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DRIVING UNDER THE INFIDENCE OF LIQUOR: 

:FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF AGE, SEX AND SIMULTANEOUS OFFENSES 

by 

Marjorie Brown Roy, Director of Research 
Elaine Greenblatt, Senior Statistical Clerk 

I. PUrpose of the Study 

The objective of this DUlL study was to determine the age and sex distri­
bution of drunk driver defendants in the Oommonwealth of Massachusetts, 
and to assess the incidence of simultaneous offenses by age. 

This study was modeled after a February, 1979 DUlL research project, and 
was undertru~en to assess any shifts in age of defendants since the enact­
ment of Massachusetts legislation (S. 1727, amended) which raised the legal 
drinking age from 18 to 20 years as of April 16 l 1979. 

The first research report was published by the Office of t~e Commissioner 
of Probation on March 30, 1979, before the new legislation was in effect. 

In light of the new legislation which raised the legal drinking age in 
the Commonwealth, the study asked the questions: . 

1. What is the average age of drunk driver defendants in the state? 

2. What percent of those charged with drunk driving are under the 
new legal drinking age? 

3. Is there any age linkage to simultaneous offenses; that is, do 
certain types of additional charges occur more frequently .among 
certain age groups? 

4. Has the new legislation reduced the frequency of drunk driving 
among teenagers? 

II. Methodology 

The Office of the Commissioner of Probation analyzed data based on court 
appearance records received from 70 probation departments statevide from 
October 1-26, 1979. This data was compared to records received from 
February 5 to March 2., 1979. 

In the February, 1979 sample period, 1,795 defendants were charged with 
driving under the influence of liquor (lIlA). In the October, 1979 
sample, 1,788 defendants were similarly charged. 
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The Office of the Commissioner of Probation is unique in that all 
criminal and delinquency recor~s statewide are centrally filed in 
Boston; six million court appearance records dating back to 1924 
are stored in the OCP Central File. 

Each day, probation departments across the state send in records of 
cases heard on the previous day, including new charges, the status of 
continued cases and dispositional information. 

Only those records reflecting new charges for drunk driving were included 
in the samples. 

Records were counted daily, and coded by age, sex and offenses. Offenses 
were coded, based on the following categories: 

* DUlL only 

* DUIL, plus one or more of the following: 

1. Operating to Endanger 
2. Use of a Motor Vehicle Without Authority 
3. Larceny of a Motor Vehicle 
4. Leaving the Scene of an Accident 
5. Property Damage 
6. Personal Injury 
7. Speeding/reckless Driving 
8. Other major Motor Vehicle 
9. Other minor Motor Vehicle 

10. Other Criminal Offenses 
a. against persons 
b. against property 
c. controlled substance 
d. public order 

III. Findings 

A total of i,788 DTurJe Driver records were received and included in the 
October 4-week sample, compared to 1,795 in the February 4-week sample. 
This data indicates that no significant shifts in volume of drunk driver 
arrests have occurred as a result of the new legislation. 

The sex distribution of the February and October cases is as follows: 

Male 

Female 

February Sample 

1,647 (91. 75(%) 

148 ( 8.25%) 

October Sample 

1,618 (90.49%) 

170 (9.50%) 
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While the October sample shows a slightly higher percentage of female 
DUIL defendants (from 8.25% in February to 9.50% in October), an additional 
longitudinal study would be needed to assess whether this was a significant 
trend, or a finding unique to this sampling period. The data warrants 
ftlX'ther review. 

The average age for male and female DUlL defendants was as follows: 

February Sample October Sample 

Male 29.8 yrs. (range of yrs.: 15-75) 

Female 31.4 yrs (range of yrs.: 17-67) 

29.4 yrs. (range of yrs.: 15-82) 

32.2 yrs. (range of yrs.: 16-78) 

The above data shows no signific.ant change in the mean age for males or females. 
While the February sample shrnved the oldest DUIL defendant to be 75 years of 
age, the October sample included DUlL defendants up to 82 years of age. The 
youngest defendant in both samples was 15 years old. 

