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RAISING THE DRINKING AGE

April 7* 1983

This section contains:

1. a memo from the Arizona Legislative Council

2. a memo to Rep. Barnes on dispensing alcohol to minors

3. a fact sheet on the drinking age

4. an article titled, "Impact of Legislation Raising the Drinking

Age..

5. a number of newspaper articles on raising the drinking age



October 27, 1981

TO:

FROM: Richard R. Greenfield, Deputy D irector

RE: Increasing the Drinking Age to 21; Con Arguments (R-35-120)

Pursuant to your request, the subject o f increasing the drinking age to 21 was 
examined with a view toward developing the most appropriate con arguments.

Background. According to information received from  the National Conference of 
State Legislatures (effective through September 1981), the statutory drinking age in the 
fifty  United States and the District of Columbia is as follow s:

MINIMUM DRINKING AGE* AND BEVERAGE

'| ^ S ta te
E ffective

Date

Beer 
Not Over 

3.2% 
Alcohol

Over
3.2%

Alcohol Table

Wine

Fortified 
(over 1**%)

Distilled
Spirits

All

Alabama 7/75 19 19 19 19 19
Alaska 9/70 • 19 19 19 19 19
Arizona 8/72 19 19 19 19 19
Arkansas 3/3 5 

12/33
21 71 21 21 21

California 21 21 21 21 21
Colorado **/**5 18 21 21 21 21
Connecticut 10/72 18 18 13 18 18
Delaware 7/72 20 20 20 20 20
District

of
Columbia 2/3** 18 18 18 21 21
Florida 7/73 18 18 18 18 18
Georgia 7/72 18 18 18 18 18
Hawaii 3/72. 18 18 18 18 18
Idaho 7/72 19 19 19 19 19
Illinois 10/73 19 .19 19 19 19
(increased) 1/80 21 21 21 21 21
Indiana 1/3** 21 21 21 21 21
Iowa 7/73 18 18 19** 19** 19**
Kansas 3/*f 9 18 21 21 21 21
Kentucky 5/38 21 21 21 21 21
Louisiana ll/**8 18 18 18 IS 18
Maine 

\ f P  Maryland
10/77 20 20 20 20 20
7/7** 18 18 18 . 21 21

v  . Massachusetts **/79 20 20 20 20 20
Michigan 12/78 2 1 *** 2 1*** 21***  2 1***

«
j

t>«

21 ***



MINIMUM DRINKING AGE* AND BEVERAGE

r % Beer Wine
Distilled

Spirits
Not Over Over

E ffective 3.2% 3.2% Fortified
State Date Alcohol Alcohol Table (over 14%) All

Minnesota 9/76 19 19 19 19 19
Mississi ppi 7/66 18 18+ 18+ 21 21
Missouri 5/45 21 21 21 21 21
Montana 7/73 19 19 19 19 19
Nebraska 7/72 • 19 19 19 19 19
Nevada 12/33 21 21 21 21 21
New Hampshire 5/79 20 20 20 20 20
New Jersey 1/73 18 18 18 18 18
New M exico 12/34 21 21 21 L a 21
New York 5/34 18 18 18 18 18
North Carolina 5/35 18 18 18 21 21
Nc. :h Dakota 12/36 21 21 21++ 21 2J
Ohio 8/35 18 21 21 21 21
Oklahoma 12/76 IS 21 21 21 21
Oregon 12/33 21 21 21 21 21
Pennsylvania 7/35 21 21 21 21 21
Rhode Island 3/72 18 18 18 18 18
South Carolina 5/35 18 18 IS 18 21

^'^|South Dakota 
^^^Tennessee

7/72 18 2 1 21+++ 21 21
6/79 19 19 19 19 19

Texas 8/73 18 18 18 18 IS
Utah 3/35 21 21 21 21 21
Vermont 7/71 18 18 18 18 18
Virginia . 7/74 18 18 '  21 21 21
Washington 
West Virginia

1/34 21 21 .21 21 21
6/72 18 —  — +  ++ 18 18 IS

Wisconsin 3/72 18++++ 18++++ IS 18 18
Wyoming 5/73 ’ 19 19 19 19 19

. Notes:
*In general j minimum drinking age means the minimum age for which purchase o f the
relevant alcoholic beverag i is legal.
**D oes not apply to fceer or to those persons born on or before 6/30/60.
***E ffec 'J ,ve 12/3/78, the minimum drinking age was raised from 18 to 19; e ffe c t iv e
12/23/78, the legal age was raised again to 21.
+Age IS applies in Mississippi for both beer having not over 4.0% alcohol and "light wine"; 
otherwise, age 21.
++Define<i as wine under 3.2% by weight or 4% by volume.

(^P + ++P ur chase o f this beverage not legal.
++++No minimum age is given for  persons accom panied by parent or guardian.
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Thus, o f the f ifty  states and the D istrict o f  Colum bia, a total o f tw enty-five  states 
-■ j^vide that persons must be at least 21 to  consume distilled spirits; four states parmit 

consumption o f distilled spirits at age 20 or older; ten states permit the consumption 
of distilled spirits at age 15 cr older; and the remaining twelve states permit the 
consumption o f distilled spirits at age IS or older. With respect to beer over 3.2 percent 
alcohol, a total of nineteen states have established age 21 as the mmimum drinking age; a 
total of four states have established age 20 as the minimum drinking age; a total o f nine 
states have established 19 as the minimum drinking age; and a total o f eighteen states 
have established age 18 as the minimum drinking age. Purchase o f beer over 3.2 percent 
alcohol is not legal in West Virginia. With respect to beer o f 3.2 percent alcohol 
concentration or under, a total o f five states (Colorado, Kentucky, Ohio, O'dahoma and 
South Dakota) which otherwise lim it the consumption o f beer over 3.2 percent alcohol to 
persons age 21 or older, permit the consumption o f so> caiied "low -a lcoh ol" beer by 
persons age 18 or older. Finally, with respect to fortified  wines (generally defined as 
those wines above 1*?- percent ii o h o l  by volume), a total of tw enty-four states have 
established age 21 as the minimum drinking age, a total o f four states have established 
age 20 as the minimum drinking age, a total o f ten states have established age 19 as the 
minimum drinking age, and a total o f  thirteen states have established age 18 as the 
minimum drinking age. With respect to table wines (those table wines below 14 percent 
alcohol concentration), three states or jurisdictions (District o f Columbia, Mississippi and 
North Carolina) which otherwise require persons to be age 2.1 to drink fortified  wines, 
permit persons age 18 or o /er to drink table wines.

A total of tw enty-seven states lowered^the minimum age for the consumption o f 
beverage alcohol after the passage o f the 26th Amendment (which lowered the voting age) 
went into e ffe c t  in 1972. Since 1976, a total o f nine states have raised the drinking age.

( • Review o f  the L iterature--Som e Applicable Con Arguments. Most proposals to 
increase the drinking age back to 21 are justified  on the basis o f reducing the number o f 
tra ffic  accidents arising from  alcohol abuse among teenagers. There have been relatively 
few  studies which have specifica lly  investigated the variety of drinldng-related problems 
which could be connected with the reduction in the legal drinking age, such,as crim e 
rates, public drunkenness, school attendance, fam ily  functioning or em ploym ent." Review 
of the literature indicates that while the weight o f the evidence suggests otherwise, the 
tra ffic safety arguments are not net. ' sarily always accurate.

For example, an Iowa rep or  
Lowering Legal Drinking A ge from  i ’ 
that:

5tled "Statistical Analysis o f the E ffect o f  Law 
'$ 3 Years on Fatal Accidents in iowa" concluded

Results o f the analysis show that allowing Iowans aged 18 to 20 to consume 
alcoholic drinks legally, has not significantly increased their involvement as 
drinking drivers in fatal tra ffic  accidents.

€

See, for example, R. G. Smart and W. Schmidt, "Drinking and Problems from Drinking 
A fter a Reduction in the Minimum Drinking A ge", 70 British Journal o f  Addiction 347
(1975). R» G . Smart and J. Finley, "Increases iri Youthful Admissions to Alcoholism  
Treatment in Ontario", 1 Journal o f  Drug A lcohol Dependency 83 (1975). 
R. L. Hammand, "Legal Drinking at 18 or 21 -  Does It Make Any D ifferen ce?", 3 Journal 

Alcohol Drug Education 18 (1973).

Quoted in B. Bishop, "E ffects  o f  Lowering the Drinking A ge", Legislative Research, State 
Capitol, Salem, Oregon, 1979, Report 79:123, p. 2.
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it is significant to note that the 1973-1974 fatalities for IS -20 year old drivers in Iowa 
during the first two years after the drinking age was low ered were lower than the previous 
three years.

A Minnesota study conducted by the state Department o f Public Safety concluded!

Allowing Minnesotans age 18 to 21 to consume beverage alcohol legally has 
not increased the involvement o f youthful drinking drivers in fatal tra ffic  
crashes.

The Minnesota study did find an increase in all fatal accidents involving drivers under 21 
after ithe law took e ffe c t . However, there was a substantial decrease in fatalities where 
the driver was between IS and 20 and was either intoxicated or had been drinking.

A March 1974 report issued by the National Highway T ra ffic  Safety Administration 
(NHTSA) entitled "The E ffect o f Lower Legal Drinking Ages on Youth Crash Involvement" 
com pared the experiences o f Michigan,, Vermont and Maine (three states where the 
drinking age h s i been lowered) to two sets o f  control states: (a) New York and Louisiana 
(where the drinking age had been IS fo r  several years); and (b) Pennsylvania and Texas 
(where the drinking age had remained at. 21 for  several years). The NHTSA report found 
an increase in alcohol-related tra ffic  accidents among 18-20 year olds in Maine and 
Michigan after the minimum drinking age was low ered. However:

No shift in magnitude was found for  any crash frequency or rate in Vermont 
following the lower legal drinking age. No evidence was found in any 
control state that the 18 to 20 year old alcohol-related crash experience 
increased except in Pennsylvania where the older group experience 
increased as well. On the basis o f  these analyses we are confident that in 
Michigan and probably in Maine a lcohol-related  crashes increased beyond 
any normally expected level a fter the legal drinking ages were changed. We 
are confident that: these changes were casually related to the legal change.

The NHTSA study also noted that the relative e ffe c t  o f  the lower legal drinking 
age was related to a number o f characteristics in any sp ecific  jurisdictions Among the 
factors which the NHTSA concluded should be considered are the density and relative size 
of the a ffected  population, jurisdictional proxim ity o f tbs population base to a long-term  
18 year old drinking state, and the extent to which alcoholic beverage laws are en forced . 
Vermont, it should be rem em bered, borders on New York, a state which has, for  a number 
of years, permitted 18 year olds to drink.

A 1973 report entitled "The Impact o f Lowering the Age o f Majority to 18" to the 
White House Conference on Youth had several findings which are worthy o f note. The 
study noted that one o f  the major reasons fo r  the overinvolvement o f 18 to 20 year olds in 
drinking driying accidents is their sheer inexperience with both drinking and driving. 
Another finding was that while accidents involving 18-20 year old drinkers have increased 
by a substantial amount based on the experiences o f  Michigan, Vermont and Tennessee 
(three states in which the minimum drinking age had been recently lowered), 18-20 year 
olds do not account for  many m ore o f  the accidents than their relative proportion o f  the 
driving population would lead one to expect.

^Ibid, p. 3.

Sbid , at pp. 4 -5 .



A publication o f the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism entitled 
/"‘^toilcohol Topics" Volume 1, Number 4 (1976), noted that the con arguments against raising 

-  Tne drinking age back to 21 included:

1. The fa ct that the IS year old was already drinking and that the reduction in the 
drinking age m erely legalized existing practices.

2. Statistical reports suggesting a significant increase in accidents following a 
reduction in the legal drinking age may be only reflecting changes in the record-keeping 
that have occurred as more media emphasis has been placed on the issue.

Mr. Richard Zylman o f  the C enter o f  A lcohol Studies at Rutgers University has 
noted, for  example, that prior to the decrease in the minimum age, police collision 
reports recorded the presence of alcohol only in the most criminally negligent accidents, 
and rarely in deaths. According to the Zylman argument, pressure from safety o ffic ia ls , 
legislators and the news media has been so extensive that many police o fficers  record any 
evidence o f alcohol whether or not it has been a causal fa ctor in the accident. Zylman 
also points out that analysis o f a ten year period for fata l Michigan automobile accidents 
by 18 and 19 year old drivers shows that the rate o f yearly increase during four o f these 
years was equal to , or greater than, the increase follow ing the reduction in the minimum 
drinking age.

According to  Dr. Gerardo G onzalez, D irector of the University of Florida's A lcohol 
Abuse Prevention Program, raising the drinking age back to 21 will not get at the 
problems but may actually interfere with positive prevention programs. Gonzalez 

^^ fcdicated  that young people do not listen to  " prohibitionist-style" remarks. Gonzales' 
v^rcsearch  indicated that 95 percent o f all teenagers had made the decision to drink by the 

time they were out o f high school. About 16 percent started drinking in middle school 
(grades 7 through 9) and the remaining 34 percent started drinking in high school. The 
primary factor in the responsible use o f alcohol by teenagers was e ffe ctiv e  parental 
involvement.

T
Two British researchers, R. G . Smart and W. Schm idt/ '•eported the results o f a 

survey o f 220 vice principals conducted in the Toronto, Canada area seven months after 
the change in the law reducing the minimum drinking age. Eighty-six percent o f this 
group replied. Slightly m ore vice principals were against the new law than were for it:. 
Those who were against the reduction reported more drinking problems after the age was 
lowered. It was unclear, according to Smart and Schmidt, whether their unfavorable 
attitude to the law led to or follow ed their negative perceptions about the e ffe cts  o f the 
law.

^R. Zylman, "Fatal Crashes Among Michigan Youth Following Reduction of Legal 
Drinking A ge", Journal o f  Studies in A lcohol 36:171 (1975).

6DISCUS newsletter, June-July, 1979, Distilled Spirits Council o f the United States, 
Washington, D .C.

(• k.. . G. Smart and W. Schmidt, "Drinking and Problems From Drinking A fter a Reduction in 
the Minimum Drinking Age", British Journal o f  Addiction, 70:347-358 (1975). j



( 0  Among the studies suggesting no dangerous v v  :«v ty impact from reducing 
the minimum age for  drinking cited in a 1980 C o n n e c t ic . ’ • o f Legislative Research
memo was one from the State o f Wisconsin. The Wis.r,:- jpartment of Health and
Social Services examined the alcohol involvem ent o f 18 t o  /e a r  olds killed in accidents
before and after the lowering o f Wisconsin's drinking age to 18 in 1972. The study was not 
based on police reports of apparent alcohol involvem ent in a crash because such reports 
tire inherently subjective. Instead, the study was based on the blood alcohol testing which 
the state requires of all drivers killed in accidents. The Wisconsin study suggested no 
significant increase in alcohol-involved fatalities among youthful drivers during the period 
1968-1973, a period which included two years o f legal drinking at age 18 (1972-1973). The 
percentage o f all tested driver fatalities aged 18 to 20 with appreciable blood alcohol 
concentrations (BAC) (appreciable was defined as 0.396 BAC or more) was higher prior to 
reducing the minimum age than cifter. In 1969, the average percentage o f 18 to 20 year 
old drivers killed in automobile accidents with appreciable BAC levels was 64.2 percent; 
while iri 1970, the BAC was 66.1 percent and in 1973, the BAC was 62.7 percent. The 
Wisconsin study was somewhat flawed by the fa c t  that prior to 1972, 18 to 20 yea.- jlds 
could purchase beer where local governments in the state allowed it . The change in the 
j minimum age simply made it legal, for the age group to also buy wine and hard liquor.

A January 7, 1979 editorial in the A tlantic C ity  Press provides several cogent 
arguments against raising the drinking age. The editorial suggested that raising the 
drinking age while continuing to have a lower driving and voting age has significant 
e ffects  on the societal concept of adulthood. According to the editorial writer, an 
increase in the drinking age would stand as testim ony to the importance society places on 

cohol consumption. An e ffe c t  o f  these differing age levels is that one might say that 
he "right" to consume alcohol is considered by society  to be more important than the 

right to  vote or the right to drive. The editorial concluded by noting that increasing the 
drinking age back to 21 could lead the 18, 19 or 20 year old to conclude that "a  bottle of 
beer means adulthood".

Conclusion. This o ffice  will undertake further research on this topic and provide a  
follow -up  report shortly. The Distilled Spirits Council o f the United States; in Washington, 
D .C. has been contacted for research assistance. It must be noted, however, that the 
weight o f  the statistical evidence supports a conclusion that lowering the drinking age 
leads to at least a temporary increase in alcohol-related  accidents. Whether the rate will 
moderate over time is presently unclear.

g
J. Kasprak, "Drinking Age -  arguments For and Against Raising The Age; Impact on 

T ra ffic  Fatalities", O ffice  o f  Legislative Research, H artford, C onnecticut, May 1.6, 1980.

9Ibid

( •
v .
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A r i z o n a  L e g i s l a t i v e  C o u n c i l
*

/A y ,-  v fit

November 13, 1981 

TO:

FROM: Richard R. Greenfield, Deputy Director

RE: Raising the Legal Drinking Age to 21; Con Arguments (Addendum to R -35-120)

As noted in my October 27, 1981 memo to you on this subject, this o ffice  contacted 
the Distilled Spirits Council of the United States (DISCUS, an industry trade group) for 
additional con arguments which might be useful for your purpose;. This information has 
recently arrived. A copy is enclosed for your reference.

By way o f a general summary, DISCUS pr ded copies o f four articles:

1. Richard Zylman, "Drinking Practices Ai.iong Youth Are Changing Regardless o f 
the Legal Drihking A ge", Journal o f Traffic Safety Education, October 1976, p.p. 31-37.

2. James F. Rooney and Sanford M. Schwartz, "The E ffect o f Minimum Drinking 
Age Laws Upon Adolescent Alcohol Use and Problems", 6 Contemporary Drug Problems, 
p.p. 569-382 (Winter 1977). '

( 3. Selden D. E icon et al., "Defining Adolescent Alcohol Use: Implications for a
Definition o f Adolescent Alcoholism", 37 Journal o f Studies on A lcohol, p.p. 1014-1019
(1976).

4. Howard I. Blane and Linda E. Hewitt, "Alcohol and Youth: An Analysis o f the 
Literature — 1960-1975", National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, March 
1977.

The Zylman article examines the hypothesis that lowered drinking ages cause an 
increase in teenage drinking with all o f the associated side e ffects . The converse of this 
hypothesis is that in the absence o f any change in the law there would be no change in 
teenage diinking. He cites one New York study which suggests a significant increase in 
teenage drinking for the five years preceding 1974. This increase wsis reported 
notwithstanding the fa ct  that New York has permitted IS year olds to drink since 1934. /\ 
California study suggested a -.iignificant increase in high: school students1 drinking between 
1968 and 1974. Y et California, according to most recent data reported by the National 
Conference o f State Legislatures, has had the same 21 year old drinking limit since 1933. 
Finally, Zylman cites a 1973 study o f teenagers for the National Commission on Marijuana 
and Drug Abuse which demonstrated a significant increase in the use of ail drugs, 
including alcohol, since the late 1960’s. Zylman concludes by tracing the increase in 
teenage drinking to societal factors. He states that:

to withhold the right to drink legally at the age of 18, or worse, to rescind
that right once it has been granted, runs the risk o f criminalizing a normal

/  activity among youth and thereby alienating all youth because of the
v * few — the few  who will use and abuse alcohol with or without sanction o f

the law.



The Bacon article, wu'*'h reported the results of a workshop on adolescent 
^ a lco h o lism , suggested that there is a need for more definitional clarity. Depending on 
^ ^ n e 's  value system or point o f view, a problem drinker could be anyone who drinks. 

Additionally, numerous independent variables must be examined in any attempt to 
examine adolescent alcoholism. Only ten of these variables are: (1) quantity;
(2) frequency; (3) weight o f user; (4) duration of drinking episode; (5) experience of user; 
(6) situation o f use; (7) psychological and physiological status o f user; (8) definition o f role 
of drinker by drinker and others; (9) definition o f act of drinking by the drinker and others; 
and (10) patterns o f use over time. Change any o f these variables and one’s definition of 
adolescent alcoholism changes substantially. Bacon concluded by noting the need for 
more definitional clarity in any study o f what is admitted to be a problem.

The Rooney and Schwartz article indicated that there is considerable debate as to 
the actual e ffe ct  o f state minimum drinking age laws. Researchers have indicated three 
hypotheses regarding the impact of a lowered drinking age:

1. Forbidden Fruit Hypothesis. One researcher claims that higher legal age limits 
may encourage clandestine drinking by the young and reduce the likelihood o f learning 
healthy attitudes toward alcohol. Another researcher ha^ suggested that higher minimum 
age limits may actually encourage the use o f alcohol as a means o f symbolic aggression 
against social authority.

2. Restriction Hypothesis. This hypothesis implies that a higher drinking age may 
actually postpone alcohol use on the part of youth. Rooney and Schwartz note that 
support for this hypothesis has com e from several researchers studying the e ffects  of 
alcohol on tra ffic accidents among youth. Two Michigan researchers concluded that an 
increase in alcohol-related collisions had occurred in Michigan subsequent to lowering the

™  drinking age. It was held that the increase could not be explained by a change in police 
reporting practices.

3. Null Hypothesis. This hypothesis suggests that a lower driinking age has had no 
substantive e ffe ct . One researcher examined fatal automobile crash data for Michigan 
for the two years follow ing a decrease in the legal drinking age. It was concluded that the 
reported increased crash rates refit Jted a change in police reporting practices and not an 
actual change in the behavior patterns o f 18 to 20 year olds.

Rooney and Schwartz then reported on the results o f their study o f over 4,000 high 
school seniors in five states which were evenly mixed between urban and rural 
environments. Findings included a conclusion that states with higher legal drinking ages 
clearly have proportionately more adolescents who consume alcohol and who consume 
greater quantities on a more frequent basis. The Roc.iey and Schwartz study also 
indicated that the incidence oi alcohol-related problems is higher in states with a higher 
legal drinking age. In conclusion, Rooney and Schwartz com e down in support o f the 
"forbidden fruit" hypothesis as follows:

It appears that the imposition o f state drinking age laws for minors, while 
alcohol Is readily available and frequently used by the remainder o f society, 
places alcohol into what Durkheim hrs called the "sacred," and fosters a 
"forbidden fruit" syndrome.

. Finally, Blane-Hewitt survey o f the literature suggested several findings
f  worthy of note:



- -  Teenagers generally start to drink between the ages o f 13 and years.

I — Approximately twenty percent of all teenagers get "high, tight or drunk" once ?
month or more often. This percentage does not appear to have changed substantially over 
the years in question.

— Peer and parental influences are most important in establishing teenage 
drinking habits. Parental drinking status and adolescent drinking status frequently 
coincide.

— Behavioral variables of church attendance, religious involvement and academ ic 
achievement are n e g a t iv e ly  related to adolescent alcohol abuse.

Recent reports o f a severe increase in teenage alcohol abuse are complicated 
by confusion of the e ffe cts  o f intoxication with alcoholism, greater public awareness and 
acceptance of alcohol problems, increased police attention to drinking and driving, 
younger drinking age laws, clinical admission policies and methodological weaknesses. 
Some adolescents exhibit severe involvement with alcohol as one aspect o f a socially 
disorganized, delinquent lifestyle that may represent a clinical entity separate from 
alcoholism.

— Blane and Hewitt are generally critical of previous research concerning alcohol 
and youth finding that it has been typified by the failure to adopt a conceptual approach, 
to adhere to commonly accepted standards of research practice, to build on the work of 
others and by a methodological singularity.

Addition  ̂1 Research. This o ffice  will continue to keep an open file  on this subject 
and will contact you when the receipt of additional information justifies preparation of an 
additional report.

Ends.

-3-



Y , State Capitol 

Juneau, A laska 99811 

(907) 465-3991

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

RESEARCH AGENCY

April 2, 1982

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Ramona Barnes

FROM: Felicity Watt, Research Stafy

RE: Dispensing Alcohol to Minors
Research Request No. 82-80

Dave Standiff of your office recently asked us to survey other states’ 
laws as they pertain to dispensing alcohol to minors. He ncted that you 
are particularly interested in those states that have harsher penalties 
than Alaska's. To obtain information on this subject we contacted six 
national alcoholic beverage organizations, three university research 
groups, and five alcoholism and'drug abuse agencies in Alaska and the 
Alcohol Beverage Control Board. Jody Buckley of the Distilled Spirits 
Council of the United States provided us with much of the; information 
that specifically addresses this request. For your information, the 
attached appendix includes a list of the addresses and telephone numbers 
of the organizations we contacted.

