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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The origin and development of traffic sanctions as part of 

traffic law have been from the general penal law. With the ap­

pearance and increasing presence of automobiles on streets and 

roads and later on highways in the first three decades of this 

century, the need to regulate their movement became obvious. 

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

backed up with penalties modeled after those that were expressed 

in the current criminal laws. To date, investigations of traffic 

offense sanctions have been limited to a small number of studies 

on the effect of particular traffic countermeasures and additional 

studies of the impact of traffic sanctions on offender behavior. 

It is remarkable that so little is known about the operation 

and impact of traffic sanctions in a nation where more people 

drive than vote and where the traffic court is the most important 

contact with criminal justice for most adult citizens. If traffic 

law enforcement and administration are viewed as a business, they 

are big business indeed, occupying a substantial percentage of 

total police time and consuming as an industry between one and 

two percent of gross national product. Traffic accidents account 

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

economic losses. If sanction policy can have a cost-effective 

impact on accidents, it is important to determine how this can 

best be done. If not, it is important to impart fairness and 

economy into the sanction system and direct resources that would 

otherwise be used in sanctions to other need areas in a trans­

portation and highway safety policy. 
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For some time now there has been a tendency to decriminalize 

or detraditionalize traffic law. As it turns out, the break has 

been developing between serious and non-serious traffic crime in 

terms of the maximum imposed penalty. If one wishes to preserve 

the option of sending a traffic offender to jail, the offender 

must be processed through a court. Thus, sanction policy becomes 

a key issue in traffic sanction regulation organization. In 

general, if jail is removed as a possible penalty, those committing 

traffic offenses that may result in a license suspension or revo­

cation or some lesser sanction can be disposed of by means of a 

due process hearing in an administrative setting. Retention of 

the possibility of jail results in adherence to the traditional 

system or creation of a system in which most offenses will be 

treated administratively and some small number become a residual 

category in the criminal courts. 

What are the sanctions for traffic offenses? Criminal law, 

including traffic law, usually defines the upper limit of a sanc­

tion rather than the mode or the minimum sanctions. Thus, a re­

view of specified sanctions leads to a determination of the maximum 

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

stated in the law. In practice, examination of the sanctions im­

posed on offenders suggests that for those offenses with the greater 

maximum sanctions, greater disparity will be observed in their im­

position. 

As indicated above, one of the distinctive characteristics of 

traffic offense sanctions is the extremely large number of citizens 

on whom they are imposed. This stems from the fact that traffic 

offenses, even serious ones, are massive acts. Nearly ninety-five 

9 

i 

2




percent of all arrests/ citations are for traffic offenses and 

almost all of those are for minor offenses. The forty-seven 

million traffic arrests/citations in fiscal year 1974, for 

example, represent more than one arrest/citation for every five 

persons in the United States. Fortunately, the processing of 

this number of offenders through the adjudication-sanction 

system is performed in a manner that requires minimum interaction 

between the offenders and the adjudication officials. In at least 

thirty-three jurisdictions, however, the statutes provide for jail 

sentences as a possible penalty for violation of traffic laws 

(McGuire and Peck, 1977; Appendix A). It is not difficult to 

imagine the societal response that would result should there be 

a sudden escalation of the penalties imposed on traffic offenders 

so that a significant proportion were being incarcerated. Because 

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

changes in traffic offense sanctioning policy, it is imperative 

that such changes be precisely evaluated in terms of their ulti­

mate impact. 

A prior sanctions study that included a thorough review of 

the research literature in the area, indicated that little data 

exist regarding how the driving public regards traffic sanctions 

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

4,000 California drivers regarding their perception of various 

factors of the traffic enforcement-adjudication-licensing system 

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

McGuire, 1971). Similarly, while there have been a small number 

of studies regarding the effects of sanctions on traffic offenders 

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

fewer investigations of the general effects (including deterrence) 

of these sanctions, i.e., the effect on the total population (Ross, 
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'1974, 1975). As a result of this lack of scientifically valid 

information, current attempts at sanction policy formulation 

and/or adjustment are based largely on pragmatic responses to 

obvious system failure or are generally developed by relying on 

unproven hypotheses. 

The research described in this report was conducted in order 

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

traffic offense sanctions, and (2) the actual behavior of sanc­

tioned offenders (in terms of recidivism) resulting from the dif­

ferences in traffic offense sanction policy found in purposefully 

selected jurisdictions. The underlying assumption in the research 

design developed by the National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis­

tration is as follows: 

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

In three jurisdictions selected on the basis of statutory 

sanction level, data were collected on perceived severity of sanc­

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

jurisdiction. To account for possible differences, data were also 

collected on traffic law enforcement in each of the jurisdictions. 
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The data were analyzed to determine whether the greatest 

degree of traffic law compliance (in terms of lower violation 

rates and lower recidivism rates) occurs in the jurisdiction 

having the most severe traffic offender penalties. To the ex­

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

conclusions can be drawn regarding the deterrence effects of 

the sanctions. 

The remainder of this report is organized in the following 

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

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

cussion of deterrence theory as it relates to traffic safety. 

This chapter provides a foundation for both the survey and other 

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

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

7 present the detailed analysis from each of the three jurisdic­

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

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

sults. These three chapters have been prepared to serve as 

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

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

because of similar results. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

SURVEY DEVELOPMENT, SITE SELECTION AND DATA COLLECTION 

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

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

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

in the three locations. 

SURVEY DEVELOPMENT 

The development of the survey plan for the study, including 

the sampling procedures, the processes required by security and 

privacy considerations and the interview subject areas is described 

in this section. 

Survey Plan 

One of the principal information gathering activities of the 

study was a personal interview survey of motorists at a driver 

license renewal station. This survey setting was chosen because 

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

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

thought to be conducive to cooperative responses on the part of 

the subjects. 

It was planned that approximately 1,000 subjects would be 

interviewed in each of the three jurisdictions examined in the 

study. The driving population was considered to consist of three 

categories of sanction experience: 

1.­ Drivers who have had no traffic violations in 
the preceding three years. 
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2.­ Drivers who have had one, two, or three minor 
violations in the preceding three years. 

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

A stratified sampling plan was prepared that should have 

resulted in approximately equal numbers of drivers from each 

category being asked to participate in the interview. The 

stratified sampling plan was chosen because comparable group 

sizes would improve the confidence associated with conclusions 

drawn from the response of the three groups. Had the stratified 

sampling plan not been used, the three categories would repre­

sent approximately 70 percent, 20 percent, and 9 percent* re­

spectively, of the general driving population. 

The selection procedure for sampling was based on having the 

ability, a priori, to identify the group of the driver through. 

such schemes as: 

•­ the coding on renewal reminder cards that drivers 
in some states are asked to bring with them to 
renewal, or 

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

Using estimates of the fraction of the driver population in each 

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

potential respondent belongs and using the sampling plan, a de­

cision was made to approach an individual driver for participation 

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

any interruption in routine sampling. At the end of the first day 

of interviewing at each location, the sampling scheme was adjusted 

to account for the refusals experienced and the group membership 

experienced among those renewing their licenses. From these data 

the number of days required to obtain approximately 1,000 interviews 
*'Based on North Carolina renewal applicants described in "The North 
Carolina Test Waiver Law: An Evaluation of Its Impact," by P.F. 
Waller, R.G. Hall and S.S. Padgett. University of North Carolina 
Highway Safety Research Center, April 1977. 
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in that location was estimated. To estimate possible biases in 

sampling, the sex, approximate age and (.potential) survey group 

was recorded for those refusing to be interviewed. 

The survey plan described above was approved by the Office


of Management and Budget along with the survey instrument.


Security and Privacy Considerations 

To make certain determinations required in the study, it 

was necessary to examine both the interview responses and driving 

record of the subjects. For example, to compare perceived sanc­

tion impact (as obtained from the interview responses) and actual 

.recidivism data (as obtained from driving records), it was clearly 

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

minimize extra paperwork, collecting data on individual subjects 

from both sources was approached in a manner that allowed bringing 

together the interview response and the driver record in as short 

a time as possible and then removing all identifiers so that from 

that point on, only anonymous data had to be handled. The prin­

cipal reason for this approach was to avoid creation of an indexed 

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

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

in diversion of efforts from the study to the publication of 

notices regarding the system and answering inquiries from indi­

viduals regarding whether their name is among the records. The 

plan used to handle this situation was approved by the Privacy 

Act Coordinator of NHTSA. 

Questionnaire Development 

The survey instrument or questionnaire used for conduct of


the interviews was developed to allow measurement and comparison




of the perceived severity and the perceived impact of traffic 

offense sanctions. Basic to the investigation was the broader 

question of perceived risk of detection and the perception of 

subsequent events. The conscious decision to commit a traffic 

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

based on assessment of certain risks, the most important con­

ceivably being the risk of detection. Figure 1 illustrates the 

events that can occur subsequent to commission of a traffic 

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

is associated with the transition of a driver through the various 

stages shown. Irrespective of the actual probabilities, those 

perceived by a potential offender are the ones that influence 

his actions. It was the investigators' position that the per­

ceived severity and impact of sanctions should be assessed in 

terms of the perceived risks of detection and conviction, for it 

is the aggregate of these risks that influences the subsequent 

behavior of traffic offenders. Thus, the questionnaire was de­

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

assessed. 

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

sor as the United States Department of Transportation, and the 

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

various safety problems and monetary fines that can occur when 

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

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

it (in accordance with the Privacy Act requirements). 

The issues covered in the interview questions are as follows: 

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

ILLUSTRATION OF THE SEQUENCE OF

ENFORCEMENT-ADJUDICATION-SANCTIONING


ACTIVITIES AND ASSOCIATED INTERVIEW MEASURES


TRAFFIC 
OFFENSE 

DETECTION ---Perceived RiskOF VIOLATION of Detection 

ENFORCEMENT 
ACTION 

ADJUDICATION 
ACTION 

CONVICTION ---Perceived Probability 
of Conviction 

SANCTION ---Perceived SeverityIMPOSITION of Sanction 

SANCTION ---Perceived Sanction
IMPACT Impact 
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- The motor vehicle inspection system 
- Setting high standards for people obtaining a


driver's license

- Designing and maintaining highways in a way


that makes them safe to drive on

- Enforcing the laws that require motorists to


follow safe driving practices.


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

- Speeding--10 and 20 MPH over the speed limit 
- Driving while intoxicated 
- Moving violations. Several specific examples 

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

•­ For the same violations listed above, the inter­
viewer tested the driver's knowledge or awareness 
of what the penalty for a (first violation was. 
Measuring the extent to which drivers were aware 
of sanctions can have analytical value in its 
own right and was a desirable prelude, in the 
interviewing, to obtaining the ratings of severity. 

•­ For the same list of individual violations as 
above, questions were asked to obtain the respond­
ent's evaluations as to how severe they considered 
the penalty to be. To get everybody on the same 
track--those who do and those who do not know what 
the penalty is--the true sanction was briefly 
described. The respondent was asked to rate the 
severity of the true sanction. The ratings of 
severity were based on a scale, with five numerical 
scale points and word assists at each end of the 
scale, as follows: 

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


•­ In addition to traditional sanctions such as fine, 
jail, and license suspension, the interviewer tested 
the awareness of such "penalties" as assignment to 
court traffic school or a DMV education program or 
an increase in insurance premiums following a traffic 
violation conviction. 

s 
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•­ Similarly, the respondents were asked questions 
regarding the ultimate impact of sanctions on 
both violators and non-violators in terms of: 

- Prevention (of future violations) 
- Education (regarding driving skill). 

•­ Finally, the questionnaire contained a few back­
ground questions to assist in analysis of responses, 
such as the number of years a period had been driv­
ing, how many miles driven per year, income level 
and level of education. (Additional demographic 
variables such as age, sex and zip code were avail­
able from the driver records that were merged with 
the questionnaire responses.) 

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

Appendix A. 

SITE SELECTION 

The principal determinant of site selection for the study was 

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

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

ferent points in the sanction spectrum. The successful conduct 

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

factors. 

Comparisons were made among all states regarding penalty 

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

states having them, traffic offense penalty schedules for viola­

tions not requiring an appearance before a magistrate. Informa­

tion was gathered regarding the extent to which state driver 

records contained the desired penalty information and how much 

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

survey plan called for a stratified sample of drivers at license 

renewal, if possible, it was necessary to determine in which 
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states all renewal applicants must appear in person and in which 

states it would be practical to learn about a driver's violation 

record while he/she was being processed for renewal. 

After analysis of gathered data, sixteen states were chosen 

as candidates with varying potential and from these, six were 

chosen for site visits. 

•­ Colorado and Delaware -- having relatively low 
penalties 

•­ California and Oklahoma -- having intermediate 
penalties 

•­ Virginia and Washington -- having relatively 
high penalties. 

Discussions to explore the prospects of conducting the study were 

held with driver licensing operational and research officials in 

each state. As might be expected, a variety of responses were 

received, including: 

•­ interest and willingness to explore the matter 
further; 

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

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

•­ genuine disinterest. 

As a result of the responses, it was necessary to locate 

additional candidates for the intermediate and high penalty states. 

During the period when the screening took place, Maryland had 

changed its licensing policy to one that required all renewal ap­

plicants to appear in person. This change allowed consideration 

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

have on-line access to driver records at the renewal station but 
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its procedure of coding violation information on the renewal 

notices allowed consideration of that state as an intermediate 

penalty candidate. These states were visited and agreed to 

participate in the study along with Colorado. 

Following agreement by the three licensing agencies, specific 

local sites for the survey were selected. This was done on the 

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

of traffic law enforcement agencies in the county (and their will­

ingness to both provide enforcement data and assist in speed data 

collection). 

The three sites selected are described in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Summary of Sites Selected 

State Jurisdiction License Renewal Enforcement 
Stations Agencies 

Colorado Denver City Denver Head- Denver P.D. 
and County quarters 

Maryland Anne Arundel 
County 

Glen Burnie 
Headquarters 

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

North Carolina Wake County East Raleigh Raleigh P.D., 
Station; West North Carolina 
Raleigh Station Highway Patrol 

Table 2 gives traffic offender penalty data. Admittedly, 

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

It was felt that the speeding 10 MPH over the limit violation 

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

accordingly designated as having low, medium, and high penalties 

relative to each other. 
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Table 2


Penalty Data for Selected Sites


Offense Colorado North Carolina Maryland 

Speeding 10 MPH $25 $32 $40 
over limit 

20 MPH over limit Court Court $50 
Appearance Appearance 

Driving While Court Court Court 
Intoxicated Appearance Appearance Appearance 

Running traffic $10 - 24 $27 $20 
light or stop 
sign 

Following Too $ 5 - 24 $27 $30 
Closely 

Turning left or $ 8 - 18 $27 $30 
pulling out 
yield viola­
tions 

Crossing center $10 - 24 $27 $30 
line 

DATA COLLECTION 

Four sources of data were used in this study: 

• In-person structured interviews 

• Driver records of interview respondents 

• Speeding violation data in the jurisdictions of 
the interviews 

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

The activities required to gather these data are described here. 

Interview Data 

The mechanics of conducting the interviews were established 

to conform with the driver license renewal procedures in each 
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locale and were constrained by the need to (1) determine to which 

driver (.violation history) group each renewal applicant belonged, 

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

respondent to be interviewed. The screening, the requesting to 

be interviewed and the actual interviewing were conducted by per­

sonnel from Opinion Research Corporation of Princeton, New Jersey 

under contract to Public Management Services. 

In general, once a potential respondent's group membership 

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

record form. Persons eligible for interview according to the 

sampling scheme were asked if they would not mind being inter­

viewed. If they agreed, they were directed to an interviewer 

who asked questions according to the format previously described 

and shown in Appendix A. When no interviewers were free to 

accept a new respondent, the screening and sampling procedure 

continued as usual with the exception that eligible potential 

respondents were not asked and the sample cycle for that group 

was repeated. 

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

sampling scheme were developed on the basis of limited knowledge 

about the driver population of the state and modified as a re­

sult of the first day's interviewing experience (both acceptances 

and refusals by group). Although it was anticipated that approxi­

mately equal groups would develop using this scheme, in all three 

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

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

caused this outcome. The factor most influencing this result 

was the practical requirement for reasonable sampling ratios. If 

the sampling ratios among the three groups were set very high 

(e.g., only every 15th Group 1 and every tenth Group 2 for each 
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Group 3), there could be significant periods in which project 

resources were expended for idle interviewers who could not con­

duct any interviews until the next appropriate member of each 

group could be approached for the survey. Other factors included 

daily variations in both volume and refusal rate that made the 

initial sampling rates difficult to live with. In order to increase 

the number of Group 3 respondents, some interviews were conducted 

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

improvement clinics. These interviews significantly increased the 

number of respondents in this important subpopulation. 

In addition, it was found during the analysis that it was 

beneficial to divide Group 3 into three subgroups, making a total 

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

as follows: 

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

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

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

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

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

By group, the number of surveys conducted on which it was 

possible to gather complete three-year histories of citation and 

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

in November and early December 1979. 

Once the interviews were completed in a jurisdiction, the 

questionnaire forms were assigned an arbitrary number which was 

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

the data elements needed for requesting the driver record, was 

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

IF, 
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Table 3 

Sample Sizes at the Sites 

Colorado Maryland North Carolina 

Group 1 405 412 366 

Group 2 372 313. 382 

Group 3 39 .94 35 

Group 4 41 68 68 

Group 5 12 17 15 

Total 869 904 866 

agency. Three-year driver (violation) records were printed for 

each interview respondent. 

Once the driver records (and the numbered request forms) 

were received from the licensing agency, the driver record was 

numbered and all identifying information on the record and re 

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

file of interview responses and violation history was then avail­

able for analysis. 

Speeding Violation Data 

To account for variations in violation rate in each juris­

diction, the effort focused on speeding violations. This viola­

tion was chosen because it is by far the most common violation 

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

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

*The study initially called for observation measurement of the in­
cidence of all violations (except DWI) covered in the interview. 

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

19 



assumes that the relative incidence of speeding violations ob­

served in a jurisdiction is a measure of the incidence of other 

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

drawn about relative violation rates are based on the speeding 

data and the assumption described. 

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

three jurisdictions, four types of roadway segments were defined 

and one segment of each type was selected in each jurisdiction. 

The roadway segments were defined as follows; 

•­ a two-lane unimpeded rural road with occasional 
access and cross traffic, 

•­ a residential/commercial area arterial street, 

•­ a multi-lane expressway, and 

•­ a freeway. 

For each roadway type, the selections made across jurisdictions 

were chosen to have comparable average daily traffic volumes, 

number of lanes, roadway geometry and speed limit. In addition, 

segments were selected in which the traffic was generally in 

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

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

distance limitations, by traffic slowing for turns, exits or 

entrances, etc. Furthermore, the posted speed limit in each 

candidate roadway segment was reviewed to be certain that it 

was reasonable for the circumstances. 

At each roadway segment selected, recording instruments were 

deployed that necessitated the placement of two electronic cables 

across the traffic lanes.* The instruments counted all vehicles 

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

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

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

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

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

collection times were approximately: 

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

•­ 10:00 AM--covering the morning commute traffic, 

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

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

In this way both weekday and weekend driving situations were 

covered. The speed data were collected during the interview 

period. 

During the data collection period, every effort was made to 

avoid public announcement of the measurement and to ensure that 

normal enforcement took place. The collected data will be analyzed 

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

jurisdiction. 

Enforcement Data 

To account for different enforcement levels in the three 

interview locations, enforcement data were gathered from those 

agencies having jurisdiction for traffic law enforcement. Two 

types of data were collected: 

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

•­ Amount of manpower in terms of officer patrol 
hours devoted to traffic patrol during the 
same month. 
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All agencies involved routinely produced most of the data requested 

and willingly furnished it to the study. These data were used in 

analyzing the violation data and in comparing jurisdictions. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

DETERRENCE THEORY AND TRAFFIC SAFETY 

INTRODUCTION 

Deterrence can be defined as the action or means by which 

one is prevented or discouraged from a particular behavior be­

cause of the fear of possible consequences. The behavior in 

question is proscribed by the law along with the punishment that 

follows apprehension and conviction. Deterrence is often men­

tioned in the literature as an objective of criminal and traffic 

law sanctions. More often, the literature discusses what the 

deterrence effect is, under what circumstances it occurs, and 

what population groups are influenced by it. 

From the theoretical viewpoint, Zimring and Hawkins (1973) 

describe the deterrence effect by stating that: 

The imposition of punishment is a demonstration to 
society as a whole that the legal system is serious 
in its attempt to prohibit criminal behavior: 
punishment is the "convincer." The unpunished 
criminal is a direct challenge to the authority 
behind the law. From this point of view the sig­
nificance of the individual sentence and the 
execution of it, lies in the support that these 
actions give to the law (p. 87). 

This description must be viewed in terms of the seriousness of 

the offense. With minor criminal matters, the penalties are 

less than certain, are generally not too severe, and hardly 

serve as a "convincer." A substantial segment of the population 

may not view traffic offenses as serious and are unconcerned when 

caught violating a traffic law. A principal reason for this lack 

of stigmatization of traffic offenses is the lack of correspondence 
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between the law and contemporary mores. The fact that conviction 

for violations of many traffic ordinances need not involve criminal 

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

In the legal field, offenses are sometimes classified either 

as mala in se when they are jointly proscribed by law and by pub­

lic mores or as mala prohibita when they are proscribed by law 

but not by public mores (Gibbs, 1966). With this distinction, 

Ross (1969) states that many traffic offenses are mala prohibita. 

The classification also indicates why many traffic offenses are 

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

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

are often condoned by the general public even though they are 

widespread and socially costly. 

It has been pointed out by Silberman (1976) that the distinction 

between mala in se and mala prohibita is a "Legalistic one which 

does not take into account variability with respect to norms, acts 

or situations." The lack of agreement in any population group re­

garding what the mores are or what is proscribed leads to the con­

sideration of a continuum which permits the examination of deter­

rent effects as a function of the degree of legality and the degree 

of morality involved. In this context, Zimring and Hawkins put 

traffic offenses into the following perspective: 

Where there is general moral condemnation of the 
behavior being penalized, it is relatively easy 
to enforce harsh penalties. As a corollary to 
this, where there is general sympathy for and 
identification with offenders (as in the case of 
drunk driving in the United States), it will be 
more difficult to achieve effective enforcement 
of those penalties. Indeed in this context the 
level of law enforcement must be seen as a de­
pendent variable, because such factors as 
sympathy with offenders may influence the kind 
of enforcement that a harsher penal policy will 
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receive. Somewhat ironically, where there is 
widespread moral condemnation of a forbidden 
behavior, the enforcement of harsh penalties 
is likely to be both easiest and least neces­
sary. On the other hand, where the behavior 
is not strongly condemned but widely tolerated, 
the enforcement of stringent penal provisions 
will be both most difficult and most necessary 
in order to educate the community and to reduce 
a high rate of crime (pp. 66-67). 

The lack of social stigma associated with traffic offenses in­

fluences the relationship between the properties of legal punish­

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

been suggested that for improved conformity to traffic laws, it 

is necessary to increase social stigma while placing less em­

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

1977). One survey in Australia has shown that, irrespective of 

the high potential for severe accidents that certain offenses 

such as drunk driving may possess, only the accidents themselves 

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

Finally, the proposal that substantial increases in enforce­

ment be applied to increase social stigma and thereby reduce the 

offense rate leads to a more costly traffic control system than 

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

deterrence approach is that, if it indeed works, better cost 

effective methods than intense enforcement can be developed, In 

the following sections, we examine the research approaches to 

deterrence theory and its applicability to the study of traffic 

offender penalties. 
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RESEARCH APPROACHES TO DETERRENCE 

Criminologists and sociologists have for some time sought 

adequate measures of deterrence. The most often described re­

search approaches have been based on the assumption that deter­

rence is accurately measured by comparing crime rate data among 

various jurisdictions as a function of the observed certainty 

and severity of punishment found there. Tittle (1969), in 

describing such an approach, used reported crime rates from 

various states as the indication (dependent variable) of deterrent 

effect. For measures of the independent variable, he used data 

related to admissions to state prisons (certainty) and mean 

length of time (severity). The difficulty in controlling for 

other influencing variables across jurisdictions was cited as a 

limitation of this approach. Chiricos and Waldo (1970), taking 

a similar approach and reviewing the work of other researchers, 

concluded that "these sources of data were inappropriate for the 

testing of deterrence hypotheses." They recommended expanding 

the operational definition of "punishment" to include "arrest 

and adjudication inasmuch as they may be as effective as incar­

ceration in deterring some types of offenders" (p. 215). 

Given the limitations described, it is agreed by most re­

searchers that the certainty of punishment has more impact than 

its severity. In particular, Teevan found only a weak negative 

relationship between perceptions of certainty of punishment and 

deviant behavior. Severity alone, however, was unimportant in 

deterring deviance. The author believed that certainty and 

severity working together could enhance the deterrent effect. 

While finding that certainty was more important than severity, 

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

varies inversely as a function of the certainty of punishment is 

26




highly dependent on the type of crime involved. This occurs 

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

the accuracy of the assumptions that a person acts rationally 

and accurately perceives the costs and benefits associated with 

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

rectly" describes what happens for property crimes than for 

person crimes.­ Furthermore, Geerken and Gove took the position 

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

of punishment than are imprisonment rates because prison rates 

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

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

authors also discuss the impact on deterrence of "overload"­

the notion that there are not sufficient enforcement and adjudi­

cation resources to respond as required to increased crime rates, 

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

many criminals have been placed in .confinement. If one were to 

demand that all traffic violations be eliminated, an overload 

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

that only a miniscule proportion of traffic offenders are con­

fined and, therefore, potential offenders are not incapacitated. 

The search for a more realistic as well as more accurate 

deterrence model led to consideration of perceptions of the 

certainty of punishment rather than the objective certainty of 

punishment. This distinction is important because it recognizes 

that the information upon which individuals act is often less 

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

investigations of sanctions and deterrence had neglected an 

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

general deterrence can be considered "a state of mind" in that 

for an individual, deterrence does not exist if there is no 

4 
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awareness of specified levels of certainty, severity and swift­

ness. They cite studies such as that by the California Assembly 

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

the public with respect to sanctions. In a rather important 

comment, the authors noted that some investigators claimed that 

there is an inefficacy of punishment because only convicts are 

really knowledgeable of sanctions. This could only be demon­

strated, Henshel and Casey insist, if the public is incapable of 

knowing what penalties there are. 

In 1976, Erickson and Gibbs called for a reexamination of 

their own work as well as the whole area of deterrence theory 

and urged employing perception of punishment as the independent 

variable. It was recognized that measures of public perceptions 

by surveys would be costly but necessary. They also recommended 

that close attention be paid to the time periods from which 

examined data are obtained. They believed that many studies had 

not allowed for an appropriate time lag between punishment and 

changes in crime rates. 

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

have. established a deterrence hypothesis that includes the per­

ceptions discussed above. Two premises are set forth: 

•­ The greater the objective certainty of punish­
ment, the greater the perceived certainty of 
punishment. 

•­ The greater the perceived certainty of punish­
ment, the less the crime rate. 

In another study seeking to examine informal sanctions from 

peers and family regarding marijuana use, Anderson, Chiricos and 

Waldo (1977) found that severe punishment is a "mere effective 

deterrent among those perceiving .a high probability of arrest." 
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Zimring and Hawkins have concisely described the need for 

threatened audiences to be informed: 

Four conditions must be fulfilled if threats are 
to be effective as a means of crime control. First, 
unless members of an audience know that a behavior 
is prohibited, the prohibition cannot affect their 
conduct. Second, unless it is known that those who 
commit the prohibited behavior may be punished, the 
threat of punishment will not affect the rate of 
that behavior. Third, unless differences in the 
level of threatened punishment are perceived, in­
creases in penalty can have no marginal deterrent 
effect. Fourth, if variations in rates of detec­
tion are to serve as marginal deterrents, knowledge 
of those variations must be transmitted in some 
fashion to potential offenders. 