The age distribution for the DUlL cases by sex was as follows: 

February sample October sample 

Age Male Female Canbined Male Female Combined 

15 .18% .18% .06% .06% 
16 .60% .60% .93% 1.76% 1.01% 
17 2.36% 2.70% 2.30% 3.95% 2.94% 3.86% 
18 5.46% 3.37% 5.29% 5:13% 4.71% 5.09% 
19 5.52% 5.40% 5.51% 8.09% 3.53% 7.66% 
20 8.80% 5.40% 8.52% 7.23% 6.47% 7.16% 
21-25 25.14% 25.67% 25.18% 23.84% 20.58% 23.55% 
26-30 16.87% 13.51% 16.60% 17.05% 17.06% 17.06% 
31-40 17.9'7% 22.97% 18.38% 16.67% 18.82% 16.89% 
41-50 8.98% 12.83% 9.30% 9.82% 11.76% 10.01% 
51-60 6.19% 6.75% 6.23% 4.94% 8.82% 5.26% 
61-70 1.76% 1.35% 1.7Z'/o 1.91% 2.35% 1.96% 
71+ .1Z'/o .12% .370/0 1.1'7% .45%· 

'IOTAL 99.95% 99.95% 99.93% 99.99% 99.9'7% 100.01% 

This age distribution for DUlL defendants in the October sample closely 
parallels the age distribution in the February sample, with no decreased 
frequency among teenagers. 

The above age distribution shows that while 14.12% of the males and 11.47i~1 
of the females were under 20 years of age in February (prior to the. change 
in the legal drinking age), in the October sample 18.16% of the males and 
12.94% of the females were under the age of 20. 

Conclusions which may be drawa from the above data include: 

1. Police discretion may play an ~rtant role in the increased 
number of teenagers arrested for drunk driving; that is, police 
are actually e.nforcing the new law; 



2. Teenagers are probably not obeying the new legislation; 

3. The inability to legally drink in a bar or tavern may induce 
some teenagers to do more of their drinking in cars. 

The data shows that when the legal drinking age. was 18 years (prior to 
April 16, 1979), 3.08 percent of the DUIL defendants were 17 years of age 
or younger. In the October sample, 4.93 percent of the DUlL defendants 
were 17 or younger. Again, this phenomenon may be due to greater police 
awareness of teenage drunk drivers. 

In both the February and October samples, the 21-25 year old age group 
showed the highest frequency of drunk drivers. While 25.18 percent of 
the DUlL defendants in the February sample were between 21-25, 23.55 
percent were 21-25 in the October sample. 

More than half the defendants in both the February (52.35%) and October 
(51.63%) were 26 years of age or older. 

Nature of the Charges 

The study also examined the nature of the charges; analyzing those cases 
which had one or more simultaneous offenses in addition to the drunk driving 
charge. In the February sample, 51 percent of the defendants had simultaneous 
offenses, compared to 46 percent in the October sample. 

If there was no age linkage to multiple offenses, one would expect the 
distribution of multiple offenses to parallel the overall percent 
distribution of the various age groups in the sample. That is, if 
20 percent of the overall sample were within a given age group, one would 
expect the incidence of any given additional offense to also be 20 percent 
in that age group. 'Vhere an offense was under or overrepresented when 
compared to the age group's percent of the total sample, that offense 
may have some age linkage. 

Table 1 & 2 in the Appendix show that in both the February and October 
samples, defendants under the age of 20 are overrepresented in the inci­
dence of several offenses. Because of the small number of females in 
both 9~les, no separate analysis by sex was undertaken. 

vVhile the teenage DUlL defendants accounted for 13.97 percent in the 
February sample and 17.67 percent in the October samples, they were 
underrepresented among those charged with DUIL only, indics;t;ing that 
during both months, a higher than expected frequency of mU.l tiple offenses 
by teenagers occurred. 

