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16. Abstract 

The "199 5BPnPribus State Traffic Safev Suwey is part of a multiyear study 
providing periodic information on traffic safety attitudes, perceptions, and 
reported bei-rav~ors oF adulfiesldents throughout the stale or Michigan. The 
latest survey wave was cor~daacted in June 1995 (N=8%0). The telephone 
skiwey rnslrumena conta~ned 58 questions on six broad traffic safety topics 
ineludirig lravel speeds and roads, police patrols, driver licensing, alcohol 
consumptlsn and impaired driving, designated drivers and other alternatives 
for i1~7paired drrvers, and driving wil1-e suspended lieeh-ises. Majority s~sppsfl 
was ioaand for policies restricting driving privileges of drivers under age 18, 
r~olicaes concerned with he Ricensing sf older drivers, and policies aemed at 
keeping persons with suspended driver's lvcer~ses off the roaa. Stratification by 
gei-ader, age, survey year, and other selected variables revealed signiiicank 
d~tlerenees, Wesulis are of interest to those considering alternative policies ko 
reduce anjuraes, and to those ~~oniloeing snjesbf-relevant behavior such as 
aicohol consumption, saSety beit use, and spsad~ng. 
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Executive Ss~mmary 

The 9995 Omnibus State Traffic Safe@ S ~ u ~ e y  IS pafl of a multiyear study prsvldlng 

period~c ~nformatton on krafl~e safeb att~tudes, percept~erns, an3 repoded bek~avisrs of adult 

res~dents throughout the stale of Ibliehigan. The latest ssuwey was conducted in the summer ot 

9995 (N=810). The telephone ~nstrumewt contained 58 questions on a varieBy of traffic safev 

Zoplcs. 

Maiorlty srspp~fi was found for the following traffic safe@ poikcis: 

Graduated driver licensing for teenage drivers 

Caddew from 11 180 p.m* %s 5.00 a.m. lor drivers under age 48 

Road test for new drivers 

Graduated driver licensir~g for oBder ddvers 

Road test for older drivers 

rmpsundirng vehicle owned by person with suspended driver license 

Confiscating license plate or vehicle owned by person with suspended driver license 

Locking vehicle owned by person with suspended driver license with tire boot or steering 
wheel lock 

Major!% sugpofl was not found for the foiPowing traffic safety poYlcy: 

Passenger limit Far darvers under age 18. 

Findings eowmrning preept80ns absd traffic safew included the fol8ewlng: 

A third responded %hat Michigan" freeways are in poor cowdilisw. 

Over a third responded that the major roads are in poor condition. 

Over 90 percent considered traffic safeb to be gighly impoflant, 

Neady two-thirds perceived crime as more impoPtant than traffic safety in their every da.y 
Jives. 

Over khree-q~a~ers perceived traffic safety as more impoflant than %I person" ability !to 
?rave!, 



Two-thirds repofled that speeding is %he traffic law violated most often 

Over No-fifths indicated that impaired driving :s the most serious taa$lic Saw violation. 

Almsst three-qcaa~ers thought that Emergency Medical Sewices or ambulance will respond 
to a traffic crash in 15 minutes or less. 

Findings concerning attitudes and behaviors included the bollswing: 

Two-thrrds repoflea driving at least 60 mp? an ~ I X B F !  freeways and highways, nearly halt 
repsfled driving at speeds over 65 mpb 

Over half repsfled dr~ving at speeds less than 85 mph on M i e h i ~ n k  rural freeways, 
however, over %Q percent resoned driving a% least 70 hmpn, 

Almost half repofled that drivers will not be gkicksted 0n Michigan" urban freeways and 
highways unless they are driving at least 65 mph (i,e,, unless ddvess exceed the speed iirnit 
by at least 1 O rnphj, 

Most repofled that drivers will not be ticketed on Michigan" rural freeways and highways 
unless they are driving at least 70 mph &en, exceed the speed limit by at least 5 mph) Over 
a third indicated that they must drive at leas: 75 qpn (i,e , exceed the speed h i t  oy I Q  mph) 
before they will be ticketed 

Respondents were about evenly solit in repaflisg that there are " e n o u g h 2 ~ d  that there 
"'should be more" oo%ice road patrols, 

About half responded that they have f e ~ w d  themselves too tired to drive ow some occasion 
Of these, about half repofled pulling 09 the rsaa, 

Over Wa-thirds repofled they always use a safety $a!% and nearly a fifth repoded that Whey 
bse safe& belts most of the time. 

Most repofled that tne problev af alcshsl-impairea driving in their mmmuniv is somewhat a. 
very seriousF 

Over half repof ld that it is unlikely an adult driver wil! bs pull& over by p l i c e  for driving 
whi$e impaired; however, over a third repofled that there is a gmd chanw. 

a Nearly ha%f repofled that there is a good chance that a driver under age 21 will be pulled over 
by poiice for driving while impaired; however) over a third repofled that it is unlikely, 

Most repofled little has no drinking of alcohslie beverages. 

Mos% reported wcs occasions of drinking to intoxication in the past two weeks; Rawever, about 
a fifth repofled drinking to in%oxica%ioss on at least one occasion. Of these, over a third 
reported drinking to intoxication at home; a fifth repofled drinking to intoxication in another's 
Rome, and another fifth reparted drinking So ir~!csxicatisn in a tavernbar. Almsst a fifth drove 
after drinking to intoxication. Half sf those who did nor drive after drinking to in%sxica%ion 
used a designated driver. 

Most indicated a willingness to use a 'Safe Wide" sewlce if it was %pee or offered at a 
seasonable cost, 



a Two-fI"ljl"d~ repofled having stopped an "Intoxicated person from drjvlng. Half of these took 
4f1e ~nlarail~atl~~cl psrson' .; car llgsys 

Over three-quarters reported that there is at least: a good chance sf gefling a ticker for not 
aislng s safeq:v b1s8t if 10ed over Tor speeding. 

Two-thirds repofied thar police patrols are more eftective than stricter Yaws in influencing 
driiising l3ehavior. 

About kwo-thirds indicated that there nas been no increase in police road patrols in the last 
year 

Most repol"red that the problem of people driving with suspended driver licenses is somewhat 
or very sar!sus in hiiclgogan, 

Most repofled no spec~ai saiev programs under way in their area. 

A quafier repoded buying a new car in the last year. Of these, one in six indicateci that 
safety was either the most or second rlosa impoeant factor in the new car pure&a$;e. 

m e  ffollewlng changes were found between survey years:: 

Reported driving speeds on Michigan's urban freeways and highways have increased since 
1988. 

The propspaion reporting they always use safe$y belts has increased since 1988. 

The propoflion repofling that freeways are in poor condition has increased from 1992. 

The propsflion repofling that major roads are in poor condition has increased since 1992. 

9'"Re proportion favoring graduated driver licensing for teenage drivers has increased since 
1 992. 

"The propoflion favoring an 11:60 p.m. to 5:00 a m ,  curfew for drivers under age 113 has 
increased since 1992 aRer a consestsnl decrease between 1987 and 1992. 





Monitoring pubi~c  opinions and behavior is an impor%ant part of policy planning and 

evaluaiisn, Public opinion and behav~or guide such planning by providing infsrma~:ion about 

oppsflunities and needs for change; opinions and behavior are also shaped by poli!cies and 

programs. Thus, opinion and behavior data can inform decision makers about new or revised 

policies and programs, and prsvilde information to assist evaluation of existing policies and 

progranls, The Omer~bbms State Traffic Safety Survey provides such data, 

The Omnibus State Traffic Safety Survey is a multiyear study intended to provide periodic 

information on traffic safety attititudes, perceptions, and repofled behaviors sf adult re;siden%s of 

tne state of Michigan to facil~tafte policy planning and evaiuat~on related to traffic safety. The first 

phase of the su~vey was conducted in the summer of 1987 to design, pretest, and implement a 

telephone suvwey on trakfic safety issues using a small statewide probability sample (P9=200). 

The secoi.rd phase i~?volved full implementation of t84e survey in the fall of 4 987 witn a 

representative sample of J"60 sf the shatek residents aver age 18. Subsequent phase, 's were 

conducted in %he fail of 1988, fall of 19969, and fall sf "9992 (with statewide probability samples of 

768, 753, and 753 adult M ~ c h i g a ~  residents, respectively). 

The current phase reported here was conducted in the summer of 1995, using a statewide 

probability sample sf 816 I'dlichigan residents over the age of "I. As in the past, this phase 

involved some revision of the serwey instrument from the previous phase to reflect nelw Yaws car 

charsges in existing laws and to address emerging traffic safety issues. Some of the items 

remain identical to those in previous phases, enabling comparison of results across surveys. 





Sunasy Ir'listru~ient Development 

The telephone survey instrument used in the summer 1995 survey, repofled nere, was quite 

similar to the snstrumenk used in 4 992. Some items used in the I999 suwey were deleted 

because recent or impending changes in Paws diminished the usefulness of the items. Other 

[terns were dropped because it was felt they had yielded sufficient information For planning 

purposes and their continued inclusion in the suwey would bring few additional benefits. Some 

sf these rtems may be introduced to the suwey in a later phase. Some new items were added to 

address emerging traffic safety issues (e.g., the driving while under suspension isroblem, 

designated driver and '"aie Ride" systems, specifics aC teen-age driving curfews and 

restrictions.) 

Deveiopment and test~ng of the or~ginal suwey instrument is described in detail elsewhere 

(Wagenaar, Streff, and YVlaybee, "1987). A brief summay is provided here. An extensive 

process was eased to thoroughly review published and fugitive transpo~ation safe9 literature to 

idenllfy potentiai survey rtems. The iterns identified in that review were categorized by subject 

and reviewed w~th  respect to item content, wording, and appropriateness of response 

categories. From the total pool, all items that were possible candidates for inclusion in the 

suwey instrument were extracted. A number of additional items were developed to address 

issues raised by officials n key Injormawt inie%iews. 

The new items in the current suwey instrument and items changed from previous surveys 

were tested and revised for clar~v, wording, and response categories. The entire suwey 

instrument was then programmed into the Computer Assisted Telephone Intewiew (CiATI) 

system by Information TransFer Systems, lnc., a private marketing research firm 'that conducted 

"re lelephone interviews. Tile complete suwey instrument used in the 1995 survey is contained 

in Append!>% A. 

Sample design for the survey is discussed in a technical report prepared by lnforrnalion 

Tsarlsfer Systems, lnc. She report is conlairled in Appendix B. 





The 1995 survey contained 58 items on a variety of traffic safety topics. Pie charts showing 

response distributions for the Iota1 sample are provided for evey item In the swwey. $:onfidence 

intewai bands for the uniwar~ate d~stributions are contained in Appendix @. =I'Rese bands should 

not be used to assess diflerences belween response categories or to assess distributions other 

%ha- u~~variafe ~ l i ~ t r i b u I i ~ n ~ b i . e . ,  bjvariate d i ~ t % ~ i b % ~ t i ~ i q ~ ) .  

Y n aadition to assessing liln~variate relatisnsh~ps, we examined each item in the survey by 

respondent gender and age. Items thahappeared in previous suweys were also exatnineel by 

suwey year. In addition, a number sf other bivar~ate relationships of inkerest were examined. 

Chalqs of notable bivariate relationships are included in h e  results section. A1 percentages in 

the figures are weighted to reflect the sample design, wh~Ye Ns reflect the actual numaer of 

respondents for each question. All relationships repsded in this repofl are starristieally sign~ficant 

at p9.05, Table 1 sl?ows the demographic ckaraetssist~cs of the sample. 



m s m e  
Less than $5,888 
$5,000-3 4,999 
$f 5,808-24,999 
$25,oes-34,sss 
$35,000-49,999 
More than $50,000 

Educat~on 
Less than 13 years 
3 3-1 6 years 
More than " 6  years 93 

--m---- - z-r =< - I 
r- I-- -- - --- A --- 

Miles aria/erg~-e1jg9r 
Kowe 
Less than 5,008 
5,000-' 8,OOQ 
; 3,606-25,086 



Wesponaewts were asked: About how many miles did you drive a motor v(!Ri~Pe in 

%he Bast yeas? A Lotal sf 786 respondents gave valid responses to this question, The 

remaining1 respondents dia not respond or did not knovw. Close to half of respondslrrts drove 

beween "I 0,008 is 25,088 miles last year. R!en were more l~keiy than women to report higher 

annuak mileage. Respondents age "18-20 and those over age 60 reporled driuin~~ !ewer miles 

per year than o~~iddls-aged rssporrdsnts. 

/Miles Driven in %he i,.ast Year 

5,000-10,080 



Miles Driver, in the Last Y ?ar, by Gender 
100 --- - - - 

~ 

Piale Female 
1-334 N 4 5 2  

$1 None .f-4,999 5,000-10,000 

30,001-25,000 a 25,6009 

Miles Driver. in the Last Year, by Age 

iCT-- - - 

-- -- 

48-20 2138 3148 4i-58 5;-SO 6 f 7 0  70+ 
N=43 N-145 lY=172 N-*53 N=99 I K=83 

None 4-43X2 5,080-4C,OQO 

1C,00~ 25,000 Zb 02hl-- 



Uaban Fresvvay Driving Speeds 

Respondents were asked: Wow fast do you generally drive 01% Michigai~'~ urban 

freeways'? A Istal st 340 resportdenis gave a valid response to this item. Two-lhrrda ot the 

respondenis reported drrv~ng at least 60 mph on IVIicRagank urban freeways; nearly haif repofled 

driving ai leas! 65 iiwph. blew reported drivllag at l~agher speeds than women. Reported speeds 

generally decreased with age and increased with reported anasual miles driven. Repc~fled dr~vlng 

speeds oua IWickigank urban freeways Pave increased since "19g8. 

