they agreed or disagreed 
with each of 25 statements touching on various aspects of DUI issues ~nd 
problems. A discussion of the distribution of responses to these statements 
is presented in Chapter IV. In addition, a special respondent clustering, 
or segmentation, analysis was done to determine whether meaningful groups 
of the public could be differentiated, given the particular questionnaire 
items used. 

This multivariate analysis was able to find three fairly distinct groups 
of respondents: a moderate intervention group (40% of all respondents), 
a social independence group (33% of all respondents) and a harsh punishment 
group (27% of all respondents). 

Segment I: Moderate Intervention Group 

This group seems to have a higher level of confidence in the public's 
desire and ability to deal with DUI issues. They are pragmatic and under­
standing about the overall problem and have a more pronounced sense of 
social responsibility; they are more apt to look to themselves and to others 
to help manage the problem t~an they are to blame the efforts being made 
by the criminal justice system. 

Despite their generally moderate public responsibility position, this 
group also supports jail sentences for drunk drivers, especially for repeat 
offenders, and more vigorous prosecution of drunk driving cases. 
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Segment II: Social Independence Group 

Compared to the other two segments, this group of respondents takes a 
more la~ssez faire position and they are below average on most of the 
social intervention measures. They are much more likely to admit that 
the~e h~ve been times when they themselves might have failed a road-side 
sobriety test. Half of those reporti:ng driving after too 1Duch to drink 
ino-the past year are in this group. They generally want to leave things 
the way they are and do not support more arrest and conviction efforts, 
perhaps because they see themselves more at risk, as a group, than other 
respondents do. 

Segment III: Harsh Punishment Group 

This.i~ the crack-down group--more in favor of punishing DUl offenders q 

requ1r1ng ~ tougher stance from the police, prosecutors and judges and 
°quiring stiffer jail sentences. Although they are more apt to believe 
there's not much that anyone can do to stop people from driving after 
they've had too much to drink, they are also more willing to mete out 
harsh punishment in the hopes that this will serve in some measure as a 
deterrent to others. 

re­
that 

Financing of DUl Programs 

Strong public support (86.0%) exists for finanCing DUl progrljms by in­
creasing fines for those convicted of driving while intoxic8.ted. A 
smaller majority (57.9%) favors an increase in the tax on all alcoholic 
beverages to support DUl programs. 

Despite the public's call for more efforts to be made in California to 
apprehend, arrest and convict for DUI, a majority opposes any increases 
in general state revenue sources, such as the sales tax or gasoline tax, 
to support DOl programs. Most are also opposed to using state general 
fund monies. 

Health Insurance Cove~age for Alcohol and Drug Treatment Services 

MOre than eight in ten (82.7\> of those interviewed have group or 
~ndividual health insurance, but most don't know \-1hether their coverage 
1ncludes alcohol or drug treatment services. Despite this lack of 
knowledge, two-thirds (62.6\> of all respondents believe that such coverage 
should be included in all health insurance plans, although there is 
less support (43.l') for requiring it ~ law. 

Even though a majority favors an alcohol and drug treatment benefit, 
IIW:)st see this type of coverage as less iuportant to them and their 
families than IIW:)st other benefits. Still, about four in ten (41.4') say 
that it is about the same as, or more important than, most other health 
insurance benefits. 

~xii-

p.48 

p.49 

p.S3 

p.S7 

p.S8 

~~---~~--~--~------------~--



. 
. cu~ 

Table 1.1 

MOST IMPORTANT SOCIAL PROBLEMS 
FACING PEOPLE OF CALIFORNIA 

(Volunteered Responses) 

Crime (general); fear of crime 
Inflation, cost of living 
Drug abuse 
Unemployment 
Alcohol abuse 

Burglary and theft 
Environmental protection 
Mugging and purse snatching 
Welfare problems/costs 
Family life 

Education/schools 
Influx of non-English speaking people 
Senior citizens 
Racial discrimination, conflict 
Criminal justice system 

Overcrowding, p0p~ation 
Drunk driving 
Vandalism 
Police 
Lack of belief in institutions 
Bums/derelicts on street 
Prostitution 

All other problems 
Don't know, no opinion 

Bas~: All respondents 

30.3% 
27.6 
23.3 
15.1 

9.8 

9.3 
7.1 
7.0 
6.3 
6.1 

5.5 
5.3 
4.7 
4.5 
4.2 

3.8 
3.6 
3.0 
1.3 
1.1 

.4 

.2 

12.1 
8.3 

(1039) 

Question.: In yOUI' opinion., what do you see as the most important social 
problems facing the people of California today? What others? 

Note: Figu.res add to more than 100% because multiple responses to the 
question were acceptable. 
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Chapter I. 

AWARENESS OF DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE (DUI) 
AS A PROBLEM IN CALIFORNIA 

Volunteered Social Problems 

One of the questions of interest in this survey was 

to determine the salience of the issue of driving under the in-

fluence of alcohol and drugs (hereafter referred to simply as 

DUll in the context of other important social problems. At 

the very beginning of the interview, respondents were asked to 

volunteer, in their own words and without prompting, what they 

see as lithe most important social problems facing the people of 

California today. 11 Table 1.1 on the opposite page shows the 

distribution of responses to this free-response question offered 

by all respondents interviewed in the survey. 

General comments about crime and inflation and the high 

cost of living lead the list of social problems voluntarily men­

tioned by respondents. These two issues have consistently 

been at the top of t~e list of public concerns voiced by the 

California public in many different public opinion surveys 

done for various sponsors by Field Research Corpo~ation in the 

past few years. What is not routine is the relatively high 

ranking of drug abuse (mentioned by about one in four) and 

alcohol abuse (mentioned by one in ten). Judging from the 

current survey results, these two issues seem to be more salient 

to the California public now than they have been in the recent 

past. 
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Table 1.2 

RATINGS OF SERIOUSNESS OF 
EIGHT SELECTED SOCIAL PROBLEMS IN CALIFORNIA 

Only slightly, 
Extremely Fairly not at all No 
serious serious serious oEinion 

Burglary and theft 72.7% 22.7% 4.3% .3% 

Drunk driving 65.3 29.2 5.4 .1 

Drug abuse 62.5 27.5 9.6 .4 

56.1 30.6 12.7 .6 
Vandalism 

Alcohol abuse 51.8 36.5 10.5 1.2 

snatching 41.8 38.2 19.3 .7 
Mugging and purse 

Prostitution 21.0 26.3 49.5 3.2 

Bums or derelicts on the streets 19.3 23.6 54.4 2.7 

Base: All respondents (1039) (1039) (1039) (1039) 

Question: This card lists a number of social problems. ~or.eaah on~ of t~ese~. 
please tell me how serious a probZem you feel ~t ~s her~ ~n Cal~forn~a 
today. (Answer choices offered on card: e:r:tr~mely senous~ fa~rly 
serious~ onZy slightly serious~ not at alZ senous) 
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The issue of drunk driving, per se, is voluntarily 

mentioned by only about 4% of all California adults. This 

does not mean, however, that only 4% are concerned about the 

DUl issue, as we shall see in a moment. What it does mean is 

that DUl is simply not uppermost in the public's mind as a 

"most important" social problem in California. 

Degree of Seriousness of Eight Selected Problems 

The neAt question, still early in the interview before 

it became apparent that the survey was focussed on DUl issues, 

asked respondents to rate what they believe to be the serious­

ness of eight selected social problems in California. One of 

these was drunk driving with seven other problems used as 

controls, as shown on Table 1.2 on the opposite page. Even 

thou.gh only a very small proportion of the California public 

voluntarily mentions DUl as one of the most important social 

problems facing the people of California today, a very sizable 

number--about two-thirds (65.3%) of all respondents--rate 

drunk driving as an "extremely serious" problem when they are 

questioned directly about it. In this context, drunk driving 

ranks s~condin perceived seriousness among eight social 

problems respondents were questioned directly about. 

Drug abuse is a virtual tie with drunk driving--two-thirds 

(62.5%) of the public rate drug abuse as an "extremely serious" 

problem •. 
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. Burglary and theft leads the list of eight problems: 

72.7% rate this "extremely serious." 

About half the public rates vandalism and alcohol abuse 

as "extremely serious" while two in five give this rating to 

mugging and purse snatching. Prostitution and bums or derelicts 

on the streets are seen as "extremely serious" problems by only 

one in five of California adults. 
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. Burglary and theft leads the list of eight problems: 

72.7% rate this "extremely serious." 

About half the public 

as "extremely serious" while 

mugging and purse snatchinq. 

rates vandalism and alcohol abuse 

two in five give this rating to 

prostitution and bums or derelicts 

. sIt problems by only 
are S een as "extremely ser:LOU on the streets 

one in five of Califorrria adults. 
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Concern about the "extremely serious" nature of 

drunk driving cuts across all socio-demographic groups in 

California, as illustrated on Table 1.3 opposite. A larger 

proportion of respondents rates drunk driving as an "extremely 

serious" problem in Los Angeles and Orange Counties than in 

the other parts of Southern California or Northern California. 

Ratings are proportionately lower among those who are under 

25, and who are college graduates. 

The number of accidents one has personally been in 

within the past five years does not seem to have much effect, 

although those who have had a relative or close friend killed 

in a DUI accident are more likely to rate drunk driving 

"extremely serious" than are those who have not had close 

association with a DUI death. 

High mileage drivers are somewhat less likely to rate 

drunk driving as "extremely serious" than are those who do 

not drive at all or who drive less than 5,000 miles a year. 

The ratings given by drinkers and abstainers are 

roughly equal, but respondents who report that they have driven 

somewhere in the past year when they knew they had had too 

much to drink are less likely to rate drunk driving as "extreme­

ly serious" than are those who report that they have not driven 

after too much to drink. 

--...----
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Table 1.4 

VOLUNTEERED REASONS FOR RATING DRUNK DRIVING 
AS "EXTREMELY SERIOUS" PROBLEM IN CALIFORNIA 

Drunk drivers kill (innocent) people 

Drunk drivers cause accidents, wrecks 

Very prevalent in California 

Laws/penalties too lenient 

People who drink don't have control over 
their actions 

Read about it in newspapers/saw on TV/ 
heard on radio -- all media mentions 

Friends/family members have been involved 
with accident/death from drunk driving 

Have seen drunk drivers on the road/seen 
people weaving/getting pulled over/ticketed 

No one should drink and drive 

Have been involved myself with accident/ 
drunk driver/death from drunk driving 

Younger ~ivers are special problems 

High cost to everyone/society/courts 

Cost of property damage' 

Judges, courts too lenient; do not prosecute 
drunk driving cases/laws enough 

Should lose license for drunk driving 

It's very serious, something must be done 

Base: Respondents rating drunk driving 
"extremely serious" problem 

33.9% 

33.4 

22.9 

15.0 

13.8 

11.2 

8.5 

7.9 

6.6 

6.1 

4.4 

3.5' 

3.4 

3.0 

2.1 

2.1 

(687) 

Question: You said that this probZem is here in CaZifornia. 
~y do you feeZ this way? Can you tell me more about how you 
feel about that? 

Note: Reasons voZunteered by fewer than 2% not shown. Figures add to more 
than 100% beaause multiple responses to the question were aaceptable. 
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All respondents were asked to describe their reasons 

for the degree of seriousness rating they g3.ve to drunk 

driving as a problem in California. Table I.4 on the opposite 

page groups the volunteered responses into answer categories 

for those who rated drunk driving as an "extremely serious" 

problem. 

Respondents who see drunk driving as "extremely serious" 

volunteer that drunk drivers cause accidents, especially 

fatal accidents, and that drunk driving is very prevalent in 

California today. Also mentioned are the beliefs that California 

laws and/or penalties are too lenient and people who drink don't 

have sufficient control over their actions and/or don't realize 

what they're doing. Reference is made by one in ten respondents 

to discussion of drunk driving in the media. 

Other reasons offered for viewing drunk driving as 

"extremely serious" are that family members and/or friends 

have been involved in drunk-driving accidents, that weaving 

drivers have been observed on the road, and that young people 
i~ 

!/ 

are especially susceptible to this problem. Other volunteered 

responses are shown on the faci~g page. 

1 -5-
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Table 1.5 

RECALL OF INFORMATION OR MESSAGES 
ABOUT DRUNK DRIVING WITHIN PAST FEW MONTHS 

by Selected Respondent Characteristics 

All respondents 

Area 
--Bay Area 

Other No. Cal. 
L.A./Orange 
Other So. Cal. 

Age 
-18 - 24 

25 - 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60+ 

Sex 
--Male 

Female 

Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 

Auto accidents past 5 yrs. 
None 
One 
Two or more 

Friend/relative injured, 
killed in DUI accident 

Yes 
No 

Miles drive average year 
None 
Less than 5,000 
5,000 - 15,000 
More than 15,000 

Drink alcoholic beve~ages 
Yes 
No 

Too much to drink/drive 
past year 

Yes 
No 

Recall seeing or 
hearing drunk 
driving information/ 
messages 

59.0% 

50.6' 
64.9 
57.2 
68.3 

52.6 
72.9 
60.7 
67.9 
57.4 
48.8 

58'.7 
59.3 

36.6 
59.2 
65.4 
66.6 

54.6 
64.6 
72.3 

68.8 
55.4 

32.5 
53.9 
66.0 
66.2 

61.9 
48.8 

63.4 
57.7 

'.' 

Base 

(1039) 

( 211·4) 
( 198) 
( 421) 
( 176) 

( 161) 
( 147) 
( 234) 
( 139) 
( 127) 
( 230) 

( 494) 
( 545) 

( 158) 
( 324) 
( 311) 
( 244) 

( 662) 
( 243) 
( 130) 

( 287) 
( 747) 

( 100) 
( 259) 
( 382) 
( 294) 

( 810) 
( 228) 

( 218) 
( 819) 

Question: Do you reoaZZ seeing OP hearing any information or message~ 
about drunk driving ~thin the past few months or so? 

(. ) 
, .' 

( 

.-

Recall of DUI Information or Messages 

Another aspect of salience is the degree to which 

the public remembers seeing or 'hearing any recent information 

~~ mes~ages about drunk driving. On this point, 59% of 

the California public claim to have seen or heard such 

information or messages in the past few monthR or so. 

Table 1.5 shows that" recall of drunk-driving messages 

is proportionately higher among those who--

• Have had one or more automobile accidents 
within the past 5 years 

Have had a friend or relative injured or 
killed in a DUI accident 

Drink alcoholic beverages 

Drive 5,000 or more miles a year 

Are between 25 and 29 years old 

Have at least some college education 

A comparison of Table 1.5 to Table 1.3 shown earlier 

on ratings of the degree of seriousnes$ of drunk driving 

as a social problem shows that drinkers are more likely than . n 

abstainers to ~ecall information messages about drunk driving 
\~0-. 

al though drinkers and -- abstainers are roughly on a par with 

their ratings of the seriousness of the problem. Those who 

report driving after too much to drink are somewhat more 

likely to remember DU~ messages but less likely to rate DUI 

as an "extremely serious" problem. 
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Table l.6 

INFORMATION/MESSAGES RECALLED 
ABOUT DRu~K DRIVING 

(Volunteered Responses) 

Maga.zine, newspaper, TV stories/editorials 
about drunk driving accidents (not specific) 

"Drink don't drive/drive don't drink"/ 
drinking and driving don't mix 

Ads for Raleigh Hills/AA group/alcohol 
rehab. programs 

Laws-penalties will be stricter/laws-
penalties now are light 

CHP will be out in forceouring holidays 

CHP billboards/Cal Trans signs on free\'1ay 

Woman says to man: "Don't drive 
you'll kill yourself" 

MotherslWomen Against 
Drunk Drivers (MADD) 

Self/relative/friend/acquaintance seen/ 
involved in accident/stopped by police 
for driving under the influence 

Car and/or glass in a circle with 
slash over them (sign) 

Commercial: man ends up in jail 
for drunk driving 

Hearings in Sacramento on drunk driving 

Other 

Don't know/no answer/don't remember 

Base: Respondents who reply "Yes" or "Maybe/ 
not sure" to recall of information/ 
messages about drunk driving 

" II 

3'7.7% 

18.3 

7.6 

7.3 

6.2 

5.0 

5.0 

4.7 

3.6 

3.4 

2.4 

2.1 

13.5 

4.1 !J 

(641) 

Question: What do you remember seeing or hearing about (drunk driving 
urLthin the past f~ monthsOor so)? What ~as the content of 
the message? 

Note: Figures add to more than 100% because multiple responses 
to the question ~~re acceptable. 

« 1\ , Jf 
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Those who said tha'c they have, or rg.ay have, seen or 

heard messages or information about drunk driving were asked 

to volunteer what they remember from the message(s). Table 1.6 

contains these volunteered responses. The slogan "if you 

drink don't drive, if you drive, don"t drink" is still the 

best remembered message--mentioned by about one in five 

(18.3%) • 

Other specific messages are recalled by much smaller 

proportions of respondents including such things as ads for 

Raleigh Hills and other alcoholic treatment programs (7.6%), 

stricter penalties are coming (7.3%), the CHP holiday program 

(6.2%), freeway billboards (5.0%) and a particular 

commercial on "don't drive, you'll kill yourself" (5.0%). 

Another 4.7% mention seeing or hearing about Mothers 

Against Drunk Drivers (MADD). 

------------~~~------------~-------------------
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Chapter II. 

PUBLIC KNOWLEDGE OF AND BELIEFS ABOUT THE 
APPREHENSION AND ARREST PROCESS 

AND PENALTIES FOR CONVICTION 

Several questions were included in the survey to test 

the levels of public knowledge about specific aspects of 

the apprehension, arrest and conviction process. The 

results from this series of questions are discussed in this 

chapte,r. 

Chances of Being Stopped, Arrested, Later Convicted 

The fi~st set of questions was designed to determine 

the extent to which the public believes that a person who is 

driving erratically on a freeway or a major highway will be 

stopped by the police on suspicion of drunk driving and, if 

justified, later arrested and convicted of drunk driving. 

Almost half of those interviewed--45%--believe that 

an erratic driver will be stopped by polic,e on suspicion of 

drunk\<'driving. Another one-third (32.1%) believes that an 

erratic driver might or might no.~ be stopped; the balance, 

just over one in five (22~4%), believe that such a person will 

not be stopped by police. 

If an erratic driver is stopped and has, in fact, 

had too much to drink, three out of four respondents (74%) 

believe that the person will be arrested for drunk driving 

and another one in six (16.6%) thinks he/she might be 

arrested. Very few (8. 4%) be lieve 'the person will not 

be arrested. 

-8-
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There is a greater awareness among the public that 

conviction on drunk driving charges is less probable than 

arrest. That is, only 38.2% say that the person who is 

arrested on drunk driving charges will later be convicted. 

~other 28.2% say the arrested person might or might not be 

convicted and 30.4% believe the person will not be convicted. 

Table II.l 

BELIEFS ABOUT LIKELIHOOD OF 
BEING STOPPED, ARRESTED, CONVICTED 

FOR DUI 

(a) (b) (c) 
Stopped on Later 
suspicion Arrested convicted 

Will be 45.0% 74.0% 38.2% 

Almost certainly will 16.7 36.1 13.5 
Probably will 28.3 37.9 24.7 

Might, might not 32.1 16.6 28.2 

Will not be 22.4 8.4 30.4 

Probably not 19.8 7.0 23.3 
Almost certainly will not 2.6 1.4 7.1 

Don't know, no answer .5 1.0 3.1 

Base: All respondents (1039) (1039) (1039) 

Questions: (q) Suppose a pe~son is driving erratically on a f~e~ay o~ 
majo~ highway in Califo~ia~ how likely do you think it 
is that the pe~son wi II be stopped by the po lice on the 
suspicion of dzrunk driving? ,-

(b) Suppose that pe~son is stopped andhas~ in fact~ had too 
much to drink~ hOlJJ likeZy do you think it i8 that the 
pe~8on ~iZl be arFeste~ fo~ dzrunk driving? 

(c) Suppose the pe~8on is ~~e8ted fo~ dzrunk driving~ how 
likely do you think it is that the pe~8on will la·ter be 
convicted of drunk driving? 

-9-
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Table II.2 

BELIEFS ABOUT BBING STOPPED, ARRESTED, CONVICTED FOR DUI 
BY SELECTED RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

-------------------

All respondents 

Area. 

