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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In Australia, young drivers are overrepresented in road crashes and fatalities, with the 15- 

24 year old age group accounting for 20% of all road deaths (AIHW, 2015). The ACT Road 

Strategy 2011-2020 (ACT Government, 2011) reported alcohol use and driver distraction, such 

as mobile phone use, as the major contributors to road accidents and fatalities. Therefore, 

addressing the risky driving behaviours of drink driving and driver distraction (e.g., texting while 

driving) among younger drivers is important. 

The current research aimed to assess the extent and nature of risky driving behaviours 

among young people in the ACT and surrounding region, focusing on drink driving and texting 

while driving. The research addressed the following questions: 

1) What is the prevalence of drink driving and text messaging while driving among young 

people in the ACT region? 

2) What are the differences between key population sub-groups (e.g., male vs. female, age 

and licence categories) for drink driving and texting while driving behaviours? 

3) What other types of distracted behaviour involving mobile phone use do young people 

engage in while driving in the ACT region? 

4) What are young motorists’ awareness levels of ACT road rules related to drink driving 

and texting while driving? 

5) What factors predict future intentions to drink and drive and text while driving? 

An online survey measured past behaviour, demographic variables, personality variables, 

attitudinal and normative variables, perceptions of risk, anticipated regret, and intentions to 

drink drive and text message while driving among a sample of 17 – 24 year old motorists from 

the ACT and region. The key findings are presented below. 

Key Findings 

 The final sample comprised 612 drivers, with an average age of 20.46 years (SD = 2.15).  

The sample contained approximately 70% females and 30% males. The majority (72.5%) 
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were studying full-time. Forty seven percent held a provisional licence, 46% a full licence 

and the remainder a learner licence.  

 Excluding those participants who never drank alcohol, 33% of our sample reported they 

had driven at least once when possibly affected by alcohol in the previous 12 months. 

Sixty percent of drinkers indicated they had driven the morning after drinking (when 

unsure that the alcohol was out of their body) at least once in the past 12 months.  

 Across the entire sample, 20% stated they had been a passenger with a driver they knew 

had been drinking too much at least once in the past 12 months.  

 The perceived behaviour of peers was important in predicting drink driving behaviour, 

with those who thought most of their friends would drink and drive at increased odds of 

drink driving themselves. 

 Those higher in sensation seeking and those with hazardous levels of alcohol use were 

at increased odds of drink driving. 

 Those who perceived a greater risk of an accident associated with drink driving were 

less likely to engage in this behaviour. Those who anticipated that they would regret 

drinking and driving were also at reduced odds of doing so. 

 Seventy three percent of our sample had read at least one text message while driving in 

the past week while 55% had sent at least one text message. 

 The average number of texts sent while driving in the past week was 4.8 and the 

average number read was 2.9. 

 Sending and reading texts while driving did not differ across age or gender. 

 Past behaviour was the strongest influence of future intentions to text while driving. 

 The perceived behaviour of peers was important in predicting texting while driving 

behaviour with those who thought most of their friends would text and drive having 

greater intentions of doing this in the future. 

 The perceived risk of having an accident was negatively associated with intentions to 

both read and send texts while driving. However, the perceived risk of getting caught by 

the police was not a significant predictor of either behaviour. 
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 Those who anticipated that they would regret texting and driving were less likely to 

intend to text and drive. This relationship was stronger for sending versus reading texts. 

 Participants reported using their hand-held mobile phones while driving in a number of 

other ways in addition to texting, with the most common uses being playing music (78%) 

and using a GPS navigation system (61%). 

 Participants indicated a strong knowledge of ACT Road Rules with respect to drink 

driving and texting while driving, with the majority (over 90%) indicating they were 

aware of these rules. 

 

The results of the current study suggest that a significant number of young drivers are 

engaging in texting while driving, with reading texts being more common than sending texts. 

Drivers in this age group are also using their hand held mobile phones in a variety of other, 

potentially distracting ways. Our analysis suggests that peer influences are important in 

determining this behaviour. In addition, making drivers aware of the risk of having a crash and 

of the regret they may feel if they text while driving may be relevant factors to address when 

seeking to reduce this behaviour. 

Levels of drink driving were much less prevalent but still high, especially with respect to 

driving the morning after drinking. The influence of peers was again found to be important, 

along with perceived accident risk and anticipated regret.   
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BACKGROUND 

Worldwide, around 1.24 million people die each year as a result of road traffic accidents 

(World Health Organisation: WHO, 2015). Young people are overrepresented in these statistics, 

with road traffic injuries being the leading cause of death for those aged 15 – 29 years (WHO, 

2015). The 15 – 24 year old age group account for 20% of all road deaths, which are the second 

leading cause of death for this age group in Australia (Australian Institute of Health and 

Welfare: AIHW, 2015). In 2014 in the ACT, provisional licence holders represented 20% of 

drivers in fatal crashes and 15% of those involved in injury crashes. This is despite being only 6% 

of licence holders (ACT Government, 2014a). The age group involved in the largest number of 

crashes in the ACT in 2014 were 20-24 year olds (ACT Government, 2014). 

ACT policing in the ACT Road Strategy 2011-2020 (ACT Government, 2011) noted that 

the main factors involved in serious road accidents and fatalities include alcohol and driver 

distraction, such as the use of mobile phones. These factors are likely to be especially relevant 

for younger drivers, as research has indicated that this age group have higher levels of 

dangerous drinking (Australian Bureau of Statistics; ABS, 2008) and are more likely to own 

mobile phones (Petroulis, 2011).  

Drink driving increases the risk of a crash and the likelihood of death or a serious injury, 

with the risk of a crash increasing significantly above a blood alcohol concentration (BAC) of 

0.04 (WHO, 2015). In Australia, Learner and Provisional licence holders legally must have a 

blood alcohol level of zero while full licence holders must have a level BAC of < 0.05 (ACT Road 

Transport Authority, 2015). However, young people aged 20 – 24 were more likely than any 

other age group to appear in court charged with drink or drug driving (ABS, 2008). 

The distraction caused by using a mobile phone can also increase the likelihood of an 

accident, with drivers using a mobile phone four times more likely to be involved in a crash 

(WHO, 2015). In Australia, it is an offence to use a hand-held mobile phone while driving a 

vehicle. This includes sending or reading text messages (ACT Government, 2014b; NSW Roads 

and Maritime Services, 2015). A meta-analysis of the effects of texting on driving found that 

sending a text message while driving adversely affected almost all aspects of driving 
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performance and reading texts, while less severe, also had negative consequences (Caird, 

Johnston, Willness, Asbridge, & Steel, 2014). 

Younger drivers (aged 17 – 24 years) are overrepresented in road accidents and 

fatalities, both in Australia and worldwide. However, the majority of road accidents, especially 

those caused by drink driving and by texting while driving, are potentially avoidable. Therefore, 

it is important to consider factors that predict the likelihood of young people engaging in these 

risky behaviours.  

Factors contributing to drink driving and texting while driving 

A number of factors have been identified that may contribute to risky driving 

behaviours, such as drink driving and texting while driving. These include: demographic 

variables, such as age and gender; personality variables, such as sensation seeking and 

impulsivity; alcohol use and mobile phone dependence; and social-cognitive variables, such as 

attitudes, norms and self-efficacy. 

Age. Younger adults are more likely to be involved in motor vehicle accidents and 

fatalities, and are more likely to engage in risky driving behaviours. A recent study by Sarma, 

Carey, Kervick and Bimpeh (2013), using a national survey of drivers in the republic of Ireland (N 

= 1638), found that those under 25 years of age engaged in more risky driving behaviours, 

including drink driving, compared to those over 25 years of age. A longitudinal study (Vassallo 

et al., 2014) examined the stability of risky driving behaviours among young Australian drivers 

from late adolescence (19-20 years) to early adulthood (23-24 years) and found that while 

some risky behaviours decreased over this period (e.g., speeding), other risky behaviours 

increased. Notably, drink driving increased significantly rising from 13.4% to 22.5%; however, 

note that licence restrictions regarding alcohol use are tighter for the younger age group on 

provisional licences. 

There is evidence that younger adults engage in texting and driving and are more likely 

to use a mobile phone when driving compared to older drivers (McEvoy et al., 2006). Wadell 

and Wiener (2014) found that age was negatively related to intentions to use mobile phones 

while driving, including sending and receiving text messages.  Likewise, Walsh, White, Hyde and 
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Watson (2008) found that age was a significant negative predictor of intentions to text while 

driving. Less is known about differences in texting behaviours within the 17-24 year old age 

cohort, with some studies using younger people not reporting effects for age. 

