DRINKING AND DRIVING: AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE OF
CONVICTED DRINK DRIVERS’ SOCIALLY CONSTRUCTED IDEAS ON
HOW THEY CAME TO OFFEND

PETER HUTCHINSON

SUBMITTED TO THE UNIVERSITY OF SHEFFIELD

FOR THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department of Sociological Studies October 2003



ABSTRACT

This study explored with a group of male drink drivers how the social constructions
they held about themselves as drinkers, drivers or drinking drivers and the personal
rules they developed to avoid offending contributed to or hindered their offending.

Fifty male convicted drink drive offenders, who had attended a rehabilitation course,
subsequently were interviewed on the basis of self-recorded drinking of at least 40+
units of alcohol per week. This study seeks to understand the sense people made
of the events leading to their offending. The study did not confirm assumptions that

drink drive offenders were all heavy consumers of alcohol, problem drinkers,
persistent offenders or drivers who regularly drove when drunk.

The majority claimed they had not wanted to offend and that they had actively
developed personal rules to avoid drinking above the limit and then driving. The
factors that led to the breakdown of these rules were explored. This raised
questions about the intentions, expectancies and social constructions that
constituted these drivers’ desire not to offend. The study tried to discern such social
constructions and the part they played in bringing about the offence.

The study has shown that the person’s understanding of his drinking patterns and
styles is cntical to not offending, as are some constructions that commonly define
‘drinking’ and ‘driving’. In the absence of accurate information about alcohol or the
law, people relied on these social constructions, but limited by their personal

feelings. There were too many inaccurate factors in their constructions,
understandings and behaviour to avoid offending.

Public policy, as one shaper of social constructions, is discussed and some findings
for future policy suggested.
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DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THIS THESIS

This is a field in which there are frequently used abbreviations in article titles. 1t is

thus inevitable that, in quoting from other sources, some abbreviations and terms
will be used. The commonly used terms are stated below:

AA

ABV

ADH

AUDIT

BAC

BMA

BrAC

CENSUS

CHT

DD

DDR

D-D
DETR
DoH
DoT

DfT

DTLR

Alcoholics Anonymous. Self help groups of people who acknowledge
they are dependent upon alcohol. Now international in scope. Most
local groups continue to be entirely managed by the members.

Alcohol By Volume. The industry standard way of measuring the
alcohol strength of particular drinks

Alcohol dehydrogenase. An enzyme occurring during the
metabolisation of alcohol by the liver and used as a marker for
measuring the amount of alcohol in blood

Alcohol Use Disorders ldentification Test developed by the World
Health Organisation

Blood Alcohol Concentration. This expresses the proportion of
alcohol, in milligrams, in 100 milliitres of blood. This may be written
in different ways as 80 mg/100 mitrs; 80 mg%; .08mg or .08%

British Medical Association

Breath Alcohol Concentration. This expresses the proportion of
alcohol, in micrograms, in 100 millilitres of breath. This may be
written in different ways as 80 ug/100 mitrs; 80 ug%; .08ug or .08%.
The letter ‘m’ also expresses the Greek letter ‘'

Household censuses are held every 10 years in UK and include
details of car ownership etc. They are published by HMSO

Commission for Integrated Transport

Drink Driving — alcohol plays a part but the level may not be known,
does not exceed the legal limit or exceeds it only to a limited degree

Drink Driver Rehabilitation and specifically the Drink Driver
Rehabilitation Scheme introduced into the UK in 1993

Drunk Driving — where the legal limit is considerably exceeded.
Department for Environment, Transport and the Regions
Department of Health

Department of Transport

Department for Transport

Department of Transport, Local Government and the Region



DUI
DWI

GGT

ICADTS

INRETS

Legal Limit

‘MAST

National

Traffic
Surveys

Presumptive
Law

Per se law

RBT

WHO

Driving Under the Influence of alcohol

Dnving Whilst Intoxicated |
The latter two terms are legal terminology in some states of America

and serve to highlight a difference in USA law as against most other
countnes

An enzyme in the liver, gammaglutamyl transferase. The level
present is used as an indication of liver damage and as a proxy for

regular, long-term taking of alcohol in excess of the safe heaith
limits.

The International Council on Alcohol, Drugs and Traffic Safety who
have held regular international conferences since 1950 and

published the proceedings as the xth Intermational Conference on
Alcohol, Drugs and Traffic Safety.

Institut National de Recherche sur les Transports et leur Secunté
based at Arcueil, France.

That level of alcohol in the blood at which it is presumed that a driver
IS by definition impaired.

In the UK 80 milligrams of alcohol in 100 millilitres of blood is the
level set in law at which a driver becomes, by definition, unfit to
drive.

In most EU states the level in law is 50 milligrams of alcohol in 100
millilitres of blood.

Michigan Alcohol Screening Test

National Traffic Surveys have been conducted for the Transport

Department in 1965-6, 1972-3, 1975-6, 1978-9, 1985-6 and since
1988 continuously

The law in the USA is presumptive so that a reading over the legal
limit is a presumption of impaired driving and the defence has the
task of proving that at that level of alcohol this driver was not

impaired.

Requiring it to be shown only that the driver was above the legal limit
and thus by definition unfit or impaired. (Clayton 1997)

Random breath testing. Defined as the ability of the police to stop
and test any or all drivers at a particular place and time. This is
confused in the UK where the requirement is that the police have
suspicion that a driver might have consumed alcohol. This leads

some police forces to practice random testing whilst others do not
feel they have that power.

World Health Organisation

Note on Government responsibility:

The Department of Transport became part of the Department of Transport, Local



Government and the Regions, under the ministerial responsibility’ of the deputy
prime Minister, with the new government in 1997. This then became the
Department for Environment, Transport and the Regions and later was recognised
as being too unwieldy and became the Department for Transport.




PREFACE: THE RESEARCHER’S INTEREST IN THE DRINKING DRIVER

Consideration of the drinking of alcohol has always posed me with some intellectual
challenges. | grew up in a totally abstaining family. Yet there was no attempt to
indoctrinate or pressure me to any position. Rather it was a family where aicohol
never featured in our life at all and it was not a matter of any interest, far less an
iIssue. Nevertheless | did come to understand that drinking alcohol was ‘wrong’ in
some indefinable way and was certainly a suspect behaviour in which | did not need
to partake. When undertaking my two years of national service in the army, for the
first time, | met frends and companions for whom Friday evening was the chance to
go out and get drunk. They sometimes had difficulty getting back to camp and often
into bed, felt unwell next morning and occasionally acted in ways that brought
disciplinary action. We were paid little enough — | asked myself, whatever was it
that took these colleagues to spend that hard earned money in such a manner? |
could find no rational answer. Intellectually | rejected the total abstinence position of
my parents and argued for a temperate position, but this did not alter my own non-
consumption. | did not need alcohol, had few spare resources to spend on it and
just did not consume it at all. It remained a non-issue.

In my late 30’s | made a career change and also moved home, and, amidst all the
practical changes that this meant for us as a family, a deliberate choice was made
to start consuming wine on some occasions. Those occasions were when friends
were entertained or there was some celebration within the immediate family. But, as
our extended families did not consume, the abstaining continued when with them.
The grounds for deciding to use alcohol on some occasions were that it was a
common thing to do among our contemporaries and carried no ill effects among
them that | could discern. Also, as it was a common feature for our friends, |

assumed it must be pleasurable — so let us as a family also participate. Thus |
became on occasional drinker, happy to leave alcohol alone or to take it, even on a
daily basis, in small pleasurable quantities.

Growing up before, during and after the 1939-45 war, | had little experience of cars.
My family did not own one and the opportunity to travel in one came only rarely as
very few of my parents’ friends owned cars. Again it was the army, during my
national service, that brought me into contact with vehicles and colleagues who
were already accomplished drivers. |, too, desired that skill and had the opportunity
to be shown what driving involved, and was allowed to attempt to drive myself,
usually in some deserted part of the artillery ranges we frequented. Once a kindly
junior officer even gave me a lesson! It became clear to me that, once | left college,
| could be in a situation in which it would be a necessity to drive, and as my future
parents-in law by then had a car, | was able to practice driving on the few occasions
when | stayed in their home. | booked a driving test and was given a few
opportunities to drive with a family member as mentor. | passed the test on that
1956 occasion and within months had to purchase my first car. Since then | have
driven almost continually, with annual mileages ranging from as little as 5 or 6,000
to 25 even 30,000 miles, depending on the circumstances. | have tried to be a safe
driver and have been involved in no more than 3-4 minor bumps and grazes, not

usually my fault. | have twice been convicted for speeding, both occasions when |
was not concentrating on my driving.

I.ntellectually | stu_digad theology at college, where the fundamental positions of the
iteral school of biblical interpretation were challenged and | adopted a more liberal
stance. Aimost as soon as | began to work in pastoral situations, | felt inadequate to



understand and to help the people | met. From 1957 onwards | began looking for
additional training to assist me in this work. That led me to training and practising as
a marriage counsellor and later to studying for a social science diploma and to
formal university training as a psychiatric social worker.

It was then that, as a new social worker, | dealt with a request to receive seven
children into care from a family in which the father, whilst holding down a good job,
drank every night at the neighbouring pub. He returned home a different man, now
angry, uncouth, often sick, needing but refusing assistance to get to bed and
occasionally violent. After more than 20 years, his wife, sick and tired of this
narrowed unpleasant lifestyle, had obtained a judicial separation. When she and the
children were relocated, her husband, perceived to be ‘alcoholic’, on his own
volition stopped drinking altogether and started to woo his estranged wife as he had

courted her years before. Such behaviour did not fit any of the teaching or
experience | had previously encountered.

Later, as notions around the consumption of alcohol interested me, | assisted the
local alcohol advisory service in a consultative capacity as a committee member.
Then the opportunity to direct that service was a challenge | gladly accepted. The
constellation of concerns, anxieties and other matters that brought people to that
service as alcohol consumers was very wide and varied. Stereotypical
understandings, gained from the literature of the field, were often irrelevant to the

person requesting help. it was an interesting challenge to work effectively with them
as individuals.

| accepted the opportunity to design a course, submit it for approval and to be
selected as one of the first group of Organisers of the Drink Driver Rehabilitation
Scheme and take it on as a part of that challenge. It was also, perhaps more
importantly, another way by which the service | led could develop its work, as well
as securing a firmer financial base. The course | designed was developed from the
principles that were then operative and current in the alcohol field. Actually working
with convicted drinking drivers, in a group context, also developed that challenge in
a different direction. The questions that were posed for me at the start related to the
sort of people these drinkers, who then drove, would prove to be? Would they be
addicted, problem or at least heavy drinkers, with a range of anti-social attitudes
and a desire to live dangerously, to the detriment of themselves and a possible

danger to others? The literature posited that a good percentage would be addicted
and a further percentage would exhibit a collection of anti-social behaviours anad

hold challenging views and attitudes. Could we find techniques and methods that

would effectively engage these people? How would the slippery notions of addiction
and dependence interact with this group of people?

The reality of meeting with different groups of drink drive offenders was in stark
contrast to the anticipations. People were fearful that they would be put through
some shock tactics with video material of road accidents that they could not tace or
bear, and amazed that there could possibly be 16 hours of material to be covered,
but wanting to learn whatever was on offer. Both parties had to overcome their built
in assumptions and it was crucial that an atmosphere of open honesty was created
and course members soon learned that there was nothing to be gained by lying. For
remedial reasons, each member of a course spent a few minutes outiining the
circumstances of their offence. As | listened to these brief accounts, it became clear
to me that my initial expectations, taken from previous research, were not being
borne out. For these accounts were indicating that very few had times when they
knew they were drink driving and did not care, a few knew or thought they were and
took avoiding action such as driving a ‘safe’ route home or at a time when police
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activity was limited but the majority for most of the time did have pre-existent
personal rules in order to avoid driving after drinking. On the particular occasion of
their offence the personal practice had been changed or set aside. Course
participants were embarrassed to share their stories for they felt that what they had
done was so stupid or atypical. They felt ashamed or guilty, for almost no one
wanted or was trying to be a drinking dnver. Yet some had regularly and
consistently driven after drinking, so what mechanisms had they used to move from
being an ‘| don't do it' person to a convicted offender? Thus began a series of
questions that led to the desire to explore these matters at a greater depth, and to
this study.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In 1806, the British Parliament, unreformed and largely representative of the upper
classes of society, passed an act that made it an offence for horse carriage drivers
to be under the influence of alcohol and endangering the safety of passengers on

the King's highway. Passing such an Act gave a high premium to the ability of
travellers to travel safely and unhindered by those who were rendered less than
competent or dangerous as a result of consuming alcohol. There were implicit ideas
in this legislation that the function of roads was to enable people to travel along
them safely and secure in the knowledge that nothing untoward was going to

happen. This was so because there were implied standards of competence
expected of coach drivers, who were handling horses capable of independent

action if frightened. There was also a duty of care and consideration for other
travellers laid upon the drivers. The animals were to be under the control of and
directed by drivers who were capable and competent in carrying out those
functions. Failure to achieve these standards or expectations was deviant
behaviour that warranted public condemnation, and the perpetrator labelled as an
offender and punished as a wrongdoer.

