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Driving Under the Influence

-

George C., Strand, Jr. and Michael S. Garr

Today, the general public views driving under the influence (DUY) as
a serious crime—serious in terms of its prevalance and its consequences
{Gusfield 1988; Jacobs 1989). In 1986 there was approximately one
arrest for DUI for every eighty-eight licensed drivers. The National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration estimates that pethaps as many
as a quarter million persons were killed in alcohol-related motor vehicle
crashes over the last ten years. “For many years, people interested in
highway safety in the United States have been aware of two virtually
unchanging statistics. First, approximately 50,000 lives are lost each year
as a result of highway crashes and, second, about half the fatal crashes
involve the presence of significant amounts of alechol in the driver’s
blood” (Ross 1984:24). More than 650,000 persons are injured in drug
related crashes every year. The annual cost in property damage, medical
costs, and other costs of drunk driving may total more than $24 billion
(Greenfeld 1988).

This chapter seeks to show that the extant scholarship on drinking and
driving lacks theoretical direction. After reviewing the literature, a
theory, based on the rational choice paradigm and classical agssumptions
of human nature, is offered as a plausible guiding theory to explain DUI
and related behaviors. Developed by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), the
theory posits that low self-control (acts that satisfy immediate gratifica-
tion, without concern for long-term consequences) is the general cause
of criminal and deviant behavior. To test this theory we employed a
sample of high school seniors. Self-report questionnaires provided data
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132 The Generality of Deviance

on DUI and related behaviors. The theory was then reassessed in terms
of the findings, and its implications for DUI research elaborated.

Review of the Literature

During the 1960s researchers and policymakers interested in DUI
concentrated on three kinds of studies (Gusfield 1981). The majority of
studies examined the correlation between blood alcohol concentration
(BAC) and fatalities resulting from auto accidents (e.g., McCarroll and
Haddon 1961). This series of studies was the major source of statements
about the significance and magnitude of the “drinking-driving problem”
(Gusfield 1981). -

Other studies focused on the charactetistics that distinguished drink-
ing drivers from drivers in the general population. These studies were
concerned with the role of the problem drinker or alcoholic in DUT events
(e.g., Waller and Turkel 1966). The third type of study utilized the
measurement of blood-alcohol levels in an attempt to gauge the increased
risk of accident due to alcohol (e.g., Borkenstein et al. 1964).

DUI research in the 1970s followed the pattetn developed in the
previous decade. In general, these studies (e.g., Perrine, Waller, and
Harris 1971) were more methodolgically sound, employing control
groups, and being concerned with BAC rather than with the nature of the
drinking driver as a causal agent. Subsequent studies concentrated on
variables such as age (Pelz and Schuman 1974; Zylman 1973) rather than
the personality characteristics of the ‘drinking driver involved in auto
accidents.

The research of the 1980s has given greater attention to other factors
associated with alcohol than was true of past research and has developed
multivariate perspectives (Holder 1989; Pernanen 1989; Moskalewicz
and Wald 1989). During this period, researchers and policymakers be-
came interested in documenting levels of impairment due to drug con-
sumption. Several experiments have been conducted in order to ascertain
the effect of alcohol or marijuana on various aspects of driving petfor-
mance. These studies indicate that, generally, essential skills such as

judgment, reaction time, and muscle coordination are impaired while one
is under the influence of these drugs (Attwood et al. 1981; Peck et a),
1986; Sutton: 1983). )

Other researchers were interested in locating psychological variables
associated with the DUI offender. Personality traits claimed to be corre-
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lated with DUI (among those involved in violations and accidents)
include externally focused locus of control, heightened levels of impul-
sivity, hostility, aggression, depression, paranoid ideation, anxiety, ex-
hibitionism, and decreased levels of self-esteem (Bradstock et al. 1987,
Cameron 1982; Donovan et al. 1985; McCord 1984; Wilson and Jonah
1985). Johnson and White (1989) reported that risk-taking orientation
was a strong predictor of DUI, both directly and indirectly. They suggest
that impaired driving may be part of a global syndrome of risk-taking
behavior and is an activity engaged in most often by those who frequently
use alcohol and other drugs to cope with problerns.