Gender. Gender has been implicated in risky driving behaviour, with males generally 

engaging in greater levels of risky behaviours than females (Sarma et al., 2013). Young males 

are more likely to drink at dangerous levels compared to females, are more likely to engage in 

drink driving (ABS, 2008) and are more likely to be involved in road fatalities (Bureau of 

Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics: BITRE, 2013).   

A number of Australian studies have found no gender differences in mobile phone use 

while driving or texting while driving (Nemme & White, 2010; Wadell & Wiener, 2014) with 

others finding males more likely to use their phone while driving (Walsh et al., 2008). 

Struckman-Johnson and colleagues (2015) in a sample of US college students found no 

difference between the levels of texting while driving between males and females. However, 

they did find different predictors across gender groups, with males’ texting behaviour predicted 

by risk assessment (how distracted they perceived themselves to be while texting) and mobile 

phone dependence, and females texting predicted by mobile phone dependence and risk 

aversion. 

Personality. Personality variables relevant to drink driving and texting while driving 

include impulsivity and sensation seeking (Sarma et al., 2014). Higher levels of trait impulsivity 

have been associated with drink driving (Ryb, Dischinger, Kufera, & Read 2006) and sensation 

seeking (the tendency to seek novel, varied, and thrilling sensations and experiences) has been 

found to predict driving while intoxicated (Zakletskaia, Mundt, Balousek, Wilson, & Fleming, 

2009). Hatfield, Fernades and Job (2014) found that sensation seeking moderated the 

relationship between perceived risk and drink driving. Perceived risk acted as a deterrent to 

drink driving for low sensation seekers but not high sensation seekers. However, Sarma et al. 

(2014) found that personality variables were not significant predictors of drink driving (although 

impulsivity predicted reckless driving).  
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Limited research has been performed on the role of personality variables in texting 

while driving. However, impulsivity has been linked to dependence on, and use of, mobile 

phones, and to problematic mobile phone use (Billieux, van der Linden, D’Acremont, Ceschi, & 

Zermatten, 2007).   

Hazardous alcohol use. There is plentiful evidence that the level of alcohol consumption 

and risky alcohol consumption are positively associated with the incidence of drink driving (e.g., 

Bingham, Elliott, & Shope, 2007; McDonald, Sommers, & Fargo, 2014). Given that alcohol use 

and drink driving often share common factors, it is important to take into account alcohol usage 

when examining predictors of drink driving. 

Mobile phone dependence. Level of attachment or dependency on cell phones has 

been linked to greater likelihood of texting while driving (Gauld, Lewis, & White, 2014; Weller, 

Shackleford, Dieckmann, & Slovic, 2013). Struckman-Johnson et al. (2015) found mobile phone 

dependence to be a significant predictor of texting while driving while impulsivity was not a 

significant predictor. This variable warrants further investigation in studies examining the 

texting behaviour of young people. 

Theory of Planned Behaviour 

The influence of psychosocial cognitions, such as attitudes, norms and self-efficacy, on 

risky driving behaviours have been largely examined within the context of the Theory of 

Planned Behaviour (TPB: Ajzen, 1991). This model proposes that behavioural intentions are 

predicted by attitudes (how one feels about performing a behaviour or one’s evaluation of a 

behaviour), subjective norms (how one thinks significant others would feel about one 

performing a behaviour), and perceived behavioural control or self-efficacy (PBC: one’s 

perception of how much control one has over performing a behaviour or how difficult a 

behaviour is to perform).  

The efficacy of the TPB in explaining behaviours across a wide range of domains has 

been well established (Armitage & Conner, 2001). The model has been widely applied within 

the road safety domain and in the analysis of risky driving behaviours, including: speeding 

(Horvath, Lewis, & Watson, 2012; Elliot & Thomson, 2010), traffic violations (Parker, Manstead, 
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Stradling, & Reason, 1992), and unsafe motor cycle riding (Tunnicliff et al., 2012). The model 

has also been applied to drink driving behaivour, and to use a mobile phone (including texting) 

while driving. 

Drink driving. While the TPB has been successfully applied to understanding drink-

driving intentions and behaviours, findings have been somewhat mixed regarding which 

variables are the most important predictors. Parker, Manstead, Stradling, Reason and Baxter 

(1992) found the TPB constructs of attitudes, norms and PBC all significantly predicted 

intentions to drink and drive and together explained around 42% of the variance in drink-

driving intentions, with PBC being the strongest predictor.  Rivis, Abraham and Snook (2011) 

also found that attitudes, subjective norms and PBC all significantly predicted willingness to 

drink and drive among a sample of young men, again finding that PBC was the strongest 

predictor. Armitage, Norman and Conner (2002) found support for the TPB variables 

significantly predicting intentions to drink and drive in an undergraduate sample, together 

explaining 47% of the variance, while Marcil, Bergeron, and Audet (2001) in a sample of 

younger male drivers (18 – 24 year) found attitudes were the strongest predictor of intentions. 

However, Sarma et al. (2014), using a model including TPB variables in addition to demographic 

and personality variables to predict driving behaviours, found attitudes to be the only 

significant TPB predictor, with their overall model explaining 22% of the variance in self-

reported drink driving behaviour. 

Studies using the TPB often find subjective norms to be the weakest predictor of 

behavioural intentions (Armitage & Conner, 2001) and because of this a number of studies have 

sought to extend the TPB with additional measures of normative influences. Normative 

influences may be especially important in determining the behaviours of young people who are 

often highly influenced by their peers (Walsh, White & Young, 2010). Moan and Rise (2011) 

examined the influence of moral norm and descriptive norm in addition to the traditional TPB 

variables in their examination of intentions not to drink and drive. Descriptive norms describe 

what is perceived to be common behaviour whereas moral norms relate to what is perceived to 

be right or wrong (Moan & Rise, 2011).  Moan and Rise (2011) found across their entire sample 

TPB variables only accounted for 10% of the variance in intentions not to drink and drive, with 
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PBC being the strongest predictor, followed by attitudes with subjective norm being non-

significant. The addition of descriptive and moral norms added a small but significant amount of 

variance.  

Texting while driving. A limited number of studies have applied the TPB to 

understanding texting while driving. Walsh and colleagues (2008) found the TPB variables 

explained 11-13% of intentions to text message while driving among a convenience sample of 

801 commuters recruited from petrol stations in the Brisbane region. Attitude was the 

strongest predictor. Wadell and Wiener (2014) found all three TPB variables predicted 

intentions to engage in both initiating behaviours (make a call or send a text) and responding 

behaviours (receive a call or read a text) while driving, accounting for around 47% of both types 

of intentions (PBC was the strongest predictor). They argue when examining predictors of 

texting while driving it is important to distinguish between initiating and responding behaviours 

which may have different psychosocial influences. Wadell and Wiener also examined the 

additional influence of descriptive norms, finding that this variable made a small but significant 

additional contribution.  Nemme and White (2010) used the TPB to examine young drivers’ (17 

– 24 years old) intentions to text while driving in a sample of university students. They 

measured the traditional TPB variables of attitudes, subjective norms and PBC, plus additional 

variables of group norms (what you think members of your reference groups would do) and 

moral norms.  Results supported use of TPB which accounted for 28-29% of variance in 

intentions to both send and read texts while driving, with attitude emerging as the strongest 

predictor. The addition of the social influence variables (norms) significantly improved 

explanation.  

Gauld et al. (2014) examined predictors of concealed texting intentions in a sample of 

young (17 - 25 years) university students. Concealed texting refers to conscious efforts to hide 

texting while driving. Gauld and colleagues measured the TPB variables, as well as moral norm, 

anticipated regret (reviewed below) and mobile phone involvement (dependence). This last 

variable assesses participants’ cognitive and behavioural associations with their mobile phone 

and is related to addictive tendencies (Walsh et al., 2010). The TPB variables explained 69% of 

the variance in intentions to engage in concealed texting while driving, with attitudes and PBC 
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being the strongest predictors. In addition, moral norm and mobile phone involvement added 

significantly (6% of variance) to the TPB variables in explaining intentions. 

