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Executive Summary  

 

The Safe Drive Stay Alive (SDSA) presentation was developed to increase 

awareness amongst young people of their vulnerability on the roads and the 

potential consequences of their driving.  

 

The SDSA presentation was a live show featuring video inte rspersed with 

testimonials. The event was a collaboration between the London Borough of 

Havering, the Metropolitan Police Service, the Fire and Rescue Service, the 

London Ambulance Service and the London Road Safety Unit (LRSU).  

 

The presentation was desig ned to effect change in school studentsô attitudes to 

driving and road safety as they approach the start of their driving experience. 

This report evaluated both the impact of the SDSA event (the emotional reaction 

of students to the presentation), and the effectiveness of the SDSA event (the 

effect of the SDSA in improving students attitudes to road safety).  

 

Evaluation of the SDSA was two - fold. The first assessment was the impact of the 

presentation on students, exploring their experience of the event and their 

emotional response to the issues using mini -group discussions and self - report 

questionnaires. The second assessment was the effectiveness of the SDSA 

presentation in changing studentsô attitudes to road safety using psychometric 

data.  

 

Impact of the SDSA  

The Safe Drive Stay Alive 2007 presentation was  positively received by students 

in most aspects -  it was  deemed an effective programme which stands apart from 

more typical presentations given to students of this age group.  

 

A consistent theme througho ut was  that females were more receptive to the 

event than their male counterparts, although this was much more noticeable in 

the quantitative part of the research which sampled a much greater number of 

students (by definition).  

 

In terms of specific conten t, the main area highlighted for improvement remain ed 

the reconstruction video which is currently deemed unrealistic and ultimately 

undermines the seriousness and effectiveness of the testimonials ï but not to the 
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degree that the emotional impact of the em ergency services speaker testimonials 

were seriously compromised.  

 

In terms of a hoped - for increase in the sense of confidence and empowerment 

students felt about controlling their driving experiences for the better, the 

qualitative research work discerned  a modest improvement  ï but teachers 

commented that scope exists to either make the event more interactive (so it 

becomes a little more ólearning by doingô), or to make follow-up events and 

teacher - led activities to complement this.  

 

Teachers would welcome  support materials for follow -on activities to help deepen 

recall of the key messages; in fact, a few proactively asked for this (before 

prompting) and made constructive suggestions as to what forms this should take, 

content and format -wise. The key focus of these follow -up activities should be to 

repeat the key lessons but this time óextendô their relevance by offering students 

practical things to say and do (ótoolsô) to help enact those rules in ways that are 

safe and preserve their status amongst their p eers.  

 

Effectiveness of the SDSA  

There is little controversy that the issue of pre -driver education merits attention. 

However, there is controversy as to whether successful interventions are readily 

available and indeed whether some schemes may be counterp roductive. In this 

context the Transport for London approach has been to introduce a pilot scheme 

for evaluation. The Safe Drive Stay Alive road safety presentation was evaluated 

on the quantitative data gathered on school studentsô attitudes to road safety.  

 

The within -participants analysis conducted on the effectiveness of the SDSA in 

2006 found a small short term improvement in studentsô intentions to observe 

road traffic laws and speed limits, as well as an increased belief that they could 

control their  driving behaviour even under pressure from others, immediately 

after attending the Safe Drive Stay Alive presentations . These effects were 

equivalent for both males and females , but improvements disappeared by five 

months.  

 

The current between -participant s analysis of the 2007 SDSA was conducted to 

determine whether the observed small improvement in intentions and perceived 

behavioural control immediately after the SDSA presentation were a genuine 
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effect, an impression management effect (students providing  answers that they 

judge are expected) , or a combination of the two.  

 

Comparison of pre -  and post -SDSA data on future intentions and perceived 

behavioural control in a between -participants design replicated the small, 

significant effect found in the 2006 w ithin -participants design. This suggests that 

the small, partial effectiveness of the SDSA is a genuine effect and not due to 

impression management.  

 

There was a small effect of the SDSA in increasing studentsô perceived likelihood 

of being in an accident as a driver, and a marginally significant small reduction in 

belief about future driving skill, but no increase in their perceived likelihood of 

being involved in an accident as a passenger, and no effect in reducing their 

enjoyment of speed or changing  th eir belief in their safety as a future driver.  

 

An absence of an effect of attending the SDSA presentation on studentsô 

perception of social pressure to conform to road traffic laws, and no change in 

attitudes to exceeding speed limits in the within -partic ipants analysis was also 

replicated in the between -participants design.  

 

General conclusion  

The results of the qualitative analysis suggest that the SDSA event had some 

emotional impact on students during the presentation. The quantitative analysis 

demonst rates that there was a small, partial effect of the SDSA that was a 

genuine effect and not caused by social desirability. However, considering 

evidence from the within -  and between -participants, the effectiveness of SDSA is 

short - term and limited to some b ut not all psychological factors.  
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1. Introduction  

 

1.1. Young drivers  

It is well known that young drivers are overrepresented in road traffic fatalities 

and collisions (Evans, 1991). Globally road traffic collisions are  the primary cause 

of death for people aged 10 -24yrs old (Toroyan & Peden, 2007). While a large 

proportion of casualties are in low -  and middle - income countries, collision 

fatalities rates for drivers under 25 are nearly double that of older drivers in 

ind ustrial countries (OECD, 2006), with young male drivers particularly at risk 

(McKenna et al, 1998). In Great Britain road traffic collisions are the leading 

cause of death and disability in the under 40s in the UK (Roadpeace, 2004). Only 

7% of British driv ers are aged 17 -21yrs, but this age group are involved in 13% 

of collisions resulting in injury (Achara et al, 2001). In London in 2006, 6% of the 

driving population were aged 17 -21yrs, but this group were involved in 11% of all 

collisions, and this age gr oup accounted for 18% of the 1106 killed and seriously 

injured (KSI) casualties. These figures illustrate the extent to which young drivers 

are overrepresented in both casualties and collisions in London.  

 

Of particular pertinence to this research is that young people display many of the 

attitudes associated with risky driving well before they reach the age they can 

learn to drive (Waylen & McKenna, 2002). The authors note that their results 

imply that young people start their driving career with attitudes that are already 

well engrained, and that traditional driver education starting at 17 years could be 

too late to influence safe attitudes to driving.  

 

1.2 Road Safety Education  

In the area of pre -driver education it would be fair to say that there is clear er 

consensus in the identification of the problem rather than in identifying solutions. 

Indeed there are a number of authors who having reviewed the evidence have 

come to the conclusion that there is no support for the proposal that pre -driver 

education re duces collision involvement (Roberts et al, 2001; Vernick, et al. 

1999). Both reports, in addition, point to the danger that pre -driver education 

may increase early licensure and could even produce an increase in collisions. 

Williams and Ferguson (2004) ha ve noted that despite the absence of evidence in 

support of pre -driver education it retains ñtremendous popular appeal as a means 

to improve driver safety.ò In an examination of driver attitudes Carcary et al 

(2001) investigated the effects of classroom -based interventions and found no 

evidence to support the efficacy of pre -driver training, although there was limited 
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support for the use of driver education with young drivers within five months of 

passing their driving test through the reduction of self -per ceived skill levels and 

reduced feelings of safety.  

  

A number of reasons for the ineffectiveness of pre -driver education have been 

offered. For example, it has been proposed that these courses are of too short a 

duration to offer much prospect of having a n impact (Williams & Ferguson, 2004). 

A related point is that any safety message communicated may be swamped by 

the influence of parents, peers, and other personality and social influences that 

shape driver behaviour. It has been found that the violation h istory of the parent 

is predictive of the violations of the children (Hartos et al, 2000). The presence of 

male passengers has been shown to be associated with faster driving (McKenna 

et al 1998) and those with greater sensation seeking tendencies have bee n 

shown to drive in a more risky fashion (Jonah, 1997). In essence the small 

impact of the driver education may be competing with more enduring effects. It 

has also been proposed that teenagers may be unmotivated by safety concerns 

but are more motivated b y obtaining the license early (Williams & Ferguson, 

2004). It has already been noted that by focusing attention on the issue of 

driving education courses may encourage early licensure.  

 

Authorities are presented with a dilemma. The public appetite for pre -driver 

education is not supported by much evidence, and plausible barriers to 

effectiveness exist. The clear presence of a problem prompts action but the clear 

absence of a solution prompts caution. In these circumstances pilot studies with 

evaluation offe r a way forward.  

 

1.3 Safe Drive Stay Alive  

The SDSA intervention was developed to increase awareness amongst young 

people of their vulnerability on the roads and the potential consequences of their 

driving. The SDSA intervention had previously been triall ed in Aberdeen, 

Swindon, West Sussex and Surrey. The scheme was most recently trialled in the 

London Borough of Havering in 2006 and 2007 with the intention of assessing its 

impact and effectiveness and the potential for the scheme to be offered more 

widel y in the future.  

 

As with the 2006 Safe Drive Stay Alive (SDSA) presentation, the 2007 SDSA 

presentation was a collaboration between the London Borough of Havering, the 

Metropolitan Police Service, the Fire and Rescue Service, the London Ambulance 
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Service and the London Road Safety Unit (LRSU). The format was a live show 

featuring video interspersed with testimonials.  The presentations took place 

between 12th and 16th November, 2007, at the Queenôs Theatre, Hornchurch and 

was attended by students in Year 1 1 (aged 15 -16 years) from schools in the 

borough.   

 

The presentation was designed to effect change in school studentsô attitudes to 

driving and road safety as they approach the start of their driving experience. 

This report addresses two issues, the impact  of the SDSA event (the emotional 

reaction of students to the presentation), and the effectiveness of the SDSA event 

(the effect of the SDSA in improving students attitudes to road safety).  

 

A previous SDSA presentation was conducted in 2006, and was evalu ated using a 

within -participants design. The results showed a small short term improvement 

on some, but not all, measures, namely on studentsô intentions to observe road 

traffic laws and speed limits, and on studentsô belief that they could control their 

driving behaviour even under pressure from others. This effect was evident 

immediately after attending the Safe Drive Stay Alive presentations, but 

improvements disappeared by five months . However, it was not possible to 

determine whether the positive short - term effects were a genuine effect, an 

impression management effect (where respondents provide the answers that they 

think are expected from them), or a combination of the two. This was due to the 

employment of a within -participants design where the same students were 

surveyed before and after the SDSA presentation. The current evaluation aimed 

to address this issue by employing a between -participant design where different 

students were surveyed before and after the SDSA presentation, thus minimising 

the o pportunity for impression management effects. If the immediate effect 

observed for the within -participants design in 2006 was due to a real change in 

intentions and perceived behavioural control then the between -participants 

design in the current evaluatio n would also show a significant improvement. If 

however, the immediate effect observed for the within -participants design in 

2006 was due to a social desirability effect rather than a real change in beliefs 

then the between -participants design in this repo rt would show no effect.  

 

1.4 SDSA impact  

1.4.1 Qualitative  

The main objective of the research programme was (again) to assess the 

immediate impact of the Safe Drive Stay Alive event in order to advocate its 
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expansion to the rest of London. More specifical ly, the research aims to meet the 

following specific objectives:  

 Gauging students reaction to the event  

o Which elements were liked or worked particularly well  

o Which, if any, elements detracted from the eventôs aims 

 Measuring and understanding the impact th at the event has had on 

studentsô attitudes and claimed behaviour towards driving  

 Assessing whether studentsô knowledge of potentially dangerous driving 

situations had increased as a result  

 Providing direction and insight into how the Safe Drive Stay Ali ve could be 

improved in future years  

 

In view of the changes made to the presentation for 2007, specific additional 

focus was given to the following:  

 To assess the impact of 2007ôs evolutions   

o emphasis on speed (and their own speed choices), wearing of 

seatbelts (driver and passengers), influence of drink and drugs, 

and the effects of peer pressure and passenger behaviour  

o increased emphasis on the positive enjoyment to be gained from 

safe driving  

 To explore the potential of a Teacherôs Pack of supporting materials for 

follow -up activity within schools (as a potential means of perpetuating and 

deepening the take -out and retention of key messages over the medium 

term)  

o And within this discussion, to address the question of whether 

teaching professionals view  SDSA as óticking a box, job done, move 

onô, or (preferably) as a potential springboard for further discussion 

of the issues within the school afterwards  

 

1.4. 2  Quantitative  

The quantitative research programme is made up of two stages and this section 

of t he report aims to provide feedback on the immediate reaction of Year 11 

students to the Safe Drive Stay Alive event.  
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1.5 SDSA effectiveness  

The second objective of the evaluation was measuring how effective the SDSA 

event was in improving student attitud es to road safety. With regards to the 

effectiveness of the SDSA, one problem for evaluation is as follows. In 

constructing the materials for the intervention there is a lack of clarity on the 

specific attitudes that are the goal of the intervention. In ot her words, it is 

difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of an educational message when the 

message itself is not clear.  

 

1.5.1 Measures  

1.5.1.1 Theory of Planned Behaviour  

One approach to measuring attitude change has been described in the Theory of 

Plann ed Behaviour (TPB)  model . According to this theory participants intentions 

are a function of three factors; attitude, subjective norm and perceived 

behavioural control. Attitude refers to the participantsô evaluation of the 

behaviour. The subjective norm r efers to the perceived social pressure associated 

with the behaviour and perceived control refers to participantsô confidence that 

they can perform the behaviour under investigation.  

 

The aim of the present analysis was to evaluate the effect of the SDSA 

presentation on those attitudes that could be subsumed under the TPB. 

 

1.5.1.1 Accident likelihood, perceptions of speed & driving ability  

In addition to the TPB items, a series of items were included in the current 

between -participants analysis in order to  determine whether the SDSA is effective 

in increasing studentsô perceived accident likelihood, reducing their speed 

preferences and reducing their beliefs in their future driving skill and safety.  

 

1.5.2 Analysis  

For the between -participants design , analy sis was conducted on data collected 

two weeks before and two weeks after the SDSA presentation, as was conducted 

in the within -participants design previously. However, rather than using the same 

students in both surveys, and matching their ratings pre -SDSA to their ratings 

post -SDSA, two different groups of students were recruited, one group of 

students for the pre -SDSA survey, and a different group of participants for the 

post -SDSA survey. This was conducted in order to minimise any impression 

management e ffects that can potentially occur in within -participants designs. For 

all results the statistical significance will be reported using p-values. Values of  .05 
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or less indicate a significant effect, with values over .05 representing a non -

significant differe nce. Effect sizes will also be reported using partial eta squared 

( p
2) with .1379 representing a large effect, .0588 a medium effect and .0099 a 

small effect. Primary analysis was conducted using Multivariate Analysis of 

Variance (MANOVA), with Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) used investigate effects 

on individual factors o f the Theory of Planned Behaviour.  
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2. Methodology  

 

2.1 SDSA impact  

A combination of quantitative and qualitative research approaches were employed 

to best meet the overall research objectives:  

 

Quantitative research  was used to obtain a base level unders tanding of studentôs 

attitudes towards driving and also to track the impact the Safe Drive Stay Alive 

event has had on self - reported knowledge, attitudes and behaviour amongst 

those who attended.  

 

Qualitative research  was used to explore reactions to the S afe Drive Stay Alive 

initiative and in particular the degrees of impact on the audience of the individual 

elements of the event (i.e. video reconstruction, real life testimonies etc).  

 

The table below illustrates the pro gramme of research undertaken. This research 

report discusses the findings from stage 1 and 2 of the 2007 research 

programme.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1.1 Qualitative  

2.1.1.1 Mini -group discussions with students  

Six mini -group discussions comprising 5 -6 students and lasting approximately 

one h our were conducted with students who had recently attended the SDSA 

event.  Students were selected by a teacher (usually the Head of Year 11).  

Teachers were requested to select students from reasonably varying backgrounds 

and levels of behaviour, all whom  had attended the 2007 SDSA event.  

 

S

D

S
A 

Stage 1 Stage 2 

QUANTITATIVE:  

QUALITATIVE:  

Post -

intervention 

questionnaires  

Student mini -

groups and 

teacher 

interviews  

Pre-

intervention 

questionnaires  



 17 

Participating schools were recruited by telephone by approaching three particular 

schools in the Borough of Havering provided by the Road Safety Unit; it was 

suggested by LRSU and agreed that these be the same three schoo ls who were 

line up to participate in the pre -wave of quantitative research.  Research was 

conducted between Friday 23rd November and Tuesday 4th December 2007.  

 

2.1.1.2 Change in methodology since 2006 -  qualitative  

Previous research experience by both Sy novate and TfL has revealed that girls 

and boys can t ake in information and learn  differently; in addition, it is also often 

the case that the ages of 15 and 16 are particularly self - conscious times for this 

audience and as such, respondents would potentia lly feel able to be more open if 

they were spoken to in single -sex groups. So, this year, the six discussion groups 

were made up of three groups each of six boys, and three groups each of six 

girls.  

 

2.1.1.3 Depth interviews with teachers and school staff  

Six depth interviews lasting approximately one hour were conducted with 

teachers who attended the SDSA event. Schools selected their own teachers to 

agree to be interviewed; our stipulation was that they had to have actually 

attended the 2007 event. Most o f these were with subject -based classroom 

teaching staff; in the case of one interview, at Redden Court School, the 

interviewee had a non -classroom role with particular pastoral responsibilities for 

Year 11 (she had attended the event ï both in 2006 and 20 07), which in itself 

provided useful perspective on how the aims of the SDSA event fitted in with her 

own remit. The aim of these interviews was to add depth to the findings by 

providing the perspective of teaching professionals on the event and gaining 

insight into any discussions that took place amongst students and staff formally 

or informally following the event.  

 

School  Groups  Depths  

Redden Court  1 x girls group  

1 x boys group  

2 x teacher 

interviews (see 

above)  

Marshalls Park School  1 x girls group  

1 x boys group  

2 x teacher 

interviews  

The Albany School  1 x girls group  

1 x boys group  

2 x teacher 

interviews  
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2.1.2 Quantitative  

2.1.2.1 Sample definition  

The target audience for the research programme was Year 11 students from 

secondary schools in the L ondon Borough of Havering that attended the Safe 

Drive Stay Alive event.   

Year 11 students are generally aged between 15 and 16 years old and will 

therefore be in a position to learn to drive in the next year or two, should they 

chose to do so.  

 

2.1.2.2 Research Process  

Synovate were provided with a list of all the Secondary Schools in the London 

Borough of Havering that had been invited to attend the Safe Drive Stay Alive 

event.  Schools were contacted initially by mail to inform them of the impending 

re search programme and follow up telephone calls were made to the Heads of 

Year 11 in order to confirm the schools willingness to participate. A total of 6 

secondary schools agreed to take part in the programme.  