Sex 

Bay Area 
. Other No. Cal 

L.A./Orange 
Other So. Cal. 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60+ 

Male 
Female 

Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 

Auto accidents past 5 years 
None 
One 
Two or more 

Friend/relative injured, 
killed in DUI accident 

Yes 
No 

Miles drive average year 
None 
Less than 5,000 
5,000 - 15,000 
More than 15,000 

Drink alcoholic beverages 
Yes 
No 

Too much to drink/drive 
past year 

Yes 
No 

Will be 
stopped on 
suspicion 

45.01'6 

46.9 
40.8 
48.1 
39.8 

42.5 
43.2 
43.4 
43.9 
42.1 
53.2 

48.1 
42.2 

58.7 
45.7 
41.4 
38.8 

44.8 
49.7 
36.0 

34.3 
49.0 

55.9 
51.1 
39.9 
41.8 

42.8 
52.5 

43.7 
45.3 

Will be 
arrested 

74.0% 

6,9 .• 5 
79.4 
72.5 
77 .5 

71.1 
75.2 
79.0 
74.2 
80.0 
67.0 

76.9 
71.2 

68.9 
75.4 
73.1 
76.4 

74.2 
72.7 
73.1 

72.4 
74.4 

66.7 
71.,,2 
76.5 
76.6 

71.4 
75.0 

78.4 
72.6 

Will be 
later 
convicted 

38.2% 

42.2 
37.7 
37.9 
34.2 

43.0 
29.5 
44.4 
37.0 
38.8 
34.6 

41.1 
35.6 

40.9 
39.0 
39.5 
33.3 

35.6 
42.8 
43.1 

34.3 
39.4 

35.2 
43.7 
34.1 
40.1 

37.3 
41.2 

44.2 
36.7 

;; 
I' \ 

Base 

(1039) 

( 244) 
( 198) 

j 
/\ 421) 

( 176) 

( 161) 
( 147) 
( 234) 
( 139) 
( 127) 
( 230) 

( 494) 
( 5l~5) 

( 158) 
( 324) 
( 311) 
( 244) 

( 662) 
( 243) 
( 130) 

( 287) 
( 747) 

( 100) 
( 259) 
( 382) 
( 294) 

( 810) 
( 228) 

( 218) 
( 819) 
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Table II.2 on the opposite page shows the proportions 

of selected respondent subgroups who believe that a person will 

be stopped, will be arrested and will be later convicted of 

drunk driving. Belief that a person driving erratically will 

be stopped on suspicion by police is higher among those who --

• are 60 years of age or older 

• have less than a high school education 

• are non-drivers or low mileage drivers 

• do not drink alcoholic beverages 

• are men (by only a slight margin) 

There seem to be fewer pronounced differences among 

subgroups of respondents ,on their beliefs about whether a 

person will be arrested if she/he has, in fact, had too much 

to drink and later convicted of drunk driving. Men are some-

what more likely than women to believe in the chances of 

arrest and convict·ion. Also there is some evidence that those 

who live outside the Bay Area or L.A./Orange are more likely 

to believe in the chances of arrest, but this apparent 

geographic difference does. not hold up on beliefs about 

conviction. 

An inconsistent pattern of response is evident on two 

dimensions--drinking at all and drinking and driving. On the 

one hand, proportionately more abstainers than drinkers believe 

that people will be arrested and convicted but, on the other hand, 

those who drink and drive are more likely to believe in the 

chances of arrest and conviction than those who do not drive 

and drink. 
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Table II. 3 

KNOWLEDGE ABOUT ROAD-SIDE TESTS 
FOR EVIDENCE OF INTOXICATION 

(Volunteered Responses) 

Road-side tests volunteered 

Walk a straight line 

Take breath test 
, 

Touch nose with eyes closed 

Stand on one foot, other balancing tests 

Bring fingers together with eyes closed 

Say the alphabet, ask other 
cognitive questions 

Count numbers 

Blood/urine test 

Check speech 

Search car/look for bottles 

Other 

Don't know/no answer 

Base: All respondents 

81.1% 

50.1 

43.3 

17.7 

13.6 

10.4 o 

7.6 

5.9 

1.8 

.5 

2.0 

10.1 

(1039) 

Question: If the police see a person dPiving erratically or 
carelessly" they may stop a person to see whether there's 
evidence of intoxication. The police may ask the person 

---------

to take a serie~ of road-side tests. Do you happen to knotU 
what these are? 
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Road-side Tests 

The question in this set concerned road-side tests 

that police may ask a person to take if he or she is stopped 

after b7ing seen driving erratically or carelessly. All ~ 

respondents were asked to describe, without prompting from 

the interviewer, any such tests that they may have heard 

about. Table 11.3 contains the voluntary responses to this 

question. 

Nine out of ten persons interviewed were able to 

describe one or more road-side tests they believed would be 

conducted by police. The top three road-side tests the 

public is most familiar with are walking a straight line 

(volunteered by 81%), the breath test (volunteered by 50%) 

and touching your nose with your eyes closed (volunteered 

by 43%). 

The other tests mentioned much less often include: 

standing on one foot and other balancing tests, bringing the 

fingers together with eyes closed, saying the alphabet, 

counting numbers, or taking a blood or urine test. 
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Table II.4 

ABILITY TO NAME ONE OR MORE ROAD-SIDE TESTS 
BY SELECTED RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

All respondents 

Area 

Sex 

Bay Area 
Other No. Cal. 
L.A./Orange 
Other So. Cal. 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60+ 

Male 
Female 

Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 

Auto accidents past 5 years 
None 
One 
Two or more 

Friend/relative injured, 
killed in DUl accident 

Yes 
No 

Miles drive average year 
None 
Less than 5,000 
5,000 - 15,000 
More than 15,000 

Drink alcoholic beverages 
Yes 
No 

Too much to drink/drive 
past year 

Yes 
No 

Can name 
one or more 
road-side tests 

89.9% 

92.1 
95.2 
86.9 
88.3 

92.8 
91.6 
90.8 
95.0 
93.8 
79.1 

93.1 
87.0 

78.9 
89.3 
93.8 
93.8 

87.5 
93.7 
95.6 

94.7 
88.1 

65.2 
89.3 
93.2 
96.4 

92.6 
80.7 

94.9 
88.5 

Cannot name any 
road-side tests 

10.1% 

7.9 
4.8 

13.1 
11.7 

7.2 
8.4 
9.2 
5.0 
6.2 

20.9 

6.9 
13.0 

21.1 
10.7 

6.2 
6.2 

12.5 
6.3 
4.4 

5.3 
11.9 

34.8 
10.7 

6.8 
3.6 

7.4 
19.3 

5.1 
11.5 

Base 

(1039) 

( 244) 
( 198) 
( 421) 
( 176) 

( 161) 
( 147) 
( 234) 
( 139) 
( 127) 
( 230) 

( 494) 
( 545) 

( 158) 
( 321+) 
( 311) 
( 244) 

( 662) 
( 243) 
( 130) 

( 287) 
( 747) 

( 100) 
( 259) 
( 382) 
( 294) 

( 810) 
( 228) 

( 218) 
( 819) 

« ')' ,. P , " 

( Il , 
( , 

(~) 

~-

Table 11.4 on the facing page demonstrates that 

very high proportions of all subgroups of respondents 

are able to name one or more road-side tests that police 

may ask a person to perform if he/she is stopped after 

.. being seen driving erratically or carelessly. Nine out of 

ten or more of all respondents are aware of one or more such 

road-side tests. Awareness is lower than average among 

those who 

• do not drive at all 

• are 60 or older 

• have less than a high school education 

• do not drink alCOholic beverages 

The top road-side test mentioned by virtually all 

those aware of these tests is walking a straight line. 

Awarene~s of this test ranges from roughly 75% to 80% 

among most subgroups. The breath test and touching the 

nose with eyes closed each is named by 40% to 50% of 

most respondent subgroups. 
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Blood Alcohol Concentration Levels 

Another objective of the knowledge series of ques-

tions was to test the extent to which the public knows at 

what blood alcohol concentration level it is presumed that 

a person is driving under the influence. To do this, 

respond'ents were first reminded that if a person fails the 

road-side test(s) and the police think the person is intoxi-

cated, he or she is arrested and taken to a proper facility 
, 

to be given one of three chemical tests--a blood test, a urine 

test, or a breath test. Respondents were then asked whether 

they happen to know at what blood alcohol concentration level 

it is presumed the person was driving under the influence. 

Only 12.6% of all those interviewed gave the correct 

answer of .10. Another one in three (30.5%) guessed, but gave 

an incorrect answer and the balance--over half of all 

respondents--said that they didn't know what the correct 

answer was. 

Table lI.5 

KNOWLEDGE ABOUT BLOOD ALCOHOL CONCENTRATION LEVEL 
FOR PRESUMED DUI 

Blood alcohol concentration level volunteered 

Question: 

Correct answer (.10) 

Incorrect answer 
Incorrect decimel (.01,1.1 etc.) 
All other incorrect 

Don't know 

12.6% 

30.5 -7.5 
23.0 

56.9 

Base: All respondents (1039) 

If the person faiZs the road-side tests and the poZice think 
the person is intoxicated~ he or she is arrested and taken to 
the proper faciZityto be given one of three chemicaZ tests--
a bZood te8t~ urine test~ or breath test--to deter.mine bZood 
aZcohoZ·concentration ZeveZ. Do you happen to know at what 
bZood aZcoho,Z concentration ZeveZ it is preswned that the person 
ws driving whiZe under the influence? 
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Table 11.6 

KNOWLEDGE OF .10 BLOOD ALCOHOL CONCENTRATION 
BY SELECTED RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Volunteered correct 
answer on blood alcohol 

Area 

Sex 

All respondents 

Bay Area 
Other No. Cal. 
L.A./Orange 
Other So. Cal. 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60+ 

Male 
Female 

Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 

Auto accidents past 5 years 
None 
One 
Two or more 

Friend/relative injured, 
killed in DUI accident 

Yes 
No 

~iles drive average year 
None 
Less than 5,000 
5,000 - 15,000 
More than 15,000 

D~ink alcoholic beverage~ 
Yes 
No 

Too much to drink/drive past year 

Yes 
No 

concentration (.10) 

12.6% 

11.9 
12.9 
10.8 
17.1 

9.5 
12.5 
10.5 
20.4 
12.9 
11.5 

18.6 
7.0 

3.2 
11.1 
10.6 
24.0 

12.8 
11.5 
13.5 

13.0 
12.5 

4.2 
6.9 

16.2 
16.8 

... :-' 

13.5 
9.1 

16.9 
11.4 

- -- - --~--

~~, p 
Base 

(1039) 

( 244) 
( 198) 
( 421) 
( 176) 

d .; 

( 161) 
( 147) 
( 234) 
( 139) 
( 127) 
( 230) 

1 
.) 

" 

i~ I I 
( 494) 
( 545) 

( 158) 
( 324) 
( 311) (~-) 
( 244) 

( 662) I 
( 243) 
( 130) 

( 287) 
<- 747) 

( 100) 
( 259) 
<. 382) 
( 294) 

<. 810) 
(228) 

( 218) 
( 819) 

~ 

() 

...,.-~-". 

; )"( 
. ...:...#" 

( ) 

(, ) 

Table ll.6 on the facing page shows the percentage 

of various subgroups of respondents who are able to volun­

tarily name .10 as the correct blood alcohol concentration 

" level for 'the P:resumption of DUl. Most likely: to offer 

the correct answer are those who --

• are college graduates 

• are 40 to 49 years of age 
"1 

• are higher mileage drivers 

• report driving after too much to drink 

• are men 

Conversely, those least likely to know the correct 

blood alcohol concentration level are those who 

• have less than a high school education 

• do not drive at all 

• are women 

• do not drink alcoholic beverages 

• are 18 to 24 years old 

-14-
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Table II. 7 

WHO SHOULD DECIDE ON TYPE OF CHEMlf:2AI.. TEST 
BY SELECTED RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Who should decide type 
of chemical test s;iven 

Arresting Individual Qualified, 
officer EersoIi not SUI"e 

All respondents 48.8% 42.9% 
,...1 

8.5% 

Area 
Bay Area 48.1 41.6 10.4 
Other No. Cal. 47.4 44.2 8.5 
L.A./Orange 47.3 43.0 9.7 
Other So. Cal. 55.0 42.3 2.7 

Age 
18 - 24 40.4 53.7 5.9 
25 29 39~S 51.1 9.2 
30 - 39 4B.4 44.8 6.B 
40 - 49 48.1 40.5 11.4 
50 - 59 4£ .. 9 37.7 13.3 
60+ 63.5 30.3 6.2 

Sex 
Male 38.4 50.7 10.9 
Female 58.4 35.5 6.1 

Education 
Less than high school 54.6 34.9 10.4 
High school graduate 50.3 42.4 7.3 
Come college 44.6 47.9 7.5 
College graduate 47.9 42.1 10.1 

Auto accidents East 5 ;years 
None 53.7 38.9 7.4 
One 42.0 48.7 9.2 
Two or more 37.7 51.5 10.7 

Friend/relative injured, 
killed in DUI accident 

Yes 50.0 43.6 6.3 
No 1~8 .4 42.4 9.3 

Miles drive avera~e year 
None 54.0 34.7 11.2 
Less than 5,000 57.1 37.9 4.9 
5,000 - 15,000 50.8 40.7 8.5 
More than 15,000 36.3 53.3 10.5 

Drink alcoholic beverases 
Yes 45.2 47.6 7.2 
No 61.4 26.2 12.4 

Too much to drink/drive 
East year 

Yes 30.5 61.2 8.3 
No 53.9 37.7 8.3 

t 
Base 

(1039) 

( 244) 
( 198) 
( 421) 
( 176) 

( 161) 
( 147) 
( 234) 
( 139) 
( 127) 
( 230) 

( 494) 
( 545) 

( ',58) , 
324 ) . 

V 311) (- ) 
( 244) 

! 
" 

( 662) 
( 243) 
( 130) 

( 287) 
( 747) 

( 100) 
( 259) 
( 382) 
( 294) 

( 810) 
( 228) 

( 218) 
( 819) 

("') (") 

Chemical Tests 

The public is divided in their opinions of whether' 

a person ~hould be given the choice of which type of chemical 

test he/she takes to determine the blood alcohol level or 

drug level or whether this decision should be left up to 

the arresting officer~ Just under half--48.8%--believe the 

office:r should decide, and 42.8% believe the individual 

should decide. The balance give qualified responses or are 

undecided on this issue. 

Table 11.7 on the opposite- page shows, the distribu.tion 

of answers to this question for selected subgroups of re-

spondents. Support for the arresting officer making this 

decision is above average among those who --

• are 60 or older 
• are women 
• have less than a high school education 

have not been involved in any auto accidents • 
the past five years 

• are lower mileage drivers 
• do not drink alcoholic beverages 
• do not report driving after too much to drink 

On the other hand, support for the individual 

in 

who is stopped being allowed to make-the decision on which 

chemical tests are performed is above average among those 

who --

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

are younger 
are men 
have some college 
have been involved in auto accidents 
are high mileage drivers 
drink alcoholic beverages 
report driving after too much to drink 

-15-
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Respondents were asked whether they know what happens 

if the person refuses to submit to one of the chemical tests 

to determine his/her blood alcohol level. Table 11.8 below 

shows the categories of responses volunteered to this ques-

tion. Notice that nearly four in ten (37.5%) say that they 

don't know what would happen. Of those suggesting various 

actions that they believe would be taken, the most fre­

quently mentioned are that the person would have his/her 

license'suspended or revoked (20.9%), would be arrested/ 

detained (17.1%), put in jail (16.8%), or automatically 

presumed to be guilty (9%). Other supposed actions are 

mentioned less often, as illustrated on Table 11.8. 

Table II.8 

BELIEFS ABOUT WHAT HAPPENS IF 
PERSON REFUSES TO TAKE CHEMICAL TEST 

(Volunteered Responses) 

Can name one or more expected outcomes 

License suspended/loss of license/ 

52.2% 

license revoked 20.9 
Arrested/detained 17.1 
Put in jail 16.8 
Automatically guilty/presumed guilty/ 

automatically convicted 9.0 
Forced to take test 2.9 
Given a ticket/citation/fine 2.5 
Must appear in court before judge 2.Q 
Written on record "refused to cooperate"/ 

resisting arrest 1.3 
Prosecute person as a drunk driver .3 
Officer can declare person intoxicated .2 
Other .8 

Cannot name any expected outcomes 37.5 

Donlt know, not sure 10.2 

Base: All respondents (1039) 

Question: Do you happen to ~ what happens if the pep80n refuse8 to 
to take one of the ahemicaZ te8t8? (IF YES OR MAYBE/NOT 
SURE) : What happens? 

Note: Figupes add to mope than 8ubtotaZ 8hown because muZtipZe 
re8pon8es to the que8tion ~epe acceptabZe. 
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Table 11.9 

NAMING OF EXPECTED OUTCOMES IF PERSON REFUSES CHEMICAL TEST 
BY SELECTED RBSPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

If person refuses chemical test--
Can name Cannot 
one or more name any 
expected expected Not 
outcomes ou·tcome~f sure 

All respondents 52.2% 37.5% 10.2% 

Area 
Bay Area 61.4 33.0 5.5 
Other No. Cal. 62.2 27.7 10.1 
L.A. /Orange 46.2 45.9 7.9 
Other So. Cal. 43.0 34.7 22.2 

Age 
18 - 24 55.7 35.6 8.7 
25 - 29 48.2 40.3 11.4 
30 - 39 59.7 32.0 8.3 
40 - 49 52.0 34.2 13.8 
50 - 59 56.1 38.9 5.0 
60+ 41.9 44.3 13.8 

Sex 
Male 60.2 31.2 8.5 
Female 4/+.8 43.4 11.8 

Education 
Less than high school 47.5 42.0 10.5 
High school graduate 48.4 39.0 12.4 
Some college 58.0 34.2 7.7 
College graduate 54.1 35.8 10.1 

Auto accidents past 5 yrs. 
None 50.7 39.1 10.2 
One 52.2 39.1 8.7 
Two or more 61.5 25.4 13.1 

Friend/relative injured, 
killed in DUI accident 

Yes 60.6 31.5 8.0 
No 49.5 39.8 10.7 

Miles drive average year 
" 

None 25.6 57.4 17.0 
Less than 5,000 48.4 37.5 14.1 
5,000-15,000 52.8 39.0 8.1 
More than 15,000 65.9 27.6 6.5 

Drink alcoholic beverages 
Yes 54.8 35.2 9.9 
No 43.3 

.') 

45.6 11.1 

Too much to drink/drive 
past ye~r 

Yes 63.0 26.9 10.2 
No 49.3 40.4 10.3 

,. 

,:( '1"\ 
}i 

\. ".~ 

Base 

(1039) 

( 244) 
( 198) 
( 421) 
( 176) 

( 161) 
( 147) 
( 234) 
( 139) 
( 127) 
( 230) 

( 494) 
( 545) 

( 158) 
( 324) (, ~~ 
( 311) 
( 244) 

( 662) 
( 243) 
( 130) 

( 287) 
( 747) 

( 100) 
( 259) 
( 382) 
( 294) 

( 810) 
( 228) 

( 218) (~\ 
( 819) '. I 

() 

I 

I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
! 

----~~ ~~ ----~.---~--~-----~~------------- .-

Table 11.9 on the opposite page shows the proportions 

of respondents in various subgroups of the overall sample who 

can or cannot voluntarily name any expected outcomes that 

they believe would happen if a person refuses to submit to 

one of the chemical tests to determine his/her blood alcohol 

concentration level. 

Those who can name one or more expected outcomes are 

more likely to be --

• residents of Northern California 

• younger 

• men 

• better educated 

• involved in auto accident(s) in 
the past 5 years 

• have had a friend or relative killed 
in a DUI accident 

• high mileage drivers 

• those who report d~ivi~g after too much to drink 
'--::-~~}' 

As expected, those w·ho do not drive at "all have far 
i\ 

less awareness of outcomes jihan drivers. 

\\ 
~ 

/) 

-17-

~-



Table 11.10 

KNOWLEDGE OF CURRENT PENALTIES 
FOR CONVICTION OF'DRUNK DRIVING 

(with no accident involved) 

First Second Third or more 
conviction conviction conviction 

Most likely penalty/ies 

Pay a fine 

Lose driver's license 

Go to jail 

Required to take special 
treatment or 
education program 

Other (volunteered) 

Don't know 

Average number of 
penalties mentioned by 
those with an opinion 

Base: All respondents 

71.3% 

15,,3 

12.6 

20.3 

2.9 

11.3 

1.4 

(1039) 

50.6% 

45.3 

21.4 

16.2 

1.4 

20.8 

1.7 

(1039) 

38.3% 

56.6 

41.9 

16.8 

1.2 

22.7 

2.0 

(1039) 

Questions: NOliJ., we'd Uke to get some idea oj' yOUI' understanding of the 
aurrent penalties for aonviation on drunk dPiving or dPiving under 
the infZuenae aharges. As you may know., these penalties may 
vary aaaording to whether it's a first aonviation or a repeated 
aonviation., and they also vary depending on whether there was an 
aaaident or not., and the seriousness of the aaaident. For these 
next questions., let's.asswne that there is no aaaident involved. 
(SHOW ANSWER CARD) 

(a) For the first aonviation., what is the penalty or penalties most 
likely to be for drunk dPiving., as far as you know? 

(b) Now., what about the seaond aonviation in 5 years? 

(a) For the third or more aonviation in 7 years? 