Alaska Law

Furnishing alcohd to minors. The legal minimum drinking age 'r Alaska 
is 19. fVrnishing' alcohol to minors is addressed in AS 04.16.052 which 
states that licensees (bar or package store owners) are prohibited from 
allowing another person to sell, ba/rter, or give an alcoholic beverage 
to a person under 19. Licensees are also prohibited on their licensed 
premises from allowing any person (inder 19 to enter and remain on the 
premises, or to consume an alcoholiic beverage, or to sell or serve al­
coholic beverages,,

The offense of ordering an alcoholic beverage for the purpose of fur­
nishing it to a minor is addressed in AS 04.16.060, which al^o prohibits 
a person from misrepresenting that another person is over 19 years of 
age fo>r the purposes of obtaining entrance to a licensed premise, or 
to pre>tend to have obtained parental consent to escort a person under 
19 years of age.

A person who furnishes an alcoholic beverage to a minor is considered 
guilty of the offense of contributing to the delinquency of that minor. 
AS 11.51.130, which addresses contributing to the delinquency of ?. minor 
who is under 18 years of age, includes a prohibition against aiding, 
inducing or encouraging a minor to violate a State law.



Representative Barnes ?
April 2, 1982 
Page 3 :;rt

The penalties for dispensing alcohol to minors in these eight states 
are listed below. ' • vc ; /noil: ■ , ^ - f a .

■ ... - :• - ‘ -stj-l 'i^oiv.rbvvT. ?

CONNECTICUT (CT law, Sec- 30-86 & 30-.113) hu*. v  ; - v

fine of not more than $1,000 or imprisonment for not more than one 
year or both

MARYLAND (MD Law, Sec

fine of not more than $1,000 or imprisonment for not more than 2 
years in the House of Correction, or jail, or both fine.ana im­
prisonment 5 . v •/; CTI;, 23Pwĵ feS

MISSOURI (M0 Law, Sec. 311.310 & 311.760) y.r 'jjfarr-J-j ,
’■ ‘ rt' • • . ;■

fine of not less than $100, nor more than $1,000, or ■'imprison­
ment in the county jail for not less than 30 days t.v more than 1 
year; or by both fine and imprisonment ■ : r r jv. > \> .

. ‘ .f, ■ jV.v
MONTANA (Mo Code Annotated 16.06.305)

■ , i - • !■' ; .. m  " "
fine not to exceed $1,500 and imprisonment for up to one year

, ■ s  ■ r  ti ' i  • . r.r . : i V
NORTH DAKOTA (ND law, Title 5, Chap 5-01, Sec.5-01-09) '

. \-K • ■ :.J!V _ fjj1 ?!’•

fine of up to $1,000 or imprisonment for not more than -one year or 
both. • .

 - nr'jW1? v ■ f cf T-'- 0 A *

TEXAS (TX Law. Chap 106, Sec. 106.03) . •• . '
• *: ^ ' rf* ’ (I* *

fine of not less than $500 or confinement in jail for not more
than one year, or both.

VERMONT (VT Law, Chap 21, Sec. 658)

fine of not more than $200 or imprisonment for not more than one
year.

• . . ■ . •• .. .•

VIRGINIA (VA Law, Title 3.1, Chap 20, Sec. 4-62 & 4-92)
:.«r •:

fine not exceeding $500 or confinement in jail not exceeding
12 months, or both in the discretion of the jury or trial justice or
the court trying the case without a jury.

In our conversations with state legal counsel in both North Dakota and



W :

Representative Barnes 
April 2, 1982 
Page 5

•A .v -h''*1 >•

w t  ■
- -r-

f'.MpV

’U" 4.

debate, usually centerinq on the public health consequences :of different . 
minimum drinking ages. We spoke with Alexander -Wagenaar-of the Highway 
Safety Research Institute at the University of Michigan, who had com­
piled the most recent information we have 'found on the.le'- J minimum 
drinking ages of the states. Table 1, showing each state s minimum 
legal drinking age, is attached in the appendix. ....

•   6> .. . ■ ‘..i - :
Thirty states, including Alaski:, lowered their legal minimum drinking • 
age as part of a nationwide t( end in the 1970's to lower the age .of 
majority. However, between 1976 and 1981, fifteen of-those thirty 
states reversed their previous actions and raised theirminimum drinking 
ages (although not necessarily to the same ages as before). These fif­
teen states are shown in Table 2 of the appendix. •

■irx'&zss • Vini

Mr. Garrity, of the legal division of the Montana Department of Revenue, 
suggested that we make a written request to his office for more informa­
tion regarding his state's laws. We would be happy to make such ̂  re­
quest of Montana and other states if you wish. If you have .any questions 
or we can be of further assistance* please do not hesitate to contact 
us. ?

FW/bf
Attachments: Appendix

"

f i-

i ! jfe



Beer Wine•

stats:
3.2% or 

Less Alcohol
Over 
A1cohol Light Fortified

Distil led 
_Spi ri ts

Alabama 19 19 19 19 19
Alaska 19 19 19 19 . 19 .
Arizona 19. 19 19 -  19 - — - 19 -
Arkansas 21 21 21 21 21
California 21 21 21 21 • 21
Colorado 18 21 21 21 . -21 ,

Connecticut 18 18 18 18 - ■'fa

20 'Delavrare 20 20 20 20
District of Columbia 18 18 18 ,21 91- r. • 1 i .
Florida 19 19 19': 19'. W ' 1 9

. : "v' '-ig WGeorgia 19 19 19~- 19
Hawaii i 18 18 18 18
Idaho 19 19 19 ■ 19 i, ,L i g -■■•

11 linoi s 21 * 21 21 21 21 .
Indiana 21 21 21 21 21 '
Iowa 19 19 19 19 19
Kansas 18 21 21 21 21
Kentucky • 21 21 21 21 21
Louisi ana 18 18 18 18 18
.Maine 20 20 20 20 20
Maryland 18e 18 18 21 21
Massachusetts 20 20 20 20 20
Mi chigan 
Minnesota

21
19

21
19 19

21
19

21
19'

Mississippi 18a 21 ’ 18a 21 21
Missouri 21 2l 21 21 21
Montana 19 19 19 19 19
Nebreaska 20 20 20 20 20
Nevada 21 21 21 21 21
New Hampshire 20 20 20 20 20
New Jersey 19 19 19 19 19
New Mexico 21 21 21 21 21
New York 18 18 18 18 18
North Carolina 18 18 18 • 21 21
North Dakota 21 21 21 ’21 21
Ohio 18 21 21 21 21
Oklahoma 18b 21 21 21 21
Oregon 21 21 21 21 21
Pennsylvania 21 21 21 21 21
Rhode Island 20 20 20 20 . 20
South Carolina 18 18 18 18 21
South Dakota 18 21 21 21 21
Tennes see 19 19 19 19 19
Texas 19 18 18 18 18
Utah 21 21 21 21 21
Vermont 18 18 18 18 18
Virginia 18c 18c 21 ■ 21 21
Washington 21 21 21 21 21
West Virginia 18 18d 18 18 18
Wisconsin 18 18 18 18 18
Wyoming 19 19 19 19 19

Source: Alexander Wanegaar, Highway Research Institute (April 1982). *
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TABLE 2
States That Have Raised Their Drinking Age 

S1B-C0 19K ,
'

•'v -V.
Florida.... *.... ...18 to 19 - al l beverages 10/80

Georgia >«<»...««.. ...18 to 19 - all beverages 9/80

11 linois......... - beer and wine only 1/80

Iowa............. ~ all beverages 778 .

Maine..,........ - all beverages 1J/77

Massachusetts.........18 to 2C - all beverages 4/79

Michigan.... ..... - all beverages 12/78

Minnesota.... . ...18 to 19 - all beverages 9/76

Montana........... ...18 to 19 - all beverages 1/79

Ne’ui uSta... - all beverages 5/80

New Hampshire.... - all beverages 5/79

New Jersey....... - all beverages
%

1/80

Rhode Island..... - all beverages 7/80
Rhode Island..... - all beverages 7/81

Tennessee........ - all beverages 6/79

Texas.......... - all beverages 9/81

Virginia.......... - off-premises beer only 7/81



S H O U L D  T H E  D R I N K I N G  A G E  B E  R A I S E D  IN F L O R I D A ?

T H E  F A C T S  I N  A  N U T S H E L L

—  P r e s e n t l y  34 s t a t e s  a n d  t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  p e r m i t  
c o n s u m p t i o n  of a l c o h o l i c  b e v e r a g e s  in some f o r m  u n d e r  a g e  21. 
F i v e  a r e  a t  a g e  18; f o u r t e e n  ( i n c l u d i n g  F l o r i d a )  a r e  a t  19; 
s i x  a r e  a t  20;. s i x t e e n  a r e  a t  2 1 ;  a n d  t e n  h a v e  a  m i x t u r e  
b h t w e e n  18 a n d  21.

—  T H E  M O S T  R E L I A B L E  H A R D  D A T A  O N  A L C O H O L  R E L A T E D  T R A F F I C  
F A T A L I T I E S  I N D I C A T E S  T H A T  18, 19 A N D  20 Y E A R  O L D  D R I V E R S  A R E ' 
L E S S  B L A M E W O R T H Y  T H A N T r ^ T Y E A R  O L D  D R I V E R S . "(National 
H i g h w a y  T r a f f i c  S a f e t y  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  5/82 T e c h n i c a l  R e p o r t ,  
a t  B (4)). F o r  o l d e r  d r i v e r s  t o  c o n d e m n  t h e s e  y o u n g  d r i v e r s  
is u n j u s t i f i e d .

—  F l o r i d a  h a s  7 7 1 , 0 0 0  a d u l t  c i t i z e n s  u n d e r  21. T h a t  is 
1 5 . 8 %  of o u r  r e g i s t e r e d  v o t e r s .  T h e s e  y o u n g  citizens, do n o t  
d e s e r v e  a l a w  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  a g a i n s t  t h e m  b e c a u s e  o f  a g e .

—  A l c o h o l  r e l a t e d  a c c i d e n t s  a r e  p r i m a r i l y  a m a l e  d r i v i n g  
p r o b l e m  at e v e r y  age. (87% o f  t h e  d r i v e r s  a r e  m e n ,  a c c o r d i n g  
t o  one study.) T H E  Y O U N G  W O M E N  O F  F L O R I D A  D O  N O T  D E S E R V E  T O  
H A V E  T H E I R  R I G H T S  R E S T R I C T E D  B E C A U S E  OF A  D R I V I N G  P R O B L E M  
O V E R W H E L M I N G L Y  C A U S E D  B Y  M E N .  “  ’

—  P r e l i m i n a r y  f i g u r e s  i n d i c a t e  F l o r i d a ' s  new, t o u g h  D U I  
laws, a p p l i c a b l e  to all a g e s ,  a r e  w o r k i n g .

—  T h e  d r i n k i n g  age w a s  r a i s e d  t o  19 in 1980. F a t a l i t i e s  
o f  18 y e a r  o l d s  w h e n  18 w a s  l e g a l  (1980) - 20. F a t a l i t i e s  
i n  1981 (18 illegal) - 19. O n e  less, not " h u n d r e d s "  as 
p r o p o n e n t s  say. D o e s  p r o h i b i t i o n  w o r k ?  No!. *

—  E s t i m a t e s  b y  p r o p o n e n t s ,  e v e n  if a c c u rate, p r o j e c t  o n l y  
a small s a f e t y  e f f e c t  w h i c h  m u s t  b e  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  o t h e r  
m e a s u r e s  w h i c h  w o u l d  h a v e  a t r e m e n d o u s  p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t  on 
t r a f f i c  d e a t h s  a n d  i n j u r i e s ,  s u c h  a s  m a n d a t o r y  s e a t  b e l t s  
a n d  a u t o m a t i c  r e s t r a i n t s .

S t u d i e s  c i t e d  b y  p r o p o n e n t s  a s  s u p p o s e d  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
f o r  a l a w  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  b y  age, m a k e  no a t t e m p t  t o  c o m p a r e  
d r i v e r s  u n d e r  21 w i t h  t h e i r  o l d e r  c o u n t e r p a r t s .

* F l o r i d a  D i v i s i o n  of M o t o r  V e h i c l e  statistics.
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Abstract: On April 16,1979, Massachusetts raised 
its legal drinking age from 18 to 20 years, h assachu- 
setts was compared with New York State, exclusive of 
New York City apd Nassau County. New York State 
retained an 18-year-old drinking age. Random tele­
phone surveys with approximately 1,000 16-19 year 
olds in each state were undertaken prior to the law’s 
enactment and twice at yearly intervals after the law to 
assess the law’s impact on teenage drinking, driv" • 
after drinking, and non.fatal accident involvement. 
Fatal crash data reported to the US Department of 
Transportation by each state from April 16,1976-April 
15, 1981 were also analyzed. After the law, although 
the modes of procuring alcohol changed. No signifi­
cant changes were observed in Massachusetts relative

•
to New York in the proportion o f surveyed teenagers 
who reported that they drank or in the volume of their 
consumption. The proportion of teenagers who drove 
after drinking heavily (six o r more drinks at one time) 
did not decline in Massachusetts relative to New 
York. However, the frequency that teenagers reported 
driving after any drinking declined significantly in 
Massachusetts. Frequency of teenage driving after 
marijuana use and non-fatal teenage accidents de­
clined at comparable rotes in both states. The numbers 
of teenage nighttime single vehicle fatal accidents 
declined more in Massachusetts than New York, in the,— 
18-19 year age group. Overall fatal accident trend^C 
among 16̂ -19 year olds in the two states were similar/^" 
(.4m J  P ub lic  H e a l th  1983; 73:163-170.)

Introduction

F rom  1970 to  1975 a t leas t one-half o f th e  s ta te s , 
inc luding M assachu se tts , p assed  law s w h ich  low ered  th e ir 
legal d rink ing age.' W hen M assachu se tts  a lso  low ered  its 
drink ing age from  21 to  18 years o f  age in 1973, live ly  pub lic  
d eba te  a ro se  ab ou t w he th e r th is change inc reased  th e  lik e li­
hood  o f  teenagers being involved in fatal acc iden ts.

S tud ies in o th e r  s ta le s ’*’ low ering 'he ir d rink ing  ages 
h ave  suggested  th a t reduc tion s in the legal d rink ing  age 
p rodu ced  inc rea se s in the 18-20 y ear old fatal traffic a cc id en t 
ra te s. H ow ever, re sea rch  re su lts  on  the im pact o f  low ering  
th e  d rink ing age in M assachu se tts  have been  c o n tra d ic to ­
ry.*-* N one o f these  stud ies com pared  M assachu se tts  w ith  
con tro l s ta te s  tha t did not low er th e ir d rink ing  ages.

B e tw een  1976 and 1981, 16 s ta te s  rev e rsed  th e  p r io r

From  the B o sto n  University Schools o f  Medicine and Public 
Health. A eL.ess reprint requests to  Ralph W . Hingson, S c D . 
Associate Professor Department o f  Socio-M cdical Sciences and 
Com m unity Medicine. Boston U niversity Medical Center. Sch ool o f  
Mr.dicinc. 80 E . Concord Street, Boston , M A  02118. T h is  paper, 
submitted to the Journal January 4, 1982, was revised and accepted 
for publication Ju ly  26, 1982.

O 1963 American Journal of Public Health

tren d  by  raising th e ir  legal d rink ing  i.ges, M assachu se tts  did 
so  effec tive April 16, 1979.

An analysis com paring  n in e  s ta te s  w h ich  ra ised  their 
legal drink ing ages to  s ta te s  w ho se  s ta tu te s  w ere not changed 
h as conc luded  tha t s ta te s  w h ich  raise th e ir d rink ing  age can 
ex pec t a 28 p e r c en t red u c tio n  in nightim e fatal acc id en ts 
am ong d rive rs ta rg e ted  by  su ch  ch ang c s .,0In M assachu se tts  
s ta te  officials rep o rted  39 p e r cen t few er teenage alcohol- 
re la ted  fatal acc id en ts in 1980 com pared  to  1978." H ow ever, 
no com parison  w as m ade to  a  sta te w here th e  d rink ing  age 
w as no t changed . C on seq u en tly , o th e r fac to rs w h ich  m ay be 
responsib le  fo r d ec lin e s  w ere  no t consid ered , e .g ., red u ced  
d riv ing  because  o f  gaso lin e  p  t e  inc reases and  sho rtages, 
ch anges in the typ e s  o f  v eh ii -s d riven, o r  en fo rcem en t o f 
o th e r traffic sa fe ty  lav v

Th is p ape r exam . itr„ im pact o f  ra is ing  th e  drinking 
age in  M assachu se tts  uu rin g  the initial tw o  y e a rs  a fte r 
en ac tm en t.

M e th o d s  a n d  M a t e r i a l s

D ata  from  M assachu se tts  a re  com pared  w ith  tho se  f r ^  V] 
Nt.tv Y ork  S ta te , ex c lu s iv e  o f  N ew  Y ork  C ity  and  N assau  
C oun ty . In  N ew  Y o rk  S ta te , th e  legal drink ing age  rem ained  
a t  18. N ew  Y ork  C ity  a n d  N a ssau  C oun ty  w e re  exc luded

AJFH February 1983. Vol. 73. No. 2



HJNGSON, ET AL.

T A B L E  1— R e s p o n s e  R a te s  In R a n d o m  D igit D ialing Te le p ho ne S u r v e y s  o t  T e e n a g e rs  In Legal" 
D rinking A ge S tu d y

Massacftueetts New York

Bet or* After Before Alter

(1879) (1950) (1961) (1979) <!»») (1981)

Completed Interviews (N) 1023 1076 976 9 8 4 1007 999
Response Rate (%) 80 187 84 83 0 2 8 5

3
Non-lnlervlow 
Refusals (%) 9 6 7 3 3
Never Contacted Households (%) 8 5 3 It 12 9
Other Reasons (%) 3 2 8 3 3 3

NOTE: "Eelor*" and "Aher" rater to Massachusetts raising Its legal drinking age trom 18 to 20 yean

b ecau se  o f  d iffe ren ces  in u rb an  d en s ity  and  age o f  driv ing 
licensu re. A t th e  tim e M assa ch u se tts  ra ised  its legal d rink ing 
age from  18 to  20, th e  tw o  s ta te s  had sim ila r law s regard ing  
age o f  d riv ing  l ic e n su re  and  p ena ltie s  fo r d riv ing  while 
in tox ica ted  (see A ppend ix) . B eing con tiguous, th e  tw o  s ta te ’s 
a lso  have rough ly  s im ila r w e a th e r  p a tte rn s .

An an o n ym ou s ra n d om  digit d ia ling te lephone  su rv ey  o f 
app rox im ate ly  1,000 16-19 y e a rs  o lds w as conduc ted  in 
M assachu se tts  p r io r  to  e n ac tm en t o f th e  law  on April 16, 
1979. T een ag e rs  w e re  a sk ed  ab ou t th e ir pe rsonal c h a ra c te r­
istics, d rink ing  p ra c tic e s , p ro cu rem en t o f  a lcoho l, u se  o f 
p syehono tive  d ru g s , d riv ing  a f te r d rink ing, and non-fatal 
acc id en t invo lv em en t. A  sim ilar su rv ey  w as c o ndu c ted  in 
U p s ta te  N ew  Y o rk  du rin g  A pril and  M ay  o f 1979. T w ice  at

yearly  in te rv a ls  fo llow ing th e  law , th e se  su rv ey s w e re  re ­
pea ted  in e a c h  s ta te  u s ing  lihe sam e sam pling app ro ach . 
In te rv iew s w e re  a ttem p te d  w ith  all eligible teenagers in e ach  
househo ld  c o n ta c te d . T ab le  1 ind ic a te s  re sp on se  ra te s in  th e  
six su rv ey s . T h e  d em og raph ic  ch a rac te ris tic s  and d riv ing 
p ra c tic e s  o f  re sp o n d e n ts  in e a c h  s ta te  w ere  rem ark ab ly  
sim ila r b e fo re  and  a f te r  p a rsn g c  o f  th e  law  (Tabic 2).

T h e  su rv ey  sam n le s  w e re  la rge  enough tha t th e re  w ou ld  
be o n ly  a  1 in 100 d u n c e  o f  failing to  d e te c t a  10 per cen t p o s t 
law  red u c tio n  in '.ne n um b e rs  o f  M assachu se tts  teenage rs 
w ho drrv». aP.ci d rink ing  and  on ly  a  1 in 5 chance  o ffa ilin g  to 
d e te c t a  su 'evv id c  re d u c tio n  o f  4 non-fatal acc id en ts  p e r  100 
d riv e rs  in M a ssa c h u se tts  re la tiv e  to  N ew  Y ork.

Log-linear an a ly s is  w as u sed  on  th e  su rv ey  d a ta  to  tes t

T A B L E  2 — C o m p a riso n  o f R e sp o n d s,? ; D em ographic C h a ra c te ris tics  In M a a a a c h u a e tte  and 
N ew  Y o rk  S u r v e y s  1 9 7 9 -1 8 8 1

Massachusetts New York

Before After Before After

Demographics
(1979)

(N -  1023)
(1960)

(N -  1006)
(1981) 

(N -  976)
(1979) 

(N -  984)
(I960)

(N -  1007)
(1981) 

(N -  999)

% % % % * •A
Age 16 25 27 28 31 3 2 30

17 30 29 31 29 2 6 26
18 2 3 2 5 2 2 23 2 2 2 3
19 2 1 19 18 17 2 0 2 1  .

Se x— Male 5 2 51 49 4 8 51 51
Student 81 79 B2 81 78 8 3
Licensed 81 78 79 81 78 7 9
Married 3 3 1 2 2 2
Drove L a st Year 

Car 87 85 8 6 87 84 85
Truck 19 23 2 0 3 0 " 1 3 0
Motorcycle 18 18 17 2 1 2 0 19

Miles Driven
None 17 2 0 1 0 17 2 0 2 0
1 0 0 36 30 3l» 3 4 31 3 4

1 0 0 -5 0 0 29 33 33 32 3 3 29

500+ 19 17 14 17 16 16

Condition of Car
P o o r-F air 18 2 0 11) 19 19 18
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TABLE 3—-Teenage Reported DriRtdJig and Alcohol Procurement, Legal Drinking Age Study

Massachueetts New York

RAISING LEGA*. DRINKING AGE IN MASSACHUSETTS

Bntore Alter Before Alter

(1879) (IBM ) (1631) (1676) (I960) (1681)
(N -  1023) (N -  1008) (N -  878) (N -  684) (N -  1007) (N -  999)

Average Drinks Dally % % % % 14 14

None 7 1 0 7 9 9 9
.0 1 -  .99 66 61 84 61 83 6 2

1 -1 .9 9 1 0 1 0 6 1 1 1 0 9
2 -2 .9 9 13 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0
3 -3 .9 9 4 4 4 4 3 4

4 -4 .9 9  • 2 2 2 2 2 2
5 + 5 4 * 4 4 4

YThare M ost Often O btains Alcohol
tJq u o r Store/Grocery* 4 4 81 2 7 31 2 9 3 0
Biva-C lub s-Restaurants’ 1 9 7 e 2 3 2 2 2 2
Hemet 7 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1
Others Buy* 2 1 39 43 1 9 2 3 2 0
Parties-Friends’ H om es 9 1 0 1 5 15 16

Drank Last Montr. 5 +  T im e s
Parties^ 15 1 3 18 M 1 2 1 1
Car IB 17 1 6 14 16 14

B a r .21 9 7 2 0 18 2 0
For those who dtank In p ast y »a r 

Bought liquor last month* 50 3 0 24 4 3 4 9 4 3

H as Fake ID 7 8 7 8 7  • 8
Never Asked Age et Liquor 

8tore/At1empled to
Purchase U q ic r 2 7 35 3 5 3 3 3 2 2 8

•p <  .01 V
* p « .0 5
(Testing the hypothesis that reductions were greater in Massachusetts than New York after the taw.)

w h e th e r the law  had any  im pact on the  d e p e n d e n t v a riab le s  to  th e  post-law su rv ey s , ad ju sting  fo r po ssib le  in itia l diffetr*
in  T ab le s  3, 4, and 5. T h e  ana ly s is  com pa re s  M assa ch u se tts  e n ce s  b e tw een  the  s ta te s  on the  d epend en t va riab le . Reju-
to  N ew  Y ork  w ith  re sp ec t to  ch anges in the d ep end en t tio n s  a re  c ited  as significan t if p  <  .05.
variab le , say  driv ing a fte r drink ing, from  th e  pre- law  su rv ey  In  add ition , d a ta  from  th e  U S  D epartm en t o f  Transpor-

7 A B L E  A— R e sp o n d e n ts  W ho D rive  A fte r D rinking  o r Drug U se  In th e  L a s t M o n lh , Legal 
Drinking A ge S tu d y

Massachusetts New York •

fletore After Belore After

Drove Altar
<1979) 

(N -  843)
(1680) 

( N -  609)
(1981) 

(N -  795)
(1079) 

(K -  817)
(1080) 

( N -  799)
(1981) 

(N -  791)

% 14 14 1k 14 14
Any Drinking* 51 42 4 0 39 3 9 41
Drinking 6 + drinks at 

one time** 1 1 1 2 1 1 8 8 1 0
Smoking Marijuana 29 25 2 1 2 0 18 16
Drinking and Smoking 

Marijuana 18 15 1 2 13 1 1 1 0
Using Other Psychoactlvu 

Drugs 6 6 4 3 4 4
Drinking and Using Olher 

Psychoedive Drugs 4 4 3 2 3 3

•p <  .01
•Valeri to ths most recent occasion teenagers drove after drinking.
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RAISING LEGAL DRINKING AGE IN MASSACHUSETTS?-
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F IG U R E  1— Single Vehicle Nighttime F e u t Accident. According to 
Age o f Driver, Slate, and Year

chu se tls  teenagers sa id  som eone had p u rc h a se d  liquo r fo r 
them  in the p rev iou s M onth ; two-thirds o f  th e se  p u rch ase rs  
w ere  o v e r age 70 (p ' I show n  in Table).