Urban Frse\~ay Brivin~g Speeds 

65-69 MPW 
29 4% 



Urban Freeway Drivina w Speeds, 

by Gender 
O0 1-- -- 

-. 

P 

Urban Freeway Driving Speeds, 

by Age 
148 -----------.-..-- ~ - -----  ~ 

I I 

Urban Freeway Driving Speeds, 

under55 l ~ h  @ 95-39 laq$&t 68-64 MPH 
65-69 Mpkl 70.k 1i4W4 



Rural Freewa\/ Driving Speeds 

Respondents were asked: How fast do you generally drive on Michigan" rural 

freeways? A total of 728 rsspsrsdents gave a valid response to this stern. Bvea half of 

respondents repofled driving less than 65 mgR on Michigan's rural freeways; however, over 20 

percent repofled drivirug speeds sf 78 rngh or more. Men were nearly three "rmes as likely as 

women to report driving speeds of 70 mph or more. Rsspondents age 21 -30 were mare likely 

than either younger or older respondents to repsfi driving speeds of 78 mph or more, In 

general, lPespondents mhs drove no faster than 5 mph over the speed limiton urban freeways 

were more likely to drive no faster "rhan 5 mph over the speed limit ow rural freeways as we31, 

There was no drsesrwible pafiern lo  the data across the survey years. 

FKurai Freeway Drivsng Speeds 
Under 165 MPH 

55.4% 



Rural Freeway Driving Speeds, 

by Gender 

I 85 
E so- 
@ 

I 

Rural Freeway Drjving , , Speeds. 

18-20 %!-30 3"1;-40 41-50 51-60 61-76 TO+ 
b4.5 N=137 h-161 k i 4 7  2-96 N-$9 h!-59 

Under 65 MPH 65-89 

a 70-74 MPU 754- ht,llPP 



Speed at Which Driven VV i l l  Be Ticketed on Urban Freeways 

Respondents were asked: Currently the speed limit on MOeRlganb urban freeways is 

55 miles per ROUT. the limit is 55, how fast do you think you have to be driving 

before police using radar at the roadside will stop you and give you a ticket? A total of 

778 respondents gave a valid response to this item. Almost half sf respondents rspolted that 

drivers will not be ticketed unless they exceed the speed Elmit by at least "1 0 mph. There was no 

change from 1992 irt respondenk' perceptions sf the speeds drivers must exceed on urban 

ireelfjays before being Lic14~ted. 

Speed at Which Drivers Will Be 

'Ticketed on Urban Freeways 





Speed at Which Drivers Will Be Ticketed on Rural Freeways 

Respondents were asked: GurrenliYy the speed iiimlt on Michigan" rural freeways is 

65 miles per hour. Where the Ilmlt la 65, hew fas"80 yyou think you have to be driving 

befsre pallee using radar at the roadside will stop you and give you a ticket? A total sf 
- - 

respc~wdents gave a !valid response to this iiisnl. Over tksree-quarkers sf respondents 

repo~ed  that drivrers must exceed the speed limit by a1 least 5 mph before they will be ticketed. 

Over or~e-third 07 respsnaents ia~dicaied that they must drive at least 75 mph (i.e., exceed %Re 

speed limit by *I0 mph) before they will be "kcketed. Perceived speeds at which driilesc; will be 

tic&e"ied increases as reported driving speeds on Michigan's rural treeways increased. 

Respondents under age 50 were more likeiy "ran older respondents to indicate that drivers will 

no8 be ticketed urriess they exceed /he speed lifl.ait by at least 80 mph. "1-here was no change 

from 1992 in respowdents~erceptisns of the speeds drivers must exceed on rural freeways 

before 3eing tickated, 

Speed at 'Which Drivers \Nil1 Bs 

Ticketed om Rural lzreebvays 

12.5% 

Under 65 MPH 
1.5% 



Speed at Which Drivers Will Be Ticketed 

on Rural Freeways, by Age 

Speed at Which Drivers Will Be Ticketed on 

Rural Freeways, by Rural Driving Speeds 



Respondents were asked: Do you think there are enough police patrsDYlngl the roads 

in Michigan Bsskeng for traffic violations, sa shsuPd there be mere psiice or fewe!r psiice 

patrolling the roads? A kstal sf 791 respondents gave a valid response to &&IS item. 

Respondents were about evenly split bebeen repofling that there were "erlougl%'>oliee and 

that there "'should be more"' police patrolling the roads, Relatively few respondents indicated 

there should be "fewef police patrolling the roads. Women were more likely than men to repofl 

a desire for more police patrols, Respondents' desire for more police patrols generally 

decreased with increasing urban "ireeway driving speeds. Respondents who assignetl high 

impoflance 10 traffic safety were more likely than others to indicate %ha% there shouid be more 

poiice patrois. There was no discernible pattern to the data across survey years. 

Police Road Palifols 

Enough 
47.4% 
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Respondents were asked: How Pong do you think It takes EMS (Emergency Medical 

Services sr an ambulance) to respond ts a traffic crash site afer being called by 91 17 A 
totail of 7'17 respondents gave a valid response to this wtem. About a third of respondents 

indicated tile EMS response tlme is 6 to "8 minutes; one-fifth perceived it to be 5 minutes or 

less, and sne-iii8tis perceived it to be 1 "$oE minutes. Qlverail, almost three-quaeers of 

respondents indicated !ha!, ElblS v\riiQ respond to a traffec crash site In "9 %minutes or less. 

EhllS Response Time 





Respondents were asked: la general, do you think the freeways in Michigan are In 

good eor~ditiiow, average condition, or poor esndit!sn? A Srotai of 801 respondent!; gave a 

valid response to this item, Airnost half of resparsderrrs repsfled that the Ereeways are in 

""average eond~k~on "A third indicated that they are in 'boor condition" and airnost a f,frh 

indicated llley are in ""god esndit~sn."' There has been an increase since I! 992 iru !,Re prspo~isn 

of responderits iik~ak perceive ihe freeways to be in ""poss cond~t~on~'] 

Condition of Freeways, by Survey Year 





Condition of l\i!a]or Roads 

Respondents were asked: How absw"$:tRe condition of major roads Om your area? A 

total of 803 respondents gave a valid response to this etern. Approximately a fifth of respondents 

reporkd that rnajsr roads in their area are In 'Qgodd'kconditisn. "$he rest of respondenl:s were 

evenly splllt beween reporting major roads to be in "merage" mcspadition and In '"oar"  condition. 

These has been an increase since 1992 in the proportion of respondents reporting major roads 

is be ITI '"poor concliilow.'" 

Condition of Major Roads 

Condition of Major Roads, by Survey Year 
100 ----------- -- 
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i ~ 





Too P'orecl To Drlve 

Respondents who drove? were? asked: Have you ever been drlving and Sound yourself 

toe tired to drive sr have you stadled yourself awake? A total sf 368 respondents gave a 

valia response to this iteurs. About half of resporrdents repofled tha"they have found themselves 

too tired to drive on some occasion, IaiPen were more likely than women to repa~fi hhawr~g been 

too tired tc~ drive. The porkion sf respondenis Bhai found themselves too tired to arive bfas 

h~ghest for those age 2"80 60, The Bikslihaod Q /  having found oneself too tired to drive 

incrsassc with ai~nual n~11es driven. 

Too Tred To Drivle 
Yes 

47.7% 



Too Tired to Drive, by Gender 
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Too Tired Is Drive, by Age 

Too Tired T;"'o Drive, by Miles Driven 



Actions !/Vhen Too Tlrsd "W" Drive 

Wf:sponaents who indicated that Wey Rave found themselves too tired "r ddrrve were 

asked: VVhat did you do the last time you found yourself 90s tired to drive"? total of 357 

respondents gave a valid response to this item. Almost half of respondents repofled 13ulllng off 

the road; 20 percent repsried opening the car windows; and ten perceni repsfled cPSa17ging 

dsi7dess. 

Actions 'When Too Tired 7% Drive 
Pulled Over 
49.3% 

Changed Drivers 
4 0.2% 

Opeired Gar YNindov~s 9.0% 
20,3% 





Self-Rer~o~~ted Safety Bell1 Use 

Respondents were asked: Hew often ds you use a safety belt? A total of El08 

respondents gave a valid response to this item. Over iwo-thirds of respondents rs11orr.ed that 

they aiways use safety beirs, and nearly one-FiFlh repafled uslng safety beits most of the time. 

Only two [~ercel-ut repofled that they never use a safely belt. This self-repofled safety belt usage 

is consistent with a "1994 direct observat~on suwey si sale& belt use in Mrchigan that found that 

66 percent of a13 front outboard occupants traveling un passenger ears were using their shoulder 

belt (Eby, Strev, and Chr~sfsff, "1994). Women were more likely than mew to report alviays using 

a safety belt, There has been an increase in the prspor81sn of respondents repoeing they 

always use safety belts since "B988. 

Self-Reported Safety Belt Use 

Wlast of Plae Time 
417.8% 



Self-Reported Safety Belt Use, by Gender 

Malo Female 
N=336 N=472 
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Graduated Driver Licensing for Teenage Drivers 

Wesponaents were asked: Some have suggested that teenage drivers should 

progress to fuel driving privileges gradually. 1n this system, beginning drivers ~rouid be 

allowed to move From one leveY of driving privilege to another based on both experience 

and demonstrated skill. Do you favor or oppose such a graduated licensing sye;tem far 

teenage drivers"? A total 01 773 respondents gave a valid response to this item. Almost three- 

quarters of respondents laarsred a graduated Eicensing system for teenage drivers. Vb'ksmen 

were more likely than men to favor such a licensing system. The propoflion of resposl~dents 

Favoring graduated driver licensing for teenage drivers has increased since 1992. 

Graduated Driver Licensing 

for Teenage Drivers 



Graduated Driver Licensing 

for Teenage Drivers, by Gender 
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begEnning drivere. lp. -895, the qaaestion asked for ag i~ iowa  about  graduated driver Licensing fa: 
teenage dnirew, 



11 prn to 5 em Cufis~f tor Drivers Under Age 18 

Respondents were asked: Would you favor or oppose a law that wouid prevent 

persons under the age of 18 -from driving between 11 okcleck at night and 5 atlock In the 

morning unless they could shew a need to drive to or from scReoQ sr wstK A Iota1 of 796 

responden& gave a valid response "k ohis item. Almost two-"tirds oE respondents favored a 

eu~ew belkllveen 11 prn and 5 am for drivers under 18 years sf age. The prspo~iow ol 

respondents favoring this curfew has increased since 1992 after a consistent decrease between 

1987 anc "N 992, 

11 pm 10 5 am C U ~ B W  for 

Drivers Under Pkgsl 8 

Oppose 
38.9% 

11 prn to 5 am Gudew fo r  Drivers 

Under Age 18, by Sunrey Year 





Respondents who opposed the curlew beween 1 "Yoclock at night and 5 okclsck in the 

morning were asked: Would you favor ar oppose a C U ~ ~ W  that star%ed at mid~~ight and 

continued until 5 okloek in the morning? A total ol 279 respondents gave a valid response 

to this ilem. Over three-quarters of these respondents were opposed to a cudew tleb~ee% 

midnighr and 5 am for drivers under age 18. Women were more likely than men to favor such a 

curfew 

Midnight la 5 am Cudew for 
Drivers Ur~der Age 18 

Midn~ight to 5 am Curfew for 
'Teenage Driirers, by Gender 

106 I 
I 
I 

Mala Female 
N=Q30 
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Gudew for Dep$vese Under Age 18 With Poor Driving Records 

Respondents who opposed the cu~eur bemeen 1'1 o'clock at nighband 5 Q' cicack in ine 

morning were asked: Would you laver or oppose ouch a curfew for young drivers who 

Rave a poor druvlng record? A dotal oF 279 respondenis gave a valid resporlse to t i is  item. 

Over two-ihirds of these respowdevrts favored a c u ~ e w  Tor drivers under age "18 vvirlis pose driving 

T Q C ~ T C I S ,  

Gudsw for Drivers Under Age 18 

with Poor Driving R$@0rd8 

Favor 





Passenger LlmtI! tor Drivers Under Age 18 

Respondents were asked: Would you favor or oppose a law that would1 restrict a 

driver ur~der the age of 18 to driving with no more than one or two pas~engeas?~ A total of 

779 respondents gave a valid response is this itema Almost Wo-thirds 04 respondents opposed 

a passenger limit for drivers under age 18. VVomen were more likely than men to favor this 

passenger limit. Respondents age 18-28 were least likely to favor this passenger limit. Overall, 

as age of respondents increased they were more I~keij,~ "8 favor the passenger i1m1t For drivers 

under age 18. 

