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A Psychosoé1a1 Compar1son of Drunk Dr1vers and A]cohol1cs

BY MELVIN‘L.YSELZﬁR, M:D., ANIRAM VINOKUR PH.D. ,,AhD TIMOTHY D. WILSON

‘4;q00;000 violations. Obvious1/, SO]UL]OﬂS for so monumental a prob]em are not at

'overwne1m1ng fumber of drunk dr1vers make arrests, pun1shments, and even rehab11?tat1or

) of ma]e drunk dr1vers thh a group of alcoholic men and a dontro] group. ~ One item ||

/on Friday and'Saturday nights revealed that 5% had blood alcohol levels of 0. 10%

‘the nation's highways at those t1mes Borkenste1n (2), commentlng on the ‘problem

.hand" and simple solutions should be.v1ewed w1th.susp1c1on.

’have suff1c1ent 1nformat1on about the target popu1at1on
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In recent years,vue/have w1tnessed a vast nat1ona1 and 1nternat10na1 efﬁort
to reduce‘the_problem of drunk driving. A]though.the results of these efrorts -
remadn moot;'they'have_at‘least revealed the magnftude of the proh]em. One U.S.
nationwide survey ofvseme~é,290 motorists”stopped between 10:091p.m2 and 3:00 a.m. -

or higher (1). 1In effect, this 1nd1cates there are millions of drunk drlvers on

from: another viewpoint, ést1mated that in a c1ty of 1,000,000 persons there will
be 4, 000 ,000 drunk dr1v1ng v1o1at1ons annually (BAC s of 0.10% or h1gher)' Th1s
typ1ca1 c1ty is kikely to have 1, 000 police off1cers who annually average two .,
arrests:per man for drunk driving violations - a grand total of 2,000 arrests per
year.; The enforcement problem is apparent even'if the arrest rate were tripled

or quadrubled. Very little can be accomp11sned by 2-8, 000 arrests to control

Despite some research on the charaCteristics of.drunk drivers, most programs

i

st111 treat them as 1F they were an homogeneous group. Furthermore, 51nce the '

fut]1e in terms of rea]]y reduc1ng the overall menace of dnunk dr1v1ng, broader shCIetc

r

preventive programs w111 have to be developed. Such programs can emerge on]y if ue

+

What fo]Tows 1s an effort to contribute to our know]edge of the drunk dr1v1ng ‘

of 1nterest in this compar1son is the questlon of whether drunk drivers resemb]e ‘the

average dr1ver population and are simply caught as a result of occas1ona] heavy i
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drinking-' Alternatively, they might constitute a distinctive group who resemble
an alcoholic population - ~oran 1ntermed1ate variation. 4 - |
o A secondary goa] of this proaect was .to st1mu1ate the deve]opment of eas11y
_ scored se]f-admtn1stered survey instruments to evaluate drunr driving and alcoholic

populations, not only fnr-researthfpurposes, but for development.of programs more

responsive to patient needs and characteristics.

METHOD | . - | .
A questionnaire was designed to assess a number of demographic, drinking,

and psychosecial charactertstics. The demographic characteristics were age,
educatien, income, marital status, race, and occupation.’ Personality and social’’
cnaracteristics were assessed'by a‘variety of scales and inc]uded defensiveness,:
se]flcontrol, 1nterna11ty <externality, se]f—esteem, depress1on ‘suicide proc11v1ty,
_ parano1a and aggression. Var1ab]es related to drinking were assessed by the .,
B brief Michigan A]coho]15m Screen1ng Test (MAST) (3,4) and quest1ons about drinking

frequency, amounts, reasons for and effects of drinking. ‘ Whenever or1g1na1 scales.

~ Viere modified, adequate reliability was first ascerta1ned (alpha)'O 54) Respondents

~completed the quest1onna1re on .their own with an 1nterV1ewer present to prov1de ]
. Z “ . N
c]ar1f1cat1on when needed. Average completion time was s1xty minutes. .

Thes questionnaire response format varied from measure to measure. Some items

'

were‘déve1oped for this study, but most were standardized measures used elsewhere.

o
. .

"SUBJECTS

Drunk Drivers (Groub D): 306 men arrestedvfor drunk‘driving:(BAQ of 0.10% or -highe

were required to fill out the questionnaire while participating in mandatory rehabili-
tation programs’ following conviction. One half were in a program‘in Southfield, Michié

gan, the other in Flipt, Michigan.

Alcoholics (Group ‘A): Of the 289 a]cohol1c subjects, 126 men were rece1v1ng out-

patient treatment for a]coho11sm at agancies in Genesee and Wayne Counties in M1ch1ganu




. Brighton, or Detroit, yichigan. Al werelrequired to fi]];nut the questionnaire as

. by inpatient and outpatient'alcohelics.

-procedure w1th 40% (302) agree1ng to do so. Those who dec]ined“usua]]y;p]eaded 1ack'

- of time to tomp]ete the quest1onna1re

: o ¥ ) _ T s R
and 163 men were receiving inpatient treatment for alcoholism in nospitalffjn“F]inLi

-

Contrels (Group L): Men who came to renew their driver licénses in three Michigan

!
counties were offered $3.00 to fill out the questionnaire after the license renewal

Thirty—three questionnaires were eliminated because of their high scores on the

brief Michigan Alcoholism Screening Test, 1eaving’269 men in Group L.

-
RESULTS
Demographic Deta ' . B

Dempgraphic cnaracterieties for the t;ree‘groupe are shown-in Table 1. The .

alcoholics were significantly older than the other two groups and the drunk drivers
significantly older than the men in the license group. The higher percentage of
"white collar" respondents in Group L is probably an artefact of the sampling locales.

In addition, 20% of Group L were students versus 1.5% in Groups A and D, accounting

for age and other differences. Hence, the license group:had significantly lower fincome

and more eddcation as well as signiffcantly fewer marriages and'dependents.;

>

Defensivefiess.