As Tables 1 and 2 indicate, juveniles in both m:mths were charged with the 
following motor vehicle offenses more often than one would predict from 
their age representation in the study: 

* Operating to Endanger 
* Use of a Motor Vehicle Without Authority 
* Leaving the Scene of an accident with property damage 
* Leaving the Scene of an accident \vith personal injury 
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The teenage drivers, 15-19 years of age, were also overrepresented 
in other types of criminal offenses. In October, they accounted for 
24.14% of the crimes against property (such as: receiving stolen goods, 
larceny, breaking and entering, malicious damage to property), and 55.56 
percent of public order crimes (possession of open container of alcohol, 
disorderly conduct, other liquor law violations). In the February sample, 
teenagers accounted for 15.63 percent of the crirr~s against property and 
24.28 percent of the public order crimes. 

However , despite the overrepresentation of teenage drunk drivers in these 
offense categories, the 21-25 year old age group in D.::!tober accounted for 
the highest percent of the follmving: 

* Operating to Endanger (28.43%) 
* Speeding and Reckless Driving (25.58%) 
* Leaving the Scene wi t1'1 Property Damage (34.38%) 
* Leaving the Scene with Personal Injury (37.50%) 

In terms of other criminal offenses, the 21-25 year old age group also 
showed the highest frequency of crimes against persons (25.40%), controlled 
substance violations (42.53%) and disorderly conduct (40%). 

In both the February and October samples , drivers 26 years of age and older 
showed a consistent pattern of reduced percentage of defendants charged with 
multiple offenses and a higher percentage of defendants charged with drtuik 
driving only. 

Older drivers (61+ years of age) accounted for less than 2% of the DUlL 
defendants in both February (1. 72%) and October (1.96%); however, in 
both sample n:onths, the older drivers \'vere overrepresented in accidents 
which caused personal injury. In both sample m:mths, over 6% of the 
personal injury charges were against older drivers. 

Summary of Findings 

This canparative study of drunk driver defendants in ~Iassachusetts in 
February and October, 1979 was undertaken to assess the effectiveness 
of the new law (S. 1727, amended) which raised the legal drinking age 
in Massachusetts from 18 to 20 years on April 16, 1979 .. 

When the October sample was compared to. a similar sample in February, this 
DUlL study found a 26 percent increase in the number of teenagers (15-19 
years of age) who were charged with driving under the influence of liquor 
(n=250 in February, n=316 in October). While teenagers comprised about 
14 percent of the February DUlL defendants, they accolmted for over 17 
percent in October. 
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While one would have expected a sharp reduction in teenage drunk drivers 
after S. 1727 was enacted, this follow-up research found an increased 
number of arrests among people under 20 years of age. This may be due 
to: intensive police enforcement. However, it is also likely that 
some teenagers are probably not honoring the new law. They may be 
drinking more in cars inasmuch as they cannot legally drink in a 
tavern or bar. 

B:>tb the February and October studies found that the majority (86% in 
February, 82.0% in October) of drunk drivers were over 20 years of 
age. In both stu.dies, the mean age was approximatt~ly 30 for males 
and females. Males accounted for over 90 percent of the DUlL charges 
in both the February and October studies. DUlL defendants ranged in 
age fran 15-82. 

Teenagers were found to have a higher thfu~ predicted frequency of multiple 
offenses, including: operating to endanger, use of a motor vehicle without 
authority, leaving the scene of an accident with property damage and personal 
inj~-y, crimes against property and public order offenses. 

However, drivers 21-25 years of age represented the highest absolute frequency 
of DUIL defendants in both studies. Drunk driving decreased in frequency in 
the older age groups; oJ,der drivers also are underrepresented in simultaneous 
offenses. 

This study will be repeated in October, 1980 to further assess the enforce­
ment and effectiveness of the new legislation in Massachusetts. 