T he av erage  aaily  consum ption  o f  a lcoho l in  th e  16-19 
y ea r old age g roup  du ring  the tw o  y ea rs  a f te r  th e  law  d id  no t 
decline in M assachu se tts  com pared  to N ew  Y o rk . N o r did 
teenagers rep o rt sh ifts to  the use o f o th e r  p sy ch o ac tiv e  
d rugs. C onsisten t w ith  tren d s  na tionw ide, b o th  s ta le s  ex p e r i­
enced  significant redu c tio n s in the use o f  m ariju an a  (not 
show n  in  Table).

T ab le  4 ind icates th e  p ropo rtion  o f  re sp o n d en ts  w ho 
d rove a f te r drink ing, p sy cho ac tiv e  d rug  use, o r  d rin k in g  and 
d rug  u se in com bina tion  during the m on th  p re ced in g  the 
in terv iew . A fte r the law , th e  p ropo rtion  o f te en ag e rs  w ho 
repo rted  driv ing a fte r d rink ing  heav ily  (six o r  m o re  drinks) 
did not decline in c ith e r s ta te . H ow ever, th e  fre q u en cy  tha t 
teenagers repo rted  th ey  d ro v e  a fte r any  d rin k in g  declin ed  
significantly m ore in M assachu se tts . B o ’h s ta te s  ex p e r i­
enced  com parab le  d ec lin e s in the p e rc en ta g es  o f  teenage rs 
w ho  d rove  a fte r m ariju ana  use.

In b o th  s ta tes, the inc idence  o r  non-fata! a cc id en ts  
repo rted  by 16-19 y ear o ld  d riv e rs  d ro p p ed  a f te r  the law  
(Table 5).* The d ec rea se  w as no t s ign ifican tly  g re a te r in 
M assachu se tts  com pared  to  U ps ta te  N ew  York .

P rio r to  th e  en ac tm en t o f  th e  law , som e leg is la to rs 
ind icated  doub ts abou t w h e th e r th e  law  w ould  re d u c e  d rin k ­

•R ate s o f  accidents reported by respondents w ho drove m otor 
vehicles during the year preceding the surveys exceeded the rales 
calculated from  Registry o f  M otor Vehicle data per licensed teenage 
driver in each state. Neither M assachusetts nor N'eu. Y o rk  require 
all non-fatal accidents to  be reported to the police or registry.
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ing and acc id en ts  am ong  18 and  19 y e a rs  o ld s w ho  had 
p rev iou sly  been  e n title d  to  d rin k . H ow ev e r, th e y  an tic ip a te d  
th a t 16 and 17 y e a rs  o ld s  w ou ld  find a lco h o l e v en  m ore 
difficult to  ob ta in  b e cau se  th e y  w ou ld  b e com e  e v en  fu r th e r 
rem oved  from  the lega l d rin k in g  age. A n a ly se s  o f  su rv ey  
d a ta  on  drink ing, d riv in g  n i te r  d rink ing , an d  non-fata! a c c i­
d en ts  did n o t iden tify  a  sign ifican tly  g re a te r  im pac t o f  th e  law 
on  16 and  17 y e a r o ld s  com p a red  to  18 a n d  19 y e a r  o lds. 
(Data availab le  on re q u e s t from  th e  au tho rs)
Fatal Aeddeots

A naly ses w h ich  fo cu sed  or. teen age  sing le  v eh ic le  n igh t­
tim e  fatal acc id en ts (F igure 1) rev ea led  a  5 p e r  c e n t d ro p  in 
su ch  a cc id en ts  in M assa c h u se tts  du ring  th e  tw o  y e a rs  a fte r 
th e  law  com pared  to  th e  p re ced in g  th re e  y ears. In  N ew  
Y ork, such  acc id en ts  ro s e  119 ^  T cen t a f te r  th e  law . I t should  
b e  n o ted  th a t single veh ic le  n igh ttim e fa ta l a c t :d en ts  am ong 
d riv e rs  above age 20 a ls o  ro se  a t a  7 p e r  c e n t h ig h e r ra te  in 
N rw  Y o rk  than  in M assa ch u se tts  a f te r th e  law  ev en  tho u gh  it 
is un likely  th a t non- tecnage d r iv e rs  in sing le v eh ic le  a c c i­
d en ts  w ould  ii? a ffec ted  by  th e  d rink ing  age ch ange .

T h re e  sep a iV e  s ta tis tic a l p ro c edu re s  te s ted  w he th e r 
th e se  teenage .accident tre n d s  in M assa chu se tts  w e re  signifi­
c an tly  d ifferen t from  \'he tre n d s  in N ew  Y o rk . T h e  a cc id en t 
to tr  * fo r each  age g ro u p  and e ach  y e a r  w e re  fitted  to  « log- 
lin ea r model using th e  m e th od s o f  B ishop , F ien b e rg  and 
H o lla n d .15 T he da ta  w e re  nluo fitted  to  a  regu la r analysisvof 
v a rian ce  model w ith log n um be r o f  a cc id en ts  a s  th e  d e p en ­
den t variab le and  ag e  g roup , year, a n d  s ta te  a s  fac to rs . 
F inally , the d a ta  w e re  fitted  to  a r  an a ly s is  o f cova rian ce  
m odel w ith log n um be r o f  a c c id en ts  in M assachu se tt:i.a s the 
d epend en t va riab le  a n d  log n u n b e r  o f  a cc id en ts  in  N ew  
Y ork  a s  an  ind ep end en t v a riab le . T h e  teen age  ‘ ing le vehicle 
n igh ttim e fatal acc id en t ch anges in M assachu se tts  re la tiv e  to 
N ew  Y ork did no t a ch ie v e  s ta tis tic a l sign ificance when 
tes ted  using log lin ea r ann ly s is  (p >  .1) bu t w ere sign ifican t 
w hen  tes ted  by an a ly s is  o f  v a rian ce  and  co v a r ia n c e  (p <  
.05).

A nalyses w ere  re p e a te d  sep a ra te ly  fo r 18 to  19 y e a r olds 
and fo r 16 to 17 y e a r o ld s. A m ong  18 to  19 y e a r oldi. in 
M assachuse tts , single veh ic le  n igh ttim e c ra sh e s  d ro p p ed  15 
pe r c en t a fte r th e  law, w h e re a s  in N ew  Y ork  they  ro se  16 per 
c en t (p <  .05 bused on  an a ly s is  o f  va rian ce  and  covariance) . 
H ow ever, a fte r th e  law  such  a cc id en ts  am ong  16 to  17 year 
olds in bo th  s ta te s  a c tu a lly  rose by 20 p e r  cenl-30 p e r  cen t. 
(Data a rc  availab le  u pon  req u e s t from  the  au tho rs.)

F igure 2 show s th e  to ta l num bers o f  fatal a c c id en ts  in 
M assachu se tts  and N ew  Y o rk  acco rd ing  to  the ag e  o f  ilhe 
youngest d river. In  b o th  s ta te s , teenage acc id en t to ta ls  w ere 
the h ighest during  the las t y e a r  b e fo re  th e  law . W hen  the 
average  o f teenage fa ta l a cc id en ts  du ring  the th re e  years 
p reced ing  the law  w as com pa red  to  the av erag e  o f  th e  two 
yea rs  follow ing the law , M assachu se tts  d ro pp ed  I p e r  cen t 
while N ew  Y o rk  ro se  5 p e r cen t. T h e  th re e  m e th o d s  o f 
s ta tis tica l analy sis ind ica ted  n o  sign ifican t d iffe ren ce  be-. ' 
tw een  the tw o s la te s  in  th e  overa ll teen age  fa ta l a c c id en t 
trend s. T he re su lts  w e re  the sam e w hen  16-17 y e a r o ld s  and 
18-19 year olds w ere a n a ly sed  sep a ia te ly .

T o  con tro l fo r p o ssib le  con found ing  e ffec ts  w h ich  m ight
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F IG U R E  2— Fatal Accidents Accordlnc to  the Ajft d  the Youngest 
Driver, Slate, and Year

be p roduced  by M assa ch u se tts  teen age rs  c ro ss ing  th e  b o rd e r 
into N ew  Y o rk  in se a rch  o f  a lcoho l and  th en  having a cc i­
dents in N ew  York, th e  an a ly se s  w e re  re p e a te d  fo r 36-19 
year olds exclud ing  all N ew  Y ork  an d  M assa c h u se tts  c o un ­
ties along th e ir com m on b o rd e r. S ince  less th a n  2 p e r cen t 
teenage fa ta l a cc id en ts  in th o se  b o rd e r  c o un tie s  invo lved  
drivers from  th e  n e ighbo ring  s ta te , th e re  w as still n o  signifi­
can t d ifference b e tw een  ov era ll teenage  fa ta l acc id en t trends 
in M assachuse tts  and  N ew  Y ork .

Police and Enforcement o f the Law

A rrest d a ta  and  in te rv iew s w ith  law  en fo rc em en t offi­
cers in M assachu se tts  suggest p o ssib le  ex p lan a tio n s fo r 
these m odest effects. A lthough  m ost officers su ppo rted  the 
new  law, inspec tion  o f un ifo rm  c rim e re p o rts  (NCR) re ­
vealed tha t the  frequen cy  w ith  w hich te en ag e rs  w e re  a r re s t ­
ed fo r driv ing u n d e r th e  in fluence d id  no t sign ifican tly  
change in M assa chu se tts  du rin g  the  first y e a r  a f te r  th e  law  
com pared to  th e  p rev iou s tw o  y ea rs . In  N ew  Y ork , driv ing 
under the influence a r r e s ts  fo r te en ag e rs  sh ow ed  a  s teady  
increase o v e r tim e th ro u g ho u t th e  s tudy .

P red ic tab ly  du ring  th e  first i e a r  a f te r uhc law  w hen  it 
became illegal fo r n o t ju s t  16 and 17 y e a r o ld s, b u t a k o  18 
and 19 y ear olds to  p u rc h a s e  a lcoho l in M assachu se tts , 
a rrests in th a t s ta te  am ong  16-19 ye*- o lds fo r all o th e r 
alcohol-related o ffenses su ch  as illegal p u ic h a sc , p o sse ss ion , 
or public in tox ica tion  ro se  o v e r  150 p e r  cen t. H ow ever, the 
intensity o f  en fo rcem en t v a ried  w ide ly  from  com m un ity  to  
community. In  1980, th e  M assa c h u se tts  com m un itie s w ith 
over 100,000 inh ab itan ts , re c o rd e d  few e r th an  10 a r re s ts  p e r  
every i,000 teenage re s id en ts  w h e re a s m o re  th an  20 a rre s ts
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p e r 1,00') te e n ag e rs  w e re  re c o rd e d  i r  tK e'rest o f  the' u a te .
T he:po lice  in te rv iew s  re v e a le d  th a t in s o m e ju r is d ic t io n s ^ tF  

the  politic a c tiv e ly  p a tro lle d  a r e a s  n e a r  liq u o r ou tle ts  and  
arrested! o b se rv ed  v io la to rs  o f  th e  law . In  m any o th e r 
com m unities, h ow ev e r, o ff ic e rs  u sed  th e  law  prim arily  in 
response! to  n e ig h b o rh o o d  c om p la in ts  a b o u t pub lic  drink ing 
by  lecn tigers. C h a rg e s  w e re  n o t un ifo rm ly  lev ied  against 
teen age o ffenders . O f te n  t l ie  te e n a g e rs ' a lcoho l w as e ith e r 
con fisca ted  b y  th e  p o lic e  (or l a te r  d isp o sa l o r  d isposed  o f  
while thin v io la to rs  w a tc h e d . F re q u e n tly , v io la to rs  w ere sen t 
o r  tak en  hom e by  th e  p o lic e  w ith  a  w arn ing  on ly , o r  b rough t 
to  polioi: s ta t io n s  to  b e  m e t b y  p a re n ts  b u t n o t a rre s ted . 
A rre s ts  w ere g en e ra lly  re s e rv e d  fo r  know n  rep e a t violator*,, 
th o s e  w ho  engag ed  in  o th e r  law  v io la tio n s  w hile drinking, 
teenage r j w ho  w e re  a b u s iv e  o r  u n coop e ra tiv e , o r  p e rso n s 
th e  politic w ish ed  to  a r r e s t  o n  o th e r  ch a rg es  bu t lacked 
sufficient ev id en ce  to  a r re s t .

The;: r e a s o n t  m o s t o f te n  c ite d  fo r vise variab ility  in 
en fo rcem en t o f  th e  law  am ong  com m un itie s  a c ro ss  the s ta te  
w as th e  lack o f  p e rso n n e l a n d  com pe tin g  p rio ritie s, p a rticu ­
larly  in tom e  h igh c r im e  inv.er-city ju r isd ic tio n s . M oreover, 
m any  off ice rs d id  n o t p e rc e i v e  te e n ag e  pu rchasing  o f  a lcohol 
o r  d rink ing  p e r  si: a s  a su ff ic ien tly  se rio u s  c rim e to  stigm atize 
juven ile s by p u ttin g  a n  a r r e s t  o n  th e ir  reco rd s . P a ren th e tic a l­
ly, seve ra l o fficers s a id  th e y  h ad  b ehav ed  the  sam e w ay  
w hen  th*iy w e re  te e n a g e rs .

F innllv, th e re  w e re  som e tim e s  po litical d e te rren ts  to  
uniform  4i.fo rc em en l. In  a t le a s t o n e  com m unity , system atic  
en fo rcem en t o f  th e  la ’- w a s  a b an d o n ed  and  a  special e n r^  
fo rcem en t g roup  w as d is so lv e d  in  re sp o n se  to  com plain ts 
from  o th e r po lice  o fficers, a n d  tow n  officials, w hose ch ild ren  
w ere a rre s te d .

E n fo rc em en t o f  th e  law  fo c u s in g  on  the  se llers w as 
m inim al and sp o rad ic . T h e  y e a r  th e  law  w en t in to  effect,.the 
A 6 C C  h od o n ly  24 in sp e c to rs  to  p a tro l th e  m ore than  12,000 
liquo r o u tle ts  s ta tew id e . O n ly  th re e  in sp ec to rs opera ted  ai 
n ight. R undom  c h e c k s  o f l iq u o r  outlet?  a t n ight w e re  d iscon ­
tinued  du ring  1979 a n d  in sp e c tio n s  w e re  m ade only ir 
response to  c om p la in ts  (usually  filed by  com peting  liquoi 
ou tle ts  o r  neighbors). T h e  fre q u en cy  o f license revocation! 
by the s la te  dad no t in c re a se  a f te r  th e  law . L icen ses w en  
su spended  on ly  a f te r  a  p a tte rn  o f  v io la tio ns had been identi 
ficd. E ven  then , n s ta n d a rd  A B C C  com prom ise  procedu ' 
enab led  the v io la ting  liq u o r o u tle ts  to  rem ain  open  if 15 pc 
cen t o f  tlheir du ily p ro f its  w e re  p a id  to  th e  s ta te  during wha 
would hnvc b e en  th e  s u sp e n s io n  p e riod . ..

Discussion
Severa l fe a tu re s  o f  o u r  s tu d y  shou ld  be considered  i 

in te ip re ting  th e se  re su lts .  F irs t, th e  s tudy  exam ined  the fir 
tw o years fo llow ing e n a c tm en t o f  the taw . D uring th is tin 
period, the 18 and  19 y e a r  o ld  age g roup s w ho had p rev ious 
b een  allow ed to  d rin k  h ad  th a t p riv ilege revoked . O ne cou 
hypo th esize  th a t th e  p rev io u  d rink ing  hab its o f th is grot 
w ould  be re s is ta n t to  ch ang e . D a ta  from  subsequen t yea ) 
m ay ind icate  w h e th e r  p eop le  w ho  w ere never a llow ed ^  
drink  will be m o re  s tro n g ly  a ffec ted  by th e  law  as they  cnt 
in to  the ’.8-20 y e a r  o ld  ag e  g roup s .
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Second  one m ust b e  cau tiou s abou t re p o rts  o r  d rink ing
* , c h o L * v c  sub stan ce  u se b a sed  o n  su rv e y  selt-re- 

^ H o w e v e r ,  con s is ten c ie s  b c tw e c ,, th e  su rv ey  d a ta  and  
th e  acc id en t d a ta  fa v o r th e  vahd tty  o f  th e  su rv ey  re su lts . T o  
m u s tra tr  acco rd ing  to  th e  survcys.-both M assachu se tts  and  
N ew  Y ork  teen age rs  d ro v e  less freq u en tly  a fte r d rink ing  and  
a f te r  m arijuana use du ring  th e  tw o  y ea rs  a f te r  com pared  to  
the  y e a r  befo re  th e  law . P red ic tab ly , b o th  s ta te s  expe rien ced  
dec lin es in teenage  single vehic le n igh ttim e fatal a cc id en ts  
end overa ll fa tal a cc id en ts  du ring  th a t p e rio d . A lso , w hen  
M assachu se tts  and  N ew  Y ork  w e re  com pared , b o th  th e  
su rv ey  da ta  and th e  acc id en t d a ta  identified g re a te r  dec lin es 
in M assachu se tts  o n  on ly  som e o f  th e se  o u tcom es.

T h ird , w h en ev e r th e  null h y p o th e s is  is confirm ed the  
like lihood o f  a  ty p e  I I  e rro r m ust b e  con s id e red . P ow e r 
ca lcu la tion s ind ica te  th a t th e re  is o n ly  a  13 p e r c en t ch ance  
o f  fa iling 'to  iden tify  a  13 p e r cen t redu c tio n  in the like lihood 
o f  overa ll teenage fatal acc id en ts in M assachu se tts  re la tive 
to  N ew  Y ork using a  .03 level te s t. T h e se  c a lcu la tio n s a re  
b a sed  on the  availab ility  o f tw o com p le te  y ea rs  c f  post-law 
fatal teenage acc id en t da ta . M oreover, o u r c u rren t su rv ey  
sam p le s a rc  sufficiently large th a t w e h ave  ev en  g re a te r 
confidence th a t th e re  w as no red u c tio n  in overa ll teenage 
d rink ing  and non-fatal acc id en ts in M assachu se tts  com pared  
to  N ew  Y ork a fte r th e  law.

T he  resu lts suggest tha t raising th e  d rink ing  age reduced  
single vehic le n igh ttim e but not ov era ll fa ta l a cc id en ts  in 
M assachu se tts  re la tiv e  to  N ew  Y ork  am ong 18 and 19 year 
o ld s. W e did no t d e te c t an im pact on  16 and  17 y e a r olds.

T h e  s ta te 's  law  p rov id es a  sym bo lic  s ta tem en t to  te en ­
ag ers  th a t its c itizen s d isapp rove  o f  th e ir d rink ing, and  fears 
th e  acc id en ts they  m ay cau se w hen th e y  d riv e  a fte r d rink ing . 
T h e  s tu dy  resu lts p rom p t us to  a sk  w h e th e r the law  could  
have  had a g rea te r im pact am ong all M assachu se tts  te en ­
ag ers if en fo rcem en t efforts w ere  m o re  co n s is ten t in all 
com m un ities and if g re a te r a tten tion  w ere  paid  to  p reven ting  
th e  com m on p rac tic es o f non-teenagers pu rchasing  a lcohol 
fo r teen age rs o r liquo r ou tle ts  not requ iring  age iden tifica ­
tion? W ithout sufficient re sou rces and  coo rd in a tio n  o f  en ­
fo rcem en t efforts, th o se  police w ho ac tiv e ly  s tr iv e  to  en fo rce  
th e  law  in one com m unity  m ay find th e ; ' effo rts n ega ted  by 
m inim al en fo rcem en t in the next. U nd e r th ese  c ircum ­
stan ces, will 16-19 y e a r o lds be offered ar. o ppo rtun ity  a t a 
young  age to  learn th a t at least som e law s can  be v io la ted  o r 
c ircum ven ted  w ith little  risk o f  app rehen sion , conv ic tio n , o r 
punishm ent?

It is ironic that com parab ly  high ra te s  o f  fatal acc id en ts  
have bee:t consis ten tly  repo rted  am ong p e rson s ta  "he ir ea rly  
tw en tie s, a  g roup w hose  d r nking p riv ileges w crr no t r e ­
v is e d .  M oreover, b ecau se  IU and I? y e a r  o ld s are invo lved 
in  only a small frac tion  o f alcohol-related acc iden ts, ev en  if 
th e  change in tK  legal drink ing age had  a  g re a te r im pac t on 
th is age group, the 'ragedy  o f au tom ob ile  in ju ries and 
fa ta litie s  caused by adu lts  as well as 16 and  17 y e a r o ld s v.ho 
d rink  and  drive would rem ain  sub stan tia lly  una lte red .

L ft'k  o f com m un ity  re so u rce s  and  va riab le  w illirgn ess 
to  en fo rce law s focused on teenagers ra ise  qu es tio n s ab ou t 
w he thc t a lte rna tive s tra teg ics such as in c rea sed  en fo rcem en t 
o f  the dm nk  driv ing and traffic sa fe ty  law s a im ed a t all
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md riv e rs , o r re qu irem en ts  fo r sa fe r c a rs  and  im p roved  roatl 
d e sign  w ou ld  y ie ld  g re a te r red u c tio n s in non fa ta l and  fata) 
a c c id en ts  b o th  am ong teen ag e rs  and  non-leem .gcrs.

T h e  re su lts  o f  th is s tu d y  and  o th c r s ,0-,v-u  suggest tha t 
ra is in g  the  legal drink ing age m ay ho ld  som e p rom ise  o f 
a c c id e n t reduc tion s. H ow ever, th e  im pac t o f  tho se  legal 
c h an g e s  m ay b e  d ilu ted  w ith ou t in tensive, pub lic ly  suppo rt­
ed , co o rd in a ted  en fo rcem en t effo rts in a ll com m un itie s .

RAISINS LEGAL DRINKING AGE IN MASSACHUSETTS
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HINGSON, ET AL

APPENDIX
Comparison of Relevant Statutory Provlalona In MaeaachuaetU and New York* as of April 16,1979

Massachusetts New York

Legal Drinking Age 
Legal Driving Age
Penatty-aelllng o r giving alcohol to minora 
Pentlty-minor buying alcohol (include* 

fraudulent ID)
Blood alcohol content proving Intoxication 
Driving deemed consent to blood alcohol test 
Refusal to consent to blood alcohol teat

Penalty-driving while intoxicated
License revocation tor driving while 

intoxicated

Possibility ol lef/ally driving while In alcoholic 
rehabilitation

Liquor dealer's license may be suspended or 
revoked lor sale to minora

20
16

$200 fine and/or 6 mos in prison 
$300 fine

.10Yes
Loss ov license lor BO days. Refusal not 

admissible In court proceedings

Fine ol $35-5100 and/or 2 wks-2 yrs In 
prison

First offense—mandatory revocation al least 
1 yr. Second offense—In 6 yrs, 5 yrs 
revocation. L- a doalh results, at least 1(1 
yrs revocation 

Yes, judge may continue case, dismiss 
charges after successful completion

Yes

18
18

Up to $500 fine end/or 3 months in prison
Mandatory probation no more than 1 year, 

lineup tuS IC
.10
Yes

6 mos revocalion; 9 under 21 revocation for 
6 mos or until 21, whichever Is longer. 
Evidence of refusal is admissible in court 
proceedwtgs

Fine up to $500 and/or up to 1 year in prison
First offense-mandatory revocation at least 6 

mos, second offense or when personal 
Injury results mandatory permanent 
revocation

May be given “conditional” license lor limited 
purposes and time; may apply for a  
“restricted use" lioense H necessary tor 
employment

Yea

•Excluding Nssnu County and New York City.

I National Symposium on Gon«tic Disorders and Birth Defects I

A N a tiona l Sym posium  en titled  "G e n e t ic  D iso rd e rs  and B irth  D efec ts in Fam ilies and Society: 
T ow ard  in te rd isc ip lin a ry  U n d e rs ta n d in g "  will be held April 25-26, 1983 a t the Baltim ore Hyatt- 
Regency . T h e  sym posium  is sp on so red  by  the  D iv is ion  o f  M edical G en e tic s  and the D epartm ent o f 
Socia l W ork, Johns H opk in s M edical In s t itu tio n s  and  su ppo rted  by  the  M arch  o f  D im es Birth D efec ts 
Founda tion , the G enetic  D iseases S e rv ice s  B ranch , Office o f  M aterna l and Child  H ealth , and the Mead- 
Johnson  C om pany .