While a vast amount of scholarship has been devoted to the study of
DUI, it tends to be data rich and theory poor. A further conceptual
weakness in this literature is found in the definition and measurement of
its dependent variable, The majority of recent studies aimed at a multi-
vatiate approach opt for the location of variables that are associated with
DUI without proffering an a priori theoretical position. After observing
what “comes out in the wash,” post hoc theorizing commences, The
ensuing explanations of DUI range from biological models to systems
models of complex social relationships.

Researchers continue to seek the causes of DUI as distinct from the
the causes of other deviant, criminal, or reckless behavior (for important
exceptions to this general trend, see Argeriou, McCarty, and Blacker
1985; Gould and MacKenzie, 1990). As Gottfredson and Hirschi have
noted, a major tenet of positivisin is the view that acts have causes. This
idea is frequently translated, via the research literature, into the idea that
specific acts have specific causes (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). In this
regard, the DUI literature is similar to the bulk of criminological litera-
ture.

A General Theory of Crime and DUX

Any theory of crime presupposes a conception of human nature. In
the classical tradition, represented by Thomas Hobbes, Jeremy Bentham,
and Cesare Beccaria, human nature was easily described: “Nature has
placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and
pleasure” (Bentham 1970 [1789]:11). In this view, all human conduct
can be understood as the self-interested pursuit of pleasure or the
avoidance of pain.
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By definition, therefore, erimes too are merely acts designed to satisfy some com-
bination of these basic tendencies. The idea that criminal acts are an expression of
fundamental human tendencies has straightforward and profound implications. It tells
us that erime is not unique with respect to the motives or desires it is intended to
satisfy. . . . It tells us that people behave rationally when they coromit crimes and
when they do not. . .. And it tells us that people think of and act first for themselves,
that they are not naturally inclined to subordinate their interests to the interests of
others. (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990: 5)

While Gottfredson and Hirschi believe their theory is not “just another
rehash of rational choice theory” (1990:274), it is important to under-
stand that all rational choice theories share underlying principles and
basic assumptions. In an excellent paper addressing these topics, Fried-
man and Hechter trace the model shared by rational choice theorists,
excluding “the flesh of any specific rational choice model” (1988:201-
2).

Rational choice models rely on coneeptions of actors as purposive and intentional,
These actors are conceived to have given preferences, values or utilities. They act
with the express purpose of attaining ends that are consistent with their hierarchy of
preferences. . . . In any specific rational choice theory, however, actor’s ends (and the
preferences implied by those ends) must be specified in advance. Without such
prespecification of actors” ends, rational cheice explanations are liable to be tautologi-
cal. Yet individual action is not solely the product of intention. . . . It is also subject
to constraints that derive from opportunity costs and social institutions. . . . Further,
rational choice models contain an aggregation mechanism by which the separate
individual actions are combined to produce the social outcome.” (Friedman and
Hechter 1988: 202-3)

Crime, in general, and DUI more specifically can be considered the social
outcome. People make individual choices regarding drinking and driving.
Society views these choices in the aggregate, thereby constructing the “prob-
lem” of DUL

Given the seriousness of the consequences of DUI, it can be argued
that it is far from a rational action (*If I get drunk and drive, I may lose
my driver’s license, I may incur heavy fines, my automobile insurance
may increase, or I may kill myself or others™). Coleman provides a
general response to this argument:

[Slince social scientists take as their purpose the understanding of social organization
that is derivative from actions of individuals and since understanding an individual’s
action ordinarily means seeing the reasons behind the action, then the theoretical aim
of socia] science must be to conceive of that action in a way that makes it rationa]
from the point of view of the actor. Or put another way, much of what is ordinarily
described as nonrational or irrational is merely so because the observers have not
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discovered the point of view of the actor, from which the action is rational. (Coleman
_ 1990: 17-18)

With this in mind, it is quite plausible to conceive of DU as a rational
act (“If I take a cab home, I have to come all the way back for my car
tomorrow. Besides, I'm not that drunk™).