Legislation still has such expectations and such behaviour has, of course,
continued to the present day and is still considered as an offence. Yet accidents
happened then and have continued and will continue to occur for that is the nature
of accidents. There is no element of human behaviour that can be risk free. (Adams
1995) We all view such accidental events through cultural filters and cultural theory
(Thompson et al 1990 discussed in Adams 1995) provides some analysis of the
different perspectives adopted. This study is an attempt to discover from individual
drivers, adjudged to have offended against the current laws, how they came to

offend and how they considered the matter. Their views will be set against the
cultural background in later chapters.

Here | wish to make two points as background material. Since 1806 the roads and
the transport using them have changed out of all recognition. The population, the
road network, numbers of cars on the roads, people allowed to drive and the miles
driven have all dramatically increased (See Census 2001. National Traffic Surveys).

For example, in the half century between 1949 and 1999, Chart 1 (DETR 2000)
shows how, against an almost constant population index at 100, the indices of

vehicles has steadily risen to almost 700 and the amount of traffic has increased

tenfold to an index of 1000. Against such dramatic changes the considered view of
government has remained remarkably consistent.

The second point is that the probability of a fatal accident is very small when plotted
against all deaths. Adams (1995) shows that out of 628,000 deaths in 1991 only
12,816 were the result of an accident. Of these 4 568 were the results of road
accidents and 660 involved drinking drivers according to the accepted methods of
calculating such deaths. Road traffic deaths have fallen steadily over many years in
the UK. Whilst it is impossible accurately to establish the relationship, from the
different evidential strands available, Masurel (2001) estimated “that 5% of all road
casualties and 13 per cent of road deaths occurred when someone was driving over
the legal limit” in 1999. Accepting that “all attempts to formalize and quantify the
making of decisions about risk are fragile vessels afloat on the sea of uncertainty”
(p.56 Adams 1995), it is tenable to assume that drivers who drink alcohol, in the
UK, are no more likely than the remainder of the driving population to be involved in
accidents, though when they are, there is a greater than usual chance of a fatality.
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Chart 1 - Indices of population, vehicle stock, motor traffic and casualties: 1949 -
2001
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The concern of Parliament two centuries ago for people to travel safely on the
roads and for drivers to be in control of their vehicles at all times has to a
considerable extent been met. Nevertheless the legislative concern of 1806 has a
current immediacy and relevancy, for there is no room for complacency when, on
average, 10 people a week are still killed on UK roads through accidents involving
drivers with illegal levels of alcohol in them. This is an horrendous cost of human

life, bringing untold pain and misery. It leaves a serious question concerning the
major public policy relating to ‘drink driving’ and whether, as a continuation of old

legislation, it now has the impact envisaged by Parliament in 1806 and is targeted
correctly.

Further questions ask whether drivers have accepted the thrust of that first law, and
why alcohol drinkers have been consistently opposed to each step of the
developing legislation. One central element of this thesis is to explore these

matters. From my own experience | imagine that well into the 1960’s, if not later,
those who owned and drove cars were the relatively rich, often leisured and

powerful. | assume that driving joined drinking alcohol as an integrai
accompaniment to many of their social activities. Thus increasing regulation of such
leisured activities, was a challenge even a threat to the heart of their social life. As
car ownership extended through all socio-economic groups (see Census data and
National Travel Surveys), the car joined alcohol as a major element in people’'s
leisure activities. Such personal elements of life should not, in the view of some in
this study, have need of any regulation by the state at all (see MacAndrew and
Edgerton 1969). Ben is one example who became a car dealer at 18 with an

ambition to be a millionaire by 30. As part of his lifestyle then partying and
nightclubs were a regular and essential feature, always driving the latest car and his

only concern was not to have an accident for that would legitimately have brought
him to the attention of the police. These factors and others amount to a conclusive
view, for so many drivers who currently produce websites, that this is an area of life
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that should remain unregulated and any attempt to regulate it is an intrusion into
private liberty.

Chapter 2 looks at the context of this research in a broad context. The international
scene is briefly reviewed after the first international conference in 1950. A case
study approach is taken to the review of UK policy throughout the 20" century with
particular attention given to the experimental Drink Driver Rehabilitation Scherqe.
Within the British justice system, it remains a novel scheme and one of the major
shifts in policy towards drivers deemed unfit through alcohol to drive. The scheme
gives assistance, guidance and information to convicted drink drivers through !he
offender attending a course for which s/he pays and in return receives a reduction
in the length of the driving disqualification as fixed by the magistrates. Although the
scheme had already been piloted in the 1980’s, there remained uncertainties with
the policy makers as to the efficacy of the scheme, and it was introduced in only

some 20 courts in the country. That was the situation when this_ study was
undertaken. Because the scheme provided the immediate context for this study and

its participants, the local aspects of the scheme are given in detail.

This thesis is concerned with the phenomenon of driving with alcohol in the body,
and its research element was undertaken in the years 1995-1997. As is seen in
chapter 2, one purpose of the study was to ask whether those interviewed
confirmed the assumptions that drink drive offenders are heavy consumers of
alcohol, ‘problem drinkers’, persistent offenders or drivers who regularly decide to
drive when drunk. A further aim was to see how it was that the majonty attending
DDR courses claimed they did not want to be offenders, had feelings of shame or
guilt at having offended and had actively tried not to offend as drink drivers. | also
wanted to discover what factors had contributed to their offending. Had the lack of
accurate knowledge of alcohol, the inaccuracies in the recognition of the true nature

of their drinking and the assumption that everyone drank in the same way, held by
course participants been such factors?

These issues raise questions about the intentions, expectancies and social
constructions of drinking drivers. Reflection upon the accounts of DDR course

participants, as presented to me, indicated that many people had pre-existent
personal rules in order to avoid drinking above the limit and then driving, but, on the

particular occasion of their offence, personal practice had been set aside. As the
number of accounts increased it became possible to group the accounts into
'‘categories of circumstances that set aside the usual practice’. Could a typology
thus be developed that would imply that drink drivers would or would not offend if

enumerated circumstances applied? Matters are not that simple and other deeper
forces appeared to be operative.

The study tried to discern and then examine, from an ethnographic perspective,
what were the circumstances by which these drivers had come to offend to see
what part they had played in bringing about the offence. if they wanted to avoid this
offence what were the socially constructed ideas, values and attitudes towards
drink driving that constituted their ‘not wanting to offend’. For the sample of male
drinking dnvers the study asked whether the ideas that lay within these dnivers were
explanations of their offending behaviour. Had, and if so, how had these drivers’
social constructions contnbuted towards their convictions of ‘driving whilst unfit
through dnnk’? Had the circumstances operative at the time of their offences
contributed to or modified their socially constructed ideas? The particular element
that marks this study from others is that |, as the researcher, discussed matters with

individual drivers in some depth, seeking to understand what sense they made of
the events that categorised them as convicted offenders. But the study is neither a
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psychological exploration of individuals’ feelings, conceptions and rules, nor of the
psychological processes by which they came to set aside or break such rules. It
seems important to make the thrust of this study clear in this unequivocal manner

because there are so many inherent dilemmas in any consideration of this aspect of
human behaviour, and setting out to study it with academic rnigour provides a clear

need for precision in our understanding of what it is that is being studied in this
project.

A further purpose of the study is fulfilled by an examination of the public policies, in

chapter 2, that seek to address drink driving behaviour, for they are an integral part
of the process of social construction.

Many studies in the field have been undertaken from an objective and statistical
approach that did not give me a clear insight of how individuals came to act. Yet
how can one come to understand another’'s action? The strands of this conundrum
are explored in chapter 3. There it is recognised that the only answer is that one
cannot get into the mind or self of another and thus ‘know’ them. Indeed ‘self is a
mystery for us all as we find many ways to make presentations of ourselves to
others, each one different. Thus, on the one hand, an attempt to understand

another may only be a dynamic process in which falseness abounds? But, on the
other hand, most people would claim times and people where and with whom we
have felt understood. So the researcher, knowing the limitations of the endeavour
itself the process and the difficulty of knowing ourselves, proceeds with caution,
seeking, not the objective study of one person by another, but to use an

hermeneutic approach that tries to find the other’s point of view and so claim some
understanding of him.

This type of qualitative research cannot be reduced to particular techniques. Rather
it is @ dynamic process linking problems, theories and methods. As such it requires
that a range of questions concerning matters as diverse as the nature of
experience, understanding, self-consciousness, presentation of self, subjective as
against objective and the whole notion of ‘science’ be examined. This is done in
chapter 3 where | accept that it is through social activity that we gain self-
understanding and the construction that, for each of us, is ‘me’. This allows this to
be a sociological rather than a psychological study and to use a Grounded Theory
approach. This recognises that analysis is not about quantifying data but is a
process of interpretation that discovers concepts and relationships and organises

these into a theoretical explanatory scheme. Other approaches are also discussed
in the chapter.

Chapter 3 also explores the rationale for using in depth interviews, where the
purpose was to hear the person’s account and to follow up, and clarify it. As such
interviews are a dynamic process the researcher needs to be as clear as possible
about his approach, assumptions and unexplored feelings and these are also
discussed. Finally in this chapter the protocol for choosing the sample are outlined.

For me, drink driving is not a phenomenon that can be divorced from the social
constructions and policy decisions that shape the appreciation people have of their
behaviour. That statement relates not only to people in general but to the
individuals who had committed and been convicted of the offence and with whom |
started to work in 1993, and am still so working. Their grasp of driving with alcohol
in the body and the constructions they had of their own offending behaviour were
matters that did not appear to accord with any of my previous assumptions. Neither
did these people seem to fit readily with any of the theories that were then current.
With my background, the logical step was to spend some specified time with a set
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number of these offenders, and explore these matters with them in structured but
reflective and informal interviews, and try to understand and make sense of the
implicit conundrums presented by their offending. Alternative approaches, the

reasons for carrying out the study in the way outlined here, the methods used and
the details of the data analysis are also discussed in chapter 3.

At this point in the study | examine what other theoretical explanations there have
been concerning drink driving. Much of the work has been located in disciplines
concerned primarily with road safety and especially the avoidance of accidents. But
the point of interest for me has been the part played by the driver. The role of the
alcohol the driver has consumed is clearly important and there are studies detailing
the significance of alcohol and the precise ways by which it alters the performance
of people in general and drivers in particular. There is a great deal of research in
the alcohol field in general and about driving with alcohol in the body in particular,
fields that do, to some extent, overlap. There are different approaches dependant
upon the academic disciplines of the researchers and the philosophical positions
they adopt. Some studies, though important, deal with matters such as the
characteristics of people dependent upon alcohol, developing typologies of drinkers
and methods to obtain accurate alcohol readings from people and translate these
into comparable blood alcohol levels that hardly needed my consideration. Others,
whilst offering important insights, were undertaken from within disciplines such as
genetics, anthropology, epidemiology, economics, biology or psychology that go
beyond the remit and direction of this study. Much of this work is beyond the scope
of this study, which takes as a given that any alcohol impairs driving performance in
some way often quite specific to the individual concerned.

Chapter 4 seeks to review the relevant theories that were current at the time of the
study and that have shaped the understandings and thoughts within the field. This
has been done by utilising the starting points and directions of approach, relevant to
this study, which examines the subjects as alcohol consumers, as drivers and
especially as drink drivers. Whilst the review seeks to provide no more than a

snapshot of work current at the time of the study, the general conclusion is that

there does not appear to be a single explanatory theory that accounts for all the
dimensions of this subject.

The social constructions that shape the perceptions of drink driving behaviour, as
well as being constructions for a majority of drivers are also held by society in
general and by researchers. My own approach has been outlined in the preface and
further elaborated in chapter 3. The direction from which anyone approaches the
topic will be a factor in shaping the constructions held. For example, someone who
has lost a close relative in a drink drive accident, that experience will clearly affect
his or her construction. This is no less true for researchers where the theories
current at the time of their research direct the starting points and route of study from
which the subject is approached. | needed to reflect on this and recognise that it is
people who are involved in this offence. They can be viewed primarily as
consumers of alcohol or as drivers who exhibit certain characteristics or as drink
dnvers who represent a specific class of drivers and drinkers. Without, at this stage,
wanting to move away from the dilemmas inherent in considering this topic, the
practical matters of shaping interviews with people to explore their behaviour
required me to ask about, hear and reflect upon both their alcohol consumption and
their driving. In relation to the first of these, a clear parameter was chosen and only
those who reported a drinking level of 40 or more units of alcohol a week were
included in the study. They did not then fall into a neatly ordered coherent set of
people to which precise definitions of their characteristics, as drinkers could be
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assigned. Rather the constructions of themselves as alcohol consumers had to be
studied, and the resulting patterns and drinking styles are explored in chapter 5.