 

Pre wave Schools  Post wave Schools  

Redden Co urt  Gaynes School  

Marshalls Park School  Sanders Draper school  

The Albany School  Kings Wood School  

 

Fieldwork was undertaken 1 -2 weeks prior to the event (pre - intervention) and 

then 1 -2 weeks after the event (post intervention).  

 

2.1.2.3 Change in quanti tative methodology since 2006  

The 2006 quantitative research programme tracked the same pupils both before 

and after the SDSA event in order to measure how attitudes changed over time.  

However, there was some concern that changes in attitudes post interv ention 

were not genuine due to óimpression managementô where students provide 

answers that they think are expected from them rather than those they actually 

believe.   

 

As a result the 2007 study was designed to interview three schools in the pre 

wave and three different schools in the post wave.  The challenge using this 

methodology was to ensure that the schools taking part in the pre and post wave 

were of a similar nature. Following recruitment of the pre intervention schools, 

Synovate were provided with  the Free School Meal score (FSM score) for each by 
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the London Borough of Haveringôs Youth Support Service.  This measure was then 

used to ensure post intervention schools were of a comparable standing.   The 

average FSM figure of the pre school cohort was  14.1% and for the post it was 

16.3%.  

 

2.1.2.4 Changes to quantitative questionnaire since 2006  

The questionnaire is divided into two sections:  

Main questionnaire : asked in both the pre and post wave to establish general 

attitudes towards driving and safet y on the roads.  

Event evaluation : asked only of those who attended the event in the post wave  

 

The questionnaire remained broadly the same to last yearôs in terms of structure, 

the only real difference being the order in which demographic questions were 

asked; due to the change in methodology mentioned above it was no longer 

necessary to capture personal information in order to match respondents over 

time.  Additional questions were included to reflect the changes made to the 2007 

event (please see Appendix  A) . 

 

Pre Intervention  

All students in Year 11 were asked to fill in a 10 minute self - report questionnaire 

prior to attending the event.  The questionnaires were administered in class or 

assembly in the presence of a teacher.  Pre intervention fieldwork to ok place 

between 15th October and 9th November 2007. A total of 291 students returned 

completed questionnaires (please see Appendix B table 1 for a full breakdown of 

response).  

 

Post Intervention  

Fieldwork was conducted between the 19th November and 30th November 2007. 

A total of 241 students returned completed questionnaires.  

 

2.2 SDSA effectiveness  

A total of 291 students completed questionnaires prior to the SDSA presentation, 

and 241 students completed questionnaires after the SDSA presentations, maki ng 

a total of 531 students who participated in the evaluation. A between -participants 

design was employed with different students answering questions at the pre -

intervention and post - intervention stage of the evaluation. After excluding 

missing values, fin al analysis was conducted on a total of 430 students, including 

223 students in the pre - intervention stage (male = 117; female = 106), and 207 
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students in the post - intervention stage (male = 114; female = 93). Data from 

430 students in a between -participan ts design provides a large enough sample 

size to be able to detect a change in attitudes across two time points in the study.  

 

Pre- intervention questionnaires (supplied and validated by Bill Carcary) were 

completed by students 1 -2 weeks prior to attending the SDSA presentation. Post -

intervention questionnaires were completed 1 -2 weeks after attending the SDSA 

presentation by a different set of students. All questionnaires were administered 

in class under the supervision of a teacher.  

 

This analysis is conce rned with 13 questionnaire items based on the Theory of 

Planned Behaviour (TPB), specifically items relating to future intentions (4 items), 

perceived behavioural control (3 items), attitudes (3 items), and subjective 

norms (3 items). The items for each of  these four categories are listed in 

Appendix E, along with an indication of the two attitude items, one subjective 

norm item, and one future intentions item that were reversed scored (see 

Appendix E).  

 

With all analyses of the effectiveness of the SDSA pr esentation in Section 4, the 

findings from the 2006 within -participants TPB analysis are described first, 

followed by the results of the current between -participants TPB analysis, in order 

to allow the reader easy direct comparison of the results from both  

methodological approaches to evaluation.  

 

In addition to the TPB items, six extra items were included in the current 

between -participants analysis in order to determine whether the SDSA is effective 

in increasing studentsô perceived accident likelihood, reducing their speed 

preferences and reducing their beliefs in their future driving skill and safety. For 

perceived accident likelihood two items were included: óHow likely do you think it 

is that you will be involved in an accident when you are old enough to drive a 

car?ô, and óHow likely do you think it is that you will be involved in an accident 

when you are a passenger and someone else is driving a car?ô. Participants 

responded on a scale from 1 (ónot very likelyô) to 7 (óvery likelyô). For speed 

prefere nce two questions were asked: óDo you like being a passenger when the 

car is being driven fast?ô, and óDo you think that driving fast is exciting?ô. 

Participants responded on a scale from 1 (ódefinitely noô) to 7 (ódefinitely yesô). 

Finally, for predicted driving ability, students were asked two items: óHow skilful a 

driver do you think you will be?ô (1, óvery unskilfulô, to 7 óvery skilfulô), and óHow 
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safe a driver do you think you will be?ô (1, óvery unsafeô, to 7, óvery safeô). The 

aim of the SDSA was to  improve pre -driversô beliefs regarding driving and road 

safety. As such, the desired effect would be to increase their perceived likelihood 

of being involved in an accident, reduce their enjoyment of being a passenger in a 

car being driven fast and reduce  their feeling that driving fast is exciting, and 

reduce their belief about how skilful and safe they might be when they are 

driving.  
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3. Results of SDSA impact  

Data analysis and report conducted by Synovate  

 

3.1 Overview of qualitative reporting app roach  

LRSU have asked for greater conciseness of reporting in this yearôs report. 

Therefore, where findings are similar or even identical to those for 2006 in 

individual elements of the SDSA event, this report does not elaborate greatly 

other than to note the similar response and that the reasons for that response 

were also similar or the same. Emphasis here is on how impactful the constituent 

elements of the presentation have been in the immediate short term (i.e. from 

two weeks immediately after the 2007 shows). The qualitative reporting confines 

itself to this, and does not attempt to gauge or speculate on the longer - term 

effect of the messages on audience membersô actual future attitudes to driving. 

 

3. 1.1  Studentsô appraisal of SDSA 

3.1.1.1  General over view  

As in the study on the 2006 initiative, the students interviewed all felt the event 

was very worthwhile. As before, there was some latent understanding of certain 

issues already, most notably the dangers of óspeedingô and the importance of 

wearing a s eatbelt if a driver or passenger. These appear to have been gained 

from TV and cinema adverts (the óKill Your Speedô execution where a young girl 

who is collapsed against a tree is slowly óresurrectedô when the scenario shifts to 

show the driver involved d riving at a lower speed was mentioned in particular), 

and earlier road safety advice from school or parents.  

 

What did  particularly strike students as ónew newsô and a widening of their 

perspectives were  

 A sense of having a wider responsibility towards the  safety of others in a 

car with them ï that not only can the driver greatly impact on the safety 

of passengers, but that there is a part to play as óresponsible passengersô 

ï for example, not distracting the driver or egging him or her on to drive 

irrespon sibly ófor funô. There was thus a more óholisticô understanding 

within the immediate context of being in a moving vehicle.  

 A widened vista of what can be lost in the event of a serious road traffic 

accident ï not just the óobviousô physical life and limb, but of potential for 

the future; in other words, a much greater sense of what óelseô can be lost 

(income, home, relationships) as a result of serious injury.  
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Resurfacing this year was the studentsô own sense of the limits of their immediate 

ability t o ap ply the learning  they took from SDSA, because of not yet being at 

driving age. They volunteered with some confidence that they expected the 

advice would ócome back to mindô when they did one day find themselves in an 

actual driving situation. No students o ffered any comment or if probed felt that 

the event was an inconvenience to them given where it fell within their school 

careers (i.e. just before their GCSE mock exams).  

 

There was uniform expression of support for repeating SDSA again in future years 

fo r the school year cohorts coming up in their wake.  

 

3.1.1.2 Were there any key differences by gender?  

The quantitative study has indicated there were some noticeable differences in 

the way male and female students responded to and ótook inô certain elements 

and messages of the SDSA presentation (see Section 4, Key Findings ï 

Quantitative) ï key amongst these were that girls tended relatively more than 

boys to  

 Indicate that they would have the confidence to speak up if they felt 

unsafe as a passenger with a friend or peer who they felt was driving in a 

careless or reckless manner  

 Indicate that they would remember the SDSA event, found it óshockingô 

and that it made them órealise how dangerous driving can beô 

 Rate the effectiveness of certain elements slightly  more highly (notably 

the reconstruction film)  

 

Generally, we observed little real difference between the genders in terms of 

what cut through and óstruck homeô in their immediate consciousnesses and 

memories, either content -wise and style of delivery -wise . Some of this may be 

down to the fact that we had quite emotionally articulate and thoughtful male 

respondents in most of our male groups (which may have been down to teacher 

selection of who participated, although they were asked to pick a spread of 

acad emic and behavioural performance, and in the event they were well mixed in 

terms perceptible academic ability).  Also we would stress that by definition, this 

was a far smaller sample (six groups of six pupils, so a total of 18 male and 18 

females students  in total) than for the quantitative study.  
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There were some minor detectable differences noticeable within the qualitative 

study. These were:  

a) Experiences of and attitudes towards driving  

 Slightly greater propensity for girls to have been (as passenge r) in a 

ódangerous driverô situation than their male peers 

o Girls tend to mature earlier than boys, not only intellectually but 

physically and socially too, and as such a couple had had older 

boyfriends whose social group had had dangerous driving and 

speed - related episodes (none fatal)  

 Slightly greater claimed willingness than boys to óspeak upô when with 

somebody driving dangerously  

o Although girls did feel similar levels of awkwardness as boys if the 

carload was all their own gender  

 Not quite as pronounced  sense of óchamping at the bitô to learn to drive 

o All thought they would learn, but it tended to be only with the girls 

that we heard comments like ô19 or 20 or soô or ówhen Iôve been 

working for a whileô; for boys, the expectation was almost 

universally t o start lessons (formal or with relatives) as soon as 

they were 17  

 

b) Response to the SDSA event  

 Girls appeared very slightly more able to emotionally grasp some of the 

óbigger pictureô of loss resulting from a serious road collision (particularly 

the sen se of lost potential and capability for the future for badly injured 

survivors)  

 Boys were slightly more inclined to recall ógory detailsô of the emergency 

service testimonials  

o But again, our male qualitative respondents tended to recall these 

more in respe ctful awe and reflectiveness than gleeful ógross-outô 

titillation  

 One teacher raised the question of whether girls in her school slightly saw 

the reconstruction film as being ómore aimed at boysô and speculated that 

if the driver in the film had been femal e this might help make the sense of 

relevance to them óconnectô a little more 

o This was speculation, however, so take care not to over -weight this 

comment in future decision -making  

 Anecdotally, boys had messed around with the take -home items (CD case 

and key rings ) on leaving the theatre  
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3.1.1.3 Teachersô appraisal of SDSA 

Unlike students, where there is a new cohort coming up each year, many 

teachers interviewed were now witnessing SDSA for the second time and so felt 

they knew what to expect of it this ye ar.  

 

Again, mild concerns of timing within a critical academic year (November being in 

the run up to GCSE mock exams) resurfaced although upon further discussion 

they did not feel that any other time during Year 11 would be any less time -

pressured and thi s should be offset against their overall feeling that SDSA still 

represented a time -  and resource -efficient way to catch all Year 11 students 

whilst they were all still together and face them with these important issues.  

 

They echoed studentsô point that the event was good as far as immediate 

relevance allows, but that some sort of órefresherô or reminder would be helpful 

once they were 17 -18 and actually getting to become drivers [Risk It & Lose It or 

elements of that may have a part to play there]. In so me cases, they suggested 

opportunities to revisit the subjects and lessons of SDSA again within the same 

school year, or else were not hostile to the idea providing that any follow -up 

activities were designed to be sympathetic to the overall needs of teach ers, 

amount of time they would have available and the particular timetable óvehiclesô 

they have available to work with ï see section X óExtending the life of the SDSA 

aims and messagesô. 

 

All teachers interviewed said that they would endorse any plan to re - run SDSA 

again in future. Also, and bearing in mind that only a small number of teachers 

were interviewed, it was notable that a colleague of one teacher we spoke to had 

felt that the 2006 event had been so strong on shock tactics and had had (in her 

beli ef) such a negative immediate effect on her studentsô morale, she had 

resolved not to take her current Year 11 group to the 2007 SDSA. She had 

relented eventually (apparently because she reasoned that it was a convenient 

way to address the subject matter a t all), and now claims to have been won over 

by this yearôs version of the event because she had óseen some adjustmentsô to 

make this yearôs event a more positive message and experience. Elsewhere, it 

was noted that the SDSA event was welcomed by teachers because it did 

something that they felt they as teachers didnôt have the resources or preparation 

time to do themselves that could attain óthatô degree of impact. Furthermore, one 

or two teachers were so enthusiastic about what they had seen at SDSA that t hey 
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said they found it quite difficult to make any concrete suggestions for 

improvements.  

 

3.1.1.4 Core messages taken from the event  

The key messages taken away by pupils we spoke to for 2007 were very similar 

to those for 2006. These included :   

 óSafe drive (to) stay aliveô 

 Always wear a seatbelt  

 Resist peer pressure ï and donôt be a source of peer pressure if youôre not 

the driver  

 Never drive under the influence of drink or drugs  

 Mind your speed and donôt take risks (ñdonôt whizz in and out of other 

carsò) 

 Concentrate on the conditions you are actually in (often expressed as 

ñdonôt make mistakesò or ñbe careful ò) 

 

Note that the ótitle phraseô of the initiative was deliberately stepped up by the 

organisers and presenters in the 2007 show ï and as such, this  was indeed 

played back often by our respondents. It was also noticeable that the ófour big 

themesô that were deliberately fore grounded  more in the 2007 talks were also 

top of mind in respondentsô spontaneous call-out of lessons they remembered. An 

approx imate reckoning of the order in which they were volunteered in the 

qualitative groups as a whole would be  

 First mentioned ï ówear a seatbeltô 

 Second mentioned ï ówatch your speedô 

 Third mentioned ï óresist (or donôt give) peer pressureô 

 Fourth mentioned ï ódonôt drive under the influence of drink or drugsô 

 

Respondents interpreted the ópointô behind SDSA as being about encouraging safe 

driving ï but not to dissuade young people from driving; for instance (from a 

male pupil):  

ñ[The key message of the whole event?] To ensure that the upcoming generation 

that will be driving soon, itôs just to make sure they drive safely, not break the 

law. Just to make sure there is less accidents [sic] on the road .ò 

 

This is potentially encouraging regarding the desire in 200 7 to make the event 

more positive and encouraging in tone (see above), especially when taken in 
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consideration that our students still very much looked forward to learning to drive 

when the time came.  

 

In terms of empowerment, students certainly felt that they had a clear set of 

órulesô to internalise and claimed that they would act on these if and when apt 

driving situations arose in future. A key question is when and how far do órulesô 

become ótoolsô so that young drivers and their passengers feel clearly empowered 

to actually control their in -car experiences. Some said that, yes, they would in 

future warn friends who were driving too fast or recklessly to slow down or 

behave more sensibly; some even said that they had the confidence to do this to 

speak up  to older siblings and even parents, now. However, a rough implied 

hierarchy of confidence to speak up emerged where some felt that whilst it was 

not too difficult to calmly restrain close friends, even in company, without too 

much fear of loss of face or looking óuncoolô, it became harder to say anything to 

(say) óa friend of a friendô who was driving a group in their own car and you as a 

passenger didnôt know them that well to be able to speak up. There may be scope 

to think about and build in some ótipsô on how young passengers might find face -

saving and inoffensive -but -effective ways of doing this, in the 2008 SDSA. One 

example this author observed in the Risk It and Lose It speed -consequences 

awareness event run for 17 -18 year olds in January 2008 was o f a policeman 

advising would -be passengers of a driver who was speeding to ósay, actually, is it 

alright if we slow down a bit, only Iôm feeling a bit queasy? Thanksô; the idea here 

being that nobody wants to clean up a car in which somebody has been sick,  but 

the way of expressing this cleverly avoids looking like an overt personal criticism 

of the driver.  

 

Again, as in 2006, certain messages that were wider than simply óbehave well in a 

moving vehicleô also emerged and hit home, and again, the notion of emergency 

service personnel being óon your sideô and genuinely caring about your wellbeing 

came through strongly and hinted towards a greater respect for them as 

professionals and private people with thoughts and feelings of their own. The 

report on the 200 6 initiative noted that in some instances, the empathy felt 

towards these speakers may have been detracting from the actual message 

content of their talks; given the quite strong cut - through of the key messages 

around seatbelts, peer pressure, speed choice s, and not driving under the 

influence of drugs or alcohol, we cannot suggest that this was found to be a real 

issue this year.  
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3.1.2 Elements that worked particularly well and less well  

3.1.2.1 Elements that worked particularly well  

The 2006 SDSA event n oted that, whilst the overall event was deemed 

worthwhile and óa successô, certain elements had particularly contributed to that 

impression more than others. The elements which most provided immediate 

impact and aided clear communication of the key message s in 2006 were:  

 Heartfelt commentary from respected sources  

 Dramatic and graphic descriptions of injuries  

 Respectful adult - to -adult speaking from the stage  

 Rawness of emotions displayed in the testimonies  

 Going beyond shock and impact to explain how situat ions arose  

 Good voice projection and intonation of most speakers  

 Participation and engagement of the audience  

 

Put simply, there is little to add or subtract from that list for the response to the 

2007 event. What has changed very little is the reactions t o the overall tone, 

running order, length and style of the SDSA show, or the relative appreciation of 

each of the main segments and speakers; where a marked positive move -on from 

2006 can be discerned is how well committed to memory the ófour key messagesô 

have been in the short - term.  