Additional, Modifiable Variables  

The above review suggests the TPB can successfully predict intentions and behaviours 

with respect to drink driving and texting while driving. However, while the amount of variance 

explained by the TPB models varies, much unexplained variance remains (Koch, 2014; Sandberg 

& Conner, 2008).  While the TPB has great utility in predicting health related behaviours that 

involve premeditation, it may be less successful in predicting risky behaviours that tend to be 

more spontaneous (Sarma et al., 2014). In addition, TPB variables, such as attitudes and PBC, 

can be difficult to change and may not be ideal targets for road safety campaigns (Koch, 2014), 

highlighting the need to examine additional, potentially modifiable variables relevant to the 

prediction of risky driving intentions and behaviours. We now examine two such variables: 

anticipated regret and perceived risk.  

Anticipated Regret. Regret is a negative cognitive emotion experienced when we realise 

our current situation could have been better if we had acted differently (Sandberg & Conner, 

2008).  For example, if we are involved in a road accident while driving under the influence of 

alcohol, we would likely regret the decision to drink and drive. Anticipated regret (AR) is a 

prospective, aversive, cognitive emotion (Koch, 2014). It involves thinking about how we will 

feel in the future if certain events occur. For example, prior to making the decision to drink and 

drive, we might think about how we would feel if we drove intoxicated and caused a serious 

accident. 

Sandberg and Conner (2008) performed a meta-analysis examining the additional 

effects of AR to the prediction of behavioural intentions above the effects of the standard TPB 

variables in a variety of health and safety domains. They found that there was a strong 

relationship between AR and behavioural intentions over and above the effects of the TPB 

variables. With respect to road safety, most research to date using AR has looked at speeding 

behaviour, with a negative relationship found between AR and speeding intentions among 

motorcyclists, after controlling for TPB variables (Chorlton, Conner, & Jamson, 2012; Elliott & 
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Thomson, 2010; Elliot, Thomson, Robertson, Stephenson & Wicks, 2013).  Koch (2014) notes 

that while AR has been established as a predictor of speeding, there has not been sufficient 

research examining the role of AR in predicting other risky driving behaviours, specifically drink 

driving and use of mobile phones when driving. 

There are no known studies examining AR in the context of drink driving. However, AR 

has been found to predict binge-drinking intentions in an undergraduate sample, after taking 

into account the influence of TPB variables (Cooke, Sniehotta & Schuz, 2006).  Hamilton and 

Schmidt (2014) found AR was a significant negative predictor of young Australian males’ 

intentions to swim while intoxicated. Haque et al. (2012) found AR added to the prediction of 

intentions to walk while intoxicated in a sample of young Australian undergraduates (18 – 25 

years) beyond the influence of TPB variables.  Given these findings, it seems feasible that AR 

may also contribute to decisions to drink and drive. 

We identified only one study that examined the role of AR on texting behaviours (Gauld 

et al., 2014). This study found no significant effect for AR in the prediction of intentions to 

engage in concealed texting while driving or subsequent concealed texting behaviour. However, 

the study only reported a specific category of texting intentions and behaviour, namely 

concealed texting, which may not generalise to other types of texting behaviour. 

It has been suggested that there may be conceptual overlap between the variables of 

moral norms and anticipated regret (Newton, Newton, Ewing, Burney, & Hay, 2013. As outlined 

above, previous studies have found effects for moral norm on drink driving and texting while 

driving, suggesting possible effects for AR (Gauld et al., 2014; Moan & Rise, 2011). 

Perceived risk. Perceived risk is our assessment of how vulnerable we are to the risks 

associated with a given behaviour (Pearson & Hamilton, 2014). Bingham, Elliott and Shope 

(2007) found that lower perceived risk of drink driving (including risk of having an accident and 

risk of getting caught by police) predicted greater drink driving, once level of alcohol use had 

been adjusted for. Hatfield and colleagues (2014) found that perceived risk predicted drink 

driving for those low on sensation seeking. With respect to texting while driving, Walsh et al. 

(2008) measured two types of perceived risk: risk of apprehension (by the police) and risk of 
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crashing.  They found perceived risk of apprehension was a significant predictor of intentions to 

text while driving while perceived risk of having a crash was not. Nelson, Atchley and Little 

(2009) found perceived risk was a significant negative predictor of intentions to both send and 

receive texts while driving. 

Overview of Current Study 

A number of factors are likely to contribute to drink driving and texting while driving 

among young adults. While the TPB has been successful in explaining a wide range of health 

related behaviours, it has some limitations in its application to risky decision making, assuming 

rational cognitive decision making processes which may not apply to decisions that are not 

premeditated, like decisions to drink and drive or to text while driving. Anticipated regret has 

been shown to successfully predict intentions to perform a range of risk-related behaviours 

(e.g., speeding), and there is support for augmenting TPB models with AR (Koch, 2014). 

However, this variable needs further investigation in the areas of drink driving and texting while 

driving. Likewise, there is evidence that perceived risk may be an important influence on the 

decision to drink and drive or text while driving.  Importantly, both anticipated regret and 

perceived risk may be more readily modifiable than TPB variables and other relevant factors 

such as demographics and personality. Therefore, if these variables are shown to be predictors 

of intentions to drive and drive, and text while driving, they may be useful factors to target in 

education programs and interventions designed promote safer driving behaviours 

Aims of the current study 

The current study has the following aims: 

1. To identify the prevalence of drink driving and mobile phone use while driving among a 

sample of young adults (17 – 24 years) within the ACT region, in addition to assessing 

awareness of road rules regarding mobile phone use and drink driving among this age 

group. 

2. To examine the predictors of intentions to drink drive and to text (reading and sending SMS) 

while driving among this sample. The research will focus on the efficacy of anticipated 

regret and perceived risk as additional predictors in a model that includes the TPB variables 
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(attitudes, norms, perceived behavioural control). The model tested will also control for 

variables found to be relevant to the explanation of risky driving behaviours, including 

demographic variables (age, gender, licence category), personality and past behaviour. For 

drink driving, hazardous alcohol use will be considered as an additional background variable 

whereas for texting while driving mobile phone dependence will be included.   

METHOD 

Participants 

Data was available for a total of 612 participants aged between 17 and 24 years (Mage = 

20.46, SDage = 2.15) from the ACT and surrounding region who responded to an online survey. 

All participants drove a car and used a mobile phone. The sample was comprised of 

approximately 70% females and 30% males. Additional participant characteristics, and 

comparison with ACT population statistics, are provided in Table 1. There was a higher 

representation of females in the current study compared to the general ACT population. The 

study sample also comprised a larger proportion of university students, particularly those 

studying full-time. Please note that missing data was identified across most variables. As such, 

different participant numbers are reported for each analysis based on the data available.  
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Table 1. Participant Characteristics of Study Sample and Comparison with the ACT Population 
(ABS, 2011 Census data) 
 

 Study sample ACT population 

Characteristic  % (N) % (N) 

Studying    

  Full-time 72.5 (444) 45.38 (20,899) 

  Part-time 11.4 (70) 9.47 (4,359) 

  Not studying 16 (98) 39.11 (18,009) 

  Unknown - 6.04 (2,783) 

Educational institution    

  University 71.2 (436) 55.76 (15,635) 

  School 7.8 (48) 17.31 (4,854) 

  TAFE 4.9 (30) 13.44 (3,768) 

  Unknown - 13.50 (3,785) 

Employment    

  Full-time 19.4 (119) 34.20 (15,751) 

  Part-time 18.8 (115) 28.92 (13,317) 

  Casual 44.3 (271) - 

  Unemployed 13.6 (83) 5.90 (2,718) 

  Other 3.9 (24) 25.52 (11,750) 

Licence type    

  Full  45.9 (281) - 

  Provisional 47.1 (288) - 

  Learner 6.9 (42) - 

  Suspended 0.2 (1) - 

Driving history   

  Less than 1 year 12.7 (78) - 

  1-2 years 27.9 (171) - 

  3-5 years 39.2 (240) - 

  5+ years 20.1 (123) - 
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Procedure 

Prior to commencement of the study, ethics approval was obtained from the University 

of Canberra Human Research Ethics Committee (Approval No: HREC 15-259). Purposive 

sampling was used to recruit eligible participants to an online survey. Inclusion criteria required 

participants to be aged between 17-24 years, drive a motor vehicle, use a mobile phone, and 

live in the ACT or surrounding region. The recruitment strategy was two-fold: distribution of 

advertising flyers and Facebook advertising. Flyers were posted around the concourse, central 

buildings, and carparks of the major educational institutions in the ACT (Australian National 

University, Australian Catholic University, University of Canberra, Australian Defence Force 

Academy, and Canberra Institute of Technology). Flyers were distributed between 20 March 

and 14 April, 2016. Facebook advertising was employed to increase the representativeness of 

the sample as it allows advertisers to specify a target market (e.g., by age, 17 – 24 years, and 

location, ACT and region). Facebook advertising ran for one month, from 1 April to 30 April, 

2016. The survey was closed to participants at the end of April.  

 Participants accessed the survey via a link provided in the advertising material. 