Passenger Limit for Drivers 

U17dsr Age 18 

Oppose 
6'1 4% 



Passenger Limit for Drivers Under 

Age 18? by Gender 
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Passenger Limit for Drivers Under Age I8 With Poor Driving Records 

Respondents who opposed a law restricting the number of passengers for drijfers under 

age 78 were asked: Wourd you favor or oppose such a passenger llrnlt for younlg drivers 

who havle a poor driving history? A total oi 459 respondents gave a valid responsa? to this 

item, Nearly bo-thirds of these respondents favored a passenger limit for drivers untler age 18 

w~th poor driving histories. Respondents who assigned high irnpo~aplce to tra'iiic safety were 

more likely than oihsrs to favor a passenger limit for these drivers. 

Passenger Limit for Drivers Under 

Age 18 with Poor Driving Records 
Favor 
61 ,B% 

Passenger Limit for Drivers Under Age 18 

wilh Poor Driiring Records, by I.T.S.* 
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Graduated Drivsup Licensing far Older Dipivars 

Respondents were asked: Some have suggested that older drivers shoerstl gradually 

reduce %he amaunts and kinds of driving they do based on their driving ability. In a 

""graduated lscewsirvg system" older drivers would be required to take more frequent 

driver examinations to identify driving-related problems and driving would be rr3stsicted if 

prsblerns were identified. Be you favor or oppose such a graduated licensing siystem for 

older drivers? A total of 792 respondents gave a valid response lo this item, Over tree- 

quarters sf vesponderlts [avored a graduated licensing system for alder drivers. There was no 

relai~onskl~p betirirser~ opioliona and age OK suwey year, 

Graduated Driver Licensing 

for Older Drivers 





DrBt~ing AblIliiDj Affected by Age 

Respondents were asked: Does anyone in your family Rave trouble driving safely 

because tkek driving ability has been afected by their advancing years? A total of 8637 

respondents gave a val~d response $0 this iiern. Almost 15 perceni sf responderits repasfled that 

someone in ihetr iamrly has trouble drrvrng safely because of advanced age. "The proportions sf 

respowses did riot change I r on  1932. 

Driving Ability Affected by Age 





Road Test for tlhlev8f Driwgrs 

Respondents were asked: Would you favor or oppose the Depadment 0%: !State 

using a road tes"$:to determine if new driven are fit to get their driving license. ,& total sf 

799 respondents qa\Pe a valid response 1s this item. Over 90 percent of respondents favor a 

road fssf iipl t k 1 8 ~  I!P,:erlsing ~cd rievii dr~vers. 

Road Test for Neirv Drivers 





Respondents were asked: Would you favor or oppose the Depadment 04 S"late 

using a road test lo determine If older drivers are fit to have their driving Ilce~nses 

renewed? A total 01 792 respondents gave a valid response to this item. Almost 90 percent of 

respondents favor road tests for older drivers renewing their licenses. 

Road Imest for Older Drivers 





Respondents were asked: On e seaie of 1 to 10, where 1 means NO"8"B"T ALL 

IMPORTANT, and 10 means MOS"%" iMPORTANT, how impoflant is traffic saferey l o  you? A 

total si 803 sespor~dents gave a valid response io this !tern, Over two-thirds of respondents 

assigned a scale value 01 10 to the importance of traffic safety. Overall, over 90 percent 

assigned a value of at leas! 8 on the iunportance scale, dVomen were more likely Wharl men to 

assign higher levels sf importance to iraffie safely. Generally, respondents over age 36 were 

somewhat more Ub~eby lhaiz younger drivers to assign higher levels sf ~mpsdaraee to traff~c safety, 

Bmporlance oi TraRic Safety 



importance of Traffic Safety", by Gender 

Male Female 
N.336 - k 4 6 7  

I., bow importance a41glr Brnpolianee 

lm~srtance of Traffic Safety*, by Age 

"Scale values of the impoflance of traffic safety from eight to l e ~  stgnify ""high impoflance" and values of seven 
arid below signify "'low rmpozanee " 



Impsflance of TraffBe Safety Versus Crime 

Respondents were asked: Which issue is mere impoflant to your every day life -- 
erlme or t r a ~ i e  safety"8 Atstai of 780 respondents gave a valid response to this itern. Sixty 

percent sf respondents repofled that the issue of crime rather than traffic safety is more 

smpoflant "6 their svey day life. Women were more likely than men to consider traffic safeb 

more inlpsrtant t l ~ a r ~  crime 

Importance of Traffic Safety 
Versus Grime 

Traffic Safety 
39.16% 

Importance of Traffic Safety 
Versus Crime, by Gender 

180 -- 

Male Female 
A S 2 8  N=452 
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Impartance of Ability to "IYavel Versus 'Traf lc Safety! 

Responaswts were asked: Which issue es more impoflant 90 you in your ey6eq day 

life -- a person" ability to travel or treflic saBeQ1? i-4 total of 769 respondents gave a valid 

response Is this iterr~. Over three-quaders of respondents reporled that traffic safety \was more 

Bmpsriant Iha1.u I% person's abilib $0 Brawel." VWsn~en were mare likely thaw men to csv~sider 

Irafiiz safety more Important than a "person" sabiljlj! to travel." 

8 u~portancs of l'ravsi 
Versus Traffic Safety 

I ~npo~?aa~ce of Traiael Versus 
Traffic Safety, by Gender 

100 
I 
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Seriousness of Drunk Driving Problem 

Respondents were asked: How serious do you think the drunk driving problem is in 

your community? A total of 791 respondents gave a valid response to this item. Over a third 

of respondents reported that drunk driving is a very serious problem in their community; over half 

of respondents reported that it is somewhat serious. The remaining respondents reported that 

drunk driving is not at all a serious problem in their community. While equal portions of men and 

women reported that drunk driving was a somewhat serious problem in their communiity, women 

were twice as likely as men to consider drunk driving to be a very serious problem. P~erceptions 

about the seriousness of the drunk driving problem were not related to age or survey year. 

Seriousness of Drunk Driving Problem 

Very Serious 
35.4% 

Seriousness of Drunk 

Driving Problem, by Gender 
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Chance of Adult Driver Being Pulled Over for Driving While lmpaired 

Respondents were asked: If an adult has been drinking and their blood alc:ohol level 

is over the limit for driving when intoxicated (.I0 percent), how likely is that person to be 

pulled over by the police? A total of 795 respondents gave a valid response to this item. 

Over half of respondents reported that it is unlikely that an intoxicated adult driver will lbe pulled 

over by the police; over a third of the respondents reported that there is a good chance of the 

driver being pulled over. The remaining respondents were about evenly split between reporting 

that the adult intoxicated driver will never be pulled over and reporting that the driver  ill be 

pulled over at least most of the time. The perceived likelihood of an intoxicated adult driver 

being pulled over decreased with annual miles driven. The perceived likelihood of being pulled 

over did not change from 1992 levels, 

Chance of Adult Driver Being Pulled Over 

For Driving While Impaired 

Unlikely 
56.4% 

Good Chance 
34.7% 

Chance of Adult Driver Being Pulled Over 

for Driving While Impaired, by Miles Driven 
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Cl~a~nee of Driver Under Age 21 Being Pulled Over for Driving While Impaired1 

Respondents were asked: Pf a person under age 21 has been drinking, how Iikely is 

that person to be pulled ovrer by the pollee? A total of 799 respondents gaV6 a ~i3Yiid 

response to ihis ilenl. Nearly half of respondents repsried that there is a good chance %ha% a 

driver under age 21 who l ~ a d  been drinking, will be pulled over; ten percent 011 resporldents 

reported iha~ such a driver will be pulled o\/sr rlsariy all or ail of the tirne. Over a third of 

responden& i~ndrcakd that it is unlikely that such a driver will be pulled over. 

Chance of Driver Under Age 21 Being 

Pullled Over for' Driving VVhite impaired 
Good Chance 

45.8% 





Responderrfs were asked: How often would you say you drink alcohoiic b~ewerages? 

A total ol 807 raspondents gave a valid response to lhis item. WEost respond~nts repofled 

drer~king BhetEe or no aleoP~s~. Almost three-quaflers reported [hey drvnk alcoQlsE~c beverages no 

more than once or twice a month. Men repsded drinking more frequently t h a ~  wornell, There 

were no dlseernible differences in freqbaenc)f of drtnk~ng across suwey years. 

Frequency Of Drinking 
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Respsnder~ts were asked: Thinking about any drinking you may Rave don~e in the 

last ~ V V O  lweeks, IIOW rnanyly times did you have 5 or more drinks on a single occasion? A 

total O F  594 iesponden~s gave a valid response lo Lh~s i%ern. We used reported consumption of 

I~ve or ipnore dr~rlks on a siirgle occasion as a rrleasure o l  Intoxrcation. Based on this measure, 

about a fifth of respondenis repofled drlwking to Bniox~cailon in the past wo weelts. Mien were 

hvics as likely as womm 10 report drirlking to ivrtsx~cat~on. Respondents under age 2'1, who are 

not legally permstled to drink, were more likely than any rather group, except those age? 21 -38, to 

repork drii-uking 164 ~r~toxicaf~on. A lhrd of respondents age " a 2 2  rrspor%ed drinking to ~rrtox~cat~on 

OIP a{ least one occasion in \he past two weeks. There were no discernible diRersnces sn 

frequency of drinn91s~g to inloxication across suwey years. 

Frequency sf Drinking Is Intoxication 
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Location of Drinking ta Intoxication 

Respor~dents who repofled drinking to intoxicalnon on at least one occasion were asked: 

The last time you had 5 or more drinks on a single eecasion, where were you drinking? A 

total 01 1"s 9 respondewls gdve a valid response .is th~s item. Just over a third sf respondents 

reported drinking to irlisxicalion a% home. A fifth of respsndenb repofled dunking to ir~toxication 

in ansvraerk home and close to a fifth regodd drinking to intoxication in a tavsrnSbar. There was 

no el~scernibie change in ihe location of drinking to intoxication from 4 992. 

Location sf Dain king to I ntowication 

Own Heme 
38.1% 

Social Ev'ent 
8 9% 





Self-Reported Alcohol-Impaired Drsvlng 

Respondenis who reported drinking to intsxicafilan on at Yeast one occasiorl were asked: 

On that occasion, did you drive? A mlal sf "B 9 respondents gave a valid response to th~s 

item. Wlsile most respondents reported they did not drive aRer drinking %s inksxncation, nearly a 

F1FkR repoeqed drrwiwg after drinking to intoxecatiorp. Sell-reported alcohol-impaired driving did not 

charrge From 1992 levels. 

SsllB-WepoiPlsd 

Alcohol-Ompaired Driving 





Respondents who did not drive after dtrnking to intoxication were asked: Did you use a 

designated driver'? A total sf 95 respondents gave a valid response to this [tern. Aiadaut half of 

Lkess respondarsts reporled using a designated driver 

Designated Driver Use 
Yes 
48 5%) 





VVIPllngnese to Wss Free ""Safe Ride" &rvSe@ 

Ail respondents were asked to imagine the foliowing situation: 

You have driven to a IseaB restaurant to meet some friends for dinner. As you are leaving 

the restaurant, you netice fhe efleefs 04 the wine you had with dinner. In other ~~vords, 

you are feeling e bit drunk. As it happens, the restaurant manager aQso takes note of your 

condition and offers to call the local ""Saf Ride" "rvlce uffered $0 drivers who have been 

drinking. Your friends have already Is& and it's ttos far to walk home, 

Respondents were then asked: Bf the ""Safe Ride" sewice was offered to you for free, 

would you accept the offer and use the service to get home? A total of 793 resp~ndents 

gave a valid response to this item. Nearly 95 percent of respondents indicated they wfouid 

accept a Free ""Saf Ride'bsewice. Women were more likely than men to accept a free "'Safe 

Ride" ser?/ice. 

\iV7iliingness to Use Free 

'"afe Wjde" Se~bfice 

VViYIingness to Use Free "Safe Ride" 

Service, by Gender 





'VVIBilingness to Pay for ""Saf RW$deN S~ervlcs 

Respondents were asked: if the ""Safe Ride" mrvice was offered at a "reasionabie" 

east, would you accept the o ~ e r  and use the sewice to get heme? A total 01 791 

respondei-its ga\ire a valid response lo Ihls item. Over 90 percent of respondents indicated they 

would pay a reasos7able amount for Lhe "Safe Ride" "sewice. Women were more likely than men 

to use ina "'Safe Aide'kserlf c~e at a seasaimable easl. 

Willingness to Pay for 
""Safe Ride"  ice 

\iVillingness to Pay for "'Safe Riden' 

Service, by Gender 





Amount WlPlliamg to Pay for ""Sfe Ride" "wies 

Respondents who would accept a free ''Saie Hide" were asked: Wow much wsould you 

be willing to pay each time you used the ""Sk Ride" "service? A total of' 673 /respondents 

gave a valid response tors kl~is Item. Over two-fifths 01 respondents were willing to pay beheen 

$5.00 and $"I 0.00 Esr a 'Sale Ridelhand approximately a bhird were willing to pay beheen $1 0.00 

and $25,100. Men were ITKB~B likely thgn women to pay the higher prices. 