Zimring and Hawkins support their viewpoint by referencing the 

results of several studies. The studies clearly indicated that 

the general public has little knowledge about the legal minimum 

and maximum penalties for a variety of crimes. 

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

survey asking: 

K­

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

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

•­ What is the relationship between knowledge of 
penalties and criminal behavior? 

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

that the general population had the least amount of knowledge 

about criminal penalties, while those who engaged in crime had 

the greatest knowledge of penalties. Further, among the general 

population there was a tendency to underestimate penalties. It 

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

boys expressed similar feelings about the general chances of being 

apprehended and convicted but the delinquent boys perceived their 

personal chances of arrest to be significantly lower than the per­

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

A similar position was taken by Zimring and Hawkins: 

On the basis of the available information, the fol­

lowing tentative hypotheses may be advanced. Unless

he is sophisticated, a person who is more likely to

commit crimes at some future time does not have much

more general knowledge about penalties than the rest

of the population. At the same time, the more likely

a person is to commit a crime, the more likely he is

to know the penalty for that particular crime as

opposed to other crimes. Lastly, prison inmates

know more about the penalties provided by the criminal

law than the general public (p. 146).


Another part of effective deterrence is that persons may not 

fear the imposition of a punishment unless they perceive that the 

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

feeling of immunity. For example, if a certain type of behavior 

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

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

clude that enforcement and punishment of a violation is not 

seriously intended. 

There is also an educative effect associated with deterrence. 

Three educative aspects associated with deterrence are:­ t 

•­ the association of forbidden behavior and bad

consequences may lead individuals to view the

behavior itself as bad;


•­ punishment by a legal system communicates to

the individual that the legal system views the

threatened behavior as wrong, and this informa­

tion will also affect the moral attitudes of

the individuals; and
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•­ threat and punishment may aid moral education 
by serving as an attention-getting mechanism. 

These aspects are indeed distinct from such deterrent effects as 

fear of the certainty and fear of the unpleasantness of punish­

ment. 

There is also the question of what happens when penalties 

are escalated. Such a change has an effect on the entire criminal 

justice system. Zimring and Hawkins provide the following example: 

The social forces causing the change in punishment 
policy may at the same time give rise to other de­
velopments which may have an influence on subsequent 
rates of criminality. Let us assume that a sharp 
rise in the burglary rate, or the development of 
special awareness of the harm done by burglary, pro­
duces an upward shift in the punishment level for 
that crime. It is not unlikely that the same con­
ditions will also lead both to an increase in the 
police resources invested in the detection and ap­
prehensions of burglars, and to more attention to 
anti-burglary precautions on the part of the indi­
vidual citizens. These latter developments, rather 
than the upward penalty shift, may well be respon­
sible for any subsequent fall in the burglary rate 
(p. 277). 

Associated with this line of thought is the general agreement 

that many special anti-crime efforts have only a short-term 

effect. For example, a saturation of police officers into an 

area may only temporarily alleviate the crime problem. Simi­

larly, in the traffic field, there is general agreement that a 

citation or a conviction has an effect on driving behavior which 

decreases over time. Thus, for example, if a person has received 

a citation for speeding two years ago, the effect of that cita­

tion may only be for a few months, after which the person drives 

in the previous manner. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR THE CURRENT STUDY 

Having described the development of the current posture of 

researchers and theorists regarding deterrence, we can now indi­

cate how this information should influence the conduct of an 

investigation of traffic offender penalties as reported in this 

study and how the findings might be interpreted. 

The previous discussion suggests that it is important to 

assess the extent of public knowledge. As already suggested, 

this does not mean the public must be educated but that its state 

of information must be measured. Regarding survey research in 

deterrence assessment, Zimring and Hawkins list three obstacles 

to drawing straightforward categorical conclusions from the re­

sults of public surveys regarding the public's knowledge of 

changes in penalties and techniques of enforcement and appre­

hension. 

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

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

In the third place, the finding that a substantial pro­
portion of the population in a particular jurisdiction 
was ignorant of, or significantly underestimated the 
maximum or average penalty for a particular offense would 
not negate a marginal deterrent effect attributable to 
the particular penalty. This is because individual under­
estimates might vary in proportion to the actual severity 
of the sentence. 

Zimring and Hawkins then discuss two theories on the com­

munication and perception of legal changes to citizens. The 

"classical" theory assumes an immediate, direct, and literal 

relationship between the provisions of a legal change and citi­

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

is passed on a Tuesday, it is assumed that overnight all citizens 

affected by this change would perceive that (1) the new law has 

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

new law is more severe; and (3) the extent of the change in the 

sanction. While there may be some validity to this theory in 

major changes and in major offenses, the more likely theory is 

the "diffusion" theory which argues that the communications and 

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

the communication is not uniform over the entire population. More 

specifically, violators of a particular statute are generally more 

aware of changes in the law than the general population. 

The implication of these theories is that it is important to 

survey distinct subpopulations whose responses to perceptions about 

sanctions are likely to differ from the general population. 

33 



Along this line of thought, Thomas, Cage, and Foster (1976) 

described research in which they asked nine thousand subjects to 

rate a "fair sentence" for seventeen different offenses by adult, 

first offenders who were convicted. The offenses were rank-

ordered according to the mean sentence assigned by the respondents. 

What was important from our perspective was the finding that when 

the respondents were divided into six dichotomous subgroups accord­

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

was very little difference between the overall ranking and that by 

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

serious while victimless crimes were viewed as relatively minor 

offenses. The total respondent group and the subgroups also had 

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

to be assigned to the set of possible offenses. It should be noted 

that these nine thousand respondents were not divided into offender 

and non-offender subgroups in order to learn of any differences 

between them on that basis. 

In a recent paper, Parker and Grasmick (1979) discussed an 

improvement in previously described deterrence models which ac­

counts for the manner in which individuals obtain information. 

Previous models sought to link (1) objective properties of legal 

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

and (4) crime rate. The authors note that researchers have 

failed to show that item (1) is related to item (2) in the link 

and have not described "any processes or mechanisms in communi­

ties which could produce such a relationship." They propose in­

serting in the model between items (1) and (2) another variable 

(Ex) which is a measure of the information about crimes and 

arrests to which people are exposed. Such a model is clearly 
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justified in view of the results of other research described 

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

A study of perceived sanctions employing surveys has been 

reported by Waldo and Chiricos (1972). It was found that non­

users of marijuana had perceived a higher likelihood of receiving 

the maximum penalty than did users. Similarly, non-users had 

higher perceptions of the probability of arrest than did users. 

The authors concluded that the effects of the law in deterring 

crime are probably not as great as and certainly less uniform 

than many have heretofore assumed. 

From the research perspective, Erickson and Gibbs (1979) 

have described the difficulties in collecting and utilizing data 

on perceived severity of penalties. They note that severity is 

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

relationship between differences in actual penalties and dif­

ferences in perceived severity. When working with aggregate 

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

to judge perceived severity. The variability in judgment with. 

respect to perceived severity makes it difficult to know how 

severe a penalty is needed to produce deterrence. Furthermore, 

it is difficult, from both practical and legal viewpoints, to 

individualize penalties on the basis of the offender's status 

or station. An approach to such individualization for traffic 

offenders is the "day fine" used in Scandanavia. It was de­

scribed by Zimring and Hawkins and also by McGuire and Peck (1977). 

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

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

it has not been tested extensively in this country. 
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Any research into the area of traffic offender penalties 

should be conducted in recognition of the evaluation of deter­

rence research that has taken place. In particular, the inclu­

sion of perception variables and factors that involve differences 

between offenders and non-offenders with regard to attitudes, 

information and deterrability should be addressed. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESPONSES 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the results from 

the three jurisdictions where the survey was conducted and, at 

the same time, make some comparisons between jurisdictions. The 

survey covered a wide variety of subjects including perceptions 

on detection, perceptions on court conviction, opinions on sanc­

tion severity, opinions on sanction effectiveness, opinions on 

the effectiveness of warnings, and opinions on other sanctioning 

alternatives including appearances before a judge, court traffic 

schools, and insurance premium effects. 

In conducting the analysis, it was found to be beneficial 

to divide the respondents into groups according to their actual 

violation history over the three-year period prior to the survey. 

Accordingly, the following definitions for driver groups were 

developed: 

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

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

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

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

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

Minor and major definitions were defined according to the number 

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

violation. Generally, minor violations are those for which 

37




1, 2, or 3 points are assessed and major violations are those 

for which 4 or more points are assessed. Major violations al­

ways included driving while intoxicated, reckless driving, and 

speeding more than 30 miles per hour over the posted speed limit 

as well as several other violations that could be considered as 

very serious violations in all three jurisdictions. Minor vio­

lations included other less unsafe driving actions such as 

speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted speed limit, failure 

to observe a red light or stop sign, failure to yield right of 

way and improper turns. 

Group Violation History 

The groups as defined therefore cover the extremes of the 

driving population. Group 1 would ordinarily be considered 

"safe" drivers since their driving records are clean over the 

three-year period while at the other extreme Group 5 drivers had 

have had more contact with the traffic system and have been in­

volved in more serious violations. The following table provides 

the sample sizes and the average number of violations for each 

group. The averages are in line with the group definitions. 

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

minor violations and the table shows averages for Group 2 of from 

1.27 to 1.51 minor violations. Similarly, Group 3 was defined 

as drivers with at least four minor violations and no major 

violations and the table shows averages of from 4.35 to 4.82 for 

this group. Group 4 was defined as drivers with 1 major viola­

tion and possibly some minor violations. The averages in the 

table therefore indicate that Group 4 drivers in Colorado had 

1.46 minor violations along with their major violation; Group 4 

drivers in Maryland had 1.72 minor violations; and Group 4 drivers 
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Table 4


Average Violation Rate for Respondents


Colorado Maryland North Carolina 

Group I N 405 412 366 

Group 2 
Violations 

N 372 
1.51 

313 
1.37 

382 
1.41 

Group 3 
Violations 

N 39 
4.36 

94 
4.82 

35 
4.69 

Group 4 
Violations 

N 41 
2.46 

68 
2.72 

68 
2.21 

Group 5 
Violations 

N 12 
3.33 

17 
4.24 

15 
4.07 

in North Carolina had 1.21 minor violations. With Group 5 a 

further analysis showed that in Colorado, this group averaged 

2.08 major violations and 1.25 minor violations; in Maryland, 

Group 5 averaged 2.35 major violations and 1.89 minor violations; 

and in North Carolina, Group 5 averaged 2.33 major violations and 

1.74 minor violations. 

These groups were formed because it was believed important 

to determine whether the perceptions of drivers were dependent 

on the number of citations received over a period of time. With 

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

trol group since they have had no contact with traffic law en­

forcement or adjudication for the three-year period. The other 

groups represent more frequent contact. It should also be noted 

that the sample sizes for Group 5 are small in each jurisdiction. 

Initially, the analysis of the surveys combined the last two 

groups to reflect all drivers with major violations. It was 

determined, however, that drivers with two or more major violations 
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generally had very different responses than drivers with one 

major violation. Therefore, although the group is small, it 

represents a viable and important segment of the driving popula­

tion. 

Population Variables 

Five descriptors of the survey population were available 

from the interview data: sex, annual income, education level, 

number of years of driving experience, and annual mileage. In 

analyzing these data it was found that: 

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

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

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

Colorado 17% 21% 20% 21% 21% 

North Carolina 18% 20% 18% 22% 22% 

Maryland 14% 19% 20% 24% 23% 

Overall the income distributions appear comparable 
across the jurisdictions. The Maryland sample has 
a slightly larger proportion in the higher income 
brackets and the lowest proportion in the under 
$10,000 bracket. The within-group incomes for 
Groups 1 and 2 are very much like the overall 
population except that for the non-violators of 
Group 1, 26 percent of the North Carolina sample 
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and 27 percent of the Maryland sample were in 
the $20-$30,000 range while only 22 percent of 
the Colorado sample were so situated. Examina­
tion of the relatively smaller groups (3, 4, 
and 5) indicates more than 30 percent of cer­
tain groups are in the middle ranges ($10­
$20,000). 

•­ Regarding education level, the Maryland sample, 
both overall and in each group, had the highest 
proportion of respondents who had not completed 
high school (.22% vs. 11% in Colorado and 16% in 
North Carolina). Over all jurisdictions, the 
percentage of respondents completing high school, 
or completing high school and attending some 
college was about the same (52% in Colorado; 
54% in North Carolina and 60% in Maryland). 
Also, overall the Maryland sample had the lowest 
percentage of college graduates including school 
attendees and graduates (19% vs. 38% in Colorado 
and 32% in North Carolina). In general, the 
education level of the Maryland sample was lower 
than that of the other two samples. 

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

•­ Regarding estimated annual mileage, the propor­
tion of the North Carolina sample claiming they 
drove in excess of 20,000 miles per year was 
higher than that for the other jurisdictions. 

PERCEPTIONS OF VIOLATION DETECTION 

Each participant in the survey was asked the following ques­

tion in regard to the perceived risk of violation detection by 
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law enforcement: 

4.	 Following are a number of traffic violations. 
For every 100 drivers who commit these acts, 
how many, in your opinion, will be caught by 
the police in the (Denver, Anne Arundel, 
Raleigh) area? You may assume no accidents 
are involved. 

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

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

c.	 Driving while intoxicated (drunk driving) 
d.	 Running a traffic light or stop sign 
e.	 Following a moving car too closely 
f.	 Turning left in front of oncoming traffic 

or pulling out into traffic (like at an 
intersection or on a freeway) 

g.	 Crossing the center line of the road. 

Analysis of the responses revealed the following primary findings: 

1.	 The Colorado responses were usually lower on 
average than the Maryland or North Carolina 
responses. 

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

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

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

Each result is discussed in the following sections: 

1.	 The Colorado responses were usually lower on average than 
the Maryland or North Carolina responses. 
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The responses from the Colorado survey participants were 

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

sider, for example, the first offense of driving 10 miles per 

hour over the posted speed limit. The averages by group for 

the three states were as follows: 

Table 5 

Average Detection Responses for Driving 
10 MPH Over the Limit 

Colorado Maryland North Carolina 

Group 1 17.4 27.8 26.8 

Group 2 22.4 28.7 25.2 

Group 3 24.8 28.5 30.6 

Group 4 24.3 30.0 26.5 

Group 5 9.9 26.7 48.0 

The Group 1 respondents from Colorado stated that about 17 

out of every 100 drivers would be caught while Group 1 respondents 

from the other two jurisdictions stated about 28 out of every 100 

drivers would be caught. This same pattern holds true for the other 

groups. With the remaining types of violations, the Colorado aver­

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

or Group 3 averages from one of the other states might occasionally 

be higher. 

2.­ Respondents greatly overestimated the chances of being de­
tected for each type of violation. Respondents also gave 
extreme variations in their answers. 

With all the types of violations, the responses in each state 

ranged from zero percent to 100 percent. In Colorado, there were 

26 persons who answered Question 4a on speeding with a zero per­

cent response; in Maryland, there were 27 responses of zero percent; 

and in North Carolina, there were 9 responses of zero percent. At 
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the other extreme, there were 6 responses of 100 percent in 

Colorado; 10 responses of 100 percent in Maryland; and 7 responses 

of 100 percent in North Carolina. The response of 100 percent is, 

of course, completely unrealistic and was a surprising answer to 

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

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

It was not possible to make estimates of what the true 

detection rate was for each of the three jurisdictions. However, 

there have been estimates made by other researchers for detection 

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

that the detection rate for speeding is about one violator in 

ten thousand. 

In another study on the general deterrence of driving while 

intoxicated, Summers and Harris (January 1978) estimated an 

arrest rate for DWI of 4.4 arrests for every 10,000 DWI driver 

trips. The responents in our survey generally stated that be­

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

rested. It is interesting to note that the Group 5 respondents 

in North Carolina have the average of 53.3 percent in this of­

fense category. 

The conclusion is that the general perceptions of drivers 

is a much higher chance of being detected by the police than is 

actually the case. If respondents had known the true proba­

bilities, we would have gotten many more responses of very low 

probabilities. 

3.­ The distribution of the averages across the groups is dif­
ferent in each jurisdiction. 

The distributions given in the above table on speeding 10 

MPH over the posted limit are representative of the reason for 
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this conclusion. The Maryland results, for example, show a flat 

distribution with very small differences among the averages. 

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

lowest average of 26.7 percent. In Maryland, with the other 

types of violations, this same pattern was generally the case. 

The only exception was with the offense of Driving While Intoxi­

cated in which Groups 1, 2, and 3 were around 33 percent while 

Groups 4 and 5 were about 40 percent. Even this difference is 

not great and probably reflects the fact that respondents from 

Groups 4 and 5 had been arrested for DWI. 

In the Colorado results, it was usually the case that the 

averages increased from Group 1 to Group 2 to Group 3 and then 

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

can be seen in the above table on speeding 10 MPH over the speed 

limit in which Group 1 has an average of 17.4 percent, increasing 

to 24.8 percent for Group 3, and then decreasing to 9.9 percent 

with Group 5. With DWI in the Colorado survey, Group 1 had an 

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

and then decreasing to 24.8 percent for Group 5. It was sur­

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

these respondents had been arrested for a DWI offense. 

Finally, in the North Carolina results, it was found that 

the first four groups tended to have similar averages while 

Group 5 had higher averages. With the speeding 10 MPH over the 

speed limit, the averages for the first four groups varied from 

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

This same pattern held generally true for the other types of 

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

consistent in regard to the distribution of the averages of the 

groups. 

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

In Chapter 2, it was explained that Colorado had the lowest 

average fines for the offenses under consideration as compared 

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

Colorado respondents would have the highest recidivism rate. 

However, Table 4, presented earlier in this chapter, shows that 

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

Consider Group 3 which was defined as those respondents with 

four or more minor violations. In Colorado, the Group 3 respond­

ents had an average of 4.36 citations over the three-year period 

as compared to 4.82 citations in Maryland for this group and 4*.69 

citations in North Carolina. Colorado had the lowest citation 

rate for this group although the differences are very small. 

Another comparison can be made by combining Groups 4 and 5 

to form a group representing respondents with one or more major 

violations over the three-year period. From the data in Table 4, 

it can be calculated that these combined groups in Colorado 

averaged 2.67 citations over the three-year period as compared 

to 3.02 citations in Maryland and 2.54 citations in North Carolina. 

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

does not have the highest average. 

One question in this analysis is whether the level of enforce­

ment was approximately the same in each of the jurisdictions. To 

answer this question, data were gathered on the volume of moving 

violations which were issued during November 1979, which was the 
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primary month during which the surveys were conducted. During 

that month, the Denver Police Department issued 5,386 citations 

for moving traffic violations. Since Denver, Colorado is also 

a county, this volume represents the total number of moving 

traffic violations, In North Carolina, data were gathered from 

both the Raleigh Police Department and the North Carolina High­

way Patrol. During November 1979, the Raleigh Police Department 

issued 1,233 citations for moving violations and the Highway 

Patrol issued 1,199 citations for moving violations in Wake 

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

the Anne Arundel County Police Department issued 1,363 citations 

and the Maryland State Police issued 2,343 citations for 

moving violations in Anne Arundel County. The combined total 

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

violations. 

These figures cannot be used directly since there are major 

differences in population among the three jurisdictions. It was 

therefore necessary to adjust the level of citations to develop 

the rates of citations issued per driving population. When this 

is done, it is estimated that the rate of citations issued per 

1,000 drivers is 14.6 in Denver, 13.7 in Anne Arundel County, 

and 10.5 in Wake County. Thus, even though Denver had the largest 

number of citations its rate of citations is not much greater than 

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

rates per 1,000 driving population means that all of the rates 

are small and it is therefore believed that the differences in 

perceptions between Colorado and the other two states cannot be 

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

in detail in the individual chapters on each jurisdiction. Suf­

fice it to say at this point that Colorado appears to have a 

smaller percentage of drivers exceeding the speed limit by 10 

miles per hour. Unfortunately, there was considerable variation 

among sites within a jurisdiction so that no clear evidence of 

actual speed violation rates emerges, It is safe to say, how­

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

the actual violation rates for speeding. 

PERCEPTIONS OF COURT CONVICTIONS 

To determine the perceptions on court convictions, each 

participant in the survey was asked the following question: 

5.­ In this County, once a person has been caught 
by police and given a ticket for most of these 
violations, he can usually pay or mail in the 
fine or he can challenge the ticket in court. 
For every 100 drivers who are ticketed and 
arrested, and choose to take it to court, how 
many, in your opinion, will be found guilty 
of committing the violation? Again, you may 
assume that no accidents are involved. 

The seven violations were then listed as in Question 4. Analysis 

of the responses revealed the following primary findings: 

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

2.­ Using the five groups, no significant differences 
were found in the perceptions of the Colorado and 
North Carolina respondents. In Maryland, Groups 
3, 4, and 5 had higher averages than Groups 1 and 2. 
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3.­ Other differences were found in average percep­
tions by dividing the groups into Court Appear­
ance versus No Court Appearance. 

Each of these results is discussed in the following sections. 

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

As an example of the types of responses which were received 

for this question, the following are the averages for the offense 

of Driving While Intoxicated: 

Table 6 

Average Court Conviction Responses for DWI 

Colorado Maryland North Carolina 

Group 1 67.6 58.8 70.7 

Group 2 72.9 63.3 73.0 

Group 3 69.8 72.6 77.3 

Group 4 73.4 72.0 70.8 

Group 5 69.3 70.3 76.3 

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

and Harris (1978) in their study and the 70.0 percent figure is 

based on other research conducted by NHTSA. 

As with the questions on detection, the respondents gave a 

wide range of answers to the questions on court convictions. 

With the DWI offense, the range was from zero percent to 100 per­

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

persons with 100 percent; in Maryland, there were 7 responses of 

zero percent and 173 responses of 100 percent; and in North 

Carolina, there were 4 responses of zero percent and 182 responses 

of 100 percent. 
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2.­ Using the five groups, no significant differences were 
found in the perceptions of the Colorado and North 
Carolina respondents. In Maryland, Groups 3, 4, and 5 
had higher averages than Groups 1 and 2. 

The distribution of the averages presented in the above 

table for the DWI offense is typical of the results obtained 

with this question. It can be seen, for example, that the 

averages in Colorado and North Carolina have a relatively small 

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

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

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

pattern with the groups. 

This can be contrasted with the averages from Maryland in 

which Groups 3, 4, and 5 have significantly higher averages than 

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

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

and 2. With Question 5d on running a traffic light or stop 

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

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

and 58.9 percent. 

3.­ Other differences were found in average perceptions by 
dividing the groups in Court Appearance versus no Court 
Appearance. 

During the data collection process for determining the 

number of citations for the prior three years, it was also pos­

sible to record whether the respondent had appeared in court on 

a citation. Most of the respondents in Groups 4 and 5 had at 

least one court appearance because of their major violations. 

In addition, many of the respondents in Groups 2 and 3 also had 

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

respondents without court appearances. 

Consider, for example, the following results from Groups 

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

convictions: 

Tabl e 7 

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

Group 2 Group 3 
No Court Court No Court Court 

Question Appearance Appearance Appearance Appearance 

5a 44.6 46.0 47.6 50.2 

5b 58.4 54.7 59.9 64.3 

5c 64.8 60.2 67.8 74.3 

5d 51.7 44.5 50.2 61.3 

5e 32.4 33.0 28.3 37.7 

5f 37.2 36.9 44.5 46.5 

5g 32.1 31.2 37.0 40.0 

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

appearances always have higher averages than those respondents 

without a court appearance. With Group 2, the results are mixed 

but with most offenses those respondents without a court appear­

ance have higher average perceptions of court conviction. It 

would therefore appear that with Group 3, the court appearances 

made an impression with the respondents which had the effect of 

increasing their perceptions on court convictions in all of­

fenses while with Group 2, this impression did not occur. 

Groups 4 and 5 also had court appearances and their averages 

were similar to the averages from the Group 3 Court Appearance 

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

court convictions than Groups 1 and 2 in Maryland. 

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

In North Carolina, the respondents with court appearances many 

times had lower average perceptions on court convictions than 

respondents without court appearances. In Colorado, the results 

were mixed and no overall conclusions could be made. 

Estimates of First Offense Penalties 

As part of the survey, the respondents were asked to esti­

mate the fine for a first offense of each of the violations 

under study. Their responses can be compared to the actual 

sanction in the jurisdiction. Table 8 lists the standard fines 

and the sample average estimates of those fines for each juris­

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

similarities and differences which were obtained. 

The average fines from all jurisdictions underestimate the 

standard for the 10 MPH speeding violation. The differences 

(between estimated and standard fines for this offense is small 

for Colorado and North Carolina but substantial for Maryland. 

In fact, all Maryland offender groups underestimated this 

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

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

speeding violation we can only note that the estimates in these 

states are nearly double those of the 10 MPH speeding violation. 

The Maryland 20 MPH speeding estimate is also much higher than 

the 10 MPH speeding estimate and only underestimates the standard 

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

higher than the standard--ranging from only slightly so in North 
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Table 8 

Comparison of Standard Fines and Average Estimates 

Colorado North Carolina Maryland 

Actual Survey Actual Survey Actual Survey 

a. Speeding 10 MPH Over the Limit $25 $21.3 $32 $29.6 $40 $23.4 

b. Speeding 20 MPH Over the Limit CA* $41.2 CA* $53.6 $50 $43.0 

c. Driving While Intoxicated $75-125 $142.0 $127 + $129.0 $125+ $167.0 
+ 1 yr. 1 yr. 30-day 
Susp.** Susp.** Susp.** 

d. Running a Traffic Light/ $10-24 $24.5 $27 $30.2 $20 $28.4 
Stop Sign 

e. Following Too Closely $ 5-24 $18.7 $27 $26.1 $30 $20.7 

f. Turning Into Traffic $ 8-18 $24.1 $27 $30.7 $30 $27.6 

g. Crossing Center Line $10-24 $21.0 $27 $28.3 $30 $24.5 

* Court Appearance 

** License Suspension 



Carolina to considerably so in Maryland. On the average, 

drivers in all jurisdictions overestimated the traffic signal 

offense fine and underestimated the following too closely fine. 

The Maryland sample showed the greatest difference between their 

estimate and standard fines for these two offenses. For all 

jurisdictions the differences between estimated and standard 

fines were comparatively small for the turning across lanes 

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

the table. 

Generally, for all violations, the Maryland sample tended 

to estimate fines that differed from the standard to a greater 

extent than did the average estimates offered in the other 

jurisdictions. In Maryland, the DWI and the Traffic Signal 

offenses had standard fines which must be considered much less 

severe than the standard fine for the other offenses. The 

Maryland sample average overestimated the fine for these two 

offenses and underestimated the fine for the other five of­

fenses (which had the more severe standard fines). The Mary­

land survey sample tended to be least aware of the penalties 

imposed for the offenses discussed. 

Estimates of Sanction Severity 

In the interview, the drivers were asked to rate the 

severity of their estimated fine and then rate the severity of 

the standard fine on the same five-point scale. Here we de­

scribe any significant points on which the three jurisdictions 

differ with regard to these severity estimates: 

•­ For 10 MPH speeding offense, the severity ratings 
given the estimated fines (-Question 7) did not 
differ much among the jurisdictions or across groups.. 
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In contrast, the severity ratings given the standard 
fine for this offense by the Maryland sample (except 
Group 5) were consistently higher (and often much 
higher) than for the other jurisdictions in which 
the standard fine was much lower. 

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

•­ For the other violations, the only notable responses 
were obtained from Group 5 from North Carolina. In 
several instances the average revised severity rating 
of Question 8 compared to the severity rating given 
in'Question 7 was in a direction opposite to what 
would have been predicted on the basis of the average 
fine estimate given in Question 6. It may be that the 
small number of respondents in this group resulted in 
these inconsistencies. 