 

3.1.2.2 Elements that worked less well than others  

Road Safety Unit have asked that not much time in this report be devoted to 

repeating lessons learned from the 2006 study where there was no change in the 

feedback; however, for the record, the following elements were raised again this 

year, and for exactly the same reasons:  

 (above all else) poor acting in the reconstruction film (notably the male 

juvenile lead and his father)  

o Every single student discussion group and teacher we spoke to 

volunteered this first of all  

o We subsequently learned that the video had been slightly re - edited 

from the 2006 original, but it seems that this did not affect 

perceptions of ólaughableô performances ï for more details, see 

below ï although ther e was no real criticism of the pace of the 

video  
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 Some ódryô speakers or speakers lacking ócontextô ï particularly 

representatives from Road Safety Unit and Havering borough council  

o Note that inviting comparison invites some relative criticism; 

however, s tudents were unsure what these speakers were meant to 

be adding to the ówholeô, whereas they could grasp the ópointô 

behind different emergency service workers across the ónarrative 

chainô of events unfolding before them 

 Statistics ï amount and the way the y are put across  

o One teacher who had seen the 2006 and 2007 events commented 

approvingly that there seemed to be fewer statistics óthrown atô the 

audience this year and that this was a positive move as it helped 

hold the studentsô attention more by not alienating their attention 

or flagging óoh, numbers, hereôs a boring bitô 

o It emerged (for teachers) that some statistics could be made more 

meaningful still for the audience ï it was suggested that instead of 

saying óX number of young people die in road collisions each year in 

London ï thatôs the front Y rows of this theatreô, such statistics 

need to work even harder that that to create relevance and óbring it 

home to them personallyô; one suggestion was to present such 

numbers as (e.g.) óóX number of young people die in road collisions 

each year in London ï one person in your Sunday Football League 

or your theatre group (etc.) will not make it beyond Z ageô 

 

3.1.3  The context of safe driving  

3.1.3.1  Attitudes towards driving  

Unsurprisingly, these were identica l to those seen in 2006. The great majority of 

students intended to learn to drive at the earliest opportunity of reaching their 

seventeenth birthday. A few had actually had some experience of being behind 

the wheel of a moving car, and one school (Albany)  had actually organised some 

off - road practical experience for a few sixth -formers at a nearby óCar-o-dromeô.  

There was less a sense of ócanôt waitô fixation on the prospect of learning than one 

of óitôs what you doô and that it was a normal, almost automatic rite -of -passage 

for someone reaching that age (in much the same way as, for comparison, many 

young people of that age do not really question going on to university if they are 

academically capable and it is expected of them by parents and teachers).  

 

As before, the prevailing emotions when anticipating being able to drive were a 

sense of excitement, and the benefit of independence from their parents or older 
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siblings to get around. A few students spoke of a sense of also taking on some 

responsibility ï as one girl put it, ñI want to make sure I do it right,ò and for 

some there was an unprompted sense of learning to drive and mastering it 

óproperlyô being a case of rising to a challenge. 

 

Awareness of the risks of being a young driver before the SDSA ev ent were 

limited to received warnings and wisdom, mostly from parents and some from 

other sources like TV and cinema advertising (e.g. the óThink!ô campaign), that 

driving at higher speeds can lead to greater injury or death for pedestrians who 

get hit, an d that it is always a good idea to ówear a seatbeltô. 

 

3.1.3.2 Experiences as drivers/passengers  

Most of our respondents had not been in  charge of a moving car as yet. 

Passenger experiences once again revealed stories of mostly minor knocks and 

bumps with other vehicles, although quite a lot of these stories involved parentsô 

driving as much as that of older siblings or peers:  

ñMy mum is terrible, she has got so many speeding fines itôs a joke. I find it quite 

fun really, she is not mental, she just goes wa y over the top. But I suppose 

because itôs my mum, she is not going to do anything like show off.ò 

 

There was evidence that being in a speeding car with friends could offer some 

illicit thrills, spoken of in a tone that suggested a bit of a óguilty pleasureô: 

ñWhen your parents are driving the car, they are not going to go like really fast 

are they? Itôs more exciting (with friends).ò 

 

And again, a very small number of students had first hand experience of being in 

a car collision:  

ñWe was going down a coun try lane (sic), there was two cars, boys, all friends, 

split between two cars. One car didnôt see, it was a barbed wire fence, he had 

gone into the barbed wire fence, bounced back and hit the car I was in, so we 

collided. I was scared, it shook me up. We w as all wearing seatbelts .ò 

 

One respondent had recently lost a friend in a car accident; however, few had 

any close or first -hand proximity to cases of serious injury of loss of life.  

 

3.1.3.3 What this means in relation to the SDSA event  

Much the same to  report as for 2006: aside from some recall of general warnings 

from parents, most students had a blasƍ attitude towards safe driving, in the 
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absence of much hands -on experience, and again, some admitted to having 

encouraged friends to speed, or that it wa s likely that if egged on to do so as 

drivers, they probably would:  

ñLike you wouldnôt be influenced if they [your friends as passengers] said speed 

up!ò 

 

Very much as in 2006, most students reported that the 2007 SDSA had come as 

an eye -opener to conseque nces they had previously not thought about much:  

ñI upset me, to see what actually happened to some people, I didnôt realise in a 

car crash it could be that bad ,ò (female) 

ñI mean, before I did think that it was hard to understand the grief that they go 

th rough, but it sort of gives you an idea of what they struggle with ,ò (male) 

 

In the immediate short - term, at least, there was a sense of the SDSA event 

actually broadening studentsô appreciation of the wider ówebô of consequences and 

people who could be af fected by a car collision, where previously their thoughts 

tended to be more ómechanicalô and self-centredly myopic -   ówear a seatbelt so 

you donôt go through the windscreenô. That the impact of a bad accident could 

cause so much emotional suffering and l oss (as well as physical), and that the 

effects of this loss could spread out to friends and relatives of the dead or injured 

who may have been nowhere near the actual accident, and could also spread out 

to affect many areas of oneôs life for the long term (e.g. loss of relationships, 

friendships, career and earnings potential, and physical mobility and even dignity) 

sums up specifically how and where SDSA represented ónew newsô to its 

audience.  

 

3.1.4 . Expectations of the SDSA event (pre - event)  

3. 1.4 .1 Gen eral awareness of SDSA by students  

In terms of subject matter, awareness of precisely what aspect of óroad safetyô 

the SDSA event would focus on was not very deep in the run up to the 2006 

event; it was not much deeper this year:  

ñAbout how to drive safely ò. 

éand a number had thought it might feature content on crossing the road safely 

as well as driving safely.  

 

None had thought in terms of the issue of being a óresponsible passengerô and of 

the role that passengers had towards the safety and success of a shared car 

journey.  
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In terms of style and delivery, anticipation was mixed. The majority of students 

had expected a fairly mono -media ólectureô from the front of a hall. As one 

teacher observed,  

ñI think they thought it was going to be boring .ò 

 

Most we re therefore pleased and surprised that the event was more high -energy 

in tone and multi -media in its approach, using several different speakers. A 

couple of students had expected a play or live dramatic re -enactment on the 

stage in front of them, because they were being taken to the óQueenôs Theatreô, 

i.e. this expectation was led by the venue.  

 

As in 2006, this element of pleasant surprise versus low expectations of such 

events appears to have helped students engage more than they otherwise might, 

and aga in confounded preconceptions about what these events could be like.  

 

3.1.4.2 General expectations of and preparation for SDSA by teachers  

This year, many teachers had heard about the 2006 SDSA or heard about it in 

some detail from colleagues. As before, th ere were some comments that more 

notice would be helpful in planning the logistics of attendance.  

 

Whereas in 2006, many teachers had not passed on very much information to 

their students on what SDSA would contain or be like because they themselves 

did n ot know, in 2007 some teachers spoke overtly of having not wanted to óspill 

the beansô and reveal too much about the content in advance: 

ñI almost didnôt want to over-prepare them or else it might lessen the impact .ò 

 

When probed, students revealed a laten t but not detailed awareness of the 2006 

event having taken place ï some remembered things like:  

ñJust.. when they came back, they started talking about it, just saying that 

people came in that had been affected by car crashes and you see how it has 

ruined  their lives .ò 

 

A few students had older siblings who had attended the 2006 event, but no pre -

event discussion had taken place between them about it; it was only after the 

younger child came home talking about what they had seen that day in the 2007 

event that their older brother or sister recalled having been at the same thing the 

previous year:  
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ñMy brother went  (in 2006) but he didnôt say much about it. I didnôt know he 

went until I went, then he said óI wentô when he saw a little case I got (the SDSA 

pen cil case given away at the event in both years) and said óI had one of themô.ò 

 

Awareness of the tone and emotional impact of SDSA did outstrip pre -awareness 

of what it might be about or what might be learned. Teachers had often gently 

advised students tha t it could be upsetting in places; these comments are typical:  

ñThey said bring tissues before you went ,ò 

ñThe head of PSHE, he might have said it was a bit sad, actually I think he said it 

was sad ,ò 

ñThat we might we people with missing limbs .ò 

Teachers s poke in praise of the hard -hitting emotional tone of the event and at 

one school (Marshallôs Park) they mentioned how they had felt a sort of ómoralô 

duty to give students some mild warning. They also took steps to put certain 

children who they thought mig ht get upset easily at the end of aisles in the 

theatre or near their teachers, to reassure them.  

 

In sum, SDSAôs reputation preceded it a little with the 2007 students, but this 

óadvance footprintô was quite small and faint ï no students knew significant ly 

more about what they would be seeing or learning than their 2006 predecessors 

had. An important learning when looking for ways to deepen the longer - term 

impact of the messages of SDSA is that teachers have very much bought into the 

element of shock real ism and surprise in the event and actually wanted to play 

their part to preserve its impact; as such, there appears to be greater value to be 

gained in stakeholders focusing their efforts on the after -event possibilities for 

engaging students further, rath er than on building any greater ópreludeô. 

 

3.1.5  Initial reactions (post - event)  

3. 1.5 .1 Initial reactions  

Once again, the immediate reaction to the event was strong shock and awe. 

Despite some mild warnings (see above), students still had not realised qui te 

what they were going to be seeing, hearing about and feeling. All four Synovate 

moderators (who attended different SDSA sessions between them) noted the 

sound of many people crying in the darkened theatre towards the end of the 

show, specifically when t he parent speaker revealed that they were in fact the 

parent of the promising and much - loved young person whose death they had just 

described. This and the sudden emotional ódropô earlier in the presentation which 

followed the radio DJ whipping the audienc e up and the ófeelgoodô montage of 
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photos of their schools (and the chance to boo rival schools), were the most 

often -recalled óstructural devicesô (authorôs words) of the show as a whole, in 

terms of emotional impact and ósit up and listenô value: 

ñI didn ôt think Iôd cry but I did,ò (female) 

ñI think there was maybe a few people that were quite tearful and it wasnôt just 

girls,ò (male) 

ñOn the way  (to the venue) there was all this talking and stuff and on the way 

back we was just a bit quiet, well it was a  bit quiet but we was talking about it, 

not about other stuff .ò (male) 

Again, Synovate moderators observed a number of students crying on their way 

out of the auditorium, and a lot of supportive hugging amongst small groups of 

girls; the boys tended not to  be crying but to file out with heads bowed.  

 

In spite of this, there was almost no feeling from students or teachers this year 

that the tone had been inappropriate, or that it should be softened in future. 

When probed, the message tended to be ókeep it as it isô, as the shock was felt to 

open their eyes, ears and minds to the messages then being delivered.  

 

3.1.5. 2 After the event ï the first few days  

Most students confirmed that they had talked about the event amongst 

themselves and with friends who had not attended (e.g. in other years) a little in 

the hours and days that followed their SDSA show ï these were largely centred 

on the testimonials and the sorrow and loss, with some recounting of ógoryô 

details. Almost all claimed to have mentioned what they  had seen to their 

parents, and that their parents had largely endorsed the lessons and underscored 

them themselves, albeit with the kind of simple óyes, you should always wear a 

seatbeltô level of common-sense advice that many had received in the months 

and years before the SDSA event.  

 

Some teachers said they had instigated class discussion sessions with their 

students after the event, to talk about what they had taken out of the experience.  

Sometimes this was in timetabled weekly PSHE (Personal, Social and Health 

Education) lessons. However, these did sound like fairly unstructured plenary 

class discussions, and one PSHE teacher this author spoke to in the staff room 

prior to conducting groups there, and who was not one of our officially arranged 

intervi ewees, specifically asked if it might be possible to provide teachers like 

himself with some guidance on how to approach post -event discussions with their 
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students; see section 8, óBeyond the event ï extending the life and impact of 

SDSA aims and messagesô for more.  

 

3. 1.6  Evaluation of individual elements of the SDSA 2007 event  

3.1.6 .1 Overview of the elements ï 2007 vs.  2006  

Whilst there were concerted efforts to enhance the emphasis of the over -arching 

messages that the organisers wished students to tak e away from the SDSA event 

(see section 2.1 óBackground to the researchô), the different segments within the 

presentation were essentially the same as in 2006, in terms of the different types 

of speaker, the order they came in and the stories and advice ea ch were briefed 

to deliver. As with last year, the mix of styles and media (from óstraightô talk from 

the stage, to video clips, from the opening sense of heightened liveliness and 

competitiveness created by the local radio DJ to music videos) came as a 

pleasant surprise to students and worked well as elements óin sympathyô with 

each other, where (for example) students and teachers alike could appreciate the 

thinking behind the emotional ódropô from party atmosphere to sudden quiet and 

shock, early in the s how, and felt that this worked very well. In addition, when 

probed on the point, neither students nor teachers thought that the event as a 

whole entity felt dragged out and when they commented that óit flew byô or that it 

óreally held their interestô, they cited the variety of stimulus from the stage as a 

key factor in that. Estimates of how long the SDSA show lasted were never in 

excess of the actual 2 hour length.  

 

2007 ï the ówhatô and ówhyô is the same 

However, different segments of the presentation in evitably received different 

degrees of praise or constructive criticism in terms of how impactful they were at 

engaging t heir audience with the learning  each contained. Comparing the 

research findings from the 2006 event with those for this yearôs run, it is striking 

that the picture of what was felt by students and teachers to have been the most 

engaging and most impactful in getting messages to óstickô (within the immediate 

short - term time - frame of this study) ï and the underlying reasons as to why this 

was so -  are very nearly identical.  As such, this section of the report is focuses 

observations made where any meaningful change from last year could be 

discerned, or additional insight can be provided.  

 

3.1.6 .2 The DJ  

The local radio DJ as the opening emc ee for the event was felt to be a good and 

lively opening that helped the show hit the ground running; (this is quite 
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important as elsewhere, on Risk It & Lose It, a óflatô or dry introduction can sap 

energy and positive anticipation from the room, after w hich any segments that 

follow have to then work much harder to engage the audience). Students could 

readily identify the effect that his attempts to work the crowd and whip up a high 

level of energy and initial ófeelgoodô atmosphere had on taking then on an 

emotional journey when this was then purposefully undercut by the projections of 

press cuttings about local tragic road accidents involving people of their age. 

They óknewô the trick that was being pulled on them, and approved. One teacher 

(new to SDSA t his year) had felt apprehensive from a crowd -control point of view 

when the óclubbingô atmosphere was first created, fearing her students would 

then be rowdy towards the rival schoolsô contingent for the remainder of the 

show, but said she was pleased to s ee that this did not happen and that the 

sudden change of tone instead captivated the audience and moved their attention 

on.  

 

The impact of the DJ had little to do with his celebrity status ï most didnôt know 

him or listen to his breakfast show ï and one c ommented that  

ñI wouldnôt recognise him if I saw him in the street,ò 

but this did not matter ï it was his skills on the stage on the day that counted. 

When probed whether it would have been better to use a national celebrity like 

DJs Chris Moyles (Radio 1)  or Christian Oô Connell (Virgin), or other celebrities, 

the idea was rejected on the grounds that having a really famous person present 

would feel more distant and detract from the subject in hand.  

 

3.1.6 .3 The Kanye West music video  

The inclusion of the video for the track óThrough the Wireô again surprised the 

audienceôs low expectations of a dry ólectureô event and helped create a positive 

impression that they were going to be spoken to óon their levelô with content 

relevant to their own lives.  

 

There is a slight difference in impact between the ófactô of including a 

contemporary RônôB/pop track had on students feeling well disposed and attentive 

ï sending a message of óthis will be relevant and on your termsô - and the impact 

of the specific track chos en. Once again, many said that although they knew the 

song, they had not realised that it was to do with the artistôs own experience of a 

car accident; as such, the context of the whole event gave the song a rationale to 

be included in the audienceôs minds, rather than the content of the chosen song 

illuminating what the SDSA event as a whole was to be about.  Or, the SDSA 
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óbannerô helped them ógetô what the song is about, rather than the song helping 

them ógetô what SDSA was to be about. 

 

One other slight watch -out: most contemporary music artists have a limited 

shelf - life with a core young audience and after a time they can cease to resonate 

as strongly with subsequent waves of young people. It was noted that in the 

report on the 2006 SDSA event that Kanye  West was a popular artist with that 

audience. However, spontaneous recall of this segment was low in all three 

schools where research was conducted and there was mild but fairly indifferent 

reception to the inclusion of one of his songs. He and this song are still well 

known, and received no hostile reaction, but it would be worth keeping an eye on 

his óshelf lifeô in the years to come, and whether a different track could be used to 

do the de facto job that the Kanye West track is doing, which is signallin g óthis 

morning/afternoon is for you, on your level.ô 

 

3.1.6 .4 The video montage  

This worked in exactly the same way and to the same effect as in 2006. Students 

did not recall this particularly spontaneously is its own right, tending to see this 

as all as a óone-nessô with the DJ and Kanye West video: 

ñThe bit at the beginning was good, it was like a club and that and the mood 

changes when they start watching and everyone goes quiet .ò 

 

 Synovate moderators all observed the same effect in each SDSA show atte nded 

ï that the slides of school gate -signs drew tribal cheers and jeers and all helped 

pump up the excitement and energy in the room. When the emotional tempo 

suddenly changed to one of tragedy when the press cuttings about fatalities, 

silence and much ósitting forwardô followed, students and teachers all commented 

approvingly on this technique.  

 

The 2006 report suggested that it might be worthwhile thinking how best the 

SDSA organisers could manage potential upset for specific students if a tragedy 

touch ing their family flashed up as one of the press headlines, as did happen in 

2006. We do not know what if anything was done about this ï on the one hand, 

we heard of one incidence again this year of a student being distressed by seeing 

a headline concerning  a relative ï but on the other hand, (as mentioned above) in 

one school, teachers knew what to expect and had thought quite carefully about 

how to manage particular individualsô emotional reactions; so either something 

proactive has been done in terms of s upplying information about the more 
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upsetting elements of the show, or teachers are becoming seasoned and pro -

active themselves in dealing with the sensitivities relative to their own pupils. 

Either way, there seems to have been a positive evolution here.  

 

3.1.6 .5 London Road Safety Unit  

As in 2006, these sections occurred after the emotional ódropô of the press 

montage, and whilst some (notably boys) claimed that statistics of death rates 

really made an impression on them, nobody spontaneously volunteered this as a 

memorable segment of the event as a whole.  

 

Exactly as before, this section slightly suffered by comparison with the respect 

and empathy students felt towards the emergency services personnel (on a 

number of dimensions ï see below) who it was ag ain felt had somehow óearned 

the rightô to speak on the subject matter, where a man in a shirt and tie from an 

office (our paraphrasing) did not immediately ómeanô as much to them.  