While the choice to drink and drive may provide benefits to the driver,
such decisions also incur possible costs. Classical theory is also a theory
of social or external control, a theory based on the idea that the costs of
ctime depend on the individual’s current location in or bond to society.
“What classical theory lacks is an explicit idea of self-control, the idea
that people also differ in the extent to which they are vulnerable to the
temptations of the moment. Combining the two ideas thus merely recog-
nizes the simultaneous existence of social and individual restraints on
behavior” (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990: 87-88). Thus, social restraints,
such as legal sanctions and implorements by others, setve to reduce
drinking and driving. Despite these restraints, many individuals continue
to engage in DU These individuals possess low self-control.

Gottfredson and Hirschi claim that crimes result from the pursuit of
immediate, certain, easy benefits. The nature of crime, including DUI,
indicates that nearly all crimes are mundane, simple, trivial, easy acts
aimed at satisfying desires of the moment, as are many other acts Om little
concern to the criminal law.

The essence of criminality (the propensities of individuals committin g
ctiminal acts) is low self-control. Crime and analogous behaviors will be
engaged in at a relatively high rate by people with low self-control.
People with low self-control are more likely to smoke, drink, use drugs,
skip school, be involved in most types of accidents, engage in risk-taking
behavior (ie., speeding), get in fights, and engage in several other
noncriminal acts psychologically cr theoretically equivalent to crime.

- Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory is directly testable. If they are correct
in their conceptions of the nature of crime and criminality, people who
report DUI should also report higher rates of smoking, drinking, drug
use, traffic ciatations for speeding, and accident involvement, and will
attain lower grades than those who do not report DUL In addition, since
they assert that self-control is a continuum, it follows that petrsons who
exhibit low self-control will engage in more serious deviant and criminal
acts than persons who exhibit higher levels of self-control. One can
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therefore expect that persons who commit law-breaking acts, will also
engage in DUI more than persons who comumit less serious acts.

Offenses differ in their validity as measures of self-control: Those
offenses with large risk of public awareness are better measures than
those with little risk. “Drinking aleohol stolen from parents and con-
sumed in the family garage is less likely to receive official notice than
drinking in the parking lot outside a concert hall” (Gottfredson and
Hirschi 1990: 90). Consuming alcohol or marijuana, which impair es-
sential driving skills, and driving on public rcads can certainly be
considered an activity that carries a high risk of public awareness.

This study seeks to provide empirical support for Gottfredson and
Hirschi’s theory. Many teenagers of driving age use alcohol and
marijuana (Johnston, O’Malley, and Bachman 1986) and 10-50 percent
of these teens have reported driving after consuming these drugs (Beck
and Summons 1987; Hingston et al. 1982; Williams, Lund, and Preusser
1986). In the present study, 37 percent of the seventeen to eighteen year
olds reported DUI at Jeast once in the last six months. It should be noted
that use of alcohol and marijuana are both crimes for this population.
From Gottfredson and Hirschi, we predict that (1) deviant and criminal
behaviors of all types will be correlated with one another, and (2) more
serious behaviors will be better predictors of DUI than less serious
behaviors. ,

Method

Sample and Data Collection

The sample consisted of 691 high school seniors from a county in
Northeastern Pennsylvania. The sample is predominately white (97
percent), a proportion equal to that found for the population of this county
and a somewhat higher proportion than the 89 percent of whites in
Pennsylvania (State Health Data Center 1988). Slightly more than half
of the respondents are male (53 percent) a propottion somewhat higher
than the 49.8 percent of males (age seventeen to eighteen) in Pennsyl-
vanja (State Health Data Center 1988). Family income broke down as
follows: less than $15,000 (10 percent), $15,00-30,000 (27 percent),
$30,00-45,000 (33 percent), $45,00-60,000 (20 percent), over $60,000
(10 percent); a distribution also comparable to that for the entire state. In
addition, the prevalence of alcohol and drug use in our sample is

RV
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comparable to national surveys (e.g., Johnston, O’Malley, and Bachman
1986) and other studies employing alternative methods of data collection
(e.g., Johnson and White 1989).