T he pu rpose  o f  th is sym posium  is to  h e ig h ten  sen s itiv ity  to  p sycho log i :al and socia l im plications o f 
gene tic  d iso rd ers and b irth  d e fe c ts  a s  th e y  affect ind iv idua ls, fam ilies, a n d  so c ie ty .

F o r add itiona l info rm ation, c o n ta c t P rog ram  C oo rd in a to r. O ffice o f  C on tinu ing  Education , 720 
Ru tland  A venue, T u rn e r 22, B a ltim o re, M D  21205. T e lephone  '31/955-6046.
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• JUNEAU — Raising Alas- 
\  ka’s legal drinking age to 21.. 
.1 could make the state’s-high-’-; 
rt ways safer, the director ,o{ the. 
r,t 'Alaska Couhdl on Prevention *.

of Alcohol’and Drug*'Abuse v 
Vitold-a House panel Thursday. • 
,r '‘r Drivers from 18 to 20 years 
* ‘old are 'extraordinarily prone 

to automobile iccidents and 
v more apt to lose control when > 

/ . ‘they drink, Barbara Hoffman * 
told • the ■‘House'" Judiciary

. • Committee;;? '.'ir' •.?*
-•*' The committee is' consider-

cut-Cl I
. ® i i  
. rae 1

ing a bill calling for an advis­
ory vote on the issue  ̂Voters 
would, express tvieir opinions 
at the first general election 
after passage of the bilL.

onsultants on alcoholism 
led both for and against 
legislation. An expert 

.'hired by the alcohol council 
said figures show social prob­
lems involving youths are de­
clining in states where the 
drinking age hns been raised.

. An expert hired by bar and 
restaurant owners said the 

. figures are inconclusive.
Frank Lee, who last year 

supported the bill but this 
. .year testified in' opposition to 
'i t  for an Anchorage bar and 

restaurant association, said 
data cmi be. interpreted in 
many w a y s . / ' ; '  •/' ;

J Bar and restaurant owners 
. don’t think the proposed ad- 
visory ballot offers the light 

‘ question, he said, suggesting 
; the legislature consider a vote
• on raising the age of majority 

. from 10 to 21.,
The voting age and the age 

f for other legal responsibilities
• ‘ should be tied to the drinking

age, he sail.*.’ ■.'■*'
.The bill before the Judi- 

Committee restricts the 
ge in the legal age to 

the purpose of regulation of 
. the sale, consumption, serv­
ice, furnishing, barter, pur­
chase, gift or delivery of in­
toxicated liquor.’.’ - *'

Rep. Charles Anderson, R-

Sheffield backs/age changed
iTbe Associated “

FAIRBANKS Dah^c-ratic1 guberhatmial.’cahdidate'_
' BiU'-Sheffield;-tolC* av group* of ,high. school students^

. The Ahlnorage businessman' said the change would be ,v.’ 
".a first-step toward reducing alcohol'abuse in the state. 
j  -' / ‘Other states in the' Lower 48 have been jmcreasihgthe y‘. 
■ legal’;!drinking - age'/j—;; and ..with.'impressive results,*’.'̂ ' 

Sheffield;said; in -remarks preparedr fo ira n . American 
government ■ class at Lathrop. High School Un Fairbanks. „. 

"T h e cutomcMle accident rate has'.dtdined,.thousands of 
: lives'havc been/saved imd young'people are leading morer'-' 
.productive lives.;1*--* *.-S-o
•• "He said there were almost 2,900 fewer traffic fatalities-V;* 
in' Michigan the first year after it raised its drinking age 
from 18 to 21. '
■ To illustrate the severity of the. problem in Alaska, 

SheffieTcf'said alcohol was a factor in: • *
• • 64 percent' of the criminal homicides in 1980; ’— *.'••'?

’ 80' percent of the suicides; • V':-' ' . . .vT" ••
• 70 percent of the traffic fatalities;
• 48 percent of the violent rrimes (78 percent in. runl 

areas). , ■-
Juveniles accoimt for about 52 percent o f the arrests of • 

liquor law violators and 64 percent of the ajTesty for non- * 
aggravated assaults, he said. . • f

'Waiting two more years to have a drink won’t km

=
E
E

anyone,” Sheffield said./’Taking the drink might,’

Anchorage, said he is both­
ered by the idea of “ legislat­
ing against” 10 to 21 year
OldS.-. ••• - *; . V • ' .

Committee Chairwoman 
Ramona Barnes, R-Anchor- 
age/and Rep. Randy Phillips * 
said-they have be«D getting.

• cards on the issue saying, 
•Tn 18.1 vote."

71111 sponsor Rep. Terry 
M/irtin, R-Anchorage, said the' 
bills has political ramifica-• 
tions that make some politi-"- 
cj.ans nervous, but he argued. . 
polls show Alaskans strongly 
in favor of changing the. 
drinking age..

Since the age was lowered, 
Martin said there has been a 
"tremendous increase in teen­
age traffic accidents.-- :• '

’•We’re talking life and 
death?1 he sasc

•Hoffman .said'Alaska has a 
lot ’of problems with alcohol 
because o f its climate, a 
young population and an gen­
eral lust for adventure, . .

“ It seems as though whut 
we really have is -k high-risk 
population,** she- said. “ We 
place a very high value on 
high-risk”  adventures. •; • 

She classified drinking In 
Alaska as “ a willing risk for 
recreational behavior.”

Vspokesman for."the stated 
)epartment of Health and Se­
rial Services: said the agency 
supports raising the drinking 
age to -eliminate liquor’s 
‘pass down effect.”

He sa i 19 year .olds drink 
with 15 and 16 year olds, 

hereas 21 year olds associate 
ith 22 and JZ year olds. 1 v '

wl
©
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is age a 
v i t a l  D U I  
factor?
By Pamela Fin*
S t i f f  W riU f

Raising Geortf »'j legal dnoking age is not 
likely, by itself. U cause a sJgnlUc.nl redaction in 
teenage driving fatalities or consumption of alcohol, . 
according to coo elusions reached in o new-study by 
researchers al Boston University's Schools of Medi­
cine and Public Health. •

Writing in the February issue of the American 
Journal of Public Health, the nine researchers r e - ' 
ported that teenage driving deaths have declined 

slightly in Massachusetts since that state raised 
)gal drinking age from It to 20 in 1079.
*TV  law has sot had as marked an impact as 

it would have,”  one c l the study's authors, 
.lgson, raid last week.' '*.•

. researchers said weak and inconsistent law 
iment efforts In their state were partly to

blame for the poor results. * . ---------------  V ......
Without vigorous efforts to apprehend, convict- 

and punish drunk drivers and those who sell alcohol■ 
to or buy it for minors, raising the drinking age 
may be nothing more than a symbolic statement to 
teenagers that the community disapproves o f their
drinking, they said. * • •*

"Who can'argue with that?" responded Sen. 
Paul Coverdell (R-Atlanta), who Is the principal 
sponsor of proposed legislation that would puse 
Georgia's le^al drinking age from 19 to 21.

He said his proposal was not created-in-a- 
vacuum. The General Assembly is taking research­
ers’ aiMce to heart by trying to stiffen DUI penal­
ties and law enforcement efforts In addition 10,015: 
lDg the legal drinking age, be said. '

Coverdell added, however, that he differed wltlT 
the researchers’ conclusion that increasing''the 
drinking age, by itself, would have only a symbolic
effect . .. • . .

He said his research shows that "for whatever
reason.”  raising the drinking age causes young 
driven to be more cautious about drinking and driv­
ing. ■/  d n  >r̂ t  cann° t cure drinking, but the statistics I've 

on states that raised their drinking lige show 
^-oiat enough of the teenagers alter their behavior to 

sorr force to reduce deaths,” the senator said.
• In the Boston University study, automohue 

accident statistics from 1976 to 1981 for Massa­
chusetts were compared to accident statistics >. rom 
New York, which has kept its legal drinking age at 
I t

In addition, the researchers analysed the drinking an 1  
driving habits of about 1,000 teens, aged 16 to 19, over -S  
t'uee-year period. Their work included random telephon 
unrveyz of the teenagers before and after Maxsacbuseii 
raised Its legal drinking age. .,

• Among their findings: ■ -~  ‘ -  . ; " • . .
*  The decline in fatal accidents, for that age grtra; 

was onlv 1 percent when statistics from three yean be 
f ore and two yean after the new legal drinking age wer 
compared.---------------- -----------------  ------------

*  While alngle-vehicle nighttime crashes among-thos> 
aged 18 and 19 dropped 18 percent after the lav, sud 
.accidents among those aged 16 and 17 rose by more thai 
30 percent

. • Although about 10 percent of the teenagen re 
ported that after the law changed, they drove less i n  
quently after “ any drinking,”  there was no change to (hi 
habits of the 11 percent who said they d m .' after drink 
tog heavily (six or more drinks).

*  Nearly (0  percent of the teenagers said they hai I 
attempted to purchase alcohol after the legal drinking i p  | 
was raised,

* The proportion of teenagers who had 3omeos« eta I 
purchase alcohol for them or who most often obtatoet j 
alcohol from their bomes doubled from 21 to <3 percen 
after the law took effect - - -  •

"The average dally consumption of alcohol to the 16 
to 19-year-old age group during the two years after thi 
law was passed did not decline to Massachusetts com 
pared to Now York," the researchers wrote.

i "The results suggest that raising the drinking age re­
duced single-vehicle nighttime accidents but not overall 
fatal accidents to Massachusetts relative to New York 
among 18- and 19-year-olds/ they coo tluded.

• The study also indicated that I ' t i a;ers who have 
been legally allowed to drink but would ’ lave the privilege 
revoked If the legal drinking age is raised are Ukely to re­
sist the change. r

•- The authors say It may be wiser to crack down oo 
drunl. driving laws for all drivers rather than specifically 
target one group, whose lifestyle patterns may sot change 
substantially under a higher legal drinking age.

. “Let’s not forget that teenagers still constitute only a | 
small fraction, one fifth or less, of fatalities to Accidents,” 
said Htogson, an associate professor of socio-medical | 
sciences.. r

While Htogson said Georgia’s proposal holds some 
promise of accident reductions, he noted that research | 
Indicates it may not be the lifesaver Its supporters con­
tend. .

Coverdell and other prop/<ents of the higher drinking 
age, however, point to resra/ch by the Washington-based 
Insurance Institute for Lig’/way Safety that, they said, 
suggests otherwise.

The safety institute compared accident statistics 
from nine states that railed their legal drinking age to 
those from states where statutes were not changed. The 
study concluded that states with higher legal drtoldng 
ages can expect a 26 percent reduction to nighttime teen­
age ratal accidents.

But the Massachusetts researchers say that while the 
institute research Itself is not necessarily v r.ong, other 
states considering drtoktog-age proposals can'ii't .•u*'"Tut- 
icaliy assume the 28-ysercent reduction. . . . . . .
" _ iThey said the driving laws to the nine states tha I 
were studied may be more stringent and law enfrocemen | 
efforts more vigorous than in states considering th 

.change. * • . . .  . y  ■*. .'1 . .  . » -
The Massachusetts study, they said, analyzed actua 

drinking habits of teenagers to addition to accident stalls j 
tics, something the highway safety Institute did not do.

* I lf the (Georgia) law is to have any Inmact at all,’ I 
Htogson said, “you must have coordinated law enforce!
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* q g e  c o n t r o v e r s y

• .• Miybo It Is m y  kne^jcrk-libcral’s Indoctrination in the premise- 
that there are no simple answers to complex problems, but wbalerer 
(be source, t <rp skeptical of the move in the General Assembly,) ) 
bump Georgia's legal drinking age up from 18 v. 
to21. 1

The goal Is to cut drunken-driving In­
juries and deaths, and there can be no arguing 
' with success. Slates that have made (his move' ’ 
have seen-striking reductions in DUI fatal­

ities. ■ _ '
J wonder,'however, whether drunken'- 

' driving should serve as the be-all of such a so- < 
dal decision. Even If It should, this may not 

be tho best' ay to go about the problem. ’
In relation to the miles they drive.

driven 18-thraigtr

*  ̂T w p  stales bad legal rlrinldng at 20 and 21; three at 11. To his 
owvsurprlse, Rooney found Jusl the opposite of what you’d expect. 
Young people drank more, draxk more often, drank In larger num- 
hpp« anrt-hsa^aatA.Hrinkic7 nrofclems ln the higher-age states.

‘ • Rooney suspects the ‘'forbidden frulf syndrome 

■ Theu, too, as with any law, there is the issue of enforceability. 

Our cunent U-yeair-old line pre:ly well (Its the distinction young peo­
ple make themselves— that great social continental divide: High 
- rchool and post-high school. The legal drinking age ol 19 is reinforced 
by the customs of the people wfco are Its subjects -  always a good 

onjen for enforcement. •
. .. Time was when 21 was a similar line. Many oil the privileges, If 

they are that, of adulthood were reserved for then -  voting, property 
ownership, etc. But the once-puglc age of 21 has become meaning­
less. A 21-year drinking limit will rake against the grain, striking
many In that age group as arbitrary and even abusive. The inevitable 
mulling enforcement problem: will weigh against whatever gains 
lire made tn reducing accidents.

Whatever lives are saved by raising the drinking age to 21, more’, 
thaii double that number could be saved by going on and raising it to' 
25. The statistical case (or that Is every bit as stfong as for coming ̂  
down on ll-to-21-year-olds. The main difference is that the latter 
-proposition would be. politically rlskiei^^i . • ,‘- K

indeed, If statistics are to set policy, then females should ip al-."' 
lowed (o drink at 18, and males of all ages should J>c refused legal; 
boozo after dark —'If they are not accompanied by a woman: That’s" 
the biggest DUI offewler category —.but Just try to sell lhat.’ono in.: 

theJeglsUlure,; .j- • • ••• ' 1 > ’ ’ f ; ’ V', • *' •• '"-y
; r. ■ ̂  provocatlvp study of legal drinking Ages was.conducted a few, 
years'ago by Dr. James F. Rooney, in associate professor of'sociol-. 
ogy at Penn-State.' With funding from tbs Boys Town Center for lhe; 
Study of Youlh Development, Rooney surveyed. 5,OOjj persons In five 
stales.

Frankly, I’m  pul off by am unmistakable undercurrent that runs 
Hhrough this debate. Listen closely, and you can't miss the keenness of 
aome to punish young people some way, somehow, for being young — 
-and especially for having a ywuth which many older folks see as 
enjoying freedoms that they missed out on. >

it Is certainly true lhat lfclo-21-year-olu ire at the same time 
new drivers and new drinkers, an Inherently ̂ olatllis mix of Inexperi­
ence.

' J wonder, however, If‘we could address the resulting problems 

both more fairly and more effectively by what would amount to a 
provisional licenses in both Helds, allowing beer at 18 or 18 but hold­
ing off harder stuff until 21 — and making driving (ar marc dearly a 
privilege for the first three years, with licenses (hat could b« revoked

Just a thought



Gordon says 
drinking age 
should be 18
By Robert A. Liff
SEMTMF.L MIAMI IIUftEAU

MIAMI BliSACK —  SUte Sun.
J a ck  G o r d o n , l o o k in g  w ith  
amused cy" "dam at proposals to 
raise the drinking age to 21, says 
he might suggest an amendment 
If It ever reaches '.he floor o f the 
Senate.

Gordon, a Miami Beach Demo* 
crat, seyo the drinking age should 
be lowered from 19 to IB.

And drinkling should be banned 
between the ages o f 35 and 45.

"That age group has the highest 
percentage o f drunk driving traf­
fic fatalities," Gordon said.

<tate Rep. Fran Otflton, D-Qr*
’ Ando, has p e o p o a o d  raising the
drinking age In  Florida from 19 to ,
21. She cites statistics that show a 
high percentage o f  drunken driv­
ing traffic fatalities involve driv­
ers in that age group.

But Gordon, wh> is a health 
food addict and rarely drinks,
thinks Carlton and other support- . ***  The Orlande^
era, including Senate President
Curtis Peterson, are "ersentlally stincts make him a minority in 
prohibitionists.”  Florida's upper legislative house.

Peterson and Carlton, n slther of This is the man who, during 
whom could be reached lor com- legislative debate on his proposal 
ment Friday are teetotal *rs who t0 |egalize personal use o f marl- 
do not share Gordon's viev s. juana c,almed that only
"A lot of people see your g peo- fertilized  fem ale plants were 

pie as a group they can sttack ripped out of the ground by drug 
with relative ir.ipunity," Con on agents, the issue was one of civil 
said. righta.

"A n d  young p eop le  haven 't Gordon dldn 1 win the marijua- 
m ade s ig n if ica n t  use o f  the na fight.
ballot" But in the grand Florida leglsla-

Gordon, who admits his propos- tlve tradltjon of "politicr makes 
al Is tongue-in-cheek, says raising strange bedfellows," Gordon’s co- 
tho drinking age will violate the sponsor on the marljuan# olll-was 
Florida Constitution. • Senate Dean Dempsey Barron, a

"The Constitution says every Democrat from Panama City,
natural person has a right to be Gordon has managed to get
free from governmental Interfer- into, and stay In, the Senate lead-
ence in his private life," Gordon ershlp despite hia liberal views,
aaid. He was former chairman o f tltt

He.invited a court challenge to powerful Senate Appropriations
the raised drin k in g  age, i f  it Committee and now  serves as
passes, on those grounds. Senate president pro tempore and

Gordon, 60, cheeifully admits ch a irm a n  o f  the  E d u ca t io n  
that his strong civil-libertarian in- Committee. j o  _
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Attack drunken driving, but don’t pick bn youth
Those who want to raise Florida's drinking 

age unfailingly couch their arguments. In such, 
emotional terms si-"saving^young Uves"vana- 
"keeping our highways safe." It is our legisla­
tors' sacred duty, they proclaim,-to ralsei Uie 
legal limit to  21, thereby'ensuring domestic 
tranquility, promoting tha general .welfare, 
with liberty and justice lor all, and so on. {.

It would be all too easy for our legislators to 
attempt to remedy the drunken-driving prob­
lem by raising the drinking age from 19 to 21. 
Young adults are a politically insignificant 
group, and they make an Jdeal scapegoat for 
the diunken-drivlng problem. ’

Of course ralstog the drinking age to 21 
would! "saye yo'jng ljvea," but why stop there? 
Why don’t-we save tlx>usand$ of adult lives by 
raising tbe legal limit to 40? Why don't we 
just ire-enact the 18th Amendment and be 
done with it altogether?

It *!|s an: all-too-American habit to treat a 
problem by attacking its symptoms. Raising 
the drinking age is an absurd "solution" to a 
serious problem, because it presupposes that 
young adults are somehow more to blame tor 
drunken-driving deaths. Such la simply not 
the c.ue.

No, a solution to the problem goes much 
deeper than the relatively insignificant ques­
tion of ''when shall we allow people to begin
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drinking?" First, wo must admit' that all driv­
ers, not Just young ones, are dangerous when 
drunk; In other words, we must create sub­
stantially tougher, penalties, for drunken driv­
ing.' Consider Sweden, where the presence of 
stringent, laws agiaJnst drunken driving has 
been enornfously successful.

I ;
However, It Is one thing.to onset.more se­

vere penalties; It Is entirely another to enrorct© 
them. Our courts are just now beginning to re­
alize that death at the hands of a drunken 
driver’dlifers little from ..death at the hands of 
a gun-wielding attacker. The greatest benefit 
of groups like Mothera Agiinst Drunk Driving 
h  that they produce a change in thinking; at 
long last, Americana are beginning to consider 
the implications of driving while Impaired.I

As part of the "change in thinking," 1 would 
advocate the discontinuance o f Breathalyzer 
tests in drunken-driving cases. Just as poly­
graphs and traffic rads/ have been demolt-

strated to be inaccurate under field condi­
tions,. so also can . Breathalyzer data be mis- 
leading. A  blood^aicohol level of 0,10 percent 
(thp definition of "drunkenness,1" according to 
Florida,statutes^Is.enough to Induce alcoholic 
stupor In some persons; others cun register 

„ 0.10 and never feel It; In any case, "trial by 
machine" smacks' of Orwell. ..'

* ' ’ r
The! use of videotape cameras during drunk­

en-driving arrests would, I feel, allow Juries to 
decide for themselves whether a defendant 
was intoxicated. Videotapes could' be intro­
duced as evidence without any of the constitu­
tional hassles that have rendered Breathalyzer 

.evidence virtually — and, I.might idd, Justlfl- 
'ably —-..useless in courts of law.

Another solution v?e must consider, al­
though I have little belief that it would ever be 
passed, is to raise the driving age to 18, with a 
restricted permit at 16. Most Euro| êan coun­
tries do not issue driver licenses to minors. 
After all, driying is inherently more dangerous 
than drinking; it la the combination that ill 
deadly.

Victor Haltingi, 22, former editor o f tint 
W a k e  Forest University student newspaper, ini 
n o w  a graduate student at the University o f 
Central Florida.
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Snow casts skeptical glance as Carlton cites figures backing higher drinking age.

Sparks fly at drinking age debate
Tourist association members argue after Snow, Cartton square off
By Sandra Mathers
o f  t h e  s e n t i n s u  s t a * f

Orlando restaurateur Bob Snow and state Rep. 
Fran Carlton squared off Friday in their first face-to- 
face debate on what’s sure to be one o f the most 
controversial issues before the Florida legislature: 
raising the state's legal drinking age from 19 to 21.

Their opposing positions, presented at ;an Orlande 
Area Tourist Trade Association luncheon In the Har­
ley He tel, were predictable. What wasn’t as predict­
able was the debate among OATTA members th»t 
followed. . \

Carlton, an Orlando Democrat, Is primary sponsor 
of House Bill 24, which would raise the s tate's legal 
drinking age to 21. She cited a stream of irtatistics to 
support her contention that there were more alco-’

hol-related traffic deaths in Florida In 1981 In the 
19- and 20-year-old age group than any other.

"In 1981, 25,000 nationwide died in alct Trl-r elat­
ed highway accidents and 4,484 of them w-i s 16 to 
24 years old," she said. "The youthful death oil is a 
national scandal."

Snow, founder and president of the Florida Enter­
tainment and Dining Association, a lobby group 
fightlne the bill, argued that raising the drinking age 
is discriminatory, unwarranted and unenforceable.

"W e're looking at a problem of drunken driving, 
not of age," he said. "Across the board, those under 
21 are not more blameworthy than other age groups; 
they're getting a bum rap.”

Snow cited national statistics showing that the 
alcohol-related accident rate for IB- to 20-year-olds

Please see DEBATE, C-6 
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w u  lets .than 48 percent, com* 
pared with a rate o f 50.5 percent' 
Tor 22- to 24-year-old*.

Immediately after Carlton and 
Snov.- concluded their polite, but 
in tense, presentations, Cathy 
Kern, OATTA president, called 
for a straw rote among members 
on the issue.

But the show of hands Indicat­
ing overw helm ing support for 
leaving the minimum drinking 
age at IB Bparked a hot exchange 
between Gene Hassett, OATTA’s 
founder and operations director of 
Y og i Bear C am pgrounds, end 
Mark Kirkham, president o f the 
W inter Park Restaurant AasocI-' 
ation.

"W e 're  organised to  support 
only issues that affect tourism 
and I say (this issue) does not," 
Hassett said. "W e're'voting on a 
m orel Issue here and OATTA 
w a sn 't  fo rm ed  to  take m oral 
stands."

OATTA, he said, was farmed 
seven years ago to promote tour­
ist-related businesses ranging 
from airlines to dairies.

"W e aren’t just an organization 
o f hotels and motels,”  he said.

Kirkham, who is not an OATTA 
m em ber, countered that a new 
Florida State University study 
shows that $25 million In tax rev­
enues and $1 billion  in liquor 
sales would be lost if the drinking 
age were raised.

"This Is money in your pock­
ets,!' Kirkham sold. "W e 'v e  al­
ready. wiped out freshmen when 
we raised the age to 19 and now 
the sophomores, juniors and sen­
iors will go.

"Florida Is a spring break state 
and  ou r  s tu d e n ts  w il l  go 
elsewhere."

Hassett shot back. "You're say­
ing we'll lose revenues, but when 
the age went from 18 to 19 (Hq*- 
uor) consumption increased by  6 
percent, not decreased."

Florida raised the legal drink­
ing age from 18 to 19 In 1980.

Kerns said both the straw vote 
end members' concerns w ill be 
presented to the OATTA board of 
directors' meeting next week.

But Hassett said he w ill "d o  
everything in my power”  to per­
suade the board to rr aaln neutral 
on the issue.

"OATTA shouldn 't be pulled 
Into this issue. Not even the liq­
uor lobby is taking a stand on the 
drinking age, because sales won't 
be lost; only the point o f sale will 
change," he said.