NOTE: Figures UJithin eaah aolumn add to more tha'tl 100% beaause muUipte 
responses to the question were aaaeptable. 

( ') 
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Understanding of Current Penalties for Conviction 

. Another objective was to learn what the public 

believes to be the current penalties for conviction on charges 

of drunk driving or driving under the influence. The ques­

tioning framework worked like this: respondents were first 

reminded that these penalties may vary according to whether 

it's a first conviction or a repeated conviction and also 

depending on whether there was an accident or not, and the 

seriousness of the accident. Respondents were then instructed 

to assume that there is no accident involved. They were asked 

what they believe the penalty or penalties are most likely to 

be for a first conviction, then a second conviction in 5 years, 

and then a third or subsequent conviction in seven years. The 

distributions of answers to these three questions are shown 

on Table II.10. 

• 

For a first conviction; nearly three out of four 
(71.3%) believe that the most likely penalty 
would be to .E..ay a fine. Very few believe that 
the person would lose his/her driver's license 
(15.3%) or go to jail (12.6%), although one in five 
(20.3%) believes that the person would be required 
to take a special treatment or education program. 
The average number of penalties mentioned by 
those with an opinion is 1.4. 

For the second conviction, the proportion men­
tioning a fine drops to about half (50.6%), while 
loss of the driver's license goes up to 45.3% and 
a mandatory jail sentence increases to 21.4%. The 
average number of penalties mentioned by those 
with an opinion moves up to 1.7. 

For the third conviction, loss of driver' sCiicense 
increases to 56.6%, a jail sentence goes up to 
41.9% while mentions of payinq a fine drops to 
38.3%. The average number of" penalties is 2.0. 

-18-
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Table II .11 

ATTITUDES TOWARD WHAT PENALTY/IES 
SHOULD BE FOR CONVICTION OF DRUNK DRIVING 

(with no accident involved) 

First Second Third or more 
conviction conviction conviction 

Penalty/ies should be 

Pay a fine 

Lose driver's license 

Go to jail 

Required to take special 
treatment or 
education program 

Other (volunteered) 

Don't know 

Base: All respondents 

64.0% 

33.2 

19.0 

25.9 

4.8 

5.8 

(1039) 

54.2% 45.7% 

58.8 70.0 

39.7 54.8 

22.8 27.2 

2.7 3.2 

5.4 6.1 

(1039) (1039) 

(aJ What do you think the penalty or penalties should be for 
the first drunk driving conviction? 

(bJ What do you think the penalty or penalties should be for 
the seco~ul conviction in 5 years? 

(cJ What do you think the penalty or penalties should be for 
the third or more conviction in ? years? 

NOTE: Figures ltJithin each colwrm add to more than 100% because multiple 
responses to the question ltJere acceptable. 

~ t 
~.. ..' 

( .~ 

1
1 
\ 

11 

fi 
1 .~ 
1 , 

Attitudes Toward What the Penal ties "Should Be" for Conviction 

Respondents were also asked what they believe the 

penalties should be for the first, second and third or 

sUbsequent convictions for drunk driving, still assuming there 

is no accident involved when the person is apprehended. The 

survey findings displayed on Table 11.11 clearly demonstrate 

that the public favors stiffer penalties for conviction of 

drunk driving charges than they believe are now in force in 

California. We just saw that 15.3% of the public believe a 

person would lose his/her driver's license on the first convic-

tion but nearly twice as many--33.2%--say that a person should 

lose his/her license. Similarly, only 12.6% believe that a 

person would go to jail on the first conviction, but 19% say 

that the person should go to jail. 

The same pattern holds for second and third convictions: 

much larger proportions of the public say that the person 

should lose his license and/or go to jail than believe is now 

the case. On the second conviction, nearly six out of ten 

(58.8%) believe the person should lose his/her license and 

support for this penalty moves up to 10% for the third or 

subsequent conviction. Nearly four in ten (39.7%) favor 

sending the person to jail on the second conviction and more 

than half (54.8%) support this view for the third conviction. 

More people support requ~ring.a special treatment or 

education program at all three levels"Qf conviction " than believe 

is now the case. 
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Table II.12 

ATTITUDES TOWARD SEVERITY OF PENALTIES 
FOR CONVICTION OF DRUNK DRIVING 

(with an accident involved) 

" 

Compared to conviction with 
no accident, penalty should be--

Much more severe 

Somewhat more severe 

About the same 

Less severe 

Don't know, no answer 

Base: All respondents 

Accident 
Property 
damage 
only 

27.8% 

40.6 

29.6 

1.2 

.8 

(1039) 

involved 
Injury, 
but no 
death 

60.8% 

28.2 

10.5 

.1 

.4 

(1039) 

with--

Death 

88.8% 

5.8 

5.2 

.2 

(1039) 

Questions: (a) Do you think the penatty shoutd be more sever~~ tess severe~ 
or the same for a conviction in an acci~ent ~th.prop~rty 
damUle as for a conviction where there ~s no acc~dent. 
Shou d the penatty be much more severe~ somewhat more 
severe~ about the same~ or tess severe? 

(b) •••• an accident with an injur1/~ but no death 

(c) •••• an accident with a death 

( 

( ) 

() ( 

Penalties for Conviction in More Serious Accidents 

A series of three questions was included in the survey 

questionnaire to test the degree of public support for or 

opposition to more severe penalties for conviction on charges 

of drunk driving or driving under the influence when there 

is an accident compared to when the~e is not. The findings 

from this set of questions demonstrate clearly that the 

general public's support progresses directly upward toward 

more and more severe penalties as the DUl accident gets more 

serious. First, respondents were told to assume that the 

person is convicted in an accident with property damage and 

then asked whether they think the ~enalty should be more 

severe, less severe, or the same as for a conviction where 

there is no accident. More than two-thirds of those inter-

viewed (68.4%) say that the penalty should be more severe. 

Next, they were asked about conviction in an accident 
'- ' 

involving an injury, but no death. Under these circumstances, 

about nine out of ten (89%) say that the penalty should be 

more severe than for a conviction with no accident. When the 

accident involves a death, an even larger proportion of 

respondents (94.6%) believes that the penalty should be more 

severe and virtually all of these respondents say it should 

be much more severe than the penalty where no accident is 

involved. 
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Overall Efforts to Arrest and Convict for DUI 

On balance, a majority (59.2%) of the survey respon-

dents believes that California should be making more of an 

effort to apprehend and arrest people whose driving suggests 

that they are under the influence Qf alcohol or drugs. Fewer 

than four in ten (37.3%) approve of the current level of 

effort and virtually no one believes that California should 

be doing less to arrest these drivers. 

An even larger majority--about two-thirds (64.5%)--

believes that district a:ttorneys and the courts are not strict 

enough in their prosecution of DUI cases. Only about one in 

four (26.6%) says the effort to convict is about right and 

only 2.7% say it is too strict. 

Table 11.13 

OVERALL ATTITUDES TOWARD CURRENT EFFORTS 
IN CALIFORNIA TO Affi1EST/CONVICT FOR DUI 

In its effort made to arrest for'DUI, California should--

Do more 
Continue the same 
Do less 
Don't know, no answer 

59.2% 
37.3 
1.6 
1.8 

Efforts by district attorneys and courts to convict for DUI are--

Not strict enough 
About right 
Too strict 
Don't know, no answer 

Base: All respondents 

64.5% 
26.6 
2.7 
6.2 

(1039) 

Questions: (a) How dO you feel about the effort that is made hera in Cali­
fornia to arrest people ~hose driVing suggests the person is 
under the influence of alcohol or drugs? Would you say Cali­
fornia should be dOing more~ continue the same or be dOing less? 

(b) What about the effort that's being made by distriat attorneys 
and the courts to convict people ~ho have been arrested for 
driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs? Would you say 
prosecution of these cases has been too strict~ about right~ 
or not strict enough? 
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Table 11.14 

RATINGS OF EFFORTS TO ARREST/CONVICT FOR DUI 
By Selected Respondent Characteristics 

More effort More strict 
to arrest prosecution 

All respondents 59.2% 64.5% 

Area 
--Bay Area 56.6 62.7 

Other No. Cal. 60.1 62.1 
L.A./Orange 61.6 65.9 
Other So. Cal. 56.0 66.3 

Age 
18 24 49.2 50.6 
25 - 29 54.1 56.5 
30 - 39 65.8 64.3 
40 - 49 58.0 66.8 
50 - 59 63.1 70.4 
60+ 64.5 77.4 

Sex 
Male 54.1 59.4 
Female 63.9 69.3 

Education 
Less than high school 65.2 59.2 
High school graduate 60.9 67.4 
Some college 55.1 62.5 
College graduate 57.5 66.5 

Auto accidents past 5 years 
None 58.1 68.7 
One 62.7 60.8 
Two or more 57.7 51.1 

Friend/relative injured, 
killed in DUI accident 

Yes 61.1 66.5 
No 58.3 64.1 

Miles drive average ~ea£ 
None 65.6 61.5 
Less than 5,000 62.0 68.2 
5,000 - 15,000 58.6 64.2 
More than 15,000 54.2 62.5 

Drink alcoholic beverages 
Yes 57.8 62.1 
No 64.0. 72.8 

Too much to drink/drive 
East ~ear 

Yes 50.3 45.7 
No 61.7 69.8 

f.i 

,-

-i 

( J.~ 

Base 

(1039) 

( 244) 
( 198) 
( 421) 
( 176) 

( 161) 
( 147) 
( 234) 
( 139) 
( 127) 
( 230) 

( 494) 
( 545) 

( 158) 
( » ( 324) 

.i 

( 311) 
( 244) 

( 662) 
( 243) 
( 130) 

( 287) 
( 747) 

( 100) 
( 259) 
( 382) 
( 294) 

( 810) 
( 228) 

( 218) 
( .619) (~) 

, ~. 

Attitudes toward the need for more efforts being 

made in California to arrest and to convict for DUI are 

shown on Table 11.14 for various selected subgroups of the 

survey sample. Support for these efforts cuts across all 

regions of California and all subgroups of respondents and 

is especially high among those who--

are older 

are women 

do not drink 

do not report driving after too much to drink 

The picture is somewhat mixed on some of the other 

demographic dimensions. Education is an example of this. 

Notice that those with less than a high school education are 

above average in their support of more efforts being made to 

arrest DUI drivers but they are below average in their support 

of more efforts being made for conviction. Involvement in 

auto accidents also pr.esents a mixed view. That is, involve-

ment does not seem to affect one's views on efforts to arrest 

for DUI, but those who have been involved in two or more 

accidents are less likely to support more convictions. Whether 

one has had a friend or relative injured or ~illed in a DUI 

accident does not seem to have an effect on opinions toward 

increased efforts to arrest and convict for DUI. 
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Chapter 11.1. 

DRINKING AND DRIVING BEHAVIOR 

Drinking Practices 

Another objective of the survey was to develop some 

information on the drinking and driving behavior of Californians. 

As a part of this development there was special interest 

in continuing a basic trend measure of several items on 

drinking practices which were included in statewide surveys 

in 1974 and 1980 conducted by Field Research Corporation 

for the California Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 

and the Social Research Group of the University of California. 

In all three of these surveys respondents were asked whether 

they had consumed any alcoholic beverage during the preceding 

twelve months and, if so, how often. 

Table III.1 on the following page demonstrates that 

about half the adults in California either do not drink 

alcoholic beverages at all or drink very little--that is, two 

or three times a month or less often. In 1981, 17.5% of 

Californians report that they drink some alcoholic beverage 

almost daily or more often and another 29% drink one to four 

times a week. As in the previous surveys, men are much more 

likely to drink, and to drink frequently, than women are. 

Data from these three surveys suggest that an 

increasing proportion of the public claims to abstain from 

alcoholic beverages. In 1974, 16% said that they had not con­

sumed any alcoholic beverage in the past year. In 1980, this 
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figure increased to 18% and moved up again in 1981 to 22.4%. 

This,change seems to have come mostly as a result of more 

people moving from the 1-5 times a year category into the 

"pever drink" group. 

Frequency of 
drinking any 

Table III.l 

FREQUENCY OF DRINKING ANY ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES 
CURRENT SURVEY, 1980 AND 1974 

Current Survey 1980 
Total Males Females Total Males Females 

alcoholic beverage 
in past year 

Almost daily or 
more often 17.5% 25.1% 10.5% 21% 31% 13% 

1-4 times/week 29.0 35.3 23.1 24 27 22 

2-3 times/month-
6 times/year 21.3 18.0 24.3 22 22 23 

1-5 times/year 9.8 6.0 13.3 15 8 21 

Abstain 22.4 15.6 28.8 18 13 22 

Base: 
Respondents 

1974 
Total Males 

19% 29% 

27 30 

26 21 

t2 9 

16 10 

Females 

10% 

24 

30 

15 

20 

answering (1038) (493) (545) (1037) (451) (586) (1020) (438) (582) 

Question: Now~ pZease think of aZZ the times during the Zast 12 months when 
you had something to drink. How often have you had some kina of 
bevera,ge aontaining aZaohoZ~ whether it was wine~ beer~ whiskey~ 
or any other drink? (SHOW CARD) 
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In all three years respondents who drink alcoholic 

beverages were also asked how often they drink five or more 

drinks. In 1981, 8.4% report drinking that much at least once 

a week compared to 12% in 1980 and 10% in 1974. About one-

tli·ird of respondents in all three years claims that they never 

drink five or more drinks at a sitting. Men are much more 

likely to say they drink this much than women are. 

Table III.2 

FREQUENCY OF DRINKING FIVE OR MORE DRINKS 
CURRENT SURVEY, 1980 AND 1974 

Current Survey 1980 1974 
Total ~ales Females Total Males Females Total Males Females 

Frequency of 
five or more 
drinks in 
East year 

At least weekly 8.4% 14.0% 3.2% 12% 19% 5% 19% 17% 5% 

2-3 times/month-
6 times/year 19.1 25.5 13.0 18 24 13 17 23 12 

1-5 times/year 15.3 17.3 13.6 16 16 16 21 22 20 

Never 34.Q 27.6 41.2 35 27 43 35 28 43 

Abstain 22.6 15.7 29.0 18 14 23 16 11 21 

Base: 
Respondents 
answering (1032), (492) (540) (1026) (447) (579) (990) (419) (571) 

Question: (IF DRANK IN PAST YEAR): About hOlJ often duxoing the Zast 12 months 
wouZd you say you had five or more drinks? 
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The two measures of drinking practices cited above--

that is, the frequency of drinking any alcoholic beverage and 

the frequency of drinking five or more drinks at a sitting-.­

were used by the Social Research Group(l) in the two earlier 

surveys in 1974 and 1980 to construct an overall typology of 

Catifornia drinkers. Survey respondents were categorized as 

frequent heavy drinkers, weekly or monthly moderate drinkers, 

weekly or monthly light drinkers v infrequent drinkers or 

abstainers. The same groupings were used again this year and 

the comparison data are shown on Table 111.3. 

Between 1974 and 1980 there were slight increases at 

both ends of the drinking continuum and slight decreases in all 

of the frequency (::ategories in between. This pattern did not 

hold, however, between 1990 and 1981. As noted earlier, there 

apparently has been an increase in the abstainers category at 

the expense of the infrequent drinker category, but the 1981 

distribution otherwise more closely resembles that of the 1974 

survey than that of the 1980 survey. 

Comparing the findings for men and women, we see little 

change this year in the more frequent drinking patterns of 

women, while men are less likely to fall into the frequent 

heavy drinker group than they were in either of the two 'earlier 

surveys. Hence, the decrease in the overall frequent heavy 

drinking category is accounted for.by a change in menls drinking 

(1) Cameron~ T. AZaohoZ and AZaohoZ ProbZems: PubZi;d Opinion i-nCaZiforni-a~ 
1974 - 1980~ aonduai;ed by the Soda1- Researah Group., :f]erkeZe'!:! California., 
for the CaZifornia Department of AZaohoZ and DPu~ P:t>ogramE$ 
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practices and not women1s. On the other hand, somewhat 

( higher proportions of both men and women this year are likely 

( 

to say that they are abstainers. 

Table III.3 

DRINKER TYPOLOGY, BY SEX 
CURRENT SURVEY, 1980 AND 1974 

Current Surve:t 1980 
Fe-

Total Males males Total Males 
Frequent Heavy Drinkers 

(Drinks some alcohol at 
least weekly and drinks 
five or more drinks at 
least once or twice 
weekly) 8.0% 13.4% 2.9% 12% 19% 

Weekly Moderate Drinkers 
(Drinks some alcohol at 
least weekly and drinks 
five or more drinks 
occasionally but not as 
often as once a week) 24.5 33.0 16.5 22 29 

Monthly Moderate Drinkers 
(Drinks some alcohol 1 to 
3 times a month and drinks 
five or more drinks 
occasionally but not as 
often as once a week) 7.8 7.9 7.7 7 9 

Weekly Light Drinkers 
(Drinks some alcohol at 
least weekly and never 
drinks five or more 
drinks at a sitting) 14.1 13.9 14.2 12 10 

'. 

Monthly Light Drinkers 
(Drinks some alcohol 1 to 

3 times a month, but never 
drinks five or more 
drinks at a sitting) 9.8 7.7 11.8 9 8 

Infrequent Drinkers 
(Drinks some alcohol 
less often than monthly) 13.3 8.3 17.8 20 12 

Abstainer~ (Did not 
drink in the past year) 22.6 15.7 29.1 18 13 

-
Base: Respondents 

1974 
Fe-
males Total Males 

5% 9% 16% 

16 23 30 

6 11 12 

13 13 13 

10 10 6 

27 18 13 

23 16 11 

Fe-
males 

4% 

16 

10 

14 

13 

23 

21 

answering (1028)(489) (539) (1016)( 442) (574) (980) (412) (568) 
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Table III.4 

FREQUENCY OF BEING EXPOSED TO ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES 

In past 3 months, have been 
in situation where alcoholic 
beverages were served--

Several times a day 

About once a day 

2-6 times a week 

Once a week 

Once every 2 weeks 

Once every month 

Less than once a month 

Never 

No answer 

Base: 

Current Survey National surveys* 

Total Males Females 1980 1979 1978 

5.4% 8.1% 2.9% 1. 7% 0.7% - % 

12.3 15.1 9.7 3.9 3.9 3.4 

19.0 21.4 16.8 15.1 12.9 12.0 

15.2 18.0 12.5 16.3 18.2 16.5 

10.6 10.0 11.2 9.9 11.1 12.1 

10.4 8.3 12.3 14.6 11.9 12.3 

10.1 8.2 11.8 14.4 18.3 17.2 

16.9 10.6 22.9 24.0 22.7 25.7 

.2 .3 0.3 0.2 0.9 

(1039) (494) (545) (1500) (1500) (1500) 

Question: How often in the past three months have you found youpseZf in a 
situation where aZaohoZia beverages were served? (SHOW CfJRD) 

* 1980 Survey of PubZia Peraeptions on Highway Safety~ aonduateq by Teknekron 
Researah~ Ina. for u.s. Department of Transportation~ NationaZ Highway 
Traffia Safe~y Administration. 
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Exposure to Alcoholic Beverages 

. The prevalence of alcoholic beverages in California is 

demonstrated on Table 111.4. Here we see that nearly one in 

four men (23.2%) and one in eight (12.6%) women say that they 

have been in situations where alcoholic beverages were served 

about once a day or more often in the past three months. 

Another 39.4% of men and 29.3% of women have been in such 

situations less often than every day, but at least once a week. 

Combining these top two frequency categories shows that nearly 

two-thirds of California men and 40% of women are exposed to 

alcohol beverages and therefore lIat risk ll of drinking at least 

once a week or more often. 

It's also ~lear that a certain portion of the abstainers 

find themselves in situations where alcohol is being served. 

As we just saw, for example, 15.7% of California men claim to 

be abstainers but only 10.6% say that they never are in situations 

where alcoholic beverages are served. A similar pattern is 

true for women: a slightly larger proportion of women say 

they are abstainers (29.1%) than say they are never in the 

presence of alcohol (22.9%). 

California adults are more likely to be in situations 

where alcohol is served than is true for adults nationwide. 

The same question was asked in a national survey in 1980 con­

ducted by Teknekron Research, Inc. for the U~S. Department of 

Transportation. Their report also contained national trend 

data for 1978 and 1979. 
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Drinking and Driving 

In an effort to measure the extent to which California 

adults admit to drinking and driving, all respondents in this 

year's survey were asked: "In the past year, have you ever 

driven somewhere when you knew you had too much to drink?" 

" One in five California adults report that they have driven at 

least once in the past year when they were under the 

influence of alcohol. 

Patterns of self-reported drinking and driving differ 

quite markedly between men and women and between older and 

younger people as illustrated on Table 111.5. Nearly one in 

three men (30.7%) report drinking and dr.iving in the pas"t 

year and the largest proportion occurs in the 25-29 age group 

(44.6%), followed closely by those 30-39 (41.8%) and 18-24 

(39.5%). Among women, 13.2% report drinking and driving. 