 

The 2006 report notes the use of an exercise involving students holding u p 

coloured cards; we do not recall seeing that this year, and in fact an increased 

degree of interaction to help the statistical messages sink in through better 

engagement would be a good idea. Again, it might still be worth considering 

moving the LRSU tal k to after the emergency services personnel, on the basis 

that it might benefit from the óhaloô of the respect and admiration they elicit, and 

that the over -arching ócontextô (of young people being over-represented in and 

vulnerable to road collisions) mig ht have been deduced óanywayô from what the 

emergency services speakers had to say ï the LRSU talk could then act as a 

óreminderô or ófocus pullerô. Note that this suggestion is our own speculative 

reasoning, not a suggestion made by or something overtly e xplored with 

respondents.  

 

3.1.6 .6 The video reconstruction  

No surprises and nothing new to add here. There was some praise for the realism 

of the direction (i.e. night shooting, fast editing to suggest the loss of control and 

how fast a tragedy can happen ), and again much criticism of the acting of the 

male juvenile actors (and the young leadôs proud father), together with some 

humorous asides that Fulham FC was not a very aspirational club to get this 

audience identifying with the story.  

 



 39 

The positives fr om 2006 (that the video is broken up to keep the overall 

presentation pacy and varied; that the plot draws attention to the wider 

ódevastationô of lost loved ones, lost friends, lost mobility and lost career dreams) 

emerged again. However, each of these me ssages hit home harder when heard 

from subsequent live speakers (e.g. the collision survivor and the bereaved 

parent); and it was once more the talks between the sections of the video that 

really engaged the 2007 audience.  

 

3.1.6 .7 Mock ITV news  

Again, thi s was hardly ever spontaneously raised by the students, but when 

probed it was once more felt to add a degree of realism to the overall video story.  

 

3.1.6 .8 Metropolitan Police Service  

As for 2006, the police speaker was less immediately recalled as oppos ed to the 

speaker from the Fire and Rescue Service. However, our moderators again 

noticed that when he took to the stage in his hi - vis yellow jacket and police 

uniform, quiet and respectful solemnity ensued from the audience, and this rang 

true for all tho se speakers wearing a uniform. One police speaker in particular 

recalled the death of a sibling in an RTA, and one or two students commented on 

how moving they found this and how sorry they felt for him; comments about his 

bravery in standing up and recoun ting this were also made.  

 

Again, it might be worth considering putting the Metropolitan Police Speaker on 

after the Fire and Rescue Service speaker so that in future years, he or she might 

benefit from the especially positive ósitting forwardô attentiveness that the Fire 

and Rescue speaker had engendered. Certainly felt to be a very worthwhile item 

to include, and complemented the video clip of having to break the news of 

bereavement to a relative.  

 

3.1.6 .9 Fire and Rescue Service  

The quantitative study f or 2007 reveals that this was in the top two most 

impactful elements of the entire SDSA event; so it was with the qualitative 

research, just as it was in 2006.  

 

Again, the biggest factor in its favour in getting the students to really listen 

intently and (in the short term at least) focus on the message of the physical 

trauma of a crash and its aftermath was that here was a fireman who knew from 

personal experience what he was talking about. The combination of an actual 
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uniform and detailed stories, told i n everyday English that did not gloss over the 

more horrific elements struck a real chord:  

ñIf you talk to someone who has actually been there, you can understand what 

the emotion is like because you relate to them .ò 

 

ñI think if people that have actually been in that situation, or been there, speaké 

(itôs good because) people that havenôt.. seen anything, they donôt know.ò 

 

ñThe one where the fireman told us about a girl of our age who was in a car crash 

and set alight, and all her skin was burned off, and  he was flicking water on her, 

and it was all in her eyes and she couldnôt get out, and she had no eyelids..[was 

the most memorable story].ò 

ñYeah, she couldnôt blink and it really affected me, where she is only our age and 

sheôs got to live with that for the rest of her life .ò 

ñBecause itôs such an important issue, they shouldnôt spare us on any detail they 

should just make sure that we understand it fully .ò 

 

The specific personality of one of the firemen speaking also had a role to play in 

getting the aud ience to listen here. They found his ironic nickname of óTinyô 

amusing, in a way that made them quickly warm to him and receptive to what he 

had to say. This name effectively óbadgedô him in the memory of students and 

teachers, almost giving SDSA a sort - of  unofficial identification figure (even 

mascot), such that when discussing with teachers how SDSA might be extended 

beyond the event itself, a number of suggestions involved óTinyô coming back to 

visit or speak to students, or be the ófaceô of any posters or support materials.  

 

One small observation here regarding the concerted 2007 agenda to ensure 

students emerged feeling more positive and empowered to drive safely (versus 

intimidated). In one of the SDSA shows we observed, the Fire and Rescue Service 

speaker added at the end, with a sudden switch to a lighter tone of voice, óhaving 

said all that, enjoy driving!ô This was sincerely meant but, as it followed on 

directly from such dark stories of a pregnant woman dying in the wreck of her car 

and graphic des cription of melting human body fat spitting up into his visor, the 

non -sequitur of this prompted giggles from a significant portion of the audience, 

to the speakerôs visible annoyance. This seemed to be too sudden a switch from 

ówarningô to ópositive invitationô and this slightly undercut how seriously that point 

was taken in that moment. It may be worthwhile to consider how to make these 

segues slightly less jarring; however, this may have been a one -off and certainly 
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the students spoken to did not feel ne gative towards becoming drivers as a result 

of SDSA 2007.  

 

3.1.6 .10 London Ambulance Service  

Again, as in 2006, this also commanded attention well, with the messages of 

hearing that someone that paramedic had brought into A&E óhadnôt made itô 

having been w ell absorbed.  

 

3.1.6 .11 Accident and emergency consultants  

These speakers were relatively less top -of -mind with this yearôs students. X-rays 

seem to have made for good additional stimulus that makes the stories feel órealô 

and therefore commands attention;  however, a number of comments were made 

that this talk used quite technical language and some flatter delivery. In the 

words of one teacher,  

ñAny personal weakness and the kids will go for it and exploit it .ò 

 

The value that this segment appears to have a dded to what and how much 

students absorbed appears to have been to underscore the realism of the 

continuing narrative of the video and across the foregoing speakers. As such, it 

was felt to be a worthwhile inclusion but not as engaging as those speakers w ith 

more immediately óemotionalô stories to relate, and could possibly best serve the 

ówholeô by being kept fairly short and punchy. 

 

3.1.6 .12 Accident survivors  

Again, together with those of the firemen and the bereaved parent, these 

testimonials were amo ngst the most impactful in terms of becoming committed to 

(at least short term) memory. And again, real experience translates into real 

respect, and students talked here about their sorrow at hearing (for example) 

that one man had not only lost his legs an d his career, but also his marriage had 

broken down as an indirect consequence of his reduced circumstances. The role 

this particular segment in SDSA appears to have played is of widening the 

audienceôs appreciation that a serious RTA can impact on so many ongoing 

aspects of a survivorôs life where previously they had not really thought in much 

depth about the negative consequences of ónot dyingô.  This is interpretation 

rather than a verbatim, but the impression received was that there was now an 

understan ding that surviving a crash (as opposed to dying) is not necessarily 

without considerable grievous and permanent consequences too, and a slightly 
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less binary ódead (= bad) or alive (= okay)ô mindset was beginning to be thought 

about.  

 

As an aside on the i mpact of real - life survivors, students who attended the Risk It 

& Lose It event in January 2008 for year 12 and 13 students have voluntarily 

suggested and argued for the added impact and attentiveness that having a crash 

survivor come and talk might bring to that event. They talked in terms of óhitting 

home deeperô due to óadded realismô; in fact, what the students actually seem to 

have gained from it in SDSA is also a widened sense of consequences across 

extra dimensions and for an extended network of peop le.  

 

3.1.6 .13 Bereaved parents  

Impressionistically, this shared top top -of -mind recall and strength of impression 

with the Fire and Rescue Service speakers, and was again the most talked about 

and admired testimonies. Also, as an observation by our moderat ors, at the point 

where the parent (particularly George Atkinson) revealed that the reason why 

they felt confident that óthisô was how the parents of the deceased felt was 

because, in fact, they were the parents, gasps of shock followed by sobbing were 

heard right across the auditorium. As one teacher said of this óreveal momentô, 

ñYou can hear them moving back in their seats, then .ò 

 

This above all else really brought the sense of how losing somebody close of their 

age can affect loved ones left behind. Th is appears to have been the part of SDSA 

that had the furthest óafterlifeô in terms of prompting students to tell other people 

about it; these tales and the emotional impact they had became a currency of 

ópass-it -onô for the SDSA event: 

ñI told my mum abou t the girl  [George Atkinsonôs daughter] and she said, I donôt 

want to hear any more, it really upset her ,ò (which confirmed to that student how 

upset her mother would indeed feel if she did lose her daughter).  

 

Comments were made for 2007, as for 2006, tha t one of the parentôs stories 

hinged on a car that had failed an MOT and so was not directly down the 

behaviour of the young driver detracted from the message somewhat and also 

that in one case, the restrained level of emotion showed by the parent seemed 

out of step with the profound sadness of her loss ï teachers who had seen both 

parent speakers over the two years of SDSA raised this, too.  
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3.1.7  Beyond the event ï extending the life and impact of SDSA aims and 

messages  

3. 1.7 .1 The case for extending SDS A messages and activity beyond the event  

The SDSA event lasts for half a day; of course, the organisers and stakeholders 

are keen that the lessons learned will stay with and be helpful to the audience for 

years to come.  However, concerns have been raised t hat some of the retention of 

the key messages in the 2006 SDSA had deteriorated over time and that analysis 

of the SDSA effectiveness 5 -months after the event revealed that there were no 

positive effects of the SDSA presentation on attitu des towards respon sible 

driving, and that some attitudes were  actually worse than prior to the SDSA.  

 

This section is not intended to promise a definitive or expert solution to that 

situation. Inst ead, it draws upon key learning  from the teaching staff interviews 

Synovate c onducted as part of this yearôs qualitative research, to understand  

 How much of an óafterlifeô did the lessons and messages of SDSA have 

within the school communities in the immediate short term (couple of 

weeks) that followed  

 How the organisers of SDSA ( including e.g. the borough School Liaison 

Manager and team) might help extend that óafterlifeô so that the messages 

sink in deeper and for longer  

 

3.1.7 .2 How much of an afterlife has SDSA 2007 had?  

In 2006, students did talk in corridors, at break times, in canteens etc. about 

some of the things they had seen and learned, at least in the ensuing hours, or 

the next day or so:  

ñThey may well have discussed it in their cliques, and we had a few girls milking it 

a bit when they got back to school , (but I could  have named those before they 

went!). But probably not an awful lot .ò (Yr11 Pastoral Liaison Head) 

 

In addition, we understand there was a little ócontact timeô discussion of what 

they had experienced with their teachers. There was not much of the latter, 

however, and little that was particularly structured. One teacher acknowledged 

that, for themselves as well as their pupils, each day they óthought about it a bit 

less.ô This is in marked contrast to what Synovate have been learning from 

teachers and youth  workers currently being interviewed for a similar assessment 

of the pan -London Risk It & Lose It event, where a number of concrete, 

deliberately planned after -event lessons and discussion sessions with students 

had been proactively planned and run.  
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We su spect that this órate of decayô in top-of -mindness is entirely natural in a 

particularly busy school year, and should not be read as major failing of SDSA in 

itself. However, we then explored what could be done to make the key messages 

more óstickyô for the medium term.  

 

3.1.7 .3 How do teachers view the role of SDSA event -  a óbox tickedô or a 

óspringboardô? 

Teaching staff spoken to (a total of six) understood and valued, without 

prompting, the positives of the current SDSA event and the format it takes ï that 

it allows the organisers to get óeveryoneô to see it before they go diverse ways at 

the end of that school year, and that it represents a chance to put a lot of 

impressive resource and people before lots of students in one continuous week, 

to create a more impressive and (immediately) impactful presentation than a 

couple of visitors to school assembly might:  

ñItôs something I ï as a teacher ï couldnôt do by myself to that degree of impact.ò 

 

What prevents much more planned time being given to engaging t heir students a 

little more and the k ey to helping make the learning  of the event óstickô more is 

not the content of SDSA, but the context; in other words, the external pressures 

of the school curriculum, and the real pressures (on students, staff and time table 

space) of year 11, with the GCSE mock exams looming in December and January. 

This contrasts with year 12 (lower sixth form) where there is less immediate 

exam pressure.  

 

In conclusion, it appears that there is not an issue with teachersô attitude or 

enthusiasm to do a little more to add more value to the SDSA initiativeôs effects 

with their students, but with aptitude ï the time and resources to plan and to run 

extra in -school sessions within contact time was acutely scarce at this time of this 

parti cular school year.  

 

There was some limited expression that the ónext bestô time to catch and remind 

these students would be during year 12, when they are just beginning to get 

behind the wheel of  car for the first time. However, a number of teachers said 

that repetition of key lessons was often the best way that students of that age 

and experience learn ï hearing it a little, often:  
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ñDefinitely follow it up. There should be some kind of follow -up. It just shouldnôt 

be overkill either because if you overkil l them they lose interest. If you do one or 

two lessons afterwards, yeah, that would be good .ò 

 

Also, one or two teachers actually asked if some advice or guidance could be 

given to them on how to manage the emotional come -down many of their 

students felt immediately after the SDSA event.  If the circumstances into which 

SDSA fits are making the event a óbox ticked, move onô situation for most 

schools, there does seem to be scope for SDSA to still become a óspringboardô for 

further instilling of messages. In  this, SDSA organisers will need to offer as much 

help in making follow -up activity as easy and effective as possible.  

 

3.1.7 .4 What should teachersô resources focus on and offer? Repeat and extend 

Teachers told us that repeated exposure to important mess ages over time was 

important for getting life lessons to sink in for many pupils, particularly as at this 

age,  

ñunfortunately, this is the sort of thing that would stay longer with the pupils that 

donôt really need it, and disappear quickly for those that do.ò 

 

Their feeling was that any follow -up activities should include an element of 

revisiting key themes from the event; we have seen above that the efforts in 

2007 to make students recall the óbig fourô mantras of seatbelts, peer pressure, 

speed (choices ) and drugs/drink had worked well in the short term, and at least 

at a top -of -mind level of understanding of the issues behind them. However, in 

discussing some of the shortcomings that they perceived in the event as teaching 

professionals and as full - time  experts in communicating to young people, our 

teachers helped to identify ways in which post -SDSA activities could and should 

not only repeat but extend and build on what the SDSA event could and (owing to 

time, theatre setting and so on) could not offer:  

ñI think you need to give them strategies to óhow do we cope with thisô. And for 

the driver that is having the peer pressure, how does he or she cope with the fact 

their mates are going ódrive faster, drive faster!ô What can they say to their mates 

to say , óactually, I am not going to be a prat, all 4 of us want to get home 

tonight .ôò (Yr11 Pastoral Liaison Head) 

 

This need, particularly with how to cope with peer pressure, has been echoed to 

us by students in this and the current Risk It & Lose It study. SDSAôs core 

messages are giving them some rules ï now build on these to give them some 
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tools: practical ósurvival tipsô that make them feel empowered to control their 

experiences on the road.  

 

What might an example of this look like? At the Risk It & Lose It event in January 

2008, year 12 pupils got the opportunity to talk with emergency services 

personnel in small óround circle huddleô groups; this has received some of the 

strongest praise and perceived value by students and teachers alike. This builds 

on the fact that (as in SDSA) students really respect those who have óbeen thereô 

and was felt to show respect back to the young people by ótalking to them on 

their level,ô answering their questions and not lecturing. One Synovate moderator 

present at that ev ent overheard a member of the Ambulance Service passing on a 

practical tip on how to encourage a speeding friend to slow down without losing 

face and looking óuncoolô ï to say that they were feeling a little bit queasy (and to 

imply they might be sick in t he car).  

 

In short, when designing follow -up activities and resources, consider órepeat the 

rules, extend them with tools.ô 

 

3.1.7 .5 What form should teachersô resources take? 

Teachers and pupils, when asked, were both very keen on using role -plays as a 

m eans of further engaging with what they had learned at SDSA. This was said to 

make actual one -hour lessons more interesting and likely to prompt debate. For 

example, getting students to role -play how they might handle being in a car with 

a friend driving t oo fast, or who might have óhad too much to drinkô would 

entertain and engage. (Had only students suggested role -playing scenarios, the 

temptation is to wonder if it wonôt just be óall fun and little absorptionô; however, 

note that teachers themselves spon taneously called for this approach).  

 

Overtly paper -based or solitary at -desk exercises are probably best avoided:  

ñNot so much giving us worksheets  (it will feel like another test).ò 

 

In terms of physical formats of the materials, our teachers could offer  very little 

affirmative suggestions. They had little or no experience of receiving and working 

with third -party produced teaching materials [a commonplace, if controversial, 

practice in US schools where consumer brands provide worksheets] and they 

tended to produce a lot of their teaching aids for themselves. What we did 

observe in some classrooms was the use (in one PSHE lesson on immigration) of 

Powerpoint projected slides to engage students; in addition, we did hear 
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suggestions of DVDs, CD -Roms, things involving video clips that could be used in -

lesson:  

ñIf itôs a CD something, you can have it there and take out what you want to use 

then itôs fine. A DVD is also fine. Anything that is technological is okay because 

we use that mostly .ò 

 

There was also a s uggestion to tie follow -on activities back to the original event 

by using some of the ódown to earthô presenters to go into schools for refresher 

visits:  

ñSomething like óAct it out for Tinyô, and then he can praise them for what they 

are getting right, an d suggest other things they should be doing .ò [Tiny being a 

Fire and Rescue speaker]  

 

Finally, keep resources óbite-sizedô and flexible: the suggestion was that ówindowsô 

of opportunity within the busy timetable did exist, but varied by type and that 

inclu ded quite short timeslots:  

ñNot a lesson plan, but guidance, because Iôm never going to be able to dedicate 

an entire lesson to it .ò 

ñI appreciate year 11 is a lot harder, got mocks, GSCE kicking in, if it is deemed 

to be important I think time could and w ould be found for it. Again, follow up in 

the PSHE lesson, have something a form tutor can do in Year 11 assembly, in 

registration  [these are often 10 -15 minutes long], keep it going that way .ò (Yr11 

Pastoral Liaison Head)  

 

Keeping it in bite -size mini -mod ules that PSHE teachers and form tutors can pick -

and -mix sessions from and adapt as they see fit (and can fit into their available 

time) will help keep it interesting for students, and manageable for teachers. 

Avoid a big, ólockedô structure and make it quick for teachers to assimilate and 

get to grips with themselves:  

ñAn hour, at the most ò was how long it was suggested a teacher could devote to 

read and get fully up to speed on the entirety of a support package.  

 

3.1.7 .6 And what if all this were not poss ible ï is there anything else we could 

do? 

