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Abstract

This paper investigated habitual drunk drivers’ characteristics by grouping them by the number of DUI records,
and customized countermeasures for each group. Theoretical models to accommodate underlying causes for drunk
driving, which adopted the form of a path analysis, were developed based on psychological variables. According
to the psychological paths to drunk driving, each group showed different defense mechanisms and different senses
of guilty, shame and embarrassment. This provided a rationale for differentiating countermeasures for each group.
Habitual drunk drivers were found to have a strong propensity of self-justification due to their defense mechanism.
Thereby, it would be useless to simply discourage them from drinking and driving. Rather, more active measures
such as locking devices, invalidation of driver license, and group counseling should be taken to stop habitual
drunk driving. Furthermore, since habitual drunk drivers showed high projection propensity, it is necessary to force
them to participate in a sensibility training program, which might entail the amendment of related laws or
regulations.
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<Table 1> Structural Model

n=Bn + It + ¢
Symbol Name Define
n eta latent endogenous variable
£ xi latent exogenous variable
¢ zeta latent variable of equation
matrix of latent endogenous
B beta .
variable
matrix of latent exogenous
r gamma .
variable
o phi covariant matrix of ¢
14 psi covariant matrix of ¢

<Table 2> Measurement Model

y = An + €

e = A+
Symbol Name Define
observed value of 7

y -
- observed value of ¢

8

€ epsilon measurement error ofy
5 delta measurement error ofz
A, lambda y parameter for y at n
A, lambda = parameter for = at ¢
O, theta-epsilon covariant matrix of e

theta-delta

2

covariant matrix of ¢

<Figure 1> Intention Relation Whether the Model
Validation of BAGOGI
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30.0%
20.0%
0.0%
group-1 group-2 group-3
mabsolutely Not somuch so mNotsomuch so mNotso

Wordinary Mso msomuchso
absolutely somuchso

<Figure 2> The Need to Prevent a Recurrence about
Drunk Driving Experience
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absolutely somuch so

<Figure 3> The Need to Strengthen Penalties about
Drunk Driving Experience
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mabsolutely Not munder20% 1 20-40% m40-60% I 60-80% mover80%

<Figure 4> The Possibility of Exposure about Drunk
Driving Experience
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<Figure 5> Average Amount of Drinking at one Time
Per Person
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<Figure 6> The Average Monthly Frequency of Drinking
on Drunk Driving Experience
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12) 99, 444, FAG(2011), 5 7R AelE

91~104.

o] HJe A ole

2SN A FFA(CFI -

Til NFI : Normed Fit Index), A& &< (RFI :
t}. o] 3 GFI, AGFI, CFI, NFI, RFI, IFI& 1o 7PFe4S 2

7?771—%4& A3 BYUL ofnlgict,

13) = A% F 71 25FEA(GFT -

=40] e 5eA vl

Goodness of Fit Index), Z4%A(AGFI :
Comparative Fit Index), 2AFQA}F B AlsAl T

g AFA A7 hgawss|A, A299, A5E, pp.

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index),

Z(RMSEA : Root Mean Square Error of Approximation), ¥4

Relative Fit Index), SUAFG|(IFI :
A mgoln], dbxoR 0.9 olgold A Ao Ert. RMSEAE 0°l

Incremental Fit Index) #< F= o]-83F

14) B25 e B2U4E oo 2HUR 202 F1 ST Bilo] 1o] HES EEHAA AL ol FHAY AS wEE}
A A 2o AhA 2718 K n AR vad 5 9] gie = zke] Jud wag sk Bx3 A ANSA.

15) Lol FolslA'sh Btslel S = 9L vl Gl aﬂsﬂ A AzAFE Ue dE gt BERES o83 & gloid of
5 oglo] SReAL & 4wl SATH0.63), U el YAS B9 Folof al7] WEd] o]F 4 flo] SFLAL T & vl ¢
ATHO.72)", ‘W7t obd ThE Algolehe 1 Aol e SFHE 98 ATH0.70) 2 Yehd S #1E & I,
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<Table 3> Variable Explanation and Differences between Groups of Drinking Psychology Analysis Model