The largest proportion is found in the 18-24 age group (26.9%) 

and few differences are evident in other age groups of women 

under 50. Over 50, the proportion drops to 8%. 

Apart from the clear differences between men and women 

and younger and older people on this measure, an effort was 

made to search through the survey data with a regression 

analysis approach (1) to see whether there are other independent 

predictors of self-reported drinking and driving behavior. No 

important ones were found other than one's actual drinking 

practices. That is, aside from a person's sex and age, the 

only other variable from this survey which is most likely to 

differentiate people on whether they drink and drive is simply 

whether they drink and how much. 

(1)Field Research CoppoFation's statistical ppog~s ,ure ppoprietary~ 
developed and ~ritten in FoptFan-IV~ using conventionaZ solutions fop 
descriptive statistics but ~th special algorithms~ as applicable. Fop 
the pegpession analysis used~ see Gpeenbepgep~ M.R. and Wapd~ J.R. (1956) 
"An Itepative Technique fop MUltiple Coppelation Analysis." IBM Technical 
N~sletter 12~ p. 85-97. 
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As Table 111.5 below shows, nearly two-thirds (61.4%) 

of frequent heavy drinkers and almost half (48.7%) of weekly 

moderate drinkers report drinking and driving. These two 

subgroups of drinkers combined account for more than three-

fourths of all those found in this survey who say they drove 

at least once in the past year when they had had too much to 

drink. 

Table III.5 

SELF REPORT OF DRIVING WHEN HAD TOO MUCH TO DRINK 

All respondents 

Males 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 39 
40 49 
50 - 59 
60+ 

Females 

18 "- 24 
25 - 29 
30 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60+ 

Drinker Typolo~ 

Frequent heavy drinkers 
Weekly moderate drinkers 
Monthly moderate drinkers 
Weekiy light drinkers 
Monthly light drinkers 
Infrequent drinkers 
Abstainers 

In past year, 
drove when 
had too much 
to drink 

21.6% 

30.7 

39.5 
44.6 
41.8 
23.6 
21.3 
9.2 

13.2 

26.9 
15.4 
13.8 
16.7 
8.0 

.9 

61.4 
48.7 
29.9 
7.6 
3.5 
5.1 
1.5* 

Base ---
(1039) 

( 494) 

( 80) 
( 73) 
( 119) 
( 57) 
( 56) 
( 109) 

( 545) 

( 81) 
( 74) 
( 115) 
( 82) 
( 71) 
( 121) 

( 75) 
( 250) 
( 75) 
( 144) 
( 117) 
( 139) 
( 228) 

In the past year have you ever driven som~hepe ~hen you knew 
you had too much to dPink? 

.. Inconsistent response. Three respondents apparently misunder8tood the que8tion • 
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Table IIL6 

FREQUENCY OF BEING EXPOSED TO DRUGS 

All 
resEondents Males Females 

In past 3 months, have been in 
situation where drugs were 
being used--

Several times a day 2.2% 2.7% 1.7% 

About once a day 3.7 3.7 3.6 

2 - 6 times a week 5.2 6.7 3.7 

Once a week 5.7 7.4 4.0 

Once every 2 weeks 2.6 3.6 1.7 

Once every month 4.7 5.4 4.0 

Less than once a ~onth 6.4 7.1 5.8 

Never 69.4 63.3 75.1 

No answer .2 .1 .3 

Base: (1039) (494) (545) 

Question: How often in the past th1'ee months have you found yoU!'se.1,f /a. 
a situation whe1'e drugs we1'e being used? (Drugs wouZdh~~a u e 
ma!'ijuana~ aoaaine~ VaZium~ uppe1's~ downe1's~ 01' any ot e 
drugs.) (SHOW CARD) • 

Note: Compa1'abZe nationaZ data not avaiZabZe 

() 
o( "~ 

'I II 

( ) 

(1) Drug Usage 

In this survey, California adults were asked two ques­

tions about their drug usage--one on whether they have 

driven somewhere in the past year when they knew they had taken 

too many drugs or pills of any kind and another on how often 

in the past three months they were in a situation where drugs 

were being used. Drugs were explicitly defined for respondents 

as "marijuana, cocaine, Valium, uppers, downers, or any other 

drugs. " This defini'tion of drugs could allow, of course, 

for a wide range of interpretation by survey respondents. 

For example, a person who routinely takes Valium for stress 

reduction might or might not think of this as a drug in the 

same sense as marijuana or cocaine. Similarly, use of 

anti-histamines, pain killers and other widely prevalent 

drugs may be under-reported in the context of this particular 

questioning sequence. 

In any case, the data from the current survey indicate 

that California adults are much less likely to report 

exposure to drugs than they are to alcoholic beverages. Most 

Californians--about two-thirds of the men (63.3%) and three-

fourths of the women (75.1%)--say that they are never in 

a situation where any drugs are being used. At the other end 

of the continuum, only 6.4% of men and 5.3% of women report 

being exposed to any'kind of drugs on a daily basis. 

(1) 
AZaohoZ is~ in faat a drug. But in keeping with aommon usage and to 
avoid the fzoequent use of the teZ"ITI "drugs othe1' than aZaohoZ,," when 
the term "drugs" is used alone in this repo1't" it means drugs othe1' 
than aZcohoZ. 
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Table III. 7 

SELF REPORT OF DRIVING WHEN HAD TAKEN TOO MANY DRUGS OR PILLS 

Males 

18 - 24 
25 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60+ 

Females 

18 - 24 
25 29 
30 39 
40 - 49 
50 59 
60+ 

All respondents 

Drinker Typology 

Frequent heavy drinker's 
Weekly moderate drinkers 
Monthly moderate drinkers 
Weekly light drillkers 
Monthly light drinkers 
Infrequent drinkers 
Abstainers 

In past year, 
drove when had 
taken too many 
drugs or pills Base 

2.9% (1039) 

3.7 ( 494) 

7.3 ( 80) 
4.5 ( 73) 
4.3 ( 119) 
4.9 ( 57) 

( 56 ) 
.3 ( 109) 

2.1 ( 545) 

6.9 ( 81) 
2.7 ( 74) 
1.1 ( 115) 

( 82) 
( 71) 

1.5 ( 121) 

9.1 ( 75) 
5.5 ( 250) 
4.2 ( 75) 

.6 ( 144) 
( 117) 
( 139) 

1.2 ( 228) 

Question: In the past yeal'~ have you ever dPiven somewhere when you kneZJ 
you had taken too many dPugs or piZZs of any kind? 

( 
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Driving and Drugs 

Only 2.9% of California adults report driving in 

the past year when they knew they had taken too many drugs 

or pills of any kind. This may be an understatement due to 

several things. For example, some survey respondents may be 

thinking only of "hard" drugs such as cocaine or Heroin and 

not including the more ordinary prescription drugs they may 

take. Others may not be willing to reveal their actual drug-

using behavior in a routine public opinion research survey. 

Whatever the reasons, it's clear that only a very small 

proportion of the California public reports to driving under 

the influence of drugs. 

Men are only slightly higher on this measure than 

women: 3.7% to 2.1% respectively. (It will be recalled that 

a much larger proportion of men than women report driving 

under the influence of alcohol.) Those between 18 and 24 

are more likely to admit to driving under the influence of 

drugs than are older persons. The more a person drinks, the 

more likely he/she is to admit to driving after using drugs. 
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Table IlLS 

FAMII,Y MEMBER OR CLOSE FRIEND SERIOUSLY 
INJURED OR KILLED (IN DUI ACCIDENT) 

1980 Current 
survey National Survey" 

Family member or close friend 
has been seriously injured or 
killed in an automobile 
accident (which involved 
alcohol or drugs)--

Yes 

No 

Not reported 

Base: All respondents 

26.5% 35.5% 

72.9 64.5 

.6 

(1039) (1500) 

Questions: FRe 1981: ,Has anyone close to you--a family member or close 
friend--been seriously injured or killed in roz 
automobile accident which involved alcohol or drugs? 

1980 National SUrvey: Has anyone close to you been seriously 
injured or killed in an automobile accident? 
(IF YES): Was that person a family member or close 
friend? (Note: Question does not mention alcohol 
or drugs) 

* 1980 Survey of Public Perceptions on HighuJay Safety (op. cit.) 
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: Personal Experience with DUI Injury or Death 
: 

In this year's survey respondents were asked whether 

~nyone close to them--a family member or close friend--has 

been seriously injured or killed in an automobile accident 

which involved alcohol or drugs. About one-fourth (26.5%) of 

the California adult public answers "yes" to this question, 

i.e. they have had personal experience with a DUI injury or 

death. 

A similar question was included in the u.s. Department 

of Transportation 1980 national survey mentioned earlier in 

this chapter, but that question made no reference to alcohol 

or drugs: it simply asked whether anyone close to the respondent, 

either a family member or close friend, or both, has been 

seriously injured or killed in an a,utomobile accident. As 

one might expect, with no reference to alcohol or drugs made, 

the p~oportion of the national sample was higher--about one in 
,r 

thr~e (35.5%)--who have had a close personal experience with 

an automobile accident injury or death. 

\::;; 
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Table III.9 

INCIDENCE OF DISCUSSIONS OF DRINKING AND DRIVING 
BY SELECTED RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

All respondents 
Area 
--B-ay Area 

Age 

Other No. Cal. 
L.A./Orange 
Other So. Cal. 

-18 24 

Sex 

25 29 
30 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60+ 

--Male 
Female 

Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 

Auto accident past 5 yrs. 
None 
One 
Two or more 

Friend/relative injured, 
killed in DUl accident 

Yes 
No 

Miles drive average year 
None 
Less than 5,000 
5,000 - 15,000 
More than 15,000 

Drink alcoholic beverages 
Yes 
No 

Too much to drink/drive past year 
Yes 
No 

In past month, have 
discussed drinking 
and driving with 
someone 

35.4% 

30.9 
38.3 
32.0 
46.4 

37.3 
55.8 
40.0 
39.6 
29.1 
16.8 

34.4 
36.3 

32.7 
33.3 
38.8 
36.1 

31.8 
42.1 
42.3 

55.2 
27.9 

20.2 
32.5 
37.0 
42.3 

39.1 
22.5 

51.8 
30.8 

Base 

(1039) 

( 244) 
( 198) 
( 421) 
( 176) 

( 161) 
( 147) 
( 234) 
( 139) 
( 127) 
( 230) 

( 494) 
( 545) 

( 158) 
( 324) 
( 311) 
( 244) 

( 662) 
( 243) 
( 130) 

( 287) 
( 747) 

( 100) 
( 259) 
( 382) 
( 294) 

( 810) 
( 228) 

( 218) 
( 819) 
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Discussion of Drinking and Driving 

In the national telephone surveys mentioned above a 

question was included to determine the extent to which 

people say they discuss the topic of drinking and driving 

with friends, family members or other associates. The same 

question was asked in the current California survey which 

found that 36.9% say that they have discussed drinking and 

driving with someone within the past month. This is closely 

comparable to the national findings of 36.8% in 1980, 40.1% 

in 1979 and 35.1% in 1978. 

Table 111.9 on the opposite page shows the proportions 

reporting these discussions among selected r~spondent subgroups. 

Incidence of having these types of discussions is higher 

than average among those who--

live in Southern California outside of 
L.A./Orange 

are younger, especially in their mid to late 20's 

have had a friend or relative injured or 
killed in a DUI accident 

are higher mi1eaqe drivers 

drink alcoholic beverages 

report driving after too much to dI::'ink 

In the current survey, another question was added in 

"lhich respondents were asked to describe in their own words 

the circumstances of the discussion. Table 111.10 on the 

next page shows the categories of responses to this question. 

The subjects of discussion volunteered by respondents 

suggest a general interest in the topic of drinking and 

driving rather than in specific issues. 
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Table III.l0 

CIRCUMSTANCES OF DISCUSSIONS IN PAST MONTH OF DRINKING AND DRIVING 

Have discussed in past month 
with someone 

A friend 
A family member 
A business or professional associate 
Someone else 

Circumstances of discussion 

Family/friends/co-workers involved 
in drunk driving incident/accident 

Just talking about drunk dri vir.s; 
in general 

Tried to stop someone from driving 
while drunk 

Talking about the laws/penalties 
regarding drunk drivers 

Heard about accident/incident/read 
in paper or saw ~n T.V. 

Observed drunk drivers on the road/ 
saw someone who got pulled over 

Respondent .involved in drunk driving 
incident/accident 

Riding with someone who was drunk 
(didn't get stopped) 

Just talking about drinking (r,lot driving) 

Other 

Base: All respondents 

35.4% 

17.6 
15.3 
6.0 

.8 

10.6% 

6.3 

6.1 

4.2 

2.6 

2.5 

2.0 

2.0 

1.7 

.4 

(1039) 

'" 

1981 FEC Questions: (a) In the past month~ have you discussed the topia of 
drinking ana 4i"iving lIJith anyone? 

(b) (IF YES): Whom did you .discuss -this UJith? 

(a) (IF YES): What lUere the cir(]zUTlstanaes of this 
discussion? Can you tell me a 
little more about that? 
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Table III .11 

ACTIONS TAKEN TO PREVENT SOMEONE 
FROM DRUNK DRIVING IN PAST YEAR 

(Volunteered Responses) 

Have taken some action 
in past year 

Action(s) taken* 

Offered to driye him/her home 

Offered to let him/her stay over 

Took his/her keys away 

Got someone else to drive 
him/her 

Gave him/her coffee 

Called a taxi 

Gave him/her food 

Called the police 

Physically restrained him/her 

Other 

Reaction of the person x 

Agreed to action taken 
Became hostile 
Was grateful 
Other 

Base: All respondents 

Current 
survey 

36.9% 

54.2 

19.5 

19.5 

12.2 

4.9 

2.7 

2.2 

1.6 

1.4 

7.9 

51.5% 
27.4 
22.8 
6.2 

(1039) 

National surveys** 
1980 1979 1978 

42.4% 42.6% 37.3% 

54.0 57.1 62.1 

11.6 10.5 10.4 

15.2 12.1 11.5 

9.7 

2.8 

1.7 

1.3 

1.4 

2.8 

11.1 

44.4% 
36.3 
8.8 

10.5 

(150.0 ) 

4.5 

1.6 

2.7 

0.8 

2.0 

1.4 

15.5 

1.1 

2.6 

2.6 

43.8% N.A. 
26.4 N.A. 
11.3 N.A. 
18.5 N.A. 

C1500} C1500} 

Questions: (a) During the past year~ have you taken any aation to .pr~vcnt someone 
from driving in a situation where they had been drink~ng too muah? 

(b) (IF YES): PZease teZl me what aations you took? 

(a) (IF YES): What was the reaation of the person when you took 
this/these aation(s)? 

* Peraentages for aations taken and reaation of other person in aurren~ survey 
based on those who have taken some aation in the past year, Assumpt~on 
is that national survey data are aomparably based. 

** 1980 Survey of Publia Perceptions 'on Highway Safety Cop. ait.l. 

N.A. = Not available 

( 

Intervention in Drinking and Driving Situations 

Another set of questions was included in the current 

survey which also had been part of the past three national 

telephone surveys mentioned above on the subject of actions 

taken by the respondent to prevent someone from driving in 

a situation where they had been drinking too much. ~n the 

current California survey, 36.9% of all those interviewed 

claim to have intervened in such a situation within the past 

year. Similar proportions were found in the national surveys 

as shown on Table III.II opposite. 

The most frequently volunteered action in all four 

surveys is an offer to take the person home. Other inter-

ventions mentioned quite often are the offer to have the 

person stay over, taking away the person's car keys and 

getting someone else to drive the person home. 

In the California survey, 'the drinking person was 

reported nearly as often to be grateful for the interventivn 

as hostile toward it, while the national data seem to suggest 

more hostility toward these kinds of actions by one's friends 

or acquaintances. 

(As we shall see in the next chapter, very nearly everyone 

interviewed in this year's survey in California believes that 

people should do.more to discourage their friends from driving 

after they had had too much to drink.) 
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Table III .12 

INCIDENCE OF TAKING ACTION(S) TO PREVENT SOMEONE FROM DRUNK DRIVING 
BY SELECTED RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

All respondents 
Area 

Bay Area 
Other No. Cal. 
L.A./Orange 
Other So. Cal. 

Age 

Sex 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 59 
60+ 

Male 
Female 

Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college '. 
College graduate 

Auto accident past 5 yrs. 
None 
One 
Two or more 

Friend/relative injured, 
killed in DUI accident 

Yes 
No 

Miles drive average year 
None 
Less than 5,000 
5,000 - 15,000 
Mo;r>e than 15,000 

Drink alcoholic beve~ages 
Yes 
No 

Too much to drink/drive past year 
Yes . 
No 

In past month, have 
taken action(s) to 
prevent someone from 
drunk driving Base 

36.9% (1039 ) 

29.9 ( 244) 
38.3 ( 198 ) 
35.4 ( 421) 
48.3 ( 176) 

54.2 ( 161) 
57.6 ( 147) 
46.1 ( 234) 
35.3 ( 139) 
20.2 ( 127) 
10.7 ( 230) 

37.6 ( 494) 
36.2 ( 545) 

34.6 ( 158) 
35.7 ( 324) 
40.1 ( 311) 
36.2 ( 244) 

31.0 ( 662) 
43.5 ( 1'143) 
55.4 ( 130) 

53.7 ( 287) 
30.3 ( 747) 

19.3 ( 100) 
32.3 ( 259) 
36.1 ( 382) 
49.2 ( 294) 

43.2 ( 810) 
15.2 ( 228) 

68.3 ( 218 ) 
28.3 ( 819) 
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Table lll.l2 opposite shows the reported incidence 

of taking action(s) in the past year to prevent someone 

_ from driving after they have had too much to drink. The 

patterns observable here are very similar to those just seen 

in the preceding table about who is most likely to have had 

discussions about drinking and driving. That is, those who 

report higher than average incidences of intervening with 

someone to prevent them from drunk driving are--

Southern California residents outside 
L.A./Orange 

younger 

have had a friend or relative injured or 
killed in a DUl accident 

are higher mileage drivers 

drink alcoholic beverages 

report driving after too much to drink 
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Chapter IV. 

TO~/ARD VARIOUS DUI ISSUES AND PROBLEMS 
ATTITUDES" 

Earlier in Chapter II the levels of public knowledge 

and beliefs about the apprehension, arrest and conviction 

process for DUI cases were discussed and it was shown 

d t generally believe that not 
that majorities of re~pon en s 

. b' made to arrest and convict drunk enough effort ~s e~ng 

drivers in California. 

deeper ;nto California public attitudes To probe ... 

toward these and other DUI issues and problems, a set 

was drawn up which touch on five different 
of 25 statements 

areas. These can be grouped as follows: 

• prosecutors, judges, police 
and jail sentences 

• Perceived effects of 
penalties 

• Public responsibility 

• Other general aspects 
of the DUI problem 

• Driving and drugs 

8 statements 

3 statements 

6 statements 

6 stateme~ts 

2 statements 

. . all respondents were Midway through the ~nterv~ew 

given a booklet containing these 25 statements (in 

and ;nstructed to read each one and scrambled order) ... 

they agree or disagree with it. 
indicate whether 
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answer choices offered for each statement were "agree 

strongly," "agree somewhat," "undecided," "disagree somewhat" 

and "disagree strongly. 

The results of these self-administered ratings offered by 

the survey respondents are discussed in this chapter. 

Table IV.l 

STATEMENTS ON PROSECUTORS, JUDGES 

POLICE AND JAIL SENTENCES 

Prosecutors should be doing much 
more to get convictions of people 
charged-with drunk driving 

Judges today are too lenient in 
their sentencing of drunk drivers 

People charged with driving under 
the influence should be allowed 
to plea bargain for milder sen­
tences like reckless driving 

Repeated drunk driving offenders 
should be sentenced to long 
jail terms 

All convicted drunk drivers should 
be required to spend some time 
in jail 

Police are too sympathetic toward 
drunk drivers because most off­
duty police also drink and drive 

The police spend too much time 
picking up social drinkers on 
their way home from parties 

The police should be allowed 
to stop motorists at random 
to give them a breath or 
coordination test 

Base: All respondents 

Agree 
% 

85.5 

74.8 

23.7 

76.6 

62.7 

29.1 

28.7 

27.3 

(1039) 

Disagree 
% 

5.6 

10.3 

66.8 

14.0 

25.7 

46.5 

48.6 

58.9 

(1039) 

Neutral/ 
Undecided 

% 

8.9 

14.9 

9.5 

9.5 

11.5 

24.4 

22.6 

13.9 

(1039) 

Mean 
Score;'; 

4.29 

4.10 

2.09 

4.07 

3.68 

2.71 

2.67 

2.35 

* Respondents rated each statement on a 5-voint ~tent of agreement/ 
disagreement scale. The values assigned to the scale for calculating 
the mean scores are agree strongZy (5)~ agree somewhat (4)~ neutral/ 
undecided (3)~ disagree somewhat (2)~ disagree strongZy {ll. The 
higher the mean score~ the clo~er to the agreement side of the continuum. 
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Prosecutors, Judges, Police and Jail Sentences 

That a majority of the California public believes 

that the criminal justice system should take a tougher 

stand on drunk driving is clear from the attitude state-

ments shown on Table IV.I. Notice that more than eight 

in ten (85.5%) survey respondents agree that prosecutors 

should be doing much more to get convictions and three 

out of four (74.8%) believe that judges are too lenient 

in their sentencing of drunk drivers. Two-thirds of 

the respondents do not believe in plea bargaining for 

milder sentences like reckless driving. 