Next chapter 6 likewise offers the results of the analysis of these drinking drivers as

drivers, and again fails to discover specific and defining characteristics of them as a
sub-group of all drivers.

The course, to convicted drinking drivers, quickly brought a recognition that the
awareness that this set of drivers had of themselves as drinkers did not always
accord with the reality their actions showed. It also soon became clear that the
knowledge the majority had of alcohol, and the way human bodies deal with it, was
sketchy, often inadequate and sometimes inaccurate. There was a similar lack of
knowledge, understanding and uncertainty about the effects that alcohol has upon
both the physical and cognitive processes in human beings. Descriptions of ‘drunk’
were readily available in clear and sometimes vivid colours, but many of the most
relevant effects of alcohol on drivers were generally set aside as not applicable to
the person or irrelevant to the processes of driving. It thus seemed to be important
to explore what knowledge and conceptions the subjects of this study had of the
relationship between alcohol and driving. This is reported in chapter 7.

Although there was little accurate recognition of alcohol's effects on these
interviewees as motorists, there was a generally accepted construct that dnnk
driving had negative consequences, was an offence, and should not be undertaken
by sensible and mature drivers. As drinkers, these people must have had some
methods for appreciating and dealing with their own behaviour as both alcohol
drinkers and drivers, and these needed to be sought and uncovered. In general
they had developed what it seemed appropriate to term ‘personal rules’. Although
these were largely individual they had some commonalities. These are analysed in
chapter 8. In so far as all the subjects of this study were convicted offenders,
whatever rules they had developed were either inadequate or set aside in some
way or another in order for them to offend. The processes through which their rules
were set aside or otherwise neglected were analysed, and the results are given in
chapter 8. Further the fact that some were multiple drink drive offenders was an
aspect of the study that had not been anticipated. It raised the question as to
whether the previous offence or offences had or had not modified the rules people

adopted and their behaviour either as alcohol drinkers or drivers. These matters
were analysed but are not reported.

The last chapter analysing the interviews of this study is concermned with the
processes by which those interviewed came to offend as drink drivers in spite of
what was, in general, their desire not to drink and drive. For some, offending was
almost an inevitability given their limited awareness of their own consumption and
the effect of alcohol on driving abilities. For others, there are different mechanisms
at play bnnging them to offending. The social constructions of these offenders
about this behaviour were either flawed or proved less than adequate to prevent
offending. There are different reasons for this, so the ways by which their
constructions failed them are analysed and reported. There was also support for the
finding, reported in other studies, that many drink drive offenders have, within
months prior to committing the offence, been subject to one or more major lifestyle

changes, such as the loss of partners, deaths of close and significant family

members, moving home or loss of employment. At this point, we also need to
recognise a matter of wider significance in that one

“of the secondary consequences of the failure to solve primary problems in
everyday life ... is the consumption of alcohol and other drugs (meant to
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inhibit the outbreak of a self-tortuning conscience and to generate relief from
anger, threat and fear) with a quickly developing and growing loss of self-
control in a vicious circle.” (Nickel 2000 p.46)

Once these matters have been explored it is possible to set out the conclusions of
this study. These confirm that most subjects had a consistent desire not to drink
drive. The study has thus examined the failures of that intent and how those failures
led to offending. It has shown the importance of the socially constructed ideas
drivers held particularly about their drinking patterns and styles. These change
frequently but are held consistently. There were other critical constructions relating
to drinking, driving and the precise meaning of the legal limit. In the absence of
accurate information about alcohol and the law strong reliance is given to the state
the person feels. The essential characteristics of those constructions were
examined, as were the mechanisms by which particular social constructions led
dnvers to offend. There was no support for any particular theoretical explanation of
the behaviour, nor is there is one that fully accounts for drink driving. However,
there are a number of clues that allow us to confirm or deny other approaches. In
spite of a lack of conclusivity, there are important implications of this study for future
policy, and this is the subject of the final chapter.

18



2 THE RESEARCH CONTEXT AND THE RESEARCH QUESTION

The international scene

The first international conference on ‘Alcohol and Road Traffic’ was held at
Stockholm in 1950. There was no clear agreement among those attending that
drinking drivers were a problem. The locus of interest of one third of the participants
who came from temperance organisations was thereby expressed. Reports were
taken from 23 countries of which § stated they had no problem and 5 others
acknowledged that they had no adequate statistics. In a review of the proceedings
at later conferences of the International Council on Alcohol, Drugs and Traffic
Safety (ICADTS) and of developments in the field, Moskowitz (2000) reminds us
that in the first part of the last century the only measure of drink drniving used was
intoxication. Only then could lay people recognise the “behavioural derangement”
(p.37) that clearly implied impaired driving. This was the case even though
Widmark, in Sweden, developed the first tests for intoxication in 1922. Always in the
forefront of concern about these matters, Norway and Sweden, on the basis of
Widmark’s work, introduced per se' laws in 1936 and 1941 respectively. A major
paper at the 1950 conference compared the clinical assessments of intoxication
with measures of blood alcohol concentrations (BAC’s) and found a wide disparity.
Thus the medical section concentrated on methods for developing the analysis of
alcohol in body fluids and one paper proposed that utilizing an enzyme ‘alcohol

dehydrogenase’ (ADH) would give more accurate measures than the traditional
wet-chemical oxidation procedure.

Once the new procedure became accepted in the field, laboratory staff could be
easily trained in the new method and, with the development of an automatic
analyser in the early 1960’s, one person could process 100 or more specimens

daily. The arrival of a simple quick analysis of a sample cleared the way for the law
to set and define legal limits of alcohol for unfit driving.

The ICADTS conferences, held every two or three years since 1950, have provided

the major means for the research community in this field to share their work and
conclusions. It is largely this work that is featured here.

Much of the early work at later ICADTS conferences was concerned with simple
psychomotor tests, where the results were capable of alternative readings. Also, as
time has gone on, it has been recognised that such tests do not replicate driving.
This iIs a much more complex activity that utilises cognitive functions to a larger
extent than psychomotor functions. This understanding has had two effects, the first
that cognitive functions are much more sensitive to alcohol at very low readings.
Secondly the ability to compensate for diminished abilities is much less possible
with cognitive functions. Over the fifty years “we can see that with increasing
frequency, experimental designs and measures better reflect the information
processing load of actual traffic situations” (Moskowitz 2000 p.41). Moskowitz
claimed that this tuning process has not yet gone far enough and the complexity of
driving in today’s conditions continues to be researched. Another concern related to

the tolerance developed by consistent drinkers. This is an important factor at high
blood alcohol levels of around 3 times, or more, the UK legal limit.

' Per se law only requires it to be shown that the driver was above the legal limit and thus by
definition unfit or impaired.
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A further development is that doctors now frequently prescribe other psychotropic
drugs and these are also used in self-medication, requiring constant research to
understand their effects when used alone and in concert with the use of alcohol.

In her review of the developments, at succeeding conferences, in the
understandings of the characteristics of drinking drivers, Evelyn Vingilis (2000)
accepts that “there are few well developed theories of drinking-driving behaviours.
We have fallen behind... [and] it is critical to understand.... what models can be

developed to explain behaviours.” (p. 60) She argued that, of her four suggested
domains for study, work has been done on demographic factors. This suggests that

the majority of drinking drivers are between 20 and 50 years, that around at least
80% are male and also probably from the lower socio-economic strata. Lifestyle
studies, her second domain, have had their prime focus on alcohol use and whether
drinking drivers are dependent or heavy consumers, yet, “many, particularly first
time offenders, would be defined as moderate drinkers” (p.57). Contrary to the UK
figures seen in chapter 1 she claimed that offenders also appear to have more
traffic accidents than the norm and alcohol plays an important part in their social
activities. The third of her four domains was personality, motivation and emotional
factors, and she concluded that few associations with personality have been found.
Both drinking and drink driving are affected by norms and expectations, and, though
few studies have been conducted on the link with emotions, they report drinking to
reduce stress as a factor. There has been little research on the fourth domain of
cognitive characteristics. She concluded, “future research should focus on more

theory development and utilization. Not enough research in this field is theory
driven.” (p.62)

One speaker at the first International Conference in 1950 questioned the
participants, “Who are the drunken drivers of which we have spoken here for two
days? Are they alcoholics? Are they just ordinary people? We lack the information
on this point.” (quoted MclLean 2000 p.28) If members attending that first
conference were unsure just who were the drinking drivers on the roads of

developed countries, the suggestion was still made that the problem of dnvers
driving under the influence of alcohol might be solved if drivers were given
“knowledge about alcohol metabolism and the consequences of alcohol on driving
abilities.” (Nickel 2000 p.45) Treatment programmes began in the United States in
the 1950’s and, whilst it has always been a minor part of the countermeasures to

drink driving, gradually spread to other countnes. This is an example of the slow
acceptance of international work in the UK.

A question that occupies policy makers in many countries is whether those
undertaking the rehabilitation or treatment of drinking dnvers can show that their
programmes are effective (see Wells-Parker et al 1995, Bartl et al 2002). The
requirement is often for strict measurement, the use of control groups and
comparability across different programmes. This is almost impossible to satisfy in
that, first, the target groups are not always the same. For example the major target
group of some treatment programmes is the muiti-offender, but the young drnver or
drivers with high BAC readings at conviction are the subjects of other programmes.
This makes comparisons between programmes nearly impossible. Whether the
programmes should be group or individually centred appears, over the years, to
have settled into a pragmatic solution of group programmes for the non-addicted
dniver but individual programmes for addicts. Again, the duration of treatment poses
a further dilemma, with some addicts possibly requiring life-long assistance, but
since “the early eighties, time-limited dynamic psychotherapy has ... demonstrated
positive effects. This has ... influenced the development of courses ...from a 12 ~
20 hour exposure to treatment within two to six weeks.” (Nickel 2000 p.49) An
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additional question is whether there should be an assessment procedure prior to
treatment? National studies seem to point to good individual assessment enables
programmes to be targeted more effectively but the results are not clear (Wells-
Parker and Williams 2002). Further there is also a wide vanation in the amount of
legislative weight that is given to the rehabilitative procedure. When allied to the
range of possible countermeasures (e.g. medical control of offenders, supervision,
impoundment of vehicles, technical devices such as interlock which prevent drivers
with alcohol in their breath starting the car) “there is a high degree of interaction
between those factors.” (p.50) Nickel argued that “there is no other way than
rigorous evaluation to prove the accordance to developed standards, allow the
public to understand ...help ...provide measures for the improvement” of services

(p.50). There are considerable inherent difficulties in such evaluative studies
(NHTSA 2001 chapter 5)

The extensive survey, conducted at Grand Rapids, Michigan, USA between 1961-
1964, made considerable impact. The study collected data from 5985 drivers
involved in accidents and a control group of 7500 drivers randomly selected at sites
that had also been randomly selected from the distribution of accidents in the city in

the previous three years. The research team also attended every accident and
breath tested each driver involved in the accident. (Borkenstein et al 1964) There
were two significant findings. The first has rarely been reported but the research
team, from those surveyed, found “only 993 positive BACs among the cases and
834 among the controls” (p.33 McLean 2000). The finding that was both widely
reported and accepted showed that, at levels of BAC above 50mg in 100 ml of

biood, both involvement in and responsibility for accidents increased rapidly (Dale
1964).

One element of any review must be a recognition that throughout the car-using
societies both the number and percentage of drink driver fatalities worldwide
declined in the 1980’s (see Beirness et al 1994 for Canada) and the reasons for this

are multi-faceted including over 500 legislative changes in the USA (Hingson et al
1988).

Finding possible countermeasures has been explored by Clayton (1997). He looked
at suggestions such as reducing the legal limit, enforcement strategies including
Breath Alcohol ignition Devices, sanctions against the drivers including different
penalties on conviction, and sanctions against the vehicle in addition to alcohol
assessment treatment and rehabilitation programmes. There are possibilities, as
yet not implemented: requiring clinicians to report alcohol-impaired drivers to the
relevant authonty (Chang et al 1992); designated drivers; sobriety checkpoints;
restricting heavy alcohol consumption (De Jong and Wallack 1993); a doctor's
certificate before returning a licence (Kristenson 1982); enforcement of prohibiting
service to intoxicated patrons by server training (McKnight and Streff 1994); random
breath testing (Voas and Fisher 2001); alcohol sensors to detect drivers above the
legal hmit (Foss et al 1993); a consistent legal limit of 30 mg% in blood (Heifer
1991). Clayton’s1997 review of the options available, recognised that there is no
“siiver bullet®, though some options may bring a reduction in deaths and accidents,
but these require restrictions on all drivers. The “essential question, therefore, is the
extent to which drivers will accept such restrictions...” (p.56). If these are
unacceptable, he suggests that road design should be changed and public
transport improved, though neither suggestion is likely to prove more acceptable.
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Policy relating to drinking and driving in the UK- a case study’

The Introduction stated that travellers should be safe from danger or molestation by
drivers, who had been rendered incompetent by alcohol. The 1806 Act of
Parliament made it an offence for a coach or carriage driver to be “incapable of
driving... or properly attending to the concerns thereof by reason of intoxication or
otherwise, whereby the Safety of Passengers may be endangered”. Those
concerns continued and in 1872, as a minor part of an act regulating public houses,
it was made an offence for any person to be “drunk while in charge on any highway
or other public place of any carriage, horse, cattle or steam engine” whether there

was damage or injury or not. In 1925, ‘mechanically propelled vehicle’ was added to
the above list.