Hassett was re ferrin g  t o  an 
entertainment Industry belief that 
raising tho drinking age will drive 
underage drinkers out of restau­
rants and bare and into package 
stores to purchase liquor.

Two hours before the Carlton- 
Snow debate, M others Against 
Drunk Driving staged a press con­
ference at the Harley with Rep. 
Richard Crotty, a R epublican  
from Orlando, and Rep. Art Grin- 
die, a Republican from Altamonte 
Springs, to announce their sup­
port of foUV drunken driving bills.

In add I won to Carlton's bill to 
raise the legal drinking age, the 
group Is backing House bills Bl, 
37 and 127.

Bill 51 would prohibit ar.yone 
from drinking alcohol either while 
operating or riding in a m otor 
vehicle, Bill 37 calls for a seven- 
day mandatory imprioon.T.ent for 
convicted drunken drivers who 
refuse to participate in required 
public service or community work 
projects.

Bill 127 w ould increase  the 
period of license suspension from 
three to six months for thOBe who 
refuse to take a breath, urine or 
blood test

/ >t)
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A debate on the issue

By Fran Carlton
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Richard was 20 years old. On Nov. 3, 1981, at 

11:20 p.m., he was kll'.cd on Palmar Avenue In 
Winter Park in tho automobile that be was driv­
ing at a high speed after he consumed two pitch­
ers of beer.

It was a needless, useless death.
Nineteen- and 20-yoar-oJd drivers killed more 

people in alcohol-related highway accidents In 
Florida than drivers in any other age groups In 
1981, according to tho National Transportation 
Safety Board.

In Florida In 1981,170 people died In alcbbot- 
roLatcd highway accidents in which the driver 
was under 21. That figure comprises 25.8 pep 
cent o f all alcohol-related highway deaths.

This Is a gross overreprouentaUon since driv­
ers under 21 make up only about 10 percent o f 

, all licensed drivers nnd drivo only about 9 per­
cent o f the vehicle miles driven In Florida.

As a result o f  the highway carnage wrought by 
young drivers under the influence Of alcohol, the 
National Transportation Safety Board is urging 
that the legal minimum age fo r  drinking and 
purchasing alcohol be raided to 21 nationwide. 
This plea is being supported by a large majority 
of the public and by local, state and national 
organizations.

The movement to lower the legal drinking Rge 
began in 1970 when ratification o f the 26th 
Amendment gave 18-year-olds the right to vote 
in federal olectlona. The statds responded by 
changing their majority laws. Along With the 
right to vote, making wills, signing contract* asd 
getting married, the legal drinking age became 
an issue before state legislatures.

By mid-1973, 24 states had reduced Ore legal 
alcohol-consumption ago to 18, 19 or 20. Florida

• tft |n 1*17.1.

A b ill to ra lte  
Florida’* drinking 
ego from 19 to 21 
will bo introduced 
Into tho Legislature 
noxt month 
by Rop. Fran 
C arlton  o l 
O r l a n d o .

Bob Snow, owner of 
Orlando’* Church 
Street Station, will 
load  the flghft 
against tho bill The 

two agreed 
to * “ paper 
debate”  on
tho 1*900.

1981 
^  l̂ o r l c ^ a ,
" a c c i d e n t '  
fa J a iU r t lc e  
: ( fa in t  Miftr
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23 22,1**
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26 ' . 20.519 V p '
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28 17,459 1,370(8%)
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30 15,534 1.088(7%)
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ages," the commission said, noting that there Is a di­
rect correlation between the minimum drinking age 
and alcobol-related crashes among the age groups 
affected.

An Associated Press article carried in the The Or­
lando Sentinel last September quoted Dr. Morris 
Cbafetz, president o f  die Health Education Founda­
tion in Washington, frora a speech where he said, 
"For the past 75 years, there has been a remarkable 
increase in the life expectancy o f people in this 
country with one notable exception. BeLween the 
ages of 16 and 24, the life expectancy has dropped 
to what it was 20 years ago. Or deaths in that age 
group, 75 percent are due to car accidents attributed 
to excessive use of alcohol or drugs "

And according to a January 1983 Gallup Poll, a 
large majority o f Americans, Including young peo­
ple, would vote in fkvor o f raising the drinking age 
to  21 if given the chance in a referendum. Nation­
wide, 77 percent favored, and only 20 percent op­
posed the Idea. Among 18-, 19 wid 20-year-olds, the 
poll fount* 58 percent in favor o f liaising the drinking 
age to 21, with 38 percent opposed. High school stu­
dent* were even more in favor o f  a 21-year-old 
drinking age. with 60 percent for and only 17 per­
cent against

Tha opponents o f  raising the age to 21 are leading 
people to believe that should HB24 pass, those per­
sons under 21 years o f age could no longer work in 
placet that serve alcoholic beverages. This Is untrue! 
The Florida statute Specifically states that anyone 18 
yerrs o f  age or older can work in such an establish­
ment. The legislation would not change that In any 
way. If young people Io m  their Jobs It wilt be be­
cause their employers choose to fire them.

The opponents also raise the question that if you 
are going to raise the age,.why 217 Why not 24, or 
35, or even 407 There' U p r e c e d e  for 21. Currently, 
16 states have set 21 a* the legai ago for the pur­
chase of all alcoholic beverages.

The Hotel Empkiyees and Restaurant Employees
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o f alcoholTOated school problems put so end to 
the campaign to lower the drinking age. No state 
has lowered the legal age sines IMS.

To the contrary, a reverse trend to raise tha 
drinking age is oceuring throughout the nation. % 

Lowering the drinking age from 21 to 18 was a

faulty decision from tlbe beginning. Disturbing sta­
tistics make it Increasingly apparent that Florida, 
along with many other states, participated in an ex­
periment that failed.

A study by the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration shows that In eight states (Illinois, 
Iowa, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, 
New Hampshire and Tennessee), raising tho legal * 
drinking age produced an average annua] reduction; 
o f 28 percent in nighttime fatal accidents involving 
18 to 21-year-old drivers.

The Notional Transportation Safety Board, In urg­
ing restoration of the legal drinking ago to 21, said, 
"Available data shows a direct correlation between 
minimum drinking age and alcohol-related accidents 
In the IB- to 21-year-oWi drivers.

"In 1981, 25,000 persons died in alcohol-related 
highway accidents. Of t hese, 8,484, or about 25 per­
cent, were between the ages o f 16 and 24."

‘This death toll of young Americans is grossly dis­
proportionate and can b* accurately termed a na­
tional scandal. Raising the drinking age to 21 nation­
wide could help save these young lives," says Jim 
Burnett, chairman o f I ho National Transportation 
Safety Board.

In a “ Report to the Nation by the Presidential 
Commission on Druok Driving,”  the commissipn 
urged states to raise the age.

"States should Immediately adopt 21 yean as the 
minimum legal drinking ego for all alcoholic bevor-

• <1 r tut m m 4 1 (2 6% ) •
i  . n 174 w .3 8 (2 2% )
. 1 . 6 3  - 1 4 0 - .  . 3L (?2% )

24 138 35 (2S% ) .
\ 2 5 132. 2 5 ( f8 % ) . ‘

‘ 68 157 25 (18% )
2 7 133 3 3 (2 5 * )  -V
28 118 21 (18% ) •

•29  . .1 2 8  * 3 1 (2 4% ) •
'  30 CO 15 (1 7% ) . f
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.H icuuiuuuu jia v r jo in t a me pretsUHWn commis­
sion. S«ena<ary o f D t fo n n  Caspar WHaberger, the 
Florida PTA and a long list o f state and national or­
ganization* and government officials In support o f 
raising the legal drinking age to 21.-

A  group made up o f  bar and restaurant owners re­
cently organized to oppose raising the legal age to 
purchase alcohol in Florida. They are very vocal In 
their opposition. According to James Fell, author o f 
a 1982 report by the National Highway Traffic Safe­
ty Adi ninistratkm, his statistics have been misused 
by this organization to Infer results that were not in­
tended. The reason for their opposition appears to 
be very self-serving. The Fort Lauderdale News in a 
recent editorial expressed it this way: "Members of 
the group sell booze and they are fearful they will 
lose some busm en if a bill to raise the drinking age 
pa3ses."

I t  is unfortunate that these Individuals and organi­
zations would put their own financial gain above 
saving the lives o f young people.

The evidence Is overwhelming: Raising the age to 
21 in Florida will save hundreds o f lives.

Legal drinking ages in the U.S.
Drinking at age II:

Hawaii, Louisiana, Vermont, West Virginia, 
Wisconsin.

Drinking at age II  
Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Connecticut, Flor­

ida, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Minnesota, MonUnc, 
New York, Tennessee, Texas, Wyoming,

Prinking at age 20e
Dataware, Maine, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 

Now Hampshire, Rhode Island.

Age 21 for hard liquor, 18 or 10 for beer & wine:
Colorado, Kansas, Mississippi, North Caroll- 

no, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Da­
kota, Virginia and the District of Columbia.

Drinking at age 21
Arkansas, California, Illinois, Indiana, Ken­

tucky, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, Nevada, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Dakota, Or­
egon, Pennsylvania, Utah, Washington.

< s >
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Jtep. Frtm Carilon o f  O rlando  is prime sponsor 
o /H ouse B ill 24 (HB24), which calls fo r  Florida's 
drinking og t to be ratted from  10 to 21. She 
wrote this article f o r  The Orlando Sentinel.

A
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19- and 20-year-old driver* coir pored with older citi­
zens, or the law cannot be justified.

Young drivers have been made the scapegoats o f 
this legislation. I think' It's a bum rap and tbat the 
facts bear me out. In reviewing the studies cited on 
this subject, I have found that alcohol abuse on the 
highways U a very serious problem that deserves 
our attention, but It cannot be blamed on any one 
■ge group.

As a matter of fact, t'tens are reliable statistics In­
dicating that I8-, 19- and 20-year-old drivers are 
slightly less blameworthy in alcohol-related traffic 
fatalities than older citzuns, aged 21 through 44. 1 
refer to data compiled by the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration and published In it* 
technical report o f l.Iey 19B2.

This study covers llie IB states NHTSA selects as 
having the best and most reliable reporting proce­
dures for comparison by age. They represent «  fair 
cross-section o f states In terms o f drinking age* —  
six arc at 21 and six are at IB.

Rep. Carlton says that o f all deaths in the 16-to-24 
age group, "75 percent are due to automobile acci­
dents attributed to excossive use o f alcohol or 
drugs."

This claim h&a been printe^ all over Florida, along 
with Mrs. Carlton's characterization that tho figure 
1* "shocking." I believe that it is not only shocking, 
but inaccurate. The boat dam shows that the alcohol 
involvement in automobile fatalities In those ago 
groups goes from 3G.G percent for ages 16 nnd 17 to
50.4 percent for the worst o f all ago groups, 22 
through 24, so obviously, 7S peroent is a substantial 
overstatement

Another widely circulated statement by Rep. Carl-

Other studies, such a* the one done by the com­
missioner o f probation In Massachusetts In 1979, 
show an increase o f  26 percent In the munber of 
teen-age DWIs a fte r the drinking age was Increased. 
The reasons given; "Teen-agers are probably not 
obeying the new law, and the Inability to legally 
drink in a bar or tavern may induce some teen-agers 
to do more drinking in cars." This study sugges t 
that such a law merely changes the point of sale 
from a restaurant or similarly controlled situation to 
the package and convenience stores where some­
one's older irieod buys a six-pack to be consumed, 
many times behind the wheel, o f  the very car vre are 
trying to keep off our roads.

I would like to appeal to tbe common sense o f the 
readers. Do you think the passage o f this law will 
stop 19- and 29-year-olds, who ore adults for all oth­
er purposes, from drinking?

Alcohol consumption figures from state* that have 
raised the drinking age have not gone down, they 
have gone up. Even consumption La Florida went up
6.4 percent, per capita, after the drinking age was 
raised to 19. Illegal package sales go up, drinking 
and driving probably goes up with It, and the result; 
a cruel hoax perpetuated an our young citizens by 
well-meaning crusaders under tho banner o f "Saving 
Just One Life."

If we are serious about saving lives, we could save 
not just one life but 25,000, by i{ovemmeot esti­
mates, if wo enacted a Law os England just did mak­
ing tho use o f seat belts mandatory.

If raising the drinking age In fact has no. proven 
effective, what then la the cost to tho state o f Florida 
of this discriminatory legislation?

I have seen preliminary figures showing a tax loss 
to tho state of Florida of $10 million to $24 million 
per year. Thirty-four states in our country now allow 
drinking under the ago of 21. AH of our surrounding 
states (Alabama, Georgia, Mississippi and Louisi­
ana) allow 18- and 19-year-olds to drink. They have
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hood should b e a k e d  to 21; rathor, it seeks to 

.restrict-on e right while olhorwlsa-Joaving Umbo.
citizens u  adult*. I think it is unsound, unconsti­
tutional and hypocritical For example. I don’t 
see how a man can be mature enough at 19 to 
own and operate a restaurant, but not be permit­
ted to take a drink from it until he is 21.

The law. is clearly dlscrinin»*r*ry by sge. Thus 
It is incumbent on those pushing it to show fac­
tually the dear and prosent need for this dis­
crimination. There has got to be something mar­
kedly worse about the driving performance o f

Boh Snow, owner o f  the Church Street Station 
complex In O rlando and Seville Quarter in Pen­
sacola, is president o f  the Florida Entertainment 
and D ining A ttodation , which represents more 
then 100  establishments and 40,000 employees. 
He wrote this artic le fo r  The Oriandr. Sentinel.
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A "-other widely clrciMBd statement by Hep. Cart- 
ton tiial "  . . hundt^M.bf J|vp* have been saved 
since enactment o f the higher drinking age in Flor­
ida." She was referring to Florida’s raising the age 
from 18 to 19, effective October 1980.

in 1980, the year before the drinking age was 
raised to 19, the number o f  18-year-olds killc-d in 
traffic accidents in Florida was 20, according to the 
Florida Department o f Highway Safety and Motor 
Vehicles. The year following, 1981, there were 19 fa-' 
talities in toe 18-year-old category —  one less. The 
proponents of raising the drinking age jay that there 
was a "5 percent decrease in fatalities.”  While this 
may be technically correct (5 percent of 20 is 1), it is 
nowhere near "hundreds," and I believe this is typi­
cal o f exaggerated claims made to persuade the pub­
lic to accept this discriminating law.

Proponents also point to a one-year study In 
Michigan for support This study brought forth this 
comment by the actual author or the Michigan 
study, Alexander Wagenaar, who said in the Michi­
gan Transportation Research Institute Review, Juiy- 
Oct. 1982; "Even in Michigan, a relatively populous 
state, no significant effect o f the raised drinking age 
was discernible from on analysis limited to fatal 
crashes.”

Dr. Wagenaar, whom proponents praise for his 
"empirical data" to support raising the drinking age, 
went on to say that he suggasts a differentiated 
drinklng-age policy, gradually allowing young per­
iods to utte alcohol as they approach age 21.

"For example, young persons might be allowed to 
consume alcohol in their own homes at any age. 
Consumption in a restaurant under parental supervi­
sion might be allowed for young persons over the 
age of, say, 16. Drinking under udult supervision 
might be allowed al age 18, with adults providing al­
cohol to minors held liable for aicohoI-reLted prob­
lems that might result." Contrary to what propo­
nents might soy, Dr. Wagenaar is not recommending 
raising the drinking age to 21.

ana} allow 18- and 19-yeu-olds to (^pL 'T hey  have 
beautiful beaches and aggressive tourism programs.

We all know stories about the weekend exodus of 
young partygoere driving across stale lines with low­
er drinking ages and the tragic res ills of some of 
them trying to drive home.

The loss o f  jobs in Florida in the tourism industry 
will be staggering; estimated at upward of 20.000. 
Many more jobs will be lost In the college restau­
rants and pubs whose owners tell me that this law 
will bankrupt them. Students working their way 
through college as a w i^ v ,  waitress or bartender 
will be a thing of the p * . 'forcing a non-drinking 
law amoog underage eia ^ je e n  is impossible in a 
responsible, well-run establishment.

Tfc* problem here concerns drunken driving, not 
age. The solution is with strict DWI taws such as 
Florida already has in place. There was a 23 percent 
reduction in traffic fatalities o f  aii ages in the six 
months following enactment o f  these new Laws Hast 
July. Let’s give them a chance to work. Let’s use the 
example o f  the state o f Georgia, which just recently 
derailed an attempt to raise the drln’d-ig age, but 
added an alcohol-aware ness program it* existing
driver’s education program. Tbe Florida Restaurant 
and Dining Association believes laws or thin type ore 
sound and supports them.

Our association is promoting a Designated Driver 
program (DU), as in Europe, where one o f  l ie  parly 
refrains from drinking, to ensure a safe drive home. 
W e feel thait educational programs such as this, 
combined with stricter enforcement o f ex itin g  laws, 
would have a real effect on curbing the tragic results 
o f  drunken djrrving.

Alcohol abuse is a serious problem, and there 
needs to be social as well as some legal changes to 
attack It Our association recognizes that and sup­
ports well-conceived efforts. However, we oppose a 
law that unjustly discriminates by age, that will 
have little sarety effect, and wilt turn many young 
citizens into lawbreakers.



The Orlando Sentinel C. DAVID BUSGtK. Editor
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. . .  and get on with seat belts
T reating drunken drivers as crimi­

nals is overdue, but tlkere’s one oth­
er Iifesaver that the country has not 

faced up to. It is the seat belt. Those both­
ersome things would have saved more 
than 16,000 of last year's dead. Instead, 
the.victims slammed into steering wheel:; 
and windshields and onto pavements.

-Car wrecks produce more new quadri­
plegics and paraplegics than all other 
causes together. Two-thirds of the severe­
ly injured could have walked away from a 
crash with minor or no injuries if they had 
worn a seat belt Yet only about 11 per­
cent of U.S. drivers wear them.

This reckless driving is a national catas­
trophe. In ccM cash, it cost the country 
roughly $39 billion in 1980. That Includes 
medical bills and lost work, which we all 
pay for in higher prices, higher taxes and 
higher insurance .premiums. It's dear that 
government, business and individuals 
must do more.

One priority is to equip cars with pas­
sive restraints — seat belts that protect 
paqsengets automatically. Washington 
arid Detroit have ducked their duty on 
this, though they figure an automatic sys­
tem would cost customers less than $100
extra.

•

The federal government had mled that 
all hew cars must have passive restraints, 
slatting with large models in the fall of 
1981. Tbe Reagan administration put off 
that deadline for two years before repeal­
ing; the whole rule. Last year, a federal 
appeals court decided unanimously that 
repeal was illegal. Rather than go ahead

with this overdue llfesaving rule, federal 
•deregulators are appealing to the 
Suprc /ie Court in an EPA-styte fling.

These restraint systems are needed, but 
they aren't enough. If* already too late to 
require them in this Sail’s models, and the 
impact of any phase-in schedule will be 
dulled by today’s slower trade-in rate for 
car*. Better efforts are needed to get peo­
ple to use seat belts now.

Standbys like public service ads to 
buckle up don’t seem to have had much 
effect Put of the jnblein may be tbe 
milqu etoast quality of many such appeals. 
By comparison, the Virginia Department 
of Transportation Safety has given every 
state high school an outstanding film 
about people crippled in car accidents.

The National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration is pushing businesses and 
government agencies to begin carrot-and- 
sticfc policies to change people’s behavior. 
At that agmcy, for example, employees 
who sign pledges to wear seat belts are 
eligible for prize drawings. By compari­
son, Florida is coasting. For example, 
Florida Highway Patrol troopers are re­
quired to wear seat belts, but that policy 
should apply to all state workers on offi­
cial business.

Florida did tbe right thing by joining 
more than 20 other states that require car 
restraints for children. Now, with D.C. 
and Motown idling, our bureaucracy and 
businesses need to shift into leadership on 
seat belts. They should prod Floridians to 
treat themselves as well as they must now 
treat their kids.



Focus on drunks, not age . . .
R aising the drinking age in Florida 

from 19 to 21 no doubt would 
reduce the number of alcohol- 

related deaths on Florida highways. No 
ooe will argue with that But to aim only 
at young drunken drivers is shortsighted 
arid unfair. Florida needs to focus on the 
whole problem — drunken drivers of all 
ages. That could save even more lives. -

Orlando’s Democratic Rep. Fran Carlton 
is leading the campaign to raise Florida’s 
drinking age. She cites a pile of statistics 
showing that in every state that raised its 
drinking age, there has been a decline in 
the number of young adults killed in alco­
hol-related accidents.

It would be easy to jump on Mrs. Carl­
ton’s bandwagon. To oppose her is to risk 
seeming insensitive to the slaughter on 
our highways. But the issue is how to get 
all drunks off Florida highways, not just 
the young ones.

According to figures compiled by the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis­
tration, the 22-24 age group is tha most 
likely to be involved in an alcohol-related 
fatal accident. The drivers in slightly 
more than half — 50.4 percent — of the 
fatal accidents In this age group had been 
drinking. Tbe figures for younger drivers 
are almoft as bad: 47.5 percent among 19- 
year-olda; 47.2 percent for 20-year-olds; 
and 4D 6 percent for 21-year-olds.

Florida’s own accident records show 
much the same thing. In 1981, the number 
of alcohol-related accidents was virtually 
the same for 19- and 20-year-olds as for 
those aged 21 through 24.

If statistics are to be the basis for rais­
ing tbe diinking age, it shculd be set at

25, not 2?. Of course, Florida’s drinking 4 
age is not at tout to be raised to 25.. «

In a compromise three years ago, Flor- . 
Ida raised tine drinking age from 18 to 19 j 
rather than go all tbe way to 21. The argu- j 
roent then ivas that 19 would help get al- i 
cohol out of our high schools and, thus, 1 
help keep It-out of the bands of younger \ 
teen-agers. The 21-year-old proposal is f 
less persuasive. Already there is talk of a 
compromise this year that would provide ' 
for sales of beer and maybe wine to the - 
under-21 group, but not hard liquor. But 
there are k tetter alternatives that would 
help reduce the number of traffic deaths 
in every age category.

Rep. Marillyn Evans-Jones of Melbourne 
wants a state law banning open containers 
of alcoholic beverages in all motor vehi­
cles. And State Rep. Ait Grindte of Alta­
monte Springs wants an automatic six- 
month loss of driving privileges for any­
one refusing to take a breath test that 
measures tile amount of alcohol in the 
blood. Now the penalty is only 90 days, 
and even a drunk usually can figure out 
that is better not to take the test than . 
increase the risk of a drunken-driving 
conviction.

Those are two solid proposals. Yet even 
they will be only as good as the enforce­
ment effort that supports them. There 
should be no much enforcement that the 
word gets out that you will be caught and 
punished for drunken driving. ■

Florida should leave the drinking age 
alone but make stringent enforcement a 
fact of life for all drunken drivers, not just 
the young ones. That is the best way to 
reduce the number of alcohol-related 
deaths on Florida roads.
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ABSTRACT

On July 1, 1974, an amendment went into effect which lowered 
Virginia’s legal drinking age for beer to 18 years; the minimum 
drinking age for wine and hard liquor was kept at 21. This move 
to extend adult drinking privileges to persons of military age 
had already been made in one form or another in about 30 other 
states. The most common practice among these states was to allow 
the purchase of all alcoholic beverages at one particular age. 
Virginia is the only state which discriminates between beer and 
wine/hard liquor in its treatment of minimum ages. While it is 
recognized that the possible effects of lowering the legal drink­
ing age may be far reaching, the sole purpose of the research re­
ported here was to examine the effect of reducing the legal drinking 
age on the highway safety environment in Virginia. This was accom­
plished through a review of the literature and an examination of 
Virginia crash data. It was found that lowering the legal drinking 
age resulted in increased alcohol-related accidents for young per­
sons, and it was concluded that a more protective stand should be 
taken toward persons 18 to 20 years old with regard to the legal 
drinking age in Virginia.



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

It has been previously determined that young persons have 
traditionally had the worst driving recorr' of all age groups 5 
and that drinking even small amounts of alcohol drastically in­
creases their probability of being involved in a motor veh5.cle 
accident. (This is not the case among older drivers, who must 
drink considerably more alcohol to increase their chances of 
accident involvement as much.) Considering that young persons 
are also more likely to combine alcohol with psychoactive drugs 
such as marijuana than are older drivers, it can be safely said 
that substance abuse while driving was a potentially serious 
problem for young persons even before the legal drinking age was 
lowered.

The actual effects of lowering the drinking age were then 
examined. First, it was found that the purchase and consumption 
of alcohol beverages increased for newly enfranchised persons 18 
to 20 years old. This was especially true of draught beer con­
sumed in restaurants and taverns, which indicated that the young 
persons would be more likely to drive after drinking than if they 
were consuming the beverages at home. Increases in consumption of 
alcohol were also noted among persons as young as 13, probably be­
cause their older schoolmates were legally purchasing the beverages 
for them.