Three out of four (76.6%) also believe that repeated 

drunk driving offenders should be sentenced to long jail 

terms and two-thirds (62.7%) believe that all convicted 

drunk drivers should be required to spend some time in 

jail. 

Attitudes are more polarized, however, regarding the 

police. Majorities of respondents do not believe that 

the police spend too much time picking up social drinkers 

on their way home from parties nor do they believe the 

police are too sympathetic toward drunk drivers because 

most off-duty police also drink and drive. 

Still, the public is not ready to go as far as 

allowing the police to stop motorists at random to give 

them breath or coordination tests. Well over half (58.9%) 

the respondents disagree with this proposal. 
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Perceived Effects of Penalties 

Three statements were included to help determine 

the public's perceptions of the effects of certain drunk 

driving conviction penalties. The results are on Table IV.2 

below. Three-fourths (73%) of the respondents agree that 

taking away the driver's license has little effect since 

most convicted drunk drivers continue to drive without 

their license. On the other hand., most respondents 

(70.9%) believe that requiring convicted drunk drivers to 

go to a treatment program will help to reduce the overall 

DUl problem and a similar proportion (68.4%) believes 

that harsh punishment of drunk drivers will serve as an 

example and help to keep others from driving under the 

influence~ 

Table IV.2 

STATEMENTS OF PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF PENALTIES 

Taking away the· driver's license 
from a convicted drunk driver 
has little effect, since most 
continue to drive without a 

Agree 
% 

license 73.0 

Requiring those convicted 
of driving under the in­
fluence to go to a treat­
ment program will have a 
positive effect on reducing 
the overall problem 70.9 

Harsh punishment of drunk 
drivers will keep others 
from driving while under 
the influence . 68.4 

Base: All respondents (1039) 

Disagree 
% 

16.7 

13.7 

22.8 

(1039) 

Neutral/ 
Undecided 

% 

10.3 

15.4 

8.7 

(1039) 

Mean 
Score* 

3.93 

3.87 

3.73 

* Respondents Pated eaah statement on a 5-point extent of agreement/ 
disagreement saaZe. The values assigned to the saale for aalauZatinfJ 
the mean saores are agree strongly (5)~ agree somewhat (4)~ neutral( 
urJ.deaided (3) ~ disagree somewhat (2) ~ disagree strongly (1). The 
"t;.igher the mean saore~ the aZoser to the agreement side of the aontinuum. 
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Table IV.3 

STATEMENTS ON PUBLIC RESPONSIBILITY 

Neutral/ Mean 
A~ee Disagree Undecided Score* 

"6 % % 

People should do more to discourage 
their friends from driving after 
they have had too much to drink 94.7 2.3 2.9 4.78 

Citizens should be encouraged to 
report the license number of 
cars driving erratically 78.8 9.9 11.3 4.12 

There's not much anyone can do 
to stop people from driving 
after they've been. drinking 
too much 40.1 51.4 8.4 2.77 

The bartender who originally 
served drinks to a drunk 
driver should share some 
of the responsibility if 
there is an accident 33.7 48.9 17.4 2.66 

The host or hostess who 
originally served drinks 
to a drunk driver should 
share some of the respon-
sibility if there is an 
accident 31.9 49.6 18.4 2.60 

Laws should be passed that 
would require automakers to 
equip all new cars with de-
vices that would make it 
difficult for persons who 
are under the influence 
to start their cars 55.1 25.9 19.Q 3.44 

Base: All respondents ,-\ (1039) (1039) (1039) 

* Respondents rated each statement on a 5-point extent of agreement/ 
disagreement scale. The values assigned to the scale for calauZating 
the mean scores a!'e agree strongl,y (5) ~ agree somewhat (4) ~ neutral, I 
undecided (3) ~ disagree somewhat (2) ~ disagree strongl,y (1). The 
higher the mean score~ the closer to the agreement side of the continuum. 
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Public Responsibility 

Six of the attitude statements touched on various 

aspects of the public's responsibility in regard to DUI 

issues and problems. As shown on Table IV.3, very nearly 

everyone interviewed (94.7%) agrees that people should do 

more to discourage their friends from driving after they 

have had too much to drink. Nearly eight in ten (78.8%) 

believe that citizens should be encouraged to spot and 

report to police the license numbers of cars seen driving 

erratically. 

still some underlying doubt is evident about how 

effective these steps might be in curtailing the DUl 

problem in that four in ten (40.1%) respopdents agree 

that there's not much anyone can do to stop people 

from driving after they've had too much to drink. Along 

this same line, majorities of respondents are not in 

favor of the idea of forcing some share of responsibility 

on bartenders or hosts or hostesses who originally served 

drinks to a drunk driver who is later involved in an 

accident. 

Only a bare majority of respondents (55.1%) supports 

a proposal for legislation requiring automobile manufac­

turers to equip new cars with devices that would make 

it difficult for persons who are under the influence to 

start their cars. 
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Table lV.4 

STATEMENTS OF OTHER GENERAL ASPECTS OF THE DUl PROBLEM 

Neutral/ Mean 
Agree Disagree Undecided Score* 

% % % 

Most people who drive after they've 
been drinking have no idea how 
seriously impaired their driving is 91. 7 4.7 3.5 4.47 

There have been times when I might 
not have passed an alcohol test 
if I had been stopped while 
driving on the highway 39.3 47.3 13.4 2.65 

The chances of being caught by 
the police while driving under 
the influence are slight 54.1 33.2 12.7 3.28 

The chances of my being in a 
car accident where the other 
driver is drunk are very slight 27.4 62.4 10.3 2.44 

Most drunk driving accidents in-
volve social drinkers rather 
than alcoholics or people with 
real drinking problems 43.0 28.2 28.8 3.21 

Speeders and reckless drivers who 
are sober are just as dangerous 
as someone who drives after 
having a few drinks 74.0 18.7 7.3 3.86 

Base: All respondents (1039) (1039) (1039) 

* Respondents rated eaah statement on a 5-point extent of agPeement/ 
disagPeement"saale. The values assigned to the saale for aalaulating 
the mean saores are agPee strongly (5)~ agree somewhat (4)~ neutral/ 
undeaided (3)~ disagPee somewhat (2)~ disagree strongly (1). The 
higher the mean saore~ the aloser to the agreement side of the aontinuum. 

f " it 

Other General Aspects of the DUI Problem 

The overwhelming majority of respondents in this 

s-urvey--9l.7%--agree with the notion that most people 

who drive after they've been drinking have no idea how 

seriously impaired their driving skill, perception and 

judgment are. About four in ten (39.3%) admit that there 

have been times when they might not have passed a 

road-side sobriety test. (It will be recalled from 

Chapter III that about half as many respondents (21 .. 6%) 

admit to driving in the past year when they knew they 

had too much to drink.) 

About two-thirds (62.4%) accept the notion that 

they are at risk of being in a car accident when the other 

driver is drunk, even though only about one-third (33.2%) 

believes that the chances are good of being caught by 

police when driving under the influence. 

Opinions are somewhat mixed on whether most drunk 

driving accidents are caused by social drinkers or 

alcoholics and real problem drinkers--43% lean toward 

the social drinker explanation, while 28.2% disagree and 

28.8% are undecided. 

Three-fourths of the respondents agree that speeders 

and reckless drivers, though sober, are just as dangerous 

as someone who drives after having a few drinks. (How 

many drinks are thought to be "too many" was not asked 

and remains a moot point here.) 
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Driving and Drugs 

Two statements were addressed explicitly to drugs, 

although the term "driving under the influence"--intended 

to refer both to drinking and drugs--was used in many 

of the other statements. Apparently a majority of the 

California public does not see drugs and driving a more 

serious problem than alcohol and driving. When questioned 

directly on this point, the respondents split into thirds; 

that is, one-third (35.4%) agrees that driving with drugs 

is more dangerous than with alcohol, one-third (35.1%) 

disagrees and one-third (29.5%) is undecided. 

Similarly, only one-third (32.5%) believes that 

the penalties should be more severe for conviction of 

driving under the influence of drugs than of alcohol. 

The rest disagree with this idea or are not sure. 

Table IV.5 

STATEMENTS ON DRIVING AND DRUGS 

Neutral/ Mean 
Agree Disagree Undecided Score* 
. % % % 

Driving under the influence 
of marijuana and certain 
other drugs is more 
dangerous than driving 
under the influence of 
alcohol 

The penalties for con­
viction of driving 
under the influence 
of drugs should be 
more severe than for 
alcohol 

35.4 

32.5 

35.1 

45.2 

Base: All respondents (1039) (1039) 

29.5 2.99 

22.3 2.76 

(1039) 

* Respondents rated eaah statement on a 6-point ~tent of agreement/ 
disa~eement saaZe. The vaZues assigned to the saaZe for aaZauZating 
the mean saores are agree strongZy (6)~ agree som~hat (4)~ neutraZ/ 
undeaided (3)~disagree som~hat (2)~ disagpee strongZy (1). The 
higher the mean saore~ the aZoser to the agreement side of the aontinuum. 
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TABLE IV.6 

MEAN SCORES FOR THREE-GROUP SEGMENTATION ANALYSIS 
OF 25 ATTITUDE STATEMENTS* 

Segment I Segment II Segment III ( 
Moderate Social Harsh 
Inter- Indepen- Punish-

Total vention dence ment 
----- .;.;.;.;...:.;.-=-----

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Judges too lenient in sentencing drunks 

Prosecutors should be doing much more 

Plea bargaining should be allowed 

Taking away license has little effect 

5. All convicted should spend time in jail 

6. Harsh punishment prevents DUI 

7. Requiring treatment program--positive 
effect 

4.11 

4.29 

2.09 

3.92 

3.68 

3.73 

3.87 

8. People should discourage friends fIiom DUl 4.77 

9. Repeated offenders should get 
long jail te~ms 4.08 

10. Police pick up social drinkers 2.67 

11. DUI of drugs more dangerous than alcohol 3.00 

12. Drivers have no idea how impaired 
driving is 

13. Chance of DUI accident is slight 

14. Little anyone can do to prevent D.D. 

15. Police too sympathic because they DUI 

16. Chance of being caught by police slight 

17. Citizens should report license numbers 

18. Bartender should share responsibility r 

19. Host(ess) should share responsibility 

20. Most accidents involve social drinkers 

4.47 

2.44 

2.76 

2.71 

3.27 

4.14 

2.65 

2.60 

3.21 

21. Speeders/reckless drivers as dangerous 3.86 

22. Times I might have failed test 2.65 

23. Laws requiring DUl prevention 
devices on autos 3.44 

24. Convicted DUl drugs should be more severe 2.76 

25. Police should randomly stop motorists 2.35 

Base (1039) 

4.40 

4.56 

1.49 

3.99 

4.12 

4.10 

4.01 

4.92 

4.46 

2.13 

2.78 

4.68 

2.00 

2.16 

2.48 

3.22 

4.49 

3.14 

3.10 

3.05 

3.66 

2.17 

3.64 

2.35 

2.29 

(410) 

3.48 

3.74 

2.39 

3.47 

2.63 

2.87 

3.54 

4.60 

3.32 

2.69 

2.60 

4.11 

2.52 

2.81 

2.47 

3.02 

3.51 

1.81 

1.66 

3.09 

3.67 

3.26 

2.85 

2.46 

1.61 

(342) 

4.42 

4.57 

2.60 

4.36 

4.30 

4.23 

4.06 

4.76 

4.42 

3.41 

3.81 

4.61 

2.98 

3.57 

3.32 

3.62 

4.36 

2.97 

2.99 

3.58 

4.36 

2.62 

3.85 

3.72 

3.34 

(287) 

* Respondents rated each statement on a 5-point extent of agreement/disagreement 
scale. The values assigned to the scale for calaulating the mean scores are 
agree strongly (5), agree someUJhat (4)~ neulra.l/undecided (3)~ disagree someUJhat 
(2), disagree strongly (1). The higher the mean score, the closer to the 
agreement side of the continuum. 
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Attitude Segments (Table IV.6) 

As mentioned earlier, the primary objective of this 

survey was to identify and describe the overall patterns of 

public opinion on DUI issues in California. A secondary objec-

tive was to attempt to determine whether meaningful sub-groups 

of respondents could be differentiated, based on their answers 

to the particular items used in the questionnaire. If the 

public divides into some separate segments based on their 

attitudes toward DUI, then it would also be helpful to identify 

the variations, if any, in the socio-demographic characteristics 

of persons in these attitudinal segments. 

To do this special type of analysis, a data file was 

built which contained the respondents' answers to the 25 agree-

disagree attitude statements along with their socio-demographic 

descriptors such as age, sex, income, education, driving 

behavior, drinking practices, etc. The first step in the multi-

variate analysis was a 25 x 25 item correlation matrix of 

the attitude statements. This revealed that, with a few 

exceptions, the attitude statements seemed to be measuring 

largely independent (e.g. not highly correlated) aspects of 

the DUI problem. The same 25 items were then subjected to a 

factor analysis(l) which again did not seem to yield a clear 

and useful set of attitudinal factors. 

(l)The Eigenroot extraation folloUJs the Jacobi Solution described by 
Hote'tZing, H. in HOT'st3 Paul (1962) "Matri:x; Reduction~" 
Psychometri~. 27 (2) p. 169-178. 

The Varimax Rotation algorithm foUOUJs: KaiBer~ H.P. (1959) "Program 
for varimax rotation in faator analysis." Educational and Psychological 
Measurement. 19, p. 413-420. 
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The most insightful information emerged from a 

respondent clustering or segmentation analysis based on the 

Howard-Harris cluster algorithm. (1) This program assigns 

respondents to groups based on their similarity in answering 

the battery of 25 attitude items. The program sequentially 

forms groups, starting with the basic single group, which 

reduces the overall within variance. The best, or optimal, 

number of groups is that where the addition of one more group 

does not significantly improve this within variance criterion. 

In addition, the groups which are formed must meet the test 

of a rational perspective. It is felt that these conditions 

were successfully met in that three stable groups of respondents 

emerged from the analysis. For convenient shorthand purposes, 

these groups can be described as: 

(1) 

Segment I: 

Segment II: 

Segment III: 

Moderate Intervention Group 
(40% of all respondents) 

Social Independence Group 
·(33% of all respondents) 

Harsh Punishment Group 
(27% of all respondents) 

Green~ P.E. and Wind~ Y. (1973). MUltivariate Deaisions in Marketing3 
Hinsdale3 Illinois: The Dpyden ~ess3 p. 369. 
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Segment I: Moderate Intervention Group (40%) 

This group is referred to as the "moderate interven­

tionists" because they seem to have a higher level of 

confidence in the public's desire and ability to deal with DUI 
issues. They are pragmatic and understanding about the overall 

problem and have a more pronounced sense of social responsibility; 

they are more apt to look to themselves and to others to 

help manage the problem than they are to blame the efforts 

being made by the criminal justice system. 

Compared to other respondents in this survey, Segment I 

respondents are--

more convinced that most people don't do enough 
to discourage their friends from driving after 
drinking too much 

more aware of the chances of being in an 
accident themselves where the other driver 
is drunk 

more supportive of encouraging citizens to 
report to police the license numbers of cars 
seen driving erratically 

more likely to believe that bartenders and 
hosts and hostesses who serve alcoholic drinks 
should share responsibility for subsequent 
drunk driving accidents caused by their 
customers/guests 

more convinced that most people don't realize 
how impaired their driving is after they've 
been drinking 

Despite their generally moderate public responsibility 

position, this group also supports jail sentences for drunk 

drivers, especially for repeat offenders, and more vigorous 

prosecution of drunk driving cases. Also, they are less in 

favor of plea bargaining than others are. Perhaps these latter 

aspects reflect a desire to be reasonable, but firm when 

responsibility is ignored. 

-47-



:.-.... -,----~- ~ ~-- ----- ,-~-~-- --~-~-- ---

Segment II: social Independence Group (33%) 

.Compared to the other two segments, this group of 

respondents takes a more laissez faire position and they 

are below average on most of the social intervention measures. 

They are much more likely to admit that there have been 

times when they themselves might have failed a road-side 

sobriety test. They generally want to leave things the way 

they are and do not support more arrest and conviction 

efforts, perhaps because they see themselves more at risk, 

as a group, than other respondents do. 

are--

Compared to other responde~ts, those in Segment II 

much more apt to reject the idea that bar­
tenders and hosts and hostesses have any 
responsibility for serving alcohol to a 
drunk d:river 

most opposed to allowing the police to stop 
motcrists at random to give them breath or 
coordination tests 

more convinced that harsh punishment is not 
an effective way to prevent DUI 

less likely to support jail sentences for 
DUI convictions 

less willing to support the public's respons­
ibility to report license plate numbers of 
erratic drivers 

less likely to support driver restraint 
devices being required of automobile 
manufacturers 
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The Segment II group would seem to be the most in 

need of "consciousness raising," but perhaps the most 

difficult to reach and convince. Public information 

campaigns addressed to this group need to focus on the 

prevalence and seriousness of DUI in California and to 

point out the social responsibility aspects of the problem-­

that is, somehow make more effort to convince this group of 

the points of view more likely to now be held by those in 

Segment I. 

Segment III: Harsh Punishment Group (27%) 

This is the crack-down group--more in favor of 

punishing DUI offenders, requiring a tougher stance from 

the police, prosecutors and judges and passing jail sentences. 

Although they are more apt to believe that there's not much 

that anyone can do to stop people from driving after they've 

had too much to drink, they are also more willing to mete 

out harsh punishment in the hopes that this will serve in 

some measure as a deterrent to others. 

are--

Compared to other respondents, those in Segment III 

more in favor of jail terms, mandatory treat­
ment programs and driver restraint devices in 
automobiles 

more likely to describe the police as too 
sympathetic toward the DUI problem because 
they themselves drink and drive 
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Table IV.7 

SOCIa-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
OF THREE ATTITUDE GROUPS 

Segment I Segment II 
Moderate Social 

All Inter- Indepen-
resEondents vention dence 

Age % % % 

18 - 29 32.5 30.5 37.8 
30 - 59 47.6 51.8 48.4 
60+ 19.7 17.8 13.B 

Sex 
Male 4B.l 40.6 60.7 
Female 51.9 59.4 39.3 

Education 
Less than high school 15.8 12.2 13.2 
High school graduate 32.9 27.5 31.1 
Some college 29.0 30.8 33.8 
College graduate 22.1 29.2 21.9 

Income 
Less than $10,000 18.8 17.B 14.4 
$10,000 - $14,999 13.5 13.1 11.2 
$15,000 - $19,999 12.1 12.3 11.3 
$20,000 - $24,999 12.8 9.4 14.7 
$25,000+ 34.5 39.6 38.4 

Miles drive average year 
None 11.2 9.6 7.7 
Less than 5,000 26.1 22.9 23.1 
5,000 - 15,000 34.7 40.8 34.4 
More than 15,000 27.6 26.2 34.8 

Drinker typology 
Frequent heavy drinkers 7.9 4.9 12.4 
Weekly moderate drinkers 24.3 20.1 34.9 
Monthly moderate drinkers 7.7 4.4 7.7 
Weekly light drinkers 14.0 18.1 13.9 
Monthly light drinkers 9.8 12.6 8.8 
Infrequent drinkers 13.2 15.4 9.3 
Abstainers 22.4 23.9 11.7 

Too much to drink/drive 
East year 

Yes 21.6 12.9 36.3 
No 7B~3 87.1 63.2 

Base: (1039) (410) (342) 

Segment III 
Harsh 
Pun ish-
ment 

% 

29.3 
41.3 
29.0 

44.3 
55.7 

23.4 
42.2 
21.2 
12.9 

25.1 
16.6 
12.6 
15.2 
23.4 

17.3 
33.8 
27.0 
21.4 

7.0 
lB.l 
12.2 
8.4 
7.0 

14.4 
32.3 

17.0 
83.Q 
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more willing to allow the police to stop 
motorists at random to give them a breath 
or coordination test 

more apt to believe that most DUI accidents 
involve social drinkers rather than hard-core 
alcoholics but, paradoxically, also to believe 
that the police spend too much time picking 
up social drinkers on their way home from 
parties 

more concerned about the dangerous effects of 
drugs and driving 

Unlike respondents in Segment I, those in Segment III 

are less apt to see other drunk drivers as a threat to 

themselves and less willing to admit the risk of being 

involved in a drunk driving accident. 