Most other countnes with developed modern traffic conditions have, to a greater or
lesser degree, shared the concerns of the 19" Century British legislators and not
considered driving to be one of those occasions when “societally sanctioned

freedom from the otherwise enforceable demands that persons comply with the
conventional proprieties” applies (p.89 MacAndrew and Edgerton 1969). There
have been some difficulties in translating such concerns into policy and these are
now discussed by tracing the development of policy in the UK. This provides a case
study of a singular approach to keeping drink driving off the highways. This has
been produced by the interaction between the different understandings of the

nature of the behaviour and the ways that pressure groups, associated with each
view, brought.

One question that exercised both the international and the UK policy-making
communities related to the ways by which ‘incapable of driving’ or ‘drunk in charge’
were to be defined. Further, the methods and tests for determining just who is or is
not unfit, incapable or drunk need agreement, definition and acceptance. As all
legislation is a balance between competing views and to some extent a curb on
people’s actions, it needs to be understood by all who might be affected. Thus, in
relation to drink driving, the scales measuring the intoxication or incapacity of
driving need to be widely understood, as does the actual effects of the alcohol on
driving behaviour. In addition the policy community need some understanding of
prevention, how to correct this unsatisfactory behaviour once it has occurred and

also, in particular, to prevent individual drivers from continuing to drive whilst
incapable of so doing through alcohol.

In 1928, a lecturer in forensic medicine from Sheffield University gave a lecture to
the British Medical Association (BMA) entitled, “Tests of Drunkenness in Motor
Accidents”. This was one attempt to define drunk and a pressure for reform that
brought, in 1930, a change to the UK law, in that the requirement to show the driver
to have been “drunk” was replaced with a need to show the driver to have been so
‘under the influence of drink ... as to be incapable of having proper control” and, in
1956, with “unfit through drink”. But, as there were no accurate tests for this to be
determined and no clear definitions of the meaning of ‘unfit’, ‘incapable’, ‘having
proper control’ or ‘drunk’, the changes only served to confuse drivers and
compound the difficulties. The police, without accurate definitions, tests or
measuring instruments, found it necessary to ask apprehended drivers to walk on

. Thmughc:ut this section I am indebted to LIGHT R (1994) Criminalising the Drink Driver in
understanding the historical development of the legal measures relating to drinking and driving.
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white lines, pick up small coins from the floor, repeat ‘tongue twisting’ statements or
other idiosyncratic tests as ways of deciding if the driver was unfit to be dnving.

Picking up on work reported at international conferences, in 1960 the BMA
published a revised edition of “The Relation of Alcohol to Road Accidents” in which
they argued for three changes. First, a change in the focus of UK law to make
drinking and driving a per se offence would, they concluded, have a greater
deterrent effect on drivers. They wanted, secondly, to see the testing of breath
samples as the preferred method of determining the extent of a driver's impairment
and, by being minimally invasive, felt it would be acceptable to the public. Thirdly,
they argued for the BAC limit to be fixed at the level of 50mg per 100 ml of blood on

the basis of the evidence available. As a result of this report, the notion of dnver
impairment was eventually introduced into UK legisiation.

The number of fatal accidents on UK roads attnbuted to drivers under the influence

of alcohol continued to increase year on year. This was obviously a matter of
concern to some policy makers.

However, prolonged debates continued around the nature of motoring offences, the
main emphases of which continue today. Are these criminal acts in the sense that
theft, bodily harm, rape and murder are? The role and function of the police was
also an issue, with the police arguing that, whilst they had a duty to apprehend and
prosecute motoring offenders, nevertheless they could only be an effective force if
the public were in sympathy with them, and motorists were consistently arguing that
they were being ‘persecuted’ by the police. A further debating point was the nature
of the effect of alcohol on functioning, for the growing body of evidence was not
readily accepted by drinking motorists. Another debate concerned the nature of
evidence and the method by which it was obtained - with judges being prepared to
rule some ‘scientific’ evidence as inadmissible, sometimes on the smallest of
technical grounds. The legal professions were also key elements in the debate for,
however clear the scientific evidence was, many argued that they had a duty, in the
UK adversarial justice system, to defend or prosecute their clients with all the
means at their disposal. Much medical evidence, whether ‘scientifically’ grounded

or not, was thus discredited, especially when doctors could readily be found to
argue both for prosecution and for defence.

Once again the BMA, in the 1965 report “The Drinking Driver”, became the catalyst
to bring a major change in the law. They argued that it was not necessary to have a
clinical examination of drivers, indeed that such was a subjective process, and
should be replaced with a fixed blood alcohol limit. The evidence for the level was

again reviewed and support for the previous figure of 50 mg per 100 ml of blood
given but, on the basis that this might catch some unimpaired drivers, the report

finally recommended the level be 80 mg per 100 ml of blood. They again favoured
breath testing as against blood or urine sampling as the preferred method. The
Grand Rapids, Michigan, USA survey conducted between 1961-1964, made
considerable impact, especially the finding that at a BAC level of more than 50 mg
involvement in accidents increase exponentially. This provided “the final scientific
evidence needed to link alcohol and traffic casualties.” (Light 1994) Only then did

the UK, in 1967, set a legal limit of alcohol in the body and bring in a per se law
where the legal limit is the definition of unfit or impaired driver.

At last the UK police had both a simple method for testing those suspected of
driving whilst unfit through alcohol consumption and an allied definition. However,
there remained the matter of police powers to be resolved. A White Paper issued in
1965 proposed that only where the officer had grounds to suspect that the driver
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had been consuming alcohol should the police be given powers either to stop
drivers randomly or to stop and require a sample. After two attempts, due to the
intervention of a general election, the Road Traffic Act of 1967 was passed and for

the “first time in England and Wales an objective criterion had been laid down
governing the relationship between alcohol consumption and driving.” (Light 1994)
A sample of breath was also accepted as the preferred method. The final
compromise recommendation of the 1965 BMA report for a level of 80 mg per 100

ml of blood, or its equivalent of 35ug per 100 ml of breath, was accepted as the UK
legal limit. This remains the UK limit in spite of the proposal, in 1988, by the
European Commission that, from 1 January 1993, the “maximum legal limit for all

member states shall be no more than 0.50mg per ml blood.” (European
Commission 1988)

In spite of this apparent clarity, uncertainties continued and the debate carried on
almost without interruption. The central matters of the debate concerned - police
procedures that needed to be precise to conform to different Acts of Parliament;
whether the accuracy and reliabilty of the equipment to test a sample was
adequate; whether the procedures encroached upon motorists’ civil liberty against
arbitrary arrest; and whether a fixed limit could apply to everyone. It was also a
matter of concern as to how motorists could actually know when they were at or
above the legal limit and were legally either able or unfit to drive. For there is “an
automatic assumption by the general public that so long as their alcohol levels are
below these limits then it is safe to drive and above these limits it is dangerous to
drive. Under these circumstances it is irresponsible to give no guidance to dnvers.”
(Denney 1997) Many of these matters continued as debating points. The 1967 Act
itself was immediately effective in reducing fatal accidents but soon appeared to
have lost its power. Further, so many loophole cases were escaping conviction that
a review became urgent and in mid 1974 the government agreed to set up a

Departmental Committee “to review the operation of the law relating to drinking and
driving®, which became known as the Blennerhassett enquiry.

The consequential report was, at the time, seen to be a watershed in developing
legal policy in the UK. The report argued for: simplified police procedures and an
evidential breath test to be the norm; retention of the legal limit at 80 mg per 100 mi
of blood; police powers to require and test samples to be “unfettered”; penalties to
be raised and the offence should cease to be triable on indictment; the small group
of ‘high nsk' offenders be given an order over and above the usual penalty,
requiring the offender to show that his drinking habits do not present undue danger;
suggested ways that loopholes could be closed so that courts could disregard
lapses from correct procedures; and finally for an increase in publicity, education in
schools and research. With hindsight, and compared to other similar reports in
other countres, the report was a disappointment, particularly in that the committee
did not draft a bill to achieve its recommendations. Also it failed to take account of
the available evidence in this country and abroad, as well as the, by then,
considerable international literature. These matters weakened the impact of the
report and the only immediate changes made were in the Criminal Law Act 1977,
the effect of which was to bring the majority of drink-driving cases before
magistrates rather than the higher courts sitting with juries. This Act also tried to
bring drink-dnve cases within the general law of evidence, and, after a notable
case, achieved this. The police welcomed the Departmental Committee
{Blennerhassett] report and worked hard to develop satisfactory testing apparatus.
The government were less clear in their response, taking 6 months before they
published it and a further 3 months before it was accepted as the basis for
legislation. Only with a change of government, and a further report by the now
Transport Research Laboratory, did the new government set about implementing
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the report. After major debates about the increase in police powers, which

Blennerhassett had argued should be ‘unfettered’, new Acts were passed in 1981
and 1982 coming into effect in 1983.

From May 1983 six main changes in the previous legislation came into effect. They
were - evidential breath testing; conviction no longer depended on the police strictly
complying with procedural rules; the onus fell on the defendant to prove that s/he
had consumed alcohol after the driving and prior to the sample being taken; the
police were given wider discretion to breath test; a power of entry was also given to
the police; and special provisions for high risk offenders were introduced. There
was immediate questioning of the accuracy and validity of the testing apparatus
and, as a result, whilst the breath-alcohol limit had been set at 35 pug per 100 ml of
breath, the Home Office guidance to the police to this day remains not to prosecute
at values less than 40 ug per 100 ml of breath. Legal challenges to the use of police
powers were also made. However, the number of cases going to the Divisional
Courts have steadily diminished, the number of breath tests administered by the
police increased, the number of convictions for drink-driving has risen 1o around
100,000 cases per annum, and the number of accidents causing fatalities or injuries
has also steadily decreased, though there are inherent difficulties in establishing the
precise facts conceming accidents (see Adams 1995).

As the 1981 and 19882 Acts were passed, the government was also producing an
alcohol policy, “Drinking Sensibly”, which might have provided a framework in which
all matters relating to alcohol consumption were to be considered and enacted.
That has not happened, though it has provided health targets and influenced the
relaxation in the licensing regulations. As far as drink driving is concerned, the
publicity drives and special campaigns by the police prior to Christmas, that have
become a tradition since 1967, have remained and a summer campaign has been
added. The law, based on 1970’s thinking, was again reviewed as The Road Traffic
Ll aw Review. Their report, the North report, was published in 1988. The review
broadly advocated the diversion of minor offenders from the courts and increased
penalties for those drivers who pay little heed to traffic law, including a new offence
for those who cause fatal accidents whilst driving under the influence of alcohol or
drugs. The North Committee’s report gained much acceptance, but its approach
seemed narrow and it was not until the 1991 Road Traffic Act that North’'s main

recommendations became law. This act also gave statutory power for the
introduction of rehabilitation courses for drink drive offenders.