Amount Willing ts Pay 

for ""Saf Ride" "rvice 
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Reasons for Not Using '"afe Rideuu %nAce 

Respondents who would not accept a free ""Sfe Wide'were asked: Why would you 

cksosa not to use the ""Safe Wide" msesrvice? A total of 38 respondents gave a bralid response 

to this iteu17, Tl~irlean percenl of these respondents slaisa that they would not leave thesr car and 

anohher th~rleen percent ~ndicaled they wsuBd not perceive IRs problem ji-e., the need for 

someone else to drive) of &hey were ir~6sxlcaIed~ 

Reasons for Nsi Using 

"'Safe Rids" S~e~~ ice  

Distrust Unknowi? Driver 
8,8% 

Don't Want to Leave Car 
43.4% 

Other 
48.2% 

Would Gail Cab or Friend Instead 
724% 

Ca17't See Self In That Situafion 
8.9'/u 





Stopplngi Intoxicated Pe~psoris from DrlvBn~j 

Respondents were asked: Have you ever stopped someone from drivin~g \V&O you 

thought had too much to drink? A total af 868 respondents gave a valid response to this 

item. Ain~ssl two-thirds ol respondents repoeed they had stopped someone from drrating aRea 

drinking. Men here rruors likely than women and younger respondents were more likely than 

older respsnder7ts to repori having sropped a drinker from driving, More than three-quaders sf 

respondents ages "18-30 reported stopping a drinker from driving. The likelihood o i  a 

respondent repofling stopping a drinker from driving increased with annual miles driven. 

Stopping intoxicated Persons 

froom Driving 



Slogping %nfoxicated Persons 

Male Female 
Pd=338 Id-47.2 

yes 

Stopping Intoxicated Persons 

from Daivrwg, by Age 

Stopping Intoxicated Peasoass from 



Ways Used to Slop Intoxicated Persans from DrBvii~g 

Wesporedents who nad stopped someone from driv~~gg were asked: How did you stop 

thew13 A estal of 497 respondents gave a valid response to this item. Over hall of t&lese 

respondei'jts reported stopping a drinker from driving by taking the keys to the cai; a quader 

oliesed ?he drinker a ride home, and one out of six respondents verbally persuades1 the drinker 

~..iot lo d r i v ~ ~ ,  

Ways Used lo Stop intoxicated 

Offeied a Ride or to Drive 
26.2% 

Verbal Persuasion 
"16.3% 

Other 
5.2% 

Took Their KEYS 
52 3% 





Chance of Being Ticketed far Safety Belt Nonuss 

Respondents were asked: If a person Is not using a safety belt and is sto13gaed for 

speeding, how likely is it that $trey wllY get a ticket for net having a safety belt 0177 A total 

of 794 respondents gave a \lalid response to "%is item. More than three-quaflers of 

responder~is rnd~cated that there IS at least a good chance foe getting a tlckei for %allure to use a 

safety belt, The pescerved likelihood sf always getting a ticket was generally higher among 

respondsi~ks ovsa age 40 ~han an?sng youllger respondents. 

Chance af Being Ticketed 
for Safety Bei~i Nonuss 

Good Cha~cs  

Ghanes ai Being Psckefed for 
Safe[)/ Belt Nsnuse, by Age 

18-28 24-36 37 -40 41 50 51-60 61-70 70+ 
N=49 N=147 N\~..174 N-154 N=98 N=83 N-79 

A nlust No Ciance @ & ~ l i l ie ly  Goad Chance 

lM hlsarly Every TITP Always 





Effgetiweness af Traffic Safety Education tor Adults 

Respondents were asked: Based an your experience, Row effective do you th~nk 

traffic safety education effofls targeting adult drlven with biPlbsards, radio nrressages, 

and television spots are in getting you la drive mare safely? A total sf 795 ~~espondents 

gave a valid response to tl.r~s item, AEmssl hvo-Bh~rds sk respondents indicated thal tr~afflc safety 

education efforts Kargetlwg adult drivers are somewhat effect~ve. The remaining aespcandents 

were about eve11By splil beivwseru stating that eltoas are very effecigtve and not efiecilva at all. 

Womsra were more likely Lhan men to consider traffic safety education tar adults to be effective, 

Respondents who assigl~ed high importance ko traffic safeb were more likely than striers to 

state that traffic safety eda~catlsn efis~s are a: least somewhat effective. 

ERectiveness of Traffic Safety 

Education for Pld~al.ts 



Effectiveness of Travis Safety Education 

for Adults, by Gender 
7 00 

Mate Female 
hi-333 N\1-46% - t-. Very Semerrnat Not at A11 

Effectiveaaess of Traffic Safety Edueatlan 

for Adults, by Importance of Traffic Safety 
; c o -  - - - -  - 

. - - -- -- 
1 

row Impoflance I41gk umpodanse 
N = 6 P  N=729 

Somewhe" ,hot at a11 



Effectiveness of SBrPctea Laws Versus More Police Patrols 

Respondenits were asked: Based on YOUP OWR experience, which Is more effective 

In influencing your awn drivlwg behavior, stricter laws regulating drlvlng or more police 

patrollii~g the roads? A total of 734 responderris gave a valid response "l this item, Over Wo- 

thirds of rssponaenls reported that poiice patrols are nrore eftective than stricter laws IPP 

influencing tl-ieir driving bek~avisr, 1"he likelihood of reporting police patrols to be nore effective 

19~1a1.1 stricter lawrs increased with respondents' repoded driving speeds on Michigan" [urban 

freeways. 

E f  sctiveness of Stricter Laws 

Versus hiore Police Patrols 

Stricter Laws 

EfCectiveness of Stricter Laws Versus Police 

Patrols, by Urban Freeway Driving Speeds 
100 - 

Yn&? 55 MPW 55-59 MPkl 60-64 IdPH $5-6S IinPI-I .iO+PdIPH 
N=5C N=205 N=156 bJ=203 N=4 84 

r- - Str~ctai  Laws zm More Paltols 





Observed "Ih"ra%f"a /Law VIaUafBons 

Respondents were asked: Based on your own sbservatlens, what "kdfic Ilepdws do 

you see violated most often? A total st 886 respondents gave a valid response to this item. 

Almost ho-thirds of respondents repofled that speeding is the traffic law violated naost often. 

Thirteen percent irrdicated that not using a safety beit Is the traffic law vioialion obsepved most 

?requantOy, 

Obseri!sd Traffic Law \dls'jola!ioe%s 

Speeding 
64.436 

lmpaoper Fessing, Turning or Lawe Change 
4.2% 

Running e Slop Sign 

3.0% I 2.3% 

Not Using Sakty Bells Other 
72.6% 6.1% 





Respondents were asked: Bn your opinion, what traHic law violation Is most serious 

In ierims ot causing crashes? A total oi  727 respondents gave a valid response to ih~s item, 

Over two-IiTtl~s of respondelr1ts indicated tnat iml~arred dr~v~ng is the most serious taaff~c law 

violation in causing ciashes, Drivers age 18-20 were more likely than sthers "R perceive 

impaired d~iving as the most serious violation, whsle dr~vers over age 50 were more likely to 

perceive speeding as the ~fl09/1 serious, 

W1ast Serbous Traffic Baa/ Violations 

li.r.pair@d Driving 
42.2% 

Running e Stop Sign 
4.8% 

Recitless CPii3iing 
6 3 %  

011wr 
1C.5% 

Improper Passing, Turning or Lane Change 
3.s0/. 

Speeding 
32.9% 

Violations, by Age 

18 23 21 -30 31-40 4Q-50 51-fio Ej -To  rO1- 
Nz40 N-127 1\1=158 Nz"l4.4 d=93 N.377 14'\1=75 

Spoea~ng 
impaired Bvw~n; 

Punning Stop Sign 
Rackless Dr~v i rg  

a improper Passing, Turning, or bane Change 
0011 81 





Wespsnaents were asked: To what extent do you think people driving wvhlle thela 

driving license is suspended la a problem en Michigan? A total of 781 respondents gave a 

valid response Po ,th~s itern- Over 90 percent 01 respondents repcaned that they tknwk people 

dr~virlg wwils tnelr licenses are under suspension is a very or somewhat serious problem in 

kliehigan, lvlen were more likeiy Chan women to perceive this as a less sev~ous problem. 

Respondents wk~s  assigned high impsflanee to Iraffic safety were more likely than others to 

consider this a very sserisus problem. Respondents who indicated that drunk driving is a serious 

problem in their communrty were also more likely tnan orhers to indicate that people driving with 

suspended licenses are a ;erious problem in bAichigaw, 

Extlent of Suspended 

License Problem 
Very Serious 

4 3 7 %  

Somewhat Ser ow5 
49.9% 



Extevt of Suspended License Problem, 

by Gender 

Rilaie Fernale 
Nz328 Pd=455 

c \'epg' Somewhat hot at Ail 

Extent of Suspendec License Problem, 

sy i mparrancs of f raffic Safety 

Extent d Suspecded l.ieense Problem, 
by Seriotasness crf iinoar red Driving 

loo - - - - - 
- -. - -- - 

Very Seiiobs Somewhat Senokis Not as all Seriasls 
R ~ 2 8 4  U-~ IP  ~ ~ 4 2  

_r? very ~omew~hat  NO! at a:! 



Bmpeun.wd%ng Vehicles of Persons with Suspended Licenses 

Respondents were asked: Do you favor or oppose impounding vehicles olwned by 

persons whose licenses %re under suspei~sion as a m"t9gas to prevent these [persons from 

driving? A Aistal sf 794 respondents gave a valid response to this item, More than t\rwo-thirds of 

rsspsnderpls favored impounding vehicles owned by persons whose driver licenses atpe under 

suspension. Woi~len were r~ore likely Il-aan men to Savor impounding these vek1e8ss, 

Respondents wlls asslgned high importance to traffic safety were more likely rhan others to 

favor irnloou~ding vehicles of persons with suspended driver licenses. 

Impounding VshlcBes al" Persons 
~i~1~iitI-1 Suspended I-icsn~ses 



impounding Vehicles of Persons with 

Suspended l ,icenses, by Gender 
100 - - - -- - -- ---- 

Male Female 
h=333 ai=461 

11 kavca. 

impounding Vehicles of Pewons with 
I T $ *  Suspended 1 ieenses, by ... .,. 

t O k i 7 -  - 
- - - - - -- 7 

~ 1 



ilmgounding VehicPes of Persans who Repeatedly Drive with Suspended Licenses 

Respondents who opposed impsesr~diwg vehicles owned by persons whose Yic~snses are 

under saesoension were asked: Ds you favor or oppose impounding vehicles owrled by 

persons w l ~ o  ere repeatedly found to be.driwiwg wklPle theSr licenses are under 

suspenslow as a means to prevent these persons from driving? A total ow 244 respondents 

gave a valid response Is Ihis itern. Idlore ehan half of these respondents favored ia~spound~ng 

vehicles sf perssns who repeatedly drove while their driver licenses were under suspension. 

Vdomeer were more likely than men tea favor impounding vehicles of these drivers. 

Impounding Vehicles d Persons 

!fVb~o Drive Urider Suspension 

Oppose 
44'4% 

Impounding Vekaicles of Persons Who 

Drive Under Suspension, by Gender 

Male Female 
N137  N=127 

3 Favor 





Confiscating Vehicle Ekeense Plate of Persons with Suspended Driver Licenses 

Respondents were asked: Do you favor or oppose confiscating the license of 

vehaeles owned by persons whose ilcenses are under suspension as a means to  prevent 

these persons Brom driving? A total of 793 respondents gave a valid response ito this [tern. 

Over Wo=tl?irds of respondents favored confiscating the vehicle license of veh~cles ohfned by 

persons with siispbiiaded criider Bicenses. 

Confiscating Vehicle Plate 

of Persons Under Suspension 





Conflscaitlng Vehicle License Plate of Persons who Repeatedly Dalve with Suspended 
Dri1,rer U m l ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~  

Respondenis who opposed confiscating licenses of vehicles owned by persons under 

suspension were asked: 'UYeuld you laver or oppose csnliseatlng the Pieense of \rehicles 

owned by pensns who are repeatedly found to be driving while their licenses are under 

suspei~asi~n to paevent these persons from driving? A total of 234 respondenits slave a valid 

respowsa to !his iierrl. Pdearly a half of these respondents favored confiscating the vel%~cie 

license 0;  vehicles owned by persons who repeatedly drive while their driver iieewses were under 

sus~~ensi~,4iil~ 

Confiscating Vehicle Plats of Persms 

Mdho Drive Under Suspension 
Favor 
45.5% 

Oppose 
54.5% 





Loeking Vehicles of Persons with Suspended Driver Licenses 

Respondents vvere asked: Be yau favor or oppose locking veRlePes owned by 

perseras whose Blcewses are under suspension with a tire boot or steering wheel isek as a 

means 90 prevent these persons from dr"lar"nng7 A totar of 738 respondents gave a valid 

response to ihis Btsi~. Ainrosl two-thirds of responderrls favored locking wehicies ownled by 

persolls with suspended driver licenses, Respondents wno assigned high impodanee to traffic 

safety were more likely than others to favor locking these veh~cles to prevent their owners from 

driving, 

Locking Vehicles d Persons with 

Oppose 
3 7.7% 

Locking Vehicles of Persons with 

Sn~spended Driver Licenses, by ITS" 
180 

Low Impc~-lan:a H E ~ I ?  ir~~portance 
N=f 2 N-717 

0 Favor 

"Ir~po?ance of Traffic Safety 





Locking 'WeRieiYes of Persons who Repeatedly Drive with Suspended Drlver Licenses 

Respondents opposed to locking vehicles owned by persons urraer suspension were 

asked: Would you favor or oppose locking vehicles owned by persons who are 

repeatedly Sound $0 be driving while their licenses are under suspensbon? A total of 292 

respondents gave a valid iesponss to this item. Over M!o-fifths sf respondents favored locking 

vel~icies ravvned by persorts who repeatedly drove while their driver licenses were unaes 

suspevsion. 