' . 4 B . i .
A questionnaire study of this type must assess respondent candor. Did subjects

attempt to answer questions in a socially desfrab]e manner thus making results suspec%? f

i)

. those in other groups. $n effort was made to assess defensiveness and deception - .

using two sub-components of the Crowne-Marlowe Social Desirabi]ity Scate (5) One

seven-item scale measured the tendency to assert good th1ngs about onese]f ("I have

.~ never de11berate1y said someth1ng that hurt someone 's feelings"), while another seven--

_item scale measured the. tendency to deny bad thirgs ("I somet1mes feel resentful when

o

4>

part of their treatment programs. There were no significant differences in responses i

-

This could bias results if members of one group were more defensive or deceptive than _;




) rat1ona1e for the development of these measures is that almost everyohe is somet1mes

,deny they ever do them, or assert they a]ways act in a soc1a11y des1rab1e mannerw

High values. 1nd1cated a greater tendency to deny bad or assert good th1ngs about 7

oneself. It can be seen that on the assert good scale, drunk drivers had the h1ghest, :

mainder of the data. One would expect relatively more covering up of unfavorable -

scores to be s]1ght1y higher. To correct for this bias, an ana]ysis of covariance

I don't get my way") SubJects answered "true" or "fa]se" for each 1tem "The

i
[l

gu11ty of the undes1rab1e th1ngs conveyed by the statements Hence, those who

:
I

are demonstrat1ng an 1nord1nate need for approva] that probably extends to other f

<

jtems on the’ quest1onna1re The results of the two subscales are shown 1n Table 2

a]coholjcs the next highest, and the controls the lowest means. The only s1gn1f1cant
d1fference was between Groups D and L. Apparently those arrested for drunk driving
had a greater tendency than the license group to assert good th1ngs about themse]ves
As seen in the responses to the deny bad sca1e, the drunken drlvers also had a
s1gn1f1cant1y greater tendency to deny bad th1ngs about themselves. Aga1n, Group D
had <the h1ghest mean, but this time Group L had the next h1ghest, with Group A s1g-

nificantly lower than the other two. Thus of the three groups, Group D had the ' -

/

/

greatest tendency to both assert good and ﬁeny bad things about themse]ves This is
not surprising, since. the questionnaire was given during the course of a mandatory
rehab111tat1on program fo]]ow1ng their conviction. They probably w1shed to make the
best poss1b]e 1mpress1on The a]coho]1cs on the other hand seemed to feel the least ;
need to deny bad things about themselves, perhaps re]ated to the fact that all of
them were acknowledgedly in treatment programs for their alccholism, a, homent of
truth for many of them. 4 ’
This pattern could have introduced uncertainty in the interpretatéon of the re-rﬂ

: RN
information by the drunk drivers on other questions, causing their scores to be some-

what lower than they should be, and.less covering up by ‘the alcoholics, causing their

v

was performed on all results (with the exception of the demograph1c and MAST data)

reported in this paper. This method assesses how much the variable in question is

R €i4-
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correlated with the Deny Bad and. Assert Good tendenc1es, and allows one to make
between- group compar1sons based on scores adJusted for these corre]at1ons Fé&
examp]e, on the re5u1ts for the Depression Adjective Check11st reported be]ow,'
the mean for Group A was adjusted .57 po1nts downward, the Group D mean was adjusted .
.50 points upward, and the Group L mean was adJusted 04 pOIntS upward. In most |
J cases these adgustments were m1n1ma1 and made no d1fference in the interpretation

!

of the results. -

Variables Related to Drinking and Alcoholism

A series of quest1ons was used to determine respondents' self-classification
as drinkers, the1r dr1nk1ng patterns, reasons for dr1nking, and the effects of their
dr1nk1ng _ , ~ |

They were also g1ven the brief M1ch1gan A]coho]1sm Screen1ng Test (4) to

determine ‘the approximate number of a]cohoT1cs in each group. A score of six or

more was considered indicative of alcoholism, five a borderline score. On the -
- basis oP the brief MAST, 39% of the men convicted of drunk dr1v1ng appeared to be
alcoho11cs (versus 99% of the: alcoholic group), 19% were in a borderline category,
and 43% fe]] in the non-a]coho]ic range. As mentioned earlier, the 33 controls (710%) {
wnoq§cored'ij or more points were dropped from the study.
) In rating themselves as drinkers on an.eight-point scale (1=non-drinker,

- S=rather heavy drinker, 8=alcoholic), Group A had a very high mean (6.73) significantty
greater than the mean for Group L (2.61). Interestingly, Group D fell evenly between |
the other two groups on this measure (4.22) and was significantly different from
both. A "between" pattern for the D group will be seen again and again - but by
noGmeans always. |

The respondents 1nd1cated how often they drank wine, beer, and hard 11quor; and

'

" the average number of g]asses (8 ounces of beer or 4 ounces: of wine) or one ounce

o

shots (1iquor) per occasion (Tab]e 3). The alcoholics drank hard liquor and beer

more often and wine less often than theﬂlicense group. The frequency of drinking




“ hard liquor, where Group A averaged two. to- three times more per occasion than Group D

. a ) ‘
differences tended to be small. However, the d1fferences in amounts drunk PEr

occasion were much Targer. Group A drank more wine, more beer and more hard 11quor
. “1

per occasion than Groups D or L. The d1fferences are part1cu1ar1y striking for

or Group L. The frequency and quant1ty scores were summed for all three types of
beverage to obtain a total frequency and ‘total quantity score for. each group (Table 3)
Groups L and D had s1m11ar total frequency scores, both significantly less than
_that of Group A. The biggest differences were still in the amounts imbibed. Group A~
had a significantly higher score for total amount consumed than the other two groups
with Group D's score significant1y‘greater than that of‘Ghoup L.
All subjects were_asked their reasons for drinking and the -effects of drinking
on them. (Table 4). - In the former, respondents checked a four-point scale rangtng
from "stfong1y agree" to "strongly disagree" against five statements about their .

reasons for drinking. For the effegts of drinking, theisubjects checked eleven

statements against a five-point frequency scale (1=never to 5=very often). Both

the Reasons for Drinking and Effects of Drinking scales were subm1tted to a h1erarch1ca1

cluster analysis to extract subcomponents (6). Two subscales of each scale were

isolated as follows: | | -
Reasons for Drinking:

Subscale 1: Tension Relief Items: "A drink helps me forget my worries,” "I

drink when I am low, down, depressed," "I drink because I need it when I'm tense

and nervous."