Participants completed a series of self-report measures (outlined below) at their own pace and 

were free to discontinue the survey at any point. On completion of the survey, participants 

were provided with the contact details for counselling and youth support services, and with 

details of the Australian Federal Police website to access information regarding the rules 

regarding mobile phone use while driving and drink driving. The first 400 participants were 

offered a $10 Coles/Myer gift card and remaining participants were entered into a $100 

Coles/Myer gift card draw. 

 Measures  

 The self-report survey measured past prevalence of drink driving and texting while 

driving behaviours, future intentions to engage in drink driving and texting while driving, 

demographic variables, theory of planned behaviour variables (attitudes, norms, perceived 

behavioural control), the potentially modifiable additional variables of anticipated regret and 
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perceived risk, and personality and other background variables.  In addition there were 

questions regarding other hand-held mobile phone use while driving (besides texting) and 

questions regarding the awareness of ACT Road Rules concerning drink driving and texting 

while driving. Details of all items used in the survey are available from the authors on request. 

Past Behaviour and Future Intentions 

With respect to drink driving, past behaviour was measured in the context of the 

previous 12 months, consistent with previous research. Participants were asked to indicate how 

often they had engaged in each of the following behaviours: driven when possibly affected by 

alcohol, driven the morning after drinking when possibly still affected, and been a passenger 

with a driver who has been drinking too much alcohol.  Responses were made on a 7-point 

scale from 1 (never) to 7 (very often).  

For texting while driving, past behaviour was measured in the context of the previous 

week as these behaviour are more common than drink driving. Participants were asked to 

estimate how many times they had read a text message and sent a message respectively while 

driving in the past week. 

Future intentions regarding drink driving were measured by asking participants to 

indicate how likely (1 = very unlikely, to 7 = very likely) it is that they will drink and drive in the 

next 12 months. For texting and driving, participants indicated the likelihood of reading a text 

message while driving and sending a text message while driving in the next week (1 = very 

unlikely, to 7 = very likely).  

Other mobile phone activities while driving 

Participants were provided with a list of mobile phone activities and asked to indicate 

each activity they had engaged in while driving in the past week. Activities included: making 

phone calls (touching hand-held phone), answering phone calls (touching hand-held phone), 

social media use (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Instagram), GPS navigation (touching hand-held 

phone), playing music, taking photos/videos, browsing the Internet, playing games, online 

shopping, or watching movies/YouTube. Participants were able to tick as many as applicable. 
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Demographics 

Participants’ age, gender, educational status and institution, employment status, licence 

type, and driving history were obtained.  

Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) variables 

The TPB variables of attitude, subjective norm, descriptive norm and perceived 

behavioural control were all adapted from measures used by Walsh et al. (2008) and Wadell 

and Wiener (2014). All responses were on a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). Each variable was measured with respect to drink driving, and both reading 

and sending text messages while driving. The drink driving items were framed within the 

context of the next 12 months whereas the texting while driving items were framed within the 

context of the next week.  Attitude was assessed via the item: “Drinking and driving 

[reading/sending a text message while driving] in the next 12 months [week] would be good”. 

Normative influences were measured in response to the items “Those people who are 

important to me would want me to drink and drive [read/send text messages while driving] in 

the next 12 months [week]” (subjective norm) and “Most of my friends would drink and drive 

[read/send a text message while driving] in the next 12 months [week]” (descriptive norm). 

Participants’ perception of control over whether they would read or send a text message 

(perceived behavioural control) was measured in response to the statement: “I have complete 

control over whether I will drink and drive [read/send text messages while driving] in the next 

12 months [week]”. 

Additional/Modifiable Variables 

Perceived Risk. Perception of risk was measured by two items, adapted from Walsh et 

al. (2008), which asked participants the extent which they agree it is likely that they will either 

“have an accident” or “get pulled over by the police” if they drank and drove or sent/read a text 

message while driving. Once again, the drink driving questions were presented in the context of 

the next 12 months and the texting while driving items in the context of the next week. 

Participants indicates their agreement with items on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree).  
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Anticipated Regret. Anticipated regret was measured by one item adapted from 

Abraham and Sheeran (2004) and was asked with respect to drink driving, sending texts while 

driving and reading texts while driving. (e.g., “If I read a text message while driving in the next 

week I would feel regret”). Ratings were made on a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree).  

Other Variables 

We identified other important factors that needed to be considered in the prediction of 

drink driving and/or texting while driving. These included hazardous alcohol use, mobile phone 

dependence and personality factors which are further described below. 

Alcohol Use. The 10-item Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT; Saunders, 

Aasland, Babor, de la Fuente, & Grant, 1993) was completed.  The total AUDIT score is a 

summation of three subscales (quantity/frequency of alcohol consumption, alcohol-related 

harm, and alcohol dependence), with a possible range of 0-40. A cut-off score of eight or more 

indicates hazardous/harmful alcohol use (Babor, Higgins-Biddle, Saunders, & Monteiro, 2001). 

Mobile Phone Dependence. The 8-item Mobile Phone Involvement Questionnaire 

(Walsh et al., 2010) was used to measure participants’ cognitive and behavioural dependence 

on their mobile phone (e.g., “I often think about my mobile phone when I am not using it” and 

“I lose track of how much I am using my mobile phone”). Ratings were made on a 7-point scale 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with higher means indicating greater mobile 

phone involvement. This scale has previously been found to have good internal consistency 

(Cronbach’s α = .78, Walsh et al., 2010). 

Impulsivity.  Impulsivity was measured by the Barratt Impulsiveness Scale—Brief 

(Steinberg, Sharp, Standord & Tharp, 2013). This is comprised of eight items scored on a 4-point 

scale with higher scores indicative of higher levels of general impulsiveness. 

Sensation seeking. Sensation seeking was measured by a subset of six items from the 

Sensation Seeking Scale (Zuckerman et al., 1978). Ratings were made on a True/False response 

and summed to calculate a total score ranging from 0-6 (higher scores indicate higher levels of 
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sensation seeking). This subset of six items has been used previously to assess sensation 

seeking (Steinberg et al., 2008).   

Awareness of ACT Road Rules. 

Participants responded to five items to indicate their awareness (Yes/No) of the ACT 

Road Rules regarding drink driving and mobile phone use while driving.  

Statistical analyses 

 IBM SPSS 22.0 statistical package was used for data analysis. Descriptive statistics are 

reported for the prevalence of past drink driving and texting while driving behaviours. 

Independent samples t-tests assessed differences in past behaviour across demographic 

categories. Descriptive statistics are also provided for other types of mobile phone related 

activities while driving and knowledge of the ACT road rules. 

Hierarchical logistic regression/multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine 

predictors of past drink driving behaviour and of intentions to read/send text messages while 

driving in the next week. Demographic variables and past behaviour were entered at step 1 to 

control for their effect. Personality and other background variables were entered at step 2, 

followed by the TPB variables at step 3 (attitudes, subjective norm, descriptive norm, perceived 

behavioural control), and perceived risk (accident and police) and anticipated regret were 

entered at the final step to assess their additional contribution beyond TPB variables.  
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RESULTS 

Self-Reported Drink Driving Behaviours 

Excluding the 68 participants who reported ‘never’ drinking alcohol, a total of 33.1% had 

driven in the preceding 12 months when ‘possibly affected by alcohol’ (n = 172) with 2.9% (n = 

15) reporting they did so frequently (see Figure 1). Males and full licence drivers had higher 

mean scores for frequency of this behaviour (see Table 2).  

More drinkers reported having driven the morning after drinking (uncertain that alcohol 

was out of their body) in the preceding 12 months with 60% (n = 312) reporting doing so at 

least once and 14.4% (n = 74) reporting doing so frequently (see Figure 1). There were no 

significant differences by age, sex or licence category (see Table 2).  