Socio-demographic Characteristics of Segments 

Inspection of the socio-demographic characteristics of 

the r.espondents in each of the three attitude segments reveals 

some interesting differences, as shown on Table IV.7. Notice 

first that Segment II seems to be a more cohesive group than 

either of the other two. Specifically, respondents who fall 

into Segment II (Social Independence) are more likely to--

be younger men 
have more education and income 
be more likely to have driven within the 

past year after having had too much to drink 

be high mileage drivers 

be heavier drinkers 
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These characteristics tie in quite nicely with what 

one might have p~edicted for this group based solely on their 

DUI attitudes expressed in the 25 agree/disagree statements. 

That is, younger men are indeed more likely to be the social 

independents who drink more and drive more miles ·than others 

and acknowledge that they are a more at-risk group and there-

fore less willing to support more stringent DUI intervention 

measures, either by the public or the criminal justice system. 

Over half of those who report driving after too much to 

drink are in Segment II. 

Respondents who fall into Segment III (Harsh Punishment) 

are clearly different kinds of people from the social 

independents in Segment II. 141 Segment III we are more likely 

to find those who --

are older women 

have less education and lower income 

be less likely to be high mileage drivers 

be less likely to drink at all or frequently 

Respondents in Segment I (Moderate Intervention) have 

certain patterns in common with each of the other two groups. 

That is, the profile of Segment I respondents shQws that 

they are more likely to be--

women 

· in the middle 30-59 age group 
somewhat better educated 

• middle income 
• average mileage drivers 

• light drinkers and less likely to be alcohol 
abstainers 
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The predominant socio-demographic characteristics of 

this group, the largest one with 40% of all respondents, 

seem to fit well with their moderate views on DUI issues and 

problems. As shown earlier, this group seems to be the 

most optimistic about the chances of success of public inter­

vention steps.· 

The foregoing attitudinal segmentational analysis seems 

to show clearly that California adults do not have one unified 

point of view about DUI issues. Rather-, the public is inclined 

to see and agree with a variety of different dimensions of the 

problem and not all of these are consistent and coherent. 

Moreover, attitudes differ among subgroups of the 

general public depending on their age, education, driving 

practices, drinking behavior and other factors. Therefore, 

it's unlikely that ~ny one public information message about 

DUI will be equally effective across all subgroups of the 

general public. In like manner, it is unlikely that proposed 

remedial measures will gather near unanimous support. In 

fact, given the strong, disparate attitudes, it is likely that 

no matter how popular it is, there will be a significant 

portion of the population, about one-third, that will oppose 

it. 



Table V.l 

SUPPORT AND OPPOSITION FOR 6 PROPOSAL,S 
TO RAISE MONEY FOR DUI PROGRAMS 

(at the State level) 

Favor Oppose 'Not Sure 

Increase fines for those convicted 
of driving while intoxicated 

Increase tax on all alcoholic 
beverages 

Increase only the tax on alcohol 
consumed in bars and restaurants 

Use State general fund monies 

Increase State sales tax 

Increase gasoline tax 

Base: All respondents 

86.1% 

57.9 

31.2 

21.9 

6.5 

2.5 

(1039) 

10.1% 3.9% 

37.6 4.5 

61. 7 7.1 

67.3 10.9 

88.7 4.9 

93.9 3.5 

(1039) (1039) 

Question: SeveraZ propasals have been considered to raise money 
to pay for various aspecisof the driving under the 
influence programs~ such as enforcement~ treatment~ 
prevention~ adjudication~ jails~ and so on. (SHOW CARD). 
This card sh~s several of these proposals for raising 
money for this problem. For each one~ please tell me 
whether you favor or oppose it. 
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Chapter V. 

FINANCING OF DUI PROGRAMS 

A set of questions was included to test the extent of 

public support for or opposition to vari9u~ proposals that have 

been considered to raise money to pay for DUI programs, such 

as enforcement, t~eatment, prevention, adjudication, jails, etc. 

Respondents were given a card which showed six different possible 

sources of revenue and were asked, for each of these, whether 

they would favor or oppose it. The results are shown on 

Table V.l opposite~ 

Public support exists for two of the six financing 

proposals. Strong public support is reported for in­

creasing the fines for those convicted of driving while 

intoxicated. Well over eight in ten (86.1%) of all those 
. , 

interviewed in the current survey support this revenue 

source for DUI programs. 

A smaller majority--S7.9%--says that they are in 

favor of an increase in the tax on all alcoholic beverages, 

but a majority (61.7%) rejects the idea of increasing 

the tax only on alcohol consumed in bars and restaurants. 

It's clear from the findings that the public strongly 

opposes any increases in general state revenue sources such 

as the sales tax or the gasoline tax and is also opposed to 

. using state general fund monies for supporting DUI programs. 
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Table V.2 

SUPPORT FOR TWO FINANCING PROPOSALS 
BY SELECTED RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Favor This Proposal 
Increase tax on 

Increase all alcoholic 
DUI fines beverages Base 

Sex 

All respondents 

18 - 24 
25 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60 + 

Male 
Female 

Education 

Income 

Less than -high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 

Less than $10,000 
$10,000 - $14,999 
$15,000 - $19,999 
$20,000 - $24,999 
$25,000 + 

Miles drive average year 
None 
Less than 5,000 
5,000 - 15,000 
More than 15,000 

Drinker typology 
Frequent heavy drinkers 
Weekly moderate drinkers 
Monthly moderate drinkers ! 

Weekly light drinkers 
Monthly light drinkers 
Infrequent drinkers 
Abstainers 

Too much to drink/drive past'year 
Yes 
No 

86.1% 

85.4 
85.6 
88.0 
83.9 
87.5 
85.7 

85.4 
86.7 

83.7 
86.9 
86.0 
86.9 

80.3 
84.7 
83.8 
86.9 
92.2 

81.0 
86.2 
87.3 
86.6 

77.1 
86.4 
81.8 
88.4 
94.2 
91.4 
83.7 

83.6 
86.9 

57.9 % 

42.9 
53.4 
59.2 
61.8 
62.0 
68.3 

53.3 
62.2 

60.1 
56.3 
54.5 
63.3 

58.9 
52.1 
55.0 
60.6 
58.6 

59.4 
58.3 
59.2 
55.1 

34.8 
39.7 
62.9 
54.5 
66.3 
69..6 
76.4 

37.1 
63.7 

(1039) 

( 161) 
( 147) 
( 234) 
( 139) 
( 127) 
( 230) 

( 494) 
( 545) 

( 158) 
( 324) 
( 311) 
( 244) 

( 177) 
<- 137) 
( 120) 
( 142) 
( 378) 

( 100) 
<. 259) 
( 382) 
<- 294) 

<- 75) 
<- 250) 
( 75) 
( 144) 
<- 117} 
<. 139) 
<- 228) 

<- 218) 
( 819) 
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The survey .~ound extremely high levels of support in 

all subgroups of the public for increasing the fines for 

those convicted of drunk driving. Both men and women express 

equally high levels of support for this proposal and eight 

out of ten, or more, respondents interviewed in various age, 

income and educational groups favor it. The notion is even 

supported by three out of four (77.1%) frequent heavy 

drinkers and more than eight out of ten (83.6%) who report 

driving after too much to drink within the past year. 

The same broad-scale public support is not evident for 

the p£~posal to increase the tax on all alcoholic beverages. 

In this instance, women are more supportive than men and 

older people more so than younger people. Still, more than 

half of the survey respondents favor this idea. Those least 

likely to support 'the proposal are: 18-24, frequent heavy 

drinkers or weekly moderate drinkers, and those who report 

drinking and driving after too much to drink. 
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A question was inserted in the current survey which 

had been asked in the 1980 national survey mentioned earlier 

to compare the degree of public suppor~ for a tax increase 

to help pay for DUI programs at the local community level. 

In the national survey, this apparently was the only question 

included on financing DUI programs whereas the California 

survey a1,o included a set of qhestions about six specific 

proposa1.s. As we've just seen, the California respondents 

" are opposed to any general tax increases at the state level 

for DUI programs and only a slim majority supports an in-

crease in the tax on all alcoholic beverages. 

The California respondents are also opposed to paying 

higher taxes for programs in their own community aimed at 

cutting down on the problem of drunk driving. Just about 

twoAthirds (64.6%) of California respondents reject this 

proposa1--almost an exact reverse of the 1980 national 

survey findings where 59% of the respondents claimed that 

they supported such a tax increase. There are several 

plausible explanations for such a wide divergence in opinion 

between the California survey and the national survey. First, 

since the passage of Proposition 13 in California in June 

of 1978, repeated survey measures we and others have taken 

continue to show strong public opposition in California to 

general tax increases for any purposes. Also 8 economic 

conditions nave deteriorated somewhat between 1980 and 1981 
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and the public continues to face the pressures of gradually 

mounting unemployment and continued high inflation. Then, 

too, the California questionnaire focused more attention on 

the topic of financing than the national survey did and this 

allowed the respondents more opportunity to express their 

opposition to various different tax increase proposals. 

Table V.3 

SUPPORT AND OPPOSITION FOR PAYING 
HIGHER TAXES FOR COMMUNITY PROGRAMS 

ON DRUNK DRIVING PROBLEM 
(at community level) 

Paying higher taxes in community Current 
for drunk driving programs Survey 

Favor 29.1% 

Strongly 5.2 
Somewhat - 23.9 

Oppose 64.6 

Somewhat 22.1 
Strongly 42.6 

No opinion 6.3 

Base: All respondents (1039) 

19801, 

National Survey 

59.0% 

27.1 
31.9 

35.8 

16.1 
19.7 

5.2 

(NA) 

Question: H()1;) do you feel, about paying higher taxes for programs in yoU!' 
community aimed at cutting d()1;)n on the probl,em of drunk driving? 
Would you be in favor 0'1' opposed to paying higher taxes in yoU!' 
community for this purpose? WouZd you be strongZy 0'1' somewhat 
(in favor) (opposed)? 

* 1980 Survey of Piiblia Peraeptions on HighuJay Safety (op. ait.) 

N.A. = Not available 
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Table VI. 1 

INCIDENCE OF HAVING AND WILLINGNESS TO USE 
HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR ALCOHOL 

AND/OR DRUG TREATMENT SERVICES 

Respondent or immediate family members 
who have health insurance 82.7% 

Coverage for alcohol and/or 
drug treatment services 

Covered 
Not covered 
Don't know, not sure 

23.1% 
22.0 
37.6 

Willingness to use alcohol and/or 
drug treatment services if needed 

Base: 

Questions: (a) 

(b) 

(a) 

Would use 
Would not use 
Don't know, not sure 

All respondents 

57.9% 
12.8 
12.0 

(1039) 

Do you or members of your immediate family ~v~ ~ealth 
insuranae--either as part of a group or an ~nd~v~dual 
plan? Please don't aountMediaare-only aoverage. 

(IF YES): Does the heal,t;h insuranae plan that you have 
• ? 

(IF YES): 

aover alaohol and/or dPug treatment sepv~aes. 

If your health insuranae plan (inaludes) 
(were to inalude) aoverage for alaohol 
and/or drug treatment serviaes" ~ you 
think you or members of yOUP f~ly would 
use the serviaes if the need arose? 
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Chapter VI. 

HEALTH INSUPANCE COVERAGE FOR 
ALCOHOL AND DRUG TREATMENT SERVICES 

Various groups in, the State are interested in the extent 

to which the public has, or perhaps thinks it has, health insurance 

coverage for alcohol' and/or drug treatment services and public 

attitudes toward the importance of this type of benefit. A set 

of questions was included in the current survey to develop some 

information on this issue from a cross-section of the California 

public and the findings are presented in this chapter. 

All respondents were first asked whet?er they, or members 

of their immediate family, have health insurance, either as part 

of a group or an individual plan, not counting Medicare-only. 

Just over eight in ten (82.7%) report that they and/or immediate 

family members have health insurance. 

Most Californians who have health insurance apparently 

do not now have coverage for alcohol and drug treatment services. 

Only about one in four of those interviewed (23.1%) say that 

they have this type of coverage and the balance either say they 

do not have such coverage, or they don't know. 

Most of those interviewed who have health insurance say 

that they or members of their family would use alcohol or drug 

treatment services were they included as a benefit in their 

health insurance coverage. 
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Table VI.2 

ATTITUDES TOWARD HEALTH INSURANCE 
COVERAGE FOR ALCOHOL AND/OR DRUG 

TREATMENT SERVICES 

Health insurance coverage for 
alcohol and/or drug treatment 
Erograms--

Should be in all plans 62.6% 
Should not be 25.1 
Don't knows not sure 12.3 

Should be required by 
law in all plans 43.1% 

Should not be 41.5 
Don't know, not sure 15.4 

Rating of importance of having 
coverage for alcohol and/or 
dru~ treatment services--

Questions: 

One of the most important benefits 4.6% 
Among the more important ones 9.0 
More important than many others 5.8 
About the same as others 22.0 
Less important than many others 10.6 
Among the less important ones 11.3 
One of the least important ones 35.4 
Don't know, no answer 1.3 

Base: All respondents (1039) 

(a) Do you think that aZaohoZ and/or drug treatment serviaes 
shouZd be aovered in aZZ heaZth insuranae pZans? 

(b) Do you think a Zaw shouZd be passed that ~ouZd require 
t;hat aoverage for aZaohoZ and/or drug treatment serviaes 
be inaZuded in aZZ heaZth insuranae programs? 

(a) Thinking about the various benefits ~hiah aan be inaZuded 
in heaZth insuranae pZans~ h~ ~ouZd you rate the importanae 
to you and your famiZy of having aoverage for aZaohoZ 
and/02' drug treatment serviaes? WouZd you say this type 
of benefit is • • (READ ANSWERS) 
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All respondents, both those with and those without 

health insurance, were then asked whether they think that 

alcohol and/or drug treatment services should be covered 

in all health insurance plans. About two-thirds (62.6%) 

say that they should, about one in four (25.1%) say that 

they should not and the l~maining 12.3% are undecided. 

Although a clear majority supports alcohol and/ 

or drug treatment coverage, there is less support for 

requiring this type of coverage by law. As Table IV.2 

shows, respondents are evenly split on this point, with 

roughly 40% in favor, 40% opposed and the balance un­

decided. 

Although a majority of respondents favors the 

inclusion of alcohol and drug treatment benefits in health 

insurance policies, most see this type of coverage as 

less important to them and their families than most other 

benefits. Still, about four in ten (41.4%) say that 

it is about the same as, or more important than, most 

other health insurance benefits. 
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Table A.1 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

Area 

Sex 

Bay Area 
Other No. Cal. 
L.A./Orange 
Other So. Cal. 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 39 
40 - 49 
50 59 
60 + 
Not reported 

Male 
Female 

Education 

Income 

Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 
Not reported 

Less than $10,000 
$10,000 - $14,999 
$15,000 - $19,999 
$20,000 - $24,999 
$25,000 + 
Not reported 

Ethnicity 
White 
Hispanic 
Black 
Asian 
Other 

Language(s) spoken at home 
Only English 
Other Language(s) 

Spanish 
Chinese 
Japanese 
All other languages 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Frequency of speaking 
in household 

English 

Always 
Almost always 
Usually 
Sometimes 
Almost always not 
Not reported 

Base: All respondents 

Total State 

23.5% 
18.9 
40.5 
17.1 

18.9 
13.6 
18.6 
14.7 
14.3 
19.7 

.1 

48.1 
51.9 

15.7 
32.9 
29.0 
22.1 

.1 

18.8 
13.5 
12.1 
12.8 
34.5 
8.3 

72.1 
15.4 
7.6 
4.1 

.8 

77.3 
22.0 
11.7 
1.2 

.9 
8.1 

.8 
.7 

77 .3 
7.8 
7.1 
4.2 
2.3 
1.3 

(1039) 

C" ) 

r~ 

i 
\' 
I 

! 
r _~ TABLE A.2 
I" - : » ________ ---:D:~R::.IV!..:I~N:.::G~CH~ARA~~CT~E::.:R.:=I:.:::S~T=.;IC:::::S::......::O.::..F...:.S::.;:U::!:R~VE.:::.Y.:::.....:.RE::::::.:::::S!.,;PO::.:N!:':D:.::E:=.:.N..:.:TS:::....._ _________ _ 
, " Total State t ' .> 

! 
l' 

I 
i, 

Miles drove in past year 
None, did not drive 
2,000 or less 
2,001 - 5,000 
5,001 - 10,000 
10,001 15,000 
15,001 - 20,000 
20,001 - 30,000 
More than 30,000 
Not reported 

1 Proportion of driving on highway 
F: 25% or less 
I: 26 - 50% 

I;: 51 - 75% 

t

',' 76 - 100% 
, None, did not drive 

Not reported i Proportion of driving in town 
I: 25% or less 
I 26 50% 

I 
51 - 75% 

:: 76 - 100% 
': I[ None, did not drive 

t!:, ~> Not repor.ted 
\ Commute by car 

I
J:, . Ever drive to work 
, 4 days a week or less 

,! 5 days week or more 
i; Not reported 
I' Never drive to work 

I Years driving 
} 2 years or less, 
II 3 - 5 years 
Ii 6 "7 10 years 
I ; 11 - 15 years 
Ii 16 - 20 years 

!
J 21 - 30 years 
, i Over 30 years 
i Do not drive 

r
'j Not reported 

" Accidents involved in over past 5 years 
11 None 

Ij ~~ 
;) Three or more 

11.2% 
13.7 
12.4 
16.6 
18.1 
10.6 

9.7 
7.3 

.4 

32.8 
23.4 
18.5 
13.9 
11.2 

23.8 
24.9 
15.1 
24.7 
11.2 
'* 

56.9 
"9."2 
46.6 
1.0 

43.1 

2.2 
7.9 

16.9 
11.6 
10.0 
13.9 
25.5 
11.2 

.8 

63.8 
22.8 
8.6 
4.4 

.4 tJ Not reported 
~:----------------------------------------------------------------------------Fur') Base: Ail respondents (1039 ) 
1'i '~ ,,1:..-________________ ,----------------------------

f! 1J 
11 r 

'*Less than ~ of one percent 
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J 
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METHODOLOGY 

The survey method and procedures used in this survey 

are outlined in these pages. 

General Approach 

The survey was done by personal, face-to-face interviews 

in the horne. A printed questionnaire was administered to 

respondents by a corps of skilled and experienced public opinion 

research interviewers working under the supervision of Field 

Research Corporation staff supervisors. A copy of the question-

naire can be found following this section. 

Interviewing Dates 

All interviews were conducted between July 26 and 

August 23, 1981. 

Sample Size 

A total of 1,039 interviews were completed and tabulated. 

Sample Design 

The survey was done throughout California using Field 

Research Corporation's "FIELDSCOPE" sample master sample of 

California which is based on a replicated design that specifies 

the selection probability for each person included in the 

sample. This permits the precise mathematical calculation of 

reliability for survey statistics~ 
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The sample consists of 200 primary sampling-point clusters. 

These Primary Sampling Units(PSU's) enter the sample with a 

probability of selection. in proportion to the population of 

California counties. Specific cluster locations are determined 

by random selection of key addresses, using current telephone 

directories as the initial sampling frame within counties. 

Households in a given cluster are consecutively listed with a 

procedure to assure that interviewers exert no influence on 

the selection of households. This procedure also draws non­

telephone homes into the sample and permits telephone-density 

bias to be removed (as explained in the weighting section of 

this Appendix) • 

Within households a self-weighting procedure is used to 

adjust the selection probability of sex within age groups. 

Optimum retrieval is sought by using constant size clusters 

with up to four different visits to each household. The cluster 

size for this study was 10 households. 

The specific procedure for selecting households and 

respondents within households is as follows: 

1. Key address starting points are selected from 
telephone directories within sample areas. 
starting points are randomly selec~ed by 
computer, which assures that all l1sted numbers 
have an equal chance of being selected. 

-2-
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3. 

Each key address determines a group or cluster 
of households. The cluster consists of a constant 
number of consecutive households; in this case, 10. 
The cluster, however, excludes the key address 
household selected but begins with the household 
immediately adjacent (to the left) of the key 
address. Thus, the first interview household may 
or may not have a listed telephone. 

The interviewer attempts an interview at the first 
address and then following a prescribed pattern, 
goes through the remaining households making 
in~erview attempts at each. This procedure is 
repeated on four different visits to the cluster. 
The number of completed interviews will vary by 
cluster but the size of the cluster itself is 
constant. 

4. Respondents within each household are selected with 
a self-weighting age and sex procedure. The inter­
viewer has no influence over this respondent 
selection procedure. 

-Respondent Eligibility 

Interviewing was confined to civilian males and females 

18 years of age and older living in private households. Not 

included in this definition are persons residing in hotels or 

oth~r transient quarters, persons with no clearly defined place 

of residence, migrants, drifters, inmates of institutions or 

military personnel residing in government quarters. 