Opinions on Sanction Effectiveness 

Question 9 dealt with special effects, that is deterrent 

(or preventive) vs. educational effect with respect to the sanc­

tioned individual. Overall, the respondents from Colorado and 

North Carolina expressed a preference for the preventive or deter­

rent effect over the educational effect. The preference was 

strong in North Carolina and was given by all groups as well as 

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

Group 4 disagreed slightly with the overall average. In 
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Maryland, the average responses were close--with the total 

sample and Groups 1, 3, and 4 favoring educational effects 

while Groups 2 and 5 favored the preventive effect. 

General effects, that is, those occurring in drivers who 

were not sanctioned but are aware of sanctions, were discussed 

In Question 10. Although the differences were small, the over­

all responses from North Carolina and Maryland favored the edu­

cative effect. By a larger margin, the Colorado respondents 

preferred the preventive effect (46% vs. 36%). With the excep­

tion of the Colorado Group 4 and the Maryland Group 5, the in­

dividual group preferences were in agreement with that of the 

total sample from the jurisdiction. 

Opinions Regarding the Effectiveness of Warnings 

Regarding the relative effectiveness (on a driver's future 

behavior) of a police warning and a traffic citation, in both 

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

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

'ticket" with a close second place (34% and 35%, respectively) 

being achieved by the response "has the same effect as getting 

a ticket." Thus for these two jurisdictions, over two-thirds 

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

effect achieved from the warning, not to mention the loss in 

revenue that occurs when no citation is issued. In Colorado, 

34 percent felt the warning had a greater effect (compared to 

26 percent in North Carolina and 24 percent in Maryland). 

Sixty-four percent of the Colorado sample felt that the warning 

was not more effective than the citation. 
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The following table on the Maryland data also illustrate 

another point in regard to warning tickets: 

Table 9 

Effect of Warning Tickets 
(Maryland) 

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

Group 1 35.4% 29.1% 33.0% 2.4% 

Group 2 33.7% 22.4% 39.4% 4.5% 

Group 3 20.2% 14.9% 52.1% 12.8% 

Group 4 33.8% 19.1% 36.8% 10.3% 

Group 5 35.3% 11.8% 47.1% 5.9% 

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

more negative in regard to warning tickets than the other groups. 

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

have more negative views on the effects of warning tickets. 

Opinions on Effects of Other Sanctioning Activities 

Several questions in the interview dealt with the effec­

tiveness of other sanctioning activities. Regarding comparisons 

across jurisdictions: 

•­ The respondents from all jurisdictions felt (by 
from 64% to 68%) that appearance before a judge 
had a greater influence than paying the fine to 
a clerk. 

•­ Eighty-eight percent or more of all respondents 
were aware of court traffic schools and licensing 
agency education programs and 81 percent or more 
thought their driving would be positively influ­
enced by them. By jurisdiction, the responses 
were as follows: 
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Table 10


Awareness and Effect of Court Traffic Schools


Colorado Maryland North Carolina 

Aware of School­ Yes 88.5% 89.9% 87.8% 
No 12.5% 10.1% 12.2% 

Positive Effect­ Yes 81.3% 87.8% 84.7% 
No 18.7% 12.2% 15.3% 

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

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

RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study represents the first major effort by NHTSA to 

look at deterrence theory as related to the actions of drivers. 

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

very beneficial viewpoint with the eventual aim of understand­

ing driver actions to a greater extent than now possible. 

During the course of analyzing the survey results and reviewing 

the literature on deterrence theory, several potential areas of 

additional research were uncovered. These areas are summarized 

in the following series of recommendations. 
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1.­ Research should be encouraged from the deterrence model 
viewpoint on the relationship of the perceptions of 
drivers and traffic safety programs. 

The survey results encourage the strategies employed by 

some law enforcement agencies for increasing the perceptions 

of the driving community on the amount of enforcement with only 

a minimal increase in the actual amount of enforcement. The 

survey indicates that drivers already have a higher perception of 

being caught by the police in an unsafe driving action than is 

actually the case. It therefore implies that their driving 

habits are affected by these perceptions and that programs for 

increasing these perceptions could be beneficial. 

It should also be noted that NHTSA has supported several 

pro-rams which include a public information and education (PI&E) 

component. These components clearly can be classified as attempts 

to increase the perceptions of the community on various enforce­

ment programs. 

2.­ The relationship of traffic court practices and perceptions 
should be studied in greater detail. 

The results of the survey on the perceptions of drivers who 

had made court appearances are mixed. In Maryland, the percep­

tions of those with court appearances were higher in regard to 

the chances of being found guilty in court as compared to drivers 

who had not made court appearances. In North Carolina, the 

reverse situation was true and in Colorado, no clear differences 

emerged. 

These results indicate that further research into this rela­

tionship would be beneficial. It would be important to deter­

mine if there are actions which could be made by the 
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courts to increase the perceptions of being found guilty for 

a particular offense. These could have benefit from both a 

specific and general deterrence viewpoint. 

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

One of the problems with this survey was that the dif­

ferences in fines was not as great as expected between "high" 

and "low" sanctioning states. However, the states which were 

selected had about as great a difference as actually exists. 

As an alternative procedure, it may be of benefit to study 

states which enact major changes in their traffic laws. For 

example, some states are currently considering changes in 

their DWI laws which would result in more convictions and 

stiffer penalties in this area. 

Changes in traffic law offer several opportunities for 

testing deterrence theory. One area of interest would be the 

communication process which was discussed in Chapter 2. The 

diffusion theory of communication of these changes could be a 

beneficial study in states which make changes. Further, 

deterrence theory says that such changes will cause an increase 

in enforcement activity as well as changes in traffic court 

actions. 

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

This survey showed that there were many instances in which 

the opinions of the repeat offender differed from those who had 

clean records. The perceptions of the repeat offender need to 

be studied in greater detail. In Chapter 2, the ideas of 
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Zimring and Hawkins were discussed in some detail in regard to 

the importance of relating deterrence theory to specific sub­

populations. In other words, deterrence works most effectively 

when it is able to relate to those members of the population 

who are most likely to violate the law. In the current survey, 

it was not possible to interview as large a number of repeat 

offenders as desired. A separate survey effort of repeat 

offenders could provide very beneficial results. 

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

Within the cost constraints of this contract, it was not 

possible to explore the survey data in as much detail as de­

sired. For example, one area of concern is why there were 

such extreme responses from the survey participants. As noted 

in the results, the responses on each detection and court con­

viction question ranged from zero percent to 100 percent. 

Further insight into the data may be possible by analyzing the 

extreme groups in greater detail. 

It may also be possible to do some deterrence theory 

modeling with the data collected from this survey. The model­

ing would attempt to relate in a more formal fashion the vio­

lation histories of the respondents to their perceptions. 

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

It was clear from the survey results that a large per­

centage of drivers are aware of the impact of violations on 

their insurance rates. Insurance premiums may be a greater 
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deterrent than the fines associated with violations. Whether 

this is the case would require a separate study in coopera­

tion with insurance companies. 

7.­ Warning ticket programs should be analyzed in greater 
detail--particularly as they relate to the repeat offender. 

The results of the survey question whether warning ticket 

programs are really effective. Of particular note is that the 

repeat offenders, as represented by Groups 3 and 4, had more 

negative reactions to warning ticket programs. Since these 

groups may be most affected, it would be of benefit to study 

in greater detail how warning tickets impact both the general 

population of drivers and, in particular, the repeat offender. 
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CHAPTER FIVE


ANALYSIS OF COLORADO SURVEY


CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

In Colorado, the interviews were conducted at the Department 

of Revenue, Driver Licensing Headquarters in Denver. A total of 

874 of license renewal applicants were interviewed. Following the 

interviews, three-year driver records were obtained for 860 of the 

respondents. The set of 860 combined driver record and interview 

responses was analyzed. 

As planned, the drivers were purposefully selected to produce 

proportionately greater numbers of those with histories of viola­

tions than would have occurred without any such effort. Even with 

this special effort, we were unable to obtain as many interviews 

as desired from drivers who had a serious traffic violation history. 

For the following analysis the drivers were grouped in accordance 

with the number and type of violation convictions received during 

.the three-year period prior to the survey. The definitions of 

driver groups (and their sizes in the sample) were as follows: 

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

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

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

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

Group 5--Two or more major violations and possibly 
some minor violations (12) 

The major and minor violations used to define the groups are listed 

in Table 11., In general, minor violations are those for which four 

or fewer "points" will be placed on the driver record by the Depart­

ment of Revenue. Major violations are those having five or more 

points associated with them. 
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Table 11 

Classification of Traffic Offenses in Colorado 

Major Offenses 

• Alluding an Officer 

• Driving While Impaired by Alcohol 

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

• Failure to Stop for School Signal 

• Leaving the Scene of an Accident 

• Reckless Driving 

• Speed Contest 

• Speeding 20 Miles Over the Posted Speed Limit 

Minor Offenses 

• Careless Driving or Following Too Close 

• Driving on Wrong Side of Road 

• Driving Through a Safety Zone 

• Failure to Dim or Turn on Lights 

• Failure to Observe a Traffic Sign or Signal 

• Failure to Signal or Improper Signal 

• Failure to Yield Right of Way 

• Failure to Yield to an Emergency Vehicle 

• Improper Passing 

• Improper Turn 

• Operating an Unsafe Vehicle 

• Speeding 1 to 9 Miles Over the Posted Speed Limit 

• Speeding 10 to 19 Miles Over the Posted Speed Limit 
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General Characteristics 

The drivers were asked several questions to provide a general 

description of the respondent population. Table 12 relates their 

driving experience by groups. Group 4 and 5 drivers are rela­

tively over-represented among drivers having less than five years 

of driving experience. Groups 3 and 4 are relatively over-repre­

sented among drivers with less than ten years of driving experience. 

Overall, those having more serious violations are less experienced 

than the general driver population. An indication of violation 

(and accident) exposure is given in Table 13, which lists the esti­

mated miles driven annually by each respondent group. Nearly half 

of the conviction-free drivers of Group 1 estimate that they drive 

less than 10,000 miles per year. Less than one-third of the mod­

erate violation drivers (group 2) drive less than 10,000 miles per 

year. In general, as expected, those driver groups representing 

higher violation rates had more driving exposure. In fact, 41 

percent of the Group 3 drivers--those with substantial minor viola­

tion rates--drive over 20,000 miles per year. 

The sex distribution of each driver group is as follows: 

Sex of Respondents 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

Male 242 276 36 36 12 
59.8% 74.2% 92.3% 87.8% 100.0% 

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

These statistics are consistent with other findings that male 

drivers receive more traffic convictions than females. The high/ 

serious violation groups are almost entirely males. Data related 

to the highest education level reported by the respondents are 

presented in Table 14. The non-violation group (1) and the minor 

violation groups (2 and 3) reported about the same education level, 
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Table 12 

Years of Driving Experience 
(Colorado) 

Group Less Than 5 to 9 10-19 20 Years 
5 Years Years Years or More 

Group 1 12 49 136 207 
(3.0%) (12.1%) (33.7%) (,51.2%). 

Group 2 24 59 146 143 
(6.5%) (15.9%) (39.2%) (38.4%) 

Group 3 2 17 14 6 
(5.1%) (43.6%) (35.9%) (15.4%) 

Group 4 7 7 12 15 
(17.1%) (17.1%) (.29.3%) (36.6%) 

Group 5 2 1 7 2 
(16.7%) (8.3%) (58.3%) (16.7%) 

Table 13 

Miles Driven Per Year 
(Colorado) 

Under 10,000- 15,000- 20,000 
10,000 15,000 19,000 or More 
Miles Miles Miles Miles 

Group 1 182 112 48 60 
(45.0%) (27.7%) (11.9%) (14.9%) 

Group 2 112 98 51 108 
(30.1%) (26.3%) (13.7%) (29.0%) 

Group 3 6 7 10 16 
(15.4%) (17.9%) (25.6%) (41.0%) 

Group 4 8 15 5 13 
(19.5%) (36.6%) (12.2%) (31.7%) 

Group 5 , 2 6 0 4 
(16.7%) (50.0%) - (33.3%) 
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Table 14 

Education of Respondents 
(Colorado) 

Did not 
Complete 

Grade Sch. 

Completed 
Grade 

School 

Attended 
High 

School 

Completed 
High 

School 
Attended 
College 

Completed 
College 

Attended 
Graduate 

School 

Completed 
Graduate 
School 

Group 1 1 8 29 90 106 77 39 55 
(0.2%) (2.0%) (7.2%) (22.2%) (26.2%) (19.0%) (9.6%) (13.6%) 

Group 2 4 7 26 70 131 57 36 40 
(1.1%) (1.9%) (7.0%) (18.9%) (35.3%) (15.4%) (9.7%) (10.8%) 

Group 3 0 1 3 10 11 10 3 1 
(0.0%) (2.6%) (7.7%) (25.6%) (28.2%) (25.6%) (7.7%) (2.6%) 

Group 4 3 1 5 7 13 10 0 2 
(7.3%) (2.4%) (12.2%) (17.1%) (31.7%) (24.4%) (0.0%) (4.9%) 

Group 5 0 0 2 3 6 0 1 0 
(0.0%) (0.0%) (16.7%) (25.0%) (50.0%) (0.0%) (8.3%) (0.0%) 



with 42, 36 and 36 percent, respectively, completing college. For 

the major (serious) violation groups (4 and 5), the number stating 

that they had completed college represented 29 and 8 percent, 

respectively. (The combined major violation groups indicate that 

25 percent had completed college.) 

Violation History of Respondents 

As further background on the groups, it is of interest to know 

the volume and types of violations which Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 

acquired over the three-year period under study. The overall totals 

and averages for the groups are as follows: 

Sample Total Number Average Number 
Size of Citations of Citations 

Group 2 372 562 1.51 

Group 3 39 170 4.36 

Group 4 41 101 2.46 

Group 5 12 40 3.33 

Total 464 873 

The average numbers of citations are, of course, consistent with 

the definitions of the groups. For example, Group 3 was defined 

as those respondents who had at least four minor violations and 

the Group 3 average is 4.36 citations. Similarly, Group 4 was 

defined as those respondents who had one major violation. The 

Group 4 average of 2.46 means that respondents from this group 

averaged one major violation and 1.46 minor violations for the 

three-year period. The average for Group 5 respondents was 3.33 

violations. Further analysis showed that this group averaged 1.25 

minor violations and 2.08 major violations. 

Table 15 shows the number of violations by type and group. 

As expected, the categories for speeding violations account for a 

significant portion of the total. In Group 2, speeding violations 
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Table 15


Violation History of Respondents

by Offense Type


(Colorado)


Speeding Speeding Running Red DWI Other

Less Than Greater Light/Stop Offense


10 MPH* Than 10 MPH** Sign 

Group 2 N 40 193 66 - 168 
Citations 49 242 72 - 199 

Group 3 N 19 30 15 - 29 
Citations 24 72 20 - 52 

Group 4 N 8 18 8 27 25 
Citations 9 20 8 27 37 

Group 5 N 2 9 2 12 8 
Citations 3 10 2 15 10 

Total N 69 250 91 39 230 
Citations 85 344 102 42 298 

* This category is based on receiving 3 points on the driver's record. 
** This category is based on receiving 4 or 6 points on the driver's record. 

Table 16 

Violation History by Year 
(Colorado) 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
December 1976- December 1977- December 1978 
November 1977 November 1978 November 1979 

Group 2 N 146 159 172 
Citations 173 184 205 

Group 3 N 28 36 31 
Citations 47 70 53 

Group 4 N 14 25 25 
Citations 18 46 37 

Group 5 N 3 10 10 
Citations 4 21 15 

Total N 191 230 238 
Citations 242 321 310 
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accounted for about 53 percent of the total. Other offenses, such

as following too closely, turning into traffic, and careless

driving, accounted for about 37 percent of the Group 2 total.

Group 3 follows roughly the same pattern as Group 2. Groups 4 and

5 have a different pattern because major violations are included.

The DWI category accounts for 38 percent and 35 percent, respec-

tively, of the violations in these two groups. * 

The number of offenses over the three years is also of inter-

est, as shown in Table 16. The years are defined in twelve month

increments prior to the survey. Year 1 is December 1976-November

1977; Year 2 is December 1977-November 1978; and Year 3 is December

1978-November 1979. As seen in the table, there is a good repre-

sentation of citations for each year. Of course, some respondents

received citations in only one of the three years while others

received citations in all three years. These combinations can be

illustrated in a Venn diagram with three overlapping circles for

the years:

Year 1 Year 2

83 42 101

27
39 60

112

Year 3
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The 27 respondents in the middle are the respondents who had at 

least one violation in each of the three years. Similarly, there 

were 83 respondents who had a violation only in Year 1; 101 re­

spondents only in Year 2; and 112 respondents only in Year 3. 

Later in this chapter, an analysis is presented with these respond­

ents to show how perceptions change over time. 

SURVEY RESPONSES 

In the following sections, an analysis is provided on the 

results of the survey given to the 869 respondents. For each ques­

tion the averages are given for each group and results are provided 

to highlight statistically significant group differences. The 

analysis also includes the responses on sanctions, sanction sever­

ity and several other subjects of interest. 

Responses to Questions on Violation Detection and Conviction 

In the interview, the license applicants were asked two ques­

tions aimed at assessing the perceived risk of violation detection 

by law enforcement and the perceived risk of conviction following 

a court appearance on a citation. Question 4 was phrased as 

follows: 

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

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

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

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

71 



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

g.­ Crossing the center line of the road 

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

violations: 

5.­ In the Denver area, once a person has been caught 
by police and given a ticket for most of these 
violations, he can usually pay or mail in the fine 
or he can challenge the ticket in court. For every 
100 drivers who are ticketed or arrested, and choose 
to take it to court, how many, in your opinion, will 
be found guilty of committing the violation? Again, 
you may assume that no accidents are involved. 

The responses to these two questions are analyzed together. 

Analysis of Questions on Speeding 

For the two violations, Speeding 10 and 20 Miles Per Hour 

Over the Posted Speed Limit, Figure 2 shows a graph of change, by 

group, of the group mean value of the respondents' estimate of the 

number of chances in 100 of detection/conviction. For example, the 

graph regarding Question 4a (detection of a 10 MPH speed violation) 

indicates that the average of the responses from the non-violator 

(Group 1) license applicants was that 17.4 drivers out of 100 such 

speeders would be detected or caught. With the exception of the 

multiple major offenders (Group 5) the average estimates of the 

other driver groups were slightly higher than the non-violator 

group. For Question 4b (20 MPH over the limit) the average detec­

tion estimates for all violator groups were higher than that for 

Group 1. For Group 1 through 4, the responses indicate the chances 

of detection at 20 MPH over the limit are from 1.5 times to nearly 

twice those at 10 MPH over the limit. For Group 5, the chances are 

more than three times as high. The data on the corresponding 

graphs in Figure 2 include the F-ratio calculated to determine if 
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Figure 2

Responses to Questions on Speeding
(Colorado)

80-I

70 -I .a-
62.6 0- - -s,

- -63.2 - . 60.1 5b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit60-1
(Conviction) (F=1.26; n.s.)

52.7
50t

Chances  * 

r 44.6 5a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit
39.2 (Conviction) (F=2:35; n.s.)40 '

32.2 4b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit
30 -I (Detection) (F=3.08; .05)30.5

20-i
17.4

10-I 9.9 4a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit
(Detection) (F=4.26; .01)

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

V
w

Overall Statistics

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

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



the averages were significantly different. The F-ratios indicate 

that for both Questions 4a and 4b there is a significant difference 

between the groups' responses. 

The curves of group-average estimates regarding chances of 

conviction in court (Questions 5a and 5b) indicate that Groups 2, 

3;, and 4 estimate a higher chance of conviction than (the non­

vlolator) Group 1, while the Group 5.average estimate is lower 

than that of Group 1. The F-test ratio, however, indicates that 

for each of these offenses, the averages are not significantly dif­

ferent. The much higher average estimates of chances of conviction 

(Question 5) compared to chances of detection (Question 4) indicate 

the respondents' realization that the chances of being caught are 

relatively low (in reality, probably lower than expressed here) but 

once a citation has been issued, the chances of a court conviction 

are much higher. In addition, the curves regarding conviction sug­

gest that to the respondents the nature of the violation (in this 

case, 10 MPH vs. 20 MPH over the limit) had less impact on the 

chances of conviction than on the chances of detection (.Questions 

4a and 4b). That is, the curves for 5a and 5b are closer to each 

other both relatively and absolutely than the curves for 4a and 4b. 

The overall statistics at the bottom of Figure 2 indicate the 

range of responses to each question, including the number of respond­

ents choosing the maximum and minimum answers. In terms of detec­

tion, 26 respondents did not think any 10 MPH speeding violators 

would be caught while eight respondents felt the same way about a 

20 MPH violation (Questions 4a and 4b). Similarly, for Questions 

5a and 5b, 28 and 13 respondents, respectively, felt that no cited 

drivers who went to court would be convicted. At the other end of 

the scale, six and seven respondents, respectively, felt that all 

violators at 10 and 20 MPH over the limit would be caught. Like­

wise, 69 and 121 respondents, respectively, felt that all violators 
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cited for more than 10 and 20 MPH over the limit would be convicted 

in court. In this case more total conviction estimates were ob­

tained from the respondents with violation histories than from those 

who were violation-free. These data regarding choices of the maxi­

mum and minimum number of chances are included to indicate the range 

of driver perceptions that exist. Some of these extreme perceptions, 

e.g., zero chance of detection for a 10 MPH violation and 100 per­

cent chance of conviction for a 20 MPH violation, are not unreason­

able in certain enforcement and adjudication environments. On the 

other hand, the 100 percent detection estimates and the zero court 

conviction rate estimates are basically unrealistic. 

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

Questions 4c and 5c relate to Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) 

and Questions 4d and 5d relate to Running a Traffic Light or Stop 

Sign. Graphs showing group-average estimates of chances of detec­

tion and conviction for these offenses are shown in Figure 3. For 

the DWI offense (Question 4c), the data show that Groups 2, 3, and 

4 estimate higher chances of detection than Groups 1 and 5. Per­

haps a more useful comparison can be made between the average 

detection rates of 30.75% for combined Groups 1, 2 and 3 (DWI non-

violators) and that of 32.66% for combined Groups 4 and 5 (DWI 

offenders). The closeness of these averages suggests that there 

is little difference in perceived DWI detection rates between those 

who have experienced and those who-have not experienced such detec­

tion. 

The average estimates regarding DWI conviction rate (Question 

5c) range (across groups) from 67.6 percent to 73.4 percent. These 

averages were not statistically significantly different. Also, 

these DWI average estimates were higher than those for the two 
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Figure 3

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

(Colorado)
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Overall Statistics

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

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

*Mean for Groups 1, 2, and 3
(Questions 4c and 5c)

**Mean for Groups 4 and 5
(Questions 4c and 5c)



speeding offenses (5a, b) and the traffic signal/stop sign offense 

(5d), suggesting the drivers' perceptions on the relative conviction 

rates for DWI and other offenses.* The rate of selection of extreme 

(zero and 100) values is shown at the bottom of the figure. Once 

again, the value of 100 percent is an unrealistic response for 

detection of DWI, as is zero percent for conviction of DWI. The 

small number of such responses suggests that almost all respondents 

(> 99%) share this view. The 100 percent DWI conviction rate was 

expressed by 188 (or 22 percent) of the respondents. By groups, 

this breaks down to: 

Group 1: 18 percent 
Group 2: 24 percent 
Group 3: 26 percent 
Group 4: 32 percent 
Group 5: 17 percent 

Because in some jurisdictions conviction rates about 85-90 percent 

are not uncommon, this high rate of 100 percent estimates cannot be 

considered too unrealistic. 

The detection rate estimates for the Running Traffic Light/ 

Stop Sign offense are shown in the bottom curve of Figure 3 (Ques­

tion 4d). The corresponding conviction rate estimates are shown 

in the curve labeled "Question 5d." For both of these curves, 

Groups 1, 3 and 5 had estimates that were lower, relatively, than 

those of Groups 2 and 4. Although the F-test indicates significant 

differences among the average detection rates, no practical sig­

nificance can be attributed to the results. With the exception of 

those respondents estimating that all cited drivers would be con­

victed, the number of extreme responses is relatively small. The 

94 respondents (11 percent) indicating a 100 percent conviction rate 

should be considered unrealistically high for this offense. 

*Comparing the averages of DWI offenders (Group 4 and 5) with non-
DWI offenders (Groups 1, 2 and 3) shows little difference in con­

viction rate estimates (72% vs. 70%, respectively). 
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Analysis With Median Values 

In the previous analysis, the differences in averages among 

the five groups have been examined using an F-test. While this 

approach is a standard and acceptable procedure, there are alter­

natives which do not use the sample mean as a basis. One alter­

native is to calculate the median for each group and see how the 

medians change across the groups. In this section, a brief pre­

sentation is made with medians as a basis. The interest in calcu­

lating medians arose because of the distribution of the responses 

and the extreme values of the data. It has been pointed out that 

the responses ranged from 10 to 100 percent on all questions. 

Extreme values can have the effect of making the sample means un­

representative of the sample. Indeed, this section will show that 

this situation does occasionally occur. However, the overall con­

clusions on the trends of the responses remain the same whether the 

sample averages or sample medians serve as the basis. 

Table 17 lists the sample median for each group in response 

to Questions 4a-4d and 5a-5d. These medians can be compared with 

Table 17 

Median Values for Questions 4 and 5 

Question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

4a 10 10 15 20 5 

4b 20 30 35 30 20 

4c 20 25 30 30 15 

4d 10 20 10 15 10 

5a 50 70 75 70 50 

5b 75 80 80 75 70 

5c 80 90 80 80 80 

5d 60 70 50 75 50 
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corresponding (sample mean) data points in Figures 2 and 3. For 

each of the eight offense types considered, the median data would 

not suggest any different interpretation than given for the sample 

mean data. The medians are lower than the sample means because in 

almost every offense type the number of very high percentages was 

greater than the number of low percentages. 

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

The curves depicting group average estimates of detection and 

court conviction rates for these three offenses are shown in Figure 

4. With the exception of Group 5, the detection estimates for 

Following Too Closely are the lowest given for any of the offenses 

examined. Although the Group 2 and 3 responses are higher than 

the others, the F-test indicates no significant difference among 

the averages and all five values are really quite low. Moreover, 

125 respondents (14 percent)'indicated that zero following too 

closely violators in 100 would be detected and only three respond­

ents (0.3 percent) suggested that all would be detected. The pes­

simism exhibited regarding detection of this offense (which was 

spread among all respondent groups) is understandable. The offense 

is both frequent in occurrence and difficult to enforce. 

Other than the 31.5 percent rate given by Group 5, the esti­

mated conviction rate for following too closely falls in a narrow 

range from 42 to 47 percent. What is noteworthy is the relatively 

low court conviction rate values for this offense compared to those 

analyzed up to this point. 

The detection rate curves for the Turning Into Traffic Offense 

and the Crossing the Center Line Offense are very much like that 

for Following Too Closely. The only differences are overall slightly 

higher estimates for all groups except Group 5 and lower numbers of 
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Figure 4

Responses to Questions on Following Too Closely
Turning Into Traffic and Crossing Center

(Colorado)
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Overall Statis tics

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

4e 864 12.35 0% (125) to 100% ( 3)
4f 867 16.08 0% ( 56) to 100% ( 3)
4g
5e

868
867

14.03
44.13

0%
0%

(
(
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61) to

100%
100%

( 3)
(51)

5f 868 49.02 0% ( 30) to 100% (57)
5g 867 44.04 0% ( 51) to 100% (51)



respondents indicating that zero violators would be detected. The 

estimates of conviction rate for these two offenses are relatively 

close to those for Following Too Closely and lower than those for 

the four previously analyzed offenses. The range of estimates is 

quite narrow (except for Group 5, Question 5g) and the F-statistic 

confirms that there are no significant differences between the 

group averages. 

Comparison With Violation History 

Court Appearances and Perceptions 

The analysis so far has concentrated on comparisons of dif­

ferent groups of violators. It has been shown that in regard to 

detection there are some significant differences among the groups. 