Teachers noted (above) that some help would be welcomed in terms of managing 

the emotional ówhere nextô moment immediately after leaving the auditorium, and 

on the journeys back to school. This might be as simple as (Synovate e.g.) a óOn 

The Bus Back Discussion Packô as a set of pocket cards with useful discussion 
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points, questions and suggestions teachers could put to their students as they 

drove off afterwards, which could help draw out the more positive angles o f SDSA 

(e.g. where teachers could ask, ówell, it doesnôt have to be all bad ï what do you 

think you could do if you were in that situation to take control?ô). Another teacher 

also suggested that the SDSA speakers be available for informal Q&A with 

students  (in a simple ówalk up/on demandô way) who felt they wanted to know 

more or felt they had unanswered questions ï again, óAsk Tinyô. This suggestion 

was made with a view to calming down and gradually cheering up some students 

after SDSAôs solemn óspeakerôs tableauô ending on stage. 

 

In sum ï in helping manage perceptions of empowerment and positivity from the 

event, and continuing studentsô engagement with and reflection on the key 

messages, there is clear value in SDSA organisers thinking óholisticallyô: 

 óholisticallyô about what happens in the auditorium and the potential that 

lies in what could happen immediately after  

 óholisticallyô about how what happens on the day can dovetail with and be 

complemented by what could happen in -school in the following week s and 

months  

 

 ñAll of us donôt realise how many people we do touch, and you think my mum 

and dad are going to be absolutely devastated but you donôt realise that your 

classmates or the little seven year old who idolises you ócos youôre the football 

captai n or something, it touches all of these people. I donôt think they [young 

people] realise how important they are, they come to school and get a rollicking if 

they misbehave or a good referral if they have done good, but they donôt realise 

the people they d o touch everyday of their lives. The fact that all of a sudden 

youôre not walking down the road with your school bag in your hand affects 

everybody you knowé 

 

[Should they run it a third year?] Oh yes. However little they take away, as long 

as they are tak ing something away it helps, think óI must remember to tighten 

my seatbeltô, that sort of thing. The little things, little things work.ò (Yr11, 

pastoral liaison head)  
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3 .2  Key Findings -  Quantitative  

3.2 .1  Spontaneous Recall of SDSA Key Messages  

As par t of the post intervention, students were asked if they could recall the 

eventôs key messages. The intended key messages of the event were: 

 Drive at an appropriate speed  

 Do not drive or get in a motor vehicle, if drink /drugs are involved  

 Wear your seat belt.  

 Resist Peer Pressure  

 

Encouragingly the top 5 messages recalled at spontaneous level do include these.  

The most commonly cited take out of the event was the need to ódrive safelyô with 

41% of the students mentioning this.  Although this indicates a  very broad 

understanding of the eventôs messages, essentially it is simply a rephrasing of the 

event name and so doesnôt focus on the individual key messages that were 

communicated.   However beyond this, over a quarter of pupils spontaneously 

recalled sp ecifics such as óthe need to wear a seatbeltô, not to ódrink and driveô 

and to resist peer pressure.   
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3.2 .2 Ensuring Safe Travel  

To get a clearer indication of whether the students picked up on the four key 

messages, t hey were questioned on what could be done to ensure safety on the 

road.  There is clearly one course of action (wearing a seatbelt) that is most top 

of mind following the event.  It is likely that this safety precaution has been 

communicated to them a numb er of times during their lives (i.e. as passengers in 

a parents vehicle) and therefore it is possibly not surprising that it achieves such 

high mentions.  Other than this however, it does not appear that the other 

aspects communicated during the event have  cut through. Whilst a good 

proportion of the students recognise ónot giving into peer pressureô as one of the 

eventôs key messages, they do not translate this into a practical way they can 

ensure safety in a car (with just 4% spontaneously mention speakin g up when 

you donôt feel safe and 2% refer to ónot being pressuredô).   
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However, it is worth bearing in mind that this is a self complete questionnaire and 

as such it is not possible to probe pupils to provide more than on e response on 

this measure.   

 

Students rated how concerned they would feel in various situations in a car. It is 

perhaps unsurprising that two thirds expressed a high level of concern at being in 
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car with a driver who is drunk or taking drugs. The dangers  of drink driving are 

heavily publicised.  There is a reasonably high level of concern if others in the car 

are not wearing a seatbelt and also for being in a car while the driver is using a 

mobile phone (35% and 27% respectively).  Pupils do not perceive loud music as 

being a danger whilst driving. Interestingly, girls are significantly more concerned 

about a number of these issues than their male classmates.  
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See Appendix B table 2 for breakdown  

 

3.2 .3 Likelihood of Taking Action  

Although the importance of speaking up as a passenger was not picked up at a 

spontaneous level as something students can do to ensure safety, once 

prompted, four out of ten pupils classified themselves as being particularly likely 

to do so.   

 

Stud ents were less likely to ensure that everybody wears a seatbelt.  It is 

possible that whilst students are comfortable taking responsibility for their own 

well being in this respect (87% claim they wear a seatbelt all or most of the time 

in the front seat a nd 76% whilst in the back seat (Q27)), they do not feel it is 

their place to question someone elseôs decision on whether to wear on or not.  
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More worryingly a relatively low percentage of students are likely to ensure the 

driver keeps to the speed limit ( 20%).  An important note to consider is that the 

question does not specify the degree to which the speed limit is broken and 

therefore we are unable to see how different speeds would impact on the 

studentsô response.   
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See Appendix B table 3 for gender breakdown  

 

3.2 .4 Event Evaluation  

Results for 2006 showed that the testimonial approach was well liked and 

considered to be the most effective part of the event, a trend which has 

continued.   

 

At a total sample level, the thr ee event aspects of SDSA deemed to be most 

effective by students were those given by:  

 The bereaved parent  

 The Fire Brigade officer  

 The Ambulance paramedic  

 



 53 

© Synovate 2007

12.00

8.70

5.48

4.63

8.24

5.73

5.27

10.70 12.200.50

3.41

11

2332
3112
7544

16
12117

26

24
16

10

20

25

24

24

2428
39

48

5.205.445.685.93

 The talk given by the

Police officer

 The talk given by the

Ambulance paramedic

 The talk given by the

Fire Brigade officer

 The talk given by the

parent

1 - Not at all effective 2 3 4 5 6 7 - Very effective

Q39. Effectiveness of events aspects. Base: All who attended the event (241)

Mean

 

 

Improvements on last yearôs event have been noted in some cases, with students 

rating the introduction speech more highly this year (now ranked ahead of the 

hospital consultant).   The format of this part of the show had clearly undergone a 

number of changes, and these appear to have been received well amongst the 

target audience.  

 

Last year the students criticised the reconstruction film for poor acting and as a 

result it was not deemed to be particularly effective. An edited version of the 

same film was used this year with less exposure to scenes deemed to be poorly 

acte d.  Despite this revision, similar comments were raised regarding the acting 

quality indicating that this continues to be an issue and highlighting the 

importance of realism when trying to convey dangers on the road.  

 

As seen in 2006, female pupils tend to  be more positive about all of the aspects, 

with the exception of the talk given by the fire officer which the male pupils 

particularly resonated with.  
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See Appendix B table 4 for breakdown  

 

Studentsô response to the event content was largely positive.  The information 

covered and tone used was deemed to be suitable for the age of the pupils.  

Students appear to be positive about the manner in which the information is 

conveyed to them and this is backed up by qualitative find ings.  

 

There continues to be a good level of immediate talkability surrounding the event 

and encouragingly a sizeable proportion of the sample agreed that the event 

made then órealise how dangerous driving can beô.  The óshock factorô is 

continuing to pla y a large part in this, as noted by the qualitative findings.  
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See Appendix B table 5 for breakdown  

 

3.2 .5  Future Behaviour  

Following a largely positive reaction to the event, it is encouraging to see four out 

of ten student s claim they will use what they have learnt and that it is likely to 

have a positive impact on the way young people drive.  Female pupils are 

significantly more likely to agree with these two measures than their male 

counterparts.  
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Base: All  
Total 

(241)  

Male 

(125)  

Female 

(108)  

I will use what I have 

learned when driving a 

car        

Top 2 box 'Agree'  42%  31%  56%  

Mean score  5.14  4.72  5.65  

Standard deviation  1.57  1.64  1.37  

It will encourage young 

people to drive safely        

Top 2 box 'Agree'  42%  37%  50%  

Mean score  5.19  4.96  5.54  

Standard deviation  1.47  1.63  1.61  

 

A similar proportion of the sample claim they will become more sensible 

passengers as a result of attending the event.   As we have seen with the 

qualitative findings, it appears the repeti tion of the 4 key messages throughout 

the presentation was effective.  

 

3.2 .6 Suggested Improvements  

Finally, students were spontaneously asked to make suggestions for  future 

improvements to SDSA. As seen in 2006, responses were clearly focussed on 

improvin g the video reconstruction footage.  It was felt that by portraying a more 

realistic scenario, students would be encouraged to treat the reconstruction video 

with the same respect they did towards those delivering the testimonials.  At 

present the almost ócomedyô nature of some of the scenes means that momentum 

is lost between each speech.  

 

Other than this, there are no other major issues with the studentsô reaction of the 

event.  

 



 57 

© Synovate 2007

12.00

8.70

5.48

4.63

8.24

5.73

5.27

10.70 12.200.50

3.41

10

18

8 7 6 4

19

10
4 4 3

14
7

12
7 5

0

20

40

60

80

100

 Have better

acting

 Less talking -

more video clips

 Nothing  Better

reconstruction

(less fake)

 A longer/better

presentation

Total sample

Male

Female

Q45. Spontaneous suggestion for improvement. Base: All who attended the event (241), Male (125), Female 108)

 



 58 

4. Results of SDSA effectiveness  

Data analy sis and report conducted by Perception & Performance  

 

Raw d ata for the current 2007 between -participants analysis of all TPB items are 

presented in Appendix F, and a table of all p-values and effect sizes for TPB items 

can be found in Appendix G. Raw data for the previous 2006 within -participants 

analysis of all TPB items are presented in Appendix H, and a table of all p-values 

and effect sizes for TPB items can be found in Appendix I .  

 

4.1 Within -  & between - participant analysis  

Results of the 2006 SDSA eff ectiveness showed that there were small but 

significant effects on future intentions and perceived behavioural control 

immediately after the SDSA presentation, and no effect on attitudes or subjective 

norms. However, the partial effects disappeared five mo nths later. At the time it 

was not possible to determine whether the short - term effects were genuine or 

due to impression management through repeated testing. This evaluation of the 

2007 SDSA event adopted a between -participants design in order to test whe ther 

the short - term effects of the within -participants analysis were genuine or not. The 

subsequent results will include the within -participants analysis from pre -SDSA to 

post -SDSA (and not the 5 -month follow up as no effects were witnessed), 

followed by t he current between -participants analysis from pre -SDSA to post -

SDSA.  

 

4. 2  Demographic data  

Informal comparisons were made on a range of demographic variables between 

the sample of students in the 2006 within -participants study and the sample of 

students in  the pre -  and post -SDSA groups in the current 2007 between -

participants study. As detailed in Table 4.1 below, the within -participants sample 

were approximately equivalent to both the pre -SDSA and post -SDSA sample.  
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Table 4.1  Demographic ratios for the 20 06 within -participants and 2007 

between -participants studies  

 

Within  

Between  

pre -SDSA 

Between  

post -SDSA 

n 258  291  241  

Gender     

 Male  65.5%  53.4%  53.6%  

 Female  34.5%  46.6%  46.4%  

Age     

 15 years  39.8%  68.2%  62.%  

 16 years  58.2%  31.8%  37.7%  

Class    

 Below average  7.6%  7.8%  5.9%  

 Average  52.7%  58.9%  48.9%  

 Above average  39.6%  33.3%  45.3%  

Ethnicity     

 White  89.6%  84.5%  88.7%  

 Non -white  10.4%  15.5%  11.3%  

 

 

4. 3  Theory of Planned Behaviour  

4. 3 .1 Intentions  

Intentions are an indication of peopleôs readiness to perform a behaviour, and are 

viewed as an immediate precursor to actual behaviour (Ajzen, 2006). In this 

evaluation intentions were measured through four items measuring studentsô 

intention to conform with the Highway Code and road traffic la ws, as well as two 

items on intention to observe/exceed speed limits. Items were rated on a scale 

from 1 to 7, and an overall intention score was calculated by averaging ratings 

from the four intention items. A higher score indicated a better intention to 

conform to road traffic laws and limits.  

 

Within -participants  For the 2006 SDSA there was a small but significant 

improvement in future intentions from pre -  to post -SDSA. There was also a 

significant large effect of gender, with females rating future inten tions more 

safely than their male counterparts, but no significant interaction indicating that 

the change in future intentions across the two surveys was equivalent for males 

and females . 
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Figure  4.1  Mean scores for within -  and between -participants design  on future 

intention items before and after the SDSA presentation  

 

Between -participants  For the 2007 SDSA there was a small but significant 

improvement in future intentions from pre -SDSA to post -SDSA, as per the within -

participants design, suggesting that the effect is genuine and not due to 

impression management. Raw data is presented in Figure 4.1 . As with the within -

participants design, there was a significant effect of gender, with females 

reporting more safe future intentions than males, with this diff erence remaining 

consistent from pre -SDSA to post -SDSA. Gender effects across time for the 

within -  and between -participants design in presented in Figure 4.2 . 
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Figure 4.2  Mean scores for male and female participants for future intention 

items in the wi thin -  and between -participants design before and 

after the SDSA presentation  

 

4. 3 .2 Attitudes  

Attitude towards a behaviour is defined as the extent to which a person values a 

behaviour as positive or negative (Ajzen, 2006). Three items on attitudes were 

used in the survey, asking the extent to which students felt exceeding the speed 

limit by more than 10mph on a country road outside a built up area was 

exciting/boring, safe/dangerous, pleasant/unpleasant. Items were rated on a 

scale from 1 to 7, and an over all attitude score was calculated by averaging 

ratings from the three attitude items. A higher score indicated a more positive 

attitude to exceeding speed limits.  

 

Within -participants  For the 2006 SDSA there was no significant change in 

attitudes from befo re, to after the SDSA presentations. Attending the SDSA had 

no effect on studentsô attitudes regarding exceeding the speed limit by more than 

10mph on a country road outside a built up area.  Females reported significantly 

better attitudes than males (i.e.,  that speeding on country roads was more 

unpleasant, more dangerous, and more boring), and this difference was the same 

before and after the SDSA presentations.  
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Figure 4.3  Male and female scores fo r attitude items before and immediately 

after the SDSA pr esentation  

 

Between -participants  For the 2007 SDSA the average score for all three attitude 

items did not change significantly from pre -  to post -SDSA, as found in the within -

participants analysis (data is presented in Figure 4.3 ). Therefore, regardless of 

methodology, there is no evidence that the SDSA has any effect on studentsô 

attitudes to exceeding the speed limit by more than 10mph on a country road 

outside a built up area. Similar to the within -participants analysis females 

reported better attitudes t han males, but there was a significant interaction 

between gender and time of testing that is not easy to interpret. Data on males 

and females across time in both analyses are presented in Figure 4.4 . 
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Figure 4.4  Mean scores for male and female scores o n attitude items before 

and after the SDSA presentation in within -  and between -participant 

groups  

 

4. 3 .3 Subjective Norm  

Subjective norms are concerned with the degree to which a person perceives 

social pressure to perform or not perform a given behaviour (Ajzen, 2006). There 

were three items on subjective norms measuring studentsô perceptions of 

parentsô, close friendsô and partnersô approval of safe driving behaviour. Items 

were rated on a scale from 1 to 7, and an average of the three subjective norm 

ite ms was used as the overall subjective norm score. A higher score indicated a 

greater perceived social pressure to conform to speed limits.  

 

Within -participants  Analysis of average subjective norm ratings for the 2006 

SDSA revealed that there was no signifi cant improvement from before to after the 

SDSA presentation. There was a moderate gender effect, with female students 

consistently perceiving a greater social pressure than their male counterparts, but 

no interaction between time and gender.  
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Figure 4.5  Male and female scores for overall subjective norm items before, 

after, and five months after the SDSA presentation  

 

Between -participants  For the 2007 SDSA there was a significant improvement in 

average subjective norm ratings from pre -SDSA to post -SDSA. Ho wever, it is 

possible that this is due to a lower subjective norm rating for the between -

participant group in the pre - test than the within -participant group (data is 

presented in Figure 4.5 ). As with the within -participants analysis male and female 

ratings  were similar from pre -SDSA to post -SDSA, but there was no gender effect 

witnessed in this between -participants comparison. Data for males and females 

from pre -SDSA to post -SDSA are presented in Figure 4.6 , for within -  and 

between -participants analysis.  
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Figure 4.6  Male and female scores for overall subjective norm items for 

within -  and between -participant groups, pre -  and post -SDSA 

 

4. 3 .4 Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC)  

Perceived behavioural control is the extent to which a person perceives their ow n 

ability to perform a behaviour (Ajzen, 2006). This evaluation included three items 

measuring the degree to which students felt their driving behaviour would be 

under their control and not influenced by peers or queuing traffic. Items were 

rated on a scal e from 1 to 7, and an overall perceived behavioural control score 

was calculated by averaging ratings from the three individual items. A higher 

score indicated a greater perceived control over future driving behaviour.  

 

Within -participants  For the 2006 SDS A there was a s significant increase in PBC 

from before to immediately after the SDSA presentation. There was also a 

moderate gender effect, with females reporting greater perceived behavioural 

control than males across both surveys, but no interaction bet ween time and 

gender.  
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Figure 4.7  Average ratings of perceived behavioural control for within -  and 

between -participant groups before and after the SDSA presentation  

 

Between -participants  For the 2007 SDSA there was a small but significant 

improvement in average PBC scores from pre -SDSA to post -SDSA, as found in 

the within -participants analysis in 2006 (data is presented in Figure 4.7 ). This 

suggests that the effect of the SDSA in improving studentsô perceived control 

over their behaviour in driving scenar ios is a genuine effect and not due to 

impression management. Like the analysis of the 2006 SDSA effectiveness there 

was no significant interaction between time of test and gender, but there was no 

significant gender effect witnessed in the current analysi s. Data for male and 

female students in the within -  and between -participants study are presented for 

pre -  and post -SDSA surveys in Figure 4.8  below.  
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Figure 4.8  Male and female PBC ratings before and after the SDSA 

presentation for the within -  and betwee n-participants groups  

 

4. 4  Accident likelihood, perceptions of speed & driving ability  

For the current between -participants study an additional six questions were also 

included to measure three factors: perceived accident likelihood, speed 

preference and p redicting driving ability (two questions per factor). These items 

were not included in the within -participants questionnaire, and as such only 

between -participant data was available for this analysis. Raw data for these 

items, along with a table of all p-values and effect sizes are presented in 

Appendix J. 