However, the conclusion must be that, although concerns as to the legislation and
policy continued to disturb the civil service, there has been no great political will to
make any further changes. Light (1994) offers “some possible explanations® as
*first, the drink-drive provisions have not been as effective as they might have been,
due to a concentration on simple deterrence; secondly, attempts to manipulate
public attitudes to drink-driving may have backfired; thirdly, the literature and state

of knowledge on drink-driving is inconclusive and contradictory in several respects;
fourthly, the dnnk-driver is not a ‘suitable enemy’; and fifthly, measures such as

RBT (random breath testing) and lower blood-alcoho!l concentrations would widen
the net of the cnminal justice system unacceptably.” (p.156) Meanwhile, of course,
in other countries different strategies were already operating (see Powell 2000 for
aspects of Australian policy). At no point, it appears, have the policy makers
considered what Ann Deehan calls a “public health approach” to those who are
involved in criminal activities where aicohol is involved. After she left the Home
Office, she has argued that offering a “mixture of advice, information and health
promotional literature to the targeted individual” (p. 48) would be as effective with
this population as it is in other settings. In relation to the drinking driver she believed
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this would be more effective “especially if the drinking status, as dependent

problematic or intoxicated, of the offender were established at the time of the
offence.” (p. 52 Deehan 2001)

It appears that the debates in the UK have, over many years, concerned
themselves almost entirely with the medical and legal aspects of the questions
about drinking drivers. Possibly some of the reason for this has been civil service
views have centred either on individual driver responsibility and deterrence or the

design and safety features of our roads. There has been little desire to “give our
citizens another option, rooted in the ideal of justice and the traditions of a civilized

soclety: different punishment that recognises the requirements of a lawful order,
safe communities and human dignity.” (William Bennett quoted Nickel 2000 p.46)
Also there has been little co-ordination of different initiatives in relation to alcohol
and no overarching policy framework within which different government
departments could develop any policy, let alone a set of co-ordinated policies in
contrast to, for example, the USA 1984 law (NIAA 1986). It has long been a
concern of those in the UK dealing with the effects of alcohol that there is no central
government responsibility for the matter. In 1987 an inter-departmental Ministerial
group was set up under the Leader of the House of Commons, John Wakeham, to

review government policy for combating alcohol-related problems including drink
driving. The core membership consisted of ministers from 16 departments. Targets
were set in the Health of the Nation (1992) but the national agency, Alcohol
Concern, has continued to press until now for an Alcohol Policy framework (see
Alcohol Concern 1997, 1999, 2000). This pressure is for a strategic plan to be
developed and the setting up of a body charged with its implementation. The
strategy could include objectives relating to taxation and the price of alcohol;
licensing of premises and people who sell alcohol; community safety, where
dnnking disorder would be designed out; control of the promotion of alcoho!;
promoting responsible drinking for all and enhancing the support and treatment

available to those in the early stages of developing an alcohol problem; resources
to carry out the strategy (Alcohol Concern 1999).

One possible alternative to policies based on deterrence theory and to concerns
about the nature and legalities of the offence might have been to set about
developing a rational educational programme for all drivers. In no aspect of driving
has this been the case. Once tested and found competent, there are no further
tests until old age, motorway experience is omitted from the driving test and there is
only mechanism for further skill development and testing for a few. Only recently
has the wrtten test been introduced and overhauled, leading to a new industry

developing the necessary training techniques. Failures of driving that led to the
commission of an offence have not required the offender to undergo further skill
development where the focus has been “individual drivers incompetence to keep to
rules and laws introduced for the sake of safety of communities and societies in
order to re-establish competence.” (Nickel 2000 p.46) It is thus perhaps of little
surprnise that not even now is a requirement placed on drink-drive offenders to re-
train, for participation in the DDR Scheme remains a voluntary choice of the
individual offender. The UK has taken little account of the different schemes that
have been developed, reported at conferences and researched internationally. The
published work is so extensive that Wells-Parker and her team conducted a meta-
analysis of the reports, published in 1990 and 1995. They were critical of the rigour
of many studies but concluded that only two, “psychotherapy alone and AA2, had
negative values® (p.917) and when those studies with better methodology were
examined they suggest “a robust positive effect of remediation compared with no

3 Alcoholics Anonymous
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remediation... the remediation effect on both DUI* recidivism and alcohol-related
crashes, in easily comprehensible terms was in the range of a 7-9% reduction. This
effect was found in spite of the fact that most “no remediation” groups were not "no
treatment” groups; control groups received licence sanctions often more severe
than the remediation group and frequently received contact with intervention
personnel either for screening or outcome monitoring purposes.” (p.923) Superior
effects were found when remediation was combined with other sanctions and “that
inclusion of remediation was associated with larger effects on drink-driving

behaviour, although licence sanctions ... improved alcohol-related traffic safety.”
(p.923) They also acknowledged that recidivism was a “conservative measure of

program effect” and if the correction suggested by Lipsey (1992) was applied the
“magnitude of the effect could approximately double.” (p.925)

The research and findings in the international field have been slow to filter into
policy in the UK. As one example, a working group in 1996, looking at the re-
granting of suspended licenses, predicated all their work on the basis that the
decision could be based on an accurate BAC reading alone. (Pharmacia and
Upjohn 1996) Again the most recent UK work (Clayton 1997) reviewing these

aspects of policy has been funded by the brewing industry and undertaken
privately.

Recent developments

Recent European work (e.g. Skog 2001) is recognising that there are three long-
established general alcohol consumption patterns and cultural styles across Europe
— the spirit drinking countries of Northern Europe, beer countries of Central Europe
and wine countries of Southern Europe, with different views about and
expectancies of alcohol as well as patterns of drinking. Governments in Central
Europe seem, in general, to be conscious of the vote-losing capacities of actions
affecting the perceived drinking culture that they imagine will be unpopular. Such
decisions are not taken at times close to elections. This seems to be the case in the

UK political scene. This particularly limited approach within the UK, unlike the
Scandinavian countnes, may well be compounded by our lack of an overall alcohol

policy and the split responsibilities of many civil service departments for varying
aspects of policy dealing with alcohol.

The same case can also be made, across Europe, in relation to transport, where
many governments have indicated intentions to produce more integrated policies.
To this observer these have not resulted in such integration. As one example, within
the UK there remains a split between government departments concerning
responsibilities relating to transport. This led to the Home Office (Home Office
2000), not the transport department, taking the lead and publishing the December
2000 consultative paper on road traffic penalties. Though produced jointly by 3
departments, | am told, the whole review of traffic penalties has been accompanied
by in-fighting between the departments. This is unnecessary and a very different
situation, for example, from that which applied in states of Australia, who introduced

random breath testing, with very concerted government actions co-ordinated across
departments and the police.

Discussion with staff indicates that traditionally, the research section of the
Department of Transport, from whom particular studies were commissioned, has
undertaken traffic research in the UK. Whilst the section has moved through the

* Driving Under the Influence of alcohol
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process of being separated out and then ‘privatised’ as the Transport Research
Laboratory, it remains, by ethos, the handmaiden of the, now, Department for
Transport. Unlike INRETS in France, it has not been provided with sufficient routine
statistics, had the independence or financial freedom to range widely across the
field and produce pro-active reports that might bring international matters to the
attention of policy makers. In spite of these structural matters, we do have a law
that commands international respect for the automatic disqualification from driving
on conviction of drink driving (Ross 1997). The UK is not alone in still echoing the
maijor speaker, at the first Stockholm conference, that we know so little about the
drinking driver and still predicate much policy on assumptions that are not
necessarily evidential.

The drink driver rehabilitation scheme — Nationally

The commencement of this scheme and the place it holds in social policy has
already been mentioned, in the previous chapter, but it now seems necessary to
expand on the detail of how the scheme operates, from a personal perspective (but
see also Mills 1991)

On Christmas Eve 1992, the Secretary of State for Transport announced (under
powers granted in Road Traffic Act 1991) that an experimental rehabilitation
scheme for drink drivers would commence in 1993. Only some 20 courts were
selected, for the experiment, to give both a balance of town and rural areas and a
geographical spread throughout the UK except Northern Ireland. The scheme was
an innovative one for the UK, containing a number of unusual features. Since 1983
magistrates have had little discretion in the sentencing of drink drive offenders.

They have had to disqualify the person from driving for a period of at least 12
months. In essence this scheme allowed magistrates, in the selected courts, to offer

a reduction of up to 25% in the length of that disqualification from dnving to an
offender if s/he successfully underwent the scheme. It has been common for the
maximum reduction to be given. A date by which the offender has to complete the
course in order to qualify is also set. The offender has, to agree to be referred to the
scheme, which requires the offender to attend a prescribed course of between 16
and 30 hours duration, pay the set fee and meet the requirements of the local

scheme organiser. The government set the parameters for the fee. At the start of
the scheme, they were a minimum of £50 and a maximum of £200, later increased

to £250. Should the offender decide, on reflection, not to undertake the scheme the
full disqualification from driving remains but this is the only result. Non-panticipation

is not reported to the court, nor does the court have any powers to take any
alternative action with the offender.

For many years magistrates have had the ability to select offenders to undertake
activities for which the person’'s agreement in court was, and is, required. The
unusual features of the DDR scheme are that, for the first time in UK policy, driving

offenders had the opportunity to undertake a course of training in order not to re-
offend. Also it was novel to reward successful completion of the course with a
reduced disqualification from driving. Further, the scheme remains self-financing,

being entirely paid for by the fees of those who choose to participate. Those fees
have also to be paid prior to the commencement of the course.

Both magistrates and course providers were concerned at some of the implications

of this Scheme. Requiring those who participated in the scheme to pay a course
fee, locally set within national guidelines, could be seen as merely a way by which
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the financially well off could reduce their disqualification time. It was either a way of

paying for justice or of reducing the effects of the court's sentence. In the eyes of
some magistrates, as well as of many others associated with the scheme, this

would be an unjust discrimination against the poorer offenders. The perception of
the level of that injustice has had, without doubt, an effect on magistrates’ decisions
relating to referral, indeed there is evidence that some people have not been
referred to the scheme because particular magistrates felt the person could not
afford it. Other magistrates have made clear to me that they saw the scheme as a

way of defeating their sentencing policy. A few have felt that offenders should serve
the minimum ban of 12 months and, against the guidelines, therefore increased the
period of the ban so that, when reduced by attending the course, it was still 12

months. This was clearly very rough justice for anyone who chose, for whatever
reason, not to attend the course. There was also considerable doubt among
magistrates as to the effectiveness of the scheme. Again it was a new and different
way for magistrates to think about one group of offenders and it was left to the
providers of the scheme to offer training to all court officials. Magistrates, court

officials and providers were given no other assistance to fulfii their key role of
implementing a new policy of social justice.

Initial expectations that all those appearing in the selected courts for the relevant
offences would be offered, accept and take up the scheme were quickly dissipated.
The national percentages of those considered suitable by magistrates and who
accepted in court to be referred to the scheme were 36% in 1995 and 42% in 1996,
the only years for which the figures were published (Mills 1995 Quoted Singer 1998
p.16, Davies et al 1997 p.1). Of those low figures, the percentage of those referred
to the scheme that then attended a course, was similar at 34% in 1995 and 44% in
1996. Thus Davies et al (1997) calculated that, of those convicted of drink drive
offences in the selected courts, only 18% actually attended a course.

These low figures may well have been related to the Department of Transport's
cautious approach to the scheme, in that as a limited experimental study there was

ittle or no publicity given to it. Magistrates were not given any guidelines on how to
use their absolute power to choose those they referred to the scheme. Nor was
national advice or guidance given regarding the grounds for their decision.

At the end of the three-year trial period, the result was that not enough people had
utiised the scheme for the government to feel justified in making the scheme a
permanent feature. The scheme was simply extended for a further one-year period.
A year later, the process within the Department was repeated but with one
significant difference. Additional courts were to be allowed to join the scheme. This
extension was effected largely by inviting the existing Course Organisers to
nominate the court areas where they felt able to extend their work. But there was no
secunty as to the future and no declared intention as to whether the scheme would
continue, expand or cease. The result was that from the start of 1998 the scheme

was available to drinking driver offenders in 176 magistrates courts throughout the
country and the scheme was to continue until 1999. it was accepted that a decision
would then be taken about the scheme’s future, when the available options would
be to make it a national scheme or close it altogether. The matter appeared to hang
in the balance, for the decision was only taken and announced in late October
1999, to make the scheme a national one as from 1 January 2000. The DDR
scheme would be a permanent part of the way of dealing with convicted drink
dnvers (Lord Whitty 2000). Once the scheme became national, the advice to

magistrates is always to offer the maximum reduction. This is seen to limit the
Inequalities within the scheme.
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The scheme was monitored and evaluated by the Transport Research Laboratory
(TRL). The first report of national statistics of the DDR courses provided some basic
information including the age distribution and social class of those attending
courses (Mills 1995). Participants were also measured on a simple Alcohol
Knowledge Test at the start and finish of the course and this information was
collected by and available to Course Organisers. Mills reported that participants
showed a general increase in knowledge about the legal limit and an increase in
awareness of safe driving limits. A battery of 7 attitudinal statements measured
attitudes towards drinking and driving and 85% improved their scores during the
courses. It is no part of my study to replicate this on-going evaluative work of the
courses. TRL also reported (Davies and Harland 1996, Davies, et al (1997 and
1998) a dramatic reduction in the re-offending rates and this formed the background
to the decision to make the scheme a national one from 1 January 2000.

The low uptake for the scheme raised concerns relating to the socio-economic

status of those accepting to undertake a course. Paula Mills study (1995) looked at
both age and social class and found:

|Age | Percentage | | Social Class | Percentage |
Up to 19 i 2 i A 2
20 — 24 10 i 10

25— 29 | 15 | C1 26
30 — 39 3 K] 35
40 - 49 |2 i g HSOET 18
50 — 59 g O sl ikl il
60+ Al ol | I

—

She offered no comment on these figures. A more in depth analysis was
undertaken by Davies et al (1997) using both the ACORN categories, based on
post code analysis, and categories based on the occupational data of the small
number interviewed. They concluded that, “the sample of attenders is biased

towards people with a higher income and ... that the main reason for not going on a
course was cost.” (p.10)

The referral and uptake rates slowly and gradually increased to the point at which

virtually all first-time offenders appearing before magistrates’ courts were referred
to the scheme.