Sample Projections 

Projections can be made reliably to this universe state­

wide or oy the,horthern and southern portions of the state. 

The confidence intervals for such projections are discussed at 

the end of this section (Estimating Samplinq Error) and are 

reported separately in the tabulations. 
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Interviewing Procedures 

All interviewing was conducted by Field Research 

Corporation's corps of trained interviewers. Full-time staff 

. members from FRC's San Francisco and Los Angeles offices super­

vised and evaluated the performance of each interviewer. 

Interviewers were also given written instructions which 

explained all details of the survey. 

All callback attempts were made on different days and 

at different times and every reasonable effort was made to do 

one attempt in each of four different time periods: (1) Daytime 

until 3:00 p.m., (3) Late afternoon 3:00-6:00 p.m., (3) Evening 

6:00-9:00 p.m., (4) Saturday 10:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m. 

Results of Interview Attempts 

Each address at which an attempt was made to obtain an 

interview was listed on a Contact Record Sheet. The date and 

the time of the attempt, as 'well as a code to indicate the 

result, were listed. 

'ro complete interviews with 1,039 customers from the basic 

statewide sample, it was necessary to make one or more attempts 

at 2,170 households. A breakdown of the results of the inter­

viewing effort is shown on the following table. 
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Total households called on 

NO CONTACT MADE 

No one home after all attempts 

Head of household not home 
after all attempts 

Inaccessible (dog, locked gate, 
etc. ) 

CONTACT MADE 

Interview not completed 

Communications barrier 

Refused to cooperate, too 
busy now 

Started and terminated 

Incomplete questionnaire 

Interview completed and tabulated 

* Less than ~ of one percent. 

Verification of Interviews 

Number 

2,170 

464 

392 

21 

51 

1,706 

667 

116 

523 

21 

7 

1,039 

Percent 

100% 

21 

18 

1 

2 

79 

31 

5 

24 

1 

* 
48 

A standard practice of FRC is to validate by either tele­

phone or mail a certain portion of each interviewer's work. 

Such a check assures us that the interviews are being conducted 

consistent with the survey instructions. For this survey, 

approximately 20% of each interviewer's work was validated by 

telephone. All work validated and was found to be consistent 

with the survey specifications. 
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Data Processing 

Each questionnaire was systematically reviewed for com-

pleteness and consistency, and free-response questions were 

coded by the FRC coding staff. Coded questionnaire data were 

then transferred to punched data cards and computer processed 

to yield the cross-tabulation tables. 

Sample Weighting 

The survey data were subjected to a statistical weighting 

procedure to correct minor population imbalances and to remove 

selection biases. The two-stage statistical weighting procedure 

applied to FIELDSCOPE sample data is as follows: 

1. Telephone Density 

Since cluster locations are selected from 
current telephone directories, a bias is 
introduced which gives areas with greater 
density of listed telephones a higher 
selection probability. This bias is removed 
by giving each cluster of interviews a 
weight which is inversely proportional to 
the density of listad telephone homes found 
in that cluster. 

2. Population Parameters 

The second weighting stage adjusts the 
sample to conformity with census-established 
population parameters of age within sex 
within geographic area. 
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Estimating Sample Error 

All surveys based on probability samples are subject to 

some degree of error tolerance due to random sampling variability. 

This variability can be assessed by computing the replicated 

sampling error.(l) FRC's procedure uses data generated by the 

survey itself to estimate the degree of error tolerance in the 

data. The Replicate Tables shown in this volume for each 

question contain the tolerance limits for the survey data calcu-

lated at both the 95 and 99 percent confidence levels. The 

figures show the interval or range within which one would expect 

to find, with 95 or 99 percent confidence, the answers to a 

given question if the entire population had been surveyed using. 

identical interviewing procedures. 

The method takes into account sample clustering, weighting, 

coding, and interviewing errors and is a more comprehensive 

estimate of total error than would be provided by simple 

random-sample error computations. 

(l)Deming# W. E. (1960) Sample Designs in Business Researah# New York: 
John Wiley & SOnB# P.B7-101. Kish# L. (1965) Survey Sampling, New York: 
John WiZey & SOnB# P.127-132. 
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Field Research Corporatial 
234 Front street 

599-001 
072681 
Final San Francisco, CA 94111 

Time started: ___ _ 
Cluster N\.IttIer: 

Hel:"o. I'm ••••••••••••••• of Field Research COrporatial. I'm w::Irking an a public 
cpinioo survey that is being conducted with a cross-sectioo saI'Cple of people throughout 
California to find out how people in the state feel about various issues facing us today. 
(IF NEX:ESSARY, SAY): 'Ibis is a bonaifde cpinian survey - we axe definitely not selling 

"anything. 

1. First of all, how long have }'OIl lived in califO%l'lia? (REX:ORD BE:l:J:M UNDER 0.1) 

2. Hew long have }'OIl lived in (WIME OF CITY OR ~)? (REX:ORO BEU::M UNDER 0.2) 

3. HCM long have you lived at this address? (REXXlRD BEI.(lq UNDER 0.3) 

ONE YEAR OR LESS • • • • • • • • • • • 
13 MJNnlS TO 2 YEARS • • • • 
25 M.NIHS TO 5 YEARS • • • • 
MJRE '!HAN 5 YEARS TO 10 YEARS. • 
MJRE THAN 10 YEARS TO 20 YEARS • 
MJRE THAN 20 YEARS • • • • • • " 

(0.1) 
LIVED IN 
CALIF. 

14-. 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

• • 6 

(0.2) 
LIVED IN 
CITY /TCJiIN 

;ID- 1 
2 . 
3 • 

• • • • 4 • 
5 • 

.6. 

(0.3) 
LIVED '!HIS 
ADDRESS 
~I- 1 

• • • 2 
3 

• 4 
• • 5 

6 

4. In your opinion, what do you see as the JlDst iJrportant social problems facing th8 
people of California today? (PROBE): ~t others? 

.23 

5. (SHa\' CARD A) This card lists a nU!!i:ler of social problems. For each one of these, 
please tell Ire how serious a problan you feel it is here in California today. 

EXTREMELY FAIRt.Y OOLY SLIGfI'LY tu.I' AT ALL 
SERIOOS SERIOOS SERIOOS SERIOUS 

(1) Drug abuse • . · · · · · . . . 1 2 3 4 2q. 
(2) MJggmg and purse snatching. 1 2 3 . . . . · 4 2'5 
(3) Prostitution 1 2 3 4 ~I-

(4) Drunk driving · · 1 2 3 4 2? 
(5) Burglary and theft 1 • 2 3 • 4 ;;If 
(6) Alcohol abuse · · · .1. 2 3 4 out 
(7) Vandalisn · · · 1 . 2 3 4 30 
(8) Bu.'l\S or derelicts 00 th: 

streets . . · · · · · 1 . 2 3 4 31 

6. Next, I want to talk sam JTDre about one of those problems - drunk driving. 
(REFER TO ANSWER IN Q.5) You said that this problem is here in 
California. 5rfly do you feel this way? (PROBE): Can you tell De JlDre about how 
you feel about that? 
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7a. Do ycu mcall seein9 or heIIrinq any 
infomaticrl or nessages about drunk driving 
within the past few nr.nths or ~? 

",.-
YES •••••••• it 
MI\mE, oor SURE • • V 
II) •••••••• 3 

(ASK Q.7b) 

(SKIP '10 Q.sa) 

Sa. 

Sb. 

IF "YE'3" OR "MI\.YBE oor SUREM '10 .7a ASK): 
7b. What do ycu rE!Iel'ber seeing or hearing about it? (PREE: Nlat MiS the 

content of the neasaqe? 

--------------------------------------~~ 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~ 

Hew do you feel aJ::out the effort t:hat is made 
here in California to arrest people whose 
driving suggests the perscn is under the 
influence of alCXlhol or drugs? ~d you 
say Califomia sI'nlld ••• (READ ANSWER aDICE:S) 

tilat aJ::out the effort that's bein;J made by district 
attorneys and the courts to cx:mrict people ~ 
have been arrested for driving under the inf;tuence 
of alcohol or drugs? ~d ~ say prosecution 
of these cases has been ••• (RE1ID 1\NSWER CHOICES) 

v-
BE OOING K)RE • • • • 1 
a::Nl'INUE '!HE SAME 2 
BE OOING LESS • • • • • • 3 

~. 
'lOO STRIcr • • • • • 1 
AB:UI' RIGfl' • • • • 2 
oor STRICl' EN:XJGJ •• 3 

9a. (SHCM CAlm B) SUWOse a perSCll is driving erratically al a f.1:ee.1ay or ma.jor 
highway in Califomia, l'Di likely do you think it is that the person will be 
stopped by the p?lice al the suspicion of drunk driving? (REXDRD BEI.aol UNDER Q.9a) 

9b. SU{:p::lsethat person is s1:.oRJed and has, in fact, had too nu:::h to drink, l'Di 
likely do you think it is that the perscn will be arrested for drunk driving? 
(REXDRD BEU:Jol UNDER Q.9b) 

9c. Suwose the perscn is arrested for drunk driving, l'Di likely do you think it is 
that the person will later be convicted of drunk driving? (REXDRD BEI.aol UNDER Q.9c) 

(Q.9a) 
STOPPm CN 
SUSPICICN 

Ar.KST CE:lmUNLY WILL BE •• 34- 1. 
PRJBABLY WILL BE • • • • • 2 
MIGHI', MIGiT oor BE. • • • • • • • • 3 
ProBABLY WILL oor BE • • • • .0 • .0 • 4 
AI.MJ5T CERrAINLY WILL IlIO! BE • •• • 5 

(Q.9b) 

ARRES'JE) 

~-
•. 1 

2 

(Q.9c) 
LATER 
<nI\TICTED 

J!I-. 1 
2 

3 
4 

• • • • • 3 
4 

• • 5 • • • • 5 

10. I'm qoin;J to ask you sare specific questions aJ::out driving under the influence qf 
alcohol or drugs. Please try to answer them, just based al what you know or nay 
have heard about fran other people. 

(1) If the police see a person driving erratically or carelessly, 
they may stop a person to see whether there's evidence of intoxicatial. 
police may ask. the person to take a series of road-side tests. Do you 
hawen to know what these are? (00 oor SUG:iEST ANSWERS. cm:LE ALL 
MENl'ICNEI>, OR WRITE IN "onmR. ft) 

'!he 

.,.~-

WALK A STRAIGHT LINE • • • • • • • • • • 
BRIN:; FINGERS 'ltGEniER wrm EYES c:Ia3ED. 
'RXJCH ~ WI'lH EYES CUlSfD. • • 
SAY TijE ALPHABET • • • 
CDUNl' NtJoBERS. • • • • 
TAKE A BREATH TEST • 

1 
• • • 2 

3 
4 

• • 5 
• 6 onmR _________________________ _ 

J:lCN 'T KlI:M • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 
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(2) If the perSCl'l fail 3 the road-side tests and the police tI".ink the person is 
intoxicated, he or she is arrested and taken to the proper facility to be given 
ale of three cheIr, ,cal tests - a blood test, urine test, or breath test -
to detel:mine bloc:d alcohol concentraticn level. 

D:l ycu hawen to knew at what blood alc:ohol ccn:entratial level it is presuned 
that the perscn MS driving wtJ.le under the influence? 

---:----.-:,...--,------:-.----... '!»~ 
(write in amunt) 

tx::N'T KlCW. • • 0 

(3) 00 you think the ?erscn stopped shoold be qi'l.l8l the choice of which type of 
chemical test is <7:-wen to detennine the blood alcohol level or drug level, or 
should this choiCF.: be up to the arrP..stinq officer? 

PERSCJI SIUJID HAVE A CHOICE ••• 
ARRESTING OFFICER SlD.lI.D DEX:IDE. 

Jf(' 
• 1 
• • 2 

~IED ____________________________ _ 

J:lCN 'T KlCW, IDr SURE • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 
%-

YES • • • • • • •• 1\ (ASK Q.b) 
Ml\YBE, oor SURE •• 2J 

(4) 00 you happen 1:0 }:I',CW what hawens if the 
perscn refuses to .ake one of the 
chemical tests? 

N:l, tx::N'T KNCM ••• 3 (SKIP 'lU Q.ll) 
(IF "YES" OR "MKfb';;,/OOl' SURE") : 

b. What haH;lens? 

'+R 

11. Now, we'd like to get ~ O<1e idea of your understanding of the current penalties for 
convictial on drunk driving or driving under the influence charges. As you may know, 
these penalties may WJ:Y accordi.nq to whether it's a first convicti~ or a repeated 
Calviction, and they ~5:> vary depending on whether there WlS an accJ.dent or not, 
and the seriousness of ne accident. 

For the5(e next questior,s, let's a5S\Ee that there is no accident involved. 

(SHCIi CARD C). 

4. For the first ccnvic.tion, what is the penalty or penalties IrOSt likely to be for 
drunk driving, as for as you know? (REXXlRD BEI.aoJ UNDER a.) 

b. loIlat do you think trr2 penalty or penalties shoold be for the first drunk driving 
ccnvictial? (RFXDF\) BEI.O-l UNDER b.) 

PAY A FlNE •• 

Hew nuc:h, 

lASE DRIVER' S lCENSE. 

Hewlalq: 

00 'It) JAn, •• 

Hew lalq, 

RE;lUIRID 'lU ~K.3 SPEcrAL ~ 
OR EIXX:ATIOO \.?RJGRAM • • 

01'HER (VoluntE€.-'"'ed). • 

DC:N'i KlI:M • 
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FIRSI' CONVICl'IOO PENALTY I ITS 
(a.) (b.) 

Now likely to be Should be 

.0. .0 

5P~ (,1/,1.. 

. · · 0 . .0 

"""" . · · 0 . . 0 

W" 

• 0 . "~t 
~ 

· • 0 • . . • 0 (t!\IIl c1 
{~ {"') 



0.11 (a::Nl'lNUED) 

c. New, \onat about the secxl1d caw:i.cti.al in 5 years ••• 'Iotlat do you think the penalty 
or penalties are nest liJcely to be? (RJD:>H) BEU:W tH)ER c.) 

d. What do you think the penalty or penalties should be for the sec:axi a:nvictial 
in 5 years? (1lEmRD BEU:Jq tHER d.) 

5EX:tH) ~CTICN PEmL'lY/IES 
(c) (d) 

New likely to be Should be 
PKY A FINE •••••• .0. · . . . . .0 
~ much? •••• 

I£SE DRI\'ER' S LICENSE • 

HeM loog? • 

~¥ • .l-t/.lr 
· 0 . · · 0 

00 'ID JAIJ •••• 
'''/11. UP1 . . · 0 • · · · 0 

HeM long? 

RFX:.UIRED 'ID TARE SPEX:IAL ~ 
OR IDlCATICN PR:XiR1\M ••• 

"j/i 
Zk/~ 

0l'HER (Volunteered) ••• 
. . · 0 . .'./:». . 

JA/l-)r • 
"';J/ 

DCN'T KtOoJ. • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • 0 
L'~) U~) 

e. For the t.lJird or I1'Cre cooviction in 7 years, what do you think the penalty or 
penalties are I1'Cst likely to be? (REXl)RD BE:taol tmER e.) 

f. What do you think the penalty or penal ties should be for the third or I1'Cre 
conviction in 7 years? (REX::ORD BE:taol UNDER f.) 

PKY A FINE. • • • • • 

'mIRD OR MJRE 
o::tNIcrICN PENALTY/IES 

(e) 
New likely to be 

• • 0 

(f) 
Should be 

· 0 

l.aJU 

HeM much? · · · . Js-Q". I#It7 
I£SE DRIVER'S LICENSE 

· 0 .0 
HeM long? ~/l&. 

00 'ID JAIL. . . · · · · · 0 . . · 0 
How loog? · · · ~ 

RFX:.UIRED 'ID TAKE SPEX:IAL TRFA'lMfNI' 

.w.'~ OR EDOCATICN POC'GRAM. . · · 0 
0l'HER (Volunteered) · . . 

DCN 'T KtOoJ. • 0 . · . . . • 0 
C.'~r lI~r) 

I 

12a. We've been ~ ~t penalties for drunk driving or driving under the influence 
1Nh~7 there :LS no ~cadent. Suppose the person is convicted of drunk driving or 
dr~vmg. ~e: the influence where there is an accident with property damage ool.y, 
rut no mJunes or death ••• 

Do you think the penalty should be I1'Cre severe, less severe, or the sane for a 
conviction in an accident with property dama,,ge as for a conviction where there is 
no accident? Shoo1d the penalty be ••• (READ ANSWER OfOlCES) 

MOCH IDRE SE.VERE 
SGiEMiAT MORE SEI1ERE • 
AOOUl' 'mE S1lME • • • • 
LESS SE.VERE. • • • • • 

~­
I 
2 

• • 3 
• • 4 

l2b. i.flat abou~ a conviction of drunk driving or driving under the influence where there 
~ an acc~dent with an injury, 00t no death ••• 

Do ~ ~ the J;ella1th should be I1'Cre severe, less severe or the. same for a 
~ction m an accident with an injury as for a conviction where trere is no 
acc~dent? Soould tre penalty be ••• (RFAD ANSWER ClDICES) 
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MOCH IDRE SE.VERE 
~T rUE 5E'JERE • • 
1IBOOI' 'mE S1lME • • • • 
LESS SE.VERE. • • • • • 
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12c. What aI:01t a CXII1Viction on drunk driviIl9 or driving mder the influence where 
there is an accident with a death ••• 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Do you think the penalty slnlld be I1'Cre SE!IIere, less severe, or the sse for a 
conviction in an accident with a death as for a ccmriction where there is no 
accident? SOOuld tre penalty be ••• (RFJI[) AN:iWER ClDICES) 

!IX:H MJRE SE.VERE 1 
~ !t:lRE SEVERE: • • 2 
ABOUT THE SAME • • • • • • • • • 3 
LESS SE.VERE. • • • • • • • 4 

This sheet cootains a nunber of diffm:ent questions related to driving mder the 
influenc2 of a1coool or drugs. We would like you to fill this out, if you ~d. 

I
~: HAND BrSPCN)mI' RATIN"; SlmEl'S. Af..U1tl SUFFICIENr TIME FOR HlM 

HER 'ID CDlPLEl'E SHEEr AID REl'URN IT. ATr1\CH 'ID 'mE BACK CF 
THIS MAlN QUFSl'ICRUURE. BE SURE 'ID WRITE RESPOODENI" S N1lME 
CN SHEET. 

Several prq;»osa.1s have been considered to raise lOOneY to pay for various aspects of 
the driving uriier too inf1\E1'lOe program, such as enforoenent, treatJtent, prevention, 
adju1i.cation, jails, am so on. (SfDJ CARD D). This card srows several of these 
proposals for raising I!D1e.Y for this prcblem. For each one, please tell me whether 
you favor or ~ it. 

lUI' 
FAVOR OPPCGE ~ 

(1) Increase the tax on all alcooolic beverages 1 2 3 SCI 
(2) Increase only tl-e tax on alcohol consuted 

"0 in mrs an:i restaurants • • • • • • • • 1 • 2 3 

(3) Increase the fines for those convicted 
of drivin;; while intoxicated. 1 • • .2. 3 '-I 

(4) Use sta~ general fun:i m.::nies 1 2 3 ~l. 

(5) Llcrease tre state sales tax. I 2 3 II; 

(6) Increase tre gasoline tax 1 2 3 ('4 

Other (Volunteered) . 0 • • 0 IDS 

How do :tOO feel about paying higher taxes for progrClllS in yoor camrunity aimed at 
cutting down on tl-e problem of drunk driving. Would you be in favor or cpposed 
to paying higher taxes in your ccmnunity for this purpose? Would you be •••• 

It!--
STR:NGLY DI FAVOR • 1 
~ DI FAVOR. 2 
SCMEl'lHAT OPPCSED. 3 
STID~Y OPPOOED. • 4 

(Don't read)~ ID OPINION • • • • 0 
1.7-

16a. In tre past I1'Cnth, have you discussed 
the topic of drinking an:i dri vin; with 
anyone? 

YES ••••• 1 (ASK O.l6b/c) 
ID •••.•• 2 (SKIP 'ID Q.17a) ~ 

(IF "YES" 'ID Q.l6a, ASK): 
"8-FRIENJ •••••••••••••• 1 

FilMILY MEMBER. • • • • • • • •• 2 
16b. Whan did you discuss this with? 

BtEINESS/PRJFESSICNAL ASSOCIATE. 3 
C7l'HER (specify) X 

16c. What were the circumstances of this discussion? (PRJBE\: Can you tell me 
a little mare about that? 

70 

-5- . 



174. During tl2 past year, have, Y?1 ~ MfY ac?-a1 
to prevent SCJQeCIle fJ:an drl.VlJl9 lJl a Sl.tuatial 
where they pad been drinItin3 too uu::h? 