ISub cale 2: Social Re]axj\hon Items: "A drink helps me overcome'being shy‘with
people," "I drink because i helps me to relax." |

Effedts of Dr1nk1ng

Subsc&]e T1: Troublesome Conskquence Items "Makes me depressed," ".‘. . lose
contrgl," ", . .get into trou le with odhers T o
Subscale 2: Comfortable Conszkuence Itéms: “Makes me more re]axed5ﬁ . . . more
comfort ble," ". . . happy," R T 1ess'concerned about prob]ems,“;". . .feel

‘ ( e

more frde."
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| Grbup L the lowest, with Group D falling between the other two on all four subscales.

-but‘a]so drank more for social relaxation and experienced more comfortable effects

and | for social-relaxation and experienced more troub]esome and more comfortab]e effects

freqiently they had problems-with members of their families and at work and how )

“distressing they"found'these family and work problems (Table S). These tems were

Yupset stomach,” "insomnia," and "feelings of tenseness or nervousness" (Tahle 5).

‘stress, poorer relations, moré problems with families and jobs, and found these

- & . . ‘ : h

These variables differentiated between the". three groups to a greater degree
than a]most any other measure. Group A scored the highest on all four subsca]es,
L'
A]]'differences‘betWeen means for each subscale were significant beyond the .01
level. Thus, the alcoholics drank more to relieve tension and had more troublesome -

effects from drinking than either men arrested for drunk driving or the license group, |

than the other groups. ‘Men arrested for drunk driving drank more for'tensidn“FETief

from drinking than the control group. It should be noted. that only the alcoholics

had a hjgher mean for drinking for tension relief than for social relaxation.

i

Family ‘and Job Stress

Subjects rated their re]ationships with members of their immediate families -

on a five-point scale ranging from "very'good" to "Very bad," indicated how -y

combined into seven séparate scales 1abé1ed "Re]ations with Family," "FrQQUency of

Family Problems,” "Family Problem Distress," "Frequency of Job Problems, " "Job

Problem Distress," "Tota] Prob]ems/" and “Total Distress.” Totaleroblems included

Frequency of JOb and Family PFOblemS plus a "Frequency of Financial Problems” item

'not separately shown. "Total Distress" combined the Family and Job Distress items.
ReSpondents were also asked foHr symptom questions that were combined 1nto

a scale labe]ed "Stress Symptoms".i The four questions, used with a six-point fre-

quency scale'ranging from "never"“to "several times a week" asked about 'headaches,"

A1l results appear in Table 5 and show that Group A had significantly more .

prpblems significant]y more disturbing than did either the D or L groups. Further-




more, there were no s1gn1f1cant differences between Groups D and L on -any of these-
measures, a noteworthy- departure from the 1ntermed1ate status often. shown by the
drunk drivers. It is important to note that our data do not reueal the tempora]
direction of causa]ity ih the re]at1onsh1p between alcoholism and these stress

_related problems.

~Drug Taking ‘ ,
. - The respondents were asked’f1ve questions about drug use other than~a1eeh94-4 E—

.How often, on ‘a six-point sca]e rang1ng from "several times a week" to "never',.

did they take.sleeping pi]]s, tranquilizers, stimulants, mariJuana, or LSD (Tab]e 6)?

Group L used s1gn1f1cant]y more mar1Juana and LSD (a]though these d1fferences are .

small), presumably a'funct1on of their ]ower age and student, status. Group. A took

significantly more sleeping pills and tranquilizers than the other two groups, whose

means did not differ significantly.

Leisure Time Activity

To determine respondents' use of leisure time, they were giyen the Tist

of activities in.Table 7, with a five-point frequency scale ranging from 9never"

to "very often".. Except for the “"dripking with fr1ends" item, which both Groups

A and D indulged in s1gn1f1cant1y more often than Group L, the alcoholics part1c1pated

significantly less often in every activity than Group L. The.d1fferences were

small, and were significant only for reading, family activities, and getting together

with friends, but the trend was consistent across all the items. Group D did not
—;*f—ﬁ~- differ significant1y from the alcoholics on any.of the items, but partjcipated sfé-
nificantly less often than Group L in church activities, reading, fami]j activities, |
and getting togetner with friends. Thus, with the exoeption of going out drinking --

with friends, both male alcoholics and men arrested for drunk driving participated

less in other types of leisure time activities than did the Ticense group; ;




‘ Persona11ty Var1ab1es _
Buikhuisen (7) found that the respons1b1]1ty and se]f control scales of the’
Ca1]fonp1a Psycho]og1ca1 Ihventory_(8) differentiated between those convicted of .
drunk driving and a contro] group. ‘Short versions of these sca1es were constructed
by means of a cluster ana1ys1s that were both re11ab1e and a good approx1mat1on of v

the origina]-sca]es (6). The results appear in Tab1e 8. ‘A higher score denotes

more responsibility and more self-control.

Respons1b111ty The responsibility variable attempts to measure the degreeeﬁ

of ‘responsibility one feels to others and the need fe]t to part1c1pate in and live _
by the rules of the commun1ty ("If I get too much change in a store, I always
g1ve it back," "I would be ashamed not to use my privilege of vpt1ng"). The a]co- '
holics. and drunk. drivers were very similar oh’this.meesure.with both sign1f1cant{y
less respons1b1e than Group L. . ‘ . . )

Se]f Control:. Group A was S1gn1f1cant1y 1ower 1n seTf contro] ("I get exc1ted

»

very eas11y," "I often lose my temper“) than either of the other “two groups, whose

means did not differ s1gn1f1cant1y Thus, alcoholics were less responsible and
had 1ess self-control than either drunk drivers or the license group. Group D wes
1ess respons1b1e than the c0ntro1s but indistinguishable from them on the self-
control measures. The biggest d1fference was in the self-control measure, where

- the alcoholics scored cons1derab1y lower than the other two groups.