TABLE 1: February! 1979 Sample (n=l, 795) 

DRIVING UNDER THE INFliJENCE OF LIQUOR -- Distribution of Offenses by Age (Percent Distribution) 

Age % of DUIL DUIL PillS SIMULTANEOUS OFFENSES 
total only 112A 114A Lar.MV 113A/B Prop. Pers. 116AI Other Other Agst. Agst. C.S. P.O. 

, Dng .. Inj. 110A' maj .MV min.1W Pers. Prop . 

15 . 18 0 .50 9.52 .83 13.33 .63 

16 .60 .34 1.00 2.38 .83 .63 

17 2.39 2.18 1.00 7.14 4.16 5.33 2.54 2.51 3.22 3.13 2.32 10.0 

18 5.29 4.25 7.30 14.28 25.0 4.16 10.00 20.00 5.33 3.82 4.68 9.67 9.37 8.13 10.0 

19 5.51 4.82 5.79 7.14 2.08 10.83 6.66 5.73 6.35 3.22 3.13 5.81 4.28 

sub 13.97 11. 59 15.59 ·iO.~t6 25.0 6.24 26.65 33.33 17.32 13.35 13.54 16.11 15.63 16:26 24.28 
total 

20 8.52 4.25 9.82 4.76 25.0 6.25 9.16 6.66 8.00 2.54 5.35 16.12 3.13 18.60 14.78 

21::25 25.18 24.79 28.96 21.42 50.0 20.83 11.66 29.33 30.57 27.75 20.96 40.62 31.39 11.42 

26-30 16.60 16.99 15.11 16.67 18.75 19.16 6.66 13.33 21.01 18.06 14,52 18.75 17.44 21.42 

31-40 18.38 20.55 16.12 7.14 27.08 17.50 26.66 22.66 18.47 22.41 17.74 15.62 16.27 22.85 

41-50 9.30 10.90 8.31 7.14 10.42 7.50 20.00 8.00 12.10 10.03 11.29 3.13 4.28 

51-60 6.23 8.72 4.03 . 2.08 3.33 1.91 3.01 1.61 3.13 1.42 

61-70 1.72 2.06 1.51 2.38 6.25 4.16 6.66 1.33 .66 

71+ .12 .50 2.08 .83 1.61 

112A = Operating to Endanger 113B :: Leaving the scene of an accident with personal injury 
114A = Use of Motor Vehicle without Authority 116A = Speeding 
113A, ~ Leaving the scene of. an. accident with I10A = Reckless driving 

property damage C.S. = Controlled substance violations 
P.O. = Public order crimes 



Age 

15 

16 . 

17 

18 

19 

sub 
tot. 

20 

21-25 

26-30 

31-40 

41·,.50 

51-60 

61-70 

71+ 

.' 
Table 2: OcToBER SAMPLE, 1979 (n=1,788) . 

DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF LIQUOR -- Dist~ibution of Offenses oX Ag~ PERCENT DISTRIBUTION . 

% of DUlL OTHER MaroR VEHlcr.E O:F.FENSES lEAVING SCENE OF ACCIDENT Other other OTHER CRIMINAL OF.FENSFS PUBLIC ORDER CRIMES 
total only. 112A 114A Lar. Mv. 116A/ 113A/B Prop.' Pers. Major Minor Agst. Agst. Cont. Minor POSSe oth. Dis. 

Con. 
Oth. 
Pub. 
Ord. 

110A '. Dng. . Inj. M/V M/V Pers. Prop. Sub. Trans. Op. en. Liq. 

.06 0 

1.01 .52 

0, 7.69 

.96 7.69 

3.86 2.48 4.58 23.08 

5.09 4.03 6.75 7.69 

7.66 7.14 8.19 15.38 

,I. " " . 