All participants were asked if they had been a passenger with a driver who they knew 

had been drinking too much alcohol in the preceding 12 months. A total of 20.6% (n = 121) 

stated they had done this at least once, with 2% (n = 12) reported that they had done this 

frequently (see Figure 1). There were no significant differences across age, gender or licence 

category (see Table 2). 
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Figure 1. Percentage of participants engaging in drink driving behaviours. 
Note. Categorised as never = 1, infrequently = 2-4, and frequently = 5-7. Passenger = been a passenger with a 
driver who you know has been drinking too much alcohol, Possibly Affected = driving when possibly affected by 
alcohol, Morning After = driven the morning after drinking, uncertain that alcohol is out of the body.
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Table 2. Mean Drink Driving Related Behavioursa in the Past 12 Months by Demographics  

 Passenger Possibly Affected Morning After 

 N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Age 
  17-20 

 
298 

 
1.33 

 
0.81 

 
261 

 
 1.51 

 
1.03 

 
261 

 
2.56 

 
1.74 

  21-24 284 1.40 0.93 254  1.65 1.11 254 2.33 1.66 

Gender 
  Male 

 
176 

 
1.45 

 
0.90 

 
157 

 
 1.77** 

 
1.33 

 
157 

 
2.60 

 
1.78 

  Female 410 1.32 0.85 362  1.49 0.93 362 2.40 1.66 

Licence 
category 
  L/P plate 

 
 

319 

 
 

1.34 

 
 

0.88 

 
 

274 

 
 
 1.40*** 

 
 

0.90 

 
 

274 

 
 

2.42 

 
 

1.67 
  Full     
   

267 1.37 0.85 246  1.77 1.22 246 2.50 1.73 

a
With the exception of being a passenger in a car with a driver likely affected by alcohol, all other analyses are conducted among drinkers only.  

Passenger = been a passenger with a driver who you know has been drinking too much alcohol, Possibly Affected = driving when possibly affected  
by alcohol, Morning After = driven the morning after drinking, uncertain that alcohol is out of the body. 

 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Predictors of Drink Driving 

 We conducted a logistic regression analysis which assessed the relative importance of 

the predictor variables on drink driving (defined as ‘having driven when possibly affected by 

alcohol in the past year’ [yes/no]). We did not use intentions to drink and drive as the outcome 

variable as responses on that measure were extremely skewed and, given the likelihood that 

few plan to drink and drive and rather engage in it as a spontaneous act, we proceeded with a 

measure of actual past drink driving behaviour. 

 Age, gender, licence type and hazardous alcohol use (yes/no) were added at step 1 (and 

explained 10% of the variance in drink driving, Nagelkerke R2 = .10, p < .001). The addition of 

personality variables (impulsivity and sensation seeking) at step 2 made a significant 

contribution to the model (p < .001), with total variance explained increasing to 16%. Step 3 

included the TPB variables (attitude, descriptive norm, subjective norm, perceived behavioural 

control) and made a further significant contribution (p < .001), increasing total variance 

explained to 26%. Finally, as per the aims of the study, we added the modifiable variables 

(perceived accident risk, perceived police risk, anticipated regret) to the model to determine if 

they made a significant additional contribution to the prediction of drink driving. At this final 

step, the modifiable factors did make a further significant contribution to the model (p = .02) 

and the full model explained 28% of the variance (Nagelkerke R2 = .28) and correctly classified 

72% of cases. 

 Table 3 below shows the variables which were significant predictors in the final model. 

Results demonstrate that the odds of drink driving were higher for those with a full licence 

(relative to Provisional/Learner) and for those consuming alcohol at hazardous/harmful levels. 

Of the psychosocial predictors, those who believed their friends were drink driving (descriptive 

norm) or were higher on sensation seeking had greater odds of drink driving. Other significant 

predictors were perceived accident risk and anticipated regret (higher perceived risk of having 

an accident and higher anticipated regret were associated with reduced odds of drink driving).   
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Table 3. Odds Ratios for Significant Predictors of Drink Driving in Final Regression Model 

Significant Predictors  Odds Ratio 

Descriptive norm 1.51*** 

Licence category (Full licence) 3.11** 

Sensation seeking 1.23** 

AUDIT (hazardous alcohol use) 1.96** 

Perceived risk (accident) 0.84* 

Anticipated regret 0.85* 

Note. Age, impulsivity, attitude, perceived behavioural control, subjective norm and perceived risk (from police) 
were all non-significant in the final model. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

Self-Reported Texting while Driving Behaviours 

Participants were asked to estimate the number of text messages they had read or sent 

while driving in the past week. Overall, 73.5% of the sample had read at least one text message 

during the preceding week and 55.2% had sent at least one text message. The average number 

of texts read per week was 4.84 (SD = 8.82, range = 0-100,) while the average number of texts 

sent per week was 2.91 (SD = 6.10, range = 0-50). Participants reported reading significantly 

more texts than they sent, p < .001. Of those participants who had read or sent at least one text 

message, the average rose to 6.75 read (N = 418) and 5.26 sent (N = 314), respectively. The 

mean numbers of texts read and sent while driving by age, gender, and licence type are shown 

in Table 4. There were no significant differences for reading and sending text messages across 

age category, gender, or licence type.  
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Table 4. Mean Number of Texts Read/Sent in Past Week by Demographics 

 Reading Sending 

 N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Age       

  17-20 294 4.63 9.33 285 2.75 6.07 

  21-24 282 5.01 8.25 280 3.07 6.18 

Gender       

  Male 177 4.92 8.88 171 2.87 6.93 

  Female 405 4.82 8.81 397 2.93 5.73 

Licence Type       

  L/P plate 315 4.42 9.02 303 2.59 5.97 

  Full licence 270 5.35 8.58 265 3.27 6.26 

Note. L/P plate = Learner and Provisional licence drivers 

 

Predictors of Intentions to Text while Driving 

 Intentions to read a text message while driving in the next week (M = 3.35, SD = 2.08) 

were significantly greater than intentions to send a text message (M = 2.71, SD = 1.95), p < .001. 

Hierarchical regression analyses were performed to examine the impact of theory of planned 

behaviour (TPB) variables and the additional influence of perceived risk and anticipated regret 

on intentions to read and send text messages while driving in the next week, while controlling 

for the effects of demographic and personality variables, mobile phone dependence, and past 

behaviour. 

Predictors of Intentions to Read Text Messages While Driving 

 Gender, age, licence type and past behaviour were entered at Step 1, significantly 

explaining 37% of the variance in intentions, p < .001. The addition of personality variables 

(impulsivity and sensation seeking) and mobile phone dependence at Step 2 significantly 

explained a further 4.3% of the variance in intentions, p < .001. On step 3, the TPB variables 

(attitude, descriptive norm, subjective norm, perceived behavioural control) were added to the 
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model and significantly explained an additional 8.7% of the variance in intentions, p < .001. The 

modifiable variables (perceived accident risk, perceived police risk, anticipated regret) were 

included at step 4 and contributed an additional significant 5% of the variance, p < .001, with 

the final model including all predictors explaining 55% of the variance in intentions, p < .001. 

Table 5. Standardised Regression Coefficients for Significant Predictors of Intentions to Read 
Texts While Driving in Final Regression Model 

Significant Predictors in Order 
of Significance 

Beta 

Past Behaviour   .427*** 

Perceived Risk (accident)   -.239*** 

Descriptive Norm   .237*** 

Attitude   .129*** 

Licence Type (full) .104* 

Mobile Phone Dependence  .096** 

Perceived Behavioural Control .076* 

Anticipated Regret -.064* 

Note. Age, gender, impulsivity, sensation seeking, subjective norm and perceived risk (police) were all non-
significant in the final model. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 

 Table 5 presents the significant predictors in the final model in order of importance. Not 

surprisingly, the strongest predictor was past behaviour, with those reporting performing this 

behaviour in the past week having higher intentions of reading texts while driving in the next 

week. Normative influences were also important, with descriptive norms being the next 

strongest predictor. Specifically, those who agreed that most of their friends would read texts 

while driving had stronger intentions of doing this themselves. The next strongest predictors 

were the perceived risk of having an accident, which was negatively related to intentions to 

read texts while driving, and a positive attitude to reading texts while driving which predicted 

greater intentions. Mobile phone dependence, perceived behavioural control and anticipated 

regret all had small but significant effects on intentions to read texts while driving. Greater 

mobile phone dependence and great perceived behavioural control were associated with 
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greater intentions, whereas anticipated regret had a negative relationship with intentions. The 

only demographic variable with a significant influence in the final model was licence type, with 

full licence drivers having higher intentions to read texts while driving than provisional/learner 

drivers. 