With regard to court actions, however, the differences have not 

been as great. As another analysis, it may be of benefit to con­

sider respondents with court appearances versus respondents without 

court appearances. In such an analysis, Group 1 respondents do not 

have any violations or court appearances but can still serve as a 

comparison group. At the other extreme, virtually all Group 4 and 

Group 5 respondents have had court appearances since their viola­

tions were major in nature. Therefore, the averages previously 

presented for these two groups are reflective of both their detec­

tion and adjudication experiences. With Groups 2 and 3, there are 

also many mandatory appearances as well as persons who decided to 

challenge the citation in court. In Group 2 there were 32 respond­

ents with a court appearance and in Group 3 there were also 32 

respondents with a court appearance. Finally, with all the groups, 

the court experience can be expected to affect only their percep­

tions of court actions rather than their perceptions of detections 

by the police. 
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With this background, Table 18 shows the response averages for 

Question 5 with Groups 2 and 3 split into Court/No Court Appear­

ance categories. The averages under the "Court Appearance" columns 

were calculated from those respondents with at least one court 

appearance on a citation during the three-year period while the 

"No Court Appearance" columns are based on respondents who decided 

to pay the fine and not challenge the citation in court. The table 

shows some clear trends. For example, with Group 2 respondents, 

the averages of the Court Appearance subgroup is greater than the 

No Court Appearance subgroup for every offense type. Similarly, 

with Group 3 respondents, the averages of the Court Appearance sub­

group is greater than the No Court Appearance for five of the seven 

offenses. While the differences are not great with Groups 2 and 3, 

the pattern is consistent except as noted with two of the Group 3 

offense categories. It is also noted that Groups 4 and 5 have 

averages which are generally lower than the averages for the Court 

Appearance subgroups of Groups 2 and 3. 

In summary, it appears that persons with occasional court ap­

pearances, as with Groups 2 and 3, will respond with perceptions of 

higher chances of being found guilty than their counterparts with 

no court appearances. Further, persons with more experience with 

the courts, as in Groups 4 and 5, generally respond by stating 

lower chances of being found guilty. 

Time of Citations and Perceptions 

There was also interest in determining whether time had an 

effect on the responses on the chances of detection. It was hypo­

thesized that persons who had recently received a citation would 

have higher responses than persons whose citations occurred at an 

earlier time. One way of analyzing this effect is to consider 

"single year" offenders. These are defined as respondents who had 
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received a citation during one of the three years but not the other 

two,. From the Venn diagram presented earlier, it is possible to 

make the following definitions: 

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

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

Group C: Respondents who received citations in Year 3 
(December 1978-November 1979) but not during 
Years 1 or 2 (N=83). 

These groups can be compared with Group 1 for Question 4 on detec­

tion as shown in the following figures: 

Table 19 

Relationship of Perceptions to Time 

Question Group A Group B Group C Group 1 

4a 22.8* 25.3* 20.5 17.4 

4b 36.8* 37.3* 35.2 30.4 

4c 35.5* 32.2* 33.3* 27.0 

4d 26.0* 25.9* 27.2* 21.0 

4e 14.5* 13.8* 14.7* 10.8 

4f 16.6 19.1* 17.3 14.5 

4g 15.4 16.6* 14.9 12.7 

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

These figures show that the groups are always higher than the Group 

averages. The indication is that citations raise the level of 

perceptions of being caught and that the higher level of perceptions 

is persistent over time. However, there is not the expected linear 

trend over time. That is, it was expected that the Group C average 

would be higher than Group B (due to their more recent citation 
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experience) and that Group B would, in turn, be higher than Group 

A. This pattern does not materialize with any of the offenses.


It could be that such temporal effects are of a shorter duration


than one year but it was not possible to test for shorter durations


with the data collected.


ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED FINES AND SANCTION SEVERITY 

Analysis of Estimated Fines 

The intent of Question 6 was to determine the extent of the 

respondents' knowledge regarding the fines ii-iiposed for the seven 

selected traffic offenses in the Denver area. The question was 

phrased as follows: 

6.­ For each of the same violations we've been talking 
about, I'd like to get your idea of what the fine 
in the Denver area would be if the person had a 
clear driving record. If you're not sure, just 
give me your best guess. You may assume that no 
accident is involved. 

Note that the question asks for the respondent's estimate for the 

first offense (clear driving record) and with no accident involvment. 

The correct answers to the question are as follows: 

Offense Fine 

6a -- Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit $25.00 

6b -- Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit Court Appearance 

6c -- Driving While Intoxicated $75.00 plus a likely 12­
-$125.00 month license 

suspension 

6d -- Running a Traffic Light or $ 10 - 24 
Stop Sign 

6e -- Following Too Close $ 5 - 24 

6f -- Turning In Front of Traffic $ 8 - 18 

6g -- Crossing the Center Line $ 10 - 24 
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For most offenses the range of fines is indicated because of the 

jurisdictional arrangement in the Denver area. Technically, the 

focus of the study was the City and County of Denver. As it 

happens, there was no practical way to limit the interviews to 

residents of Denver. The headquarters licensing station was lo­

cated in central Denver but many Colorado citizens from adjoining 

areas might also review their license there. It turns out that 

80 percent of the respondents were residents of Denver. (Those 

from Groups 4 and 5 were more evenly split among Denver/non-

Denver residents.) Nevertheless, subjects may have had traffic 

violation experiences (detection/conviction) either in Denver or 

outside Denver or both. Depending on the locale, the fine paid 

could have been different. Only the Denver Police Department has 

traffic law enforcement jurisdiction within the City and County. 

Citations issued by that agency are adjudicated in the County Court. 

The higher valued fines listed above are those that are imposed. 

(in the case of paying the fine to a clerk). Outside Denver, the 

Colorado State Patrol is responsible for enforcement on many high­

ways and many of the respondents experienced such enforcement. 

For the violations a, d, e, f, and g, it is possible to take a 

citation issued by the State Patrol directly to the Department of 

Revenue and pay a fine that corresponds to the lower value shown 

above. Because of these distinct practices, the range of fines 

shown is considered the "correct" value. 

The fine shown for DWI represents the range estimated by 

Denver County Court personnel as "what is normally imposed." 

Beyond the fine, the report of conviction to the Department of 

Revenue results in the posting of 12 points on the driver record 

and the high likelihood of a 12-month license suspension. Finally, 

it was not possible to obtain a typical fine that might be imposed 

following the court appearance and conviction for speeding 20 MPH 

above the limit. 
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Figures 5 and 6 show the analyses to responses to Question 6. 

For Speeding 10 MPH Over the Limit (Question 6a), the estimated 

fines are almost the same for all groups--ranging from $20 to $23-­

and are only slightly below the actual value of $25. For Speeding 

20 MPH Over the Limit (Question 6b) the groups that included most 

speeders (but not those convicted of this offense), namely Groups 

2 and 3, estimated the fine higher than Group 1 ($43 vs. $36). 

Groups 4 and 5 include both DWI offenders and drivers convicted of 

speeding more than 20 MPH. The average of the Group 4 estimates is 

$74 while that for Group 5 is $34. The following is a list of the 

median fine estimate for each group for each of the selected vio­

lations: 

Table 20 

Median Values for Question 6 
correct 

Q uestion Grou p 1 Group 2 Group 3 Grou p 4 Grou p 5 Value 

6a 20 23 25 20 25 25 

6b 30 35 40 40 30 Court 

6c 100 100 100 100 100 75-125 

6d 20 25 25 20 20 10-24 

6e 15 15 20 15 15 5-24 

6f 20 20 20 20 15 8-18 

6g 20 18 15 15 15 10-24 

An examination of the response distribution for Group 4 indicates 

a median estimate of $40 (compared to a median value of $30 for 

Group 1) and one estimate each of $250 and $1,000. These latter 

values tend to boost the mean to the value shown in Figure 5. For 

Group 5, the median value was $30--a value corresponding to that 

of Group 1. 

The range of average fine estimates for DWI indicates that 

Groups 3 and 5 produced slightly lower estimates than Group 1 
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Figure 5. Responses to Questions on Fine for Speeding, DWI, and Running Traffic Light
(Colorado)$200•
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Range of Responses Correct
Question Responses Average Dollars (Number) Answer

*

6a 862 $ 21.17 $0 (13) to $ 330 ( 1) $25.00
6b 869 $ 41.18 $0 ( 1) to $1000 ( 2) Court App.
6c 860 $142.46 $0 ( 8) to $1000 ( 1) $75-$125
6d 866 $ 24.51 $0 ( 8) to $ 302 ( 1) $10-$24
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Figure 6

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

(Colorado)
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Overall Statistics

Range of Responses Correct
Question Responses Average Dollars (Number) Answer

6e 860 $ 18.70 $0 (21) to $ 500 (1) $5-$24
6f 866 $ 24.07 $0 (14) to $ 500 (1) $8-$18
6g 856 $ 20.98 $0 (22) to $1000 (1) $10-$24



while those for Groups 2 and 4 were considerably higher than Group 

1. Group 1, 3, and 5 estimates were only slightly higher than the 

upper level of the "correct" value. The median estimated fine for 

all groups was $100, a measure of uniformity that fell midway in 

the range of the "correct answer." Contributing to the higher 

sample mean for Group 2 was the fact that 23 respondents estimated 

$500, three estimated $750 and seven estimated $1,000. Similarly, 

for the relatively smaller Group 4, four estimated $200, two esti­

mated $300, and four estimated $500. 

For Question 6c, if the respondent described a penalty in 

addition to the fine estimate, it was listed; 379 respondents (44 

percent) provided a second penalty. Table 21 lists the penalties 

described by each group. Of those providing additional penalties 

within groups, the principal responses were license suspension and 

rehabilitation program. Although only three respondents answered 

from Group 5 (which included some multiple DWI offenders), none of 

them listed License Suspension and two listed Probation. Similarly, 

the percentage of Group 4 respondents listing Probation suggests it 

must be a penalty that came to mind in response to experience. It 

should also be noted that the penalty of a Jail Sentence, while not 

listed often, was only suggested by non-violators and those having 

only minor violations on their record. This is reflective of the 

fact that jail is seldom imposed even for DWI, a fact that may have 

been known among the Group 4 and 5 respondents. 

With one exception (Group 4, Question 6g), the estimated fines 

for Running a Traffic Light/Stop Sign (Figure 5), Following Too 

Closely, Turning into Traffic, and Crossing the Center Line (Figure 

6) fall within a narrow range across groups. Nearly all fine es­

timates fall within the correct range of fine. For Group 4 on 
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Question 6g, the median value was $15*, the sample size was rela­

tively small and one response of $1,000 skews the sample mean to 

such an extent that it should be ignored. Removing the data point 

produces a mean of 16.5 as shown in the dotted curve in Figure 6. 

If one concentrates on the upper value of the range of "correct 

fines" described previously for Questions 6a, d, e, f and g, which 

is the fine that would be paid in County Court if the citation were 

issued by the Denver Police Department, then nearly all the mean 

estimates are close to the actual fine. Only for the Turning Into 

Traffic (6f) offense do the respondents estimate the fine higher 

than the actual Denver value. The median estimates for some vio­

lations are not quite as close to the upper value of the correct 

fine. Questions 6a, d and f can be considered close while all 

groups tended to underestimate on Questions 6e and g. 

Analysis of Sanction Severity 

Two questions were designed to measure the respondents' beliefs 

on the severity of traffic sanctions. Question 7 asked the respond­

ent to rate the severity of the fine the respondent had given in 

Question 6. Question 7 was phrased as follows: 

7.­ In this question, the interviewer has written in 
what you thought the fine would be for each of 
the violations stated in Question 6. Now, please 
circle the number of the scale below which most 
accurately reflects your feelings on how severe 
the fine is as you stated it. 

Each of the seven offenses was then listed along with the respond­


ent's answer from Question 6. The respondent then rated the sever­


ity of the fine on a five point Likert scale from 1 (not at all


severe) to 5 (extremely severe).


*The median values for the other groups for Question 6g were $20,

$18, $15 and $15, respectively. This suggests that the response 
from Group 4 should not be considered any different from the other 
groups. 
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In Question 8, the respondent is shown what the actual fine 

is and is then asked to rate the severity of the fine on the same 

five point scale. Question 8 was phrased as follows: 

8.­ For these same offenses we are listing below the 
actual range of fines in the Denver area for a 
person who has been given a ticket and merely 
wishes to pay the standard fine. In the case of 
driving while intoxicated, the penalty given is 
about what is usually given when the driver is 
found guilty of a first offense after being ar­
rested and going to court. Please indicate how 
severe you feel each penalty is, considering 
the standard fine in relation to the seriousness 
of the offense. Please circle one number for 
each offense to indicate where you think the 
penalty falls on the scale of severity. 

The seven offenses were then listed along with the actual fine 

information. 

For each violation, Table 22 shows the group-average severity 

estimates given in response to Questions 7 and 8. With only one 

exception (Group 5, Question 7c) the averages for Question 7 are 

between 2.4 and 2.8, indicating an assessment of moderate severity. 

Responses to Question 8 are generally correlated with the responses 

to Question 6 on the estimated fine. For violations a, d, e, and 

g the respondents tended to estimate the fines lower than the 

actual value. For these violations most groups tended to revise 

slightly upward their average assessments of severity when informed 

that the actual fine was higher than their original fine estimate. 

The differences between actual fines and average estimated fines 

were not large and only in isolated instances, generally involving 

the relatively populous Groups 1 and 2, were the differences in 

severity estimates (from Question 7 to Question 8) statistically 

significant (by the t-test). 
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Table 22


Sanction Severity Averages

(Colorado) 

Speeding 10 MPH Speeding 20 MPH 
Over L imit Over Limit 

7a 8a t-value 7b 8b t-value 

Group 1 2.4 2.8 - 6.8** Group 1 2.6 2.8 - 3.3** 

Group 2 2.6 2.9 - 4.3** Group 2 2.8 2.8 - 1.7 

Group 3 2.7 3.0 - 1.1 Group 3 2.7 2.9 - .6 

Group 4 2.6 2.8 - .9 Group 4 2.7 2.9 - .9 

Group 5 2.5 2.8 - .9 Group 5 2.7 3.3 - 2.0 

Driving While Intoxicated Running a Traffic Light 
or Stop Sign 

7c 8c t-value 7d 8d t-value 

Group 1 2.6 2.6 .4 Group 1 2.5 2.4 2.8** 

Group 2 2.6 2.7 - 1.8 Group 2 2.6 2.5 2.5* 

Group 3 2.6 2.7 - .6 Group 3 2.8 2.5 1.6 

Group 4 2.9 3.3 - 2.0 Group 4 2.5 2.5 - .1 

Group 5 3.7 3.8 - .5 Group 5 2.4 2.5 - .4 

Following Too Close Turning Into Traffic 

7e 8e t-value 7f 8f t-value 

Group 1 2.4 2.4 .8 Group 1 2.5 2.2 4.3** 

Group 2 2.5 2.3 3.0** Group 2 2.5 2.2 4.5** 

Group 3 2.4 2.5 - .6 Group 3 2.5 2.1 2.7** 

Group 4 2.4 2.3 - .4 Group 4 2.4 2.4 .1 

Group 5 2.6 3.1 - 1.4 Group 5 2.8 2.8 0 

Crossing Center Line 

7g 8g t-value 

Group 1 2.5 2.4 1.4 * Sign ificant at the .05 level. 

Group 2 2.4 2.5 - 1.1 ** Sign ificant at the .01 level. 

Group 3 2.4 2.7 - 1.6 

Group 4 2.5 2.5 0 

Group 5 2.5 2.8 - 1.8 
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For DWI violations the respondents' average estimate of fine 

was higher than the actual but their severity estimates for Ques­

tion 8 were slightly higher than for Question 7 (except Group 1 

which made no change). If one considers the median estimate (which 

was midway in the range of actual fines), then this increase in 

severity estimate is more plausible. It should be noted that the 

changes in severity estimate from Question 7c to Question 8c were 

not statistically significant for any group. 

For the Turning Into Traffic Offense, the respondents' esti­

mate of the fine was higher than actual. In response to this high 

estimate the average revised severity estimate (Question 8f) de­

creased significantly for Groups 1, 2 and 3 and remained the same 

for Groups 4 and 5. 

There was only one instance in which the group estimate of 

severity approached the value of four on the scale. For the DWI 

question, Group 5 (all of whom had at least one DWI conviction) 

thought that the penalty was fairly severe--giving a 3.7 average 

for Question 7c and a 3.8 average for Question 8c. It can be 

assumed that their response may have been highly influenced by 

their experience, an experience in which a much higher penalty 

than described in the interview may have been imposed on them. 

ANALYSIS OF OTHER SANCTIONING ISSUES 

The last set of questions in the interview was concerned with 

the perceptions of respondents on several sanctioning subjects. 

These subjects included the effects of warning tickets, appearances 

before a judge, the sanction of attendance at a court traffic school, 

whether sanctions have preventive or educational effects and the 

impact of insurance premium escalation. 
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Special and General Effects 

Questions 9 and 10 were directed at whether sanctions in 

general have preventive effects or educational effects. The ques­

tions were phrased as follows: 

9.­ Which of the statements below comes closest to your 
feeling about the way the penalties for traffic 
violations affect most drivers -who have committed 
traffic violations? 

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

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

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

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

(Same three alternatives as above.) 

Table 23 shows the results for these two questions. For 

Question 9 on special effects, i.e., the effects on those sanc­

tioned, overall, about 21 percent of the respondents felt that 

there was no effect. The non-violators (Group 1) and moderate 

violators (Group 2) expressed the "no effect" view more strongly 

than the other (heavy violator) groups. Among those who thought 

there was an effect the differences between preventive or educa­

tional effect were not large (except for Group 5). Group 1 and 2 

respondents slightly favored the preventive or deterrent effect. 

As the seriousness of record increased (toward Group 5), the 

respondents increasingly felt the principal effect was educational. 

Question 10 was aimed at learning the (general) effects of 

sanctions on drivers who have not committed traffic violations. 

The overall statistics are about the same as for the special 
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Table 23 

Questions 9 and 10 -- Effect of Penalties on Drivers 
(Colorado) 

Preventive or 
Deterrent Effect 

QUESTION 9 

Educational 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Preventive or 
Deterrent Effect 

QUESTION 10 

Educational 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

45.4% 

42.3% 

42.1% 

41.5% 

8.3% 

31.5% 

38.3% 

42.1% 

46.3% 

75.0% 

23.1% 

19.4% 

15.8% 

12.2% 

16.7% 

48.8% 

42.5% 

38.5% 

26.8% 

41.7% 

32.2% 

40.1% 

23.1% 

51.2% 

16.7% 

19.1% 

17.5% 

38.5% 

22.0% 

41.7% 

Overall 43.2% 36.2% 20.6% 44.5% 35.8% 19.7% 

Question 9.	 Which of the statements below comes closest to your feeling about the way that penalties for 
traffic violations affect most drivers who have committed traffic violations? 

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

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



effects of Question 9. As can be seen in the table, there are 

some differences among the groups. Groups 3 and 5--those with 

more sanction experience--more strongly felt that there were no 

sanction effects on the general population. Even for Group 4, 

nearly twice as many as thought there would be no special effects 

thought there would be no general effects. It is possible that 

violator-respondents who have been in both the non-violator and 

violator status may be giving an indication of the relative dif­

ferences between the impact on them of others being sanctioned 

(prior to their own sanction experiences) and the impact on them­

selves of their subsequent sanction experience. 

About the same percentages of Groups 1 and 2 respondents felt 

that there would be a general deterrent effect as felt there would 

be a special deterrent effect. The same is true for the educa­

tional effect. For Group 3, about the same percentage of these 

multiple-minor violators thought that sanctions had a preventive/ 

deterrent effect on both the violators (sanctioned) and non-

violators (non-sanctioned). Only about half as many Group 3 re­

spondents as thought there was a special (violator) educational 

effect thought there was a general education effect as well. The 

Group 4 members gave about the same preference to general deter­

rence and no effect but had much more confidence in a general edu­

cative effect. In contrast, Group 5 had the opposite view of 

Group 4 with respect to general effects--a view that differed from 

its own position on special effects. The Group 5 members apparently 

felt that they learned a lot from their experience but those who have 

not experienced sanctions do not learn anything from the fact that 

others have been sanctioned. 
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Influence of Warning Tickets 

Question 11 asks about the influence warning tickets have on 

drivers as compared to getting a ticket. The question was phrased 

as follows: 

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

1. Has the same effect as getting a ticket. 
2. Has a greater effect. 
3. Some effect but not as much as a ticket. 
4. No effect. 

The responses to the question were as follows: 

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

Same Greater Some No Effect


Group 1 35.6% 33.8% 28.6% 2.0%


Group 2 30.1% 34.9% 32.3% 2.7%


Group 3 30.8% 28.2% 41.0% ­


Group 4 26.8% 31.7% 39.0% 2.4%


Group 5 16.7% 33.3% 41.7% 8.3%


Overall 32.3% 33.9% 31.4% 2.3% 

Although half or more than half of all groups indicated that 

a warning would be as effective as or more effective than a ticket, 

the groups more exposed to tickets--3, 4, and 5--had larger pro­

portions indicating that the warning would be less effective or 

ineffective than did Groups 1 and 2. This suggests that more of 

the drivers who received tickets for serious offenses or for a 

number of minor violations felt that they would not have responded 

to a mere warning. 
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Influence of Court Appearance 

Question 12 was aimed at beliefs on the effects of appear­

ances before a judge. The question was phrased as follows: 

12.­ A traffic law violator may choose either to (1)

appear before a judge to plead his/her case, or

(2) pay a fine by mail or to a court clerk. To J 

what extent would a lecture and fine given by a 
judge influence a person's driving behavior when 
compared to paying the fine without appearing 
before the judge? Would you way it would have 

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

The responses to the question were as follows: 

(1) (2) (3) No (4) No 
Lesser Greater Difference Opinion 

Group 1 7.4% 71.9% 15.8% 4.9% 

Group 2 6.5% 64.8% 21.8% 7.0% 

Group 3 5.1% 71.8% 20.5% 2.6% 

Group 4 14.6% 48.8% 26.8% 9.8% 

Group 5 16.7% 66.7% 8.3% 8.3% 

Overall 7.4% 67.7% 19.0% 6.0% 

The responses show a strong belief that court appearances have a 

greater influence on driving behavior as compared to paying the 

fine without appearance. The overall statistics show that two-

thirds of the respondents giving the "Greater Influence" answer. 

The individual group averages vary around this overall average 

with no significant differences between group averages. 

Influence of Court Traffic School 

Questions 13 and 14 asked about the sanction of court traffic 

school: 
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13.­ Do you know that some traffic violators are 
penalized by having to attend a court traffic 
school or a Department of Motor Vehicles edu­
cation program? 

14.­ Do you think such a penalty would positively 
influence your driving? 

The positive response to these questions was overwhelming. Over­

all, 88.5 percent responded "Yes" to Question 13, indicating an 

extensive awareness of traffic violator schools or licensing 

agency classes as an alternative sanction. Regarding effective­

ness, 81.3 percent of the respondents felt such a penalty would 

positively influence their driving. 

Influence of Insurance Premiums 

There were three questions related to knowledge about insur­

ance premiums. The questions were as follows: 

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

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

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

Question 15 was asked to each respondent. If the respondent 

answered "Yes," Question 16 was asked; if the respondent answered 

"No," to Question 15, Question 17 was asked. 
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Figure 7 shows the responses to the questions. It is obvious 

that an insurance premium is a well-known practice since 93 per­

cent of the respondents indicated an awareness of it. Nearly 70 

percent of those who were aware of this insurance practice indi­

cated that the practice influenced their driving. This indicates 

that 65 percent of all drivers in the sample are so influenced. 

DATA ON SPEEDS 

In order to have a better indication of the actual violation 

rates, the decision was made to collect data on the speeds of 

vehicles in the Denver, Colorado area. For this purpose, four 

separate road segments were selected as being typical of the type 

of street and daily traffic volumes in the area. The road segments 

selected were as follows: 

Hampden Avenue--The actual location was on U.S. Route 285 
eastbound approximately one half mile east of South 
Sheridan Boulevard. The speed limit is 55 MPH. 

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

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

Sheridan Boulevard--The location was northbound approxi­
mately one fourth mile north of West 44th Avenue. 
The speed limit is 35 MPH. 

Hampden Avenue is representative of freeway activity in the Denver 

area and Highway 72 has typical multi-lane traffic. Sheridan 

Boulevard is a residential/commercial area and Sante Fe Drive is 

a two-lane rural road. 

For collecting speed data, Leupold and Stevens, Inc. Model 

CVS 545 speed measuring devices were used. A device was placed at 
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Figure 7 

Responses to Questions on Insurance Premiums 
(Colorado) 

Yes -- 565 

69.8% 

Yes -- 810	 No -- 222 
Question 16

93.3%	 27.4% 

No Response -- 23 

2.8%
Question 15 ----{


Yes -- 36


62.1% 

-- 58	 No -- 20 
Question 17

6.7%	 34.5% 

No Response -- 2 

3.4% 

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

Question 16.	 Is your driving influenced by your awareness of what insurance companies do? 

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



each site for a seven day period and data were collected at four 

times each day (6:30 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 3:30 p.m., and 7:30 p.m.). 

The installation consisted of placing two cables approximately six 

feet apart across the desired lanes of traffic. The cables were 

connected to a processing and recording box located at the side of 

the road segment. The box allowed for collecting speed data in 

each lane of traffic on the following speed intervals: Less than 

35 MPH, 35-39 MPH, 40-44 MPH, 45-49 MPH, 50-54 MPH, 55-57.4 MPH, 

57.5-59 MPH, 60-62 MPH, 62.5-64 MPH, 65-69 MPH, 70-74 MPH, and 

over 75 MPH. 

Before presenting the results of the speed measurements, it 

should be mentioned that some problems were encountered in collect­

ing these data. The major problem was that the device for Highway 

72 malfunctioned during the week it was in place at that location. 

Therefore, no data are presented for this location. Also, some 

observations are missing because adverse weather conditions pre­

vented data collection of normal traffic patterns. Further, it 

was determined that the devices did not count the number of ve­

hicles accurately during busy times. More specifically, if the 

traffic volume exceeded 200 vehicles in a five-minute interval, 

the units undercounted the volume of traffic by 12-15 percent. 

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

as follows: 

Actual Count Device Count 

211 187 
206 180 
224 190 

For this reason, the traffic counts on the freeway and expressway 

presented in the tables are slightly lower than actual because of 

busy period activity. However, this is not a serious problem since 

the primary interest is in the speeds of vehicles. The devices 
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were accurate in classifying the speeds of the vehicles it counted. 

Further, the undercounting of traffic volume does not appear to 

seriously affect the calculation of the median speeds and percent 

of vehicles exceeding the speed limit. 