 

4.4.1 Accident likelihood  

A higher score indicated a greater perceived likelihood of being involved in an 

accident. There was a significant moderate increase in perceived likelihood of 

being involved in an accident as a driver from before to immediately after the 

SDSA presentation, but no change in perceived likelihood of being involved in an 

accident as a passenger (see Figure 4.9) . There was no effect of gender, and no 

interaction between time and gende r, with males and females responding in a 

similar fashion across both surveys for both items.  
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Figure 4.9  Average ratings of perceived likelihood of being involved in an 

accident as a driver and as a passenger for the between -participant 

group before and after the SDSA presentation  

 

4.4.2 Perceptions of speed   

A lower  score indicated less  preference for speed. There was no decrease in 

enjoyment of being a passenger in a car when it is driven fast, and no decrease in 

agreement with the statement that drivi ng fast is exciting from before to 

immediately after the SDSA presentation (see Figure 4.10 ). There was a 

significant effect of gender, with females showing less preference for speed, but 

there was no interaction between time and gender.  
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Figure 4.10  Aver age ratings of enjoyment of being a passenger in a speeding 

car and agreement that driving fast is exciting before and after the 

SDSA presentation for the between -participant groups  
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4.4.3 Driving ability  

For ratings of future driving ability a lower  score  indicated less  belief in skill and 

safety. There was a marginally significant reduction in studentsô rating of how 

skilful a driver they will be from before to immediately after the SDSA 

presentation, but no change their rating of how safe a driver they w ill be (see 

Figure 4.11 ). There was a significant effect of gender, with males rating 

themselves as being more skilled and less safe than females when they become a 

driver, but there was no interaction between time and gender.  

 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

How skilful a driver will you be How safe a driver will you be

Item

M
e

a
n
 s

c
o

re
 (

1
-7

)

Pre-test

Post-test

 

Figure 4.11  Average rating s of future driving skill and safety before and after 

the SDSA presentation for the between -participant groups  
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5. Conclusions  

 

5. 1  SDSA impact  

5.1.1 Qualitative  

Overall, students and teaching staff interviewed in the qualitative research all felt 

that the SDSA event had been a very worthwhile and that it should c ontinue to 

run in future years.  Positivity is coming through a bit better this year . SDSA 

remains a sobering experience, but pupils and teachers alike believe that that is 

what most helps open t he eyes and ears to take in these messages.  Core 

messages clearly are óstickingô (at least in the short term), but there is scope for 

empowering students further on how to enact them in reality . In this sense, good 

recall and absorbing by repetition of the  four key messages across the SDSA 

event (Drive at an appropriate speed; Do not drive or get in a motor vehicle, if 

drink /drugs are involved; Wear your seat belt; Resist Peer Pressure) have made 

an initial impact.  Now push on to offer students some more practical tools and 

tips to help abide by those rules: in the SDSA show and beyond, look for things 

they can do or say in real situations that enable them.  

 

Many teachers pointed out that their students learn best by ódoingô, i.e. having 

the opportunity to  engage with the facts and apply them for themselves to a 

situation. It is understood that this is difficult to achieve in a theatre - seated 

presentation with a fixed running time; however, scope exists to make more 

effective use of óimmediately afterô the show.  Let it sink in ï better yet, let 

students wo rk óhands-onô with the learning.  

 

Whilst there is still room for improvement in the content and delivery of some 

elements of the SDSA presentation in its current iteration, some big opportunities 

for improv ing sustained uptake and use of key messages exist beyond the SDSA 

event itself. Focus more on building around the ópostô event than the ópreô ï too 

much pre -warning was felt to reduce the tonal ópunchô of the event.  

 

Think ómultimediaô to make it relevant to how teachers teach today, and give 

them flexible resources that take minimal assimilation and preparation time. Also 

veer towards role -play and working through scenarios where students can 

actually apply their thinking back to their own lives and expe riences. And consider 

activities that can ófitô to different available lengths of session and sizes of 

audience (15 minute form registration, one -hour PSHE lessons and whole -year 

assemblies).  Make follow -up activities fun, simple, and bite -sized ï for stud ents 
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and teachers . Consider how to build around the SDSA two -hour show, and in 

doing so, consider where approaches and techniques used in other LRSU 

interventions like Risk It & Lose It might help to do this.  

 

5.1.2 Quantitative  

Response to the 2007 SDSA event was, broadly speaking, positive and in line 

with the 2006 results.  As in 2006, pupils felt the format of the show was, whilst 

shocking in parts, appropriate in order to convey the serious message of road 

safety.  In particular (as noted in the qualita tive findings) the students considered 

the testimonials to be the most effective element.   

 

Also in line with last yearôs results were the negative comments regarding the 

reconstruction video which, despite some editing this year, remained a weakness 

in t he event as a whole.  This was the main element indicated as an area of 

improvement.  

 

The quantitative results show that girls were more responsive to the event in 

almost all aspects than boys.  Again this is in line with the results in 2006.  

 

The level o f talkability surrounding the event suggests that was successful in 

evoking a reaction amongst attendees.  As endorsed by the qualitative findings 

this is largely due to the shocking accounts of selected testimonials.  Beyond the 

shock factor though, the e vent also succeeded in communicating the four key 

messages and students were able to recall these in the two weeks following the 

event.   

 

Whether or not this information will be retained in the longer term and whether it 

will impact on how they behave whe n on the road is difficult to ascertain.  

Claimed impact on future behaviour in a general sense is encouraging although 

likelihood to take action on specific elements (such as speeding and wearing 

seatbelts) is less positive . 

 

5.2 SDSA effectiveness  

5.2.1 Review of 2006 results  

For the 2006 SDSA the overall effect of the SDSA presentation on students was 

minimal, with evidence of only a small improvement in their intentions and 

perceived behavioural control regarding future driving behaviour immediately 

aft er the presentation. This effect was short - lived and disappeared after five 
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months. Females gave higher ratings than males both before, after and five 

months after the presentations, demonstrating a more positive approach to 

driving and road safety, but an y change in intentions and perceived behavioural 

control was similar overall for both females and males. A review of the individual 

item ratings in the within -participants design revealed a significant change for 

only 5 of the 13 TPB items, Five months aft er the presentation the improvement 

remained for only 1 of 13, and for two items there was a significant decrease 

(intention to drive within the Law to keep within the advice of the Highway Code).  

 

5.2.2 Rationale for the 2007 analysis  

With regards the sma ll effects of the SDSA presentation on students in the 2006 

within -participants it was not possible to determine whether the positive effects 

were a genuine effect, an impression management effect, or a combination of the 

two. An impression management effe ct is where respondents provide the answers 

that they think are expected from them. This was due to the employment of a 

within -participants design where the same students were surveyed before and 

after the SDSA presentation. One potential drawback with a w ithin -participants 

design is the potential for a social desirability effect. In the within -participants 

design the obvious question arises "Why am I doing this questionnaire a second 

time?" With a little thought the answer is that they have gone to a safet y event in 

the intervening period. That raises the possibility that respondents are providing 

the answers that they think are expected (impression management). As proposed 

in the 2006 report, one method of investigating this issue would be to run the 

SDSA presentation with both a within -participant design and a between -

participant design. If the immediate effect observed in 2006 was due to a real 

change in intentions and perceived behavioural control then the between -

participants design in 2007 would also s how a significant improvement. If 

however, the immediate effect observed for the within -participants design in 

2006 was due to a social desirability effect rather than a real change in beliefs 

then the between -participants design would show no effect.  

 

 

5. 2. 3  Results of the 2007 analysis  

The results of the current between -participants analysis revealed that there was a 

small but significant improvement in studentsô future intentions and perceived 

behavioural control regarding future driving behaviour immedi ately after the 

SDSA presentation. This suggests that the improvement is genuine, and not due 

to impression management, as a significant improvement was witnessed for both 
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the within -  and between -participants design. As there was no effect at five 

months in the within -participants analysis there was no theoretical argument for 

making a comparison between matched and unmatched studentsô ratings (there 

was no effect of the SDSA on matched students in order to compare with 

unmatched students).  

 

With regards to  studentsô attitudes and subjective norms there was no overall 

effect of the SDSA presentation on students in the original 2006 within -

participant design, and this was found again in the 2007 between -participants 

design. While there was some improvement in  rating of subjective norms in the 

between -participants design, this was potentially due to a lower pre -SDSA rating 

by students in the 2007 sample. There was no effect of the SDSA presentation on 

studentsô attitudes in  either the within -  or between -partici pants analysis . As such, 

the null effects of the within -participants design were replicated in the between -

participants design.  

 

Inspection of the 13 individual TPB items, for the between -participants analysis  

there was only a significant effect of the SDS A on three  of the five  TPB individual 

items that showed improvements in the within -participants analysis (driving 

within the speed limit at all times, resisting peer persuasion to drive faster, 

sticking to the speed limit when holding traffic up). For the items on expectations 

to keep within the speed limit in the future and perceptions of 

partners/girlfriends/boyfriends disapproving of speeding found in the within 

participants analysis, there was no replication of the positive improvement in the 

between -participants analysis, suggesting these may have been impression 

management effects and not genuine effects. There was also a significant effect 

on one of the subjective norm items in the 2007 analysis (my parents/people who 

are important to me think I shoul d/shouldnôt exceed speed limits), but this was 

not found in the 2006 analysis. It is not clear why this difference existed.  

 

For items relating to perceived accident likelihood, speed preference and 

predicting driving ability , there was little effect of th e SDSA presentation. While 

there was a small increase in perceived accident likelihood when they are old 

enough to drive, there was no increase in perceived accident likelihood when 

being driven in someone elseôs car. With regards to perceptions of speed, there 

was no reduction in enjoyment of being a passenger when a car is being driven 

fast, and no reduction in ratings that driving fast is exciting. A small decrease in 

how skilful students predicted themselves as being when they become drivers 
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was only ma rginally significant, and there was no change in studentsô rating of 

how safe a driver they will be. As such, the results suggest there is little or no 

effectiveness of the SDSA in increasing studentsô perceived accident likelihood, 

and no effect in reduci ng their enjoyment of speed and belief in their future 

driving ability . 

 

Summarising the effects using the Theory of Planned Behaviour model, attending 

the SDSA event had a small immediate effect on some, but not all road safety 

beliefs in pre -drivers. The  positive effect was confirmed as genuine and not due 

to impression management. However, the fact remains that these partial effects 

were very short - lived given that the 2006 analysis found that improvements 

either disappeared or got significantly worse th an pre -SDSA levels five months 

after the event. The findings of the study are in line with other safety literature in 

indicating that while there is an important problem at the pre -driver stage there 

is less certainty about solutions (e.g., Roberts et al, 2001; Vernick, et al. 1999) . 

 

With the knowledge that young people display many of the attitudes associated 

with risky driving well before they reach the age they can learn to drive (Waylen 

& McKenna, 2002), it follows that young people can start their dri ving career with 

attitudes that are already well engrained. It is possible that earlier interventions 

designed to  foster  safety  may be more effective in creating positive attitudes, as 

opposed to the potentially more difficult task of modifying existing at titudes. 

However, this proposal would have to be tested empirically.  

 

Overall, there is a short - term change in some pre -driver beliefs immediately 

following the London SDSA presentation, which can now be interpreted as a real 

effect. However, the issue rem ains that the effectiveness of the SDSA was only 

partial, small in effect size, and short - term. As with the conclusions made for the 

within -participants design these additional results confirm the adopted strategy 

that in the field of pre -driver education progress will only be made through 

caution and pilot studies.  

 

5.3 General conclusion  

Analysis of combined data from the 2006 and 2007 SDSA presentations 

demonstrates that there was no persistent effect of the SDSA on improving 

studentsô attitudes to road safety. There is evidence of partial effects immediately 

after the presentation, but these are small in size and transient.  
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Appendix A: Changes to 2007 SDSA questionnaire  

 

Additional questions in main questionnaire:  

Q13. How likely do you think it is that yo u will be involved in an accident when 

you are old enough to drive a car?  

Q14. How likely do you think it is that you will be involved in an accident when 

you are a passenger and somebody else is driving a car?  

Q15. Do you like being a passenger when the c ar is being driven fast?  

Q16. Do you think that driving fast is exciting?  

Q17. How skilful a driver do you think you will be?  

Q18. How safe a driver do you think you will be?  

 

These questions were included in the Thames Valley Police questionnaire 

conducte d to evaluate a similar SDSA event.  Q13/14/17/18 are designed to gain 

an insight into how young people perceive danger on the roads in direct relation 

to themselves and how they drive.  We would then observe how these 

perceptions changed following the SDS A event.  

 

Q15/Q16 concern how young people feel about speeding. In 2006 we asked what 

factors they think increase the risk of drivers being involved in an accident (still 

included at Q19).  However, whilst this is a good indication of awareness of 

factors affecting road safety, it does not provide any indication of current 

attitudes, e.g. young people may be aware that speeding increases the likelihood 

of being involved in an accident, but they find driving fast exciting.   Speeding is 

one of the 4 key mess ages of the SDSA event and so by establishing if there is a 

difference between awareness and attitude and whether or not this changes 

between pre and post wave, we hope to more accurately establish the extent to 

which SDSA  messages have cut through.  

 

Chan ges to the Event Evaluation section  

Q37. (Spontaneous) What were the key messages of the óSafe Drive Stay Alive 

(SDSA) Event.  

Q38. When travelling in a car, what can you do to ensure you are safe?  

Q43. When you are travelling in a car, how concerned woul d you feel about the 

followingé? 

Q44.When you are in a car, how likely are you to do the followingé.? 

 

Q37and Q38  were inserted upfront before the prompted list of the different 

elements of the event in order to ascertain whether or not the event managed to 

convey the key messages, (particularly as one of the changes to the event 

included the repetition of the 4 key messages throughout).  Q37 on its own would 

have been sufficient to establish top of mind responses. However, with the 

inclusion of Q38 we hop e to find out whether or not young people translate these 

messages into practical ways to ensure safety in the car.   

 

 óWhat part of the SDSA event had the most effect on you?ô  (asked in 2006) was 

taken out as it was not considered crucial.  Effectivenes s of the different elements 

can be taken from Q39.    

 

Q43 and Q44 are new questions created to provide an indication of current 

thoughts and actions particularly in relation to the 4 key messages of the event.   

Whilst we are not able to monitor shifts in  pre and post wave (these are only 

included in the post wave questionnaire), they enable to comment on the levels 

of concern and likelihood to take action in the context of the SDSA event taking 

place.   
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Appendix B: Raw data for impact assessment  

Table 1.   

 

 No. of questionnaires 

returned  

No. of  completed 

questionnaires  

(50% completion)  

Pre wave  310  291  

Post wave  355  241  

 

 

Table 2. Q43 Concerns when in the car  

 

Base: All  Total 

(241)  

Male 

(125)  

Female 

(108)  

IMD 0 -9 

(75)  

IMD 

10+ 

(78)  

Being in the car w ith a 

driver who is 

drunk/taking drugs            

Top 2 box 'Concerned'  65%  50%  72%  80%  68%  

Mean score  5.89  5.53  6.31  6.22  6.06  

Standard deviation  1.76  1.95  1.38  1.7  1.5  

Others in the car not 

wearing seat belts            

Top 2 box 'Concerned'  38%  31%  46%  33%  47%  

Mean score  4.93  4.61  5.39  4.74  5.27  

Standard deviation  1.68  1.75  1.46  1.72  1.61  

Being in the car with a 

driver who is using their 

mobile phone when 

driving            

Top 2 box 'Concerned'  35%  37%  32%  49%  32%  

Mean score  4.75  4.69  4.83  4.99  4.83  

Standard deviation  1.66  1.71  1.57  1.66  1.56  

The driver of the car you 

are in is speeding            

Top 2 box 'Concerned'  27%  19%  35%  34%  30%  

Mean score  4.52  4.25  4.89  4.70  4.73  

Standard deviation  1.73  1.72  1.65  1.74  1.64  

Music played too loudly i n 

the car            

Top 2 box 'Concerned'  5%  9%  4%  4%  9%  

Mean score  2.94  3.05  2.86  2.62  3.28  

Standard deviation  1.65  1.74  1.54  1.46  1.77  
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Table 3. Q44 Likelihood to take action as a passenger  

 

Base: All  
Total 

(241)  

Male 

(125)  

Female 

(108)  

Speak up if you don't feel 

safe        

Top 2 box 'Likely'  38%  29%  46%  

Mean score  4.96  4.58  5.37  

Standard deviation  1.69  1.76  1.55  

Make sure everyone in 

the car wears a seat belt        

Top 2 box 'Likely'  34%  29%  42%  

Mean score  4.63  4.37  4.96  

Standard d eviation  1.94  1.94  1.96  

 

 

Table 4. Q39 Effectiveness of event aspects  

 

Base: All  Total 

(241)  

Male 

(125)  

Female 

(108)  

IMD 0 -9 

(75)  

IMD 

10+ 

(78)  

The reconstruction film            

Top 2 box 'Effective'  31%  26%  38%  24%  39%  

Mean score  4.26  3.96  4.63  3.93  4. 40  

Standard deviation  1.97  1.97  1.93  2.1  1.89  

The talk given by the Fire 

Brigade officer            

Top 2 box 'Effective'  63%  65%  62%  65%  74%  

Mean score  5.68  5.76  5.59  5.82  5.94  

Standard deviation  1.51  1.42  1.63  1.42  1.19  

 

Table 5. Q40 Response to the  SDSA event  

Base: All  Total 

(241)  

Male 

(125)  

Female 

(108)  

IMD 0 -9 

(75)  

IMD 

10+ 

(78)  

Made me realise how 

dangerous driving can be            

Top 2 box 'Agree'  47%  47%  47%  47%  55%  

Mean score  5.23  4.84  5.67  5.14  5.55  

Standard deviation  1.59  1.64  1.42  1.62  1.47  

I will remember this 

event            

Top 2 box 'Agree'  47%  34%  62%  48%  50%  

Mean score  5.09  4.7  5.57  4.95  5.28  

Standard deviation  1.75  1.71  1.69  1.69  1.74  

I found it shocking            

Top 2 box 'Agree'  41%  30%  53%  34%  55%  

Mean score  4.81  4.34  5.35  4.42  5.29  

Standard deviation  1.88  1.84  1.81  1.87  1.83  
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Appendix C: Student discussion guide 2007  

INTRODUCTIONS (5 mins)  

 Introduce research: explain that we want to talk about the óSafe Drive, 

Stay Aliveô event they have just attended, no right or wrong answers, not 

like school, donôt have to put hands up, but try not to talk all at the same 

time  

 Reassure on confidentiality and MRS Code of Conduct, and explain need 

for honesty  

 Students to introduce themselves: name, age, whoôs at home, hobbies 

 

attit udes/experiences prior to attending the SDSA event (to be kept 

fairly brief) (10 mins)  

 How they get around at the moment (parentsô driving, friendsô driving, 

siblings driving, bus, tube, walking, cycling etc)?  

o And how they expect this to change in coming y ears?  