Interna]—Externa]‘Contro1: It was hypothesized that Rotter's . (9) 1nterna1-
external control of reinforcement dimension wou]d‘djfferentiatesthe groups. ThlS
measure distinguishes betweeh those who view the 1ocus of causality of persbné11y

relevant events as external from themselves versus those who view such events
as products of their own actions and efforts. Ten of Rotter's forced-choice 1tems e
were scattered ih the questionhaire and converted into a yes-no format: an'internal
control scale ("What happens to me is my own doing," "In my case, gettihg what T
want has Tittle or nothing to do with.luck") and‘an,externaT control scale ("Many
times I(fee1 that I have little influence over things that happen to me," "Getting
-9-

16




a good Jjob depends mainly on be1ng in the r1ght place at the r1ght t1me") Table 8
shows the means fd]]ow1ng a d1fferent pattern for externa11ty than they do for in-
térna11ty This supports the notion that these tWO measures are not oppos1tes on

the same cont1nuum but are~at lTeast partially 1ndependent (10 11) Tde d1fferences

among the three internality means were” snll with a tendency for the a]coho]1cs to Le :

more internal. The alcoholics do appear; have a s1gn1f1cant1y greater external

orientation, however.: As seen in Table the externality means are virtually iden- -

-~ tical for Groups L and D, but substantia

1y higher for Group A. Care should be-
taken in'interpreting this finding. There has:been alpervasive assumption in the
Tocus of contro] ]1terature that an externa] orientation 1mp11es greater maladJust-
ment. The 1mp]1cat1on has been that an externa] point of view is. by def1n1t1on

-a cause~of maladjustment. Recent work has shown that the internal-external

-
- -

dimension may not be a stable persona]ity variable but may be the result of situationr;

a]_factors (12, 13). Hence, the possibjlity that eXternality 4s seen here may be

a result of alcohoTlism. |

_ 'Self-Esteem' A measure consisting of seven statements (14) was used to assess -
self-esteem. Th§s probed respondents' 1eve1 of agreement on a four -point sca]e ),
ranging from "stﬁong]y agree" to "strongly disagree" with statements ref]ect1ng
se]f-worth, se1f~s%tisfaction, and feelings of being successful ("On the who]e,’I
am satisfied with myse1f") As seen in fab]e 8, there wére significant differences
among the three grours, Group A having the Towest self-esteem, Group L the h1ghest

epress1on Modified versions of two depress1on profiles were used One

measure was Form G of the Depressive Adjective Check List (DACL) (15) where respon-""
dents checked all words in a 1list of thirty-four adjectives that accurate]y S &f
"described their #feelings in general® (these Tast words were changed from the originaTi

instructions which asked how the person felt "today" to make it a measure of more

than transient affect). The second measure was the Short Zung Self-Rating Depression

" Scale (16). -This cons1sted of twelve statements which were either mood-related

("b]ue," "crying") or probed the frequency of symptoms associated with depress1on

ERIC L e




("I get tired for no reason,“ .. .poor appet1te," " i troubTe sleeping”),

R aga1nst wh1ch‘resp0ndents checked a, f1ve po1nt sca]e ran 1ng from “never"” to
e 4, R U
"a]most”a]ways Tab]e 8 shows targe and S1gn1f1cant d1 ferEnces am0ng means for

!all three groups on both depress1on measures, with Group A scor1ng h1gher than
o Group D, who 1n turn scored higher than Group L (the h1gher,the mean, the greater

.

the depress1on) Thus, alcohalics were significantly more depressed than those

arrested for drunk dr1v1ng, who, in turn were -more depréssed than the controls.
‘ HUW’many~of the respondents had depressaons«of e%tnef&?«ﬁagnitude? mLubine(lZ}feeu;

reported a mean score of 15 on the DACL for. psychiatric patients being treated .

: for’c]inica1‘depression. Using this as'a conservative thresho]d for estimating
~ +  moderately severe to severe depression, 33% of Group A, $5 compared t? 10% of‘
. B - ‘ *

Group D and 5.5% of Group L, had depressions of clinical severity. - '

‘Suicide ProcliVity: Questions related to suicide were includedetoffurther assess |

the presence of depression and despair. The first queried how often in his lifetime

(ranging from "never" to Jmany times") the respondent had felt like taking his Tife.
The second how often he felt 11ke comm1tt1ng su1c1de dur1ng thé pr1or year. f
third item@sked the respondents to rate how. ser1ous]y they had considered su1c1de
if they had thought of it in the prior year. The answers to these three quest1ons
were summed into one composite measure Tabeled "SuiCide Proclivity". As seen 1n

Table 8, the alcoholics scored significantly higher on th1s measure than e1ther .

of the other two grOUps. Respon nts were also_ asked if they had ever attemgted

suicide, and whether they had made a tempt in the past year. 14% of,Group A,

4% of Group'D; and 3% of Group L attempted suicide at least once in their 1ifetimes; :
while 5% of Group A, 1% of Group D, and 1% of Group L had made an attempt in the
prior year.

“3

Paranoid Thinking; An index of paranoid thinking was constructed, using

eight items from the Buss-Durkee Inventory (18) that expressed suspicion ("I
n v

commonly wonder what hidden reason another person may have for doing something

[3 y
nice for me") and resentment ("I feel I get a raw deal out of 1i¥e") plus four

1/
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', means were s1gn1f1cant

addftionaT questionS' '"How often do you feel (1) that someone is trying to spoil
th1ngs for you?; (2) that someone hons a grudge against you7, (3} that thmngs

are rigged aga1nst you?; (4) ‘envious of other peop1e7" The mean parano1d/ﬁndices ‘

T

composed of all tWeTve items appear in Tab]e 8. The d:fferences among the three

oo > <zt

t‘.'
)

. ggress1on. A thirteen itéh scale from the Buss Durkee’ Inventory (18) was: ... ]

used to assess subJects agreement with statements ref]ect1ng aggress1ve and

angry’ fee11ngs ("It makes my bTood boil to have somebody make fun of me," "I often

!

feel 1ike a powder keg ready to explode"). The summed ratJngs appear in Table-8.