Tables 24-26 show the speed data by day or week and time 

period. Shown in the table are (1) the total traffic volume of 

the time periods, (2) the 85th percentile speed, and (3) the per­

cent of vehicles exceeding the speed limit by at least 10 miles 

per hour. The data in the tables can be further summarized as 

follows: 

Hampden Sante Fe Sheridan 
Avenue Drive Boulevard 

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

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

Limit by at Least 10 MPH 

The figures show that the 85th percentile is always 2-4 miles per 

hour above the speed limit. Further, the figures show that there 

are some drivers exceeding the speed limit by at least 10 miles 

per hour in every time interval of the day. There is also a fairly 

large range on the percent of drivers exceeding the speed limit by 

at least 10 miles per hour. 
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Taule 24 

Hampden Avenue Vehicle Speed Data 
(Colorado) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 

Exceeding 65 MPH 

7,374 
57.5 

1.2% 

3,881 
55.7 

1.0% 

4,806 
55.7 

1.1% 

3,757 
58.0 

1.9% 

3,391 
57.8 

1.9% 

3,497 
57.8 

1.4% 

3,365 
57.9 

2.2% 

6:30 AM-10:00 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 

Exceeding 65 MPH 

2,192 
58.1 

2.4% 

4,249 
57.9 

1.3% 

3,711 
58.0 

1.5% 

4,979 
55.7 

.8% 

5,490 
57.9 

0.7% 

5,283 
57.7 

0.7% 

4,559 
59.4 

4.9% 

10 :00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 

Exceeding 65 MPH 

4,850 
58.0 

1.8% 

5,665 
58.2 

2.6% 

5,240 
58.1 

1.9% 

5,562 
58.1 

1.9% 

5,626 
58.2 

2.5% 

5,505 
58.0 

1.5% 

5,816 
58.2 

3.6% 

3: 30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 

3,401 
57.7 

4,033 
57.8 

4,337 
57.8 

4,696 
57.5 

4,342 
57.8 

5,898 
57.6 

4,884 
57.9 

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



Table 25


Sante Fe Drive Vehicle Speed Data

(Colorado) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 

2,782 
50.1 

3.9% 

3,098 
50.0 

4.0% 

4,683 
46.4 

2.3% 

3,188 
50.0 

3.5% 

3,295 
49.6 

3.3% 

3,082 
50.0	

3.9% 

2,921 
50.1 

4.6% 

6:30 AM-10:00 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 

1,434 
51.1 

7.5% 

4,609 
46.3 

1.8% 

3,034 
46.2 

1.8% 

4,582 
46.1 

1.3% 

4,482 
46.1	
.1.1% 

2,746 
50.5 

5.1% 

10:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 

2,742 
50.7 

6.1% 

4,762 
46.3 

1.7% 

4,968 
46.3 

1.6% 

4,759 
46.4 

2.3% 

4,700 
46.3 

1.7% 

5,586 
46.1	

1.7% 

4,916 
46.5 

2.8% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 

2,382 
46.4 

3,833 
46.2 

3,852 
46.3 

4,115 
46.2 

4,290 
46.3 

7,739 
46.4	

2,941 
46.3 

% Exceeding 55 MPH 2.0% 1.5% 1.6% 1.4% 1.5% 2.4% 1.8% 



Table 26 

Sheridan Boulevard Vehicle Speed Data 
(Colorado) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 45 MPH 

3,171 
39.6 

3.3% 

2,282 
40.5 

4.6% 

2,357 
40.8 

6.9% 

2,058 
40.9 

6.0% 

3,281 
40.7 

5.9% 

3,266 
40.7 

6.1% 

6:30 AM-10:00 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 45 MPH 

932 
40.6 

5.5% 

2,116 
40.3 

4.4% 

2,783 
40.4 

4.3% 

2,401 
40.8 

5.3% 

2,016 
40.8 

6.9% 

2,830 
40.3 

4.3% 

1,244 
40.9 

5.2% 

10:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 45 MPH 

3,126 
37.6 

2.9% 

3,204 
39.3 

2.3% 

2,786 
40.0 

3.9% 

3,818 
40.2 

3.7% 

3,715 
40.0 

3.2% 

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

2,185 
37.0 

3.5% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 45 MPH 

2,073 
39.2 

2.5% 

2,954 
39.1 

1.6% 

4,361 
39.7 

1.5% 

3,038 
40.2 

1.5% 

3,365 
40.1 

1.5% 

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

2,712 
37.0 

2.3% 



CHAPTER SIX 

ANALYSIS OF MARYLAND SURVEY 

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

A total of 917 persons were interviewed at the Motor Vehicle 

Administration (MVA) headquarters in Glen Burnie, Maryland. After 

the interviews were completed, citation histories for the previous 

three years were obtained for all persons interviewed. There were 

13 persons for whom no information could be found because of missing 

or incorrect driver's license on the questionnaire instrument. A 

total of 904 questionnaires and histories were thus available for 

analysis. 

Groups of drivers were developed according to the number and 

type of violation convictions received during the three-year period 

prior to the survey. The group definitions (and sample sizes) were 

as follows: 

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

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

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

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

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

Table 27 lists the minor and major violations which were used 

in the development of these definitions. Minor violations are 

generally the offense types for which 1, 2, or 3 points may be 

assessed by the Maryland MVA while major offense types have 4 or 

more points associated with them. 
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Table 27 

Classification of Traffic Offenses in Maryland 

Major Offenses 

• Driving While Ability was Impaired by Consumption of Alcohol 
or Drugs or a Combination of Alcohol and Drugs 

• Driving After Cancellation, Revocation, or Suspension of License 

• Failure to Stop After Accident 

• Fleeing in an Attempt to Avoid Arrest 

• Participating in a Speed Contest 

• Reckless Driving 

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

Minor Offenses 

• Failure to Grant Right of Way 

• Failure to Keep Right of Center 

• Failure to Obey Flashing Signal 

• Failure to Obey Traffic Device 

• Failure to Reduce Speed to Avoid Accident 

• Failure to Stop at Through Highway 

• Failure to Stop for School Bus 

• Following Another Vehicle Too Close 

• Improper Lane Changing 

• Improper Passing 

• Improper Turn 

• Negligent Driving 

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

• Stop Sign Violation 

• Wrong Way on a One Way Street 
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General Characteristics 

Before presenting the results of the principal questions from 

the survey, some descriptive information will be given on the per­

sons interviewed. The drivers were asked how many years they had 

been driving and approximately how many miles they drove each year. 

The results by group are given in Tables 28, and 29. Table 28 

shows that, in general, drivers in Groups 3, 4, and 5 had been 

driving for fewer years than drivers in Groups 1 and 2. Groups 3, 

4, and 5 had 41.5 percent, 32.4 percent, and 41.2 percent, re­

spectively, of the respondents driving less than five years while 

Groups 1 and 2 had 8.7 percent and 9.9 percent respectively. 

From Table 29, Group 1 shows 73.5 percent indicating less than 

15,000 miles each year as compared to 54.7 percent for Group 2. 

Group 3 had 31.9 percent driving less than 15,000 miles each year 

while 55.3 percent indicated 20,000 miles or more in a year. 

Groups 4 and 5 were more evenly spread among the possible re­

sponses. 

The following table shows the distribution by sex of the per­

sons interviewed: 

Sex of Respondents 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

Male 222 235 82 63 14 
55.6% 75.1% 88.2% 92.6% 87.5% 

Female 183 78 11 5 2 
44.4% 24.9% 11.8% 7.4% 12.5% 

The Group 1 percentages are representative of the general driving 

population in the state of Maryland. In the remaining groups there 

is a disproportionate number of males represented. 

Table 30 summarizes the highest level of education for the 

persons interviewed. Groups 1 and 2 generally had attained higher 
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Table 28 

Years of Driving Experience 
(Maryland) 

Group Less Than 5 to 9 10-19 20 Years 
5 Years Years Years or More 

Group 1 36 44 126 206 
(8.7%) (10.7%) (30.6%) (50.0%) 

Group 2 31 81 101 100 
(9.9%) (25.9%) (32.3%) (31.9%) 

Group 3 39 23 26 6 
(41.5%) (24.5%) (27.7%) (6.4%) 

Group 4 22 15 17 14 
(32.4%) (22.1%) (.25.0%) (20.4%) 

Group 5 7 3 6 1 
(41.2%) (17.6%) (,35.3%) (5.9%) 

Table 29 

Miles Driven Per Year 
(Maryland) 

Under 10,000­ 15,000­ 20,000 
10,000 15,000 19,000 or More 
Miles Miles Miles Miles 

Group 1 206 97 43 66 
(50.0% (23.5%) (10.4%) (16.0%) 

Group 2 96 75 62 80 
(30.7%) (24.0%) (19.8%) (25.6%) 

Group 3 8 22 12 52 
(8.5%) (23.4%) (12.8%) (55.3%) 

Group 4 17 20 11 20 
(25.0%) (29.4%) (16.2%) (29.4%) 

Group 5 6 5 3 3 
(35.3%) (29.4%) (17.6%) (17.6%) 
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Table 30 

Education of Respondents 
(Maryland) 

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

Grade Sch. School School School College College School School 

Group 1 3 18 65 131 106 47 12 30 
(0.7%) (4.4%) (15.8%) (31.8%) (25.7%) (11.4%) (2.9%) (7.3%) 

Group 2 8 12 40 110 76 39 8 19 
(2.6%) (3.8%) (12.8%) (35.3%) (24.4%) (12.5%) (2.6%) (6.1%) 

Group 3 0 2 22 32 29 7 0 2 
(0.0%) (2.1%) (23.4%) (34.0%) (30.9%) (7.4%) (0.0%) (2.1%) 

Group 4 1 1 22 28 12 2 1 1 
(1.5%) (1.5%) (32.4%) (41.2%) (17.6%) (2.9%) (1.5%) (1.5%) 

Group 5 1 2 3 3 7 0 0 0 
(6.3%) (12.5%) (18.8%) (18.8%) (43.8%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) 



1 

levels of education than Groups 3, 4, and 5. With Groups 1 and 2, 

a college degree had been obtained by 21.6 percent and 21.2 percent 

of the drivers while with Groups 3, 4, and 5, a college degree was 

obtained by 9.5 percent, 5.9 percent, and 0.0 percent, respectively. 

Violation History of Respondents 

As with the Colorado survey, it is of interest to know the 

volume and types of violations which Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 acquired 

over the three year period under study. The overall totals and 

averages for the groups are as follows: 

Sample Total Number Average Number 
Size of Citations of Citations 

Group 2 313 430 1.37 

Group 3 94 453 4.82 

Group 4 68 185 2.72 

Group 5 17 72 4.24 

Total 492 1,140 2.32 

The average number of citations are, of course, consistent with, 

the definitions of the groups. Group 3, for example, is comprised 

of all respondents with 4 or more minor violations and therefore 

the Group 3 average is above that number at 4.82 violations per 

Group 3 respondent. Group 4 was defined as those respondents with 

major violation. The Group 4 average of 2.72 violations means 

that the respondents in this group had 1 major violation and aver­

aged 1.72 minor violations over the three-year period. The average 

for Group 5 respondents was 4.24 citations. Further analysis 

showed that respondents from this group averaged 2.35 major viola­

tions and 1.89 minor violations. 

Table 31 provides the number of violations by type of offense 

for Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 in Maryland. As expected, the categories 

for speeding violations account for a significant portion of the 
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Table 31 

Violation History of Respondents

by Offense Type


(Maryland)


Speeding Speeding Running Red DWI Other

Less Than Greater Light/Stop Offense


.10 MPH Than 10 MPH Sign 

Group 2 N 93 152 66 - 64 
Citations 100 190 68 - 70 

Group 3 N 61 88 46 - 56 
Citations 91 204 65 - 92 

Group 4 N 20 37 16 36 41 
Citations 24 56 21 36 51 

Group 5 N 6 6 2 12 14 
Citations 8 11 3 19 31 

Total N 180 283 130 48 175 
Citations 223 461 157 55 244 

Table 32 

Number of Violations by Year 
(Maryland) 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
December 1976- December 1977- December 1978­
November 1977 November 1978 November 1979 

Group 2 N 145 123 106 
Citations 170 140 120 

Group 3 N 55 79 86 
Citations 97 163 193 

Group 4 N 28 33 48 
Citations 47 51 87 

Group 5 N 13 10 8 
Citations 28 29 15 

Total N 241 245 248 
Citations 342 383 415 
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total. With Group 2, 68 percent of the total violations were for

speeding. Sixteen percent were for running red light or stop sign

and 16 percent were for other offenses such as following too

closely, turning into traffic, and careless driving. Group 3
 * 

follows roughly the same distribution by type of offense as Group

2. The definition of Groups 4 and 5 with major violations causes

these groups to have a different distribution. The DWI category

accounts for 19 percent and 23 percent of the totals, respectively,

for these groups.

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

year period for the Maryland respondents. The years are defined

in twelve-month increments prior to the survey: Year 1 is December

1976-November 1977; Year 2 is December 1977-November 1978; and

Year 3 is December 1978-November 1979. Thirty percent of the cita-

tions occurred during Year 1; 33.6 percent during Year 2; and 36.4

percent during Year 3. These figures reflect an increase in the

number of citations over the three-year period. Of course, some

respondents received citations during each of these years and

other respondents only in one or two of the years. These combina-

tions can be illustrated in a Venn diagram with three overlapping

circles for the years:

Year 1 115 37
92

Year 2

54

35 62

97

Year 3
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The 54 respondents in the middle are the respondents who had at 

least one violation in each of the three years. Similarly, there 

were 115 respondents who had a violation only during Year 1; 92 

only during Year 2; and 97 only during Year 3. 

SURVEY RESPONSES 

In the following sections, an analysis is provided on the 

results of the survey given to the 904 respondents. The analysis 

includes the averages of the responses to the questions along with 

appropriate statistics for testing group differences. 

Responses to Questions on Violation Detection and Conviction 

Two questions on the interview instrument asked about the 

perceptions of the respondents in regard to the chances of being 

caught by the police for certain offenses and of being found guilty 

at a court appearance for the offenses. Question 4 was phrased as 

follows: 

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

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

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

c.	 Driving while intoxicated (drunk driving) 
d.	 Running a traffic light or stop sign 
e.	 Following a moving car too closely 
f.	 Turning left in front of oncoming traffic 

or pulling out into traffic (.like at an 
intersection or on a freeway) 

g.	 Crossing the center line of the road. 
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The aim of the question was to determine how drivers in the county 

perceive the police traffic law enforcement activities. 

Question 5 was phrased to elicit similar perceptions on the 

courts in the county for the same list of seven violations: 

5.­ In this County, once a person has been caught by 
police and given a ticket for most of these vio­
lations, he can usually pay or mail in the fine 
or he can challenge the ticket in court. For 
every 100 drivers who are ticketed and arrested, 
and choose to take it to court, how many, in your 
opinion, will be found guilty of committing the 
violation? Again, you may assume that no acci­
dents are involved? 

ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONS ON SPEEDING 

Figure 8 illustrates the responses given on the two violations 

of Speeding 10 Miles Per Hour Over the Posted Speed Limit and 20 

Miles Over the Posted Speed Limit. Each line in the graph gives 

the averages by group for the particular violation. For example, 

with Question 4a, Group 1 respondents reflected an average of 27.8 

percent of drivers being caught. for driving 10 miles per hour over 

the limit and Group 5 responded with an average of 26.7 percent. 

The line of average responses to Question 4a is flat with virtually 

no differences among the averages. An F-test was calculated to 

determine whether the averages were significantly different. As 

shown in Figure 8, the F-ratio is .15 for Question 4a which is 

clearly not large enough to be significant. In regard to court 

actions for speeding 10 MPH over the limit, the average responses 

are higher. Group 1 responded that 41.1 percent of the drivers 

who challenge the violation in court will be found guilty. The 

line for Question 5a rises to a high of 51.7 percent for Group 4 

and then falls to 45.9 percent for Group 5. The F-ratio of 2.54 

118




        *

Figure 8

Responses to Questions on Speeding
(Maryland)
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Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

Overall Statistics
Number of Range of Responses

Question Responses Average Percent (Number)

4a 904 28.3 0% (27) to 100% ( 10)
4b 904 37.2 0% ( 5) to 100% ( 13)
5a 904 44.2 0% (38) to 100% ( 40)
5b 904 56.4 0% ( 7) to 100% (102)



is significant at the .05 level indicating a difference between 

the groups' responses to Question 5a. 

The ranges of responses shown at the bottom of Figure 8 are 

also of interest. With Question 4a, there were 27 respondents who 

stated that none of the violators speeding 10 MPH over the limit 

would be caught and at the other extreme there were 10 respondents 

who stated that all violators would be caught. With Question 5a, 

there were 30 responses stating that the court would not find any­

one guilty and there were 40 responses that all violators would 

be found guilty. Some of the extreme perceptions, e.g., zero 

chance of detection for a 10 MPH and 100 percent chance of con­

viction for a 20 MPH violation, may be correct in some enforcement 

and adjudication environments. However, the 100 percent detection 

estimates and zero court conviction rate estimates are unrealistic. 

Question 4b asked about the chances of being caught by the 

police for driving 20 MPH over the limit. With this question, 

Groups 1 and 2 have virtually the same average response of 36.3 

percent followed by a slightly higher response for Group 3 and 

again slightly higher for Groups 4 and 5. Even though there is a 

rise in the averages, the differences are not great enough to be 

statistically significant; the F-ratio is 1.56 which is not sig­

nificant at the .05 level. 

On Question 5b on court actions for speeding 20 MPH over the 

limit, Figure 8 shows a steady increase for the groups. Group 1 

respondents showed an average of 52.5 percent and the averages rise 

steadily to 69.5 percent for Group 5. There is a significant dif­

ference between groups; the calculated F-ratio is 4.43 which is 

significant at the .01 level. 

The table at the bottom of the figure shows the range of 

responses to the questions of speeding more than 20 MPH over the 
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limit. Five respondents stated that no violator would be caught 

by the police when speeding 20 MPH over the limit while 13 re­

spondents stated that all such violators would be caught by the 

police. For Question 5b, seven respondents stated that the courts 

would not find anyone challenging the citation guilty of the vio­

lation while 102 respondents stated that the courts would find all 

such persons guilty. When examined by group, these 102 respondents 

were as follows: 

Group 1--41 (10.0 percent of respondents) 
Group 2--31 (. 9.9 percent of respondents) 
Group 3--12 (12.8 percent of respondents) 
Group 4--12 (17.6 percent of respondents) 
Group 5-- 6 (35.3 percent of respondents) 

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

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

citations and court experiences tend to have more extreme views. 

on court convictions. 

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

In Figure 9, the results for the offenses of Driving While 

Intoxicated (DWI) and Running a Traffic Light or Stop Sign have 

been displayed. With the DWI offense (.Question 4c), Group 1 be­

lieved that 32.6 percent of the violators would be caught by the 

police, Group 2 had a slightly lower average and then an increase 

occurs in the group averages to 42.7 percent for Group 5. There 

is a statistically significant difference in these averages as 

indicated by the calculated F-test value of 2.6. It is also of 

interest that these averages are between the averages for the ques­

tions on speeding. 

With regard to court actions on DWI (.Question 5c), there are 

differences between Groups 1 and 2 versus Groups 3, 4, and 5. 
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Figure 9

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

(Maryland)
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Overall Statistics
Number of Range . of Responses

Question Responses Average Percent (Number)

4c 904 32.4 0% ( 7) to 100% ( 11)
4d 899 26.3 0% (14) to 100% ( 6)
Sc 903 63.0 0% ( 7) to 100% (173)
5d 903 50.0 0% (14) to 100% ( 85)
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Group 1 had an average of 58.8 percent with a rise to 63.3 percent 

for Group 2. Group 3 is highest with 72.6 percent followed by 72.0 

percent for Group 4, and 70.3 percent for Group 5. The latter 

three groups have had more experience with the courts and tended 

to respond higher than the other two. groups. It should also be 

noted that all five group averages are higher than their counter­

parts for the speeding offenses. 

As with the speeding questions, the respondents gave ranges 

of values from 0 to 100 percent. On Question 4c, there were 7 

responses of zero percent and 11 responses of 100 percent. With 

Question 5c, there were 7 responses of zero percent and 173 re­

sponses of 100 percent. The 173 responses were distributed as 

follows: 

Group 1--58 (14.1 percent of respondents) 
Group 2--58 (18.6 percent of respondents) 
Group 3--33 (.35.4 percent of respondents) 
Group 4--20 (29.4 percent of respondents) 
Group 5-- 4 (23.5 percent of respondents) 

With regard to the Running a Traffic Light/Stop Sign offense, 

the responses to Question 4d are mixed as shown in Figure 9. Group 

had an average of 27.2 percent, Group 2 had a lower average fol­

lowed by a rise to Group 4 and then a drop to 20.9 percent for 

Group 5. There is no significant difference between averages at 

the .05 level as reflected in the F-ratio value of 1.9. It should 

also be noted that these averages are below those for speeding 10 

MPH over the limit. 

On the court action question, Group 1 had an average of 47.0 

percent and Group 2 was only slightly higher. Groups 3, 4, and 5 

have very close averages around 58.9 percent. The averages among 

all groups are significantly different as reflected by the F-ratio 

of 4.08. It is also of interest that the first two groups have 

much lower averages than the other three groups. It is this dif­

ference which causes the averages to be significantly different. 
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The range of values was again from 0 to 100 percent. With 

Question 4d, there were 14 responses of zero percent and 6 re­

sponses of 100 percent. With Question 5d, there were 14 responses 

of zero percent and 85 responses of 100 percent. 

Analysis With Median Values 

As was the case in analyzing data from the survey in Colorado, 

the median values of each respondent group were examined to deter­

mine whether any different conclusions result than were obtained 

from the analysis with averages. This is done because of the 

number of extreme values and their potential impact on the sample 

averages. Extreme values can have an effect of making the sample 

means unrepresentative of the sample. Indeed, this section will 

show that this situation does occasionally occur with the responses.. 

However, the overall conclusions on the trends of the responses 

remain the same whether the sample averages or sample medians serve 

as the basis. 

Table 33 gives the medians for Questions 4a through 4d and 5a 

through 5d. The median is defined as the value at which 50 percent 

of the responses are below the value and 50 percent above the value. 

It is the midpoint of the data values. The results for Question 4a 

illustrate the differences between the sample mean and median. 

Table 33 shows that each group had a median of 20 percent. That is, 

half the respondents gave responses of 20 percent or below and half 

gave responses of 20 percent or more. It is noteworthy that the 

medians do not change among the groups so that there is obviously 

no reason to believe that differences among groups exist in regard 

to the perceptions of being caught by the police for speeding 10 

MPH over the speed limit. Figure 8 showed that the averages for 

Question 4a were very close around 27 percent and that there was 
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Table 33


Medians for Questions 4 and 5


Question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

4a 20 20 20 .20 20 

4b 30 30 40 40 45 

4c 25 20 25 35 40 

4d 20 20 20 20 10 

5a 35 50 50 50 .50 

5b 50 60 75 75 80 

5c 70 75 90 90 75 

5d 50 50 75 70 60 

no significant difference among the averages. The results are 

therefore the same whether the sample averages or medians serve as 

the basis. 

With Question 4b, regarding detection of speeding 20 MPH over 

the limit, the medians increase from 30 percent in Groups 1 and 2 

to 45 percent for Group 5. With this question, there is a con­

siderable increase in the medians which. was not reflected in the 

averages. 

With Question 4c (.DWI detection) and 4d (traffic light/stop 

sign detection), the analysis of the medians gives the same con­

clusions as the averages in Figure 9. With both questions, the 

median values are below the averages. For Question 4c, the medians 

range from 20 percent with Group 2 to 40 percent with Group 5. For 

Question 4d, the first four groups have a median of 20 percent and 

the fifth group a median of 10 percent. The conclusion is that 

there are group differences with Quest ion 4c but not with Question 

4d. 
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The bottom portion of Table 33 shows the median values by 

group for Question 5 (convictions). The medians generally support 

the conclusions from Figures 8 and 9. With Question 5a, Group 1 

has a median of 35 percent while the other four groups have a 

median of 50 percent. Group 1 is the largest, group and it can 

therefore be argued that the Group l responses are different from 

the other groups. In Figure 8, there was also a significant dif­

ference among the averages.due.in large. part to a lower average 

value for Group 1 

With Questions 5b, 5c, and 5d, the medians show the same 

pattern as in Figures 8 and 9.. The conclusions remain that the 

responses to Question 5b show an increase going from a median to 

50 percent for Group 1 to 80 percent for Group 5. With Question 

5c, the medians are 70 and 75 percent for the first two groups 

increasing to 90 percent for Groups 3 and 4 and 85 percent in 

Group 5. As with the averages in Figure 9, the first two groups 

have medians which are less than the other groups. The same 

pattern holds for the medians for Question 5d. The median is 50 

percent for the first two groups and.then changes to 75 percent, 

70 percent, and 60 percent for the last three groups, respectively. 

The averages in Figure 9 are significantly different and this is 

reflected in the medians. 

In summary, an analysis with medians rather than averages leads 

to the same conclusions on similarities and differences among groups. 

The medians have different values than the averages and enhance the 

understanding of the data. 

Anal sis of Questions on Following Too Closely, 
Turning Into Traffic, and Crossing the. Center Line 

Figure 10 shows the responses for the violations of Following 

Too Closely, Turning Into Traffic, and Crossing the Center Line. 
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80 Responses to Questions on Following Too Close ly,
Turning Into Traffi c and Crossing Center Lin e

( Maryland)
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Figure 10

Overall Statistics
i

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

4e 901 18.7 0% (133) to 100% ( 9)
4f 904 20.6 0% ( 57) to 100% ( 4)
4g 904 17.6 0% (. 98) to 100% ( 7)
5e 902 32.8 0% ( 98) to 100% (37)
5f 904 38.4 0% ( 45) to 100% (63)
5g 904 33.5 0% ( 78) to 100% (46)



In general, these responses follow the same trends as the viola­

tion of Running a Traffic Light or Stop Sign. With the violation 

of Following Too Closely, the averages for Question 4e are very 

close for Groups 1, 2, and 3 at 17.2 percent. Group 4 is higher 

at 22.1 percent followed by Group 5 at 15.6 percent. The F-ratio 

of .86 is not significant. With Question 5e, there is again no 

difference between group average even though there is a steady 

rise in the averages. Groups 1 and 2 have very close averages 

around 31.2 percent followed by an increase to 42.5 percent for 

Group 5. Group 5 was the smallest group of respondents and there­

fore did not carry as much weight in the F-ratio calculation. The 

other four groups do not differ enough to cause a significant 

F-ratio. 

With Question 4f on Turning Into Traffic, Group 1 is lowest 

with an average of 18.9 percent followed by increases to 24.8 per­

cent for Group 4. There is then a decrease to 20.3 percent for 

Group 5. With Question 5f, the pattern is that Groups 1 and ,2 

have very close averages around 36.0 percent while Groups 3, 4, 

and 5 are higher with averages around 46.0 percent. The F-ratio 

is. statistically significant at the .05 level. 

With Question 4g on Crossing the Center Line, Groups 1, 2, 

and 3 have very close averages around 17.2 percent followed by an 

increase to 24.2 percent for Groups 4 and 5. The F-ratio value 

of 2.6 is significant at the .05 level. With Question 5g, Groups 

1 and 2 have close averages around 31.8 percent while Groups 3, 

At and 5 have averages around 41.0 percent. The F-ratio of 2.8 

is significant at the .05 level. 

The ranges of values for these questions are shown at the 

bottom of Figure 10. These are of interest because of the number 

of responses at the extreme values. With Questions 4e, 4f, and 

4g, there were relatively high numbers of respondents who'gave 
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answers of zero percent (133 zero responses to 4d; 57 to 4f; and 

98 to 4g). These zero responses were not concentrated in any 

particular group but were instead spread among the groups. 

Connparison8 With VioZation History 

Appearances and Court Conviction Perceptions 

Up.to this point, the analysis has concentrated on comparisons 

of different groups of violators. With regard to the. perceptions 

of being found guilty in court, there have been several offense 

types for which there were differences between Groups 1 and 2 

versus Groups 3, 4, and 5. As another approach to the analysis, 

it may be of benefit to consider respondents with court appear­

ances as compared to respondents without court appearances. With 

this analysis, Group 1 respondents do not have any violations or 

court appearances but can still serve as a comparison group. At 

the other extreme, virtually all Group 4 and Group 5 respondents 

have had court appearances since their violations were major in 

nature. Their perceptions as reflected in the survey results have 

therefore been based on both their detection and adjudication 

experiences. With Groups 2 and 3, the respondents have some 

mandatory appearances but they also have appeared in court to 

challenge the citation which was issued. With all t'he groups, the 

court experience can be expected to affect only their perceptions 

of court actions rather than their perceptions of detection by the 

police. 

Table 34 shows the response averages for Question 5 with 

Groups 2 and 3 split into Court/No Court Appearance categories. 