Self-report questionnaires provide the data used in this study. Self-
reports are generally accepted as a valid and reliable indicator of alcohol
and drug use (Rouse, Kozel, and Richards 1985; Sobell and Sobell 1982,
1986) and related problems (Polich 1982). Research assistants ad-
ministered the surveys in five area high schools during school hours.
Respondents were instructed not to put their name.on any questionnaire
or response sheet and were repeatedly assured of the complete confiden-
tiality of all data, especially with regard to parents, teachers, and public
authorities. They were told that only aggregated data would be analyzed
and reported. Further, respondents were informed that participation was
voluntary, they did not bave to complete the survey nor answer any
question they did not want to. The students responded on general purpose
NCS answer sheets which were scanned directly by mark sensing equip-
ment. This procedure cuts the cost of data-entry personnel and lowers
the risk of data entry error.

Independent Variables

"Two conformity variables were used, grade point average (GPA) and
the importance of education. Attaining good grades displays a concern
for the future and indicates a willingness to cooperate within the confines
of the educational institution. Students with low GPAs and who felt that
school was relatively unimportant would exhibit less self-control. GPA.
was measured by the question, “What is your grade point average in
school this year?” The range of grades was from failing to 4.0 ona 5-point
scale. Importance of education was measured by the question, “How
important is school in your life?” Responses ranged from “not very
important” to “very important” on a four-point scale.

Drug use was assessed by asking students about their use of alcohol,
cigarettes, and marijuana. Alcohol was measured by the question, “How
often do you drink alcobolic beverages (beer, wine, hard liquor)?”
Responses ranged from “I do not drink” to “at least once a day” on a
five-point scale. Cigarette use was measured by the question, “How often
do you smoke cigarettes? Response categories ranged from "I do not
smoke” to “3 or more packs a day” on a four-point scale. Marijuana use
was measured by the question, “How often do you smoke marijuana?”
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Responses ranged from “I do not smoke” to “at least once 2 day” on a
five-point scale.

Risk-taking driving behaviors were measured by asking students
about their use of seat belts and the number of tickets they received and
accidents in which they were involved. Seat-belt use was measured by
the question, “Do you wear seat belts when you are in a car?” Response
categories ranged from “never” to “always” on a four-point scale. Tickets
were measured by the question, “In the past six months, how many traffic
tickets have you received?” Response categories ranged from “none” to
“four or more” on a five-point scale. Accidents were measured by the
question, “In the past six months, how many automobile accidents were
you involved in while you were driving?” The same response categories
as with tickets were used.

Dependent Variable

DUl was measured by the question, “In the past six months, how many
times have you driven a car or some other vehicle after or while
drinking/doing drugs?” Response categories ranged from “never” to “7
times or more” on a five-point scale.

In order to enhance the validity of the self-reports, we employed 2
technique recommended by Converse and Presser. “The effort in recent
years to narrow the reference period for survey reporting is a welcome
corrective, in general. . . . It is common now to reduce the reference period
to six months or less” (1986: 21). We asked about behaviors “in the past
six months” in order to balance overreporting due to telescoping and
undetreporting due to the inability of many respondents to recail the past.

The data indicated that 256 (37 percent) respondents reported DUT in
the past six montbs. Crosstab analyses on alcohol and marijuana con-
sumption and DUI were performed as a check for intemnal validity. These
analyses revealed that five individuals reported DU and “I do not drink,”
while 251 individuals reported DUY and some level of alcohol consump-
tion. Further, 97 individuals reported DUI and “I do not smoke
(marijuana),” while 159 individuals reported DUI and some Jevel of
marijuana consumption. It is plausible that the 5 individuals who do not
drink, smoke and drive, while the 97 individuals who do not smoke, drink
and drive. In any event, it is evident that the majority of those who report
DUI drink alcohol and smoke matijuana.