Lockil~g Vehicles of Persons 

\firha Drilve Under Suspansiars;a 

Oppose 
56 8% 





Ghengae in PoHic@ Road Patrols 

Respondents were asked: Compared to last year, do you think police road patrols 

In lbliehlgan have Increased, decreased or remained about the same'? A .rslai sf 787 

respondents gave a valid response to this item. About two-thirds of respondents indicates! that 

police road patrols have neither ~ncreased nor decreased; over one-quader repofled that police 

road patrols have increased, and a smaPl rllinorlty repofled that the patrols have decreased, 

Change in Police Road Patrols 

Decreased 
7.86% Increased 

About the Same 
64.5% 





Respondents were asked: Are there any special traffic safety programs bslqder way 

In your area? A bial of 843 respondents gave a valid response to t i is item. One oul of evegl 

six respondenis reported 1 6 ~  exustearce of special trali.1~ saYev programs in %hers area. 

Special Traffic Safety Programs 





IFocus oi" Speclial 'frafllc Safety Programs 

Respondents who ind~cated that there were specla1 safeb programs underava~y In their 

areas were asked: Wbnat wvas the facus of the program? A total of 105 respsr~dents gave a 

valid resflorise io 8111s itern, A respondent could mer-rl~on more than one program. Alrnsst a third 

of the special programs reported were cor~eerwed wit19 drunk driving and a fifth ol the programs 

were csnceri-aed wiih safely bePt use. Also mentioned were programs targeting speecling, 

pedealr~ens, school zones, and youth, 

Focus of Special Traffic Safety Programs 

Pedestrian Safety School Zone Safely 1 Youth Onenterf 
Drunk Dnliing Sa eti Bell Use Speea~ng Other 





N~II,N~ Car Purchess in Last 12 i$dOantI3s 

Respondenis were asked: Did yau buy a new car in the last "Y months? /a total sf 

$07 resporidents gave a valid response to ehis item, A quaa"ser of respondents r e ~ o ~ e d  blry~ng a 

naird ear i i - I  Lhe past '1 2 moi I ths. 

Yes 





b\ost Important Factor in New Car Purchase 

Respor~denrs who reporled buying a new ear In the Past 72 months were asketl: We are 

inleepested in what you were laoking for when you purchased your new car. What was the 

NIOST IIWEPORTANT factor I w  maklng y ~ u r  final purchase decision? A total of 18'3 

respondents gave a vaird response lo this item. Over a quap"rer ot respondents repofled price as 

the rnosl ienportant !actor In [heir purchase deeas~on. One out of every SIX respondents rndieated 

safe!y as the mssl irnpcrlanl Faclsr. 

!~Bost Bmpoflant Factor in 
bbBew Car Purchase 

Styling 
5.1% Price 

Product Quality 
5.8% 

13assenger or Cargo Space 
1 1.7% 





Secgjnd !\dost Important Faetsr in New Car Purchase 

Wespsnaemls who repsfled buying a new car in the last 12 months were askecl: What 

was the NEXr NdiOST IMPORTANT tactor in making your final purchase decision? A %o%a% 

ol 185 respondents gave a valid response to this i"r177. One out of six respondents indicated 

that satetll was the second mosi important faelor in their purchase decision. About 13 percent of 

respondents reported ihat price and arrolher 13 percent repoded that pergormance wa.s the 

secorid rraost imyor8:1nt faa;lar, 

Second Most Bmpa~ant Factor 

In New Ca.r Puapchase 

Safety Sfylirrg 
16.9% 10.0% 

Price 
'x, ,13.2% 

9 5% Ualvbm@t@p a h e r  

Passenger or Cargo Space 21.9% 





Respondents wb10 reporked buying a new car in the last "1 months were asked: What 

was the THIRD NI0S"II"OYUPBW"IB"ANT factor In making your final purchase decision? A total 

oB "12 rrespsndenls gave a miid response to this  tern. 8boer"rone of every six respondents 

reported %Rat price was bhe third most impsrqarut factor In their purchase dec~sisn and 12 percent 

reported i h ~ t  slg%flle?g was liie Ihird most irpoitant factor. 

Third Iv1ost important Factor 
in New CaaP Purchase 

Safeh! 

I 
6.8% Fedormanee 

4 .O% 

Other _ 
42.8% 

I Passenger or Cargo Space 5.5% 
3.5% Camfort and OpElsns 





In this see ti or^ we summarize general findrngs trom the 1995 suwey, examine paRems in 

spinions and pei~eeptions about kraflic safety issues, aild ~dentib patterns In dnv~ng behavior. 

There was a rnajonv of suppod arnorlg residents of the state of Michigan for a number of 

traffic salely issuies. Thesa include: 

nl Graduated driver licsr~sing 'for teenage drivers 

aa Curfelvu f r o r ~ ~  I " !  prn lo 5 am for drivers under age 18 

&a Road best for new drivers 

@ Graduated driver licensing /or older drivers 

u3 Woad lest "E>r older dli~@1"8 

rn Empounding vehicle owned by person with suspended driver license 

a Confiscating license piate of vehicle owned by person with suspended driver 
license 

a Locking vehicle owned by person with suspended driver license with tire boot or 
slissriwg wheel lock 

These results indicate suppofl for policies tha! restrict driving privileges of potentially 

lroublesoune drivers, The swppors For graduated driver licensing for teenage drivers and cudews 

for drivers under age 18 has increased srnce "B992. The suppol-l: for graduated drivsr icensing 

for older drive(s rernained at the very high levels repofled in 1992. 

Questions concerning road tests for new and older drivers and passenger restrictions for 

drivers under age 18 were i-iew in this suwey and their responses cannot be compared with 

responses from previous years. However, the pattern of suppofl is consistent with an increasing 

tolerance foe driviiqg restrictions. 

The questions esracerned with policies toward persons with suspended drrver licenses 

\were also new in the curreu~t study. A majority sf respondents indicated that the problem of 

driving wilh suspended licenses is either sornewhat or very serious. There was strong) suppofi 

for all three rnsthods sf keeping drivers with suspended driver licenses off the roaid ( i.e,, 

in~podndir~g the vsh~eles, confiscating the vehicle license plats, and locking the vehicles owned 



by such persons). Even among %hose respondents apposed to these policies, there was 

s u p p o ~  for applying these actions to persons who were found to repeatedly drive with 

suspended licenses. 

A majority of respondents perceived drunk driving as a somewhat serious problem ban 

their community Tois percept~on has not changed from previous suweys, The amounts of self- 

reported drinking, drinking to antoxication, and driving while intoxicated $awe not changed from 

previous suwey years either T9e currenT suwey contained a new series sf questions on ge8ing 

Rome after drinking When asked about using a "Safe Ride" wwice, a large majority sf 

respondents indicated a wiili~gness ts use the ~ 8 ~ 8 6 8  4 fit was free or ~f fered at a reasonable 

price A majority of respondents also repafled Raving stopped an intoxicated person from 
driving, The most prevalent method used was %king the car keys. 

The current suwey asked a series of new questions ow %he impoflance of traffic safety. A 

%arge majority of respondents rated traffic safeo! as h ~ ~ h l y  rmpoflant and perceived traffic safeb 

as more impsflant than a 'person" ability to travel." hwever ,  a majority felt thar crime issues 

were more impoflant to :hem than traffic safely in their every day lives 

Srseedlng is the most frequent vioiaaro~ sf traffic law sbsewed by respondents, but 

imparred driving was most frequently considered as The most serious traffic violation A majority 

of respondents believed that police patrols are more effective than stricter Baws 18s affect~ng 

driving behaveor k.iiowever, respondents were about equally split in iindicatrng "bat there are 

enough poi~ce patrols or that these should be more police patrols, Most respondents indicated 

!ha% psiice patrols have neither nereased nor decreased from 3ast year 

Notable changes in driving bellavior and oerce~tions from ~rewious suweys sncleade: 

C increase in driving speeds on Micnigank surbav freeways 

O Increase ei4 self repofled safety belt ,sa 
increase I Q  the perception "hat ?be freeways are in paor condition 

e rncreass In bne perception that major wads are in poor condition 

Similar to earlier suweys in this series, vvomen generally voiced stronger support Inan 

men far traffic safety policies SpeeifisaiQy, Qher pefliio~s of women tnan men favored the 

following policies more roaa patrols, graduated daivsa license for Seeenage drivers, and cudews 

%r teenage drivers 



Compared wllh men, women assigned Rsgher irmpodance to traffic ~ a % e Q / ~  and were more 

likely to consider Brafiie safety msre important when eka~epared with either a person's ability tto 

kiavei or crime sssues, kifIdornee-u also repoiled a k~igher use of sa%eQ! belts than men arid v\/eas 

more wiliirig io i~se a l'Sa6~ H~de" system iou lianspor%cition after drinking, 

livesmen generally perceived existing and poQentiill saiev problems as more s~trious than 

men. For exarnple, women were more likely than men to perceive the problem of drunk driving 

in Pisir esmmuwity and the problem of people driving with suspended licenses as very serious. 

Vlen vvere more likely than women to report risk taking behavior. Men repodetl higher 

drivbng speeds on both urban and rural freeways. Men also reponed drinking alcoholic 

beverages more frequently and drinking to ~ntsxieatiow msre frequently, Men were also more 

wiliiiig than woerpen lo conlrsnt and preveni an intoxicated drives from driving. 

This serwey did not show much ditference in opinions about traffic safeb issues by age. 

An exception to $l~is vvas that drivers aged 18-20 tended to oppoo% passenger limits for drivers 

under 78 and drivers over age 30 assigned higher levels of impo~ance to traffic safehl than 

ysungar drivers. 

With respect to perceptions and behavior, drivers age 48-20 were most !ikeBy to consider 

i i ~pa~red  driving as the most serious IrafRe violatuon, but were also more l~kely than any other 

age group except li.sai of zge 21-38, to drmk to intoxication. Drivers age 21-36 drove at higher 

speeds 01s rural frsevdays than did other drivers. In general, as age increased, driving s ~ e e d  

decreased, and drivers over age 50 were more likely than younger drivers to consider speeding 

la be !he most serioLls tra8f1s vioiatuon. 

These were several relationships between annual miles driven and resDsnaent opinions 

and behaviors. Repoped driving speed on urban freeways increased with the annual miles 

driven. The incidence of Finding oneself too tired to drive also increased with annual rniles 

driven. People who drove more than 25,088 in a year were more likely than others to have 

slapped an ii.utsxicaled person from drivingn They also believed that the chance of an intoxicated 

adulb driver being r~uiled sllier is very sriall. 



We examined several items by reported driving speeds on Michigan" freeways. Those 

whs drove fastest on urban freeways showed the Beast: desire for more ~ o l i c e  patrols, yet 

bndicated that police patrols were msrs effective than str'icter laws in affecting driver behavior. 

Results from the current suwey provide ~mpoe?ant information about Michigan residents 

traffic safety op~nions and behawlsrs. This informatron can assist decision makers IP their e f f o ~ s  

to plan and implement new programs and poiic~es and to evaluate existing programs and 

ps8ic es. 
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Sunrey Questionnaire 





UWPRH amlbm State  PsaQfis Safety Se~vvej!~ 

lieCie@, t h i s  ! B  caibing on behenf 09: the 
Univc~sBty of Michipa!\ "in Ann Arhr. Ue are watkiw obn stw 
tor trio 8im;awsporbeljon Ra~earch Iwtsitute. Year pkurie rbmhr 
kos k e n  chosen r~rdrmdiati~Ly t o  be I W L ~  i n  the study, a d  we'd 
lVce t~ IBSIK j & ~ t  B 4 8 ~  q u e s t i o n s ,  

I , CQlkiT 1 IIUE 
7, RETURN T O  COVER SHEET (WHA, BlMS bMC#, REF, ETC.) - - 2  TEWMIBdSaTE 

(PROBE: luDo you use t h i s  P fa r  resident id p$a~"pses?~~D 

1. RESIDENCE (OR CWBIMED RESIDENCE AMD IUSIQQEIS) 
2 ,  ~ u o n w ~ s g  - - - - - - - m - - - - - - - - - - - m ~ m - e - u - m ~ ~ ~ ~ m - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -  OWOEYalESI 

(DO MOT R E I D 5  
DL (OR RPPTS 
R E F  

STATE 

1 uouhd just Like t o  confirm t ha t  t h i s  household i s  i n  
the  S t a t e  of !4iekigan, 

M h ~ t  s t a t e  is this homehold in? 