17.67 14.17 20.48 61.54 

7.16 6.83 8.19 

23.55 20.89 28.43 

17.06 17.79 13.49 

o 
7.69 

7.69 

16.89 16.86 16.39 23.08 

10.01,13.03 7.95 

5.26 7.14 3.37 

1.96 2.59, 1.69 

.45 .72 o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
0' 

o 

.0 

o 
o 

'0 

2.33 

,4.65 

4.65 

, 0 O' 

2,94 1:56 

2.94 6.25 

2.9.4 4.69 

11. 63 ' 5.88 11. 72 

23.26 

9.30 

)'c 
14.71 24.22 

2.94 7.03 

25.58' 32.35 34.38 

13.95 

100.00, 13.95 

11. 7.6 13 . 28 

35~29 15.63 

- 0 '3.13 o 

o 

o 
o 

11.63 

2.33 

o 
o 

2.94 1.56 

0' 

o 
o 

.78 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
' .. 1 .. 04 

4.17 

3.65 

o 
3.61 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
1.15 

4.82 4.7617.24 2.30 

3.61 4.76 6.90 3.45 

18.75' 7.81 7.23 4.76 o 10.34 

18.75 

o 
37.50 

18.'75 

18.75 

o 
0, 

6.25 

o 

16 .. 67 

8.33. 

.,': . -,,( 

19. 28 ll~. 29 

9;04 9.52 

20.31 17.47 25.'40 

24.4~ 28.31 20.63 

20.31 18.67 22.22 

6.77' 4.82 4.76 

.2.60: 2.41 3.17 

o 
o 

o. 
o 

'24.14 17 .24 

6.90 4.60 

24 .1l~ 42 .53 

13.79 22.99 

27:59 10.34 

3.45 1.15 

o 
o 
o 

1.15 

o 
o 

100.01 100.02 99.9g 100.00 100.00 100.00, 99.99 100.01 100.00 

.52 

o 
99.99 100.00' 99.99 100.01 100.00 . 

Ale. Ale. Laws 

o 
18.18 

o 
3.57 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

27.27 28.57 10.00 8.00 8.70 

22.73 25.00 0 8.00 4.35 ' 

31.82 32.14 20.00 0 13.04 

.1. 
100.00 89.29' 30.00 16.00 26.09 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

a 
o 
o 

o 20.00 12.00 4:35 

7.14 10.00 40.00 30.43 

3.57 20.00 8.00 17:39 

o 
'0 

o 
o 
o 

10.00 8.00 21,.74 

o 8.00 0 

10.00 4.00 0 

o 
o 

4.00 0 

O' ,0 

100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00'100.00 

key: 112A = Operating to Endanger . "113B ~ . Leaving the scene of an accident with personal in'iury 
IIBA = Speeding " oJ , . 1J.4A = Use ~f Motor Vehicle without a~thori~r 

)13A - Leav~ng the scene of an accident witti 
property damage 

* Subtotal divided by Total ~equency, 

IIOA = Reckles$ driving 
C.S. = Controlled Substance violations 
P.O. :;: Public Order Crimes 



Table 3 : Driving Under the Influence· of Liquor, Age Distriblition . of Defendants OcroBER 1 - 26, 1979 

AGE M F T % AGE M F T % AGE M F T % AGE M F T ic AGE M F T ic 0 0 

j'( 3.4j 15 1 0 1 0.06 29 58 4 62 43 23 3 26 1.4' 57 10 0 10 ).56 71 0 0 0 0 

16 15 3 18 1.01,/' 30 49 4 53 2,9E 44 17 3 20 1.1 58 2 1 3 0.1, 72 1 1 2 0.11 

17 64 5 69 3.86//31 42 3 45 2.52 45 18 3 21 1.1 59 6 1 7 0.3~ 73 2 0 2 0.11 

-j' 
18 83 8 91 1.9E 46 11 2 13 0.1' 60 3 3 6 .0.34 74 1 0 1 0.06 5.09',32 32 3 35 

-
! 