The drink driver rehabilitation scheme - In Sheffield

Within the initial discussions, as the scheme was set up in Sheffield, it became
clear that not only the court officials but also the magistrates’ leaders were very
supportive of this scheme. Sheffield magistrates welcomed the opportunity to refer
convicted drinking drivers to some form of help and guidance that would seek to
reduce re-offending. However, there were in excess of 350 lay magistrates at that

time in the city and there would inevitably be a variety of views within such a large
number.

Sheffield magistrates did have concerns about the ability of financially able
offenders to ‘purchase’ a reduction in the length of their disqualification from dnving.

This was a possible injustice within the scheme that they formally raised with the
government, without affecting the nature of the scheme. Such concerns probably

affected the referral decision by some magistrates. From the scheme starting and
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throughout the period of this study, the fee paid by those attending courses in
Sheffield was £150. This was always reduced for those students, elderly or people
on state benefits, who found this an impossible figure and approached the
Organiser. There was widespread relief at my decision to reduce the course fee for

these groups, but this only marginally lessened the potential injustice of the
scheme.

The way the scheme operated during the period of this study was that, once a
referral had been agreed, the court informed ‘reForm’, the name under which the
scheme operated in Sheffield. Each referred person was immediately sent a letter

giving further information about the scheme and the dates of the next courses that
were being organised. Intending participants had then only to choose the most
convenient course for themselves and return a booking form to be booked on the
course. That pattern of contact, with those referred by the court, has remained the
same throughout. Courses have always been arranged at regular intervals and
were all held at city centre venues convenient for public transport. They were
usually arranged in the early evening, during some lunch breaks and also on
Saturday mornings. The scheme required that the course had to provide at least 16
hours of training and this was usually broken down into 8 weekly sessions, each of

2 hours duration. Saturday morning sessions were held fortnightly and were for 4
hours. As time progressed other options were also developed.

Following discussion with the magistrates as to the nature of the course, they
recognised that the course would not deal with drinking problems as such and if
magistrates became aware of an alcohol addiction this was a ground for not making
a referral. The design of the scheme was, and remains, to give assistance,
guidance and help to convicted drinking drivers through the offender attending a

course for which s/he pays and in return receives a reduction in the length of the

driving disqualification. This aim has shaped the nature of the course and the way
the scheme operates locally.

During the course, the early focus is on each person’s drinking. Everyone keeps a
daily diary of all their alcohol consumption throughout the course, for this is a

reliable method with light drinkers though less reliable for heavy drinkers (Webb et
al 1991). There are also exercises and discussions designed to assist everyone to
have a clear understanding of their personal drinking style and pattern. There is a
familiarisation exercise so that people can see what different drinks look like in the
type of glasses they commonly use. Each participant examines their own drinking
history and relates it to the group so that changes in it and influences upon it can be
recognised. Teaching about units of alcohol, how the body absorbs, circulates and
eliminates alcohol and the average times taken for these processes is given. The
link between the amount of alcohol consumed and Blood Alcohol Concentration
(BAC) is explored to make the point that absorption rates vary and thus drinkers
cannot be sure of being under the legal limit after having drunk ‘x’ units. There are

exercises designed to get all participants observing and thinking about good and

bad driving and opportunities to discuss the driving behaviour that concerns or
irntates each one.

Exercises are undertaken to observe driving through a long lens, as it were, so that
all appreciate the amount of traffic, the small tolerances that often operate, the
speed of vehicles and the wide range of activities that take place on our roads by
pedestnans, children, animals, and elderly people, as well as the varied situations
and motivations for being there, such as professional drivers with tight deadlines,
those lost, the distracted, those enjoying a pleasant drive and many others. The
effect of alcohol on the central nervous system and thus on moods, cognitive
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functions, physical and psychological abilities is explored in some depth. There iIs
also input concerning the drink-driving legislation so that all are aware of its
complexities, definitions and hazards. The group discusses case studies. Each
person explores all their previous driving after drinking alcohol and participants
establish their personal cues for the action as well as general and personal
vulnerabilities to driving after drinking. It is also a requirement that each person
spends time looking at the circumstances leading up to and following their offence
in order that they can establish what led to and what were the implications of their
offending. There are group and individual exercises by which general and personal
strategies for avoiding driving with alcohol in the body are developed. Those
personal strategies are subject to challenge and are improved by suggestions from
the group and the leader who utilises all the matenal offered through drinking
histories, daily diaries, personal accounts of the offence[s] and contributions to
group discussions. Everyone who completes the course should have a clear,
realistic and achievable action plan to avoid future driving with alcohol present.

There are few statistics for Sheffield available but the original referral rate was 52%
from the Sheffield Court, rather higher than the national average (Mills 1995).
Those who attended needed to be able to afford the fee and the scheme appears to
have self selected more of the most affluent offenders. However, the subjective
evidence, in Sheffield, is that those undertaking courses did so with one motivation

only — the early return of their driving licence (See also Singer 1998). Beyond that,
the reasons given for participating in the scheme were many and bore little relation

to socio-economic status. The pressure to join the scheme appeared to be related
to the inconvenience of not having a car, especially in relation to getting to work;
having members of the family, especially if disabled or elderly, dependent upon the
driver; loss of esteem at not being able to drive; loss of the pleasure of driving as
well as those whose livelihoods were in some way affected by or dependent upon
their having a driving licence. Those joining the scheme were of all ages from 17 to
over 70 and they lived in all parts of the city. Their economic status ranged from
unemployed, disabled, early retired, retired and those in work. Those in

employment ranged from manual workers to professional and managerial
occupations. On this scheme, those convicted of a drink driving offence came from
a wide range of backgrounds and social circumstances.

The research question

The impetus for this study was working with the participants of the DDR courses
operating within the city of Sheffield. All the subjects in this research were also
participants in the DDR scheme. Thus all had been convicted of a drink drive

offence and had accepted the opportunity to join the scheme. Since 1993, as the
Course Organiser, | have worked with those people who chose to attend a course.

Such work challenged often-held stereotypical assumptions that all drink drive
offenders are heavy consumers of alcohol. Yet the DDR course members’ drinking
appeared to range from modest even occasional consumption of alcohol to others
who regularly consumed in excess of 100 units per week. Again, in the field and in
most definitions current at the time, all course participants would be considered as
‘problem drinkers’. Whilst all the course members recognised that their drinking
had, on the occasion that had led to their conviction been problematic, most
seemed to enjoy their drinking and have little or no other problem associated with it.
Nevertheless the choice of sample would need to take account of the common
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assumption that all drink drivers are at least heavy consumers if not dependent on
alcohol.

Another assumption that these offenders were a particular sub group of an
offending population seemed not to be borne out. The offenders | met came from a
wide cross section of society, including many for whom this was their only offence.
This was no narrow group of people with particular characteristics marking them out
from the driving population at large. Those with rules which, for a variety of reasons,
were set aside on one occasion contradicted the assumption that all were drivers
who regularly take considered decisions to drnive after consuming alcohol. Indeed,
many made it clear that they did not want to be offenders and had feelings of

shame or guilt at having offended. Many took that statement further and claimed
that they had actively tried not to offend as dnnk drivers.

Challenges presented themselves to me in a number of different forms. For one of
the most striking features of my early work was coming to terms with the lack of
accurate knowledge held by course participants in two areas. Almost all were
limited in their understanding of alcohol, how long it remains in the body and the
effects it has on the human body. This was not too surprising, but the level of
misunderstanding was. Of greater surprise were the inaccuracies in the recognition
of the true nature of people’s own drinking. The simple task of keeping a diary of
daily drinking brought exclamations of surprise from so many. Not only was that
level of surprise registered about their own drinking but also about the nature of the
rest of the group’s drinking. Course members had a common held assumption that
‘everyone’ drank on more or less the same number of days, drank about the same
amount and for the same motives. It was a surpnse to find that others were very
different as drinkers. Thus many arnved at the second or third session of a course
commenting that, when they had recognised their drinking compared to the group,
they had decided to alter their drinking.

From the start of the scheme, simple measures were used to determine the nature
of the dependency on alcohol of those we met. Initially the Michigan Alcohol

Screening Test (MAST) was the tool but replaced by the Alcohol Use Disorders
ldentification Test (AUDIT) of the World Health Organisation (WHQ) once it became

available. MAST scores were not kept once AUDIT was in use.

It was no surprise to discover that aimost all assumed that their driving was of good

quality, safe and skilled. How that judgement was arrived at was, | suspected, a
matter of great variation.

From the start of the DDR courses, everyone who participated had to understand
and come to terms with the complexity of the legislation governing this aspect of
behaviour, the subtle nuances of ‘unfit to drive’ and ‘being in charge’ and thus how
easily people can become drink drive offenders. This raised important questions
about the public policies, and the lack of rational bases for this was soon apparent.

There are many questions raised in the above about the intentions, expectancies,
social constructions and actual behaviour of drinking drivers. The accounts of
course members as | listened to and reflected upon them made me question how

their personal rules had come to be set-aside on the particular occasion of their
offence. As the number of accounts increased would it be possible to group the

accounts into 'categories of circumstances that set aside the usual practice'? On
the surface it appeared as if situations such as an "emergency situation", or a

“relationship obligation”, or even "ignorance”, or "out of emotional balance" might
have meaning.
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Such a straightforward categorisation was precipitate and served only to raise
further questions. For example, how prevalent and all embracing were these
categories, or were there some others not yet perceived by me? Or again, shouid
there be a categorisation based on entirely different criteria, such as amount of
drinking and length of drinking history, as in other research? Furthermore, in what
manner and with what strength did these existing categories, such as quantity of
alcohol drunk with number of offences, link to each other, if at all? What was the
direction of such linkages? Again, how did they link to the notion of 'risk taking'?
What significance did the phrase 'l just didn't think' have, and could this in any
sense be said to be explanatory? The longer or greater the reflection, the more
questions that begged to be explored. Thus this study needed to focus upon the
unique sample of those who participated in the DDR scheme in Sheffield and to

explore the social constructions of these drink-drivers and ask them for their
explanations of their behaviour. |

This research explored with the subjects of this study the following major factors.
First the extent to which the construction of ‘normal drinking’ by these subjects
encapsulated their entire alcohol consumption and how any additional alcohol
drinking was considered. It was also necessary to understand whether the drinking
was seen as a leisure and social activity, and was thus an activity largely accepted
for itself and not considered in any depth nor examined in detail. Course members’
accounts of their drinking appeared to indicate that drinking followed a pattern.
Would such patterns provide a more effective tool for analysis than the biood
alcohol reading in common use in research studies, in policy and in legislation?
Would such patterns have a regular consistency and continue over long periods of
time or change frequently? What factors would bring any such change? How did
any such patterns relate to the constructions people had of themseives as drinkers?

The second major area of exploration was the constructions these subjects had of
themselves as drivers and how those constructions related to their driving. How
would the declared interests in cars, owning and driving them be reflected in the

use made of their vehicles? Would this show a marked difference from the utilitanan
use most people make of their cars?

A further area of examination was the intention or otherwise these subjects had of
conforming to the drink drive law or not. If, as seemed possible, the majority
intended to conform, what was the nature of the personal rules about not dnving
after drinking they had developed for themselves? On what knowledge base had
such rules been prepared? Had the complexity of the knowledge bases relating to
alcohol and its effects, the time taken to expel alcohol from the body, the law, the
nature of the offence and the possible future sentence been utilised?