The ultimate impact of the new drinking age law on highway 
safety must be measured in terms of accidents. Significant in­
creases in alcohol-related accident experiences associated with the 
change in the drinking age have been noted, not only for persons 18 
to 20 years old but also for persons 16 to 17 years old. These in­
creases have not been noted for non-alcohol-related accidents nor 
for accidents involving older, and thereby unaffected, drivers. Also 
increases have not been noted in states that did not change their 
drinking age laws. An analysis of Virginia crash data yielded simi­
lar results- there were significant increases in alcohol-related 
crashes for persons 16 to 19 years old subsequent to the lowering of 
the legal drinking age. No significant increases were noted for non- 
alcohol-related teenage crashes. At the same time, both alcohol- 
related and non-alcohol-related crashes significantly decreased for 
older drivers, probably as a result of the 1974 energy crisis.

It can ba. concluded from the examination of both the available 
literature and Virginia accident statistics that lowering the legal 
drinking age has had an adverse effect upon the accident experience 
of young persons. From a purely safety standpoint, then, a more 
protective public policy toward 18 to 20 year olds should be adopted.



RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Department of Transportation Safety 
actively support legislation to raise the legal drinking age which 
includes the following provisions.

1. That the legal drinking age be raised incrementally 
for the next three years, so that the drinking age 
for beer would become 19 years in 1981, 20 years in 
1982, and 21 years in 1983. In this way, no group 
would be disenfranchised, i.e., be permitted to 
purchase and consume beer during one year and not 
permitted to do so the next, and the most bene­
ficial step of returning the legal drinking age to 21 years would be assured without requiring subse­
quent legislative action.

2. That an evaluation of the effects of raising the 
legal drinking age be required to determine whether 
this change in age improves the highway safety environ­
ment for young persons 18 to 20 in Virginia.

Alternately, should these provisions not be incorporated into pro­
posed legislation, it is recommended that the Department support 
legislation raising the legal drinking age to 19, and then seek 
additional legislation in subsequent General Assembly sessions to 
raise the legal drinking age to 21 years.

vii



FINAL REPORT

by

Cheryl Lynn 
Research Scientist

THE EFFECTS OF LOWERING THE LEGAL DRINKING
AGE IN VIRGINIA

BACKGROUND

On April 7, 1974, the Virginia General Assembly passed a law 
lowering the legal drinking age in the state. This legislation, 
which allowed persons 18 years and older to legally buy beer, went 
into effect July 1, 1974. Such an action came as the result of a 
nationwide trend to extend adult privileges such as voting to per­
sons between the ages of 18 and 21. Prior to 1970, only New York 
and Louisiana had drinking ages lower than 21. Between 1970 and 
1973, half of the states amended their drinking laws to allow 
younger persons to buy and consume various irypes of alcoholic bev­
erages. While several states have since raised their drinking 
ages, reversals have still been relatively rare. As noted in 
Table 1, at this writing 13 states allow the purchase of all alco­
holic beverages at 18 years, 9 states allow this privilege at 19 
years, 4 allow it at 20 years, and 21 allow it at 21 years. Four 
states differentiate between types of alcoholic beverages in setting 
drinking ages. Maryland, North Carolina, and South Carolina allow 
persons 18 years old to drink both beer and wine, while drinking 
hard liquor is reserved until 21. Virginia is the only state to 
allow beer drinking at 18 but to require a person to be 21 before 
being allowed to drink both wine and hard liquor.

The trend toward lowering legal drinking ages was probably an 
indirect result of the participation of then minors in the Viet Nam 
conflict in that it was felt that persons who were old enough to 
serve in the armed forces were old enough to drink. This same 
trend was responsible for the enfranchisement of 18 year olds as 
part of recognizing their already adult role in military action over­
seas. In that this trend reflects both that persons at 18 are ca­
pable of responsibleness in drinking, which may not be the case, 
and increased availability of alcohol to the young driver, it can 
theoretically be expected to produce changes in various types of 
alc-hol-related behaviors within this group.(1 s2 ,3,4)



CURRENT MINIMUM DRINKING AGES

TABLE I

State

Alabama
Alaska
A rizona
Arkansas .
C a lifo rn ia
Colorado
C onnecticu t
Delaware
D. C.
F lo r id a
Georgia 3
Hawaii
Idaho _
I l l i n o i s  3
Ind iana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
L o u isia n a
Maine
Maryland
M a ssa ch u se tts ^

• M ichigan 3 
M innesota 
M i s s i s s ip p i  
M is so u r i 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada g 
New Hampshire 
New Je ' aey
New Mexico 
New York 
North C a ro lin a  
North Dakota

• Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon
P ennsy lvan ia  
Rhode Is la n d  
South C a ro lin a  
South Daknta 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Washington 
W*er V ir g in ia  • 
W isco n sin  
Wyoming 
V irg in ia

1 
2
3
4
5
6

.ii)

■r:
•r. •»

.’O*.^>r.«

IK

Beer

19
19
19 21 
21 21 
18
20 
18  
18
19 ( 1 8 ,  7 / 1 / 8 1 )  
18
19  
21 
21 
1.8 
21 
21 
1820 
18 
20 
2 1  
18 
21 
21 
19 
19 
2 1  
2 0 
21 
21 
1.8 
1 8 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
18 
18 
21 
19 
18 
11 
18 
21 
18 
18
18

Wine Liq i

19 19
19 19
19 19
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
18 18
20 20
18 18
18 8 1
19 ( 1 8 ,  7 / 1 / 8 1 ) 19
18 18
19 19
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
18 18
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
18 18
20 20
18 2 1
20 * 20
2 1 2 1
18 18
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
19 19
19 19
2 1 2 1
20 20
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
18 18
18 2 1
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
2 1 2 1
18 18
18 2 1
2 1 2 1
19 19
18 18
2 1 2 1
18 18
2 1 2 1
18 18
18 18
19 19
2 1 2 1

3 .2  Beer

Lowered from 2 1  in  IS '7 8 .
Lowered to  19  as o f  9 '/ l/8 0 j w i l l  b * lowered to 18  on 7 /7 ./ 8 1 .  
R a ised  to 2 1  from 19  on January 1 ,  1980 .
R a ised  to 20 from 18  in  19 7 9 .
R a ised  to  2 1  from 18  in  19 7 8 .
R a ised  to 20 from 18  in  19 7 9 .

18

18

18



PURPOSE AND SCOPE

It is clear that there is more potential for change as a 
result of changing the drinking age than just in the area of high­
way safety; other aspects of the behavior of young persons could 
be affected, such as educational and school-related activities, 
parental and peer relations, vocational interests, and sexual or 
criminal activities, all of which should be examined to determine 
the impact of lowering the drinking age. It is the sole purpose 
of this report, however, to discuss only the highway safety implica­
tions of this change in drinking laws both in Virginia and in other 
states, This will be done rhrough a review of the literature con­
cerning drinking among young persons and through an analysis of 
crash data for Virginia teenagers.

RESULTS 

Literature Review

Based upon this analysis, a number of issues relating to the 
impact of lowering the drinking age were addressed, including
(1 ) the susceptibility of young persons to the effects of alcohol 
and drug usage, (2 ) the impact of lowering the legal drinking age 
on the purchase and consumption of alcoholic beverages, (3) the 
effect of lowering the drinking age on accidents among persons 18 
to 20 years old as well as its impact on persons 16 to 17, and 
(4) changes in the highway safety environment in Virginia con­
current with lowering the legal drinking age for beer to 18 years.

In previous studies it has been well documeinted that persons 
aged 16 to 20 years are more susceptible to having traffic accidents 
than are persons in any other age group.(5) Indeed, they tended to 
have the worst driving records of all age groups; even before alcohol 
was made more readily available to them. Persons 18 and 19 years 
old traditionally incur the most traffic violations and have the 
highest accident rates. At one time it was believed that t b :s 
abnormally high accident rate res ilted from a lack of driving ex­
perience. However, this peak in accidents at 18 or 19 occurred 
not only among new drivers but als.t among those who had begun 
driving at 15 vv 16,-and who thus had several years’ experience.(6 >7 ) 
This would indicate that there is something associated with being 
18 or 19 that is also associated with or causes an increase in 
accidents. It has been hypothesized that these extremely high acci­
dent rates may result from stress caused by significant life changes 
and pressure to make and be responsible for various types of deci­
sions, such as high school graduation, concern over vocational 
choices, pressure to be accepted at a good college, entry into the



This ri.gh rate of involvement in drinking and driving 
crashes hat been clearly demonstrated through rigorous study.
41T^hol-impaired drivers at 18 or 19 are about twenty times more

imps.

working world, concern over personal problems, possible marital f-
choices, sexual anxiety, and concern over military service.(8 )
In any case, the increased susceptibility to stress and distrac- I
tion at this age also makes this group a possible target for 
alcohol problems, especially when the choice^of whether or not Hi
to drink is added to their other decisions.(5) For all these 
reasons, young persons would be expected to have an unusually 
high rate of involvement in alcohol-related traffic crashes. »

/ to die in a motor vehicle crash than the average non- 
red driver, and about twice as likely to die in a crash as j*

th£ impaired adult driver.(6 ) Even more serious is the fact that 
young people having had only one or two drinks (and thus not con­
sidered to be impaired) are still significantly more likely to &
have accidents. Low concentrations of alcohol in the blood are 
significantly associated with crash involvement for young people, **
but not for older drivers.(9) Two explanations for this are 
hypothesized: some researchers attribute this sensitivity to a f|
lack of experience in coping with the effects of alcohol, while &
others feel that young person*? may simply be more sensitive to 
the toxic effects of alcohol.(1 0 ill) In any case, it appears to r
take less alcohol to significantly increase the probability of 
accident involvement for young drivers than for older ones.(5)

, 1

§

Compounding this problem is the marked preference toward 
drug usage among young persons. It has been shown that combining 
psychoactive drugs with alcohol always results in impairment and 
that the effects can often be additive or synergistic.(12) Young 
drivers mix psychoactive drugs and alcohol more often than do £
their olde? counterparts, and this leads them into increased im­
paired driving and drug related collisions. ( 3 si1* >15 516) In one m
study of college age students (18-20), over half had used marijuana, jv
and of these, 60% had combined alcohol and marijuana at least occa­
sionally. About 39% combined the two half of the time and 14% used -
alcohol and marijuana together at least once a week. Of the im­
paired driving done by these students, 25% was done under the in­
fluence of both alcohol and marijuana.(17) Since these figures 
are now several years old and since they represent self-reported 
admissions of illegal behavior, it is likely that they underestimate L
the marijuana/alcohol problem. Additionally, there is little in­
formation concerning the actual use of alcohol and other psycho­
active drigs such as amphetamines, barbiturates, and cocaine that 
may have, become more available in the last few years.

I

&



From the preceding discussion, it is clear that the problem 
of impaired driving by young persons was al: ’eady an increasingly 
serious one even when the purchase of any type of alcoholic bev­
erage was illegal until age 21. Increasing the availability of 
alcohol for teenagers can accelerc '.e the rising trends in drinking 
and driving, if it results in increased consumption of alcoholic 
beverages. In areas where drinking ages have been lowered, com­
mensurate increases in alcohol purchases have been noted,(l?518) 
often bringing consumption by young people to the same level as 
that of the adult population.(19) While off-premise sales have 
increased somewhat, on-premise purchases by young persons in res­
taurants and taverns have been most affected. ( 2 0 ,2 l )  This increase 
is most marked with regard to the purchase of draught beer.(21)
These increases in beer purchases are especially significant in 
that (1) beer is the most popular alcoholic beverage among persons 
18-20, accounting for 70% of all alcohol consumed by this group;
(2) beer drinking plays "a large role in youthful crash fatal­
ities"; (22) and (3) all of the currently amended drinking laws, in­
cluding Virginia’s, have made it legal to drink beer at a lowered 
age.

Increases in the consumption of alcoholic beverages, however, 
are not limited to 18 to 20 year olds. There have also been dramatic 
increases in consumption by persons as young as 13 found in a study- 
of students in the 7th, 9th, 11th, and 13th grades.. In another 
study, increases in alcohol consumption concurrent with changing 
drinking laws 'were found to be greater for persons 16 to 17 years 
old than for persons 18 to 20 years old.^18  ̂ This effect is commonly 
referred to as "spillover", and it applies not only to the consump-- 
tion of alcohol but also to increased involvement in motor vehicle -• 
accidents for 16 o 17 year olds. The spillover in drinking is ~ 
thought to be caused by newly enfranchised 18 year olds, usually 
high school seniors, purchasing alcoholic beverages for their -’r ” 
younger cohorts, or by underage individuals passing for 18, when 
previously it would have been impossible for them to pass for 21.
In any case, it must be recognized that the potential impact of 
reduced drinking ages is not limited to those who are permitted to 
drink but also to this much younger group.

The ultimate measure of the highway safety impact of changing 
the legal drinking age on driving is accident involvement, particu­
larly alcohol-related accident involvement of young persons. There 
have been significant increases for both the 18-to-20-year old group 
anc; the 16-to-17-year-old group.(23) Many of the earliest studies 
of this phenomenon were conducted in Michigan, where the legal drink­
ing age was lowered to 18 in 1972. Subsequent to this change, blood- 
alcohol concentrations (the standard measure of alcohol in the blood­
stream) increased significantly among teenage drivers as measured in

5



random roadside surveys. Concurrent with this increase in 
youthful drinking and driving, alcohol-related crashes among 
persons 18 to 20 rose 119%, while for older drivers they rose 4
only 14%. '^ ) Also, young drivers experienced an 88% increase 
in alcohol-related fatal crashes compared to an 8% to 9% in­
crease for older drivers. (24-) Later studies in Michigan noted 
that significant increases in alcohol-related crash involvement 
were found for 17 year olds. It also was noted that increases 
in alcohol-related crash rates for 18 to 20 year olds were more 
pronounced than the increase normally experienced by 21 year olds 
when they were allowed alcohol and the^ effects did not wear off 
as they had with persons who were- 21.(25,26) From these data, 
itr would appear that drinking and driving behavior among persons 
18 to 20 approximates and sometimes surpasses that for older drivers 
and does not decline over time.d) Similar findings have been noted 
in other states, such as Illinois, (2 7 ) W i s c o n s i n , (28) Massachu­
setts, where vehicle "operation after drinking" fatalities increased 
75% after passage of the drinkir.? age amendment and where this legis 
lative change accounted fox' 5 \tional fatalities per month for
18-to-20-year-old drivers.(I4 j; Only one study found less sig­
nificant increases in crash rates ifter enfranchisement. In an 
area where the drinking privila^is for young persons were extended 
from only beer to all alcoholic beverages, alcohol-related fatal­
ities increased in proportion to all crash experiences for persons 
18 to 2 0 , while no increases were- found for older drivers.(31) It 
was hypothesized that this effect was subtle because the major 
impact of lowering the drinking age had already been experienced.

Increases in crash rates for young persons attributable to 
changes in the legal drinking age have also been noted in other 
countries, in particular in Ontario, C a n a d a , (23,32) where there was 
as much as a fourfold increase in the alcohol-related cra§h.involve­
ment of 18 year olds after the enactment of legislation.(x3J These 
results are presented in Table 2. The largest increases in alcohol- 
related crashes occurred for persons 18 and 19 years old, followed 
by those- for persons who were 16 or 17. No such dramatic increase 
was noted for the control group, which wae made up of 24 year olds. 
There appeared to be considerable "spillover" of the effect of re­
ducing the drinking age from persons 18 to 20 to those who were 
younger. Fatal crashes increased significantly for persons 16 to 
.17v  and arrests for driving under the influence increased more for 
persons under 18 years than for persons 18 to 20. Finally, it was

(4-)

*It is interesting to note that in 1978 the Michigan legislature 
raised the legal drinking age to 21 years, based in part on studies 

; confirming the effect on teenage drinking, driving, and collision 
involvement. Political attacks have thus far failed to result in 
a re-lowering of the Michigan •'rinking age.(30^



TABLE 2

PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN CRASH INVOLVEMENT AFTER REDUCING 
THE LEGAL DRINKING AGE —  ONTARIO, CANADA

Increase in Alcohol 
Crash Involvement

Increase in Proportion 
of Alcohol-Related 
Crashes

16-17

30i+

Age Groups 

18 19 20

i+69 445 187

1 7 2

54

20

1 1

*■ 1 i ia r..

Source: Reference 1.

noted that this trend involving underage drinking tends to become 
more severe for the first several years after passage of legisla- 
tion as the effects "filter down" to this younger age g r o u p .

These studies indicate that lowering the legal drinking age 
has resulted in serious accident problems for young persons. How­
ever, it has been argued that these deleterious effects are actually 
a manifestation of some previously existing trend or are caused by • 
some aspect of the highway safety environment other than the lowered 
drinking age. This question has been extensively studied by com­
paring crash trends in states where drinking ages were reduced to - 
trends for similar states where they were not. Theoretically, since 
these states are more or less equivalent in aspects other than drink­
ing age, any differences in crash rates and trends could be attri­
butable to the lowared drinking age. Several studies have documented 
such differences. Douglass et al., in a number of studies of various 
aspects of the drinking age problem, found consistent increases ir. 
alcohol-related crash involvement for newly legalized 18 to 20 year 
olds in states where drinking laws were changed, but not for older 
drivers and not for young drivers in states where the drinking ages 
were not changed.(21,33,34,35,36) (The only exception to this in 
the Douglass studies was the state of Vermont, where no significant 
increase in crashes was noted. It was speculated that since Vermont 
was a border state to three states that previously had lowered 
their legal drinking ages, including New York, where drinking had 
always been legal at 18, it experienced a change in.drinking habits 
prior to the time its drinking age law was amended.t33)) Through 
interpolation, Douglass projected that the changes in drinking age
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were responsible for 4,600 more crashes and 89 mere fatal crashes 
resulting in one or more deaths between 1972 and 1 9 7 5 .(2 1 ) in
Illinois, where the drinking age was lowered to 19, persons 19 to 20 years old were involved in 62% more crashes than persons in 
states where drinking ages had not been reduced. Researchers 
hypothesized that the change in the drinking law contributed t o  

an increase of 41 alcohol-related crashes and 44 fatalities in 
1975.(27) Williams discovered similar trends in Ontario, Wisconsin, 
and Michigan in comparing their crash rates to those for states 
where drinking ages remained unchanged.(28) Also, Williams noted 
that crash rates increased for 15 to 17 year olds in reduced- 
drinking-age states but not in others, again confirming the exist­
ence and validity of the spillover effect.

m

A number of conclusions can be drawn from these studies. First, 
they have demonstrated that reducing the minimum legal drinking age 
has had an adverse effect on the crash involvement and accident- 
related death rate for young persons through increased consumption 
of alcohol (primarily beer) and increases in :he incidence of drink­
ing and driving. Second, this adverse effect on crash involvement 
extends to children as young as 15 years old, while the increased 
consumption, of alcoh-)l extends to children as young as 13. Third, 
through application of these study findings to Virginia, it would 
be expected that increases in both alcohol consumption and crash 
involvt.nent would have occurred in Virginia as a result of lowering 
the legal drinking age for beer to 18.

Analysis of Virginia Data

I

To test the above stated hypothesis, Virginia crash data for 
the period from 1969 to 1979 were examined. These data were derived 
from the Virginia State Police crash tape and were broken down by 
whether the crash was alcohol-i ■'lated and by the age of the driver. $
With regard to age, the classifications used were not ideal; age *
groups were (1) less than 16 years, (2) 16 to 19 years, and (3) 25 
years and older (the 20-to-24~year-old group was omitted because t
it contained persons 21 and older who were able to drink both before £

. and after the change). While this age breakdown allowed for the 
discrimination between young, newly enfranchised drivers and older 
drivers, it did not allow the discrimination of persons 18 and over 
who could purchase beer and those who were underage (16 to 17). Thus, 
it was not possible to detect any spillover effects from lowering r
the drinking age on this age group. It should also be recognized I
that since the 16-to-19-year-old age group contained both persons’ who 
could legally drink and those who could not, the effect of changing 
the irinking age was underestimated in the analysis. j?

&
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For each group, a time series analysis was conducted. His­
torical trends were generated based upon crash data from 1969 to 
1973. This pre-reduced drinking age trend was then projected into 
the period following the change in the drinking age to provide 
some idea of what crash patterns would have existed had no change 
been made. Significant differences between the projection of his­
torical trends from 1974 through 1979 and the actual crash patterns 
for that period could be a result of lowering the drinking age. It 
would also be expected, if the reduced drinking age had had an ef­
fect on traffic safety, that alcohol-related accidents for#teen­
agers would be found to have increased more than expected while non­
alcohol-related ones would not.

As seen in Table 3, these hypotheses were borne out. Beginning 
in 1974, at which time drinking beei at 18 was legal for half the 
year, the numbers of alcohol-related crashes increased significantly 
more than would have been expected based on previous trends. (The:;e 
increases in crashes for teenagers are especially serious in light 
of the fact that alcohol-related crashes for their adult counter­
parts actually decreased significantly during this period.) Rather 
than tapering off, these increases in alcohol-related crashes con­
tinued through 1979. The percentage of teenage crashe3 that were 
alcohol-related alsc increased more dramatically than would have been 
expected had the drinking age not been reduced, as did the percentage 
of all accidents and all alcohol accidents incurred by this group.
All' of this information indicates t h a t•something which happened in 
1974 significantly and consistently caused teenagers to experience 
increased accident involvement.

A similar analysis was conducted for persons 15 years and under. 
As seen in Table 4, only two significant increases were noted. The 
percentage of all crashes involving persons less than 16 years old, 
was significantly higher than expected in 1975, the first full year 
of the reduced drinking ag e , as was the percentage of crashes for 
this age group that were alcohol-related. Although these findings 
are suggestive, it must be concluded that for the period studied 
there was no consistent or significant effect of reducing the drink­
ing age on drivers under 16.

Similar crash statistics for persons 25 years and older appear 
in Table 5. In 1974 and 1975, the numbers of both alcohol-related 
and non-alcohol-related crashes decreased significantly compared'‘to 
pre-1974 trends. This most likely occurred due to the energy crisis. 
It is interesting to note that while the energy crisis reduced the 
numbers of crashes among older drivers, it did not prevent the dra­
matic increase in alcohol-related crashes among teenagers. It is 
also possible that had there been no energy crisis in 1974-1974, the 
increases in teenage alcohol-related crashes might have been much 
greater. By 1978, the decreasing trend's in the numbers of adult 
crashes had reversed themselves, and there were more alcohol and



non-alcohoNl-related crashes than would have been expected had 
there been no energy crisis. The percentage of all adult crashes 
that were alcohol-related increased slightly but significantly in 
1974 and 1975, indicating that the energy crisis reduced non- 
alcohol-related crashes more than alcohol-related ones. Why these 
drinking and driving crashes proved so resistant to the beneficial 
effect of the energy crisis is unknown.

Comparisons of adult and teenage accident statistics with 
rela :ion to the change in the legal drinking age are quite reveal­
ing. The absolute numbers of alcohol-related accidents for both 
groups appear in Figure 1. Clearly, adult drivers had more drinking 
and driving crashes; however, whereas the number of adult alcohol- 
related accidents decreased about the time the drinking age was 
lowered, the number of such crashes involving young persons began 
increasing at a faster rate. With regard to the percentage of all 
crashes for each age group that were alcohol-related, Figure 2 
shows that while a smaller percentage of accidents involving young 
persons were alcohol-related before the change in the drinking age, 
youths experienced a higher percentage of alcohol-related crashes 
than did adults after the change. Young persons continue to have 
a higher percentage of alcohol-related crashes than do their older 
counterparts.

TABLE 3

CRASH STATISTICS FOR PERSONS 16 TO 20 
1969-1979 (EXCLUDING 1977)

YEARS OLD

Year No.
Alcohol-Related

Crashes

Ho.
Non-Alcohol- 

Relt sed 
Crashes

% Crashes 
Which Are 
Alcohol- 
Related

i of ATI 
Alcohol- 
Related 
Crashes

.Y 5 ?
All

Crashes

1969 1,535 16,492 8.51 10 .88 0.693
1970 1,406 17,226 7.55 10.09 0.607
1971 1,614 20,145 7.43 11.14 0.659
1972 1,732 23,228 6.94 11. 39 0.652
1973 1,904 24,335 7.26 12.53 0.711
1974 2,603* 22,757 10.27* 16.43* 1.061*
1975 7,970* 20,094 10.36* 18.80* 1.376*
1976 , 3,508* 30,350 — 18.25* 1.543*
1977 — — 10,51* —
1978 4,122* 35,715 1 2 .10* 18.04* 1.775*
1979 4,310*• - 7 31,307 14.43* 1.979*

^Significantly higher than expected given previous trends, p < .05



TABLE 4

CRASH STATISTICS FOR PERSONS UNDER 16 —  1969-1979
(EXCLUDING 1977)

Year No. No. % Crashes % of All % of
Alcohol-Related Non-Alcohol- Which Are Alcohol- All

Crashes Related Alcohol- Related Crashes
Crashes Related Crashes

1969 18 339 5.04 '0.128 0 .8
1970 13 284 4.38 0. 093 0 .6
1971 20 348 5.43 0.138 0.8
1972 37 552 6.28 0.243 1.4
1973 26 397 • 6.15 0.171 1 . 0
19? 4 46 656 6.55 0.290 1.9
1975 63 572 9.92* 0. 399 2.9*
1976 50 490 9.26 0.260 2 .2
1977 — . — — — —
1978 52 769 6 . 33 0. 319 2 .6
1979 57 734 7.21 0.396 2 .2

*Significantly higher than expected based on previous trends, 
p < . 05.