19 131 6 137 7.66 33 26 5 31 1.73 47 10 2 12 0.6 61 4 o , 4 . 0.2~ 75 1 0 1 0.06 

20 117 11 12'8 7.16 34 36 6 42 ~.35 48 16 1 17 10.9 62 7 0 7 0.3S 76 0 0 0 0 

21 89 8 97 5.43 35 29 3 32 lL 79 49 13 2 15 ~.841 63 6 2 8 0.4:: 77 0 0 0 0 

22 89 6 95 5.31 36 29 4 33 ,,-,85 50 16 1 17 P .. 95! 64 0 1 1 O.OE 78 0 1 1 0.06 

23 83 8 91 5.09 37 27 3 30 1.68 51 14 0 14 ~.78 65 6 1 7 0.3C 82 1 0 1 ~.06 

24 68 10 78 4.36 38 17 3 20 11.1~ 52 10 2 12 ~,67 66 4 0 4 0.2~ 
.~, . Total Percentage: 100 .04% 

25 57 3 60 3.36 39 15 2 17 0.9:: 53 10 1 11 P .. 62 67 0 0 0 0 TOTAL MAlE: 1618 
TOTAL FEMALE: 170 

26 58 9 67 3.75 40 17 0 17 0.95 54· 5 1 6 p.34 68 4 0 4 0,22i TO':r4L CASES: 1788 

-- ~ AGE MALES: 29.34 yrs. 
27 52 6 58 3.24 41 18 0 18 1.0 55 11 3 14 p.78 69 0 0 0 0 X AGE FmY~S: 32.18 • . . , . yrs. 

, 28 . 59 6 65 3.64 42 17 3 20 1.1' 56 8 3 11 p.62 70 0 0 0 0 X AGE AGGREGATE: 29. 61 yrs. 



gz; Yff&?7l/l1tm1/t(¥J.a#~qt' ~ 
. <fiPollIHlt;i.Jt&ne4b (,t/?jJm&tl~W 

2(}(j ... A{;;"" Yf/;(.fYl¢ vYtfij{(J..e; /?lJ(JJ/(')N/ t/2'Pcf 

NEWS RELEASE 

December 3 I 1979 RELF...ASE DA'IE: ON OR AFTER 
SUNDAY r DE~ERg;-i979.. 

For further. in£onnation, conta.ct: Joseph P. Foley, Conmissj.oner ~ 617-
727-5300; Marge BrO'ND Roy! Director of Research, 727-5307; or the Chief 
Probation Officer in your local district court. 

PROBfi.TION STUDY FINDS INCREASE 

nl TEENAGE DRUNK DRIVER ARRESTS 
I 

Teenagers in Massachusetts ru~e apparently not hcm,bring the 

new- 20-year-old drinking law, a.ccording to a. research report! published 

by the Office of 1:hf' Corrmlssiol1.er: of Pr.oba.tion. 

The legal drj.n1dng age in the Conrnonv;realth was raised from 

18 to 20 year.s on Apr:fJ. 16~ 1979, after Sl1a.ctmrm.t of S. 1727, whi.ch vms 

signed by Governor King on March 8, 1979. 

J.n. an effort to assess the emOJ:cement and effectiveness of 

the new legisla.tion., the Office. of the O:mnissioner of Proba.tion al1alyzed 

all dnn.1k driver cour1: cases sta.tew:i..de in Feb:r.ua:ry and again. in October, 

1979. The s1::t1tiy compared the a.ge distribu.tion. of drunk. dr-1.war defendants 

before and a£ter the change in. the legal dl::i.nldl1g age. 

According to PrOL ,'.:;ion Com:niss:i.on.er Joseph. P. Foley, "teerJ.8.gers 

accounted for over 17 percent of the drunk. drivel:' arrests jn. October I J.979 , 

compared. to less I than. 14 percent jn FebJ;uar.y. II T'ne frequency of teenagers 

being charged wi.th driving tinder the influence of liquor increased 26 percent I 

when the October and February da.ta wer.e COi1lpared. 

-rfore-



DRUNK DRIVERS ~. 2 

The Probation study ar.a1yzed 1,795 drtmk driver court cases 

in February and compared the findings to 1,788 cases in October, 1979. 