Not only the personal rules people constructed, but also the decision to dnive after
drinking, may have been influenced by a person’s knowledge base or had other
factors affected that decision. A further consideration was whether the decision to
drive, often in effect overriding personal rules, was taken with deliberation, or had
other factors set aside or overrode those rules. Within those factors, what was the
extent to which these convicted drink drinkers believed that there was only a limited
chance of being caught? According to other studies a high proportion of male drink
drivers are single or recently separated and facing emotional turmoil. How important
is that finding, would it be replicated in this sample of drivers and does this mean
that these offenders are “mid way between what one would expect from a criminal
group and non-offenders?” (personal communication Martin, 1995)
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Further questions relate to the theoretical framework in which to consider the
actions of these dnnking drivers. Is there a single explanatory theory that will enable
us to understand this phenomenon and thus to predict who are those likely to be
offenders in the future? If this is the case, there will be strong evidence for the
direction of future policy and the ways by which driving whilst under the influence of
alcohol can be prevented. Ilf, on the other hand, the matenal gathered from this

small sample of drinking dnivers is not capable of being understood or explained by

a single theory, what will be the more diverse implications for future policy
intiatives?
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3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The challenge of the many questions with which | had been presented had to be
faced. In essence they asked how people came to be convicted drink drivers. This
was perhaps another way of asking about the perceived causes of drink driving.
The review of the literature offers many studies that have taken groups of drink
drivers and tried to quantify, analyse and characterise them with ever increasingly
sophisticated methods. Many studies have attempted to isolate the predictive power
of specific items. But they did not give me understanding of how individuals come to
act. Such studies failed to answer my deepest questions. | recognised that, in this
study, | needed to guard against any attempt to objectify the subjects or the process
of the study.

| needed to utilise a different method whereby individual offenders and | met
together in order to try to understand the person’s action. Such a method has
difficulties for ultimately no one can get into the mind or self of another. Further one
party’'s empathy may be a hindrance because it may lead to a confident, assured
‘understanding’ that cannot in fact exist. Goffman has taught us that we all make
presentations of ourselves, which he calls fabrication or self-deception when it is
recognised or known about (Goffman 1974). Also the participants and the situation
affect each presentation. It needs to be understood that the nature of the interaction
is a reflexive one with the limitation that each participant reflects both something of
themselves and something of what they understand of the other person.

Another important question relates to the significance of the word 'methods'. Phillips
(1971) uses the terms "data-collection techniques” and "data-collection
procedures”. Qualitative techniques, such as participant observation, written
accounts, diaries, discussions or unstructured interviews seek to unravel the
subjective meanings that people give to their experiences. As such, these
approaches are not the objective study of one person by another, the researcher,
but a truly hermeneutic approach that subjectively tnes to grasp the other person’s
point of view and so in some sense to claim understanding of him. If "methods are
mere instruments designed to identify and analyse the obdurate character of the
empirical world" (Blumer 1970) they give a mechanistic tone to research enquiry.
Rather, Bryman and Burgess (1994), in their review of qualitative research practice,
express the view that " qualitative research cannot be reduced to particular
techniques nor to set stages, but rather that a dynamic process is involved which
links together problems, theories and methods.” (p.2) This recognises that research
is a dynamic process with many strands to it, and that has an inevitable messiness
about it. This appears to be the experience of those who have written about their
qualitative research methods in some detail (see as one example Richards and
Richards 1994). It is this understanding that underpins this study.

One major method, which undertakes such a study of ordinary experiences and
which also stresses the interplay between data collection and the development of
theory, is the Grounded Theory approach (Glaser and Strauss 1967, Glaser 1968,
Turner 1981). This approach recognises that analysis is not about quantifying data
but is a process of interpretation that discovers concepts and relationships and
organises these into a theoretical explanatory scheme. (Strauss and Corbin 1998)
Thus grounded theory is the discovery of theory from data that has been
systematically obtained and analysed through a process of initial reflection that
goes alongside the data collection. The analytical process then continues through
comparative analyses that ensure that the evidence is accurate through verification

36




of other material accounts internal to the study. If the generality of a fact can be
established, empirical generalisations will result. On the other hand considerable
care and attention needs to be given to those accounts that appear to be different
from the generality. If they fail to fit into any classificatory scheme how and why this
is must be questioned. As Glaser and Strauss claim, the root sources of all theory
development are the sensitive insights of the observer. These insights may occur
long after the work is finished when the study is being reviewed. Whenever such
insights occur they need to be transferred to categories, which fit the data,

properties and hypotheses. A category may need relating to any subcategories
through statements showing their relatedness.

The researcher also needs to look for cues in the data that denote how major
categories relate to one another. Out of these well developed groupings, theory
develops through systematically interrelating the categories by means of
statements of relationship, which form a theoretical framework that explains some
relevant phenomenon. Such theory is grounded because it is derived from data and
then illustrated by characteristic examples of the data. Generating grounded theory
cannot be divorced from the process by which it is generated. As Strauss and
Corbin (1998) make clear the researcher's awareness of that process and the
ability to make it clear are essential elements of theory building. Rather using
comparative analysis puts emphasis on theory as a process of generating grounded
theory but the form in which it is presented can be independent of the process. In
another sense such theory is what the researcher knows systematically (Glaser
and Strauss 1967) about her/his data. This is not the same as a conviction that the
perspectives and meanings of the subjects are understood. This requires that the
researcher is both immersed with the subjects in the data and yet detached from
that social world. The approach is thus attempting, through grappling with
understanding the actions and behaviour of other human beings in all their
complexity, to discover if there are comments, understandings or insights that are
common and what general categories or concepts might be denved through the
process. This addresses matters of reliability and validity in general. In particular

they are discussed when dealing with the use of the in depth interview and
choosing the sample o interview.

In hindsight it was very important for this study that | was not made aware of
Matza's work on drift theory and techniques of neutralisation (Sykes and Matza
1957) for | identified all of his techniques of neutralisation in the responses of those
| interviewed. He identified five techniques: to deny responsibility as a victim of
circumstance; to deny that injury or harm had been done; to deny that in the
circumstances the act had been wrong; to see the ‘condemners’ (the police for my
respondents) as hypocrites or acting out of personal motives; to appeal to higher
authorities such as responsibilities to family or friends. However, not being aware of
the work | could not look for his categories and thus skew my own analysis.

Qualitative research cannot be forced into the standard canons of scientific enquiry
relating to significance, generalisability, consistency, reproducibility, precision and
verification as if into a straightjacket. Social phenomena cannot be reproduced
exactly, as If in laboratory conditions, but have their own inherent unique validity.
The process by which the data is gathered, and its consistent use, gives indications
as to the reliability of the maternal. But the research process is more than the
gathering of data. It is concermned with the codifying and analysis of that data. It is
here that the underlying principles of the canons need to be thought through with
imagination and their re-interpretation applied with rigour for only so can the
reliability and validity of the analysis become clear. (Strauss and Corbin 1998)
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Using interviews

There were not many ways of undertaking the data collection in order to understand
personal accounts of any occasions of driving after drinking. In the context of the
remedial courses | was providing individuals had given accounts of their offence. It
was these accounts, in particular, that raised so many questions for me. Whilst this
provided the context for this study it also raised issues about my different roles.
These needed to be resolved as far as that was possible. Initially | regretted that the
medium in which these stories had been given was not suitable for their recording
and subsequent analysis. Practically it would have been impossible to record the
stories, comments from other group members, and noted the voice inflection, body
posture and language of both reporters and other group members. It would not

have been possible to use every course members’ story had they all been recorded
and it would have been certain that | would have used those | considered
interesting, unusual, raised a question for me or made a point or a challenge. |t
would have been either a covert method and as such unsuitable or would have
diverted the giving of the account from the rationale within the remedial course to
one of research.

Using any of the material gained from the remedial course would have
compromised the whole issue of my professional role with these people. They had
been convicted in court, offered a course, about which they knew almost nothing,
received letters from me, paid me money (whether for me or someone else few
knew), turned up on a due date and met me, and then participated in 16 hours of
work with me which | controlled and directed. | alone had the power to offer the
magic certificate that would release the driving licence earlier than otherwise. | had
to accept and understand that this was the context of the relationship between us
and was my professional role within it. However relaxed and informal | made the
course sessions would not alter the personal realty of how each course member
perceived, understood and reacted to these matters. To have turned this
relationship into ‘research’ would have traduced one if not both purposes. Using
material gained in this way on the course was not an option | could pursue although

interesting material, that appeared different from anything | had expected, was
thereby lost.

It was for these reasons that | chose to interview, in some depth, a sample of those
people whose accounts | had heard, as the major way of collecting data about their
experience of drink driving. Whilst this method could not overcome the professional
bias issues, it separated the research element from the course. it also gave each

person the opportunity freely to choose to participate or not. The method required
that | sample a proportion of those | had met, worked with and whose stories | had
heard. | felt that such a sampling should be based on criteria that had nothing to do
with the personal story produced on the course. Only so could | ensure that the
people interviewed were not chosen to fit some scheme already formed in the
recesses of my mind. This again would have nullified the whole process.

Separately interviewing each person participating in the research also changed the
context of the powerful position | held, for no one was invited to participate in a
research interview until the certificate, for which he attended the course, had been
given. If Elias is correct that power is always a matter of relationships and are
‘formed by the changing historical network of interdependencies between
individuals... influenced by the fluctuating balances of power” (Burkitt 1991 p. 163)

then meeting in a new context offered the possibility of a different relationship
developing between us.
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Interviews. such | intended to conduct, may be variously structured or not and, in
the sense in which those terms are normally used, | wanted to use in depth, ‘long,
open-ended interviews using only a simple framework. Their purpose was 1o hear
the accounts of the person’s driving after drinking in all its complexity and to put that
account into the context of the person’s drinking, driving and thinking about dnnk
driving. | also needed the space to be able to follow up, clarfy and, if necessary,
challenge the account until it was as clear as possible to me. This precluded the
structured interview, where specific questions would be designed and asked in
order to elicit a response even though that response would not be structured. In-
depth interviews, in one sense, do not fully answer the question of validity in
general, for the inference on which an account is based may be false. Such might
be the case if, for example, it was felt that the police were ‘out to get me’. That may,
of course, be the case and there would be no way the researcher would know.
What is important is the construction of such a response. For such interviews are a
method in which the subjects are as released as possible to state clearly their
feelings and understanding of their actions and this content is valid for that person.
This is of the essence of validity. Yet there has to be recognition of the positions of
the symbolic interactionists who claim that identity and self are the result of the
process of seeing yourself as others see you and the roles that are played in that
process.

Choosing those to interview

A major decision related to the selection of people to be interviewed. The size of the
sample and the criteria on which it was to be selected and recruited had to be
determined. It appeared that a sample size of 50 would be the maximum
manageable number within the context of this project and the time available. This
would, | felt give an adequate number to address matters of validity. Precise, clear
and rigidly operated selection criteria are always important. But it would be doubly
so in this study in order to overcome any personal bias in my professional role as
the DDR course provider. In that role | had already heard descriptions from the
participants of their understanding of how they came to offend and | felt | had to be

extremely sensitive in ensuring that | did not choose to interview people whose
stories interested me or seemed to support any ideas | had.

The choice of a particular level of drinking provided the chosen parameter. BAC at
the time of the offence was a frequently used defining criterion in other studies
(Wieczorek et al 1992a). It has the disadvantage of using a one-off measure to

identify a drinking level, which may bear little relation to a person’s usual drinking. |
had the benefit of being aware of 6-8 weeks drinking recorded in daily dnnking
diaries. To use the self recorded weekly drinking as the basis of selection for
interview would give a more balanced perspective of usual drinking for the person.
But | needed to appreciate that choosing it did not invest the measure with
significance. Any more than, for example, choosing people who drove 30,000 miles
per annum or drove a particular make of car. The choice presumed that quantity of
alcohol consumed each week was a significant indicator and provided a clue to the
understanding of the drink drive behaviour but this may not be the case. With this
awareness in mind, the wise choice seemed to be to select the sample on the basis

of their weekly recorded drinking and this met the criterion of avoiding selection on
any ground relating to a person's story.

A number of filters are in operation selecting those drink drivers who participate in
the DDR scheme. Clearly not all those who drive whilst under the influence of
alcohol are apprehended by the police and charged with an offence. So, within
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those interviewed, there was, what many of them would call, the lottery of police
detection, apprehension and prosecution. Many attendees felt that, whilst they were
correctly convicted, it was special or unusual police activity - or worse, that
someone had alerted the police, that brought them to prosecution (note Sykes and
Matza 1957). Also those referred to the scheme at the start seemed to over
represent particular postcode areas of the city. However, to have resolved the
questions inherent in these two filters would have meant embarking upon a different
study relating, in essence, to policing practices. It was important, to maintain
consistency with my chosen method, not to seek to map the distnbution of

offenders geographically, socially, economically or in any other way for this would
have dealt with different questions.

The operation of fiters was seen in Sheffield, by the low attendance of those who

had appeared in court at a course. Instead of the anticipated 350, only 90 people
attended in 1993-94 and 91 the following year, a very small percentage of those

appearing in court. One of the reasons was that, once in court, the magistrates had
a choice as to whether or not to refer and, at the start, referred only about half of all
the offenders. Further the offenders who were referred also had a choice as to
whether they should accept the referral and join a DDR course. It was a possible
study to examine the reasons and determine their strength. At the time | was
dealing with all the referrals and meeting all those who attended courses in
Sheffield, so | was aware of those who attended and had some information as to
their reasons for attendance. Whilst some people did not attend because of the
costs (Davies et al 1997), others who attended borrowed, went into debt or had
severe financial difficulties. Other attendees had many fears of what the course
might do and the issues they might have to face about themselves and presumably
the same fears were replicated in those who did not attend. Another study by
Singer (1998) showed that many of his respondents claimed that it was too difficult
to get to the venues. We met in the city centre yet some attendees faced
considerable journey times and travel difficulties in order to attend. Whatever the

reasons for the low figures, which were replicated in other parts of the country, it
was not part of this study to explore this dimension.