Á Do they intend to take their driving test at 17?  

Á How soon do they expect to be driving (their own car or 

parentsô)? 

 Thinking back to before the SDSA event, how did they feel about driving?  

o What emotions were they feeling about driving?  E.g. 

excite ment/apprehension/ confidence  

o Has this changed, if at all, since the event?  How?  Why?  

 Have they ever been behind the wheel of a car themselves?  What were 

the circumstances?  How did they feel?  

 Have they been a passenger in a car driven by friends?  What  were the 

circumstances?  How did they feel?  

 Have they ever been a passenger in a car where the driver was driving too 

fast, under the influence of alcohol/drugs, messing about, on mobile 

phone etc?  How did they feel?  

 Have they ever been involved in a ro ad accident or know someone who 

has?  What were the circumstances? (only probe if students wish to share 

their experiences )  What impact has this had on them?  

 

expectations of SDSA event (10 mins)  

 Had you heard about this event from other people (apart fro m your 

teachers) beforehand?  

o If so, from whom? (brothers, sisters, friends)?  

o What sort of things did they say?  
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o Had they seen last yearôs event? 

 What had they been told about the event beforehand by your teachers ? 

When were they told?  

 What were their expect ations before they came?  

o What did they think it was going to be about?  

o What did they think they were going to learn?  

o What types of things did they think they were going to see/hear?  

 How different was the experience in reality compared to their expectations  

about the event?  Probe as appropriate  

 How did they feel immediately after  the event?   

o What thoughts and emotions were going through their mind?   

o Did they talk to anyone else after the event?  E.g. friend, parents  

Á What did they say?  How did the other p erson respond?  

 How did your friends who saw it with you feel immediately afterwards? 

Why?  

o (prompt if need be) was anyone particularly moved? Or particularly 

upset? Which part of the event particularly prompted that? Why do 

you think that was? Was that how most  others felt?  

 How do they feel now, a week or two after the event?  Probe as 

appropriate  

 What message did they take from the event? Why?  

 What do you think the people who put the event together intended  to be 

the key messages? Is this the same as what di d strike you the most?  

o If so, how?  

o If not, why not?  

 

broad overview of the SDSA event (10 mins)  

 What did they think about the event?  

o Spontaneous thoughts  

o Most interesting/engaging bits and why?  

o Least interesting/engaging bits and why?  

 What are key moment s / facts that stick in their memory?  

o What is it about these bits that make them stick? (e.g. something 

they had never heard before, interesting facts, the way the info 

was presented, personal relevance etc)  

 Did anything make them think differently?  How?  Why?  
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o What is it about these aspects that makes these moments that 

made them impactful (e.g. probe on content, delivery, tone, 

visuals, audience participation etc)  

 How did it match up to their expectations?  

 How would they describe the tone of the event?  W as it too  shocking or 

upsetting?  What do they perceive is the appropriate level to pitch it at?  

 What do they think of overall length of presentation? (E.g. too 

long/short?)  

 What do they think of the amount covered? (E.g. too much info/too little?)  

 What do  they think of the way the information was delivered?  

o By the speakers (e.g. tone, delivery, language used, manner, did 

they involve the audience enough?)  

o Via other methods (e.g. use of multimedia presentation, individual 

visuals / sound, level of audience participation etc)  

o Could this be improved? How? (E.g. additional materials, handouts 

to take away, more interaction etc?)  

 What do they think about the timing of the event?  Would it be more 

suitable for a younger or older age?  Why?  

 

content of the sdsa ev ent (10 mins)  

 What did they think about the way the event was divided up?  I.e. DJôs 

quiz, Kanye West music video, introduction to the event, followed by 

reconstruction of an accident interspersed with testimonies of the 

emergency service personnel, accide nt survivor and bereaved mother  

 What are the advantages and disadvantages of this approach?  

 Are there any parts that fitted less well than others?  Why?   

 How real/authentic did it feel?  

 On balance, how effective was this approach overall?  

o What would they  change about the event and why?   

 What did they think of the reconstruction of the accident, including the 

depiction of the lives of those involved before and after the accident?  

o What effect did this have on the event?  

 Thinking back to the testimonies, wh ich testimonies had the most impact 

and why?   

o Which ones had less of an impact?  Why do they think that was?   

 Do you recall anything that any speaker said that had a particularly 

profound impact on you?  
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The óafterlifeô of the event (5 mins) 

 Did anyone t alk to you about the event afterwards?  

o Who?  

o Where and when (ie was this óyou and your mates in the schoolyard 

at breaktime the next dayô or your teacher, more formally, in e.g. a 

PSHE lesson)?  

o What was said?  

 What do you think might happen next about óSafe Drive Stay Aliveô during 

this school year ( if anything ï this is to flush out what if anything has 

either been flagged by teachers or because they genuinely latently expect 

as students to hear about this topic again at some point soon)  

 

summary of impact  of the event (5 mins)  

 Overall response to SDSA event  

 How relevant did it feel to them?  

 How useful (informative) was it to them?  

 Were they left with any unanswered questions?  

 What impact did the event have on them overall?  

 What impact do they think the eve nt will have on them over time (both as 

a driver and a passenger)?  

 Will they do anything differently when driving themselves in future?  

 Will they keep hold of the items in the goody bag and use them?  

Why/why not?  What do they think of receiving this to take with them?  

 Suggested improvements  

 

recommendations (5 mins)  

 Thinking about all other methods used to increase awareness of road 

safety (e.g. Donôt Die before Youôve Lived adverts etc), how effective is 

the SDSA approach vs. other methods?  

 What approac h would they use if  they  were a road safety officer?  

 Would they endorse the SDSA event taking place in subsequent years?  

Why?  

 

Thank and close  
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Appendix D: Teacher discussion guide 2007  
 

INTRODUCTIONS (5mins)  

 Introduce research: explain that TfL want to understand what teachers 

think about the SDSA Event, its impact on their students, and how it could 

be developed/improved in the future  

 Reassure on confidentiality and MRS Code of Conduct  

 Introduction: name, career history, hopes and fears for students the y 

teach  

 

studentsô attitudes towards driving and road safety (5 mins) 

 Is road safety something that has been brought up in school before, either 

formally or by students themselves?  Probe as appropriate  

 What are the studentsô attitudes towards driving and road safety?  Do they 

have any concerns for the students in this respect?   

o Have they heard any anecdotal stories of studentsô experiences 

driving or being the passenger in a car with others driving 

unsafely? Probe as appropriate  

 

broad overview of the SDS A event (10 mins)  

 As teachers, what did they think about the event?  

o Spontaneous thoughts  

o What did the students find most engaging and why?  

o What did the students find least engaging and why?  

 What are key moments / facts that stuck in the studentsô memory? 

o What is it about these bits that make them stick? (e.g. something 

the students had never heard before, interesting facts, the way the 

info was presented, personal relevance etc)  

 Did anything make them think differently?  

o What is it about these aspects that makes these moments that 

made them impactful (e.g. probe on content, delivery, tone, 

visuals, audience participation etc)  

 How did the event match up to their expectations?  

 How would they describe the tone of the event?  Was it too shocking or 

upsetting?  W hat do they perceive is the appropriate level to pitch it at?  

 What do they think of overall length of present ation? (e.g. too long/short?)  

 What do they think of the amount covered? (E.g. too much info/too little?)  

 What do they think of the way the informat ion was delivered?  
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o By the speakers (e.g. tone, delivery, language used, how 

approachable they were, did they involve the audience enough?)  

o Via other methods (e.g. use of multimedia presentation, individual 

visuals / sound, level of audience participation e tc)  

o Could this be improved? How? (E.g. additional materials, handouts 

to take away, more interaction etc?)  

 

content of the sdsa event (10 mins)  

 What did they think about the way the event was divided up?  I.e. DJôs 

quiz, music video, introduction to the ev ent, followed by reconstruction of 

an accident interspersed with testimonies of the emergency service 

personnel, accident survivor and bereaved mother  

 What are the advantages and disadvantages of this approach?  

 Are there any parts that fitted less well tha n others?  Why?   

 How real/authentic did it feel?  

 Are there any parts that fitted more/less well than others?  Why?   

 On balance, how effective was this approach overall?  

o What would they change about the event and why?   

 What did they think of the reconst ruction of the accident, including the 

depiction of the lives of those involved before and after the accident?  

o What effect did this have on the event?  

 Thinking back to the testimonies, which testimonies had the most impact 

and why?   

o Which ones had less of  an impact?  Why do they think that was?   

 Do they recall anything that any speaker said that had a particularly 

profound impact on them?  

 

SDSA beyond the live event ï towards a teachersô pack (20 mins) 

 What is your overall feeling towards the SDSA initiat ive as a teacher?  

 How do you feel it fits with the needs of the pastoral side of your role/the 

needs of the National Curriculum in terms of Personal Social and Health 

Education?  

 Would you envisage any further discussion or activity around this issue 

during  this school year with the current Year 11?  

o If so what?  

o If not, why would that be? (time/other curriculum pressures, SDSA 

has ódone the job for the time beingô, donôt feel it is relevant to 

revisit these themes until they are nearer actual driving age etc. )  
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o [ note: we are listening out here for whether teachers see the SDSA 

as-is is óbox ticked, job doneô or the potential springboard for 

further class discussions/activity etc .]  

 The people behind the SDSA event are considering putting together a 

Teachersô Support Pack i.e. a set of materials to assist teachers with 

lesson planning and bringing the topics to life in e.g. PSHE lessons.  

 What would you like to see in that? (content)  

o Why would those elements help?  

o Where would you use it?  

o What would you use it to d o? (e.g. lesson style/fit)  

 How should it ócomeô? (physical format) (E.g. handbook for teachers, 

worksheets for students, a DVD, a Powerpoint deck.. etc.? Plus their own 

suggestions)  

o Why like that?  

o Why are these sorts of materials particularly helpful to yo u? 

o Who else provides you with these sorts of support materials?  

o What do you think about the kinds of content?  

o Who gets content órightô for the realities and needs you and your 

students have to work with?  

Á Why (can you give examples)?  

o Whose materials have b een less ideal in terms of content?  

Á Why (can you give examples)?  

o Who gets format órightô? 

Á Why (can you give examples)?  

o Whose materials have been less ideal in terms of óformatô? 

o How much resource (lesson time/non - lesson time) would you have  

Á To read/take o n board/prepare anything from it?  

Á To use with students e.g. in lesson time or assemblies etc?  

o Explain : sometimes, events like these can have a great impact and 

be remembered for a long time. Other times, they can be impactful 

in the immediate short term bu t then the key messages can fade 

from top of mind for students  

o If the people behind SDSA really wanted to embed the messages of 

the live event within the óschool cultureô for lasting and positive 

effect, what in your view as a teacher should they do?  

Á Why? Can you give examples?  
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summary of impact of the event (5 mins)  

 Overall response to SDSA event  

 How relevant did it feel to their studentsô lives? 

 How useful (informative) was it?  

 Were the students left with any unanswered questions?  

 What impact did the ev ent have on the students overall?  

 What impact do they think the event will have on young people over time?  

Can they envisage students modifying their behaviour at all?  Why/why 

not?  

 Will they do anything differently when driving themselves in future?  

 

re commendations (5 mins)  

 Thinking about all other methods used to increase awareness of road 

safety (e.g. Donôt Die before Youôve Lived adverts etc), how effective is 

the SDSA approach vs. other methods?  

 Would they endorse the SDSA event taking place in subs equent years?  

Why?  

 What would they say to a teacher at another school about the event?  

 Are there any messages they would like to pass on to the organisers?  

o About the event  

o About a possible Teachersô Pack? 

 Suggested improvements for the future (long - term d evelopment of the 

scheme)  

 

Thank and close  
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Appendix E: TPB questionnaire items  

Intentions  

After I pass my driving test I intend to keep to all the advice given in the Highway 

Code  

 1: Definitely do not; 7: Definitely do  

 

I would like to ensure that I alwa ys drive within the law  

 1: Definitely no; 7: Definitely yes  

 

I want to drive within the speed limits at all times  

 1: Strongly disagree; 7: Strongly agree  

 

I expect that it is inevitable that I will drive over the speed limit sometimes (R)  

 1: Untrue; 7: True  

 

Attitudes  

After passing my test, exceeding the speed limit by more than 10mph on a 

country road outside a built -up area would be:  

 1: Unpleasant; 7: Pleasant (R)  

 1: Safe; 7: Dangerous  

 1: Boring; 7: Exciting (R)  

 

Subjective norm ï Attitudes towards peer pressure  

My parents/people who are important to me think I should/shouldnôt exceed 

speed limits  

 1: Should; 7: Should not  

 

My close friends approve/disapprove of me keeping to the speed limit (R)  

 1: Approve; 7: Disapprove  

 

My partner/boyfriend/girlfr iend approves/disapproves of me driving too fast  

 1: Approves; 7: Disapproves  

 

Perceived behavioural control  

With regard to your driving how much do you want to do what your friends think 

you should? (R)  

 1: Not at all; 7: Very much  

 

Holding a long queue o f traffic up, do you think you can still stick to the speed 

limit  

 1: Definitely no; 7: Definitely yes  

 

Are you confident you can resist your friendsô persuasion to drive faster 

 1: Definitely no; 7: Definitely yes  
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Appendix F: Summary data for between -

participants  

 
Table F1  Mean (SD) pre -  and post - test scores on Future Intention items for 

males, females and all participants.  

 Male  Female  Total  

Items  Pre Post  Pre Post  Pre Post  

Highway Code  5.28 (1.6)  5.45 (1.4)  5.63 (1.3)  5.92 (1.1)  5.45 (1.5)  5.66 (1.3)  
Law  5.66 (1.4)  5.78 (1.3)  5.97 (1.2)  6.16 (1.2)  5.81 (1.3)  5.95 (1.2)  
Speed limit  4.47 (1.8)  4.94 (1.6)  4.84 (1.5)  5.47 (1.3)  4.65 (1.7)  5.18 (1.5)  
Exceed limit  2.01 (1.5)  2.11 (1.5)  2.25 (1.5)  2.42 (1.5)  2.13 (1.5)  2.25 (1.5)  

TOTAL 4.35 (1.1)  4.57 (1 .1)  4.67 (1.0)  4.99 (1.0)  4.51 (1.1)  4.76 (1.1)  

 

Table F2  Mean (SD) pre -  and post - test scores on Attitude items for males, 

females and all participants.  

 Male  Female  Total  
Items  Pre Post  Pre Post  Pre Post  

Unpleasant/ 
pleasant  

3.72 (1.6)  3.61 (1.6)  3.99 (1.5)  4.27 (1.5)  3.85 (1.5)  3.90 (1.6)  

Dangerous/ 
safe  

5.26 (1.6)  5.09 (1.6)  5.08 (1.7)  5.56 (1.5)  5.17 (1.6)  5.30 (1.6)  

Boring/ 
exciting  

2.90 (1.5)  2.82 (1.5)  3.34 (1.5)  3.63 (1.4)  3.11 (1.5)  3.19 (1.5)  

TOTAL 3.96 (1.0)  3.84 (1.1)  4.14 (1.1)  4.49 (1.1)  4.04 (1.0)  4.13 (1.1)  

 

Table F3  Mean (SD) pre -  and post - test scores on Subjective Norm items for 

males, females and all participants.  

 Male  Female  Total  
Items  Pre Post  Pre Post  Pre Post  

Parents  5.68 (1.5)  5.77 (1.5)  5.28 (1.9)  5.96 (1.4)  5.49 (1.7)  5.8 6 (1.5)  
Close friends  4.04 (1.6)  4.26 (1.7)  4.45 (1.6)  4.67 (1.7)  4.24 (1.6)  4.44 (1.7)  
Partner  4.55 (1.6)  4.71 (1.8)  4.45 (1.4)  4.74 (1.6)  4.50 (1.5)  4.72 (1.7)  

TOTAL 4.76 (1.0)  4.92 (1.2)  4.73 (1.1)  5.12 (1.1)  4.74 (1.1)  5.01 (1.2)  

 

Table F4  Mean (SD ) pre -  and post - test scores on the Perceived Behavioural 

Control items for males, females and all participants.  

 Male  Female  Total  
Items  Pre Post  Pre Post  Pre Post  

Not do as 

friends want  
4.67 (1.5)  4.64 (1.6)  4.64 (1.7)  5.09 (1.4)  4.65 (1.6)  4.84 (1.6)  

Hold traffic up  3.85 (1.9)  4.18 (1.9)  3.78 (1.8)  4.47 (1.7)  3.82 (1.9)  4.31 (1.8)  
Resist peer 

pressure  
4.36 (1.8)  5.18 (1.7)  4.50 (1.6)  5.38 (1.5)  4.43 (1.7)  5.27 (1.7)  

TOTAL 4.29 (1.3)  4.67 (1.3)  4.31 (1.1)  4.98 (1.1)  4.30 (1.2)  4.81 (1.2)  
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Appendix G: TPB statistics (between -participants)  
 
Overall measures  

Collapsing scores for all items within each TPB category a between -participants 

MANOVA, with Time (pre -SDSA, post -SDSA) and Gender (male, female) as 

independent variables, was conducted. There was a n overall significant effect of 

Time (p < .01), a significant effect of Gender (p < .01), and but no significant 

Time x Gender interaction (p = .20).  

 

Table G1:  P-values (& p
2 effect sizes) for TPB categories in the MANOVA  

 

Items  Time  Gender  Time*Gender  

Intentions  .009 (.016)  .001 (.030)  .608 (.001)  

Attitudes  .259 (.003)  .001 (.037)  .021 (.012)  

Subjective Norms  .012 (.015)  .413 (.002)  .282 (.003)  

Perceived Behavioural Control  .001 (.047)  .149 (.005)  .197 (.004)  
Pre- test n = 223 (male n = 117, Female n = 106)  
Post - test n = 207 (male n = 114, Female n = 93)  

 

Individual items  

A two -way MANOVA (Gender: male, female; Time: pre - test, post - test) was 

conducted . There was an overall signif icant effect of Time (p < .001), a significant 

effect of Gender (p < .001), but no significant Time x Gender interaction (p = 

.61).  