1, N I C l 4 I G W h l  
2 .  OWIE OTHER STATE: PLEASE WECWDTFEWH AND GET A# - - >  ITWTE.TERM 

EXPLAIA"IOPI AT TO UHV THliS lU49ER 88 RllGHNP 
I N  W DIlcFERElllT SIATE. TALK PO SUPERVISOR 
KPI~JIEDIATELI  
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Wr st*  wires that w interview mky me &kt 
r ~ h $ y  s e i e t &  t@ represmt ywr hw&$aeid, 

[USE %4 GENERAL HELP TO DETERHIME UHO a-IVES vHERE% 

-- W BF PEWLE OVER "r [EMBER 97 1 6  P"01 WRE$ 

Next, e ~ h ~ L d  Y have the f i r s t   am o f  the adult kabo has had 
the MOST WECEN BIRTHDAY? 

( S F  NECESSARY: Uc ask for  the FIRST RIME MbY t o  mke j-5 easier 
$0 t a l k  t e  that  prsm over the @ma This assures the% the st* 
i s  e m f a ' h t a ' a k  rwp% s m m s ,  Me ssk fo r  the 8&8t ui th  the mat 
recent birthday as @ May of r a d m l y  ekgi~sing s m m  80 mrtieipte 
Fn OUP  study,^ 

GET. RESPONDENT 

4, R. ALSgEmY PM&E 
2, R, W E O  '10 PHONE 
3 ,  W. BS UNAVAILABLE (HAKE WPBOINTMEMTj 
6, $#F@HA#T CW PHWE REFUSES TC E W E R A T E  FURTHER 



~ ~ 0 1 1  a m l b ,  Lasts !'rrilflc Safety Survey. 

%i#7101 SL IEA.881 FDW INPQMITE MHO AWE REEP@IDEMIO 

Great, you sre the ~ r s o n  1 wb BWB& t o  intervieus 
Ous intcrvla~ eoncorns naomy topies of interest, i~ciu~lvi?g 
~ w I O B Q I " ~  airnut %!Dpktusy aafa ty  i a e m .  % want to OISMPE you 
that ywr  arwuW8 Pc qu@%tims w i I I  kw kepi ITRSCPFY &Ll#FRDkIiT%WL, 
a d  the uurveinp r#8uQ t% MI Q k be r ~ w r t d  IMD!\i'rl4WSb'f, 

Biesse osder~$tafld t ha t  yws p ~ r t i c i p t i m  rs uo lw ta ry ,  
~ r d  that i f  5 a8Jt you any qw8tiom t l ~ a t  you don" buerit $0 

craougr, just i @ t  CE had and 1 1 i go on $0 t h 3  019)tt qu~s t ien~ 

(IMEEWVIEVER: PLEASE ENTER THE GENDER OF THE YBELPMJROBEOBT HEWEB 

And hou aid are you W i  BUhrt was ywr rge a t  your Bast 
89 r%8!dq,r?I 

Abut .  hou many m i  8e5 did you drive a uwtar vehielc 
i i l  tPe kast year? 

(PROBE: Could you piease give me ywr k s t  as t imtc? )  



(PRME: Hm mny m i  ies p r  Rwr is that? 
Wi: ewl@ pa pleaasa give  me ywr best estimtel) 

Wow fast do you g m r e l l y  drtve rn HiiekiganYs rural 
f rseusys? 

(PWNE: Hw bany miniles per hour i s  that?  
OR: Could you piease give me your best es$iesti3te4,9 

DS 
REF 

CurrePrtiy the s p m  Y i m i t  on CsBiehigan8s urbn  freeways is 5% mites 
per hour. Uhese the L i m i t  is 55, how fast de yed think you have t o  
be driving wfore p i i c e  using r d a s  as %ke rodside H; 8 8  stop you 
and give yad a tickat? 

--- mikes p s  WObbtP 
(W7=%7 m W E )  

Currentay the s p d  l i m i t  m MRlchigenBs rural Qreeuays i s  65 miles 
per h ~ r ,  Where the k i m i t  is 65, how fast  do yw think you Rave t o  
k drjviw k f e r e  pot ice using radar a t  the ^odslde H % ~ L  s:op YOU 
a& give you a ticket? 



#au Lor@ do yw think i t  takes ENS BEmrgmy BBdieei Services 
or  en whLanse11 $0 PISW~~ PO a t r a f f i c  crash 
s i t e  after  being c a l l d  [my 9-1-19 

0 W %  a LESS TO4W!M ONE OUBINUTE 
Q B Q C I Q C I I Q ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ @ B O ~ ~ @ & I Q ~ S Q ~ B ~ ~ P ~ ~ Q ~ ~ P @ * P  

" tmREC9 UMIVI AWE 4s FOLLWI * 
~Q%~I$vr@QBub1Vn~CQ~~dbikdb@BCQZB~b1~B¶kt@tO~I 

--- SECBIdDS, PIINUPEO, IiDWWO, DAYS 

Hou a m P  the e d i t i o n  of mjor ro&s i n  your area? 
(Do yw t h i ~ ~ k  tho wajol0 r o d s  in your area are i n  g o d  c d i  tiow, 
average eaidi t i  on or pator e o d i  t i  on?) 



Uhrt did yw & the %&st  tim you t d  y w r ~ e l f  aw t l r ' d  
$0 drf VI? 

[DO MOT REm LILT" CHmSE N L Y  WE ANSWER) 

? ,  N L L E D  WER 
2 ,  CHAWGED DRIVERS 
3. ROLLED OWN VEMDa! 
4 ,  607 COeFEE 
5, T a  PEP PlbbS OW NmOZE 
6, HURRIED $ UElT FASTER 
7, KEPT M H W G  
8 ,  OTHER (SPECIFY B - - - - - - - -  z- 

Can yw te l l  me keu often grw use 8 safety &?kt? WeuCd y w  say 
aiueys, msl af the timen s m t / i % s ,  s e C h  OP k~vef '? 

f ,  ALMAYP 
2. MOST OF THE T i &  
3 ,  SWE91HES 
4 ,  IELDW 
5, NEVEg 
DC 
PEF 



UIWII immlba State Traffic Safety Survey. 

O m  hawe suggest& that t m p e  drivers ohwld prwrass t o  fret i 
dr.tuiw p r i v i i a @ a  ~rduaGly .  I n  t h i s  aye$wll kgim7ii lp & ~ V B I " S  

uwold h wiioud  &a runov~ B e m a n  am Level elf drawjiw pr!vik@e t o  
aum~altlher kmaed on ktlu @ ~ c p r i ~ n e e  ~ I W J  d m i s t r a t d  skiii ,  

I , FAVOIR 
4, OPPCSE 
DK 
R E F  

Uwld yw favor or a p s e  I ~ B W  that w i d  prevmt p r s m s  d r  the 
age of 18 'from dr iving ktuaen  91 o k c l x k  e t  night and % okc lwk  in 
Ilk@ i ~ l " ~ i m  UPI~BSS the)+ S ~ W  ui need b 0  drive 60 OT" ff~om eshooi 
or work? 

1, FAVOR - - - >  Q % k  
2 ,  oaposE 
Dl( - - - - - -  . - -> lQj& 

REF 

Uouhd you favor or owose a eerrfeu that s t s r t d  a t  mfdnlght 
a d  ~ o n t i i n u ~  u n t i l  5 O ~ C I L D C ~  i n  the moarn4ng7 

Umhd yw fever or w o s e  such r curfeu fo r  yowg drivers 
uho have a pltmr d r i v i n g  history? 



WVRG mih State VsffBls Safety Survey, 

MwLd yw frwor or w s e  sa Law that w l d  res t r i c t  e driver un&r 
%he egc of 18 ts driviw with m mre then me or %UQ p s s m e r ~ ?  

S m  have suggest& that older drivers should g r a b s  l y  r&c the 
ewrsunts and kinds o f  driving they & based t h e i r  dr iving abiLfty, 
i n  e Ebgra&td Licensing syotmcn"@ older dr ivers wwhd b r q l r d  t o  

t driver exmiwtims t o  leent l fy  d r i v i m - r e l a t d  
p rabbm ew3 dd~laeiw m L d  be rsestsleted iif probkm were Idewtif'd, 

Does anyone i n  your farniiy have *;robable driving safety kcauoe their 
driving sbi 1 i t y  has k e n  sfbee%& by t h e i r  sdvtaming age7 



WIT11 ~mib $%@Po Tr@+Cfc Safety Survey. 

UouBd y w  flpver or w s e  the Dwrtment 0% state using a r& test  
Lo deuanwiwe i l f f  fwiu drnur rs  are fn t  00 get ~ P U ~ Q S  dr iv iw kaeme? 

UwBd you favor or p e e  the BeprPmnt of State using s r e d  test 
t o  htsmnim i f  ~k&r d~"ives"s a re  f i t  t o  h ~ v e  t h e i r  d r i v i w  Liceme 
r1~101k1~ded? 

1 " Fflsl!m 

2, OPPOSE 
DE 
R E F  

On a em8o 04 1 t o  10, uhere I maw NOT AT ALL lMPORYAIT, 
o d  189 uoean9; PiOt'T HWPOIIANT, how i p r t a n t  is traffic 
safety t o  you4 

i m g o i ~  t o  g i ve  you two p i r s  of soeiaQ i ssws .  Far each of  the 
pains, I uould Like you t o  telt me viaieh issbe i s  a!wre iwprtent t o  
y o ~ r  OUR ev1~1fduy B i QIE = 



%ich lssbae is mrc i ~ r t s n t  Po ywr every &y I ifs - -  
Csim or Wraffi~ safet* 

1, CRIME 
2, TMFFIC SAFETY 
DK 
REF 

M i c k  i o s e  i s  mre j ~ r t a n t  t o  ywr every day t i f e  
W wrsmes absjiity $0 tsavell nF Traffic s a f e t p  

(IKR: MOTE ANY CWMEHTS 6066 TIE NEXT SCREEMI 

% I F  RESPMBEIBP DOES MOT UNDERSTAND WESTIW, REPEAT, PWmE 
AND MOPE SO &Id FBbhWIMG CWMEQBT OCREEC] 

4HidER: PLEASE WOVE ANY WOLUWTEEREB RESPWSEE TO THE PREVIEWS 
BUESTIW HERE, Erne,,  "'Driving i s  not a righ&,,,,it% a 
gr i v i  leg@, CwLd -$s tad  q u e s b i q  & ? e O b ~ )  

How seriwe da y w  think the drunk driving prebrmi us la your 
c m n l t y  - -  m l d  yw say it i s  very se~iws, smwhglt  S ~ P I O U S ,  
a$ not a% I[% serious? 

", VERY SERHWS 
2, SMEUHAB EERIWE 
3. 187 AT ALL  SEWIW4 
9K 
REF 



WrWi ~ D $ M  OPsto Traffic Safety Survey. 

I h n  &LO has h drinkow d their bl& rle&el Level i s  over 
the  Uiuueit f o r  dr iv iw wioew i n t o x i e o t d  M.10 premt], hw lilts8y i s  
that  pn"!Bon t o  be puklcd ar@r by t h e  po8Lle@7 

~mLd you tlqrrr u"o aimst rm thswc they u l  B L get pugal Ld 
over; i b i6r uo.uilikely but I t  ioapers ssn@iriws; 91'01re is D g o d  
chance of rjaleiag pui ld over, Ph@v uf I* L be puL Led orlw marly 
ever-y t j n r r ~ ;  01- t h y  wi3 1 alauays $jet pulled ovcr7) 

1, ALMOST NO CIdIWIhICE 
2 .  UMLIKELI, IWP IT HWPPEIdS C ~ ~ ~ I E T l I ~ ! E S  
3 ,  W MlDD CHAMCE 
4 ,  OIUEIULI E'iElli TIRE 
5 ,  AbOniBTt 
Dl;: 
P E F  

I f  B prsw d e r  BPI 91 has been drinking, Row l ikeky is that 
p r m n  t o  kac pullad aver b)? tsoe pLiee? 

k d ~ i d  YOU Say $ht28@ (6 88m8t M CnaWe they blj L L  
pwiLd over; l a  i s  urlllkcky brt I t  hapsi% oaw~etims; 
tiasre S I  a 8 0 4  cham@ cf get t ing ~BdBhd over; t h y  r? 8 8  
be pulled over nwarly every t i in@; or they wil l  akusys get 
~ J L  l d ovge.3 

FOP" the wr"p&e 04 the teilmerlw p s t i o w s ,  uhm 1 say me drink, I 
oman one "Jg-oulrlec can or  bottLe 04 h r ,  or  om & - w e  giglss 
of uin'e, or U drilnb:, ~ ! t h  1-"I2 ounces af Liquor, 



Hw oftw m L d  yewa eey y w  drink r le&st ls  kverrges? Uweald y w  say 
thee ysap wver drink, that yw drink d e e  or ruiea a yew, m e  or 
twice a m b h ,  m e  Q m k ,  m r e  than w ~ 6  P week, OP every &p 

1, YEKR DRHUK - - - - - - - - - - - - - 6 .  P m R E  
2. DRllK 1-2 TOMES A YEAR 
3, DRINK '8-2 TIHE 4 W T H  
4 .  WCE A KEK 
5, M E  THAN WCE d MEEK 
6 ,  E K R I  DAY 
5K 
REF 

T h t n k i g  a h t  any drinking y w  my hrve &me i n  the Lest two ueaks, 
Row marry times d i d  you have 3 as m r c  drinks m a sirgLe measim? 