Predictors of Intentions to Send Text Messages While Driving 

Gender, age, licence type, and past behaviour were entered at Step 1, significantly 

explaining 39.6% of the variance in intentions, p < .001. The addition of personality variables 

(impulsivity and sensation seeking) and mobile phone dependence at step 2 significantly 

explained an additional 5.5% of the variance in intentions, p < .001. On step 3, the TPB variables 

(attitude, descriptive norm, subjective norm, perceived behavioural control) were added to the 

model and significantly explained a further 7.7% of the variance in intentions, p < .001.  The 

modifiable variables (perceived accident risk, perceived police risk, anticipated regret) were 

included in step 4 and contributed an additional significant 6.3% of the variance in intentions, p 

< .001. The final model with all predictors included explained 59.1% of the variance in 

intentions to send texts while driving, p < .001.  

Table 6. Standardised Regression Coefficients for Significant Predictors of Intentions to Send 
Texts While Driving in Final Regression Model 

Significant Predictors in Order 
of Significance 

Beta 

Past Behaviour  .450*** 

Anticipated Regret -.197*** 

Descriptive Norm .170*** 

Perceived Risk (accident) -.145*** 

Mobile Phone Involvement  .145*** 

Attitude  .134*** 

Note. Age, gender, licence type, impulsivity, sensation seeking, subjective norm, perceived behavioural control and 
perceived risk (police) were all non-significant in the final model. 
*** p < .001 

Table 6 presents the significant predictors in the final model in order of importance. 

Again, past behaviour was the strongest predictor of future intentions. Anticipated regret was 
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the next strongest predictor, with higher levels of anticipated regret associated with lower 

intentions to send texts while driving. Descriptive norms, perceived accident risk, mobile phone 

dependence and positive attitude were respectively the next strongest predictors. Descriptive 

norms, mobile phone dependence and attitude were all positive predictors of intentions 

whereas perceived accident risk was a negative predictor.  

In summary, both models were able to explain a large proportion of the variance in 

intentions to read and send texts while driving. For both types of texting, past behaviour was 

the strongest predictor. Descriptive norms were important in both models indicating that the 

perception of peer norms influences these behaviours. In terms of the modifiable variables, 

their addition to both models contributed significant additional variance, with both perceived 

accident risk and anticipated regret being significant negative predictors. However, perceived 

police risk was not a significant predictor of either type of behavioural intentions.  

Other Self-Reported Mobile Phone Activities while Driving 

Participants were provided with a list of mobile phone related activities and asked to 

report whether they had engaged in any of these activities on a hand-held phone while driving 

in the past week. The most common activities reported by the sample were as follows: 

 playing music (77.8%);  

 using a GPS navigation system (60.9%); 

 using hand-held phone to make (39.9%) and receive (45.7%) calls; 

  interacting on social media sites such as Facebook (21.2%); 

 taking photos and videos (17.9%); 

 and browsing the Internet (12.8%) while driving.  

Awareness of ACT Road Rules 

Participants were asked to indicate whether aware of the following five rules related to 

drink driving and mobile phone use while driving in the ACT. The rules and the percentage of 

participants indicating awareness are presented below: 
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 Learner or provisional drivers must not drive with any alcohol concentration, i.e., 

Blood Alcohol Concentration (BAC) = zero (99% aware of rule). 

 Full licence drivers must not drive with a concentration of alcohol in their blood 

or breath of 0.05 grams or more (98% aware of rule). 

 All drivers must not send or receive text messages while driving, including while 

stationary but not parked, e.g., at the traffic lights (92% aware of rule). 

 Mobile phones may be used to make or receive a phone call (other than a text 

message, video message, email or similar communication) when the vehicle is 

moving if the body of the phone is secured in a mounting affixed to the vehicle 

while being used (74% aware of rule). 

 Mobile phones may be used to make or receive a phone call (other than a text 

message, video message, email or similar communication) when the phone is not 

secured in a mounting affixed to the vehicle and is not being held by the driver, 

and the use of the phone does not require the driver, at any time while using it, 

to press anything on the body of the phone or to otherwise manipulate any part 

of the body of the phone (63% aware of this rule). 

We conducted Chi-Square tests of contingencies to examine the differences in 

awareness of road rules across age, gender, and licence category. Overall, there were very few 

differences, however, males were less familiar with full licence BAC limits (rule 1) but more 

aware of the ability to make/receive phone calls when using a secure car mount (rule 3) 

compared to females. Participants aged 17-20 were more aware of the ability to make/receive 

phone calls using wireless capabilities (rule 4) compared to 21-24 year olds. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The aims of this study were to examine the prevalence of drink driving and texting while 

driving among a sample of 17-24 year olds in the ACT region, and to examine the predictors of 

drink driving and texting while driving. The study also measured other ways drivers in this age 

group use their mobile phones while driving (besides texting) and their awareness of ACT Road 

Rules regarding drink driving and texting while driving. 

Prevalence of Drink Driving and Mobile Phone Use While Driving 

Among those in our sample who drank alcohol, a third indicated they had driven in the 

past 12 months when possibly affected by alcohol, although only around 3% said they had done 

this frequently. Sixty percent indicated they had driven the morning after consuming alcohol 

when uncertain that alcohol was out of their body, with around 14% reporting doing this 

frequently. All participants (including non-drinkers) indicated whether they had been a 

passenger with a driver they knew had been drinking too much, and around 20% indicated they 

had done this at least once in the past 12 months.  

Levels of texting while driving were much higher - over 70% of our sample reported that 

they had read at least one text message while driving during the past week and over 50% had 

sent at least one text message. The average number of texts sent while driving per week was 

4.8. Reading text messages while driving was less prevalent, with the average number sent per 

week being 2.9.  

We also asked out participants to indicate other ways they had used their mobile phone 

(excluding hands-free) while driving in the past week. The most common activities were playing 

music (78%) and using their phone for GPS navigation (61%). There were also significant 

numbers using their hand held mobile phones to make (40%) and receive (46%) phone calls.  

Awareness of ACT Road Rules Regarding Drink Driving and Texting While Driving 

Participants generally demonstrated high knowledge of ACT Road Rules with respect to 

drink driving and texting while driving. Almost 100% of participants were familiar with the road 
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rules with respect to drinking and driving. Knowledge of the rules regarding texting while 

driving was also high, however lower than knowledge of drink driving rules. For example, 92% 

of participants knew that drivers must not send and receive text messages while driving 

(including stationary, but not parked). 

 Predictors of Drink Driving  

 The full logistic regression model explained 28% of the variance in drink driving 

behaviour. Those on a full licence and who drank at hazardous levels were at increased odds of 

drink driving. Those high in sensation seeking were also at increased odds of drink driving, as 

were those who thought most of their friends would drink and drive. None of the other Theory 

of Planned Behaviour variables were significant predictors in the final regression model. Of the 

potentially modifiable variables, higher perceived accident risk and anticipated regret 

decreased the odds of drink driving behaviour, whereas perceived risk of being caught by the 

police was not related to drink driving.   

Predictors of Intentions to Text While Driving  

Consistent with previous research, the Theory of Planned Behaviour variables 

contributed significantly to the explanation of intentions to text while driving. However, for 

both sending and reading texts, the contribution of these variables was modest. Of particular 

interest was the influence of descriptive rather than subjective norms. This suggests that for 

this age group the influence of peers may be more important than the influence of significant 

others, and that efforts to change these behaviours need to take this influence into account. 

The addition of perceived risk and anticipated regret contributed significantly to the 

explanation of both sending and reading text messages, once the Theory of Planned Behaviour 

and other background variables had been controlled for. In terms of perceived risk, it was the 

risk of having an accident rather than the risk of getting caught by police that predicted 

behavioural intentions. Anticipated regret predicted both reading and sending intentions, but 

was a particularly strong predictor with respect to sending. This is consistent with findings in 

other domains of road safety behaviours (e.g., speeding, see Koch, 2014) and has implications 

for the framing of road safety messages (discussed below).  
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Strengths and Limitations of Current Research 

One of the strengths of the current study was the assessment of three different types of 

risky driving behaviours (drink driving, reading texts and sending texts) in a sample of younger 

drivers. The study took into account a number of relevant background variables that have not 

always been considered in previous research. Our study also aimed to recruit a representative, 

community-based sample which, while it differed in some respects from the population 

distribution, did include participants from all relevant demographic categories. However, the 

nature of the sample limits generalisability to the entire ACT population of 17-24 year old 

drivers.  We relied on self-report measures which may result in less accurate responding 

especially with respect to potentially sensitive questions regarding illegal behaviours. However, 

the use of an online survey should increase feelings of anonymity and ameliorate some of the 

effects associated with socially desirable responding.  