The averages for the "Court Appearance" columns were calculated 

from those respondents who had at least one court appearance for 

a citation during the three-year period under study. The averages 
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Table 34 

Court Appearances and Court Conviction Perceptions 
(Maryland) 

Group 2 Group 3 
No Court Court No Court Court 

Question Group 1' Appearance Appearance Appearance Appearance., Group 4 Group 5 

5a 41.1 44.2 46.0 47.6 50.2 51.7 45.9 

5b 52.5 58.4 54.7 59.9 64.3 65.3 69.5 

5c 58.8 64.8 60.2 67.8 74.3 72.0 70.3 

5d 47.0 51.7 44.5 50.2 61.3 59.3 58.9 

5e 31.2 32.4 33.0 28.3 37.7 37.0 42.5 

5f 35.8 37.2 36.9 44.5 46.5 48.1 45.8 

5g 31.8 32.1 31.2. 37.0 40.0 41.3 43.8 



for the "No Court Appearance" columns were calculated from those 

respondents who decided to pay the fine and not challenge the 

citation in court. In Group 2, there were 196 persons without a 

court appearance and 117 persons with a court appearance, while 

in Group 3 there were 25 persons without a court appearance and 

69 with a court appearance. 

The averages in the table support the previous analysis. Of 

particular note is that with Group 3, the Court Appearance averages 

are higher than the No Court Appearances for every offense cate­

gory. In fact, the Court Appearance averages for Group 3 are 

generally in line with the averages for Groups 4 and 5. It is 

for this reason that these three groups have had similar averages 

in the previous figures. With Group 2, the averages in the two 

categories are usually close and in most cases, the No Court Ap­

pearance average is higher than the Court Appearance category. 

In summary, in Maryland, it appears that court appearances


have the result of generally raising the perceptions of being


found guilty. Both occasional court appearances, as in Group 3,


and more frequent court appearances, as in Groups 4 and 5, have


the effect of increasing the perceptions of being found guilty.


Time of Citations and Perceptions 

As with the Colorado survey, there was interest in whether 

time had an effect on the response on the chances of detection. 

It was hypothesized that persons who had recently received a 

citation would have higher responses than persons whose citations 

occurred at an earlier time. One,way of analyzing this effect is 

to consider "single year" offenders. These are defined as re­

spondents who had received a citation during one of the three 

.,years but not the other two. From the Venn diagram presented 

earlier, it is possible to make the following definitions: 
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Group A: Respondents who received citations in 
Year 1 (December 1976-November 1977) 
but not during Years 2 or 3 (N=115). 

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

Group C:	 Respondents who received citations in 
Year 3 (December 1978-November 1979) 
but not during Years 1 or 2 (N=97). 

These groups can be compared with Group 1 for Question 4 on 

detection as shown in the following figures: 

Table 35 

Relationships of Perceptions to Time 

Question Group A Group B Group C Group 1 

4a 31.1 29.7 23.7 27.8 

4b 38.6 .36.9 34.7 36.3 

4c 31.5 30.5 3.1.5 32.6 

4d 24.7 26.2 24.4 27.1 

4e 15.8 19.7 18.7 .19.6 

4f 23.9* 18.6 23.6 28.9 

4g 18.1 16.5 18.6 17.2 

The asterisk means that the average is significantly higher than 

the Group 1 average. As shown, there is only one such average. 

Further, most of the averages in Groups A, B, and C are lower than 

the Group 1 which could be interpreted as saying that the citation 

had no effect on the driver's perceptions of being caught by the 

police. Also,'there is no linear trend from Group A to Group B to 

Group C. In summary, there is no evidence from this approach that 

suggests a deterrent effect over time. 
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ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED FINES AND SANCTION SEVERITY 

Analysis of Estimated Fines 

The aim of Question 6 was to determine the extent of the 

respondents' knowledge regarding the fines in the county for the 

seven violations. The question was phrased as follows: 

6.­ For each of the same violations we've been talk­
ing about, I'd like to get your idea of what the 
fine in this County would be if the person had a 
clear driving record. If you're not sure, just 
give me your best guess. You may assume no 
accident is involved. 

Note that the question asks for the respondent's estimate for the 

first offense (clear driving record) and with no accident involve­

ments. The correct answers to the question are as follows: 

Offense Fine 

6a -- Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit $ 40.00 

6b -- Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit 50.00 

6c -- Driving While Intoxicated 125.00 plus a pos­
sible suspension 
of 30 days 

6d -- Running a Traffic Light or 20.00 
Stop Sign 

6e -- Following Too Closely 30.00 

6f -- Turning In Front of Traffic 30.00 

6g -- Crossing the Center Line 30.00 

Except for DWI, these fines are exactly as given in the fine 

schedule for Maryland. DWI is different since it mandates a court 

appearance and the fine is determined at the hearing. As part of 

Question 6c, the respondent was also asked what other penalty there 

might be fora DWI first offense. 
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The Maryland law on DWI states that on the first conviction 

the criminal penalty can be up to one year and/or a fine of not 

more than $1,000. In addition, an administrative action can be 

taken to revoke the person's driving license for not less than 

60 days. Discussions with court personnel in the District Court 

having jurisdiction in Anne Arundel County indicated that $125 

was the average fine actually given for the first offense of DWI 

and that jail and license revocations were seldom invoked for the 

first offense. 

Figures 11 and 12 show the analysis of responses to Question 

6. With some exceptions, the group averages are lower than the 

actual fines for the two speeding offenses, Following Too Closely, 

Turning Into Traffic, and Crossing the Center Line. The group 

averages are higher than the actual fines for DWI and Running a 

Traffic Light or Stop Sign. 

For the violation of Speeding 10 MPH Over the Limit, the 

group averages are very close, ranging between $22 and $24. The 

F-ratio of 1.07 is not significant. The same result is true with 

the violation of Speeding 20 MPH Over the Limit. The Group 5 

average of $52 is slightly higher than the actual fine but other­

wise the group averages are about $42 which is lower than the 

actual fine. 

The group averages for DWI are the most interesting because 

they are all higher than the actual average fine and show an in­

crease with the groups. The high average of $385 for Group 5 is 

the main reason for the F-ratio being significant. Of the 17 

Group 5 respondents, two gave estimates between $500-$600 and 

four gave estimates of $1,000 or more. These estimates are not 

completely unreasonable for Group 5, given their history and the 

.exact wording of the law but they do not reflect actual court 

practice. 
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Figure 12

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

(Maryland)
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The following table gives the median values for the fine 

estimates for each group and for each of the selected violations: 

Table 36 

Median Values for Question 6 
Lo rest 

Question Group 1 Grou p 2 Grou p 3 Grou p 4 Group 5 Value 

6a 20 20 20 20 20 40 

6b 40 40 40 40 50 50 

6c 125 125 125 125 225 125 

6d 25 25 25 25 25 20 

6e 20 20 20 15 20 30 

6f 25 25 25 25 35 30 

6g 20 20 20 20 25 30 

These values generally support the averages previously given. In 

the case of DWI, the first four groups have a median equal to the 

general practice in the county while the Group 5 is once again 

much higher. 

As previously mentioned, the second part of Question.6c asked 

what other penalties might be associated with DWI. A total of 653 

persons gave responses to this part of the question and these are 

summarized in Table 37. The majority of the responses are in the 

revocation category (64.6 percent) and points-on-record category 

(15.3 percent). These results are consistent across groups. 

The actual fine for Running a Traffic Light or Stop Sign is 

$20 in Maryland. The group responses are higher than $20 for 

Group 1 with an average of $27 and Group 5 with an average of $33. 

The F-ratio is not significant. 

Figure 12 shows the averages for the remaining three viola­

tions. Because of outlier values, some adjustments were necessary 

.for the averages shown for Turning Into Traffic and Crossing the 
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Center Line. Four respondents gave answers of more than $500 

which had the effect of exploding the average for Group 4. These 

four responses were eliminated in deriving the averages shown in 

Figure 12. With each violation, in Figure 12, the actual fine is 

$30 and the only group average which exceeds this amount is Group 

5 for Turning Into Traffic. The Group 3 and Group 4 averages are 

close to $30 for the Turning Into Traffic violation. Otherwise, 

the averages in the figure for all fines and groups are lower 

than the actual fine. With the Following Too Closely violation, 

the averages are around $22 and with the Crossing Center Line 

violation, the averages are around $27. None of the F-ratios are 

significant at the .05 level. 

Analysis of Sanction Severity 

Two questions were designed to measure the respondents' be­

liefs on the severity of traffic sanctions. Question 7 asked the 

respondent to rate the severity of the fine the respondent had 

given in Question 6. Question 7 was phrased as follows: 

7.­ In this question, the interviewer has written in 
what you thought the fine would be for each of 
the violations stated in Question 6. Now, please 
circle the number of the scale below which most 
accurately reflects your feelings on how severe 
the fine is as you stated it. 

Each of the seven offenses was then listed along with the re­

spondent's answer from Question 6. The respondent then rated the 

severity of the fine on a five-point Likert scale from 1 (not at 

all severe) to 5 (extremely severe). 

In Question 8, the respondent is shown what the actual fine 

is and is then asked to rate the severity of the fine on the same 

five-point scale. Question 8 was phrased as follows: 

139




8.­ For these same offenses we are listing below the 
actual fine in Anne Arundel County for a person 
who has been given a ticket and merely wishes to 
pay the standard fine through the mail. In the 
case of driving while intoxicated, the penalty 
given is about what is usually given when the 
driver is found guilty of a first offense after 
being arrested and going to court. Please in­
dicate how severe you feel each penalty is, 
considering the standard fine in relation to the 
seriousness of the offense. Please circle one 
number for each offense to indicate where you 
think the penalty falls on the scale of severity. 

The seven offenses were then listed along with the fine informa­

tion. 

Table 38 shows the average severity data for each of the 

seven violations. With Question 7, the averages are almost always 

between 2.5 and 3.0, reflecting a response of moderate severity. 

The responses to Question 8 are in almost exact correlation with 

the responses to Question 6 on the fine estimate. For example, 

with Speeding 10 MPH over the limit, the group responses in Ques­

tion 6a were considerably below the actual fine. The respondents 

reacted to the knowledge of the actual fine being higher by rating 

it more severe than their own estimate. The group averages for 

Question 8a are all higher than Question 7a and the calculated 

t-value for the differences are all significant at the .01 level. 

The same result holds for the Following Too Closely violation 

with Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4.. Each group was $8 to $11 lower on 

average than the actual fine and therefore rated, the severity of 

the actual fine higher. All four t-values are significant at the 

.01 level. The Group 5 average was slightly higher than the other 

groups and closer to the actual fine. The average responses for 

Question 7e and 8e are much closer and not significantly different. 

With the Crossing Center Line violation, the same analysis holds 

for Groups 1, 2, and 3 which show significantly different average 
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Table 38


Sanction Severity Averages

(Maryland) 

Speeding 10 MPH Speeding 20 MPH 
Over L imit Over Limi t 

7a 8a t-value 7b 8b t-value 

Group 1 2.3 3.2 -13.7** Group 1 2.6 2.8 - 2.8** 

Group 2 2.6 3.4 -11.3** Group 2 2.9 3.0. - 1.0 

Group 3 2.6 3.5 - 6.8** Group 3 2.7 3.1 - 2.8** 

Group 4 2.6 3.3 - 4.7** Group 4 2.9 2.9 .4 

Group 5 2.1 3.2 - 4.2** Group 5 2.2 2.5 - 1.0 

Driving While Intoxicated Running a Traffic Light 
or Stop Sign 

7c 8c t-value 7d 8d t-value 

Group 1 2.7 2.4 4.3** Group 1 2.5 2.4 1.7 

Group 2 2.8 2.3 6.6** Group 2 2.7 2.5 3.4** 

Group 3 2.9 2.5 2.7** Group 3 2.7 2.6 .9 

Group 4 3.2 2.6 3.8** Group 4 2.8 2.4 1.9 

Group 5 3.1 2.1 2.5** Group 5 2.3 1.6, 2.0 

Following Too Close Turning Into Traffic 

7e 8e t-value 7f 8f, t-value 

Group 1 2.3 2.7 - 6.6** Group 1 .2.4 2.6 - 2.3* 

Group 2 2.5 2.9 - 4.8** Group 2 2.6 2.7 - 1.0 

Group 3 2.4 3.0 - 4.9** Group 3 2.7 2.8 - 0.4 

Group 4 2.4 3.0 - 3.1** Group 4 2.5 2'.6 - 0.5 

Group 5 2.2 2.3, - .2 Group 5 .2.2 2.2 0.0 

Crossing Center Line 

7g 8g t-value 

Group 1 2.3 2.6 - 4.3** *Signi ficant at the .05 level 

Group 2 2.6 2.8 - 3'.0** **Signi ficant at the .01 level 

Group 3 2.5 2.9 - 3.0** 

Group 4 2.8 2.8 - .1 

Group 5 1.9 2.2 - 1.4 
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severities on Question 7g and 8g after having estimated the fine 

lower than the actual amount. 

The DWI violation analysis gives the same type of result but 

in the opposite direction. In Question 6c, the averages were all 

higher than the actual fine of $125 and, based on the analysis of 

medians, over half the respondents gave a higher estimate than 

$125. The responses to Question 8c show that the groups believed 

the actual fine not to be as severe as the estimate they had given. 

The t-values show that all the differences are significantly dif­

ferent. 

ANALYSIS OF OTHER SANCTIONING ISSUES 

The last set of questions in the interview were concerned 

with the perceptions of respondents on several sanctioning sub= 

jects. The subjects included the effects of warning tickets, 

appearances before a judge, the sanction of attendance at a court 

traffic school and whether sanctions have preventive or educational 

effects. 

55;lecial and General Effects 

Questions 9 and 10 were directed at whether sanctions in 

general have preventive effects or educational effects. The ques­

tions were phrased as follows: 

9.­ Which of the statements below comes closest to 
your feeling about the way that penalties for 
traffic violations affect most drivers who have 
committed traffic violations? 

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

Educational effect--teaches people what the 
driving laws are and how to drive safely. 
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No effect--penalties have no effect on the 
drivers concerned. 

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

(Same three alternatives as above) 

Table 39 shows the results of the two questions. With.Ques­

tion 9, 16.9 percent of the respondents believed that sanctions had 

no effect while the rest of the respondents were split almost evenly 

between a preventive/deterrent effect (40.8 percent) and an educa­

tional effect (42.3 percent). The statistics show that there is no 

majority or overall strong opinion by the respondents on the type 

of effect which sanctions have. There are, however, some differences 

among groups which are of note. For example, none of the Group 5 

respondents replied with a "No Effect" answer. The responses for "No 

Effect" follow a pattern with Groups 4 and 5 having smaller percent­

ages than the other groups. Groups 4 and 5 tend to believe that 

there is some effect to penalties. The majority of Group 4 respond­

ents believe the effect to be educational while the majority of 

Group 5 respondents believe the effect to be preventive or deterrent. 

Question 10 was aimed at determining the effects of sanctions 

on drivers who have not committed traffic violations. The overall 

statistics are about the same as with Question 9 with 18.3 percent 

responding "No Effect" and the rest split between preventive/deter­

rent effects (39.6 percent) and educational effect (42.1 percent). 

There are some differences with individual groups. For example, 

Group 3 was evenly split among the three answers and Group 4 also 

had a more even distribution than on the prior question. These two 

groups have more experience with sanctions than the other groups. 

Their higher percentage responses of "No Effect" reflects a belief 

that the experience of a sanction is required before any effect 

occurs. 
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Table 39 

Questions 9 and 10 -- Effect of Penalties on Drivers 
(Maryland) 

QUESTION 9 QUESTION 10 

Preventive or Educational No Preventive or Educational No 
Deterrent Effect Effect Effect Deterrent Effect Effect Effect 

Group 1 38.3% 41.3% 20.4% 42.0% 42.2% 15.8% 

Group 2 45.0% 40.3% 14.7% 38.8% 45.5% 15.7% 

Group 3 37.2% 44.7% 18.1% 33.0% 34.0% 33.0% 

Group 4 38.2% 52.9% 8.8% 35.3% 38.2% 26.5% 

Group 5 52.9% 47.1% 0.0% 52.9% 35.3% 11.8% 

Overall 40.8% 42.3% 16.9% 39.6% 42.1% 18.3% 

Question 9.	 Which of the statements below comes closest to your feeling about the way that penalties for 
traffic violations affect most drivers who have committed traffic violations? 

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

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



Influence of Warning Tickets 

Question 11 asks about the influence warning tickets have 

on drivers as compared to getting a ticket. The question was phrased 

as follows: 

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

1. Has same effect as getting a ticket. 
2. Has a greater effect. 
3. Some effect but not as much as a ticket. 
4. No effect. 

The responses to the question were as follows: 
Not as 

Same Effect Greater Great as No Effect 
As a Ticket Effect a Ticket 

Group 1 35.4% 29.1% 33.0% 2.4% 

Group 2 33.7% 22,4% 39.4% 4.5% 

Group 3 20.2% 14.9% 52.1% 12.8% 

Group 4 33.8% 19.1% 36.8% 10.3% 

Group 5 35.3% 11.8% 47.1% 5.9% 

Overall 33.1% 24.3% 37.8% 4.9% 

There are some differences among the group responses to the ques­

tion. The majority of Groups 1 and 2 believe a warning ticket 

would have the same or greater effect than a citation. The per­

centages are 64.5% and 56.1%, respectively. Group 3 respondents 

were not as optimistic, with only 31.1 percent indicating the same 

or greater effect. Groups 4 and 5 are higher with 52.9 percent 

and 47.1 percent. In general, there is support for warning ticket 

programs. However, Group 3 respondents were defined as having 
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four or more minor violations and, therefore, the optimism must 

be tempered by the fact that warning tickets may have no effect 

on the more frequent violator. 

Influence of Court Appearances 

Question 12 was aimed at beliefs on the effects of appear­

ances before a judge. The question was phrased as follows: 

12. A traffic law violator may choose either to 
(1) appear before a judge to plead his/her 
case, or (2) pay a fine by mail or court 
clerk. To what extent would a lecture and 
fine given by a judge influence a person's 
driving behavior when compared to paying 
the fine without appearing before the judge, 
would you say it would have 

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

The responses to the question were as follows: 

Lesser Greater No No 
Influence Influence Difference Opinion 

Group 1 8.5% 70.1% 16.3% 5.1% 

Group 2 12.5% 63.3% 18.8% 5.4% 

Group 3 16.0% 69.1% 12.8% 2.1% 

Group 4 14.7% 66.2% 10.3% 8.8% 

Group 5 18.8% 75.0% 6.3% 0.0% 

Overall 11.3% 67.4% 16.2% 5.1% 

The responses reflect a strong belief that court appearances have 

a greater influence on driving behavior as compared to paying the 

fine without appearance. The overall statistics show that two-

thirds of the respondents gave the "Greater Influence" answer. 
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The individual group averages vary around this overall average 

with no significant differences between group averages. 

Influence of Court Traffic School 

Questions,13 and 14 asked about the sanction of court traffic 

school: 

13.­ Do you know that some traffic violators are 
penalized by having to attend a court traffic 
school or a Department of Motor Vehicles 
education program? 

14.­ Do you think such a penalty would positively 
influence your driving? 

There was an overwhelmingly positive response to the questions. 

Overall, 89.9 percent responded "Yes" to Question 13 which indi­

cates an extensive awareness that traffic schools are an available 

sanction. Similarly, 87.8 percent responded "Yes" to Question 14. 

In summary, the respondents were aware of the sanction and believed 

it to be effective as a positive influence on their driving behavior. 

Influence of Insurance Premiums 

There were three questions related to knowledge about in­

surance premiums. The questions were as follows: 

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

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

17.­ In this state, some insurance companies raise 
premiums by 15% (for example, $15 added to a 
$100 annual premium) following conviction for 
one routine moving violation in the past three 
years. Other insurance companies raise premiums 
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by 29% following two such convictions in 
three years. Do you think your driving will 
be influenced by your awareness of what in­
surance companies do? 

Question 15 was asked to each respondent. If the respondent 

answered "Yes," Question 16 was asked; if the respondent answered 

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

Figure 13 shows the responses to the questions. Ninety-five 

percent of the respondents were aware of the potential increase in 

premium or cancellation following conviction. Of that number, 79.0 

percent indicated that their driving was affected by insurance con­

siderations. Taking the product of these two percentages gives 

75.1 percent which is the percent of respondents who were aware of 

the insurance sanction and were influenced by insurance considera­

tions. Another interpretation of this result is that 24.9 percent 

of the respondents either were not aware of the potential sanction 

or were not influenced by such a threat. 

DATA ON SPEEDS 

As in Colorado, a data collection effort was made to develop 

a better indication of the actual violation rates. Four separate 

road segments were selected as being typical of the type of street 

and daily traffic volumes in the county. The road segments selected 

were as follows: 

Baltimore-Washington Parkway--The actual location was ap­
proximately two miles to the north of the Maryland 
176, Dorsey Road exit. The speed limit is 55 MPH. 

Maryland Route 100--The location was just east of the 
Business Route 3 interchange and one-half mile west 
of the Oakwood Road exit eastbound. The speed limit 
is 55 MPH. 
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Figure 13 

Responses to Questions on Insurance Premiums 
(Maryland) 

Yes -- 678 
T9.0% 

Yes -- 858	

95.0%	
-- 175 

20.4% 
Question 16

Question 15 

No Response -- 5 
0.6%

Yes -- 33 
73.3% 

45	

5.0%	

No -- 10 

22.2% 
.Question 17

No Response -- 2 
4.4% 

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

Question 16. Is your driving influenced by your awareness of what insurance companies do? 

Question 17.	 In this state, some insurance companies raise insurance premiums by 15% (for example, 
$15 added to a $100 annual premium) following conviction for one routine moving violation 
in the past three years. This increased rate is in effect for three years. Other 
insurance companies raise premiums by 29% following two such convictions in three years. 
Do you think your driving will be influenced by your awareness of what insurance 
companies do? 



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

Crain Highway--The location was the lower part of 
Business Route 3 at 704 Craig Highway. The speed 
limit is 30 MPH. 

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway was selected as representative of 

freeway traffic and Maryland Route 100 as representative of a multi­

lane expressway. Ft. Smallwood Road is a rural road and Crain 

Highway is in a residential/commercial area. 

For collecting speed data, Leupold and Stevens, Inc. Model 

CVS 545 speed measuring devices were used. A device was placed 

at each site for a seven-day period and data were collected at 

four times each day (6:30 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 3:30 p.m., and 7:30 

p.m.). The installation consisted of placing two cables approxi­

mately six feet apart across the desired lanes of traffic. The 

cables were connected to a processing and recording box located at 

the side of the road segment. The box allowed for collecting 

speed data in each lane of traffic on the following speed intervals: 

less than 35 MPH, 35-39 MPH, 40-44 MPH, 45-49 MPH, 50-54 MPH, 55­

57.4 MPH, 57.5-59 MPH, 60-62.4 MPH, 62.5-69 MPH, 70-74 MPH, and 

over 75 MPH. 

It should be noted that some observations are missing because 

of adverse weather conditions. Also, as discussed in the Colorado 

chapter, it was determined that the devices did not count the number 

of vehicles accurately during busy times. For this reason, the 

traffic counts on the freeway and expressway presented in the tables 

are slightly lower than actual because of busy period activity. 

Once again, it should be believed that the devices were accurate in 

classifying the speeds of the vehicles it counted. 

Tables 40-43 show the speed data by day of week and time 

period for each street segment. Shown in the table are (1) the 
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Table 40 

Baltimore-Washington Expressway Vehicle Speed Data 
(Maryland) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 5,518 6,352 6,125 6,100 5,934 8,886 3,449 
85th Percentile 59.9 60.4 60.6 60.6 62.7 60.4 60.5 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 1.7% 5.5% 5.1% 6.1% 8.3% 4.3% 5.9% 

6:30 AM-10:00 AM 

Traffic Volume 4,248 5,179 8,193 5,046 3,084 2,119 2,755 
85th Percentile 60.6 60.5 62.9 63.2 62.9 60.6 60.6 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 5.2% 3.8% 9.1% 13.7% 8.2% 4.7% 5.6% 

10:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 4,043 3,130 5,640 3,322 2,839 5,446, 3,349 
85th Percentile 62.9 62.5 59.1 62.8 62.7 60.2 62.8 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 8.3% 4.6% 1.7% 7.8% 6.6% 3.0% 7.7% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 3,679 5,610 4,155 6,598 4,358 6,234 3,718 
85th Percentile 62.7 60.6 62.8 62.8 62.8 60.4 62.9 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 6.5% 5.4% 7.5% 8.3% 7.0% 3.9% 8.2% 



Table 41 

Route 100 Vehicle Speed Data 
(Maryland) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 4,383 2,585 3,232 3,923 4,031 4,028 4,008 
85th Percentile 58.2 60.0 60.0 58.1 60.3 60.2 60.2 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 3.5% 4.6% 3.6% 3.1% 5.5% 5.4% 5.2% 

6:30 AM-10:00 AM 

Traffic Volume 2,764 2,508 2,497 2,725 2,311 2,668 2,600 
85th Percentile 60.2 60.3 60.5 60.1 62.4 60.5 60.5 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 4.2% 4.7% 5.5% 3.7% 7.8% 4.8% 4.9% 

10:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 3,420 4,512 3,754 4,308 4,590 5,030 3,320 
85th Percentile 60.1 60.4 60.2 60.5 60.3 60.2 60.2 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 4.4% 4.9% 4.7% 4.6% 4.2% 4.6% 3.9% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 3,663 5,727 5,660 6,337 4,737 7,758 3,489 
85th Percentile 58.2 60.0 58.1 57.8 60.0 59.4 59.7 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 3.1% 3.0% 2.1% 1.1% 3.1% 2.6% 3.5% 



Table 42 

Ft. Smallwood Road Vehicle Speed Data 
(Maryland) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 60 MPH 

1,748 
50.6 

3.9% 

1,083 
50.4 

3.2% 

1,014 
49.3 

2.4% 

844 
46.3 

1.7% 

1,289 
50.8 

2.3% 

1,365 
49.4 

2.2% 

6:30 AM-10.00 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 60 MPH 

1,003 
51.2 
6.8% 

396 
50.5 

2.0% 

272 
50.5 

2.9% 

300 
50.0 

2.0% 

349 
50.6 
2.6% 

427 
50.7 
2.3% 

479 
51.4 

5:2% 

10:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 

-% Exceeding 60 MPH 

2,453 
46.4 

0:7% 

1,693 
49..8 

1.0% 

1,733 
49.0 

1.2% 

998 
46.5. 

0.8% 

654 
49.9' 

2.1% 

1,107 
49.2 

1.1% 

1,749 
46.4 

1.0% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 
% Exceeding 60 MPH 

636 
49.2 

1.4% 

1,236 
50.3 

1.0% 

1,208 
46.3 

0.2% 

1,129 
50.7 

0.8% 

1,885 
50.1 

1.0% 

3,472 
49.6 

1.4% 

1,900 
49.1 

1.1% 



Table 43 

Crain Highway Vehicle Speed Data 
(Maryland) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 3,376 1,970 2,340 2,609 2,254 2,478 3,102 
85th Percentile 36.8 39.3 36.8 36.9 39.1 36.8 36.9 
% Exceeding 40 MPH 10.4% 16.0% 9.8% 12.1% 15.6% 10.9% 11.4% 

6:30 AM-10:00 AM 

Traffic Volume 1,216 ---- 1,684 1,832 1,412 1,772 1,449 
85th Percentile 36.7 ---- 36.9 36.7 37.0 36.8 36.9 
% Exceeding.40 MPH 8.7% - -- 10.8% 8.5% 13.8% 10.1% 12.6% 

10:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 1,940 ---- 3,477 3,380 2,897 3,976 2,897 
85th Percentile 36.7 -- - 36.8 36.5 36.7 36.6 36.8 
% Exceeding 40 MPH 6.3% ---- 7.8% 5.4% 6.2% 6.7% 7.0% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 2,406 3,491 3,670 3,557 3,851 3,557 
85th Percentile 36.7 36.7 36.8 36.8 36.5 36.7 
% Exceeding 40 MPH 7.7% 6.9% 8.7% 8.5% 7.0% 7.1% 



total traffic volume for the time periods, (2) the 85th percentile 

speed, and (3) the percent of vehicles exceeding the speed limit 

by at least 10 MPH. The data in the tables can be further sum­

marized as follows: 

Baltimore- Ft. Small-
Washington Rt. 100 wood Crain 

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

Average 85th Per­ 61.6 59.8 49.4 37.0 
centile 

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

Average Percent 6.2% 4.2% 2.0% 9.4% 
Exceeding Speed 
Limit by at Least 
10 MPH 

Range of Percent 1.7-13.7% 1.1-7.8% 0.2-2.8% 5.4-16.0% 
Exceeding Speed 
Limit by at Least 
10 MPH 

Generally, the 85th percentile is 5-6 miles per hour over 

the posted speed limit. Further, the figures show that there are 

drivers exceeding the speed limit by at least 10 miles per hour in 

every time interval of the day. For each site, there was also a 

fairly large range of speeds exceeding the limit by at least 10 

MPH. 