. Using this criterion, Group A had the highest-"aggression"fscore, Group-L the

Towest‘~ However;ithe dffference between theﬁmeans for the alcoholics and-the :

. drunken dr1vers were not s1gn1f1cant w1th both means s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher ‘than

& 7}:‘& e

“the hean for Group L

Two add1t1ona1 quest1ons were used to assess actua] aggress1ve behav1or

"How often- dur1ng the. past ‘yvear: have you been 1nvo]ved 1n a f1st f1ght7" and "How

often dur1ng the past year did you become S0 angry that you threw or ‘broke th1ngs7"'

12, 2% of: Group A, 5.9%.0of Group D, and 2.6% of Group L had had f1st f1ghts two or

more t1mes, while 25% of Group A. 12 3% of Group D ~and 12 4% of Group L said. they '

-jhad thrown or broken th1ngs two or more t1mes @n these measures of‘aggress1ve

behavior, the aTcoho]1cs appeared to be much more aggress1ve than e1ther the

" drunk drivers or the controls. = %

Coping with Depression and Tension" Respondents were. asked "How‘often do you.

7 d6 each of the following when you are depressed or. nervous or tense7" They checked

a five- po1nt scaTe rang1ng from "never" to "a]ways" after each item, wh1ch included

eat1ng, tak1ng tranqu111zers, tak1ng other med1cat1ons, smok1ng a great dea] having
§

a*drjnk, physical activity, going to a movie, th1nk1ng it over, talking the. problem

N over with someone, and talking to others but not about the problem. A hierarchical

cluster. ana]ys1s (6) was performed on the data from which’ two c]usters emerged

(Tab]e 9). Oné’ labeled "Cop1ng ora] substance use", 1nc1uded tranqu1T1zers, other

\-]2; ,/_{»j 10 g
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" medications, smok1ng, and hav1hg a dr1nk The'second. "Coping without‘substante'f

fuse",Tncluded going to a mov1e, th1nk1ng it over, ta1k1ng about the prob]em, and .

fta1k1ng to others but not about the,problem A score for each cluster was ca]—vl‘g

cu]ated by, summ1ng the appVopr1ate 1tem responses. Group A used oral substances L

= I

' s1gn1f1cant1y more often than Groups D and L, and Group D used them s1gn1f1cant1y
more often than Group L. Group L. used non substance methods s1gn1f1cant1y more

, often than Groups A and D, whose'means d1d not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y from each . other

Thus, both alcoholics and drunk drivers resorted more to oral substance use and e

Tess to other means when ¢oping with tension or depression than did the control o

popu]ation’
In order to see if alcoholics and drunk dr1vers used oral substances other than
' a]coho] more than Group L, a second ana]ys1s of oral substance use as a cop1ng mecha;-i
nism was done’ with the 1tem "hav1ng a dr1nk" eliminated. As seen in Tab]e 9, th1s °
turned out to be the case Group A. used oral substances other than a]coho] s1g-

i»n1f1cant1y more often than either Groups D or L, and aga1n Group D used them s1g-,i

“nificantly more often. than Group L

W L3 . : . . 7
3 ; . . 4
. . “ . 5 -

DISCUSSION ’
It appears the. a]coholics were. signfficantly dffferent from the Jicense‘groUp
on v1rtua11y every var1ab1e From “the drinking. pattern responses e can conc]ude
that the ma]e a]cohol1cs, in compar1son to the,11cense group: |
1. drank beer and hard 11quor more often and drank much 1arger quant1t1es
of w1ne, beer and hard ]1quor - |
2. drank more to relieve tens1on than for social relaxation, while the
Ticense group drank‘more for social re]axation / L e . -
’ 3 experienced more troublesome effects than comfortab]e effects fron drfnhdng_
4. had more stress in their lives as reflected by more problems with their
families and jobs and more'uSe‘of s]eepfng piTTs agg tranqui1izers ’ L /j;k%
5.'participated'1ess fn leisure time actfvftfes other than drinking;"rﬁ )

s PR | | -13-
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The a]coho]1cs when compared WTth the T1cense group, were a]so Tess respons1b1e,‘f

had Tess se]f controT had'a ‘more egterna] ]ocus of controT' and were more depressed

¢ 2
/ 3

and su1cnda1f//1n add1t1on, they had less seTf esteem, were more parano1d and aggres-';

‘51ve used oral substances more andpnon ora] means Tess for cop1ng WTth the1r

e B
‘Qv’

' tens1on and depression.
. -The above descr1pt1on is, of course, -based on group aVerages, but in aT] T1ke~
‘T1hood ‘there are dﬁfferent subtypés 3ith1n Group A. A further ana]ys1s of the.
T"’.' N "‘a]cohoT1c group was done to see 1f any subgroup1ngs cootd be~def1ned by age The*u‘i:‘
‘aTcohoT1cs were sp11t into -three subgroups accord1ng to years “of age under 30 (N-‘
35) 30-44 (N 127), and 45 and over (N 127). . These subgroup1ngs were compared on
the personality measures. The 45 and older. group was more respons1b1e than the '

other two subgroups They were s1gn1f1cant]y Tess depressed Tess parano1d TeSSu

su1c1da1 Tess aggress1Ve, and. had fewer probTems W1th the1r fam111es and’” JObS

than the men between 30 and 45
o ' i

".ﬁ Y Th1s ana]ys1s lends support to the concept that aTcohoT1cs are not an homo-

‘ geneous group ‘ Our results conf1rm that age-is an 1mportant factor ‘ oner aTco~

Ve

_holics are d1fferent from those under 45, a f1nd1ng with obV1ous 1mp11cat1ons for

‘therapy programs \ _—-

o The T1cense group was aTso strat1f1ed 1nto three age groups, but similar
.d1fferences were not found . o s q/. ' :‘ ‘ i“ R
In genera] the data for the m%n arrested for drunk dr1V1ng were Tess c]ear-
cut. One goaT of "this study was to determ1ne 1f drunk drTvers were similar to ?'