TABLE 5

CRASH STATISTICS FOR PERSONS 25 YEARS AND OLDER 
1969-1979 (EXCLUDING 1977)

Year No. No. % Crashes % of All S T o f --------------
Alcohol-Related Non-Alcohol- Which Are Alcohol- All

Crashes Related Alcohol- Related Crashes
Crashes Related Crashes

1969 8,964 66,005 11.96 65.54 4.045
1970 9,103 69,879 11.53 65.34 3.929
1971 9,344 75,725 10.98 65.49 3.816
1972 9,890 82,149 10.74 65.07 3.721
1973 9,781 82 ,254 10.63 64. 36 3.657
19? 4 9,7 3 9*' 73,908* 11.64** 61.47* 3.971
19? 5 8,990* 6 3 , 016 * ■r~ 12.48** 5 6 .  5 1 * ' 4,164
1976 10,980 100,816 9.82 57.11 4.82 9
1977 — — — — —

1978 12,792** 121,418** 9.53 56.36 5.508
1979 12,971** 113,368** 10.27** 55.01 5.956

^Significantly lower than expected based on previous trends, 
p < .05.

**Significantly higher than expected based on previous trends, 
p < .05.
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary, the adverse impact on driving of reducing the ™
drinking age has been well documented in both the United States 
and Canada. The consumption of alcohol, particularly the con­
sumption of draught beer, has risen significantly among the newly 
enfrancised drinkers and among their younger cohorts. Further, 
these beverages are most often being consumed at restaurants and 
taverns, which indicates that young persons are most likely driving 
to and from these drinking spots. These young drivers, because of 
curfews which still apply to them, "do not have the advantage-of 
staying out until the alcohol has been eliminated from their sys­
tems . . . .  [Also] the younger the drinker, the less likely he or 
she is to bft able to recognize personal limits, and the more likely 
they are to be drinking in situations where peer pressure leads to 
excess."(37) since it takes very little alcohol to increase a 
young person's chance of being killed in a motor vehicle accident, 
and since young persons tend to mix psychoactive drugs and alcohol 
more often than do adults, these increases in alcohol consumption 
and driving are indicators of a serious problem.

Serious increases in alcohol-related motor vehicle accident
• involvement as well as increases in teenage fatalities have been 
noted for young persons in states where drinking ages have been re­
duced. No increases have been nc^ed for older drivers, who are un­
affected by tha legislative change, nor in states that have not 
lowered their drinking ages. In Virginia alone, the reduced drink- d 
ing age contributed to an increase of over 600 alcohol-related ^ 
crashes among drivers 16 to 19 years old during the first six months 
that the new legislition was in effect, and during the next two 
years the r* uced drinking age contributed to an increase of about 
2,900 alcohol-related crashes for this group. It is not known how 
many of these crashes were fatal, but it can be safely said that 
each crash resulted in some sort of emotional or financial hardship 
to the teenagers involved or to their parents.

It is clear from this analysis that from the safety standpoint 
alone, a more protective stand toward 18 to 20 year olds, and their 
underage cohorts, should be taken. The most protective stance, of 
course, would be to raise the legal drinking age to 21 as soon as 
possible; this, however, would involve disenfranchising young persons 
who currently have the right to purchase beer in the Commonwealth,
• and may be politically infeasible.

In a discussion of the social implications of youthful drinking, 
Whitehead et al. address the overall problem with several interesting 
legislative suggestions, including the lowering of the presumptive 
limit to a blood-alcohol concentration of 0.04% for youthful drivers



in light of the low tolerance levels of young people and the 
increasing use <?f marijuana with alcohol. With specific refer­
ence to the change in the legal drinking age, it has been sug­
gested that the most acceptable solution is to

raise the drinking age in areas where it has 
already been lowered and to retain the current 
legal age in areas where it remains unchanged.
Raising it to age 19 for the time being would 
be less disruptive and perhaps more effective 
than reverting to age 21 immediately. This 
approach wou' • virtually eliminate legal drink­
ing among se idary school students and hence 
the effect of their drinking behavior on their 
underage schoolmates. Further increases, if 
desired, could be staged in single-year incre­
ments to make the change more palatable to 
members of the target group. Both fairness andt 
the appearance of fairness would be e n h a n c e d . (5)

What is to be expected from such a change in the legal drinking 
age? Intuitively, it would be expected that raising the legal drink­
ing uge in yearly increments would result in stepwise decreases in - 
alcohol-related accidents. In Michigan, which raised its legal drink­
ing age first.to 19 and then to 21 in 1978, significant improvements 
in the crash experiences of young persons were noted after the drink­
ing ages were raised.(38) However, raising the legal drinking age 
cannot be expected to solve all the alcohol-related safety problems- ' 
of this age group. Many factors that affect drinking behavior have 
changed during the six years since the drinking age was lowered, as- 
is evidenced by the increase in alcohol-related accidents for adults 
in 1978 and 1379. While it has been shown that lowering the legal- 
drinking age in 1974 was responsible for increases in the youth 
crash problem at that time, changes in the economy, which may be 
correlated with the drinking behavior of adults; changes in the 
pressures on young persons; and changes in drug use patterns are 
only three of many factors that have since compounded this problem. 
Additionally, it may be impossible to reverse the poor drinking habits 
learned through early access to alcohol which exist among adults who 
are enfranchised at 18, since crash rates for these persons tend to 
increase at 18 and to stay at those higher levels. Ir any case, it 
is expected that raising the legal drinking age will result in a 
dramatic reduction in the involvement of young persons in alcohol- 
related crashes, but it is not expected that the rates of involve­
ment will return to pre-1974 levels for persons 18 to 20.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon this analysis, it is recommended that the Depart- 
ment of Transportation Safety support legislation to raise the 
legal drinking age in Virginia. Still in question, however, is 
what particular type of legislation is preferred. House Bills 
Nos. 188 and 133 (see Appendix), which were introduced during 
the last session of the General Assembly and were carried over 
for consideration this session, would raise the legal drinking 
age to 19, and 21, respectively. While these bills are more than 
adequate from a legal standpoint, both have drawbacks. While 
immediately raising the legal drinking age to 21 represents the 
ultimate safety goal with regard to this problem and would do the 
most to protect young persons, it would involve disenfranchising 
a large number of young voters. However, raising the legal drink­
ing age to 19 this year would still require legislative action 
in subsequent General Assembly sessions to bring it up to 21 years. 
In addition, neither bill stipulates that the effect of raising 
the legal drinking age be evaluated, an important step in justifying 
this action. Ideally, the Department of Transportation Safety 
should most strongly support the amendment of proposed legislation 
to include the following provisions:

1. That the legal drinking age be raised 
incren >nta.lly in July of each of the 
next three years, so that the drinking
age would become 19 years in 1981, 20 _
years in 1982, and 21 years in 1983. ^
In this way, no group would be dis­
enfranchised and the ultimate goal of 
returning the legal drinking age to 21 
would be assured.

2. That an evaluation of the effects of 
raising the legal drinking age be re-

......  quired to ensure that this move
accomplishes the purpose of improving 

. . the highway safety environment for young
persons.

. OvN t?  • "  •’*. ./  , : , .V i- i* . *•' \
If at all possible, this type of legislation should be mo'rt actively 
pursued. However, should these suggestions not be incorporated into 
current legislation, it is recommended that the Department support 
legislation raising the legal drinking age to 19 years in 1981, and 
then encourage additional legislative action in subsequent General 
Assembly sessions to raise the legal drinking age to 21 years.
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EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

April 5, 1983

This section contains:

1. a report titled, "Is High School Education Necessary..."

2. a report titled, "We Have The Answer to Your Curriculum Needs."

3. a response to the question concerning the effects of High School 

driver's education.

4. a newspaper article on the effects of driver's education

5c conclusions concerning Driver's education from Conneticut DMV.



these o lder facilities. Not a w eek  goes by but 
there are new  victim s o f the unforgiving road.

T he tw o b u s . disasters in Texas and N ew  
M ex ico , caused by  narrow  dilapidated bridges 
cou ld  b e  repeated in almost any com m unity in 
the country. These dangerous facilities must be  
put into condition  to handle today's traffic 
dem ands.

The car too plays an important role in the 
total traffic safety picture, df your youngster is 
planning to take the fam ily car out for  an even­
ing, you should work up a check list, just like ar. 
airplane pilot, tp-make sure it is in top condition. 
Pay particular attention .to the tread depth and 
tire pressure; clean  th<?rditf.film  from  the head­
lights; rep lace  w orn 'w in d sh ie ld  w iper blades; 
check  fo r  fan belt slippage. Sure it takes time, 
but isn ’t your youngsters' safety worth it?

You are failing your responsibility as parents 
if you don't give m ore personal attention to your 
youngsters' driving skills, the veh icles they 
drive, and the roads they w ill travel. Not only 
are you failing your responsibility, you are 
courting disaster and heartbreak .db

(U N D E R ].IN E S  A D D E D  F O R  E M PH A SIS .)

distributed as a public service 
.by your local A utom obile  Club

AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION 
8111 Gatehouse Road 

Falls Church, Virginia 22042
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IS HIGH SCHOOL 
DRIVER EDUCATION 

NECESSARY,
OR IS "PASSING A ROAD 

TEST" ENOUGH?
“Why driver education? Do we need it? Should it 

be taught in schools? Does it really work? Do the 
teachers do more than merely ride around in cars all day?” 

Parents, administrators, students and community leaders 
are asking these 8nd other probing questions in t mood of 
accountability and dollars and cents effectiveness. Many of 
these same people are wondering-could commercial driving 
instructors adequately train students? Should driver ed be 
dropped to keep school taxes down?

. Driver education does work, primarily because the 
responsible, qualified school professionals who teach it 
demand much more of their students than the ability to 
“ pass a road test.” These dedicated teachers recognize their 
student’s urgent “need" to get a license, and harness that 
interest to achieve a learning experience unique in the high 
school setting. Students acquire not only knowledge of 
rule* of the road and basic driving skills, but leant also to 
survive in modern traffic through the use of sophisticated 
perceptual and decision/making methods, emergency driv­
ing techniques, and a heightened awareness of their own 
limitations, as well as those of other highway users.

High school driver education goes well beyond the 
simplistic "pass the road test” approach used in other 
courses. Far from being a frill, it is the single most impor­
tant course a high school student can take, and the one 
most immediately useful.

The following reprinted article, written by Highway User 
Regional Editor John T. Newman, is a moving statement 
advocating intensified driver education courses, and in- 

i creased parental involvement in those courses. We hope
• you’ll not only agree, but do something about it.



Sample Computations Showing Rates for Male and Female Drivers age 16, 17, and 18; Principal 
or Occasional Operators; With and Without Driver Training, (Applicable fox Industrial Indemny 
Company, Kemper and Great jnerican Insurance Companies, Nationwide Insurance'Company, State 
Farm and Insurance Company or North America give a 10% discount for driver education for 
high school students.

Al - Underage Female
Principal or Occasional 
Without Driver Training

hi r Underage Male
Occasional Operator 
Without Drivei Training

Cl - 'Underage Male
Principal Operator 
Without Driver Training

A2

Age 16 - 17 (1.75) Age 1 6 - 1 7 (2,70) Age 16 - 17 (3.50)
Bodily Injury 25/50 147 BI 25/50 227 BI 25/50 294
Property Damage 10 154 PD 10 238 PD 10 308
Uninsured Motorist 11 UM 11 UM 11

301 476 613

Age 18 (1 .‘60) Age 18 (2.50) Age 18 (3.30)
BI 25/50 134 BI 25/50 210 BI 25/50 277
PD 10 141 PD ‘ 10 220 PD .10 290
UM 11 UM 11 UM 11

286
• 441 578

With Driver Training B2 - With Driver Training C2 - Principal Operator With
Driver Training

Age 16 - 17 (1,60) Age 16 - 17 (2 > 25) Age 16 -17 (3,10)
BI 25/50 134 BJ 25/50 189 BI 25/50 260
PD 10 141 PD 10 198 PD 1 10 273
UM 11 UM ii UM 11

286
- 4

398 544

Age 18 (1.50)
f.
:»« Age 18 (2 ,10) Age 18 (2.90)

BI 25/50 • 126 <• BI 25/50 176 BI 25/50 244
PD 10 132 1 PD 10 185 PD 10 255
UM 11 L *• UM 11 UM 11

269 * 1 372 510



— 743IB2Q West Fifth Avenue • Anchorage, Alaska 99510 • Phme (907) 275-3236, 276-2223 
Enter 455 H Street - Mail to P.O. Box 2315, Anchorage, Alaska 99510

February 25, 1981
\

Mr. Ronald W. Kosh 
Director, Field Operations 
AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION 
8111 Gatehouse Road
Falls Church, Virginia 220^7 Re: Driver Education

41

Dear Mr. Kosh,

Thank you. for your recent letter. 1 will now ask a favor of you.

We have attempted convince the Anchorage school administration they should 
provide behind the wheel driver education in our city. So far, we have failed. 
We work with Mr. Tom Bibeau, Safety Office for the District. Tom sent us the 
enclosed this past week. He and the District Planning and Development Division 
have picked-up on this old Yale University research.

Do your driver education people have some answers to refute those conclusions?

Maybe we should prove shop courses are dangerous by citing the number of young 
people who are injured by table saws, etc.

If you would kindly refer this to your driver education people, we will be 
most grateful for anything they might provide.

Cordially,

Robert M. Scott 
cc: Ray Coxe 

Vern Smith 
Dave Anderson 
Jay M. Smith ■. .

P.S. For your driver education people: We have Highway Users 'Diiver Education 
Support Handbook'; ADTSEA publications and have ordered the AAA books from 
Rand-McNalTy. Enclosed is notice of HUFA campaign at Alaska State level 
to promote statewide funding for driver education. At present, Anchorage 
is the only major community in Alaska not providing behind the wheel train­
ing. And, we probably need it the most.

Added cc: Bill Cushman

BOARD OF D IRECTORS:
Jam es E. Johnson , Chairman; Robert M Scott, President; Ff-ciik A. Seymour, Secretary/Treasurer; Ervin L. Srody, Executive Committee 
Members: Connel L. Murray; 'fBTfiWramiBBVnilBWI John V. Munroe; C .R . 'Steve* Hafling; Robert E. Baer; f l p e  D. Blackard; I G fB f l ir o H lM lK n fB fM M m



decision-making skills, and are willing 5. Where do they get the cars?
The majority are provided by local 

new car dealers at little or no cost to 
schools, students or taxpayers. Dfir*

Ten Frequently- 
Asked Questions 
About High School 
Driver Education

By Gerald Bastarachue, 
Highway Users Federation

♦Editor’s Note: This article was 
released by the Highway Users’ 
Federation in the spring o f 1979 when 
Driver’s Education was under severe 
attack nationwide.

About four million American teen­
agers will reach driver licensing age 
this year, and most will begin to 
experience the pleasures and re­
sponsibilities o f driving a car. If a 
teenager is going to drive, concerned 
parents begin aslfing questions about 
what sort of preparation their,children 
ought to get. ’ »!>,: " T"**

The Highway Users Federation, 
with the help o f the American Driver 
and Traffic Safety Education Associ­
ation, has supplied answers to the 
following frequently asked. questions 
about driver education.
1. Is driver education taught in every 

high school?
No. But it is taught in about

17,000 high schools around the 
country, four out o f every five.
2. Is high school the best place to 

teach young drivers?
They can pay for private lessons 

offered by commercial d r i v i n g  
schools, or, for better or worse, be 
taught by parents or friends. But in 
most cases, modern, well-equipped 
high schools offer the best combina­
tion o f competent staff, administrative 
capacity, materials and facilities for 
quality courses. The public agrees, 
A recent survey found that three of 
four people think that high school is 
the best place to teach young people 
how to drive safely.
3. Couldn’ t I teach my children to 

drive as well as a professional 
instructor could?

Sure, if you are well-schooled in 
how to teach beginning drivers safe 
and fuel-efficient driving techniques, 
traffic laws, signs, signals and mark­
ings, motorists responsibilities, ve­
hicle handling characteristics, vehicle 
maintenance, hazard perception and

to put in the necessary time and 
effort. Remember, learning how to 
drive safely involves more than 
mastering the mechanics o f  operating 
a car. You may also have a bad 
driving habit or two that your child 
could pick up.

4. How much does high school 
drivers education cost the public?' 

An average o f 590 per student, 
which covers instructors’ salaries, 
textbooks, films, cars, and other 
teaching equipment.

mg the 1977-78 school year, out o f 
44,780 motor vehicles used in high 
school drivers education, more than
37,000 were dealer-loaned.
6. Couldn't we save a lot of gasoline 

by abolishing these courses, or 
at least the practice d r i v i n g  
involved?
On the contrary, abolishing driver 

education would actually INCREASE

Continued on page 9

We Have the Answer to 
Your Curriculum Needs!

/Ftna's natural interest in (raffle safety has led to (he 
development of a full line c i effective, sensibly- 
priced software. /‘Etna car, meet all your program 
curriculum needs.
K-2 PEDESTRIAN SAFETY PROGRAM: 9 
modularized fiimitnps, tape cassettes and instruc­
tor's manual.
P E D E S T R IA N /B IC Y C LE  S A F E TY  PRC - 
GRAM (Grades 3-5): 7 modularized filmstrips, 
tape cassettes and instructor's manual.
IPDE STUDENT RESPONSE SERIES: 20 units 
of classroom instruction in filmstrip/cassette format, 
plus instructor's manual.

MULTIMEDIA SERIES: 18 coordinated pro­
grams: films, fllmstripsandprogrammedaudiotapes, 
plus instructor's manual.
SIMULATION FILMS: 20 coordinated classroom, 
laboratory IPDE bawd films. Series includes 4 new 
film titles produced in 1978.
SCHOOL BUS DRIVER PROGRAM: 'Diree 
I t  mm films concentrating on bus dnving techniques 
ard pupil management.
A D U L T  DRIVER IM PR O V EM E N T PRO ­
GRAMS: Complete set ol eight films concentrating 
on defensive skills and improving driver behavior.

Program  selection and  implementation assistance is available. For lunhei Information 
contact Robert L  McDaniel. Duvet Education Services. /Etna Technical Services. Inc. 

2111 VV. Plum St.. Aurora. Illinois 60506. Tel 1312) K59 6556
Alto contact ut d you n**d mtofmaiion on 

<€tru’t OtrvcHfarwr and Drwocator Syvsemt 
Aiomi v*rxur#

2DORON
■cam assaJ

IIKl
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FUEL MANAGEMENT INSIGHTS 
Taken from Driver Education Newsletter -  

Chicago Public Schools

Like all programs, the Chicago Public 
Schools are very conscious of the amount of 
fuel consumption for Driver Education, 
Below are some figures which indicate the 
progress being made. A similar study for 
your local program might be revealing. 
(The Editors are interested in compiling the 
results, so if you have data, please send it 
to us.) *

Chicago Public High School Driver Education Fuel Management Statistics 
Two consecutive-months: _ • • # May 1979 ^une 1979
Total miles driver. . - • • ' ' ‘*'61,114miles 91,772 miles
Total gallons u s e d  . ' . . .  5,963 gallons 7,913 gallons
Average miles per gallon 10.2 ir.pg 11.5 mpg
Average cost per gallon t r e n d  7.1c increase from May through June
Same month, different yecrs: June 1978 June 1979
Total miles driven ........... 116,969 miles 91,772miles

U P  Total gallons u s e d .................  13,796 gallons 7,913 gallons
Average miles per gallon . . .  8.5 mpg 11.5 mpg
Average cost per gallon trend   17.9c higher this June than in 1978
Two consecutive years: 1977*78 1978*79 Difference
Total miles driven ...................  1,096,863 mi. 952,973 mi. -143,890 mi.
Total gallons u s e d ...................  129,089 gals. 99,029 gals. -30,060 gals.
Average miles per gallon . . . .  8.4 rnpg 9.6 mpg + 1 .2  m pg.
Average cost per gallon trend ...........................  7.9c increase over last year

GAS WATCHER’ S MATCHING QUIZ [Chicago Driver Education]
Write the letters of the CASUAL FACTORS before the appropriate EFFECT,

(Answers at bottom of page)
Causal Factor EFFECT

a. Increased emphasis in fuel  , .1 .  Decrease in the number o f
management techniques gallons used.

b. Increased emphasis in fuel  2. Increase in the average
efficient driving perform* number o f miles per gal.
ance  3. Decrease in the number of

c. Increase in simulation miles driven,
mode  4. Increase in the average cost

• d. Reduction in range mode per gallon.
e. Increase in traffic mode
f. Declining enrollment
g. Winter o f ’79
h. Decrease in available num- < 
her o f driver education vehicles
i. Domestic fuel production 
j. OPEC 
k. Iran

,3I *f ‘1 (h) ‘8 *j *o ( c ) ‘P ‘q (Z) iq '8 .) ‘o ‘q (I)
• :z ]n  j )  ftu f ip ju p u  s b q  oj s J 3M su y

TEN FREQUENTLY ASKED 
QUESTIONS ABOUT HIGH 
SCHOOL DRIVER EDUCATION

Continued from page 8

our use o f gasoline. Fuel-saving 
techniques which last a lifetime are 
taught in driver education. One 
study found that if ALL drivers 
practiced the fuel-saving measures 
taught in high school driver educa­
tion, the country could achieve a ten 
percent reduction in gasoline use. 

.Moreover, a parent teaching a young­
ster how to drive in the family car 
uses more gasoline than the instructor 
in the driver education car. All the 
high school driver education classes in 
the country consume less than two- 
hundredths o f one percent o f  all 
highway fuel used in the country, a 
very small investment for saving lives 
AND fuel.
7. Doesn’ t high school driver educa­

tion encourage youngsters who 
might not otherwise drive to get a 
car?

No more than teaching home- 
economics encourages house-buvine. 
Driver education is a "survival”  
course. Eight out o f ten American 
adults are licensed drivers, and the 
percentage is growing. Most young 
people want to drive, and many 
NEED to for occupational or other 
Teasons. Driver education teaches 
them how to do properly what they 
nre likely to do anyway.
8. Does bigb school driver education 
pay off?

The evidence says yes. Youths who 
have completed driver education 
course;': are cited for fewer moving 
violations and are involved in fewer 
accidents than those without instruc­
tion. That's why many insurance 
companies offer reduced premiums to 
driver education graduates. In many 
states, 16 or 17 year-olds cannot get a 
regular driver's license unless they 
complete a driver education course.
9. How are those classes organized?

In most schools, classes begin in
the tenth grade. They are a combi­
nation o f classroom and laboratory 
instruction. In the classroom, text­
books and other materials are used to 
supplement lectures, study, and 
discussions as with any academic 
subject. The laboratory part is 
"practice driving," in which the 
student gains actual driving expert-

Continued on page 10
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TEN FREQUENTLY 45KED 
QUESTIONS ABOUT fflGH 
SCHOOL DRIVER EDTJCATION

Continued from page 9

ence under the guidance o f the 
instructor. Some schools also use 
driving simulators in the classroom 
for additional "life-like”  experience.
10. How can I help my teenager 

become a better driver?
Insist on a quality driver education 

course taught by qualified instructors 
using up-to-date materials and equip­
ment. You can set a good example, 
particularly in driving courtesy and 
attitude. And, you can supplement 
your child’s practice driving '  by 
allowing him or her to gain experience 
under your guidance in night driving, 
or under various weather and traffic 
conditions which might not be possi­
ble in the school’s program.

For further information on high 
school driver education, and what you 
car. do to help,, write the Highway 
Users Federation, "3776 Massachu­
setts Ave., NW, Washington, D. C. 
20036, for the free booklet, "W ho 
Needs Driver Education?" The 
Federation is a national, nonprofit 
organization promoting traffic safety 
and highway transportation efficiency.

 ....... ....ExecutiveCommittee 
Summer Meeting 
Highlights
— The IHSCDEA will work in cooper­

ation with the 10 E to co-sponsor the 
activities for the Illinois Youth - 
Traffic Safety Conference for the 
1979-80 year. Ed O’ Farrell was 
appointed to represent the IHSC 
DEA to work with Jim Churchill o f 
10E.

—The 1980 Annual Spring Conference 
will be held April 23-25, 1980 at 
the Peoria Hilton in Peoria. The 

--management will set aside 50 
rooms for Wednesday (4/25) and 
another 100 for Thursday (4/24). 
New parking facilities will be avail­
able across die street.

— All new legislation related to Driver 
Education app ured to have been 
defeated. An exception is a motor­
cycle law allowing 16 year olds 
to operate any size motorcycle 
is still in the legislation process.