155




CHAPTER SEVEN


ANALYSIS OF NORTH CAROLINA SURVEY


CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

The license renewal applicant survey in North Carolina took 

place at the Raleigh-East and Raleigh-West stations of the Divi­

sion of Motor Vehicles. A total of 881 interviews were conducted 

and the three-year driver records for 866 respondents were ob­

tained from the licensing agency. The discussion which follows 

is based on the analysis of the set of 866 combined driver 'records 

and interview responses. 

Although a stratified sampling approach was employed in 

selecting drivers for the interview, we were unable to obtain as 

many interviews as we had planned from drivers who had a serious 

traffic violation history. The interview responses and companion 

driver records were grouped according to the number and type of 

violation convictions received during the three-year period prior 

to the survey. The five analysis groupings that were employed 

and their sizes in the sample are: 

Group 1--No minor and no major violations (366) 

Group 2--One to three minor violations but no major 
violations (382) 

Group 3--Four or more minor violations and no major 
violations (35) 

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

Group 5--Two or more major violations'and possibly 
some minor violations (15). 

Table 44 lists the major and minor violations used to define the 

groups. Generally, a minor violation is one for which the Divi­

sion of Motor Vehicles will assign three or fewer "points" to the 
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Table 44


Classification of Traffic Offenses in North Carolina


Major Offenses 

• Alluding an Officer 

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

• Failure to Report an Accident 

• Leaving the Scene of an Accident 

• Speed Contest 

• Speeding Over 55 MPH and Reckless Driving 

• Speeding Over 55 MPH and Exceeding Limit by More than 15 MPH 

• Speeding Over 75 MPH 

Minor Offenses 

• Driving Too Fast for Conditions 

• Driving on the Wrong Side of the.Road or One-Way ;Street 

• Exceeding Safe Speed 

• Failure to Reduce Speed 

• Failure to Yield Right of Way 

• Following Too Close 

• Illegal Passing 

• Improper Turn 

• Improper Use of Lane 

• Reckless Driving 

• Running a Red Light or Stop Sign 

• Speeding 
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driver record. Four or more points are assigned for the major 

violations listed. 

General Characteristics 

The first area of analysis describes the respondent popula­

tion. A breakdown of the number of years of driving experience 

of the members of each driver group is shown in Table 45. If one 

considers Groups 1 and 2--those with three or fewer minor viola­

tions and no major violations in three years--as representing the 

general driver population, then a substantial majority of the 

general driving population (80 percent for Group 1 and 65 percent 

for Group 2) had more than ten years driving experience. In 

contrast, a majority of the repeat violator groups (3 and 5) had 

less than ten years of experience; more than one-fourth of Group 5 

had less than five years of experience. The respondent estimate 

of annual miles driven (Table 46) provides an indication of viola­

tion (and accident) exposure. Slightly less than half of the 

violation-free drivers estimate that they drove under 10,000 miles 

per year. Driver groups with higher violation rates tended to 

drive more. Over half of the Group 3 and Group 5 respondents drove 

more than 20,000 miles per year. 

The sex distribution for the groups is as follows: 

Sex of Respondents 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

Male 202 262 33 55 15 
55.5% 69.5% 94.3% 82.1% 100.0% 

Female 162 115 2 12 0 
44.5% 30.5% 5.7% 17.9% 0.0% 
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Table 45 

Years of Driving Experience 
(North Carolina) 

Group Less Than 5 to 9 10-19 20 Years 
5 Years Years Years or More 

Group 1 31 41 120. 174 
(8.5%) (.11.2%) (32.8%) (47.5%) 

Group 2 63 69 123 126 
(.16.5%) (18.1%) (32.3%) (33.1%) 

Group 3 6 13 11 5 
(17.1%) (37.1%) (31.4%) (14.3%) 

Group 4 13 18 18 19 
(19.1%) (26.5%) (26.5%) (27.9%) 

Group 5 4 5 2 4 
(26.7%) (33.5%) (13.3%) (26.7%) 

Table 46 

Miles Driven Per Year 
(North Carolina) 

Under 10,000­ 15,000­ 20,000 
10,000 15,000 19,000 or More 
Miles Miles Miles Miles 

Group 1 155 76 48 86 
(42.3%) (20.8%) (13.1%) (23.5%) 

Group 2 107 87 45 140 
(28.1%) (22.8%) (11.8%) (36.7%) 

Group 3 6 6 5 18 
(17.1%) (17.1%) (14.3%) (51.4%) 

Group 4 24 10 12 20 
(35.3%) (14.7%) (17.6%) (29.4%) 

Group 5 2 1 4 8 
(13.3%) (6.7%) (26.7%) (53.3%) 
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Although more males than females are found in all the respondent 

groups, as the violation characterization of the groups increases 

both in seriousness and in number, the proportion of males also 

increases. The respondents' reported level of education is de­

scribed'in Table 47. The overall educational level of Groups 1, 

2, and 3 was about the same with 35, 29, and 35 percent, respec­

tively, having completed college. Overall, 19 percent of the 

serious violators (Groups 4 and 5 combined) had completed college. 

At the other end of the spectrum, less than 14 percent of Groups 

and 2 did not,complete high school while 20, 27 and 33 percent, 

respectively, of the more numerous/more serious violation groups 

(3, 4, and 5) had not completed high school. 

Violation History of Respondents 

It is also of interest to know the volume and types of 

citations which Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5 had acquired over the three 

year period under study. The overall totals and averages for the 

groups are as follows: 

Sample Total Number Average Number 
Size of Citations of Citations 

Group 2 382 540 1.41 

Group 3 35 164 4.69 

Group 4 68 150 2.21 

Group 5 15 61 4.07 

Total 500 915 1.83 

These figures are, of course, consistent with the definitions of 

the groups. For example, Group 3 was defined as those respondents 

who had at least four minor violations and the Group 3 average is 

4.69 citations. Similarly, Group 4 was defined as those respondents 

with one major violation and the average of 2.21 means that each 
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Table 47 

Education of Respondents 
(North Carolina) 

Did not 'Completed Attended Completed Attended Completed 
Complete Grade High High Attended Completed Graduate Graduate 

Grade Sch. School School School College College School School 

Group 1 16 8 25 95 91 70 21 38 
(4.4%) (2.2%) (6.9%) (26.1%) (25.0%) (19.2%) (5.8%) (10.1%) 

Group 2 4 13 31 99 122 57 28 27 
(1.0%) (3.4%) (8.1%) (26.0%) (32.0%) (15.0%) (7.3%) (7.1%) 

Group 3 1 0 6. 7 4 8 2 2 
(2.9%) (0.0%) (17.1%) (20.0%) (25.7%) (22.9%) (5.7%) (5.7%) 

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

Group 5 1 0 4 5 4 0 0 1 
(6.7%) (0.0%) (26.7%) (33.3%) (26.7%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (6.7%) 



person in this group averaged one major violation and 1.21 minor 

violations over the three-year period under study. Group 5 re­

spondents had an average of 4.07 citations. Further analysis 

revealed that this group averaged 2.33 major violations and 1.74 

minor violations. 

Table 48 gives the number of violations by type and group. 

As with the other two states, the categories for speeding viola­

tions accounted for a significant portion of the total number of 

violations. For Group 2, speeding violations accounted for over 

70 percent of the total while other offenses, such as following 

too closely, turning into traffic, and careless driving, accounted 

for about 17 percent of the total. Group 3 follows almost exactly 

the same distribution as Group 2. With Groups 4 and 5, the dis­

tribution is different because they are defined with major viola­

tions. The DWI category, for example, accounts for 12 percent-in 

Group 4 and 10 percent in Group 5. 

Table 49 shows the distribution of the citations for each 

year under study. The years are defined in twelve-month incre­

ments prior to the time of the survey: Year 1 is December 1976­

November 1977; Year 2 is December 1977-November 1978; and Year 3 

is December 1978-November 1979. As seen in the table, there is a 

good representation of citations in each of the years. Of course, 

some respondents received citations in more than one of the years 

and others received citations in only one of the years. These 

combinations can be illustrated in a Venn diagram with three over­

lapping circles for the years. The 39 respondents in the center 

are respondents who had at least one citation during each of the 

three years. Similarly, there were 119 respondents who had a 

violation only in Year 1; 141 respondents only in Year 2; and 92 

respondents only in Year 3. 
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Table 48 

Violation History of Respondents

by Offense Type

(North Carolina)


Speeding Speeding Running Red DWI Other

Less Than Greater Light/Stop Offense


10 MPH* Than 10 MPH Sign 

Group 2 N 177 171 58 - 84 
Citations 204 286 60 - 90 

Group :3 N 31 29 15 - 19 
Citations 59 58 20 - 27 

Group it N 23 19 9 18 40 
Citations 39 35 10 18 48 

Group S N 8 6 4 5 13 
Citations 10 15 5 6 25 

Total N 239 225 86 23 156 
Citations 312 294 95 24 190 

Table 49 

Number of Violations by Year 
(North Carolina) 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
December 1976- December 1977- December 1978­
November 1977 November 1978 November 1979 

Group 2 N 155 169 137 
Citations 175 193 172 

Group 3 N 24 32 35 
Citations 36 47 81 t, 

Group 4 N 31 43 32 
Citations 36 67 47 

Group 5 N 11 12 6 
Citations 23 27 11 

Total N 221 256 210 
Citations 270 334 311 
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Year 1 119 30 141 Year 2

39

33 46

92

Year 3

SURVEY RESPONSES

The following sections are devoted to an analysis of the

survey results. The responses are given for each question along

with the appropriate analysis. In many of the questions, it was

beneficial to compare the results across the five groups and tests

were made to determine whether the group averages were signifi-

cantly different in a statistical sense.

Responses to Questions on Violation Detection and Conviction

Two questions asked during the interview sought to assess

the perceived risk of violation detection by law enforcement and

the perceived risk of conviction following a court appearance on

a citation. Question 4 was phrased as follows:

4. Following are a number of traffic violations. * 

For every 100 drivers who commit these acts,
how many, in your opinion, will be caught by
the police in this County? You may assume no
accidents are involved.
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a.	 Speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted 
speed limit 

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

.c. Driving while intoxicated (drunk driving) 
d.	 Running a traffic light or stop sign 
e.	 Following a moving car too closely 
f.	 Turning left in front of oncoming traffic 

or pulling out into traffic (like at an 
intersection or on a freeway), 

g.	 Crossing the center line of the road. 

Question 5, which follows, was asked regarding the same list of 

seven violations: 

5.	 In this County, once a person has been caught 
by police and given a ticket for most of these 
violations, he can usually pay or mail in the 
fine or he can challenge the ticket in court. 
For every 100 drivers who are ticketed or 
arrested, and choose to take it to court, how 
many, in your opinion, will be found guilty 
of committing the violation? Again, you may 
assume that no accidents are involved. 

The responses to these two questions are analyzed together. 

Analysis of Questions on Speeding 

Figure 14 shows the change, by group, of the group mean 

value of the respondents' estimate of the number of chances in 

100 of detection/conviction for the two violations, Speeding 10 

and 20 MPH Over the Speed Limit. The graph for Question 4a 

(detection of a 10 MPH Speed Violation), for example, shows that 

the average of the responses for Group 1 drivers was that 26.8 

out of 100 such speeders would be detected or caught. The average 

estimates of Groups 2, 3, and 4 was about the same as or higher 

than that of Group 1 while the Group 5 average was much higher. 

For the 20 MPH Speed Violation (Question 4b), each group average 

estimate of the chances of detection was higher than for the 10 MPH 
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Figure 14
Responses to Questions on Speeding

(North Carolina)
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Violation. The (small-sized) Group 5 showed little difference in 

the detection estimate for these offenses. In light of their 

experience, it is difficult to understand why, these estimates are 

so high and, also, why they are so close together. The average 

20 MPH detection estimates for Groups 1 through 4 are about 1.5 

times higher than the 10 MPH estimates. F-ratios were calculated 

to determine if the averages were significantly different (in a 

statistical sense). For each question, the results of this calcu­

lation are indicated next to the corresponding curve. The dif­

ferences for Question 4a are statistically significant. 

The upper (dashed) set of curves in Figure 14 represent the 

group average responses regarding chances of conviction in court 

for the selected offenses. The dashed curves are shaped much like 

the solid curves, suggesting that the between-group differences 

regarding the chances for detection are similar to those for con­

viction. The higher values shown for the conviction estimate 

suggest that the drivers realize that the chances of conviction 

(once detected) are higher than the chances of detection. In 

reality, the chances of detection are probably much lower than 

expressed by the drivers. The relative closeness of the convic­

tion curves (5a and b) indicate that the drivers feel that for 

these two speeding violations, the difference in the chances of 

conviction is less than the difference in chances of detection. 

At the bottom of Figure 14, the overall statistics regard-

ling the two speeding questions are presented together with an 

indication of the number of drivers who chose maximum answers and 

those who chose minimum answers. Nine respondents thought that 

none of the 100 speeders at 10 MPH over the limit had a chance of 

detection while only three felt that way about a 20 MPH speeding 

offense. At the other extreme, seven drivers thought all 10 MPH 

speeders would be caught while 12 drivers felt that way about all 
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20 MPH speeders. For the same two offenses, twelve and four 

respondents, respectively, felt that zero drivers in 100 would 

be convicted in court while 82 and 173, respectively, felt that 

all would be convicted in court. Almost all estimates of either 

zero or 100 percent detection were obtained from Group 1 and 2 

drivers. It should be pointed out that 100 percent estimates of 

detection and estimates that no drivers would be convicted are 

unrealistip. Yet they do influence the averages presented in the 

curves. 

Analysis of Questions on Driving While Intoxicated

and Running a Traffic Light or Stop Sign


The group average estimates of chances of detection and con­

viction for Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) (Questions 4c and 5c) 

and for Running a Traffic Light or Stop Sign (Questions 4d and.5d) 

are shown on the graphs of Figure 15. For DWI, Groups 1, 2, and 

3 show no difference in average chances of conviction. Groups 4 

and 5 that contain DWI offenders rate the chances of conviction 

higher, but not statistically significantly higher. Groups 2 and 

3 rated the chances of DWI conviction slightly higher than Group 1. 

However, Group 4 members, some of whom were first offenders of DWI, 

rated the chances of court conviction for DWI the same as Group 1. 

Perhaps their response is based on prior experience with both con­

victions and acquittals/dismissals for DWI. The multiple serious 

offenders (Group 5) rate the chances of DWI conviction nearly as 

high as Group 3. None of the differences is significant, however. 

While the number of drivers estimating zero chances of detection 

and conviction and those estimating 100 percent detection were 

small, 182 respondents (21 percent) estimated a 100 percent chance 

of court convictions for DWI. Higher percentages of the violator 

.groups estimated 100 percent conviction rates than did the non-violator 
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Figure 15

Responses to Questions on DWI and Running Traffic Light
Or Stop Sign
(North Carolina)
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group. These estimates do not conflict with the fact that in 

many jurisdictions, DWI conviction rates are higher than 90 per­

cent. 

The bottom curve of Figure 15 (.Question 4d) shows the detec­

tion rate for the Running Traffic Light/Stop Sign Offense (Traffic 

Light). The responses for Groups 1-4 were about the same, while 

that for Group 5 was slightly (but not significantly) higher. 

These estimates were at about the same percentage level as re­

ported for the 10 MPH speeding violation (Figure 14). The convic­

tion rate estimates for the Traffic Light Offense are shown in 

the "5d" curve. The responses are almost the same for all groups. 

A group,breakdown of the 110 respondents who estimated a 100 per­

cent conviction rate for this offense indicates much higher per­

centages of such estimates by the violator groups than by the 

non-violator group. 

Analysis With Median Values 

Because the number of zero and 100 percent estimates was 

thought to be large and may have influenced the sample means, 

the median values of each group response to Questions 4a-d and 

5a-d, shown in Table 50, were also examined for possibly different 

conclusions. Comparing these values with the sample mean data 

points in Figures 14 and 15 suggests that no different inter­

pretation regarding group responses is in order. In fact, the 

detection data. are very close while the median conviction data 

suggests higher conviction rates than the mean data. 

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

Group average estimates of detection and court conviction 

for these offenses are shown in the graphs of Figure 16. With 
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Table 50


Median Values for Questions 4 and 5


Question Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5


4a 20 20 25 25 50


4b 40 40 50 30 50


4c 30 30 30 40 50


4d 20 15 20 20 40


5a 65 75 90 80 90


5b 80 80 90 80 90


5c 80 85 90 80 80


5d 70 75 70 70 80
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Figure 16

Responses to Questions on Following Too Closely,

Overall Statistics

Number of Range of Responses
Question Responses Average Percent,(Number)

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



the exception of Group 5, the detection rate estimate for all of 

these offenses is about the same for each group and not very dif­

ferent for the three offenses. The detection estimates for all 

of these offenses are lower than has been the case for the other 

offenses described previously. The percentage of the respondents 

estimating that zero drivers in 100 would be detected for these 

offenses ranged from seven to ten percent, a figure much higher 

than for the other offenses and one that points out the diffi­

culty of taking enforcement action against these offenses. The 

conviction estimates for these offenses show little difference 

between groups and are lower than the estimates for other offenses. 

The respondents may feel that in addition to the difficulty of 

taking enforcement action against these violations, there is also 

some difficulty in many cases in producing evidence to convict. 

Comparisons With Violation History 

Court Appearances and Court Conviction Perceptions 

The analysis so far has not shown many differences among the 

groups under study. With regard to detection, only two of the 

offenses showed statistically significant difference among the 

groups and with regard to court conviction, only one (speeding 

10 MPH over the limit) showed a significant difference. At this 

point, it may be of benefit to compare respondents with court 

appearances versus respondents without court appearances. With 

this analysis, Group 1 respondents still serve as a comparison 

group since they did not have any violations or court appearances. 

At the other extreme, virtually all Group 4 and Group 5 respondents 

made court appearances since their violations were major in nature. 

Therefore, the averages previously presented for these two groups 

are reflective of both their detection and adjudication experiences. 

With Groups 2 and 3, there are also mandatory appearances and many 
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of the appearances are because the person decided to challenge 

the citation in court. More specifically, in Group 2 there were 

20 persons with court appearances. With all the groups, the 

court experience can be expected to affect only their perceptions 

of court actions rather than their perceptions of detection by 

the police. 

With this background, Table 51 shows the response averages 

for Question 5 with Groups 2 and 3 split into Court/No Court 

Appearance categories. The averages under the "Court Appearance" 

columns were based on those respondents who made court appearances 

during the three-year period under study while the averages under 

the "No Court Appearance" columns were based on those respondents 

who decided to pay the fine and not appear in court to challenge 

the citation. 

There are some interesting comparisons from Table 51. For 

example, with Group 2, the averages for the subgroup without court 

appearances are larger than the subgroup with court appearances. 

With the offense of speeding 10 MPH over the limit, the averages 

for Group 2 are 64.9 for respondents without a court appearance 

and 61.5 for respondents with a court appearance. While this 

difference, as well as the other differences for Group 2, is small, 

the overall conclusion is consistent since it occurs with each 

category. Similarly, the Group 3 averages show the same conclu­

sion except for the DWI category. With the offense of speeding 

10 MPH over the limit, the averages for Group 3 are 73.2 for 

respondents without a court appearance and 59.9 for respondents 

with court appearances. 

In summary, it appears that persons with occasional court 

appearances, as with Groups 2 and 3, will respond with perceptions 
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of lower chances of being found guilty than their counterparts 

with no court appearances. 

Time of Citations and Perceptions 

As with the other states, there was interest in whether time 

had an effect on the chances of detection. It was hypothesized 

that persons who had recently received a citation would have 

higher responses than persons whose citations occurred at an 

earlier time. The following analysis is based on "single year" 

offenders. These are defined as respondents who had received a 

citation during one of the three years but not the other two. 

From the Venn diagram presented earlier, it is possible to make 

the following definitions: 

Group A:­ Respondents who received citations in Year 1 
(December 1976-November 1977) but not during 
Years 2 or 3 (N=119). 

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

Group C:­ Respondents who received citations in Year 3 
(December 1978-November 1979) but not during 
Years 1 or 2 (N=92). 

Comparing these groups with Group 1 as a control gives the figures 

in Table 52. With the definitions of the groups, the hypothesis 

is that the Group C average would be higher than Group B which 

would, in turn, be higher than Group A. The figures show this 

trend for every offense in Question 4. For example, with Ques­

tion 4b (Speeding 10 MPH over the limit), Group A had an average 

of 34.9, Group B an average of 43.3, and Group C an average of 

46.1. Thus, the data support the hypothesis that more recent 

citations raise the level of perceptions of being caught by the 

police. It should be noted, however, that all of the Group A 
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Table 52 

Relationship of Perceptions to Time

Question 4--Chances of Being Caught by the Police


Question Group A Group B Group C Group 1 

4a 24.2 27.1 27.2 26.8 

4b 34.9 43.3 46.1 41.2 

4c 35.0 36.2 40.2 36.8 

4d 24.6 26.2 30.6 28.4 
4e 13.1 15.0 17.1 16.4 
4f 15.1 16.7 21.2 20.5 
4g 13.7 16.2 20.0 17.7 

averages and many of the Group B averages are below the Group 1 

average. It is not clear why this should be the case except to 

say that the citations in Year 1 obviously did not have a lasting 

effect on the drivers. 

ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED FINES AND SANCTION SEVERITY 

Analysis of Estimated Fines 

Question 6 was asked to learn the extent of the respondents' 

.knowledge of the fines imposed in the Raleigh area for the seven 

selected offenses. 

6.	 For each of the same violations we've been 
talking about, I'd like to get your idea of 
what the fine in this County would be if 
the person had a clear driving record. If 
you're not sure, just give me your best 
guess. You may assume that no accident is 
involved. 
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The correct answers to the question are: 

Offense Fine 

6a--Speeding 10 MPH Over Limit $ 32.00 

6b--Speeding 20 MPH Over Limit Court Appearance 

6c--Driving While Intoxicated $127.00 plus 1-year 
license revocation* 

6d--Running a Traffic Light or $ 27.00 
Stop Sign


6e--Following Too Closely $ 27.00


6f--Turning in Front of Traffic $ 27.00


6g--Crossing the Center Line $ 27.00


The fine listed for DWI is the typical fine imposed in court for 

a first offense. The other fines listed are those that are paid 

by mail or to the court clerk in the Raleigh/Wake County Area. 

As was the case in Colorado, no "typical" fine imposed following 

court appearance for speeding 20 MPH over the limit could be 

learned. 

Group average responses for Question 6 are shown in Figures 

17 and 18. For Question 6a--Speeding by 10 MPH--the estimates 

for Groups 1-4 are within two dollars of the actual fine (but on 

the low side) and that for Group 5 is high by about seven dollars. 

Similarly, all estimates for Question 6d--Traffic Light--are 

above, but within four dollars of the actual fine. Although pos­

sibly coincidental, the degree to which the estimates described 

come close to the actual value suggests that drivers, both vio­

lators and non-violators, may be very aware of the fines imposed 

for these violations. The fine estimates for a 20 MPH Speeding 

violation (Question 6b) range from about 45 dollars to 72 dollars. 

*Referred to interchangeably as license suspension in the text. 
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Figure 18

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

(North Carolina)
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;Since there is no "correct" answer here, comparisons are dif­

ficult. It. is noted that 15 percent of Group 4 members and 20 

percent of Group 5 members had convictions for this offense and 

no members of the other groups had such convictions. Table 53 

shows the median of estimated fines for Question 6. There is 

little difference between the median and mean values for Ques­

tions 6a, b, and d. 

Table 53 

Median Values for Question 6 

Correct 
Q uestion Grou p 1 Group 2 Group 3 Grou p 4 Grou p 5 Value 

6a 25 28 35 27 32 32 

6b 45 42 42 40 50 Court 

6c 100 100 100 100 127 127 

6d 25 27 27 27 27 27 

6e 25 25 27 25 27 27 

6f 25 27 27 27 28 27 

6g 25 27 27 27 28 27 

For DWI, Groups 1 and 5 overestimated the fine while the 

other groups underestimated it. The disparity between the Group 4 

and Group 5 estimates is difficult to explain since 27 percent and 

33 percent, respectively, of these groups had DWI convictions. 

Examination of the median value of each group estimate for DWI 

shows Groups 1-4 all having median estimates of $100 and that of 

Group 5 at $127--the correct value. 

If, in addition to a fine, the respondent described other 

penalties for DWI, that information was recorded; as shown in 

Table 54, 595 respondents (69 percent) provided a second penalty. 

The principal response, offered by 92 percent of those describing 

second penalties, was license suspension. This choice was nearly 
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Table 54 

Other Penalty Responses for DWI 
(North Carolina) 

Loss/Revoked Points on Jail/ Rehabilitation 
License Record Prison Driver School Probation Warning Total 

Group 1 97 10 6 63 9 5 190 
. (51.1%) (5.3%) (3.2%) (33.2%) (4.7%) (2.6%) 

Group 2 68 9 4 58 13 1 153 
(44.4%) (5.9%) (2.6%) (37.9%) (8.5%) (0.7%) 

Group 3 6 2 1 5 1 0 15 
(40.0%) (13.3%) (6.7%) (33.3%) (6.7%) (0.0%) 

Group 4 7 2 0 4 4 1 18 
(38.9%) (11.1%) (0.0%) (22.2%) (22.2%) (5.6%) 

Group 5 0 0 0 1 2 0 3 
(0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (33.3%) (66.7%) (0.0%) 

Overall 178 23 11 131 29 7 379 
(47.0%) (6.1%) (2.9%) (34.6%) (7.7%) (1.8%) 



unanimous over all groups, indicating a familiarity with what 

penalties are imposed for DWI convictions. 

The estimated fines for the remaining three violations 

(Figure 18) are all in the same range as those given for speeding 

by 10 MPH and Traffic Light (Figure 17), again suggesting that on 

the average drivers in this North Carolina survey are aware of 

minor violation penalties. Furthermore, the median responses for 

these questions were all within two dollars of the correct value. 

Analysis of Sanction Severity 

As was the case in the other states, two questions were asked 

regarding the severity of penalties. Question 7 asked the respondent 

to rate the severity of the fine he estimated in Question 6 on a 

five-point Likert scale from 1 to 5. In Question 8, the respondent 

was informed of the correct penalty and asked to rate its severity 

on the same scale. 