. a]coho]1cs On ‘many of our var1ab1es, Group D scored between Groups A and L,

on others they were very close to Group L, and on a few they were very close to

=

Group A. Th1s pattern w111 be exam1ned in deta11
0f the variables reTated to dr1nk1ng and aTcohoT1sm, Group D cTearTy fell f
between the other two groups. The men arrested for drunk dr1v1ng

1. drank beer S1gn1f1cant1y more often and drank larger amounts of beer and

B m_-

hard T1quor than the T1cense group, but drank hard T1quor TBSS often and drank

. 14
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smaller amounts of'wine. beer, and hard 1iquor'than the a]coho]ics In totaiv -
amounts of a]coho]1c beVerages eonsumed they 1mb1bed s1gn1f1cant1y 1ess than

. -

W v'”u,the a]coho]1cs, s1gn1f1cant1y more than Group L.

- v

-2, drank more for both tens1on re11ef and social re]axat1on than d1d men

having. their licenses. renewed but less for both these reasons than the a]coho]1csg

S

3. exper1enced more troub]esome and more comfortab]e effects from dr1nk1ng than

- the contro]s ‘but 1ess of both than the a]coho]1cs
"Thus, -the drunk“dr1vers were ev1dent1y different from the contro] group or _;;mf

the a]coho]1cs in drinking behav1or mot1vat1on for drinking, and its perceived -

” . -

consequences I B o R

#
[y

| On’ other measures, Group D was ‘very similar to Group L w1th both s1gn1f1cant1y gl
- d1fferent fFrom Group A. To demonstrate these patterns, a]] means were transformed
into standard sGores (meanrO standard dev1at1on-1) and were p]otted‘on one graph

(F1gure 1) The- s1opes and*curves of the 11nes are essent1a11y mean1ng1ess because

’

the order of the sca]es on the absc1ssa is arb1frary, ‘but they do portray the
're1at1ve d1stances among the groups on each measure. - » ) -
- i The stress measures (F1gure 1, var1ab1es 15-17, 20-22) show 11tt1e difference
between Groups D and L both of whom reported significantly. less stress than
Group-A. "Given that at least 39% of Group’D are in the alcoholic range on the
'brief MAST and that significantly more of'them‘haye stressfujgpersonality aberrations}
and all were recently subjected to the st}éss of\an arrest for drunk driving, their‘ff
sfmi]ardty to the contro1 group onvthe stress measures is puiz]ing. D
As seet in figure 1; GrOUp D was'also.simj]ar to‘Group L' on some personaiity'
variables, including self-control. It~shou]d#be noted that Buikhuisen (7) found \:
that male drunken drivers. were more neurotic and had s1gn1f1cant1y less se]f-control
than a group of matched contro]s “However, cons1stent with Bu1khu1sen s f1nd1n953

.Groups D and A were very s1m11ar on the responsibility measure with both sign1f1cant1y

less respons1b1e than the contro]s

, The drunk drivers were more depressed than the contro]s but Tess so than the

Q f valcohol1os= They had less self- esteem and were more parano1d and aggress1ve than

- 16
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the contro]s but were less extreme on all three measures than the a]coho]zcs
. The drunk drivers also used oral substances more and non- ora] means 1ess for coping
LR w1th ten510n and depress1on than the ldcense group SRR ‘

- Clearly, men arrested for drunk dr1v1ng are not random members of the genera]
populat1on who happen to be caught on one occas1on Indeed they were quite
dlst1ngu1shab]e from the control group on a variety of persona11ty measures as
we]] as on var1ab]es re]ated to dr1nk1ng Our findings, among others, that drunk

- dr1vers\are.heav1er‘dr1nkers, experience more troub}esomeweffects~fromrdr1nk1ngyﬂe—we

drink more for tensiOn relief, are, more'depressed 1ess responsib]e have 1ess

elf- esteem, and are magre paranoid and aggress1ve than men com1ng to haye the1r
ﬁ

1igenses renewed have s1gn1f1cant 1mp11cat1ons for drunk dr1ver rehab1 1tat1on
. ' 2 . '
- ' prog ms. - C \“

The drunk drivers were'divided into three age groupsa under 30 (N='6)g

©30- 44 (N=130), 45 and over (N=100) and compared on all measures. It was\hypothesized
P
that a pattern wou1d emerge of: older drunken drivers s1m11ar to the a]coh lics and '

' the younger ones .Similar to the 11cense group. ‘This did not turn out to be the case.

-To beg1n with, there was no relation between age and brief MAST scores in Group D.
‘. - As seen in Table 10, men in Group D who scored six or more on the br1ef MAST wereftn
| even]y d1str1buted across the three age groups The c0rre1at1on between weighted
. MAST. scores and age. was -.003, 1nd1cat1ng they were 1ndependent of one another. . i
Although there were s1gn1f1rant d1fferences on some measures among the age
subgroups of the D dr1vers, a. cons1stent pattern unique. to the D group d1d not
emerge. Many of ‘the d1fferences were also found in the 11cense group, ]1ke the
f1nd1ng that the youngest subgroup scored s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower on the self control
"measure and h1gher on the su1c1de proc11v1ty measure. . |
| Among the age d1fferences in the D group, those 45 and over had s1gn1f1cant]y
fewer problems with. their fami]ies Those under 30 used significantly more tranqu1-

lizers, slee 1hg pills, and stimulants than the middle- aged group, and showed more

aggressive endenc1es than the oldest group. The expected pattern of the youngest

o | |
et T N
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drunken dr1vers be1ng s1m11ar to the 11cense group and the o]der ones be1ng similar _
to the a]coho]1cs occurred on a few items, but the’ reverse pattern occurred on others._ .
The under 30 drunk drivers scored close’ to the license group on the aggress1on scale ) 5?
6whﬂe the 45 and over group was, very S1m11ar o the a]coho]1cs on th1s measure. . |
On the respons1b111ty sca]e however, the oldest sgbgroup resemb]ed the’men
having their 11censes ‘renewed while the youngest subgroup was similar to the a]cohoT1cs.
It was 111um1nat1ng to stratify the drunk drivers in yet another way, namely -
Aaccord1ng to the1r br1ef MAST scores. Group D was divided 1nto two subgroups, those
scor1ng six or more on the br1ef MAST (N 115) (1mp1y1ng a]coho11sm) and those écai?HQ
less than six (N=183). (E1ght subJects in. Group D did not f111 out the MAST part of
the questionnaire.) They . were then compared to each other and to Groups A and L