It was easy to determine that the sample should consist of men only. In the UK, at
that time, about 8% of convicted drink drivers were women and a comparable
number were being referred to the DDR scheme by the court and attending
courses. To select 4 women as a part of the sample would have been too small a
number to tell us anything significant about how women approach the matter of
driving under the influence of alcohol, and would have reduced the number of male

participants. There seemed to be no logical reason to include such a limited number
and | decided that the wisest action would be to recruit only men to the sample.

In view of the practical difficulties involved and the nature of this study { decided
that it was not possible to choose, select and assemble a control group whose

findings could be compared with the study group. This reinforced the thrust of this
study as an ethnographic study.

Although no formal analysis was undertaken, it was quickly clear to me that those
attending the courses came from a wide cross section of drivers. They were of all
adults but had no other defining common charactenstics that | could recognise.
Their stated fundamental motivations for attending the course were to reduce the
length of time away from dniving, which meant a return to a full earning capability for
some, a reduction in personal or family inconvenience for others, a lessening of the
felt ‘shame’ in not having a driving licence and just a simple desire to once again
have the freedom to ‘drive my car’. Self-selected participants they might be but, on
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the face of it, they appeared to range across all sections of society. On the
evidence available, there seemed no way by which this group of people, who_ each
attended a DDR course, could be considered typical or not of the population of

drinking drivers. This study could only be an examination of the accounts of t_he
chosen sample and could not claim to be in any way representative of all drinking
drivers or even of all convicted drink drivers.

The researcher

A necessary precondition of engaging with a research project is for the researcher
to be located and grounded as precisely and accurately as possible. Self
understanding is important. This also enables the reader to understand some of the
researcher's background, motivation, philosophy and potential personal biases.
Some of this was provided in the preface to this study. | recognised that my own
background, in relation to alcohol consumption, was different from most of those
interviewed. This could limit my sympathetic listening and provide blinkers to
understanding different experiences. On some courses my confirmation of myself
as a modest but regular drinker was always accepted without further comment. So
my background and course experience might enable me, as researcher, to escape

some of the assumptions that drinkers may hold and not question, and also make
salient some of my own prejudices.

As researcher | would hear accounts of drinking and lifestyles that were not in my
personal experience. This could result in a lack of appreciation on my part but it

might avoid my making assumptions on the basis of social status or that ‘| had been
there and done that'.

The subjects of this study had completed a DDR course where, when personal
drinking was discussed the positive, enjoyable benefits were brought out balancing
lists of negative consequences usually obtained from the group. It was never part of
the course to be anti alcohol or the personal styles of drinking provided there. |
hoped that these aspects of my personal position as DDR provider would be
retained when we met in the context of a research interview.

| also brought to this study my practice as a counsellor. Counselling and its
cognates are all embracing terms. Trained counsellors have many different aspects
to their skills, some of which may be shared requirements with research
interviewers. My core training, developed skill and experience was in accepting
each person without prima facie judgements about them, their personalities or the
story they presented; then in creating an atmosphere in which people felt able to
say what they wanted, further to listen accurately to people, accepting their story
and feeding back my understanding of what | had heard in order to check out its
accuracy. | had been trained to work with ‘where the client is’ and be client led in
the further pursuance of the object of the interview. In the interviews for this study |
had only the broadest of frames seeking to locate the person as a drinker, as a
driver and listen to how he had come to offend. | was not required to set a
professional judgement’ over against the client’'s understanding. In the past the few
occasions when this was required of me, my ‘judgement’ had been the subject of
considerable discussion with and acceptance by the client. This project also

required; that people were enabled to give their account and have it accepted but
tested. Thus | felt able in the interviews to be relaxed and listen in a flexible, not

preplanned or controlled, way and to let the account as offered speak to me. As a
trained and skilled listener, believing | could meet this criterion, it was natural for me

4]



to want to explore these matters by examining, through the medium of an in-depth
interview, the subjects’ constructions about their behaviour and what sense they
made of the experience of driving whilst under the influence of alcohol. This

somewhat natural reaction of mine has, | recognise, structured this study in
important ways.

| believed | had a sound working knowledge of the field of alcohol studies, but my
theoretical understandings were proving inadequate to account for drink driving
behaviour. So this study was not going to take accepted theory and test it. Rather, |
would seek explanations from those who were most involved. It was thus to be an
ethnographic study and one which might offer some pointers to develop either our

theoretical understanding or, at least, to policy changes that might prove more
effective in preventing further offences.

On reflection, | felt my own pathway had things to commend it — a very ‘flat’ view of
alcohol as a child, awareness and a questioning when | first came across drinkers
but a clear rejection of a total abstinence position. This was followed by a choice to
consume alcohol in a way and to an extent that | found, and find, enjoyable. Then to
have worked with and gained some understanding of dependent drinkers was, | felt,

an added strength in that | had no areas of personal behaviour that led me to a
‘there-but-for-..." feeling.

| was very aware that the interpretation of the material | obtained would be a one
through my own peculiar eyes of which | needed to be aware. | can only be
described as a white, English, middle class, faith professing, professional person. |
had a very particular personal experience and entrenched ways of interviewing
providing inevitable blinkers. | had to recognise that my approaches to meeting
people in one to one interviews were shaped by some years of pastoral experience,
therapeutic relationships and the need to be alert to, recognise and respond to
emotional pain, in whatever way that manifested itself. How such a developed way
of working and integral parts of myself might impact upon and influence the
responses from the interviewees | would not know. As an example, | found myself
envious of the deep and lasting friendships and bonding that many subjects had
with people they had grown up with — unlike myself, who had moved from place to

place very frequently. As already recognised this study would have other limitations
because | had worked with all those | was to interview in the context of a DDR

course. Through that contact we had developed our own understandings and
expectations of each other and some form of relationship. Whilst | might seek to be
aware of those relationships | could not be aware, far less take account of any
verbal, cognitive or emotional repertoires on the part of those interviewed. It would

be a limitation that all might have strong perceptions of what they felt | wanted to
hear and to have given that to me.

Other approaches

One alternative approach might have used an Analytic Induction method, where
some definition of the problem or issue is the starting point for examining a number
of cases and formulating a possible explanation. Further cases are then examined
to see if they fit with the explanation and where there is a lack of fit in any case to
reformulate the hypothesis to take account of any discrepancy as is the process In
Deviant Case Analysis. This process continues until no case that does not fit the
reformulated hypothesis remains. This is clearly a demanding process in which any
case that is inconsistent with a hypothesis requires a return to the field. One major
problem to using this method, in this study, was that it was not possible to
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accurately describe a ‘problem’ in simple concrete terms. Rather there were many
diffuse strands that needed to be understood and brought together. It also seemed
doubtful if the interviewees would be willing to sustain this process. Furthermore
this method appears to be predicated on a mechanistic, socially structured view of
human beings where regularity and consistency are the hallmarks. It is likely to
operate at a high level of general abstraction, where the particularities and
peculiarities of individuals have been generalised out. In its pure form it is not
frequently used though some would claim that, in their research, there has been an
interplay and adjustment between the data collection and hypothesis formulation
until a fit is obtained (Mason 1994).

Two alternative methods of collecting accounts of drinking and driving would have
been to get people to write the account or to use a postal questionnaire thus
avoiding, in both cases, the necessity for and expense of an interview, for
participant and researcher. Both methods would have allowed a larger sample to be
chosen and to approach a wider group than those who had attended a course. The
danger in choosing a larger sample and asking them to write an account was that
this could have been seen as an integral part of the course rather than a research
project. Delaying it until the course was past would have probably had a low
response rate. Completing a questionnaire would have used an entirely different
method and implied using a wider group. This did not seem wise. It would have
given two samples of drink drive offenders and that would only have been useful if
they were to be compared. This was not acceptable for ‘truth’ as an aim was not
possible to achieve, only understanding of the accounts given me.

There were further grounds for this conclusion in that both these methods rely on
written explanations of what was required and not all course members were
comfortable writing. The method also required subjects to be organised and
disciplined. It was likely to produce a very limited and skewed response. Any
questionnaire method would not give respondents an opportunity to give an account
of their offence and its circumstance. Both methods would be time consuming and
costly. Practically, it had proved very difficult to contact those referred to the
scheme, but who chose not to attend. Post was the only way, for no telephone
numbers were available, and random calling from the telephone directory proved to
be very time consuming and provided only a low contact rate. The non-attendees
had not responded to mailed correspondence to participate in the scheme and it did

not seem viable to include them in this study. Thus both methods were considered
and rejected.

Research methods

My purpose was to explore with offenders how they had come to offend, using an
Interview to obtain the basic data to be analysed. However, there were dilemmas
iInherent in this method. The population from which my sample would be selected
was a group of people, whose drink driving had been observed. They had been
taken to court, defined as offenders and sentenced. They had agreed to be referred
to the DDR scheme and chosen to pay the fee and attend. To this extent they were
not representative of all drink drivers, nor even of convicted drink drivers. To have
attempted to correct any biases or to have examined the exact nature of the their

lack of representation would have changed the nature of this research and led to a
different study.

Attending a DDR course involved, for all the subjects of this study, a relationship
with me as the group facilitator and course designer, in order to obtain a certificate
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that | had the sole power to grant or refuse. It was inevitable that those who
attended would have some feelings about the process. Thus it was necessary to
separate and distinguish matters as clearly as possible. | felt it was required of me
to address this matter by, first, talking about the research and giving an explanation
of the research to every course group. | explained that as they had been exposed to

new knowledge and understandings so | also faced new understandings about
them and about drink drivers in general.

Also all members were told that some, who met unannounced criteria, could be
approached and their assistance in giving me one interview would be appreciated.
Refusal was equally acceptable and carried no penalties. It was also made clear

that no fee for the interview would be paid and that the purpose of the interview was
research and had no relationship to their reason for attending the course and could
not affect the early return of their driving licence. To assist changing the power
relationship between us, it was then critical to delay inviting anyone until the course

was over, the certificate had been awarded and my powerful role was ended. The
principle was established that people would not be invited for interview immediately
after completing the course. interviews would be held at least some weeks after
each subject ended the course. The two procedures were distinct and separate
processes and it seemed wise to isolate them as much as possible for only so could
It be possible for people to be as free as possible to tell their stories.

It would have been possible to make an entirely random selection of those who
attended courses and invite them for interview. But so many studies had samples of
'alcoholics' or 'heavy drinkers' as subjects. Other studies had examined subjects on

the basis of their BAC reading at the time of their offence (Wieczorek et al 1992a). It
seemed necessary to place this study within the research field.

During attendance at the course spanning 8 weeks participants were required to
keep a daily diary of drinking (Webb et al 1991). Each diary was discussed within
the group and no judgmental comments were made, in order to support the
objective of everyone being open, accurate and honest about their drinking. The
stated purpose of keeping the dianes was to assist people to understand their own

drinking behaviour. The only comments made about them attempted to elicit
understandings of how any changes had occurred and why. To select people with
levels of regular alcohol consumption in excess of 50 units per week that is
recognised, within the alcohol field, as heavy drinking (see O’Connor 1978). Such a
choice would avoid any charge that the study had selected light drinkers and had
no relevance to the majority of heavy drnking drink drivers. The association
between such a level of drinking, always referred to as ‘heavy’, and the problems
such drinkers are perceived to have has already been referred to, but what this
study tried to achieve was to understand what constructions the drinkers had of
both matters, and what link if any they perceived between them. The cut off point of
50 UK units was also chosen because and it seemed to be the highest cut off point
that would produce a realistic sample within a reasonable time. In fact, due to the
small number who attended the courses in each of the first two years, it was difficult
to find sufficient numbers regularly drinking 50 units a week and insufficient

potential interviewees would have been available so a lower limit was chosen. The
chosen cnterion became drinking 40 or more units per week.

No work was undertaken to establish just what percentages of course attendees
drank at what levels, largely because such a figure gave so little information as to
lead to very limited conclusions. Such a concentration on quantity consumed per
week gave no indication of the rich variety of ways of drinking, the feelings
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surrounding it and the constructions people held about it. It was these that were of
interest and the interview would seek to explore.

There were some who claimed and recorded only irregular or occasional drinking
sessions. On these occasions people might have consumed either modest or
excessive amounts of alcohol. To have selected, as the sample to be interviewed,
people with only occasional drinking of modest amounts would have left this study
out of touch with the vast majority of drinking men and of convicted drinking drivers.
The results of such a study would not have been comparable with those of the
mainstream of studies in this field, though these usually rely on the BAC reading at
the time of the offence. In their meta analysis of the association of alcohol and
social or health harms Rehm et al (2003) place drinkers of 40 units in their second
category of risk. This also highlights the methodological pitfalls inherent in using a
drinking measure as a tool of selection (Adams 1995). But sel<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>