— The IHCSDEA has been a mem­
ber o f the Illinois Conference of 
Women Leaders for Traffic Safety.

Are School Childrel 
Really Safe?

By Jane E. Berthold

.Jane E. Berthold is a graduate 
student at Illinois State Uni­
versity in the Traffic Safely 
Department. She previous­
ly taught three years in the 
Springfield School district.
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A terrible menace prowls 
streets and by-ways, taking the Ii- 
o f thousands o f children each ye 
This menace will continue to threa' 
the well-being o f our children if we 
not band together and take action | 
prevent its growth.

I'm not speaking o f crime, e\| 
though this is a major concern to m 
o f us. I am referring to the threat 
injury and death brought about 
lack o f traffic safety awareness a 
responsibility. Absence o f the 
skills and attitudes can result in i 
necessary risk-taking and accidc 
involvement. Our children a 
falling prey to situations that frightc 
mame, and kill them. Many of the 
accidents occur because children la 
the skills, education, and experien 
that could help them avoid dangers.

Safety experts state that traf:| 
accidents are the leading cause 
death among children three throuj| 
fourteen. This tragic fact often 
overlooked unconciously. Too rnai 
people, adults as well qs ■ childre 
think of a traffic crash as someihii 
that happens to someone else. Ho\ 
ever, the sad fact is that no one 
immune to traffic accidents. Fut-th | 
the risk posed by these accidew s 
greatest for those children who ;<a\| 
little knowledge o f traffic to help 
decision-making.

If safety records of children are -I 
improve, traffic safety education mu f 
begin with the very young ar.| 

Continued on page 11
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N.W. -» W a iN n g lo a  O.C. .20036
202/633-4140

June 26, 1981

The fo llow in g  statement was forwarded to ADTSEA today (at our request) 
by the Public A ffa irs  O ffice  o f  NHTSA. O f f ic ia l s  a't the O ffic e  inform 
us that the statement has been released (v erb a lly ) to  the A ssociated 
Press and to  United Press International.

RESPONSE TO INQUIRIES ON DRIVER EDUCATION STORY
.

1. The reporter draws conclusions that our data do not sup-, 
p o r t . Contrary to the re p o r te r 's  con clu sion  that the 
study " in d ica te s  that drivers* education does not pre­
vent or reduce the incidence o f  t r a f f i c  accidents at 
a l l , "  the NHTSA p ro je c t  d ire c to r  Mr. Hall told  him

r s p e c i f i c a l ly  that the "data a v a ila b le  so far are very
. t ent at i ve and itjy change, and that th ere fore  no con- 

• ‘ c l us iohL should be drawn at th is  time as to program 
e ffe c t iv e n e s s  or n o n e ffe c tiv e n e ss ."

2. As a matter o f  fa c t ,  Mr. Hall to ld  the reporter that • 
although the fig u res  are s t a t i s t i c a l ly  in s ig n if ic a n t , 
i f  anything there has been a modest trend in favor o f  
d river education .

3. Mr. Hall did not say that he expects "th e prelim inary 
numbers to be born (s ic )  out in the res t  o f  the s t u d y . . . "
He has no basis on which to make any judgment as to what 
the data may show at the end o f  three more years. .

The response re la tes  to the story "D river Training Found Not to  Cut Auto 
A cc id en ts '/w r itten  by P h illip  J. H ilts and appearing in the June 25 e d itio n  
(page one) o f 't h e  WASHINGTON POST.

The s to ry , under various headlines appeared in other newspapers across the 
country on June 25, among them the KANSAS CITY STAR, the SAN JOSE MERCURY 
NEWS, and the ATLANTA JOURNAL. In some cases i t  was l ig h t ly  ed ited  but 
in a ll  that have come to our attention  to  date , i t  was a ttribu ted  to  the 
WASHINGTON POST. . '

Today, July 26, the story  was carried  on page one o f  the WALL STREET 
JOURNAL.

A lso today, the WASHINGTON POST printed the fo llow in g  co rre ct io n  on page 
two:

In y esterd ay 's  e d it io n , a t r a f f i c  sa fety  s p e c ia l is t  
with the National Safety C ouncil, Ray Burneson, was 
quoted as being c r i t i c a l  o f  a study on d r iv e r 's  edu­
cation  made by the National Highway T r a f f ic  Safety 
A dm inistration ; h is c r i t i c a l  remarks were d irected  at 
a study made by Leon Robertson o f  Yale U niversity.



■'THE W A SH IN G TO N  PO ST

Driver Training s 
FoundNot to Cut 

Auto Accidents
By Philip J. Hilts

W u h ln i to n  P o t t 8 U t(  W tlU r

For years the auto Insurance Indus- 
try htu given large insurance discouiita 
for children who take drivers' educa­
tion courses, bccauso statistics show 
that they have fewer accidents.

Tho preliminary results of a now 
major study, howovor, indicate that 
drivers' education docs not prevont or 
reduce tho incidence of traffic acci- 
donts at all.

Many researchers concludo that 
drivers' education students havo lower 
accident rates not bccauso of their 
training but bccauso the sort of chil­
dren who volunteer for it havo differ­
ent social backgrounds and upbringing 
from thoso who don’t. One study, for 
oxatnple, shows that students who got 
high grades have fewer eccidonts than 
those who don't.

In a study of about 17,500 cluldren 
In DeKulb County (Atlanta), Go.*, tiro 
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad­
ministration finds no differonco in tho 
number of accidents and traffic vio­
lations between childron who take tha 
standard high school drivers' educa­
tion course, or its equivalent, arid 

Sue DRIVERS, All, Col, 1 .

Driver Education 
Found Not to Curb 
'Traffic Accidents

D RIVERS, F rom  A l 
those who have no drivors' education at all.

These results back controversial studies that show 
drivers' education not onjy does not decrcaso acci­
dents among 10 to 18 year olds, but actually may. 
causa thousands o f additional traffic acatlis every 
year, according to Leon Robertson, a Yolo Univer- 

. sity researcher..
He did a study of 10 Connecticut towns that 

eliminated drivers'' education from their schools 
which showed that "about 75 percent of tho 16-17 

. year olds who could bo expected to havo been li­
censed if they had taken high school driver educa­
tion waited until drey wore 18 or older to bo li­
censed when high school training wos no longer 
available.”

Tiro result, of having fewer licensed children on 
• the road, n<gi<!>rding to Robertson, was a largo de- 

crcese hr the mumbor of serious accidents in tlioso
Connecticut towns.

, •

Tho Robertson study 1ms begun to havo sonro ef­
fect on drivors education oround tiro country, and 
at least bno community — Farmington, Conn. —has 
eliminated tiro courso largely on tiro bcais of Rob­
ertson’s work, according to Farmington school au- 
porintendent William Stroiclr.

"Wo were oncournglng [teen-agers] to drivo by of­
fering tho cornua in high schools. By not offering it, 
wo may discourogo it and poetpono licensuro" 
Stroiclr said.

f  In tho $4.2 million NHTSA study, students who 
volunteered for drivers' education were divided into 
thrao groups; those who would get no formal drivers' 
education, those who would get the common course 
and these who would get a special, intensivo 72-unit 
courso including training on a special driving track.

Tho director of the NHTSA study, Clay Hall, 
said it showed "no statistically significant difference" 
in accident figures among all tire groups after tlrrca 
years of tiro study’s six-year run. He said ho expect­
ed the preliminary numbers to be bom out in tho 

, rest of tiro study, but that the interim report would 
' draw no final conclusions.

Robertson’s study has been attacked by a number 
: of groups, including tiro professional association of 
: drivers’ education teachers, as unsound statistically.

Ray Bumeson, traffic safety specialist with tha 
Notional Safety Council, criticized tho study, saying 

i that it was a product of a group (NHTSA) that was 
; run by pcoplo who belicvo "tlrat you can’t do arry- 
[ thing to train drivers. You can only improve mediatl 

facilities arid build stronger cars for when tho ac­
cidents happen. . . .  Tlris knocks tho wholo philoa- 

• ophy of education."
Mall said tiro study would note tho "firvorablp 

trond" tlrat children in tho special courso are getting 
16 porccnt fewer traffic tickets than tlrooo who ha­
ven't token a drivers’ education courso. Ho aaid tlris 
shows that drivers' education can Iruve a pccitivo ef­
fect, ono that may in later lifo even have a positive 
effect on accident rates.

The training part of the program is now finished 
and tho poriod in wltich tho records of tiro children 
aro followed in regular lu'ghway driving has Ircgun. 
Tiro interim report is duo out next week and tho 
final report is planned for 1933.
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CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

Wethersfield, Connecticut ;

This study, vhich covers the period from June, 19&2, through to October 1, 1963, 
a total of 15 months, pertains to the motor vehicle violation involvement of 
48,628 provisional license holders vho participated in one of the three driver 
training programs permitted under Connecticut Statutes; i.e., parent training, 
commercial school training and secondary school training, which training is a 
prereciuisite for obtaining a Connecticut operator's. license for applicants between 
l6 ' and 18 years of age.
The px.rpose of conducting this study vas to determine "whether or not the involve­
ment of the youngters differed depending upon the type of training received.

I. SECONDARY SCHOOL TRAINED

#

Male operators 6,892 
Female croeratbrs 6,942

I 3 7 8 3 S

Male operators 13,158 
Femall operators 7,985

21,143

Mede operators 8,566 
Female operators 5,085

i f ! ®

Violators - male 558 8 $
Violators female 107 l . 1

• Z E 5 4.1w

II. PARENT TRAINED

'III. COMMERCIAL SCHOOL TRAINED

Violators - male 
Violators - female

Violators - male 1,517 11.5# 
Violators - female 154 1.9$

I 7 6 7 I  T T 9 ?

1 ,1 1 1  1 2 .9 /5
 27
1 7 2 0 8

1 * 9 #
t m

Also, approximately nine per cent of these 48,628 operators vere involved in 
accidents during the first nine months of 1963; and it is to be noted that 
youngsters vho participated in the training in the secondary schools vere 
involved in less of the so-called "serious type violations" than those young­
sters participating in the other tvo phases of driver training, as the 
following tabulation indicates:

Secondary school 
Parent training 
Commercial school

1.1 i 
2 . 1 #  
2 .1 #

i f P

To broaden this study, the records of all provisional licenses vere checked to 
determine their involvement during this same period; i.e., June, 1962, through 
to October 1 , 1963/ and it vas determined that of the sura total of 187,4oS pro­
visional licensee',-, approximately 10.6 per cent vere involved in some type of 
motor vehicle violation in this period.

*

It is to be noted that provisional licensees represent approximately 11 per cent 
of the driving population in Connecticut; and further that of these 187,408 pro­
visional license holders, in the vicinity of 130>000 obtained their licenses since 1958 and, thus, participated in one of the three phases of training.

January, 1964



Illinois Study Shows Valus of Driver Education
l

Illinois teenagers who have studied driver education are involved in only 
half as many accidents and convicted of only one-third as many violations 
as those who have not taken the course, according to a recent study made 
by Charles F. Carpentier, Illinois Secretary of State. j

j
Using an electronic data processing system, Carpentier screened the records 
of 5l6,?7o of the state's licensed drivers, aged 16-20. Data on traffic 
violations included convictions for moving offenses only, which state courts 
are required to report to the Secretary. Accident data was obtained from 
the state's Division of Highways, which receives reports of all accidents 
involving death, personal injury or property dama.ge of more than $100.

Of the half-million licensed minors surveyed, 176,832 had studied driver 
education. This group showed a rate of 171 convictions per 1,000 drivers 
as compared with a rate of 493 convictions for the non-driver-educated 
group. Driver-educated youngsters were involved in accidents at a rate 
of 56 per 1,000,, while non-ariver-educated youngsters had an accident 
rate of 111 per 1,000.

The records of drivers in the 21-26 age group were also run through the 
electronic brains. It was found that the traffic offense conviction rate 
for non-driver-educated motorists increased more sharply with age than it 
did for those who had the covirse.

Hew York Study Shows Value of Driver Education

Hew York State youngsters vho have ..passed full high school driver education 
courses have fewer accidents and traffic violations than untrained young 
drivers. This is the finding of thi Department of Motor Vehicles in a 
survey of the accident and violation records of 1,920 high school graduates 
of 1959 and i960. Half of them had taken driver training courses while in 
school. Their records for the l8-month period between January, 1961, and 
June, 1962, were checked by the Department's Division of Research.

The DMV said the study.showed untrained drivers had 22 per cent more acci­
dents and 50 per cent more driving violations than those who had taken 
driver education. It turned out that academic standing played a signifi­
cant role in traffic safety; those in the upper half of their classes, 
both trained and untrained, had fewer violations than did those in the 
lower half. Strikingly, women without training in the upper half of their 
class were less prone to violations than any group of men - with or without 
training. The statistics Indicate that men are involved in from three to 
five times as many accidents as women. "It is reasonably assumed that 
exposure to accidents is greater with the men," the DMV saidt "It is 
probable that they drive more miles under more severe weather conditions 
and hence suffer from greater fatigue,"

Students from 20 secondary schools throughout the state were checked.
Twelve of the schools are located in urban areas and tho other eight in 
rural areas. Each of the main groups involved included 495 young women 
and 465 young men.

National Safety Council, March, 1964
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T h e  N H T S A  'has ta k e n  th e -p o s it io n  th a t  an HSDE p ro g ra n i- .th a tm
is  10 -15  p e rc e n t e f fe c t iv e  in  re d u c in g  th e  c ra s h  in v o lv e m e n t  

p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  p e rs o n s  exposed  to i t  is  fe a s ib le  and re p re s e n ts  

a reso.nab le  e x p e c ta t io n .

N H TS A  b e lie ve s  th a t HSDE o f fe rs  as m uch  b e h a v io r  m o d if ic a tio n  

and c ra s h  re d u c t io n  p o te n t ia l as any o th e r - fo rm  o f  s h o r t - te rm  

in te r \> e n tio n . . . I t  p ro b a b ly  o f fe rs  m ore  p o te n t ia l th a n  m ost 

p ro g ra m s  becuase  i t  in terven es e a r l ie r  and  in v o lv e s  m ore  tim e  

th a n  m ost o th e r  a p p ro a ch e s .

February, 1981/ADTSEA
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EFFECTIVENESS OF LICENSE SUSPENSION OR REVOCATION FOR DRIVERS

CONVICTED OF MULTIPLE DRIVING UNDER 

THE INFLUENCE OFFENSES-AN OVERVIEW OF THREE STUDIES

Roger E. Hagen, Rickey L. Williams, and Edward J. McConnell 
State of California Department o f Motor Vehicles

Note

This paper is a condensation of a paper 
presented by the authors at the Symposium 
on Traffic Safety Effectiveness (Impact) 
Evaluation Projects, May 19-21, 1981. The 
unabridged version is published in the 
Symposium Proceedings available from the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis­
tration.

Abstract

Three studies of the effects of licensing 
action on multiple DUI offenders are 
reported. The first two assessed the impact 
o f lice >se suspension or revocation com ­
pared to no licensing action or participation 
in an alcohol abuse treatment program. The 
third study dealt with the effects of 
licensing action on the DUI offender. The 
results showed that licensing action for mul­
tiple DUI offenders had a more positive 
traffic safety e ffect than either no licensing 
action or treatment programs. Both the 
magnitude and the duration of this e ffect 
are documented.

Introduction

In California, new legislation has made it 
possible for drivers convicted o f multiple 
driving under the influence (DU!) offenses to 
receive treatment as an alternative to 
license suspension or revocation. Pre­
viously, the laws of the State required a 12- 
month license suspension for a driver's se­
cond DUI conviction in 5 years end a 3-year 
license revocation for a third DUI con­
viction in 7 years. The new alternative 
offers drivers the opportunity 10 participate 
in a 12-month State-approved alcohol abuse 
treatment program. Drivers convicted of 
DUI while participating in the program may 
be dismissed from treatment and subjected 
to the licensing action (suspension or revo­
cation) for whic *̂ the treatment was an 
alternative.

Three studies of the effects of licensing 
action on multiple DUI offenders are. 
reported here. The first two assessed the 
traffic.safety impact o f license suspension 
or revocation compared to no licensing ac­
tion or participation in a 12-month treat­
ment program. The third study addressed 
the effects of license suspension or revoca­
tion on the DUI offender.

Method

The following sections describe the method­
ologies used in the three studies.

I. Suspension/revocation vs. no licensing 
action.

In the first study, al! drivers convicted of 
second or subsequent DUI offenses during 
the first 6 months of 1970 were identified. 
Of these, approximately 10,000 drivers had 
their licenses suspended or revoked, while 
another 1650 had similar convictions but 
received no licensing action (I) because 
their previous convictions were declcred 
unconstitutional. A subject-for-subject 
matching procedure (Epperson, Harano, and 
Peck, 1975) was used to pair drivers from 
the suspended/revoked group with drivers in • 
the second group. A total of 1501 matched 
pairs o f drivers was included in the analysis.

Driver record data for these subjects were 
secured from the California Department of 
Motor Vehicles. Each driver's history was 
collected for 5 years prior to the 1970 
project entry date end 6 years subsequent to 
it.
Analysis of covariance was used to control 
for potential between-group differences not 
accounted for in the matching process. 
Ccvariates included age, residence change,

* Both groups of drivers received standard 
fines and/or jail sentences.



and the prior 5-year driving history vari­
ables of (I) accidents, (2) had been drinking 

'"^jfcccidents, (3) DUI convictions, and (4) im- 
^■^plied consent actions. A separate analysis 

was conducted for each subsequent driving 
history variable. No analysis was conducted 
<f the data did not meet the basic analysis 
of covariance assumption of equality of 
slopes.
Survival curve analyses were used to assess 
the duration of license suspension/revoca- 
tion treatment e ffect on subsequent acci­
dents and DUI violations. Statistical tests 
o f the survival curve data were conducted 
annually during the 6-year follow-up period.

2. Suspension/revocation vs. alcohol treatment.

In this study, four alcohol abuse treatment 
program demonstration counties were se­
lected through a.competitive bid process. A 
comparison county for each demonstration 
county was selected using a structured 
three-phase approach (McDonald and 
Mclntire, 1977). Counties with active alco­
hol treatment programs were not selected 

comparison counties, even if they 
M ^natehed well in other characteristics. The 

demonstration counties and their respective 
comparison counties were: Kern/San
Joaquin, Santa Clara/San Bernardino, Ven­
tura/Monterey, and Yuba/Nevada.
The sample comprised drivers in eight 
counties who .had a second or subsequent 
DUI conviction between January I, 1976, 
and February 28, 1977. As a result of this 
conviction, 2874 drivers in the comparison 
counties and 2442 drivers in the demonstra­
tion counties had their licenses suspended or 
revoked. Another 2571 drivers in the de­
monstration counties participated in alcohol 
treatment programs in lieu of licensing ac­
tion.

i i
Each driver's records were obtained from 
the California Department o f Motor Vehi­
cles for 3 years prior to the above DUI 
conviction and for .12 months subsequent to 
it. Analysis of covariance was used to 
analyze the subsequent driving record data. 
Covariates were age at conviction and the 

^fcDrior 3-year driving history variables of (I) 
$W bccidents, (2) nighttime (2100-0300) acci- 

' dents, (3) drunk driving convictions, (4) 
reckless driving convictions, (5) "one-count" 
convictions (speeding, illegal turn, etc.), and
(6) implied consent actions. A separate 
analysis was conducted for each variable

during the 12-month follow-up period. No 
analysis was conducted if the data did not 
meet the basic analysis o f covariance as­
sumption of equality of slopes.

Three sequences of covariance analyses 
were conducted. The first assessed the 
impact of the alcohol treatment program vs. 
suspension/revocation and compared the fol­
lowing three driver groups: (I) demonstra­
tion county treatment program participants, 
(2) demonstration county suspended/revoked 
drivers, and (3) comparison county sus­
pended/revoked drivers. This analysis also 
assessed the impact of including or ex­
cluding 388 drivers who dropped out of the 
treatment program for various reasons and 
then had their licenses suspended or re­
voked.

The second series o f analyses compared the 
overall DUI program in the demonstration 
counties with that in the comparison coun­
ties. This sequence involved two driver 
groups: (I) all demonstration county multi­
ple DUI drivers (treatment program, sus­
pended/revoked, and program dropouts) and 
(2) comparison county suspended/revoked 
drivers.

The third series of analyses was conducted 
because one pair of counties (Santa 
Clara/San Bernardino) constituted over 50% 
of the sample. In order to (I) assure that 
any effects were not solely attributable to 
differences between these two counties and
(2) obtain results that could be more readily 
generalized to the urban areas in 1he State, 
the analyses described above were repeated 
using only the Santa Clara/San Bernardino 
data. Because sample sizes in the three 
remaining pairs of counties were too small 
for individual analysis, they were analyzed 
similarly as a group.

Survival curve analyses were used to assess 
the duration of e ffect of the treatment 
program compared to su:pension/revocation. 
Proportional tests were conducted quarterly 
during the 12-month follow-up period to 
insure that any differences were not due to 
chance variation.

3. Effects of suspension/rfcvocotlon.

The third study analyzed the effects of 
suspension/revocation and the incidence of 
driving while under licensing action using (I) 
survival rates for accidenvs and DUI convic­
tions urid (2) drivers' self-reports.
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For the survival rate analysis, a 10% random 
sample (N=4488) was selected from cmong 
all drivers having a first, second, or third- 
plus DUI conviction in 1974. A third offen­
der was one whose. 1974 offense was the 
third or more in the 7 years prior to and 
including 1974; a second offender was one 
whose 1974 offense was the second in 5 
years; and a first offender was one who had 
no DUI convictions during the 5- or 7-year 
periods.

To be included in the analysis, a third offen­
der had to have received a 36-month license- 
revocation, a second offender a 12-month 
suspension, and a first offender no licensing 
action.

The following data were obtained for each 
sample driver for the 4-year period subse­
quent to the 1.974 conviction: (I) number of 
days until next DUI conviction, (2) number 
of days until next reported accident, and (3) 
number of days until next driver record 
update (accident, conviction, FTA, or FTP).

To assess further the incidence of driving 
while under licensing action, a survey was 
conducted of 2500 drivers whose licenses 
were being reinstated after suspension or 
revocation for multiple DUI offenses. These 
drivers were selected in January through 
March of 1980 and were not the same 
drivers used in the survival rate analyses.

Two waves of questionnaires were sent 10 
days apart with both the initial and follow- 
up waves going to all 2500 drivers. Each 
wave contained two questionnaires— one to 
be completed by drivers who admitted 
driving under license suspension/revocation, 
the other by drivers who denied doing so. 
Response anonymity was guaranteed.

Respondents who completed both question­
naires were eliminated from the analysis. If 
it could be determined that a driver had 
responded to both waves, the wave 2 ques­
tionnaire of hat driver was eliminated.

Questionnaires were color-coded to distin­
guish suspended drivers from revoked 
drivers and drivers with record updates (see 
above) during their suspension/revocation 
period from those with no updates. This 
permitted an assessment of the incidence of 
driving while suspended/revoked on the basis 
of self-reports and driver records, as well as 
a comparison of the two approaches.

I . Suspension/revocation vs. no licensing 
action.

Analysis of covariance was used to assess 
the traffic safety impact of licensing action 
versus no licensing action on the post-con­
viction driving record of the drivers in Study 
I. Nine driving history variables for the 6 
years following project entry conviction 
were analyzed: ( I) DUI convictions, (2)
reckless driving convictions, (3) cne-count 
convictions, (4) two-count convictions, (5) 
total countable convictions, (6) accidents,
(7) had-been-drinking accidents, (8) injury 
and fatal accidents, and (9) single-vehicle 
accidents.

Drivers whose licenses were suspended or 
revoked had significantly (p A .01) fewer 
subsequent reckless driving convictions, 
one-count convictions, total countable con­
victions, accidents, and personal injury and 
fatal accidents than did drivers not sub­
jected to licensing action. Further, the 
reported frequencies of convictions or acci­
dents for the no-licensing-action group were 
a minimum of 30% greater than for the 
suspended/revoked group.

It is apparent from these results that the 
imposition of licensing controls reduces the 
driving exposure of drivers convicted of 
multiple DUI offenses and is thus justified 
as a traffic safety countermeasure. The 
duration of this effect is addressed in the 
following survival curve analysis.

Figure I shows the survival curves of the 
suspended/revoked drivers and the no-licen­
sing-action drivers for the 6 years following 
project entry. As can be se^n, drivers 
v/hose licenses were suspended / revoked 
had fewer subsequent DUI convictions than 
did drivers not receiving licensing action. 
Statistical analysis showed the differences 
in annual survival rates to be significant for 
each of the 6 follow-up years. In addition, 
inspection of the survival curves suggests 
that the treatment effect existed until 42 
months (14 quarters) after project entry. At 
this point, the two curves become parallel, 
indicating that the impact of license suspen­
sion/revocation has ended.

Similar survival curves were plotted for 
accident involvement with sim ilar signifi­
cant differences in annual survival rates.

Resu lts and Discussion
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