Cht

on the var1ous measures. The prem1se here was that Group D was made up of a]coho]1cs

3

s1m11ar to the members of Group A and soC1a1 dr1nkers s1m11ar to’Group L whose

'scores, when comb1ned fell between the other groups on mo%t measures.

e 2
L The data did not bear this out, but nonethe]éSs wer:’revea11ng.ﬁ,The men

- -»{ AR

"1n Group D who scored Six or more on the brief MAST were c]oser;to t!*

,‘ %

alcoholics than )

were those who scored 1ess than six on.almost evary sca]e gpot a surpr1s1ng f1nd1ng

~

since the MAST was des1gned to revea] a]coho]1sm However, the scores of the men

- in Group D who had s1x or overd;h the MAST were not as extreme as Group A: ~On every,

k4

measure where the tota] group of‘drunken drivers was s1gn1f1cant1y less extreme tl
= the a]coho]1cs,'the Subgroup of those who scored six -or over_on the brief MAST

also s1gn1f1cant1y less. extreme. -”g T 7

N “Another f1nd1ng was. that even the 1ow MAST scorers were c]oseneto the . cOho]fcs

\ than to the 11cense group on some measures On most of the sca]es that trong}y

differentiated the a]coho]1cs from the contro] group (see F1gure 1), 1nc1ud1ng
drinking for tension relief, troub]esome effects from drinking, responsibility, low
self-esteem, parano1d thinking, ahd using oral substances to cope with tension and&'
depression, those membersuof»Group D who scored_less_than six on the MAST were sig-

“nificantly different from the license group (p:<.05, two-tailed t-test). This was

Q | ., _ - 17-
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'another 1nd1cat1on that Group D was not mere]y a m1xture of a]coho]1cs and social

drinkers who, ‘when combined, 51mp1y fell between Groups A and L on many measures.

af

aRather, it was made up of~ one group “of men who were alcoholics on the bas1s of . the1r‘

I

br1ef MAST and other reSponses,@but whoiwere not as extreme on our measures as men

' H,be1ng treated for a]coho11sm " and anothgr'group of Jmen that appeared to be "potent1a1

\

. a]coho]1cs” in that they were slgpaftpantly d1fferent from the contro] group w1th
- the difference slanted toward f#ﬁﬁ/ngs jke those-in an alcoholic popu]at1on ‘This
1atter groupgd1d not score h1gh on the r1ef MAST but scored s1gn1f1cant]y
' different]y f

4

results of tﬁﬁs study have 1mportant 1mp11cat1ons for alcoho]1sm treatment programs
an 'pr programs for people arrested for drunken dr1v1ng

A]coho]1cs are not an hopogeneous group and should not be treated as such
. Further research should be ab]e to 1dent1fy s1gn1f1cant subtypes so that treatment

~and research can focus on’ the needs of relevant subgroups . Furthermore, it appears
that self- administered quest1onna11es can be ut1}1zed for th1s purpose.

Forty to fifty percent of ourLSample of drunk drivers were alcoholics on the
bas15 of the1r brlef MAST scores. EVen those who d1d not score in the alcoholic
range however, were different from the controls on var1ous measures related to
alcoholism. The fact that this "low" MAST subgroup ‘'of drunk drivers. scored h]gher

- %

S—--Jlthan the control group on many. measures indicates cons1derab1e deviation-even in

the presumably ‘non- a]coho]1c segment of the drunk dr1v1ng group.

Finally, a word about the cause and effect re]at1onsh1p between a1coho]1sm and

the var1ab1es used in this study. As noted in our discussion on the  external locus i

" of control variable, the assumpt1on can not be made that the var1ab1es used here
are causes of, or even precede alcoholism (a]though we do not doubt that many do).
Nevertheless, the measures used.are valuable in providing 1n$1ghts 1nto the nature
of alcoholism and for suggesting directions that treatment programs will have to
take if they are to be responsive to the needs and requirements of alcoholic and

1

drunk drjving populations.

-
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thefcontrols on some 1mportant measures re]ated to a]coho]1sm ‘The ~
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TABLE1 = -

:Demdgraphic;Characteristics

Means

_ . o T-Scores .
" Variables | Group A Group D Group L '_753?_—7 D-L
o N=289  N=306  N=269 S |
1. Age 43.5 39.5 34.7 $0gxkk-  B,G4%Kk 4 TEwkk
2. Education (yearij 11.7 1.6 143 .10 10.32%%%
. N(T of Mé'r‘f‘ffﬁfe% .32 1'2'09”"”7"'*"“’-‘79A“4-:; A ‘—‘8‘-9',.
4. Income © $12,600  $12,000  $11,100 : 2.56  1.47
5. Marital Status - é/ . iﬁ df - significance Té
Single 8.3% . 20.3% 31.6% . - 82.62 6 .0001
Married 63.4% 59.3% - 63.2% | -
Divorced or .98 20,08 asn 7
Separated, . oo
Widowed 2.4%  0.3%  0.74
13.2% . 10.% ¢ 6.0% 7.35 4. NS
83.0%. . 86.8% ' 91.2% -
3.8 3% 2.8 u
7. (excluding students) )
| "White Cqllar"'  20.3%  20.2%°  54.0% 40.98 2 <.000} |
"Blue Collar"?  70.7% '70;3% 46.0% | ’

Vprofessional, technical, management, of%teTaL,

2

*p <.01
,*%p <,001

*k*p <0001

: Craftsmen, foremen, service workers and fabore

o
|

2o

5ropr1etary, clerical, and. sales jobs

A

7




endencies to Assert Good and Deny Bad Things about Oneself

a s

;

1 v Means o ‘T-Scores o L
Scale Graup A-  Group D Group L A-D A-L - D-E _
Assert Good - 8.46 9..00 7.94 2.03* 1.84 3.86%**

Deny Bad | 4.75 787 6.69  B.46%** 585wk 2.37% .