RETaEE
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Results

Bivariate Results

Following Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), it was hypothesized that
deviant and criminal acts are intercorrelated. That is, people do not
specialize in particular deviant or criminal acts. Because some people
lack self-control, they engage in all types of deviant and criminal acts
more than people with higher self-control. Therefore, people who engage
in one kind of deviant act should also engage in other kinds of deviant
acts. Table 7.1 presents a correlation matrix of GPA, importance of
education, use of alcohol, cigarettes, marijuana, and seat belts, number
of tickets and accidents in the past six months, and DUIL

TABLE 7.1. Correlation Matrix of Conforming, Drug Use, Risky Driving, and

DUI Variables
VARIABLES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9
L. GpPa -
2. Edimp 38 -
3. Alcotiol -24 ~.29 -
4, Cigarente -38 i) A2 -
5, Marifuana ~35 =30 .53 52 -
6. Seatbelts 20 17 -.29 -22 -i6 -
7. Tickets =21 -22 22 .20 23 ~Q6" -
3. Accidents -.14 ~25 .16 22 19 -0 32 -
9. pUL =23 -~28 .52 29 53 ~23 28 25 -
**p.<.01
All other correlations significant at p. < 001
n = 681-691

The first thing to note in table 7.1 is that each of the variables is
significantly correlated with all other variables. With the exception of
two correlations involving the use of seat belts, all of the correlations are
highly significant (p. .001). Second, with the exception of the conformity
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indicators—GPA and importance of education—the signs of all of the
correlations are positive. Consequently, the bivariate results support
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory of crime. High school seniors who drink
and drive are more likely than those who do not drink and drive to have
low GPAs (r = .23, p. .001), smoke cigarettes (r = -.29, p. .001), smoke
marijuana (r = .28, p. .001), and get into accidents (r = .25, p. .001).
Alcohol and marijuana use, which for this population are definitely
delinquent or criminal behaviors, have the highest correlations with DUI,
another act that is definitely criminal. The slopes are doubled for the
criminal behaviors compared to the noncriminal behaviors. While
marijuana and alcohol have standardized coefficients between .52 and
.53, the other noncriminal variables have standardized coefficients rang-
ing from .23 to .29. This finding is consistent with Gottfredson and
Hirschi’s argument that the lower the self-control possessed by people,
the more likely they ate to commit serious deviant and criminal acts,

Multivariate Analysis

A hierarchical regression model! was used to assess the independent
effects of the conforming behaviors, drug use, and unsafe driving prac-
tices. In the first stage, conforming behaviors are regressed against
drinking and driving. In the second stage, the drug use measures are
added to the measures of conformity. Finally in the third stage, unsafe
driving practices are added to the conforming behaviors and the drug use
measures. The results of this analysis are shown in table 7.2,

The conformity variables, GPA and the importance of education,
account for almost 10 percent of the variance in DUI Qﬂm = .098). GPA
and importance of education are each significantly related to DUI (b =
=14, p. < .001 and b = -.22, p < .001, respectively). Hence, the more
students conform to school, the less likely they are to drink B& drive.

>ma5m the drug use variables to the model increases the R* from .098
to .375, thereby explaining an additional 28 percent of the variance of
DUL As with the bivariate case, drinking and marijuana use are highly
related to DUI (b = .34, p. < .001 and b = .35, p. < .001, respectively).
Meanwhile cigarette smoking is less important in predicting DUI (b =
08, p. < .05). These results make sense because using alcohol or
marijuana are prerequisite to DUI However, they are necessary, not
sufficient, conditions for DUL That is, not everyone who uses alcohol or
marijuana gets in a car and drives.