. Variable Average!6)
Category Survey Description
group-1 | group-2 | group-3
<1 I had to do @‘unk driving because I couldn’t take public transport and 994 310" | 3.5
. L chauffeur service.
Rationalization x2 1 | I had to do drunk driving because I should take on my party in my car. 1.73 244 | 2.54°
x3 1 | If the other peoples were me, they should do drunk driving. 2.00 2.99 | 2.90"
I was caught when I was doing drunk driving because my fellow . .
x4 2 passenger siid that “Just drive’. ¢ : ' 1.91 2.81 2.10
Projection <5 9 1 Yvas caugh‘,c When"I was doing drunk driving because my party members 1.90 2.25. 9208
said that It's O.K.
x6 2 | Accidently, The utgent thing happened so I had to do drunk driving. 2.17 2.74’ 2.78
x7 3 | I think I can drive, If I didn't exceed the standard point of drinking. 2.30 2.94" 2.70°
Sublimation | x8 3 | I think I can drive, If a few hours passed after having a drink. 2.60 3.20° 2.94
x9 3 | I think I can drive, after two shots of alcohol. 3.01 3.72° | 3.46
sense of guilt x10 4 | I think drunk driving is crime 5.67 4.88: 4.99:
x11 4|1 think drunk drivers are criminals. 5.28 4.15 4.12
x12 5| Usually, I think that drunk driving is disgraceful. 5.40 5.09 4.95
shame <13 5 I will be disgraceful, If the other peoples know that I failed the 5.30 515 5.38
Breathalyzer test.
<14 6 i'eI;'nervous, If my co-workers will know that I failed the Breathalyzer 513 4.90 517
embarrassment I'm nervous, If my families and friends will know that I failed the
x15 6 Breathalyzer test. 5.28 5.09 5.32
note) * © t significant at p <0 .05
<Table 4> Theory Variable Characteristics Model about Drinking Psychology
Estimate Standgrdlzed S.E C.R P
Estimate
Drunk Psychology | (— | Defense Mechanism 1.000 1.044
sense of guilt (— | Drunk Psychology 1.000 0.591
shame (— | Drunk Psychology 1.384 1.031 0.154 8.974 0.000
embarrassment (— | Drunk Psychology 1.469 0.848 0.140 10.501 0.000
Projection (— | Defense Mechanism 0.788 0.620 0.146 5.388 0.000
Sublimation (— | Defense Mechanism 0.785 0.558 0.146 5.360 0.000
Rationalization (— | Defense Mechanism 1.000 0.835
x11 (— Rationalization 1.000 0.631
x2 1 (— Rationalization 0.978 0.721 0.100 9.738 0.000
x3 1 (— Rationalization 1.036 0.704 0.107 9.671 0.000
x4 2 (— Projection 1.000 0.842
x5 2 (— Projection 1.039 0.862 0.076 13.738 0.000
X6 2 (— Projection 0.683 0.477 0.076 8.952 0.000
x7 3 (— Sublimation 1.000 0.805
x8 3 (— Sublimation 0.972 0.813 0.066 14.758 0.000
x9 3 (— Sublimation 0.983 0.744 0.070 14.019 0.000
x10 4 (— Sense of Guilt 1.000 0.887
x11 4 (— Sense of Guilt 0.939 0.812 0.074 12.617 0.000
x12 5 (— Shame 1.000 0.742
x13 5 (— Shame 1.257 0.915 0.074 16.977 0.000
x14 6 (— Embarrassment 1.000 0.939
x15 6 (— Embarrassment 0.959 0.922 0.033 28.708 0.000

note) The estimates with C.R.(Critical Ratios) more than 1.96 are significant at the 0.05 level.

16) €82 74 H=(1="F 234 ot 2=02A &}, 3=zt 23A] ¥v}, 4=5F, 5=t 220}, 6=}, 7=+ 23}

112
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B4 Ay WorA'e el e w2 & 2 Uehdt) tiEe], BEe] A3w WiHd| FasH A
@do] slo], eFEHAe] WolZ|Ad MeR ALGE S5E 7l gk AE 9] group-1(x°=183.3,
gElsk, FAF, ‘SEvF A SR W nlA| df=178), group-2(x*=329.6, df=78), group-3(x’
= HMAUSE BXo] 712 a3t Aod eyt =301.7, df=78)& -olatAl Yehsth.
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g MAYSE BARE 7525 8 £33 dre g9
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<Figure 8> Drinking Psychology Among Groups Mechanism Analysis Model
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<Table 5> Pecaution Measure about a Habitual Drunk Driver