Drunk drivers ranged in age from 15-82, with the mean age being about 30 

years for both males and females. Mc'lles accotm,ted for over 90 percent of 

the drunk driving arrests. 

82% Over 20 Ye..ars Old 

While 17.67 percent of the drunk drivers in October were 

between 15 and 19 years of age, 82.33 percent of those charged with driving 

under the influence of liquor were 20 years of age or older. YOl .. :mg adults 

21-25 years of age accounted for the highest frequency of drunk driving in 

both the February and October samples, representing about one-quarter of 

all arrests. 

The age distribution in the October study was as follows: 

15 years 
16 years 
17 years 
18 years 
19 years 
20 years 
21-25 years -
26-30 years -
31-40 years -
41-50 years -
51-60 years -
61-70 years -
70+ years 

.. 06% 
1.01% 
3.86% 
5.09% 
7.66% 
7.16% 

23.55% 
17.06% 
16.89% 
10.01% 

5.26% 
1.96% 

.45% 

"The findings from this research indicate that police are 

actively !?-t1£orcing the new drinking law. Some teenagers appear not to be 

honoring the 20-year-old drinking law, and they may be doing more drinking 

in cars, street corners, parking lots and other places because they 

carmot legally drink in taverns and bars," Comnissioner Foley said. 

Simul taneous Charges 

The Probation study also examined the nature of the charges, 

analyzing those court cases where the defendant had one or more simultaneous 

-trore-



DRUNK DRIVERS - 3 

charge in addition to the d.runk driving offense. 

Over 56 percent of teenage drunk c1:rivers were charged with 

additional motor vehicle and/or criminal offenses, compared to 45 percent 

of those 20 years of age or older. '!hese findings indicate that teenagers 

are responsible for more than their share of multiple crimes. 

Although teenagers accounted for 17.67 percent of all drunk 

driving arrests in October, they represented more than 17.67 percent of 

those charged with several si.rrn.Iltaneous offenses. The following data 

reflects what percent of each crime were comnitted by teenagers: 

Operating to Endanger ........... 20.48% 
Use of Motor Vehicle without 

Authority .................... 61.64% 
Speeding/Reckless Driving . '. . . . .. 23.26% 
Leaving the Scene of Accide:p.t 

with Property Damage ......... 24.22% 
Property Crimes ................. 24.14% 
Public Order Offenses ........... 55.56% 

YOtIDg Adults Show Fighest Frequency 

However, young adults (21-25 years) showed the highest 

frequency of drunk driving arrests, accotmting for 23.55 percent of the 

1, 788 October court cases. Young adults also showed ove:rrepresentation 

in several offenses, including: operating to endanger, leaving the scene 

of an accident with property damage or personal injury, speeding/reckless 

driving, controlled substance violations and crimes against persons 

(such as: assault, homicide by motor vehicle, assault with a dangerous 

weapon, threats). 

Enforcement and Effectiveness 

According to Corrmissioner Foley, "if teenagers were honoring 

the new legal drinking age, one would expect the percent of drunk drivers 

in the 'tmder 20' age group to be significantly reduced by October, 1979, 
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six mmths after the law was enacted." This statewide data :indicate that 

the law has not yet been an effective deterrent to teenage drink:ing, but· 

that police are actively enforc:ing the law. 

The Probation study will be replicated again :in October, 1980, 

to determine if there is a lag time before legislation such as this is 

effective. 

The Office of the Corrmi..ssioner of Probation conducts research 

studies on numerous crime and delinquency topics. The OCP is unique :in 

that all criminal and del:inquency records, statewide are centrally stored 

:in the Probation Central File, :includ:ing six. million records dat:ing back 

to 1924. 

Copies of the completed c1nmk drivers study are available by 

contact:ing the Research Unit, Office of the Corrmissioner of Probation, 

211 New Court House, Boston 02108 (617-727-5307). 
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