Implications/Recommendations  

Drink driving levels were comparatively low in our sample although it is concerning that 

this behaviour still occurs. In particular, driving the morning after drinking was a commonly 

reported behaviour suggesting that young drivers may not be aware of the risks associated with 

this. Police and road safety organisations need to consider this particular form of drink driving 

when providing information and when enforcing road rules (e.g., timing of RBT). It was 

encouraging to see the strong knowledge in this sample of road rules concerning drink driving, 

suggesting communication of this information has been successful.  

In our sample, levels of texting while driving were high. This was true of both reading 

and sending texts, although higher for reading. This was despite a high awareness of the road 

rules concerning texting while driving. The perceived risk of getting caught by the police was 

not a significant predictor of intentions to text while driving. This suggests that road safety 

awareness campaigns need to go beyond providing drivers with the rules. Our research 

suggests that the normative influence of the peer group is an important predictor of this 

behaviour. Therefore, road safety messages may be more effective if they present a message 

from peers, by peers. Our study also found effects for perceived accident risk and anticipated 
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regret on texting while driving intentions, suggesting messages that emphasise the 

consequences of texting while driving may be effective in addressing this behaviour 

Our study highlighted the many other ways young drivers are using their mobile phones 

in addition to texting, with listening to music and using GPS being the two most common. Most 

previous research has examined either making/receiving mobile phone calls or texting while 

driving. With rapidly changing technology, young drivers are increasingly using their mobile 

phones for other purposes, and future studies could consider predictors of these other types of 

mobile phone use while driving. Road safety messages also need to ensure that these 

behaviours are targeted 

It is important to perform research to test the efficacy of interventions and road safety 

messages based upon the variables identified in this study. Randomised controlled studies 

could be conducted comparing the effects of being exposed to road safety messages that 

emphasise peer group norms, risk factors, or anticipated regret. Comparisons could be made 

across message type in terms of the persuasiveness of the message and the effects on 

behavioural intentions. Likewise research should consider the effects of message source (e.g., 

authority versus member of peer group) and message medium (video, print, billboard etc). 

Conclusions 

 This study sought to examine the prevalence of drink driving and texting while driving 

among 17-24 year olds in the ACT region, and the predictors of these behaviours. The results 

suggest that texting while driving is common in this age group, and drink driving, while less 

frequent, is still occurring among a significant minority. Increased awareness of the crash risk 

associated with these behaviours along with reminders of the regret that might be associated 

with this could potentially lead to reductions in the prevalence of these risky behaviours. 

Perceptions of peer-related norms are also important and have implications for the delivery of 

messages about road safety. 

 

  



Drink Driving and Texting While Driving   31 

REFERENCES 

Abraham, C., & Sheeran, P. (2004). Deciding to exercise: The role of anticipated regret. British 

Journal of Health Psychology, 9, 269-278. doi: 10.1348/135910704773891096 

ACT Government. (2011). Road Safety Strategy 2011-20, ACT Government: Canberra, ACT. 

Retrieved from: http://www.aihw.gov.au/deaths/leading-causes-of-death/#leading-age 

ACT Government (2014a). ACT Crash Report. ACT Government: Canberra, ACT. Retrieved from: 

http://cdn.justice.act.gov.au/resources/uploads/JACS/Road_Safety/PDFs/2014_ACT_Ro

ad_Crash_Report_2.pdf 

ACT Government. (2014b). ACT Road Rules Handbook, ACT Government: Canberra, ACT. 

Retrieved from: 

http://www.rego.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/565029/2015-Road-Rules-

Handbook-Accessible-Version.pdf 

ACT Road Transport Authority (RTA) (2015). ACT Licence Types. Retrieved from: 

http://www.rego.act.gov.au/licence/act-licence-types 

AIHW (2015), Leading Cause of Death. Retrieved from: 

http://www.aihw.gov.au/deaths/leading-causes-of-death/#leading-age 

Armitage, C. J., & Conner, M. (2001). The efficacy of the theory of planned behaviour: A meta-

analytic review. British Journal of Social Psychology, 40, 471-499. 

Armitage, C. J.,  Norman, P., & Conner, M. (2002). Can the theory of planned behaviour mediate 

the effects of age, gender and multidimensional health locus of control? British Journal 

of Social Psychology, 7, 299-316. 

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2008). Australian Social Trends. Retrieved from: 

http://www/abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/ans@nsf/Lookup/4102.0Chpater5002008 

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2011). 2011 Census. Retrieved from: 

http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/data 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/135910704773891096
http://www.aihw.gov.au/deaths/leading-causes-of-death/#leading-age
http://cdn.justice.act.gov.au/resources/uploads/JACS/Road_Safety/PDFs/2014_ACT_Road_Crash_Report_2.pdf
http://cdn.justice.act.gov.au/resources/uploads/JACS/Road_Safety/PDFs/2014_ACT_Road_Crash_Report_2.pdf
http://www.aihw.gov.au/deaths/leading-causes-of-death/#leading-age
http://www/abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/ans@nsf/Lookup/4102.0Chpater5002008


Drink Driving and Texting While Driving   32 

Azjen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behaviour. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 50, 179-211. 

Babor, T. F., Higgins-Biddle, J. C., Saunders, J. B., & Monteiro, M. G. (2001). AUDIT: The Alcohol 

Use Disorders Identificaiton Test (2nd ed.). World Health Organisation. Retrieved from: 

http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/67205/1/WHO_MSD_MSB_01.6a.pdf  

Billieux, J., van der Linden, M., D’Acremont, M., Ceschi, G., & Zermatten, A. (2007). Does 

impulsivity relate to perceived dependence on and actual use of the mobile phone? 

Applied Cognitive Psychology, 21, 527-537. doi:10.1002/acp.1289 

Bingham, C. R., Elliott, M. R., & Shope, J. T. (2007). Social and behavioral characteristics of 

young adult drink/drivers adjusted for level of alcohol use. Alcoholism: Clinical and 

Experimental Research, 31, 655-664.doi: 10.1038/t01528-000 

Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics (BITRE) (2013). Young Adult Road 

Safety – A Statistical Picture. Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development: 

Canberra.  

Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics (BITRE) (2015). Road Trauma 

Australia. Retrieved from: 

http://bitre.gov.au/publications/ongoing/road_deaths_australia_annual_summaries.as

px 

Caird, J. K., Johnston, K. A., Willness, C. R., Asbridge, M., & Steel, P. (2014). A meta-analysis of 

the effects of texting on driving. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 71, 311-318. 

doi:10.1016/j.aap.2014.06.005 

Chorlton, K., Conner, M., & Jamson, S. (2012). Identifying the psychological determinants of 

risky riding: An application of an extended Theory of Planned Behaviour. Accident 

Analysis and Prevention, 49, 142-153. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2011.07.003 

Cooke, R., Sniehotta, F., & Schuz, B. (2007). Predicting binge-drinking behavior using an 

extended TPB: Examining the impact of anticipated regret and descriptive norms. 

Alcohol and Alcoholism, 42, 84-91. doi: 10.1093/alcalc/ag1115 

http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/67205/1/WHO_MSD_MSB_01.6a.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1289
http://bitre.gov.au/publications/ongoing/road_deaths_australia_annual_summaries.aspx
http://bitre.gov.au/publications/ongoing/road_deaths_australia_annual_summaries.aspx
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2010.03.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2010.03.011


Drink Driving and Texting While Driving   33 

Elliott, M. A., & Thomson, J. A. (2010). The social cognitive determinants of offending drivers’ 

speeding behaviour. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 42, 1595-1605. doi: 

10.1016/j.aap.2010.03.018 

Elliott, M. A., Thomson, J. A., Robertson, K., Stephenson, C., & Wicks, J. (2013). Evidence that 

changes in social cognitions predict changes in self-reported driver behavior: Causal 

analyses of two-wave panel data. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 50, 905-916. doi: 

10.1016/j.aap.2012.07.017 

Gauld, C. S., Lewis, I., & White, K. M. (2014). Concealing their communication: Exploring 

psychosocial predictors of young drivers’ intentions and engagement in concealed 

texting. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 62, 285-293. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2013.10.016 

Haque, R., Clapoudis, N., King, M., Lewis, I., Hyde, M. K., & Obst, P. (2012). Waling when 

intoxicated: An investigation of the factors which influence individuals’ drink walking 

intentions. Safety Science, 50, 378-384. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2011.09.017  

Hatfield, J., Fernades, R., & Job, R. F. S. (2014). Thrill and adventure seeking as a modifier of the 

relationship of perceived risk with risky driving among young drivers. Accident Analysis 

and Prevention, 62, 223-229. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2013.09.028 

Hamilton, K., & Schmidt, H. (2014). Drinking and swimming: Investigating young Australian 

males’ intentions to engage in recreational swimming while under the influence of 

alcohol. Journal of Community Health, 39, 139-147. doi: 10.1007/s10900-013-9751-4  

Horvath, C., Lewis, I., & Watson, B. (2012). Peer passenger identity and passenger pressure on 

younf drivers’ speeding intentions. Transportation Research Part F, 15, 52-64. doi: 

10.1016/j.trf.2011.11.008 

Janssen, E., Waters, E. A., van Osch, L., Lechner, L., & de Vries, H. (2014). The importance of 

affectively-laden beliefs about health risks: The case of tobacco use and sun protection. 

Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 37, 11-21. doi: 10.1007/s10865-012-9462-9 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2010.03.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2010.03.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2011.09.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2013.08.001


Drink Driving and Texting While Driving   34 

Koch, E. J. (2014). How does anticipated regret influence health and safety decisions? A 

literature  review. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 36, 397-412. doi: 

10.1080/01973533.2014.935379 

Marcil, I., Bergeron, J., & Audet, T. (2001). Motivational factors underlying the intention to drink 

and drive in young male drivers. Journal of Safety Research, 32, 363-376. doi: 

10.1016/S0022-4375(01)00062-7   

McDonald, C. C., Sommers, M. S.,  & Fargo, J. D. (2014). Risky driving, mental health, and health 

compromising behaivours: Risk clustering in late adolescents and adults. Injury 

Prevention, 20, 365-372.  

McEvoy, S. P., Stevenson, M. R., & Woodward, M. (2006). Phone use and crashes while driving: 

A representative survey of drivers in two Australian states. Medical Journal of Australia, 

185, 630-634.  

Moan, I. S., & Rise, J. (2011). Predicting intentions not to “drink and drive” using an extended 

version of the theory of planned behaviour. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 43, 1378-

1384. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2011.01.012 

Nelson, E., Atchely, P., & Little, T. D. (2009). The effects of perception of risk and importance of 

answering and initiating a cellular phone call while driving. Accident Analysis and 

Prevention, 41, 438-444. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2009.01.006 

Nemme, H. E., & White, K. M. (2010). Texting while driving: Psychosocial influences on young 

people’s texting intentions and behaviour. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 42, 1257-

1265. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2010.01.019 

Newton, J. D., Newton, F. J., Ewing, M. T., Burney, S., & Hay, M. (2013). Conceptual overlap 

between moral norms and anticipated regret in the prediction of intention: Implications 

for theory of planned behaviour research. Psychology and Health, 28, 495-513. doi: 

10.1080/08870446.2012.745936 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4375%2801%2900062-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2009.01.006


Drink Driving and Texting While Driving   35 

NSW Road and Maritime Services (2015). Road Users’ Handbook. NSW Government. Retrived 

from: http://www.rms.nsw.gov.au/documents/roads/licence/road_users_handbook-

english.pdf 

Parker, D., Manstead, A. S. R., Stradling, S. G., & Reason, J. T. (1992). Determinants of intention 

to commit driving violations. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 24, 117-131. doi: 

10.1016/0001-4575(92)90028-H 

Parker, D., Manstead, A. S. R., Stadling, S. G., Reason, J. T., & Baxter, J. S. (1992). Intention to 

commit driving violations: An application of the Theory of Planned Behavior. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 77, 94-101.doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.1.94  

Pearson, M., & Hamilton, K. (2014). Investigating driver willingness to drive through flooded 

waterways. Accident 

Petroulis, T. (2011). Community Attitudes to Road Safety - 2011 Survey Report. Department of 

Infrastructure and Transport: Canberra. Retrieved from: 

https://infrastructure.gov.au/roads/safety/publications/2012/pdf/community_att_11_v

2.pdf 

Rivis, A., Abraham, C., & Snook, S. (2011). Understanding young and older male drivers’ 

willingness to drive while intoxicated: The predictive utility of constructs specified by the 

theory of planned behaviour and the prototype willingness model. British Journal of 

Health Psychology, 16, 445-456. doi: 10.1348/135910710X522662 

Ryb, G. E., Dischinger, P. C., Kufera, J. A., & Read, K. M. (2006). Risk perception and impulsivity: 

Association with risky behaviors and substance abuse disorders. Accident Analysis and 

Prevention, 38, 567-573. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2005.12.001 

Sandberg, T., & Conner, M. (2008). Anticipated regret as an additional predictor in the theory of 

planned behaviour: A meta-analysis. British Journal of Social Psychology, 47, 589-606. 

doi: 10.1348/014466607X258704 

Sarma, K. M., Carey, R. N., Kervick, A. A., & Bimpeh, Y. (2013). Psychological factors associated 

with indices of risky, reckless and cautious driving in a national sample of drivers in the 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0001-4575%2892%2990028-H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.1.94


Drink Driving and Texting While Driving   36 

Republic of Ireland. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 50, 1226-1235. doi: 

10.1016/j.aap.2012.09.020 

Saunders, J. B., Aasland, O. G., Babor, T. F., de la Fuente, J. R., & Grant, M. (1993). Development 

of the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT): WHO collaborative project on 

early detection of persons with harmful alcohol consumption – II. Addiction, 88, 791-

804. 

Steinberg, L., Albert, D., Cauffman, E., Banich, M.,  Graham, S., & Woolard, J. (2008). Age 

Differences in Sensation Seeking and Impulsivity as Indexed by Behavior and Self-

Report: Evidence for a Dual Systems Model. Developmental Psychology, 44, 1764-1778. 

Steinberg, L., Sharp, C., Stanford, M. S., & Tharp, A. T. (2013). New tricks for an old measure: 

The development of the Barratt Impulsiveness Scale—Brief (BIS-Brief). Psychological 

Assessment, 25, 216-226. 

Struckman-Johnson, C., Gaster, S., Struckman-Johnson, D., Johnson, M., & May-Shinagle, G. 

(2015). Gender differences in psychosocial predictors of texting while driving. Accident 

Analysis and Prevention, 74, 218-228. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2014.10.001 

Tunnicliff, D. J., Watson, B. C., White, K. M., Hyde, M. K., Schonfeld, C. C., & Wishart, D. E. 

(2012). Understanding the factors influencing safe and unsafe motorcycle rider 

intentions. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 49, 133-141. doi: 

10.1016/j.aap.2011.03.012 

Vassallo, S., Smart, D., Spiteri, M., Cockfield, S., Harris, A., & Harrison, W. (2014). Stability of 

risky driving from late adolescence to early adulthood. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 

72, 161-168. 

Wadell, L. P., & Wiener, K. K. K. (2014). What’s driving illegal mobile phone use? Psychosocial 

influences on drivers’ intentions to use hand-held mobile phones. Transportation 

Research Part F, 22, 1-11. doi: 10.1016/j.trf.2013.10.008 



Drink Driving and Texting While Driving   37 

Walsh, S. P., White, K. M., Hyde, M. K., & Watson, B. (2008). Dialling and driving: Factors 

influencing intentions to use a mobile phone when driving. Accident Analysis and 

Prevention, 40, 1893 - 1900. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2008.07.005 

Walsh, S. P., White, K. M., & Young, R. McD. (2010). Needing to connect: The effect of self and 

others on young people’s involvement with their mobile phones. Australian Journal of 

Psychology, 62, 194-203. doi: 10.1080/00049530903567229 

Weller, J. A., Shackleford, C., Dieckmann, N., & Slovic, P. (2013). Possession attachment predicts 

cell phone use while driving. Health Psychology, I32I, 379-387. doi: 10.1037/a0029265  

World Health Organisation (2015). Road Traffic Injuries Fact Sheet no. 358. Retrieved from: 

http://www.who.int/mediacedntre/factsheers/fs358/en/ 

Zakletskaia, L. I., Mundt, M. P., Balousek, S. L., Wilson, E. L.,& Fleming, M. F. (2009). Alcohol-

impaired driving behavior and sensation-seeking disposition in a college population 

receiving routine care at campus health services centers. Accident Analysis and 

Prevention, 41, 380-386. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2008.12.003 

Zuckerman, M., Eysenck, S., & Eysenck, H. J. (1978). Sensation seeking in England and America: 

Cross-cultural, age, and sex comparisons. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 

46, 139 – 149. 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00049530903567229
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029265
http://www.who.int/mediacedntre/factsheers/fs358/en/