Drinking psychological changes

Category (The main variables) Prevention of an inveterate habit
- Reduction of drinking number which is more than five times-a month(compulsive drunk
driver)
Improvement of drinking - Rgduction of alcohol consumption which is more than seven times-once(compulsive drunk
lture driver)
cu - Expansion of a drinking culture to prevent the driving after drinking (chauffeur service
group-1 vitalization, corporate responsibility with alcohol seller and drunk driver about drunk
(not criminal driving, etc. prevention’s obligation of drunk driving enforcement)
record - Arouse that drunk driving is a shameful behavior and convinced that drunk driving is not

and common)

shame, embarrassment

rationalized
- Construction of system which is offered drunk driving record related in embarrassed

The certainty of
punishment

- Always and irregularly crackdown on drunk driving and its tighten public relations
- Enforcement of a joint crackdown to increase the possibility of drinking crackdown and
the certainty of punishment when drunk driving

Strictness of punishment

- Legal and social punishment rules on drunk driving have to be strict and be subdivide

defense mechanism and
sence of guilt

= Clearly recognized that drunk driving is a crime in legally and morally
- Presenting objective cases that drunk driving is connected with a criminal act

Path () 51.4% increase - Clear up domestic and foreign's criteria about punishment and cases
Analysis defense mechanism and - Disadvantage expansion at the workplace and social status and notice by drunk driving
embarrassment - Expanding druink driving records provided to the driver’s work to private
gl;oup-Z (<) 82.3% increase - Drunk driving records are provided to public institutions and the insurance company
cri(r)rrlli(:al projection (<) 51.9% - Do makf} Clearl-y‘that the driver’s driving decision had been the biggest cause
record) | Charact decrease about drunk driving
eristics - Enlighten that Only drunk driver penalties by law when crack down
of the - Remove the thinking that 2(1/2) drink of alcohol isn't crackdown on drunk driving, have
top sublimation (-) 58.3% the thinking clearly that you must not drive when you have one drink of alcohol
factors increase - Notification of Alcohol Information about difference personal characteristics on alcohol
- Notification of scientific knowledge about Absorption and decomposition of alcohol
- legally and morally, Clearly recognize that drunk driving criminal behavior
makes
defense mechanism and - presenting objective cases which are drunk driving associated with criminal
sense of guilt behavior
(-) 124.8% increase - Conduct sensitivity training program for reinforcement the sense of guilt
through notification standards and practices of drunk driving penalties in
Domestic and foreign
Path - conduct sensitivity training program for recovery and strengthening of ethnics
Analysis defense mechanism and and to realize that druck driving is shameful. ’
shame - s'uch as Germany, drunk driving records shall be recorded in a list and driver’s
group-3 (-) 47.6% decrease license o o ) )
(More - Conduct sensitivity training programs for making people to think that drunk
than driving os socially condemned.
t.wi'ce defense mechanism and - Disadvantage expansion at the workplace and social status and notice by drunk driving
crlmlr;la)l embarrassment - Expanding druink driving records provided to the driver’s work to private
recor (-) 93.8% decrease - Drunk driving records are provided to public institutions and the insurance company
- Drunk driving in any case can not be justified it recognizes
- It is recognized that it is not circumstances beyond our control
Charact | Rationalization (<) 79.7% | - Given the main Drunk driving and situational Drunk driving prevention
eristics increase - Install the start-up device which is on after breath test
of the - Do not repeat the punishment thereby clarify penalties and enforcement of drunk driving
. t(;D and Counseling and education for them to clearly communicate to the driver
actors

projection (-) 57.4%
decrease

- Do make clearly that the driver’s driving decision had been the biggest cause
about drunk driving

- Enlighten that Only drunk driver penalties by law when crack down

note 1) Path Analysis :

(nl, n2, n3).

note 2) Characteristics of the top factors :
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an analysis of paths and structures between exogenous variables(¢1, €2, ¢3) and endogenous variables

an analysis of defense mechanism(Rationalization, Projection, Sublimation)’s change.
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