e d
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When the drug use variables are added to the model, the conformity
variables lose some of their strength. Importance of education remains
significant (b = -.10, p. < .01) while the effect of GPA drops almost to
zero (b=-.01, ns). The change in GPA indicates that it has no direct effect
on DUL The relation between GPA and DUI is mediated by drug use.
(An alternative interpretation, inconsistent with the general theory of
crime, is that the relation between GPA and DUI is spurious. Drug use
leads to both lower GPA and higher rates of DUI [Johnson and Kaplan
19901.) )

TABLE 7.2.
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Model of DUI with Conforming, Drug Use, and
Risky Driving Variables (Standardized Coefficients)

MODELS I 1 1
VARIABLES
Grade point average - g =01 -.01
Importance of education - 22w - 107 - 07
Alcohol T Sl Al
Cigarettes .08~ 10
Marijuana IS i 33w
Seatbelt -05
Tickets . B A
Accidents .08~
R? 097 375 402
R* Change 097 278 028
*p< 05
**p.<.01
**Ep< 001

In En last stage, risk-taking driving practices are added to the model.
The R? increases from .375 to .402. Consequently, risk-taking driving
practices add just under 3 percent to the explained variance of DUI Seat
belt use is unrelated to DUI (b = -.03, ns) when controlling for the effects
of conformity behavior and drug use. Perhaps, the habitual use of seat
belts is increasing among all segments of the population. On the other
hand, the number of accidents and traffic tickets were found to be
significantly related to DUI With other factors being equal, the more
accidents people have, the more likely they are to drink and drive (b =
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likely they are to drink and drive, other factors being equal (b=.12,p <
-001). In general, risk-taking driving practices increase the probability of
drinking and driving. -

‘When risk-taking driving practices are added to the model, the con-
formity and drug use variables change very little. Drug use variables
remain most strongly related to DU, explaining most of the variance,
followed by the unsafe driving habits. The conformity variables are the
least important in explaining the vatiation in DUL

It is tempting to posit that DUI causes accidents and risk-taking driving
behaviors. If this were true, the relationship between accidents and
tisk-taking driving behaviors, as indicated by the number of traffic
violations, should be spurious. In fact it is not. Accidents and traffic
violations have a standardized coefficient of .32 (tyx1 = .32). Using a
partial regression model controlling for the effects of DUI, the relation-
ship between accidents and traffic violations remains generally un-
changed (ryx1.x2 = .28). If the relationship were spurious, we would
expect a partial correlation closer to zero.

The hierarchical regression model provides support for Gottfredson
and Hirschi’s theory. When controlling for the effects of other types of
deviant and criminal behaviots, tmost of the variables examined had an
independent effect on drinking and driving. Similar to the bivariate
results, drug use seems to have a greater impact in explaining DUT than
conforming and risk-taking driving behaviors.

Conclusion

We find strong support for Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory
of crime. Using data from self-report DUI questionmaires completed by
691 high school seniors, we expected that deviant and criminal behaviors
would be intercorrelated and that DUI would be more strongly predicted
by more serious offenses than minor offenses. The bivariate results shows
that all the variables were significantly correlated with one another,
Further, the multivariate analysis showed that DUI was most strongly
predicted by the use of alcohol and marijuana, clearly crimes for this
population, and cigarettes. In addition, risk-taking driving practices
moderately predicted DUL Use of seat belts and the conformity variables
predicted DUI weakly, if at all.

Alimitation with this study is that mmm-oonqow remains an unmeasured,
latent construct. A valid and reliable measure of self-control (as defined

i

Driving Under the Influence 143

by Gottfredson and Hirschi) needs to be developed. While a number of
psychological tests purport to measure personality traits that distinguish
offending and nonoffending populations, these measures of personality
are either direct indicators of crime or conceptually indistinguishable
from low self-control.