The Bast f ire yw hsrd 5 or mro drrsdks m 8 s i w t e  mcssima,, &ere 
W,PE yw tirjnkim? 

CDO NOT READ LIST,): 

Oi. WBdW HWE 07 AT MX# 
82, O T H E R 5  S M E  Di3, PARKED CAR 
03, a a w ~ a w j ~ ~ w  m, CAR, W I L E  DRIVING 
04. RESTAURAMT Y/HEW% 40, WBDmS t#bWPP#E, ':SRI&G) 
05, PRIVATE CLUB 4 4 ,  I a T S  EVENT 
06, SOCIAL EMMT 12, OT8ER BS~ECHfl) 

On t h a t  occasi@n, d id  you d+rve a f t e r  di-8-.ksy? 

I .  YEP 829PBE 
2.  ND 
DK -,,--a QZPPRE 
REF 



(Even though yw said you M 8 t  drive e d l e r  drink,..] 

... Bmgine F:kc folilwir~g ~ l t u a t i m ~  Iw have driven t o  o BwaQ 
ro8taurmnt te m e t  saw f r i e d s  f o r  d l m r .  As yw are L B ~ V ~ W  
the  r~saauront, you notice the efZf%ts 048 the ulm y m  bimd w i t h  
dimer, i n  katlucs ~ o r d s ,  you are fmXiwg a b i t  drunk. 

A8 I t  nawr ls ,  the  restduesrpt mnsger el60 takes mote of y ~ r  
condition a d  offwe t o  calll tPac Local %&fe pi&3b I B ~ V ~ C B  
o f f e r d  t o  db9vre~"s U ~ O  ~ 'UBWI k n  drinlcing, Kwr Q o " ~ B ~ w  Oawe 
elsa&& 8eft om! f tos  rao Far $0 UWQII: 310m. 

Hou o ~ c l ~  ucvlld yw k ~ u l l l i n g  t o  p y  each time you u s d  
the o%,ate r ideu aervisrs'! 



lif the bBSefc rideM service Bas e f f e r d  t o  you a% s o@~e&smbBe8& cost, 
w i d  yw oeccpt the offef end me the s s r v i e ~  t o  get h w ?  

5 "  YES 
2. @9 .--4 Q32 
D# - - - L  > %  e x  
REF 

P 

how d i d  yea  stop thm? 

4, Tm T H E I R  KEYS 
2, OFFERED THEM A R l D E  i OFFERED 80 BWldE 
5 ,  THREATENED TO CALL THE POLICE 
5 ,  OTHER kOPE&SFw - - -_ . ... ,, L--- _ _ 4 



Moutd yw m y  there Is sBmst rn c h a ~ e  04: gettiw a tickst; 
i t  i a  unbQSln~iy kt i t  kawws sw~et~jrws; there is r gwd 
ch~nee  of g % % t i r @  a k r ~ k @ ' k ;  O/?by YI 6i ge t  &? 1$icle@t ~"aariy @very 
tii~ie; sr tOwy w l t i  at~eys gel: a tislcct "lor not bav"j~g M salBety 
lmlLt on4 

B a s d  wi your own expr iewa,  gPw r f Y e t  IVB & yw think t rssff ic 
safety e a t i o n  e440smts t ~ r g c t t i ~  adult drivel-s ~ 7 t h  
biLibo~r&, s d i o  mesaagee, wid television spats are r n  getting 
you t o  dr ivg more saf~?iy+? 

1. VERr EFFECTBldE 
4. S l q E M H A T  EFFECTIVE 
3, YET AT ALL EFFECTIVE 
D I< 
REF 

B a s d  on yea? enwl r x p r i e m r ,  h l e h  i s  more effective fw influencing 
your ow drr hiljwg k h a v i o r ,  sar ie te r  I ~ M B  regulating dr ivFr%g or more 
p i i e c  p t r o 2 l i n g  the reads? 

q .  STRICTER LWLl 
2 .  MORE POLICE PATROLS 
5 K 
REF 



(DO MOT R E D  LlL'b,  CHWSE ME QbY: PRQE A P B R W R I A T E L I )  

1 ,  SPEED I #B 
2,  RUMWIYG A STOP SIGH 
3. RWN1MG W RED B % C % T  
4 ,  MOT VEAlEWG A SEAT I E L "  
5 , B T H E W ~ B B E C B F I  - a 

8. SPEEDING 
2, BRMWK DW%VlW& 
3, RIIBQW%RBL A ST@ S i Q  
4 ,  WUWWEMG A RED tEGM'T 
5. FAHLWRE 70 YIELD [THE LlGHi OF VAYb 
6. T A I L U T I U Q  (F%BLLW%MG '8&3 CLOSELY2 
7"  IECCLESS DWBKNS 
8, DTMEW &SPECIFY -- > 

"E VVERr t E R % W S  
2 ,  W E V H W B  SERIWk 
3 ,  MOT AT ALL SEIIWE 
DK 
R E F  



"J,, FBIVOR - - - 3  P3P 
2 BPPOSE 
DK - - - - - - - - - >  Q39 
REF 

Vwid guw fgive~ OP -1e i img vehicles h 
prsens lwho ere a g p a t d t y  $d t o  be ddplviw &i l e  t h e i r  B isensee 
are u&r 1 ~ p s i m  as 1 ~ e a n s  t o  prevent tlqase p r s o r ~  Qrm drfving? 

I ,  FnvrbR 
2, OPPOSE 
0 K 
R E F  

Do you favor or m s e  emf ircoatiw the Bieewe p la te  of vehielrs 
ou~.rd by perso- uhcse l icewee are t m k r  suspnsim 8s a mane t o  
prevent tireae ~ $ S D P ? S  +ran dr i  $97 n?g? 

U o u ~ d  you favor or epee emfiscating the  License p i c t e  of 
vehie,cs w d  by persa?s M ~ O  are r e p a t d l y  fou& t o  be driving uhlLe 
their  LBccnses are do. suspnsion as s~eaeps t o  prevent these 
persnns fram d ~ i v i n g ?  



s Lwklm V & ~ C B Q S  bf ~ $ 8 -  h o s e  
B i c m e s  sre ausmim with  a t i re  k t  ~r sterim 
&mB Lwk es e warn t e  prevmt these p r s m  frm dd~;ving? 

C ~ r d  $0 Last year, do you think pkieo  rood p t r o g s  i n  Michigan 
have imreesd, h c r a a s d  or ?mi& @ k t  the s m %  

L INCREASED 
2, DECREASED 
3 ,  AOWB TNE O M E  
DK 
REF 

Are there any swcieh traffic safety prqrem &P day i h  your area? 



BDO 104 1LdUB b l R  - -  tlIEClC Wbh 'VW/ WCLI 3 

Did you buy a nw car i n  the Best 94 mntksl 

1. YES 
2 ,  NO - * - %  EDMC 
DK - - - - - - %  E W C  
R E F  

Me are interest& In  u h s t  yw wwrs lwking for whew yw 
purchesd your mloul ear. What was the WST BMPOWTWUdP faetor 
i n  nuwaking YOUP !!mi purchase decision? 

[DO MOP I E h D  LILY) 

84, BRICE 07, CMFQRT WP10)NS 
02, STILBNf 08, PWSSEliSEW SPACE 
83, FUEL ECCIWDIY D9, CARGO SPACE 
04, SAFE71 1 0 ,  PROt3UCT QUSa,bHIY 
05, &liXER 9 IIEPWIAT SQbd q 1, STAV83S APFEAL 
06. PERFORbUWblEE 42, FOUR VHEEL DRIVE 

73a CITIiER n-n-m-m QIPECIFII 



91, PRICE 07, mF@%R% WTHWS 
84, IVlbllG 08, PASSENGER SPACE 
04, FUEL E m W I  09, BRM SPACE 
a, %B PRrnUCT WALlSYY 
05, WKERg% REWPATIW 44, STATUS APPEAL 
&, PERFmMUCE 42, FWW UHEEk DRIVE 

43 OTHER --sr - _  _ 61PECIFIB 

Lhat uro the THIRD WST IMPQVAUT factor  
i n  mkiw y e w  fimL wrchasc &cisim? 

01, BRICE OT, m~ar WTHWS 
92, STlblWO 08, PASSENGER SPACE 
03, FUEL ECMMY 09, SPACE 
04. SAFETY '38, BaRmUCT WALIIUF 
05, MKEWB% REWTABIM 71, STATUS APPEAL 
W. P E R F a M H C E  %zO PWR @HEEL DRIVE 

73, 0"fWER -_- *&_  fSPFeJFv) 

Mw 1 i L d  bike t o  ssr 8 feu g m r a l  aebagstim a&$ you, 



Did ~ e l r  rn high ockmL $!pi- or p s r  t% hleh reRmL 
@qwi vro li mc)f t @*Pa? 

Pw the i s s t  prcsi&ntiak elecPImB4, yeu r P Ohat George Bush 
pen m t he  WewbBiean t ~ c k e t ,  B e l l  Cbinten an the D m e r a P i c  t icket ,  
and Ross Perot as al"b~nacpendent. Do you r w w h r  wl~etl'i~e~. or  not 
you v e t d  i n  tlmat cl@cPl!ew? 

[ DO NOT RE,IU ) 

1, IPEI D I D  NfOTE 
2,  hlB D I D  BODY lnlDIE 
3, NOT OF Z~IOTIMG WGF nmi sw2 

DO 8iOT REl1UEMBER 
5 ,  1~~WPPWBBWLATE [RESIDEIqT ALEE#, ETC) 



To get r picture of pewLaQs fimpmcir8 sitmtimPe, w wed t o  
k m  the g m r 1 1  rawe of % ~ m s  cf a l l  pwia M (ntarviw. 
Iw,  thinkiw r b t  ywr or ywr bmiLy% $tots1 i m m  frm 811 
swrces Birnldiw yywa job), did y w  (Bop ywi- fmi &yl receive 
LZ5,OQO cr mart 6~ 1W47 

~g --,- - - a  ENB,ITATEHEkr 
R E F  



(BMPEWVlEVEI: I F  I BAHTI TO RECEIW THE RESULTS, PLEASE ENTER DhiPnn 
513110 EMTEE THE NAME WMD MOREll INE MEXT SCREEN) 

(PLEASE ENTER THE biME OH THE F I R S T  LIME, H I T  RETURN, 
EMTEI imc~ess 0'14 s ~ c o w ~ ,  s ~ r  RETURN, gawa ciry AND nip 
801I TWERBXI 





Appendix B 

Dascrlptlon of Sample Design 

'The author of this appendix is Thomas P. Duffy, 4r. of Information Transfer S\~stems, 
Incorporated, 





Technical Report on the Sampling NIethodology Utilized in the 1995 
hGohigm Osnnihcls Tratlic Safe@ Survey 

Prepared By: 
Injbrmaiisn X~ansfer Sysiernf* Inc" 

209 Eta$ Washingon SIPeefg Suite 2100 
Ann Arbor! lhqchigaj? 48184 





dnrJ~tlu4ndcncltio1~ 
The 1995 l%chgm O d b a  '"Pat Sdety S w e y   as a s%te*de study of ~ S n g  hbib, ;and opiniom 
rega~&ng traEc szletj? ant! laws 'rhe suwejr was ccendncied ixa June a ~ d  Jdy, 1995, by Id~m1ioa ; i  
Trasfer Syatemu, bac., of hm j ~ h r .  T'lue suailvey used an probabiliv of selechon $e]:jlase~n) random 
&git d~d ing  ,WB) dcsigrm. The wnple Crme v11a.5 dl aesnde~~~d  lelepkkone n m b ~  1-jngni1g iois 
houeholds ian 1 b ~ c K g ~ l .  VaViUim each s m p l e  lioaehoQ& d ~ e  addt respondent ww r ado i~d l  eht~sen from 
d1 resident aduits 18 yoas of age or older. The franuo was p r o ~ d e d  by Swey Smpling Inco~poraUed 
(S ?I), as descn-lhed beloall.. 