'71' 
YES •••• 1 (ASK Q.l7b/c) 
NO. • • • • 2 (SKIP TO Q.1B) 

(IF -YES" TO O.17a, ASK): 

17b. Please tell me what actions you t:.cdt? (~: ~~ ~ ~EN1') 
CIR:LE WHICH RESPCNSES ARE SlMILI'\R TO THE l1CTICNS MENl'I"""",", , 

OFFERm TO DRIVE HIM/HER lD!E • • • 
OFFERED TO IE!' HIM/HER ~ OIlER. • 
CALIm A TAXI • • • • • • • • • • • • 

71. 
• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
· 4 
• 5 

'lmK HIS/HER KEYS NIlliY. • • • • ••• 
PHYSICALLY RESTRAINED HIM/HER • • • 
<Dr &:MEI::NE ELSE TO DRIVE HIM/HER • 
G1WE HIM/HER c:oFmE • • 

• • 6 

GAVE HlM/HER FCXD • 
CALLED mE EOLICE • onmR __________________ __ 

What was tl2 reaction of the person when you. took this/these actions? 
17c. (DO I'UI' READ J..IST. CIlCLE WHICH RESPCNSE IS AL"'PIDPRIME) 

BECAME fDSTIIE • 
J\GREED ••••• 
WAS~ ••• 

• 7 
• B 
· 9 
73' 

?I/- -
• • 1 
• • 2 
• • 3 onmR (~uy) ________________ __ 

lB. In the past year, ha-re :rou ever driven SO'IeWtEre 
when you knew you had too IIIIX:h to drink? 

YES •••••• 
NO • 

7~-' 

• . 1 
• • 2 

19. In the past year, have you ever driven sarewhere 
when you knew you had taken too many drugs or 
pills of any ki.IXl? 

YES • 
NO • 

20. 

21. 

(SFDJ CARD E) lbi often in the past three months have you fourxi yourself in a 
situaticn wtere alcooolic t:everages were served? 

SEVERAL TIMES A DAY 
AOOtJl' CNCE A D1cr. • 
'n'l) - SIX TIMES A WEEX. 
ONCE: A WEEK • • • • • • 
OreE EVERY 'n'l) WfE<S. • 
CN:E EVERY .KN.l'H. • • • 
u:ss '!WIN CNCE A KNm. 
NEVER ••••••••• 

1":' 1 
• • 2 

7'J-
• • 1 
• • 2 

• 3 
· 4 

• • 5 
· 6 

7 
" • 0 

(I<EEP CARD E) lbi often in the past three 1TOlths ha~ you. found. ~ourse1f in ~ 
situatien wtere drugs loIere t:eing used? (Drugs loIOuld l.llCl00e lIt'inJuana, ooca , 
valiun, ~s, downers, or any other drugs) 

-6-

SE.VER&. TIMES A DAY 
AOOUl' CNCE A DAY. • 
'n'l) - SIX TIMES A WEEK. 
era A WEEK •••••• 
CN::E EVERY 'n'l) WEEKS. • 
ONCE EVERY KNm. • • • • 
LESS '!'WoN CNCE A M:N1'H. 
NEVER • • • • .. • • • •• 

'M-
1 
2 

• 3 
• • • 4 

• 5 
· 6 
• 7 
· 0 

Ii 
'. 

.{ 

22. (c~ 
(sm CARD F) New, please th:ink of all the times durinq the last 12 IlUlths when yr::1.J. 

had sanewt:hinq to drlnk. Hew often have you had sane ltin:l of t:everage containing 
alcdlo1, wha!ther it was wine, beer whiskey, or any other drink? Just qive me 
th! letter: A. B. C, or whatever fits your answer ••• 

\ ,1.-
• 1 
• :2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 5 

•• 6 
• •• 7 

• B 
• 9 

• •• 0 

A. tSt.P.ILY 'lWICE A D1\Y, OR K:m: CFl'EN • 
B. USUALLY era A DAY, SCI£i'IMES 'IWICE. 
C. CIlLY CN:E A DAY. • • • • ••• 
D. 1£ARLy EVERY DAY • • • • • • 
E. '1'HREE OR FOUR TIMES A WEEK • 
F. CNCE OR 'lWICE A WEEK • • • • • 
G. 'n'l) OR nmEE TIMES A KNl'H • 
H. A8:UI' CH:E A KNl'H • • • • • 
I. SIX TO EU.'IIm TIMES A n'..AR • 
J. em: TO FIVE TIMES A YEAR • 

(ASK 
Q.23a/b) 

K. NE.VER m mE ~ YEAR • 

(tm.EsS "NEVER m "mE U\Sr YEAR", ASK): 

• X (00 TO 
Q.24a) 

23a. (SlDl CARD G) When you did have sate kind 
of alcoholic beverage during this tine. 
~iod, hew many drinks did you usually 
have en any ~ occasicn? 

em: OR 'IW:) • •• 1 
THREE OR RXlR. 2 
FIVE OR SIX. • • • • 3 
SEllEN OR EIGfi' • 4 
NINE OR K>RE •• 5 

23b. (SfDq CARD H) About hew often during the last blelve m:nths would you. say you 
had five or nore drinks? .110-

New, sate background questicns •••• 

24a. About hew many miles would you 
say you drove last year? Just 
:your t:est estimate. 

24b. Of all the driving you do, about what 
prcportion is on the highway am what' 
proportien is in-town driving? 

A. E.VE!rl DAY • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
B. NEARLY EVERY DAY • • • •• 2 
C. niREE OR FOUR TIMES A WEEK. 3 
D. CN::E OR 'lWICE A WEEK ••••• 4 
E. ThlJ OR niREE TIMES A KNl'H.. 5 
F. AOOUr CN::E A M:NI'H • • " • 6 
G. SIX TO ELEV:EN TIMES A YEAR. •• 7 
H. em: TO FIVE TIMES A YEAR. • B 
I. NEVER m THE U\Sr YEAR. • • • • 9 

NJNE, DID I'UI' DRIVE • 
2,000 OR LESS MILES • 
2,001 TO :;.000. 
5,001 ro 10,000 
10,001 - 15,000 
15,001 - 20,000 
20,001 - 30,000 • 
!DRE TIWl 30,000. 

IS'-
• 1 
• 2 
• 3 

• • 4 
5 

• 6 
• 7 

B 

HIGIolAY ___ _ % 

% m-lWN ___ _ 

(SKIP TO Q.25) 

(00 TO Q.24b) 

/('/17 

! If/ttt 
:()-

(ASK Q.24d) •• 1 
24c. Do you ever drive your car (a car) to work? 

(IF -YES- TO QUES. 25c, ASK): 

1
24d 

..... ""'" days a ""'" do "'" drive your car to work? 

24e. lbw many years have :rou been driviD3? 

• • 2 (ASK Q:24e) 

----- DAYS PER WEEK ~ 1-

2 OR LESS •• 
3 - 5 YEARS • 
6 - 10 YEARS 
11 - 15 YEARS 
16 - 20 YEARS 
21 - 30 YEARS • 
OVER 30 YEARS • 

Zl-
• 1 
• 2 
• 3 
· 4 
• 5 
· 6 

• • 7 

25. A(:l>roximate1y hew many accidents of any type have you beEon involved in aver the past 
five years wtere you loIere the driver, \Whether or not you were at fault? 

-7-
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26. Ha.Ii anyooe close to you-a family DEIIi:Ier or close 
friend-been seriously injured or killed in an 
aut:arcbile accident which involved alcohol or drugs? 

(e.:~) 
YES •••••• aeI; 1 
!I) ••••••• 2 

27a. tb ytU or IlBltlers of your iJmedia.te family have 
health insurance-eitmr as part of a group or 
an individual plan? Please dal't count 
!Bii.care-anl.y coverage. 

x-
YES ••••• 1 (ASK QtlES. 27b/c) 
N). ••• 2 (SKIP. 'ID Q. 28) 

(IF "YES" 'ID Q. 27a ASK): 
27b. Does the hea.'.th insurance plan that 

you have cover aloohol am/or drug 
treatnent services? 

YES • • • • • • • •• 1 
NO • • • • •••••• 2 
~'T I<NCM, lCl' SURE •• 3 

27c. If your health insurance plan (includes) 
(were to include) coverage for alcohol 
am/or drug treatl!ent services, do you 
think you or ltEITi:lers of your family 

;n-
YES • • • • • • • •• 1 
NO •••••••••• 2 
~'T I<N:M, lCl' SURE •• 3 

would use the services if the need arose? 
(ASK EVEElCNE) : 

::g- 1 YES •••• 28. tb you think that alcohol am/or drug treatnent 
services should be covered in all health 
insurance plans? 

NJ • • • • 2 
IXN'T I<N:M, OOI' SURE •• 3 

29. tb you think a law sOOuld be passed that would 
require that coverage for alcohol and/or drug 
treatnent services be included in all health 

YES • • • • • •• :11: 1 

insurance programs? -
N) • • • • • • • • 2 
~'T I<N:M, OOI' SURE •• 3 

30. '1hinJting ab:mt the various benefits which can be included in health insurance 
plans, bow \<wOuld you rate the inportance to youand your family of having coverage 
for alcohol and/or drug treatnent 5e..'"Vices? \obuld you say this type of benefit 
is .. _ (RFAD ANSWERS) 

31. May I ask your age? 

32. What was the last grade you 
CXIIPleted in school? 

em: OF THE M:Sl' IMl'ORrANI' CNES 
AM::NG THE IDRE IMPORrANT CNES 
IDRE lMPORrJ\Nl' THAN ~ 0l'HERS 
AOOl1l' THE SAME: AS 0l'HERS • • • • 
LESS IMPORrANT THAN ~ 0l'HERS 
AM:NG THE LESS IMPORrANT CNES • 
CNE OF THE LEAST lMPORl'1!Nl' CNES. 

8TH GRADE OR LESS • • 
9 - 11TH GRADE • • • 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 • 
30 - 34 
35 - 39 
40 - 44 
45 - 49 • 
50 - 54 • 
55 - 59 
60 - 64 
65+ 

12TH (HIGH SOIXlL a::MPLC'l'ID) 
1 - 2 YEARS mTJEhE, BUSINESS, OR 

TEXliNICAL SClDOL •• • • • •• • 
3 YEARS CXlLIEGE •••••• • 
a::MPLI:.""I'ED CX>LLEGE • • • • • • 
CX>LLEGE AI:I\TJ\NCED oa:iREE • • • • 

33. Now, we don't care to know your exact incate, 
but \<wOuld ycu look at this card and tell lIE into 
which of these groups your total incate falls? 
Include incate of all per.ple wOO live in this 
lxJuseb:>ld. (SlOol CARD I) 

A. WDER $3,000 • • • • 
B. $3,000 - $4,999 • 
C. $5,000 - $6,999 •• 
D. $7,000 - $9,999 • 
E. $10,000 - $14,999 • 
F. $15,000 - $19,999 
G. $20,000 - $24,999 

H. $25,000 - $29,999 
I. $30,000 - $34,999 
J. $35,000 - $39,999 
K. $40,000 - $44,999 
L. $45,000 - $49,999 
M. $50,000 OR loDRE 
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30-
1 

• 2 
• 3 

4 
5 

.' 6 
• 7 

aV~ 
•• 01 

02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 

~ 1 
2 
3 

4 
5 

• 6 . . • 7 
a¥/3r 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
OG 
07 

08 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 

(( '" 
" " J 

,f 

, 

( -1 j 

.-

34a. Is then! a telephale in this residence? 
Il-~) i-- l 

YES • • • 1 (ASK Q. 34b) 

(IF -YES" 'ID Q. 34a, ASK): 

/

' 34b. Is your telephale nCll'ber listed 

N) • • • • • 2 (SKIP 'ID 35) 
\?-

YES • 1 
in the current te1ephale director:y? N) ••••• 2 

~'T I<l'Ui • 3 

35. (SfDq CARD J) Nti.ch ~ of these groups best describes your ethnic b!Ickground? 

WHITE ••••• 
BI1IC« OR NEXa) 
JAPANESE 
CHINESE •••• 
FILIPINJ ••• 
KOREAN •••• 
VIEINAMESE • • 
INDIAN (AMER.). 
ASIAN INDIAN 

1 .... 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

m!WAIIAN •• 
GU1!MANIAN 
SAM:lAN 
ESKlM) 

AIElJI' ••• 
C7l'HER (SI;:eCify) 

1 W-
2 
3 

• • 4 
• • 5 

36a. Are you of Spanish or Hispanic origin or 
descent? 

YES • 
NJ • 

110-
• • 1 (ASK Q. 36b) 
• • 2 (SKIP 'ID Q. 37a) 

(IF "YES" 'ID QUES. 36a, ASK): H/-
. 3Gb. Is your background (RE'AD MEXICAN, 'ME:x:rCAN-.AMER. ,CHICAN::. • •• 1 

CATEmRIES) PUERIt> RICAN • • • • • • • • • • •• 2 
Cl.lBAN • • • • • • • • • • • •• 3 
SGlE CJIHER SPANISH OR HISPANIC GRJUP 4 

37a. tb you speak a language other than 
J:nglish at h::Jte? 

YES • 
NJ • 

'I.,. .... 
• • 1 (ASK QUES. 37b Ie) 

• • • 2 (SEE QtlES. 38) 

(IF "YES" 'ID QUES. 37a, ASK): I/i -37b. I'ilat language is that? SPANISH . 1 

37c. 

38. SEK: 

CHINESE 
JAPANESE 

• • 2 
•• 3 

onmR:.. __ ~~~~----
(SI;:eCify) .. 

(SfDq CARD K) ~ staterrent on this card best describes which language 
or languages are spoken in this h.Jusehold? ' .pf-

:ENGLISH IS AIM:ST AUVAYS SPOKm HERE • • • • • • • 1 
:ENGLISH IS USUP.LLY SPOKm, BUr SG!m'lMES .AtUl'HER 

LANGUAGE IS ALSO SPOKm • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
ANOrHER IJ\NGl1AGE IS USUALLY SPOKm, BUr SCJo!EI'IMES 

ENGLISH IS ALSO SPOKrN. • • • • • • • • • • • 3 
AN:tl'HER I..ANGt.U\GE IS AIJ.OST AUVAYS SPC>I<EN HERE 4 

fs- -
MALE •• 1 
FEMALE ••• 2 

'!hank you very IILICh for your cooperation. So that my supervisor can verify this interview, may 
I please have your nane, address and telepoone nUlltler. (IF NEX:ESSARY): '!his inforr:ation will 
be rem:>ved fran the questiamaire and discarded after the interviews have been validated. 
'!his insures that my work was done OOnestly and correctly. 

~: IT IS IMPORrANT THAT YOU GET THE AREA CODE J\ND FIRST 'lloo.:E DIGITS OF THE 
RESPClIDfNJ."S T.ELEPlDIlE NlMBER. IF RESro-IDENl' REFUSES 'ID GIVE TEU::PlmE Nll-mER, EKPu.rN 
THAT YOU \Il)UID LIKE oo.y THl::IR AREA. CXDE J\ND THE FIRST 'l'HRrn DIGITS OF THEIR TELEPlDIlE 

, NtMBER-J\ND THAT YOU NEl:D THIS OOLY RlR STATIb"TICAT .. WEIGlfI'lNG PlJRR)SES. 
I 

~~: ----------------------- ~RESS: ______________________ _ 

CCY: ____________________ _ ZIP CODE: ___________________ _ 

'lEI.EPtIJm N).: (AREA CXDE) (NlMBER) _________ _ 

CLUSTER NtJ.!BER: ______ _ 
~~: -------------------------

~: -------------- .~~: -----------
I Cft'ICE ODES I 

Area I Cluster ••• ~~~~~~·I I I I I I I 
Itl 10\- n 9t a' SlI 

Verification - FOR OFFICE USE OOLY 

verifia1 by: Date: _____ _ 

Remarks: 

L A'l'l'EMPIS : 

~C.) -9-
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Field Iesearch Cbrporatian 
234 F.rCX1t stJ:eet 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

599-001 
072481 
Final 

(;o;ilease read each statenent and indicate whether you agree or disagree with it. Cix:cle the(C4) 
answer n1llTber you select for each questicn. Il:> not skip any. 

( 

.( 

1. Judges today are too lenient in 

AGREE AGREE tN- DI~ DlSAGI.~ 
STlUKiLY ~ DE:IDED &:MEWHAT ~y 

tieir sentencing of drunk dri~rs •• 1 • • •• 2 •••• 3 • • •• 4 • • • • 5 r?. 

2. Prosecutot'S shruld be doing much ~,. 
m::>re to get corwictions of pecple ~ 
charged with drunk driving • • • • • 1 • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5'~ ~ 

30 People charged with driving under 
the influence smuld be allowed 
to plea bargain for milder 
sentences like reckless driving. 1 • • • • 2 • • 3 • • •• 4 • • • • 5 Ii}-

4. Taking aJNay tie drivers license fran 
a convicted drunk driver has 
little effect, since nost continue 
to drive without a license • • • • • 1 • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 IS 

5. All convicted drunk drivers should 
be required to spero sane t.ime 
.in jail ............. 1 . . . . 2 . . . . 3 . . . . 4 . . . . 5 

6. Harsh punisbnent of dnnk drivers 
will keep otters fran driving 
while under the influence • • 1 • . . • 2 . • • . 3 • • • • 4 • • . . 5 " 

7. lequiring those convicted of 
driving under tie ir.fluence to 
go to a treatment program will 
have a positive effect en red~ing 

I&' 

the overall prct>lan. • • • • • •• 1.... 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 ,~ 

8.. People shoold do nore to discourage 
th:ir frierrls fran driving after 
tiey have had too much to drink. • • 1 • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 ,tt 

9. Iepeated drunk dri vinC? offenders 
soould be SO-Iltenoed to long 
jail 1:eJ::rn.s •••••••••••• 1 • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 

10. The police speOO too nu.x:h til'lE 

picking up social drinkers on 
their way bane fran parties. • 

, 
11. Driving urxier tie influence of 

rrarijuana am certain other dnJ:Js 
is m::>re dangerous than driving . 

.1 .... 2 •... 3 ••.. 4 ..... 5 

urx3er ~ influence of a~,colD1 ••• 1 •• 2 • • • • ,3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 

-1-
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;:-

AGREE 
Sl'RHiLY 

12. Most pecple wh:> drive after they've 
been drinking have no idea. heM 
seriously ~ tl"eir driv.in.;J 

l'*) 
AGREE tN- DISAGREE DISAGREE 
sc::MBfHAT DEX:IDED sc::MBfHAT S'm:NGLY 

\ )) '" ;., 

is . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 ... 2 • . . . 3 . . . . 4 • . • . 5 :a.~ 

13. 7he chances of It¥ being in a car 
ao:::ident where tl"e other driver 
is drunk are vexy slight • • • • • • I • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 .:l~ 

14. There's not nuch anyone can do to 
stq> people fran driving after 
they've been drinking too much • • • I • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 a~ 

15. Police are too syrrpathetic toward 
drunk drivers because IOOSt off-
duty police also drink am drive • I • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 ~\, 

16. The chances of being caught by the 
police while driving urrler 
the influence are slight .• • • • • I . . • . 2 . . • . 3 . . 4 •••• 5 '? 

17. Ci tizens sl'nuld .be encouraged to 
report the license nunbers of cars 
driving erratically. • • • • • • • • I • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 

18. The bartender who originally served 
drinks to a drunk driver should 
share sane of the responsibility 
if :there is an ao:::ident. • • • • .. 1 .... 2 .... 3 .•.. 4 .... 5 

19. The host or hostess who originally 
served drinks to a drunk driver 
should share sate of the 
responsibility if there is an 
acc:ident . . . . . . . . . . . 

20. Most drunk driving ao:::idents involve 
social drinkers ratb=>.x than 
alcoholics or people with real 

.1 .... 2 .... 3 .... 4 .... 5 

c::3r'~ pl:OblE!lllS. • • . • • • • • • 1 • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • " • . 4 • • • • 5 31 

21. Speeders am reckless drivers who 
are sd::er are just as dan~rous 
as sareone wm drives after 
having a few drinks. • • • • • • • • I • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 ;'1. 

22. There have been tines wren I might 
not have passed an alcob:>l test 
if I had been sb~ while 
driving on the highway • • • • • • • I . . . . 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 

-2-
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AGREE N:iREE W- DISAGREE DISAGREE 

) S'l'KNGLY sc::MBfHAT DEcrDED sc::MBfHAT S'IKNGLY 

23. Laws should be passed that 
would require autanakers to equip 
all new cars with devices that 
would make it difficult for 
persalS wID are under the 
influence to start their cars .• 1 • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 3A-f 

24. The penalties for convictioo of 
driving urXier the influence of 
other drugs should be 
mre severe than far alcohol • 

25. The police should be allCMed to stop 
ITDtorists at raman to give tb:m 

1 • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 3r-

a breath or ooordinatioo test. • • • I • • • • 2 • • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 ?ot. 

Respardent Nane: ______________________ _ 

Interviewer:, _________________________ _ 

Cluster NlI1lber: ___________ _ 
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