1 The‘higher the mean the greatér the tendeﬁéyuio asséft gdodAbridényrbaé;thiﬁgé about
oneself. :
*p’”;‘f.05 : ’
**p ‘.0] . . ‘ "
**%n < .00]1 ' o




TABLE 3

Types and m1mm:m=nk om.cxﬁzwﬁzn

_ Means

~

v : T-Scores
Variable Group A -~ Group D Group L A-D A-L L-D .
W " Frequency of z¢=m~ 2.78 2.47 3.19 ’ . m.mwt,. 2.85%* 5.15%%x
" Frequency of Beer 4.75 4.91 rRE 1.07 §.02%%%  5.22%%*
. Frequehcy of | 4.75 3,54 3.46 7.08%k%x  8.33%%% 66
Hard Liquor . , _ .
No. Glasses of Wine 3.26. 2.20 1.86 ¢ 3.91%%*x 5 Jo%x**x  1.30
Per Occasion . | > w
. . * e}
No. Glasses of Beer 7.02 4.85 2.67 7.22%%% 14 . 31%** 7 60*** o
Per Occasion A : ) _ )
No.-Glasses of Hard ~8.02 3.97 2.48 12.81%%% 17.35%%% 4 Q5kxk
Liquor Per Occasion o oo & -
Total Frequency 12.36 10.92 10.76 4.78%%* waHm*ww .56
. Total Amount . 19.37 10.94 6.99 0 11.43%%%  ]7.61%** 6.48***
Amxmncmznk Scales: ; "Never," 7 = "Almost every day." .
© *pL.05 | - ‘
**p £.01 ‘.
**%p < . 001
) i . O
© kl

E
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_ Persénality Variables ‘

1) - Means D ~ T-Scores =
. Sca]e ~ » Y GY‘OUp A Gr.oup D- GrOupv L ) ~ A=D- A-L ~ 1 D-I

I

Responsibility 12.63. © 12.49  13.71 .41 3.37%%  3.85%
Items = 100 . » ' o - . t - .
Range = 0-20 . : .

Self-Control 9.99 " 13.15 13.71 - 9,36%kk 10, FTRR* 1.66
- Ttems = 10 - .- : S | o

| Range = 0-20 - S

Internality ; =~ 13.27 12,67  12.53 . .1.92°° 2.28% 4]
Items = 10 ‘ . ’ _— o
Range = 0-20

Externality * . 9.37 7.32 7.17 | 5.3k 5 T1%kx 42
- v Items =10 " | e s | S -
~ “'Range = 0~20

 Self-Esteem 14.89 16.62 17.41 5.95%%% B 5QRkx 776wk
Items =7 - ’ RS ' :
Range 0-21 "

(DACL) --11.68 '8.04 - 6.18 0 7.64%kx 11,30%%% 3 Q5kkk ¢
4 : o - ' S o

Ttems = 34
0-34

" Depression
* Range =

" Depression {Zung)  17.76 12.64 11.00 © 10.07%%* 13,02%%%  3,27%*
Items = 12 - ' . ‘ . '
Range = 0-48

Suicide Proclivity: 1.28 .53 .60 G.0M%ex B 3pwkk g1
Ttems = 3 . T . - S ' . \ o
Range = 0-12- ' : S .

Paranoid Thinking  16.79  14.23°  12.31 5l3paax g 18%wx 4, O |
I.tems = ]2 ’ ‘ ) 7 ) //‘///,‘/‘/:
Range = 0-36° ' _ R

Aggression 116.31 15.23 7 14.54 7 2.33%  5.8G%w* 370w
Items = 13 ’ T o : . S .
Range = 0-39

1 the higher the mean on all scales, the mdre extreme the group is on that particular measure
*p €.05 . C. -

**p <.01 :

***p’<.001
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TABLE 10 |
.MAST. Score Dis_trﬁbutidn for Drunk Drivérs )
_ MAST cw T AeE L TOTAL
30 30-44. . 45
| 04 35 . 71 52 ' 188
N (47%)  (56%)  (54%) -'
5 | 10 9 6 25
S 6wy (79). (6%) - -
S . : : ¥,
26 . .30 46 39 - "7 ns
| : (a0%) - (37%) - (40%) .
TOTAL | 75 126 97 © 298
X2 = 4.07
df = 4
p= .40 ’
Y
\
. .
v -
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2. Drink- for Tension Relief %"-: ~ 27
3. Drinking: Troublesome Eff. Q 3 - X8 ,
4 Coping: Orol Substonces T %, ) g
5 Drinking: Comfortable Ef -y (o
& Drinking: Social Relox. | Y N
7. Depression: Zsng - - | ' 3 <
8. Depression: DACL :: ) .
8 Disturbohces: Total , St ( '
0. Faranoid Thinking 9 ;]_‘ 1Y 2@
11. Self - Esteem L3 kY { aa
. ' — 124 % N, w °,
¢ 2. Aggression : 898 s ~ g =i
3. Coping: Non=-Substonce Use| < ;fﬁ ‘:.,. ‘(?, S .
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5. Fomily Problem Distress -3 ] < =% &.
16, Stress Symptoms @ Qg * Y F5 5
. . , o=a' S DO o
7. Fomily Relotions 583: .. L e g .
18. External Control S =3 ) o
9. Self ~Control 172§ “ 3 S
. Family Problem Frequency a. ¢ o>
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22.Total Problem Frequency a 7: | -S %
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