Table 55 shows, for each violation, the group-average severity 

estimates. With two exceptions (Group 4 on Question 7/8f and 

Group 5 on Question 7/8g), the average severity rating given to the 

(correct) penalty in Question 8 was higher than that given to the 

respondents' uninformed estimate of the penalty in Question 7. The 

range of average severity estimates given lies between 2.20 (hardly 

severe) and 3.93 (rather severe) but more than three-fourths of the 

estimates were less than, three (moderate severity), the midpoint of 

the scale. For the 10 and 20 MPH speeding violations, the violator 

groups all initially rated the severity higher than those with no 

sanction experience (in the preceding three years). The revised 

estimate of Group 3 for a 10 MPH violation (Question 8a) was 

slightly lower than that of Group 1. The t-test shows the revi­

sions of both Groups 1 and 2 for the speed violations were 
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Table 55


Sanction Severity Averages

(North Carolina) 

Speeding 10 MPH Speeding 20 MPH 
Over Limit Over L imit 

7a 8a t-value 7b 8b t-value 

Group 1 2.5 2.8 - 5.1*** Group 1 2.2 2.5 - 4.0*** 

Group 2 2.8 3.0 - 3.3*** Group 2 2.5 2.8 - 3.4*** 

Group 3 2.7 2.7 - .2 Group 3 2.7 3.0 - 1.0 

Group 4 2.7 3.1 - 2.2* Group 4 2.9 3.1 - 2.2 

Group 5 3.3 3.3 0.0 Group 5 3.1 3.3 - .5 

Driving While Intoxicated Running a Traffic Light 
or S top Sign 

7c 8c t-value 7d 8d t-value 

Group 1 2.3 2.5 - 2.0* Group 1 2.4 2.5 - 1.7 

Group 2 2.4 2.8 - 6.0*** Group 2 2.7 2.7 - 0.2 

Group 3 2.7 3.1 - 1.4 Group 3 2.2 2.7 ' - 1.9 

Group 4 3.1 3.2 .8 Group 4 2.5 2.6 - 1.0 

Group 5 3.2 3.9 1.8 Group 5 2.6 3.1 - 1.2 

Following Too Close Turning Into Traffic 

7e 8d t-value 7f 8f t-value 

Group 1 2.3 2.6 - 4.4*** Group 1 2.2 2.4 - 2.5* 

Group 2 2.6 2.8 - 2.1* Group 2 2.5 2.6 - 1.5 

Group 3 2.6 2.7 - 0.6 Group 3 2.2 2.3 - 0.5 

Group 4 2.6 2.7 - 1.2 Group 4 2.6 2.5 .5 

Group 5 2.7 3.3 - 1.5 Group 5 2.9 3.0 - .3 

Crossing Center Line 

7g 8g t-value 

Group 1 2.2 2.6 - 5.0*** * Significant at the .05 level 

Group 2 2.5 2.8 4.1*** ** Significant at the .01 level 

Group 3 2.3 2.7 - 1.5 *** Significant at the .001 level 

Group 4 2.5 2.8 - 1.9 

Group 5 3.1 3.1 .1 
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statistically significant at the .001 level. That for the rela­

tively small Group 4 on the 10 MPH violation was also significant 

(.05). 

For the DWI violation, the groups with DWI experience (4 and 

5) initially rated the penalty severity greater than three and 

revised it further upward upon learning the correct penalty. 

Group 3's revision placed it above the level three severity and 

the upward revisions of Groups 1 and 2 made the differences 

statistically significant. If these ratings are considered in 

light of the mean estimates of the fines given for Question 7c, 

the upward severity revision by Groups 1 and 5 are difficult to 

explain because the mean estimates were higher than the actual 

fine. However, if it is recalled that the median estimates for 

Groups 1-4 were below the actual fine and that for Group 5 was 

equal to the actual fine, then the upward revision in severity' 

estimate by all groups is possibly more understandable. It should 

also be recalled that 64 percent of all respondents listed license 

suspension as a DWI penalty. It is reasonable that those who had 

not listed license suspension might want to increase their DWI 

penalty severity estimate upon learning about suspension being 

imposed. Additionally, some of those who had listed suspension 

might also raise their rating upon learning that the suspension 

lasted one year. 

As can be seen in Table 55, trends similar to those described 

for the speeding violations can be noted for the other four minor 

violations. In some cases the difference between the mean estimates 

of Questions 7 and 8 is statistically significant. 
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ANALYSIS OF OTHER SANCTIONING ISSUES 

Several sanction-related matters such as the effect of warning 

tickets, appearance before a judge, attendance at court traffic 

school, preventive versus educational effects and insurance premium 

impact were addressed in the driver interview. The following sec­

tions present the analysis regarding these matters. 

Special and General Effects 

Question 9 asked about special effects--those on drivers who 

have been sanctioned; Question 10 asked about general effects-­

those on drivers who have not been sanctioned. The questions were 

worded as: 

9.­ Which of the statements below comes closest to 
your feeling about the way that penalties for 
traffic violations affect most drivers who have 
committed traffic violations? 

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

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

No effect--penalties for traffic violations 
have no effect on the drivers concerned. 

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

(Same three alternatives as above.) 

The results for these two questions are shown in Table 56. All 

groups tend to favor the preventive/deterrent effect for those who 

have been sanctioned and only Group 5 favors it much more strongly 

than the others. Group 5 and Group I felt more strongly than the 

other groups that no special effect was to be achieved from sanc­

tions. Overall, however, 13 percent felt there was no special 
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Table 56 

Questions 9 and 10 -- Effect of Penalties on Drivers 
(North Carolina) 

QUESTION 9 QUESTION 10 

Preventive or 
Deterrent Effect 

Educational 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Preventive or 
Deterrent Effect 

Educational 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

52.3% 

51.8% 

54.3% 

48.5% 

60.0% 

32.3% 

36.3% 

34.3% 

39.7% 

20.0% 

15.3% 

11.8%. 

11.4% 

11.8% 

20.0% 

39.6% 

37.1% 

48.6% 

33.8% 

40.0% 

46.4% 

39.2% 

25.7% 

43.1% 

40.0% 

14.0% 

23.7% 

25.7% 

23.1% 

20.0% 

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

Question 9.	 Which of the statements below comes closest to your feeling about the way that penalties for 
traffic violations affect most drivers who have committed traffic violations? 

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

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



effect. The percentage of respondents by group favoring general 

preventive/deterrence effects was not much different than the 

overall average. The general educational effect was preferred 

over the general preventive/deterrent effect by all groups except 

Group 3. Although the overall difference is small, it is difficult 

to understand how the general educational effect would have more 

impact. About the same percentage of Group 1 as felt that there 

would be no special effects also felt there would be no general 

effects. Each of the other groups felt more strongly that no 

general effects would occur than they did about no special effects 

occurring. This outcome is quite reasonable. 

Influence of Warning Tickets 

The drivers were asked about the influence a warning ticket 

would have compared to receiving a citation. Question 11 stated: 

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

1. Has same effect as getting a ticket. 
2. Has a greater effect. 
3. Some effect but not as much as a ticket. 
4. No effect. 

The responses given are shown below. Only for Group 3 did less 

than half of the respondents feel that a warning would be as ef­

fective or more effective than a ticket. Although only slightly 

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

experience with multiple minor violations--the kind that might 

result in a warning--and the fact that they continue to violate 

after citations, made them honestly realize and state that the 

warning would have been less effective for them. 
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Not as 
Same Effect Greater Great as No Effect 
As a Ticket Effect a Ticket 

Group 1 39.2% 25.8% 32.9% 2.2% 

Group 2 30.8% 25.3% 42.1% 1.8% 

Group 3 25.7% 22.9% 42.9% 8.6% 

Group 4 26.5% 32.4% 38.2% 2.9% 

Group 5 46.7% 13.3% 33.3% 6.7% 

Overall 34.1% 25.7% 37.8% 2.4% 

Influence of Court Appearance 

The drivers' opinions regarding the effect of court appear­

ance were sought in Question 12: 

12. A traffic law violator may choose either to 
(1) appear before a judge to plead his/her 
case, or (2) pay a fine by mail or to a court 
clerk. To what extent would a lecture and 
fine given by a judge influence a person's 
driving behavior when compared to paying the 
fine without appearing before the judge? 
Would you say it would have 

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

The responses were as follows: 

Lesser Greater No No 
Influence Influence Difference Opinion 

Group 1 9.6% 66.6% 20.3% 3.6% 

Group 2 8.9% 61.6% 25.3% 4.2% 

Group 3 8.6% 54.3% 31.4% 5.7% 

Group 4 7.4% 69.1% 16.2% 7.4% 

Group 5 13.3% 60.0% 20.0% 6.7% 

Overall 9.2% 64.0% 22.6% 4.3% 
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The responses show a strong belief that court appearances have a 

greater influence on driving behavior as compared to paying the 

fine without appearance. The overall statistics show that nearly 

two-thirds of the respondents gave the "Greater Influence" answer. 

The individual group averages vary around this overall average 

with no significant differences between group averages. 

Influence of Court Traffic School 

The sanctions of court or licensing agency education programs 

were covered in Questions 13 and 14: 

13.­ Do you know that some traffic violators are 
penalized by having to attend a court traffic 
school or a Department of Motor Vehicles 
education program? 

14.­ Do you think such a penalty would positively 
influence your driving? 

The positive response to these questions was overwhelming. Over­

all, 87.8 percent responded "Yes" to Question 13, indicating an 

extensive awareness of traffic violator schools or licensing 

agency classes as an alternative sanction. Regarding effective­

ness, 84.7 percent of the respondents felt such a penalty would 

positively influence their driving. 

Influence of Insurance Premiums 

Three questions were asked that related to knowledge about 

insurance premiums: 

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

16.­ Is your driving influenced by your awareness of 
what insurance companies do? 
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17.­ In this state, all insurance companies raise 
premiums for the next three years by 10% 
(for example, $10 added to a $100 annual 
premium), following conviction for one routine 
(one-point) moving violation. For a two-point 
violation, such as speeding more than 55 miles 
per hour (or two 1-point violations), the 
premiums are raised by 40%. Do you think your 
driving will be influenced by your awareness 
of what insurance companies do? 

Question 15 was asked to each respondent. If the respondent 

answered "Yes," Question 16 was asked; if the respondent answered 

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

The responses to these questions are shown in Figure 19. 

North Carolina law requires that all companies offering auto 

insurance for sale in the state have a program of premium in­

crease as described in Question 17. With 94 percent of respond­

ents indicating an awareness of insurance premium increase or 

policy cancellation following a traffic conviction, it is clear 

that this practice is very well known. Three-quarters of those 

who were aware of these practices are influenced by them and 74 

percent of those who were not aware of the practices said they 

would be influenced by their new knowledge of what the practices 

are in North Carolina. 

DATA ON SPEEDS 

As with"the other two sites, tit was of interest to develop 

a better indication of the actual violation rates in the Raleigh, 

North Carolina area. For this purpose, four separate road seg­

ments were selected as being typical of the type of street and 

daily traffic volumes in the area. Three of these segments were 
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Figure 19 

Responses to Questions on Insurance Premiums 
(North Carolina) 

Yes -- 610 
T5.3% 

Yes -- 810 167 Question 16 
94.2% 20.6% 

No Response -- 33 

Question 15 ---^ 4.1%


Yes -- 38

74.5%


51 10 
Question 17 5.8OZ 1 .60 

No Response -- 3 _ 
5.9% 

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

Question 16. Is your driving influenced by your awareness of what insurance companies do? 

Question 17. In this state, all insurance companies raise premiums for the next three years by 10% 
(for example, $10 added to a $100 annual premium), following conviction for one routine 
(one point) moving violation. For a two point violation, such as speeding more than 
55 miles per hour (or two 1-point violations), the premiums are raised by 40%.. Do you 
think your driving will be influenced by your awareness of what insurance companies do? 



on multi-lane highways or expressways which handled much of the 

traffic volume in Raleigh and the surrounding jurisdictions. 

These three were the Raleigh Durham Highway, U.S. 64, and the 

U.S. 64 and Route 1 Beltline. With all three, the speed limit 

was 55 miles per hour. A residential/commercial roadway was 

also selected along Six Forks Road between North Hills and a 

shopping center. This segment had a speed limit of 45 miles 

per hour until the area of the shopping center where the speed 

limit was 35 miles per hour. 

The device used for collecting the speed data was a Leupold 

and Stevens, Inc. Model CVS 545 speed measuring instrument. An 

instrument was placed at each site for a seven-day period and 

data were collected at four times each day (6:30 a.m., 10:00 

a.m., 3:30 p.m., and 7:30 p.m.),. The installation consisted of 

placing two cables approximately six feet apart across the 

desired lanes of traffic. The cables were connected to a pro­

cessing and recording box located at the side of the road seg­

ment. The instrument allowed for collecting speed data in each 

lane of traffic on the following speed intervals: less than 

35 MPH, 35-39 MPH, 40-44 MPH, 45-49 MPH, 50-54 MPH, 55-57.4 MPH, 

57.5-59 MPH, 60-62.4 MPH, 62.5-64 MPH, 65-69 MPH, 70-74 MPH, 

and over 75 MPH. 

Some problems were encountered during the data collection 

process. On two occasions, the instruments were vandalized and 

the cables torn up from the roadway. Unfortunately, there was 

insufficient time for repeating the data collection on the exact 

day and time period when these incidents occurred. There were 

also some times when inclement weather caused abnormal traffic 

patterns and on these occasions, the data were not used. Further, 
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the instrument at U.S. 64 recorded only one lane of traffic 

rather than both lanes. Even in the one lane, the readings 

appeared to be very low and for these reasons, the data from 

this location have not been included in this report. 

Tables 57-59 show the speed data by day of week and time 

period. Shown in the table are (1) the total traffic volume 

of the time periods, (2) the 85th percentile speed, and (3) 

the percent of vehicles exceeding the speed limit by at least 

10 miles per hour. The data in the table can be further sum­

marized as follows: 

Raleigh 64 & #1 
Durham Beltline Six Forks 

Average Daily Traffic 10,800 23,000 9,200 
Volume 

Average 85th Percentile 63.0 MPH 56.9 MPA 43.8 MPH 
Range of 85th Per- 62.6-64.3 55.1-58.0 45.2-46.4 

centiles 
Average Percent Ex- 10.3% 0.6% 1.0% 

ceeding Speed Limit 
by at Least 10 MPH 

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

The Raleigh Durham Highway stands out in these figures as 

having a much higher 85th percentile and a much higher per­

centage of vehicles going 65 miles per hour or greater. The 

data show one time period in which 15.7 percent of the drivers 

were exceeding 65 MPH. In general, the morning rush hour 

traffic along this highway had a high percentage of speeders. 
• 

With the other two sites, the 85th percentiles and the percent 

of speeders is much lower and, as seen by the figures, the per­

cent of speeders never exceeds 2.4% along these road segments. 
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7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic.Volume 
85th Percentile 

Exceeding 65 MPH 

6:30 AM-10:00 AM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 

Exceeding 65 MPH 

10:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 

Exceeding 65 MPH. 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 
85th Percentile 

Exceeding 65 MPH 

Sunday 

2,370 
63.0 

9.8% 

602 
63.1 
11.6% 

2,904 
63.2 
13.9% 

2,213 
62.7 

6.9% 

Table 57 

Raleigh Durham Highway 
(North Carolina) 

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

2,069 
63.1 
11.0% 

4,311 
63.0 
10.4% 

2,039 
63.1 
13.0% 

1,906 
63.0 

9.9% 

3,630 
62.9 

9.4% 

3,138 
63.2 
13.7% 

3,497 
63.2 
13.8% 

3,274 
64.3 
15.7% 

3,449 
63.1 
12.9% 

660 
63.1 
11.2% 

2,712 
62.9' 
8.6% 

2,565 
62.4 
11.6% 

2,197 
62.9 

7.7% 

3,513 
63.0 

9.4% 

3,662 
63.0 

9.5% 

2,497 
62.9 
8.9% 

2,712 
63.0 
10.0% 

2,804 
62.6 

6.1% 

3,077 
63.0 

9.2% 

2,895 
62.6 

6.7% 

1,516 
62.7 

6.6% 



Table 58 

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

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 5,459 3,005 ---- 5,047 4,660 4,780 5,164 
85th Percentile 55.4 58.0 ---- 57.9 57.6 57.6 55.3 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 0.4% 1.3% ---- 1.1% 0.7% 1.0% 0.4% 

6:30 AM-10:00 AM 

Traffic Volume 1,115 5,838 ---- 5,649 5,549 5,386 2,264 
85th Percentile 57.9 57.9 ---- 58.0 57.9 57.8 57.8 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 1.3% 0.6% ---- 0.9% 0.4% 0.8% 1.3% 

10:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 5,507 7,821 6,936 7,402 6,680 8,105 8,021 
85th Percentile 57.4 57.7 57.9 58.0 57.7 57.7 57.8 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 0.4% 0.4% 0.7% 1.2% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 4,045 6,034 6,619 6,785 7,174 8,586 5,996 
85th Percentile 55.4 55.1 55.4 55.3 55.4 55.2 55.4 
% Exceeding 65 MPH 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 



Table 59• 

Six Forks Vehicle Speed Data 
(North Carolina) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

7:30 PM-6:30 AM 

Traffic Volume 1,916 751 ---- 1,787 1,608 1,547 1,815 
85th Percentile 45.2 46.2 ---- 45.5 45.5 45.8 45.4 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 0.5% 1.6% ---- 0.8% 2.4% 1.3% 0.8% 

6:30 AM-10:00 AM 

Traffic Volume 450 ---- ---- 2,442 3,712 2,458 754 
85th Percentile 46.0 ---- ---- 46.4 46.3 46.3 46.3 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 1.3% ---- ---- 2.1% 1.8% 1.5% 2.4% 

10:00 AM-3:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 2,353 ---- 3,682 3,868 3,419 4,278 3,445 
85th Percentile 45.7 ---- 45.6 45.7 45.6 45.5 45.8 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 0.5% ---- 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 

3:30 PM-7:30 PM 

Traffic Volume 1,435 ---- 2,481 2,559 2,738 3,367 2,081 
85th Percentile 45.8 ---- 45.5 45.7 45.5 45.3 45.5 
% Exceeding 55 MPH 0.8% ---- 0.8% 0.9% 0.4% 0.7% 0.4% 
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APPENDIX A 

DRIVER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Note:	 The questionnaire in this appendix was specifically 
designed for use in Wake County, North Carolina. 
The only difference between it and the questionnaires 
for the other two states is with Question 8 which 
lists the actual fine for the violations. 
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Opinion Research Corp. 51491 
Princeton, NJ 08540 OMB No. 004-S77013 

TRAFFIC LAW SANCTIONS EXPIRES 12-31-79 

DRIVER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Time Started:­ Time Ended: 

Date: GROUP: 1 
2 

Interviewer: 3 

INTRODUCTION: 

Hello, my name is , from Opinion Research Corporation, Princeton, New 
Jersey. We're conducting a survey for the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(authorized by 23 U.S.C. 403). The purpose of the survey is to learn how drivers 
feel about various safety problems and fines that can occur when people drive a 
car. The information is for a statistical survey and will not be disclosed 
outside the Department of Transportation. The interview will take about 10 to 
15 minutes, and we would appreciate your cooperation, which is voluntary.ril 

R 

In evaluating the interview responses we will also perform an analysis of the 
driving records of all drivers who are interviewed. You have our assurance 
that once all the information is collected, all names and other identifying infor­
mation will be removed. 

1.­ About now many miles do you, 1 UNDER 10,000 MILES 
yourself, drive in a year? 2 10,000 - 14,999 
(PROBE: Just your best estimate.) 3 15,000 - 19,999 

4­ 20,000 OR OVER 
5 DON'T KNOW 

2.­ Roughly, how many years have you 1 LESS THAN 5 YEARS 
been driving a car? 2 5-9 YEARS 

3­ 10-19 YEARS 
4 20 YEARS OR MORE 

On the next few questions, I'd like you to mark your own answers. The questions 
can be answered by simply circling the number that most nearly sums up your 
opinion. Please read each question and its instructions carefully before you 
answer. HAND RESPONDENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND PENCIL. 

3.­ How good a job do you feel this State is doing in each of the following areas 
in holding down the number of traffic accidents? Please circle the number on 
each line that best describes how you feel. (Just your best impression.) 

Very Very 
Poor Poor Average Good Good 

a.­ The motor vehicle inspection 
system 1 2 3 4 5

b.­ Setting high standards for people 
getting a driver's license 1 2 3 4 5 

c.­ Designing and maintaining highways 
in a way that makes them safe to 
drive on 1 2 3 4 5 

d.­ Overall enforcement of the laws 
that require motorists to follow 
safe driving practices 1 2 3 4 5 



2 

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

Number of 
Violators Caught 

a.­ Speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted

speed limit


b.­ Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted

speed limit'


c.­ Driving while intoxicated (drunk driving) 

d.­ Running a traffic light or stop sign 

e.­ Following a moving car too closely 

f.­ Turning left in front of oncoming traffic or

pulling out into traffic (like at an inter­

section or on a freeway)


g.­ Crossing the center line of the road 

5.­ In this County,'once a person has been caught by police and given a ticket 
for most of these violations, he can usually pay or mail in the fine or he 
can challenge the ticket in court. For every 100 drivers who are ticketed 
or arrested, and choose to take it to court, how many, in your opinion, 
will be found guilty of committing the violation? Again, you may assume that 
no accidents are involved. 

Number of Caught Violators. 
Who Challenge Ticket 
And Are Found Guilty 

a.­ Speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted

speed limit


b.­ Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted

speed limit


c.­ Driving while intoxicated 

d.­ Running a traffic light or stop sign 

e,­ Following a moving car too closely 

f.­ Turning left in front of oncoming traffic or

pulling out into traffic (like at an inter­

section or on a freeway)


g.­ Crossing the center line of the road 

PLEASE RETURN QUESTIONNAIRE TO INTERVIEWER. 
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INTERVIEWER: 

TAKE BACK QUESTIONNAIRE AND SAY: 

I'll ask you the next question instead of having you write in your own answers. 

6.	 For each of the same violations we've been talking about, I'd like to get 
your idea of what the fine in this County would be if the person had a 
clear driving record. If you're not sure,-just give me your best guess. 
You may assume that no accident is involved. 

a.	 First, what do you think the fine would be for a FINE: $ 
first offense for speeding, if you were given a 
ticket for going 10 miles per hour over the posted 
speed limit? 

b.	 How about for 20 miles per hour over the posted FINE: $ 
speed limit? 

c.	 How about driving while intoxicated? What do FINE: $ 
you think the fine or other penalty would be OTHER PENALTY: 
for a first offense? 

d.	 How about running a traffic light or stop sign? FINE: $ 

e.	 How about following a moving car too closely? FINE: $ 

f.	 How about turning left in front of oncoming FINE: $ 
traffic or pulling out into traffic? 

g.	 And how about crossing the center line? FINE: $ 

INTERVIEWER: 

WRITE IN, ON QUESTION 7, THE AMOUNTS MENTIONED BY RESPONDENT ON QUESTION 6. THEN 
TURN QUESTIONNAIRE TO RESPONDENT. 

7.	 In this question, the interviewer has written in what you thought the fine 
would be for each of the violations stated in question 6. Now, please 
circle the number on the scale below which most accurately reflects your 
feelings on how severe the fine is as you stated it. 

Not At All Extremely 
Severe Severe 

a.	 You have stated that the fine for driving 
10 miles per hour over the speed limit 
is . On a scale of 1 to 5, circle 
the number indicating how severe you think 
the fine is. 1 2 3 4 5 

b.	 How severe would you rate the $ fine 
you listed for speeding 20 miles per hour

s over the posted speed limit? 1 2 3 4 5 

c.	 How severe is the $ fine (and/or 
you listed for driving while intoxicated? 1 2 3 4 5 

d.	 $ for running a traffic light or stop 
sign? 1 2 3 4 5 

e.	 $ for following a moving car too 
c o 1 2 3 4 5T sely? 

f.	 $ for turning left in front of oncoming 
traffic or for pulling out into traffic? 2 . 3 4 5 

g.	 $ for crossing the center line? 1 2 3 .4 5 
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8.	 For these same offenses we are listing below the actual fine in Wake 
County for a person who has been given a ticket and merely wishes to 
pay the standard fine. In the case of driving while intoxidated, 
the penalty given is about what is usually given when the driver is found 
guilty of a first offense after being arrested and going to court. Please 
indicate how severe you feel each penalty is, considering the standard 
fine in relation to the seriousness of the offense. Please circle one 
number for-each offense to indicate where you think the penalty falls on 
the scale of severity. 

Not At All Extremely 
Severe Severe 

a.	 Speeding 10 miles per hour over the posted 
speed limit: $32. 1 2 3 4 5 

b.	 Speeding 20 miles per hour over the posted 
speed limit: Required Court Appearance. 1 2 3 4 5 

c.	 Driving while intoxicated: $127 plus one year 
license revocation. 1 2 3 4 5 

d.	 Running a traffic light or stop sign: $27. 1 2 3 4 5 

e.	 Following a moving car too closely: $27.. 1 2 3 4 5 

f.	 Turning left in front of oncoming traffic 
or pulling out into traffic: $27. 1 2 3 4 5 

g.	 Crossing the center line: $27. 1 2 3 4 5 

9.	 Which of the statements below comes closest to your feeling about the way 
that penalties for traffic violations affect most drivers who have committed 
traffic violations? 

1 Preventive or deterrent effect -- keeps people from

CIRCLE doing the same thing again


ONE 2 Educational effect -- teaches people what the driving 
laws are and how to drive safely 

NUMBER 
3 No effect -- penalties for traffic violations have no 

effect on the drivers concerned 

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

1 Preventive or deterrent effect -- keeps people from

CIRCLE committing traffic violations


ONE 2 Educational effect -- teaches people what the driving 
laws are and how to drive safely 

NUMBER 
3 No effect -- penalties for traffic violations have no 

effect on drivers in general 

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

CIRCLE 1 Has same effect as getting a ticket. 

ONE 2 Has a greater effect. 

NUMBER 3 Some effect but not as much as a ticket. 

4 No effect. 



        *
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12. A traffic law violator may choose either to 1) appear before a judge to plead
his case, or 2) pay a fine by mail or court clerk.

To what extent would a lecture and fine given by a judge influence a person's
driving behavior when compared to paying the fine without appearing before
the judge, would you say it would have --

CIRCLE 1 Lesser influence

2 Greater influenceONE
3 No difference

NUMBER 4 No opinion

13. Do you know that some traffic violators are penalized 1 Yes
by having to attend a court traffic school or a 2 No
Department of Motor Vehicles education program?

14. Do you think such a penalty would positively influence 1 Yes
your driving? 2 No

15. Do you know that-all drivers in this state have 1 Yes
their insurance premiums increased following 2 No (Go to Q. 17)
conviction for a traffic violation?

(If "yes" on Q. 15, answer Q. 16, then go to Q. 18):

16. Is your driving influenced by your awareness 1 Yes (Go to Q. 18)
of what insurance companies do? 2 No (Go to Q. 18)

(If "no" on Q. 15, answer Q. 17, then go.to Q. 18):

17. In this state, all insurance companies raise 1 Yes
premiums for the next three years by 10% (for 2 No
example, $10 added to a $100 annual premium),
following conviction for one routine (one point)
moving violation. For a two point violation, such
as speeding more than 55 miles per hour (or two
1-point violations), the premiums are raised by
40%. Do you think your driving will be influenced
by your awareness of what insurance companies do?

18. Would you please circle the number below which best describes your family's
total income in 1978, before taxes.

1 Under $5,000 4 $15,000-$19,999
2 $5,000-$9,999 5 $20,000-$29,999 * 

3 $10,000-$14,999 6 $30,000 or over
*

19. Please circle the number which best describes your highest level of education.

1 Did not complete grade school

2 Completed grade school

CIRCLE 3 Attended high school

4 Completed high school

ONE 5 Attended college

6 Completed college (four years)

NUMBER 7 Attended graduate school

8 Completed graduate school

20. Respondent's Sex: 1 Male
2 Female

PLEASE RETURN QUESTIONNAIRE TO INTERVIEWER.

•
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 

INTERVIEWER: 

WHEN THE RESPONDENT INDICATES THAT HE/SHE HAS COMPLETED QUESTION 19, OBTAIN THE 
FOLLOWING INFORMATION. 

20.	 Respondent's Name: 

Respondent's Driver's License No. 

State: 
r 

f 

t 

L 

21.	 Respondent's Date of Birth: 
MONTH DAY YEAR 

THANK THE RESPONDENT FOR THE COOPERATION AND TIME TAKEN TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 
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