 

Table G2:  P-values (& p
2 effect sizes) for individual items in the MANOVA  

 

Items  Time  Gender  Time x Gender  

Intention     

 Highway Code  .085 (.007)  .002 (.022)  .631 (.001)  

 Law  .205 (.004)  .005 (.018)  .785 (.001)  

 Speed limit  .001 (.029)  .004 (.020)  .593 (.001)  

 Speeding inevitable  .352 (.002)  .058 (.008)  .838 (.001)  

Attitudes     

 Unpleasant/pleasant  .584 (.001)  .002 (.0 22)  .196 (.004)  

 Safe/dangerous  .321 (.002)  .361 (.002)  .033 (.011)  

 Boring/exciting  .445 (.001)  .001 (.042)  .206 (.004)  

Subjective Norms     

 Parents  .014 (.014)  .484 (.001)  .058 (.008)  

 Close friends  .179 (.004)  .012 (.015)  .984 (.001)  

 Partner  .146  (.005)  .840 (.001)  .686 (.001)  

Perceived Behavioural Control     

 Do as friends want  .167 (.004)  .165 (.005)  .120 (.006)  

 Hold traffic up  .004 (.019)  .511 (.001)  .312 (.002)  

 Resisting peer pressure  .001 (.060)  .307 (.002)  .875 (.001)  
Pre- test n = 223  (male n = 117, Female n = 106)  
Post - test n = 207 (male n = 114, Female n = 93)  
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Appendix H: Summary data for within -participants  

 
Table H1  Mean (SD) pre -  and post - test scores on Future Intention items for 

males, females and all participants.  

 Male  Female  Total  
Items  Pre Post  Pre Post  Pre Post  

Highway Code  5.2 2 (1.4)  5.40  (1. 4)  6.1 6 (1.0)  6.10  (0.9)  5.56 (1.4)  5.6 6 (1.3)  
Law  5.50 (1.4)  5.40  (1.4)  6.2 7 (0.8)  6.3 2 (0.9)  5.7 8 (1.2)  5.7 3 (1.3)  
Speed limit  4.1 6 (1.7)  4.88 (1. 6)  5.44 (1.4)  5.82 (1.1)  4.6 2 (1. 7)  5.22 (1.5)  
Exceed limit  1.71 (1.0)  2.1 7 (1.5)  2.5 8 (1.6)  2.9 5 (1.7)  2.0 2 (1.3)  2.4 5 (1.6)  

TOTAL 4.15 (1.0)  4.46 (1.0)  5.11 (0.8)  5.30 (0.9)  4.50 (1.1)  4.76 (1.1)  

 

Table H2  Mean (SD) pre -  and post - test scores on Attitude items for males, 

females and a ll participants.  

 Male  Female  Total  

Items  Pre Post  Pre Post  Pre Post  

Unpleasant/ 
pleasant  

3.3 9 (1.4)  3.5 7 (1.5)  4.19 (1.3)  4. 33  (1.7)  3.6 8 (1.4)  3.8 4 (1.6)  

Dangerous/ 
safe  

5.0 1 (1. 5)  5.18 (1.5)  5.2 3 (1.6)  5.2 4 (1.7)  5.0 9 (1.6)  5. 20  (1. 5)  

Boring/ 
exciti ng  

2.5 6 (1. 2)  2.7 2 (1.4)  3.3 7 (1.3)  3.54 (1.4)  2.8 5 (1.3)  3.02 (1.4)  

TOTAL 3.65 (1.0)  3.82 (0.9)  4.26 (1.0)  4.37 (1.3)  3.87 (1.0)  4.02 (1.1)  

 

Table H3  Mean (SD) pre -  and post - test scores on Subjective Norm items for 

males, females and all participants.  

 Male  Female  Total  
Items  Pre Post  Pre Post  Pre Post  

Parents  5.4 1 (1.6)  5.4 8 (1.6)  5. 80  (1.5)  5.81 (1.5)  5.55 (1.6)  5.60 (1.6)  
Close friends  4.01 (1.6)  4.2 4 (1.5)  4.9 7 (1. 5)  4.9 1 (1.8)  4.3 6 (1. 6)  4.48 (1.6)  

Partner  4.83 (1.6)  4.87  (1.5)  5.1 5 (1.4)  5.6 2 (1.3)  4.9 5 (1.5)  5.1 4 (1.5)  

TOTAL 4.75 (1.0)  4.86 (1.1)  5.31 (1.1)  5.45 (1.0)  4.95 (1.1)  5.07 (1.1)  

 

Table H4  Mean (SD) pre -  and post - test scores on the Perceived Behavioural 

Control items for males, females and all participants.  

 Male  Female  Total  
Items  Pre Post  Pre Post  Pre Post  

Not do as 
friends want  

4.28 (1.5)  4.5 3 (1.6)  5.1 1 (1.5)  5.3 4 (1.5)  4.58 (1.6)  4.8 3 (1.6)  

Hold traffic up  4.0 0 (1.9)  4.2 2 (1.8)  4.19  (1.6)  5.0 3 (1.5)  4.0 7 (1.8)  4.5 1 (1.8)  
Resist peer 
pressure  

4.45  (1. 7)  4.98 (1.6)  5. 18  (1. 5)  5. 63  (1. 7)  4.72  (1.6)  5.22  (1.6)  

TOTAL 4.24 (1.1)  4.58 (1.2)  4.83 (1.1)  5.33 (1.2)  4.46 (1.1)  4.85 (1.2)  
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Appendix I : TPB statistics (within -participants)  
 
Overall measures  

Collapsing scores for all items within each TPB category a repeated measures 

MANOVA, with Time (pre -SDSA, post -SDSA) and Gender (male, female) as 

independent variables, was conducted. There was an overall significant effect of 

Time (p < .01), a significant effect of Gender (p < .01), and but no significant 

Time x Gender interaction (p  = .51).  

 

Table I 1  P-values (& p
2 effect sizes) for TPB categories in the MANOVA  

 

Items  Time  Gender  Time*Gender  

Intentions  .001 (.082)  .001 (.190)  .24 (.006)  

Attitudes  .10 (.013)  .001 (.105)  .72 (.001)  

Subjective Norms  .10 (.012)  .001 (.080)  .85 (.001)  

Perceived Behavioural Control  .001 (.013)  .001 (.092)  .25 (.006)  
Total n = 218, Male n = 139, Female n = 79  

 

Individual items  

A two -way mixed MANOVA (Gender: male, female; Time: pre - test, post - test) was 

conducted, with repeated measures on the second factor. There was an overall 

significant effect of Time (p < .001), a significant effect of Gender (p < .001), but 

no significant Time x Gender interaction (p = .2 08 ).  

 

Table I 2  P-values (& p
2 effect sizes) for individual items in the MANOVA  

 

Items  Time  Gender  Time x Gender  

Intention     

 Highway Code  .5 26  (.00 2)  .001 (.1 20 )  .2 01  (.008 )  

 Law  .717  (. 001 )  .001 (.12 2)  .316 (.005)  

 Speed limit  .001 (. 112 )  .001 (.1 42 )  .108 (.012 )  

 Speeding in evitable  .001 (.06 4)  .001 (.100)  .643  (.001)  

Attitudes     

 Unpleasant/pleasant  .176 (.008 )  .001 (.088 )  .863  (.001)  

 Safe/dangerous  .4 68 (.002)  .4 32  (.00 3)  .531  (.002)  

 Boring/exciting  .1 22  (.01 1)  .001 (.11 7)  .930 (.001 )  

Subjective Norms     

 Parents  .705  (.001)  .06 1 (.016)  .791  (.001)  

 Close friends  .560  (.002)  .001 (.0 87 )  .297 (.005 )  

 Partner  .0 33  (.02 1)  .00 2 (.04 3)  .068 (.01 5)  

Perceived Behavioural Control     

 Do as friends want  .0 33 (.021 )  .001 (.08 4)  .915  (.0 01 )  

 Hold traffic up  .001 (.06 9)  .0 18 (.026)  .0 21 (.0 24 )  

 Resisting peer pressure  .00 1 (.0 62 )  .00 1 (.059 )  .789  (.0 01 )  
Total n = 21 8, Male n = 13 9, Female n = 7 9 
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Appendix J: Summary data & statistics for accident  

likelihood, speed perceptions & driving ability  

 
Table J1 Mean (SD) pre -  and post - test scores on accident  likelihood, speed 

perceptions & driving ability items for males, females and all 

participants.  

 Male  Female  Total  
Items  Pre Post  Pre Post  Pre Post  

Accident  likelihood        
 As driver  3.41 (1.6)  3.89 (1.7)  3.28 (1.7)  3.76 (1.5)  3.35 (1.6)  3.83 (1.6)  
 As passenger  3.96 (1.5)  3.98 (1.7)  3.95 (1.5)  4.21 (1.5)  3.96 (1.5)  4.08 (1.6)  
Speed perception        
 Fast passenger  4.91 (2.0)  4.84 (1.8)  4.63 (2.0)  4.23 (1.8)  4.78 (2.0)  4.56 (1.8)  

 Fast exciting  5.72 (1.5)  5.58 (1.6)  4. 97 (1.7)  4.75 (1.6)  5.38 (1.6)  5.19 (1.6)  
Driving ability        
 How skilful  5.90 (1.2)  5.55 (1.5)  5.38 (1.2)  5.30 (1.1)  5.66 (1.2)  5.43 (1.3)  
 How safe  5.21 (1.5)  5.26 (1.6)  5.62 (1.3)  5.66 (1.3)  5.40 (1.4)  5.44 (1.4)  

 

Individual items analysis  

A two -way MANOVA (Gender: male, female; Time: pre - test, post - test) was 

conducted . There was an overall significant effect of Time (p = .01), a significant 

effect of Gender (p < .001), but n o significant Time x Gender interaction (p = 

.71).  

 

Table J2 P-values (& p
2 effect sizes) for individual items in the MANOVA  

 

Items  Time  Gender  Time x Gender  

Accident  likelihood     

 As driver  .001 (.022)  .374 (.002)  .993 (.001)  

 As passenger  .345 (.002)  .445 (.018)  .387 (.002)  

Speed perception     

 Fast passenger  .182 (.00 4)  .010 (.014)  .349 (.002)  

 Fast exciting  .199 (.003)  .001 (.060)  .791 (.001)  

Driving ability     

 How skilful  .061 (.007)  .001 (.022)  .227 (.003)  

 How safe  .741 (.001)  .002 (.021)  .976 (.001)  
Pre- test n = 256 (male n = 138, Female n = 118)  
Post - test n = 226 (male n = 121, Female n = 105)  
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Appendix K: Pre - SDSA questionnaire  
 

OCTOBER 2007 

 
PRE DRIVER QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
 

 
THANK YOU FOR HELPING US TODAY BY TAKING PART IN THIS SURVEY. 

 

 

 

 

THIS IS NOT A TEST. 

 

 

× There are no right or wrong answers.  
 
 

× The answers you give are private ð nobody else will know what you have 

written.  

 

 

× If there is anything that you donõt understand, please ask your research 

supervisor. 

 

 

× Thank you for taking part in the survey.  
 
 



   

  95 

 
 

1.  

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN EACH BOX THAT APPLIES W 

 

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN EACH BOX THAT APPLIES W 

 

  Arguments with parents  Ä 1       (14)  

  Drugs Ä 2 

  Homework Ä 3 

  Mobile phone theft  Ä 4 

  Money Ä 5 

  Racism Ä 6 

  Road safety Ä 7 

  Teenage Pregnancy Ä 8 

  Terrorism Ä 9 

  Bullying Ä 0 

  None of these Ä X 

  Donõt know Ä V 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.  

 

 

         Definitely do not  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely do                              (15) 

 

 

3. 

  

                 Definitely no  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely yes                            (16) 

 

 

4.  

 

          Strongly disagree  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree                           (17) 

 

There are lots of issues that affect young people today.  Which, if any, of these 

do you ever worry about personally?   

What kind of driver do you think you will be? We all have expectations on how we 
will perform certain activities. Listed below are issues you will have to deal with as 
a driver. Please answer as truthfully as you ca n and do not spend too long on any 
question. Please circle one number for each question.  
 

I would like to ensure that I always drive within the Law.  

I want to drive within the speed limit at all times.  

After I pass my driving test ,  I intend to keep to al l the advice given in the 

Highway Code. 
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5.  

 

                      Untrue  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 True                                          (18) 

 

 

6.  

 

 

Unpleasant  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Pleasant                                     (19) 

Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dangerous                                  (20) 

Boring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Exciting                                     (21) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

7.  

 

Should 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Should not                                 (22) 

  

 

 

8.  

 

Approve  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disapprove                                 (23) 

 

 

 

 

 

9.  

 

Approves 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disapproves                               (24) 

 

 

 

 

I expect that it is inevitable that I will drive over the speed limit sometimes.  

After passing my test , exceeding the speed limit by more than 10 mph on a 

country road outside a built up area would be: (circle one number in eac h row)  

My parent(s)/p eople who are important to m e think I é. 

éexceed the speed limits.  

My close friends é. 

é.of me keeping to the speed limits.  

My partner/girlfriend/boyfriend é. 

é.of me driving to o fast.  

Please imagine that you have passed your driving test when answering the next 

few questionsé.. 
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10.  

 

 

                       Not at all  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Much                                 (25) 

 

 

11. 

 

 

Definitely no  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely yes                           (26) 

 

 

12. 

  

 

Definitely no  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely yes                           (27) 

 

 

13. 

Not very likely  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely                           (28) 

 

 

14. 

Not very likely  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely                           (29) 

 

 

15. 

Definitely no  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely yes                         (30) 

 

 

16. 

Definitely no  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely yes                         (31) 

With regard to your driving,  how much do you want to do what your friends 

think you should? 

Imagine you have passed your test.   

You are driving along a road where it is difficult to overtake .  You are 
travelling at a speed that is just on the maximum speed allowed and there is a 
long queue of traffic behind you.  You know that you are holding everybody 
up.  Do you feel that you can still stick to the speed limit?  

After you have p assed your test, you are out driving in your car with some 
friends, they want you to drive faster. Are you confident that you can resist 
their persuasion? 

 

How likely do you think it is that you will be involved in an accident when  

you are old enough to drive a car? 

How likely do you think it is that you will be involved in an accident when  

you are a passenger and someone else is driving a car? 

Do you like being a passenger when the car is being driven fast? 

Do you think that driving fast is exciting?  
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17. 

Very unskilful  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very skilful                         (32) 

 

 

18. 

Very unsafe  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very safe                              (33) 

 

How skilful a driver do you think you will be?  

How safe a driver do you think you will be?  
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19.  

 

 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH STATEMENT 

 

 Strongly  

Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Str

on

gly 

Ag

re

e 

          

 
Driving over the speed limit  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(34) 

 
Driving a car which is in bad condition  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(35) 

 
Driving at night time  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(36) 

 
Being an over confident d river  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(37) 

 
Eating while driving  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(38) 

 
Being over the legal alcohol limit  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(39) 

 
Listening to loud music while driving  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(40) 

 
Being tired  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(41) 

 Driving at an inappropriate speed for the 

conditions (i.e. in fog, heavy rain)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(42) 

 
Talking on a mobile phone 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(43) 

 
Being under the influence of cannabis  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(44) 

 
Operating a car stereo while driving  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(45) 

 
Driving in bad weather conditions  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(46) 

 
Talking to other passengers while driving  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(47) 

 
Being an inexperienced driver  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

               

(48) 

 
Being in the car with your friends  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (49) 

For each of the following, would you agree or disagree that they increase the 

risk of drivers being involved in a crash?  
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20.  

 

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN EACH BOX THAT APPLIES W 

 

  Bicycle Ä 1                   (50)  

  Moped  Ä 2 

  Scooter Ä 3 

  Motorbike Ä 4 

  Car Ä 5 

  None of the above Ä 6 

 

 

 

21.  

 

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN ONE BOX W 

 

  I currently drive a car  Ä 1        (51) 

  I am learning to drive a car  Ä 2  

  I will learn to drive a car before I am 20 years old  Ä 3  

  I have no plans to learn to dri ve a car in next 5 years  Ä 4  

  I do not want to learn to drive a car  Ä 5  

 

 

 

22.  

 

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN EACH BOX THAT APPLIES W 

 

  Qualified driving instructor  Ä 1        (52) 

  Parents Ä 2  

  Older brother or sister  Ä 3  

  Older friends  Ä 4  

  Someone else Ä 5  

  None of the above Ä 6  

 

 

Have you ever driven or ridden any of the following on public roads?  

Who will help you learn how to drive?  
 

Which one of these statements best describes you?  
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23.  

 

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN EACH BOX THAT APPLIES W 
 

  Freedom / Independence  Ä 1                   (53)  

  Convenience and flexibility  Ä 2 

  Fear  Ä 3 

  Adulthood Ä 4 

  Respect / Status Ä 5 

  Excitement Ä 6 

  Personal safety  Ä 7 

  Danger Ä 8 

  None of the above Ä 9 

 

 

 

24.  

 

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN ONE BOX W 

 

  Myself  Ä 1        (54) 

  My parents Ä 2  

  Both myself and my parents Ä 3  

  Someone else Ä 4  

 None of the above Ä 5 

 

 

 

25.  

 

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN ONE BOX W 

 

  I will buy my own car  Ä 1        (55) 

  I will lease my own car  Ä 2  

  I will use my parentsõ car Ä 3  

  My parents will get me a car  Ä 4  

  I will use someone elseõs car Ä 5  

  Donõt know Ä 6  

 

 

Which of these statements best reflect what driving m eans to you? 
 

There are a number of costs associated with learning to drive and getting your 
licence (e.g.  lessons and the driving test).  Who will pay for these?  

 
 

Which car will you drive once you have passed your test? 
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26.  

 

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN EACH BOX THAT APPLIES W 

 

  Getting to school / place of education  Ä 1        (56) 

  Getting to work  Ä 2  

  Going to the shops Ä 3  

  Going to friends places Ä 4  

  Going out with friends  Ä 5  

  Driving is needed as part of my job  Ä 6  

  For holidays / travel  Ä 7  

  Just for fun  Ä 8  

  None of the above Ä 9  

 
 
 

27.  

 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH STATEMENT 

 

  Never 

 

Rarely 

 

Sometimes Most of 

the time  

All the 

time  
 

 When driving a car  1 2 3 4 5 (57) 

 When I am a front seat 
passenger in a car 

1 2 3 4 5 (58) 

 When I am a back seat 
passenger in a car 

1 2 3 4 5 (59) 

 
 

 

28.  

 

PLEASE PUT A CROSS IN EACH BOX THAT APPLIES W 

 Been a passenger In a car driven by someone who didnõt have 
a licence 

Ä 
1               (60)  

 Felt pressured to take a  lift from a young driver you thought 
might drive dangerously  

Ä 
2 

 

 Driven a car without a licence  Ä 3  

 Driven a stolen car Ä 4  

 Been in a car that was stopped by the police  Ä 5  

 Been a passenger in a stolen car Ä 6  

 None of the above Ä 7  
 

When youõve learned to drive, what will you use the car for?  
 

How often would you / do you wear a seatbelt in each of the following 
situationsé? 
 

Which, if any, of the following have you ever doneé.? 
 