While DUI is significantly correlated with other low self-control
behaviors, the opportunity costs and institutional constraints operating
on DUI need to be evaluated. Hirschi and Gottfredson (1983) cite the
fact that young people engage in ctime mote often than their elders.
Friedman and Hechter argue that this is true because “in general, young
people have less to lose if they are apprehended (that is, they have lower
opportunity costs)” (1988:203). Hirschi and Gottfredson (1983) do not
accept this explanation, arguing instead that age has a direct effect on
crime—that is, an effect that cannot be explained by social or self-control.
Be that as it may, future research can concentrate on ascertaining the
effects of opportunity costs and institutional constrajnts that impinge on
the decision to drive after drinking.

The literature on DUI remains problematic in several respects when
viewed from the theoretical perspective presented in this paper. Joye
(1986} echoes the dominant view found in the DUI literature in the
statement “DWI is the crime most commonly committed by the non-
ctiminal.” Depending on how the nature of crime and criminality are
conceived, researchers will continue to seek the specific cause(s) of DUI
and the specific attributes of DUI offenders. In our view, this approach
has yielded little in the way of substantive findings because it focuses on
what makes the DUI offender unique. Howevere, Gould and Mackenzie
{1990) empirically demonstrate that statements such as Joye’s are false.
They find a strong connection between DUI arrests and prior criminal
history. This finding supports Gottfredson and Hirschi’s assertion that
criminals, and therefore DUI offenders, are “versatile.”

The vast majority of the scholarship on DUI measures the dependent
variable by ascertaining blood-alcohol content (BAC). All legislation in
the United States defines being under the influence in terms of BAC.
However, Gusfield argues that “the object of concem is not alechol in
the blood but the effect of alcohol on dtiving ability. In other words, a
physiological-chemical condition is transformed into a behavioral one.
BAC is considered isometric, similar in measure, to the psychic state of
being influenced” (Gusfield 1981:64). Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory
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does not require this transformation. It is evident that people with low
self-control are more likely to drink and drive. DUT is a behavior that
certainly fits the model of satisfying immediate gratification without
concemn for long-term consequences.

Wilson and Herrostein (1985) critically reviewed the literature on
alcohol use and crime. They noted that many scholars who study the
association between alcohol and crime are by no means convinced that
the former causes the latter. The statistics show an association between
drinking and crime, not a causal connection. Gottfredson and Hirschi’s
general theory of crime posits the common cause as low self control. “In
our view, the relation between drug use and delinquency is not a causal
questijon. The correlates are the same because drug use and delinquency
are both manifestations of an underlying tendency to pursue short-term,
immediate pleasure” (1990:93). This view is also supported by the
connection between crime and drugs that do not affect mood or behavior
sufficiently to cause crime (such as nicotine).

A further problem with much of the DUI literature is the varying
definitions of the problem drinker and the alcoholic. There is little or no

. consensus on who is an alcoholic. This makes comparing different

studies inherently problematic. Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory does
not rely on definitions of alcoholics and problem drinkers. ndividuals
who drink, no matter how you define them, are seen as possessing Iow
self-control. In our view, as well, these definitions can be irrelevant and
misleading when studying DUL

While the catnage continues on American highways, research and
policy efforts that focus on ascertaining the specific cause(s) of DUI are
unlikely to be effective in reducing the number of automobile fatalities.
As long as drunk driving is viewed as a unique event, and the drunk driver
aunique kind of person, researchers and policymakers will fajl to see the
general cause of deviant behavior, including drinking and driving. We
have met the drunk driver and he may be any one of us, particularly if
we ignore the long-term consequences of our behavior and focus on
satisfying the passion of the moment--getting home.

We thank Richard Alba, Richard Felson, Travis Hirschi, Allen Liska, Steven Messner,
and Mary Ann Zager for their helpful comments on previous drafts of this paper. Funding

for this research was provided through a grant from the Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation.
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Note

1. We also employed logistic regression analyses. The dependent variable was
dichotomized into the categories of “never DUI™ and “ever DUL” (within the last
six months). In logistic regression, the probability of an event occurting is direetly
estimated. These analyses yielded substantive conclusions similar to the hietarchical
regression analysis.
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