'iA'lhe Samjplie lLjes'u!;;a 
'The prewom wave of he O m b u s  i'raff~e S d e q  Smq, cmmducted by $lac U ~ v e r s l Q  of McEg:m 
Inslitu-Llle Ior Social Keseach in 1992, selected a w i~p le  froin the L~bted 14mbed Senes Irme using the 
GEI\T;l,SYS s;u~~plirag sptrrn. The GGMESYS system seleeas epsem m B  m g l e s  Imrrrn a f i m e  consas;fang 
of d1 possible mlorlarig block ~conjbamt~oas ("%wi&ed se~cs," i e, first two di@@ 01 the last IDID 1x1 a 
]~~hoiae 1~11~11ber) ~J ILJ~VTI  ILJ can~tain at leas$ t w ~  lisfe~d !ilouseh~ld nunnben 

'The smpling desim ~mpiearrented by rTS in the 8 d b u s  T r ~ c  SdeQ S w e y  u~lized SSI's e q d  
plobabniuty oS seliechan mehod @PSE&i). The SSI EPSEM mehod uses J1 possible a e a  code, exchmge, 
and worhng block r:onabiiaa$nons IUIOFWI to eema~n at least one ~#orlaknng household nwnber. & EL result, dB 
lelephdlne hondeliolds i.1~ LIe geog1iapl1tnlc smiplirag Ssane, both w~th Isleted md dished nmbers, x e  gven 
eqnd probabaiily 01 sele~~~Llosn, v~v.r,litlun the hrits 01 av~jinable data. Ttio epsem app~oach paodurces element 
or s~nlple random ,ui~ples (SRS) lather tkim claaercd sxciplcs. This yields as9 eEecQve wnple size that is 
iduilicd ILJ flie a ~ b ~ d  smiple bize, not less, as in clustered desigm. The SSI h b b a e  oii"worEng b& is 
aip&ited Trecqntiady, reduda:iag the possibility dut Lhis list-asisled approach may overlook recently- 
~ntroducecl IJ,J~ITI( in5 bcmiPG 

Once dl patenud workng block combinaeoiu are identsed, rmandoxdy selected ikaYo&&t wmbers are 
aplpe~ded to h: aea  code, exclm2ge, a ~ d  ybvarkng block carribiamdan 10 Ionn cox12plete telephone 
nuuxbero ,Za~~jkles %ielecl~~l with EPSEJVI ine~~ol.as8 are no1 checked agdnst SSI's ~ v e a e  of bl~siness 
teie~hone nutubers Lo leniiloTve mda~own business anmubero, md EPSEb4 s;mgales are not mbjeet 10 SSI'a 
Plolec~on SybJsem is psevzat pre~nously selected nwnbers fion~ h d ~ e r  seiecbon for a p e ~ o d  of zborst one 
TIOc J ,dn. Thus, nnporkml md potent idly severe saapling biaes  are avoided by the EPSEM m e ~ o d  which 
aye P Q I L ~ ~ ~ B J I  ~rinpo.ed Ily noest M3D stu.npBc ~ b ~ e ~ ~ d ~ i ~ s "  

Based on shales usmg these mpEes, SSP has found that the general pattern of these EPSEM Pist-assisted 
W D  san3ples doseiy rese~r~bkes one dellred kiom a well hlowa md respected anaiond rmdom digit 
d~dlalg telephone auwey conductea at Suwey Research Center of the Umversiq o f f h c ~ g m  Robed 
M. Gnoves, "An Emplncal Cowpaadsori of Two Telephone Sanple Desims," humal of M;1&e>g 
Wesea~;A, l<~"~~ember, 1978 pp 622.83 1). 'This study esbmaled nna~ond block dens~w us1 both listed and 
u ~ i ~ s t e d  res iden~d  phones md showed a anode oFabout 0.35. The ratio of dl reYepkones to listed phone 
helasekalds is 1 23 Applying adjusk~ent to 0.6 gehe a i ~ p r o ~ n u t e  xiode of listed res iden~d cclensiQ) 
produces m esbrnsfed shaiacs oP Idtuag a phone household off 0.74. The close csnespoaadesncs beheen the 
S S I  curves, based on Ilisted residences, and ble Groves curve, baed on ad. telephone households, lends 
emprficd ssaappo~-1 to ara srilporkut asuxngLi.aon wde r l f i~~g  the SSB9s EPSEM masple app~oach, that the 
aislgmernt ~fnuu~~~nberb 20 11ou~ehoVc~s is nnaade independer .ly of their pubfacation S ~ W S  in the directoq. 

Once the sarnpla was pmchased from SSI, sample control grscedues began by generabng a series Q%' 

random replicates (or subsmples] froan the total sanpIe of nwnbers for the geogapBPic area, in this case 
the Smtle of M i c ~ i a ; ~  wk!~ each re!?licate coasmrdag BO phone nmbers. Replicates; can be uf my size ITS 
defines, but ercpedence ~wi:Pi d r ~ l u  shdies mggcsts that a replica8 size of 90 is sensible since it: allows us 
to conual quite closely the dnd sanple size .while sLi1I ~ ~ ~ a ~ d n g  the probabiliQ nszahre of the desim. 



At the b e g ~ n g  of the study3 a mderate nmber  of replicates was released to the vaern  m d  addiGond 
replicates were introduced as the initid replicates were reso8ved @y completed intePviews, firm p.sh%Bs, 
or other final glisg~si~ons). I w t e ~ e k n g  coaa~nued until dI numbers in d1 replicates r e l e a d  to the 
qstem had been disgosed of, md &d not slop when a &get nmber  of completed i n t e ~ e w s  was rmehed. 
This elapl~ns the high nmber  of intefiews achieved, since the coopera~on rate m d  working nmber  rate 
were %igher than eqected. This dso mmuateed that the find m p l e  was a gendne probabilitgu mpBe sf 
the popdahon rather than a quota mp%a;,. 

M e w  a residenGal nmber  was mccesf i ly  conbetea the nmber  of homehold members 18 years of age 
or older was detewniined. The i d o  t ow the phone was then asked to give the firsf m e  ofthe adult 
who had had the most recent bifi&y at the time of the initid contact. The ""most recent bifi&ys' 
p r o c e d ~ e  does not involve a listing of dl household members, a some other prosedues do; however, if 
the &te of initid conhct is rmdom, or the "ssigmentY9 of bi&&ys in a household is rmdom, and the 
i n t e ~ e w e r  p r o ~ d e s  conect i d o m a ~ o n ,  this me&od results in a probabiliQ m p l e a 8  

The advmQge of this mee%asd is that it avoi& the m c d ~ e s ,  and sense of i n m i o n  of privacy, that 
sometimes result from using a household roster mehod. One d:sa&m@ge is that it often produces a 
d iq ropo~ona te  number of women in the smple. On the other hand, this mebod has been shown $0 

produce Baigher nsponse rztes. The  tradeoq then, is usually bemeen coverage eraor versus nowaevnsa 
enor. However, the use of a household IisBing in the previous wave of the O h b m  State T d e  S d e v  
Sumey dso  produced a &spropohonately high wmber of women in the m p l e .  The Baigher coopera~ow 
rate achieved in the presen"6ate would seem to justify k h i n g  used the ""bfi&yn se lec~sn  m e ~ o d .  

A total of 2256 numbers were released into ITS'S CAT1 qstem for cdiing, This f i p r e  was b a e d  upon 
some Bwitid a s u m p ~ o n s  about expected response rates and workng n u b e e  rates. The study called for 
450 completed i n t e ~ e w s .  Initid esfimtes of a 70% coopera~ohn rate m o n g  wccessm contac&, and a 
working nu%p~ber/eli$ble househoiid rate sf 41,5%, yielded an ees~mate of 2296 numbers w e c e s q  to 
complete Lbc study, 

The find sample disposi~ons o f d l  n m k r s  a e  as follows in Table 1: 

1 Groves, Robefi M. ma Lars E Lyberg, "An & e ~ e w  sPNowaesponse Issues an Telephone Shawreys," ~n 
Groves, ee b , zd , Teiephoae Survey bhe~710doQom~ New York. Vdiley, l988, ~p,207-208. 

3 
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'Table 1: Pinil Saa~ple Disj~ositiornls 
~ - ~ , ~ m , p n  --"---- ---" 

--m=,.nm~,-m Fin LDils~~osii~I~~~~ &+2p---m . ected Nu~mbes &gLi;~al Bi~~mber 
Cor:r;aplcibe,l% Imf,eli~liie.~~i 7150 8 1l[tj 
Wcf~i11sa10 322 222 
Coope:rajl.ion ra cc 70% '78, '?I$ 

~!~~i@n-Sa.naple 1 :054. 
ur~~.Wsr,ldr~,g Nnriibt; u. 913 1. 

Bllsin<;ss 286 
]'J13j:~gsidgntia] )x:nn$bep I I 
Ineligible Wesidersce 9 2 
Nolt-English Sycdker (not able complete) 17 
Inc:;qi~:itatedl R, (not able to cornpiete] 47 

The cooperahon rate, wheh attempts to measure i n t e ~ e w e r  success at cornplehng interviews vdlR 
eligible, able respondents. (inater~ews/intem1ews-i-1e-8iasds) = (810/8~0+%2%) = 78.5%* The eqa:m~on 
had been a eoopera~on rate of 90%. Other response rate c d e d a ~ o n s  cam be derived using the rf:sdt code 
&Za liun, the table above. 

For the p q o s e s  of t h ~ s  study, given budget csnsUGn& md the scope sf the work, non-English speaking 
aespseidenlts an= 17) anad respondents incapacikted due to i:lness, i n j q  or age (n=2'7), were not cowied as 
sanple nnamb~crs, 

The ""woikng nmber  rate," or rate at which the m p l e  p r o ~ d e d  numbers ringing into howeholh: 
(intc~~~iews+aehsals+nonBntgBisP-g spedcer+iascapaci&ted RJBoM sample) - (8 B0+222+17+29/22056) = 
47 7% The cqectation had been a rate of 47.5%. 

Sampling 78feights 
A wenght %idable was consmcted to adjust for w e q d  probabili~es of seleceioq arnd to post-svatl$r the 
sa~nple so that ~t. would more closely match the a c m  p o p d a ~ o n  in telms; of age manad gender. 

Xn an RDD smple with e q d  probabiliGes sf seleehon, dull phone wmbers in the popdaeion have an 
equal chance of being selected into the wriple. Mowever, since the s m e y  rmdody selected one adult to 
be intea-~evted at each houselnold, two factors create ~ s p r o p o ~ o m t e  probabilrees of selec~on: Idle 
n u ~ b e r  of nsidenbd phone nmbers dngng lnts Ynle hoaehold, md the told number of add& l i ~ n g  in 
Lhe houselaold at the tima aR contact. 

FrEliGmP is a variable combimng both f ie  household and person level sampling weights; it was 
coa;isL%ct&d by d d n g  the number oP adults in the household wer the number of res iden~d pghsrie Biwes in 
the hoaehold, dl ~ ~ d e d  by the mean 01 th i s  weiglit. (no, addtdms. phsnes)/mem of1d1 and person 
71'vgs. 
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W I G m  is a d  inaeme&ale Ievel weight used in the eo d o n  o f ~ e  final weight v ~ a b l e ,  and it 
should not be used in d y s i s .  "WIGm2 md~p l i ed  each person's household md prson  level weight 
WIGml) by a pod-*a=ca~on factor. This vdue was then &vi the mean of dB post- 
& a M c a ~ o n  weigh& to produce the find, centered weight v ~ a b l e ,  Gm. It is the weight variable 
&at should be used when condncbwg weigh:ed d y s h s  ~fthkae dab, 

Post-sfPaacaBiona is desirable since it helps reduce non-reqom md n o n a x m g e  biases, muad improves 
the precision of s m e y  es~mates, The p o s t - m ~ c a ~ o n  vkables were gender md age. The m p l e  was 
adjaasied to reflect the population of Mcfigm based on 1990 US @ e m  data, The pst-straMmbon 
factors are listed below in Table 2. 

Table 2:oststratification Factors 

Age Group A~jusBwaent Age Group Adjument 
18-24 ; 11566 18-24 0.7 5873 
25-2s 29286 29-29 1.41914 
38-49 1 43818 3C-39 E.16 
40-49 C 9C592 A;-49 0.65394 
50-59 I,OS&, 50-59 0.91389 
60 -: I tS892 56 +- !do558 

Tabla 3 shows the p r o p o ~ s n s  of men and women in each age goup when the m p l e  has been weighted 
a d y  by WHGhT1, the homehold md person level m p l i n g  weight. 

Ape Group 
?8-2$ 25 ~ 2 9  30.39 4049 58-59 60 + 

Mdes 
Census 7 3  5 5 1 8 5 5% 9.3 7 #, 

Sample 6 7 4 4 ; +/ 9 5 5 7 8 2 

Females 
Census 7 % 5 7 l L  6 8 8 6.2 1% 8 
Sample 9 9 4 4 1'0 2 13 7 6.9 10 8 

Table 4 shows the prepona?on of men and womea: in each age group when the sample ha been weighted 
by FWBGm, which adds a po~t-sWa~catih)n factor So FVEIGm:,~ 

with Post-Stratification Factor 
-> 

Age Group 
18-24 25-29 33-39 1049 50-59 60 - 

Mdes 
Census '7.3 5,5 I 2  8 5 5 8 9 3 

A '. SampB c ' 3 B,6 1 _ 2 8,4 5.8 5 2 

F e d e s  
z7 Census n 4 3 ca 1 i5 8 8 6-2 12.8 

Szmple 7 2 3 5 Il u 8 8 Q 3 12 a ^ R  
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These &&abu~om are @en across the e n ~ r e  mpYe, includng those cases for wGch age WB re 
nsl amvsrd for some r w q  d~erefo~e Lhe h~fiilasiuQo~&s s l ~ g h ~ y  OE the c e w  progmmom in a few 
surd I!JO'~~U~,IS 





Aappenlclix C 

Confidence interval Bands for Univariate Percentages 
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