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ABSTRACT

THE MODERATING ROLES OF PEER PRESSURE AND TRAFFIC CLIMATE
ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FAMILY CLIMATE FOR ROAD
SAFETY AND RISKY DRIVING BEHAVIORS AMONG YOUNG DRIVERS

ERSAN, Ozlem
Ph.D., The Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Tiirker OZKAN

Co-supervisor: Prof. Dr. Orit TAUBMAN-BEN-ARI

September 2020, 191 pages

Young drivers’ risk-taking driving behaviors can be evaluated as the product of who
they are and what is their environment. The first aim of the present study is to
investigate the effect of of family climate, peer pressure, and traffic climate on risky-
taking behaviors of young drivers. The main aim of the present study is to
investigating the moderating roles of peer pressure (primary moderator) and traffic
climate (secondary moderator) on the relationship between family climate for road
safety (for mothers and fathers, and only fathers) and risk-taking behaviors of young
drivers in the scope of socio-ecological perspective. In the present study, 400
participants (182 female, 218 male) completed the questionnaire package including
Family Climate for Road Safety Scale (the FCRSS), Peer Pressure Scale (the PPS),

iv



Traffic Climate Scale (the TCS), and Risk-taking Behavioral Scales (the RTBS),
respectively. Demographic statistics, the Principal Component Analyses (the PCA),
correlation analyses, hierarchical regression analyses, and moderated moderation
analyses were conducted. The results of the moderated moderation analyses indicated
that the magnitude of moderation by peer pressure of the effect of dimensions of the
FCRSS on risk-taking behaviors depended on dimesions of the TCS. The present
study suggested that in order to decrease risk-taking behaviors among young drivers,
interventions can be applied for both interpersonal factors and cultural factors in the

scope of socio-ecological model.

Keywords: family climate, peer pressure, risk-taking driving, young drivers, socio-

ecological model



0z

GENC SURUCULER ARASINDA AILE IKLIMI KAPSAMINDA YOL
GUVENLIGI VE RISKLI SURUS DAVRANISI ARASINDAKI ILISKIDE
AKRAN BASKISI VE TRAFIK IKLIMININ DUZENLEYECI ROLU

ERSAN, Ozlem
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Tiirker OZKAN

Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Orit TAUBMAN-BEN-ARI

Eyliil 2020, 191 sayfa

Geng siiriiciilerin riskli siirlis davranist kim olduklar1 ve ¢evrelerinin iiriinii olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Bu ¢alismanin ilk amac aile ikliminin, akran baskisinin ve trafik
ikliminin gen¢ siiriiclilerin risk alma davranmis1 tzerindeki tekil katkilari
incelemektir. Calismanin esas amaci ise geng slriiciiler arasinda aile iklimi
kapsaminda yol giivenligi ve riskli siirlis davranigi1 arasindaki iliskide akran baskisi

(birincil diizenleyici) ve trafik ikliminin (ikincil diizenleyici) diizenleyeci roliinii

Vi



sosyo-ekolojik bakis agis1 kapsaminda incelemektir. Calismada 400 katilimct (182
kadin, 218 erkek) sirasiyla Aile iklimi Kapsaminda Yol Giivenligi Olcegi, Akran
Baskis1 Olgegi, Trafik iklimi Olgegi ve Risk Alma Davranislar1 Olgegini iceren anket
paketini doldurmuslardir. Demografik istatistikler, Temel Bilesen Analizleri,
korelasyon analizleri, hiyerarsik regresyon analizleri ve diizenleyici diizenleme
analizleri uygulanmistir. Diizenleyici diizenleme analiz bulgularina gore aile iklimi
ve risk alma davranis1 arasindaki iliskide akran baskisinin diizenleyici roliiniin
bulytikligl trafik iklimine baghdir. Bu calisma, geng siiriiciiler arasinda risk alma
davraniginin azalmasi igin sosyo-ekolojik model kapsaminda kisiler aras1 ve kiiltiirel

faktorlerle miidaheleler uygulanabilecegini 6nermektedir.

Anathar Kelimeler: aile iklimi, akran baskisi, risk alma davranisi, geng siirticiiler,

sosyo-ekolojik model
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

According to the World Health Organization’s (WHO) Global Status on Road Safety
Report (2018), 1.35 million road traffic deaths occurred in 2016. Road traffic
accidents are evaluated as the main cause of death among young people aged between
15-29 years. Furthermore, road traffic injuries has become the eighth leading cause
of death across all age groups around the world. National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA, 1991) indicated that the highest rate of automobile-related
accidents, injuries, and fatalities occured among young people between the ages of
15 and 24. Furthermore, people younger than 21 years old were included in 78% of
total fatalities (NHTSA, 2007). NHTSA (2010) indicated that motor vehicle
accidents are the leading cause of death among teenage people in the United States.
Drivers between the ages of 16 and 20 years were involved in fatal accident 2 times
more than other age groups. In addition, Lee and Schofer (2003) pointed out that 20%
of drivers in the United States were younger than 25 years and they involved in
accidents more than three to four times than expected. Clarke, Ward and Truman
(2002) indicated that young drivers involved accidents 2.5 times higher than older
drivers. According to Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Economics
(2012), although people between the ages of 17 and 25 consisted of 12.9% of total
population of Australia, they involved in 21.9% of road crah fatalities. Traffic
Department of General Directorate of Public Security stated that 428 311 accidents
occured in Turkey in 2018 and 6675 people died and 307 701 people were injured in
total due to traffic accidents. TurkStat’s Traffic Accident Statistics Report (2018)
categorized drivers involved in traffic accidents, killed and injured based on their age
groups. There were 369 death people between the ages of 18 and 20, and 490 death

people between the ages of 21 and 24 in 2018 due to traffic accidents. Furthermore,
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there were 25 995 injured people between the ages of 18 and 20 years, and 32 515

injured people between the ages of 21 and 24.

Williams (2003) stated that the highest rate to get involved fatal accidents at age 16,
and drivers between the ages of 16 and 19 were involved fatal and nonfatal accidents
more than older drivers. Similarly, Alver, Demirel, and Mutlu (2014) indicated that
young drivers violate the traffic rules and are involved traffic accidents more than
older drivers. For example, Chliaoutakis, Gnardellis, Drakou, Darviri, and Shoukis
(2000) found that age was a significant factor for seat belt usage which means young
adults between the ages of 18 and 24 use seat belt less than other age groups.
Morrissey and Mello (2014) mentioned that there were key factors related to high
rates of fatalities when young drivers were involved accidents. These factors consist
of lack of driving experience, using a vehicle after alcohol consumption, any
distractive situation like using cell phone or existance of passengers in the car, or not
using seat belt. Therefore, these factors play role fatality rates among young driver.
Moreover, Vassallo, Smart, Sanson, Cockfield, Harris, Mcintyre, and Harrison
(2008) mentioned that alcohol consumption and marijuana use were related to risky
driving among adolescents. These factors consist of lack of experience, inattention,
poor risk/hazard perception, personality related factors like thrill-seeking, sensation
seeking, and risky driving behaviors (Begg & Langley, 2001; Jonah, 1986; Willams
1998). In the study of Alver, Demirel and Mutlu (2014) traffic rule violatations of
young drivers investigated with regard to four violations which were red light
violation, seatbelt violaion, speed limit violation and driving under the influence of
alcohol. According to their results, it was found that age was the significant factor to
use seat belt less among younger adults. Furhtermore, excessing the speed limit to
impress friends was found as a significant factor on speed violations. Finally, driver
distraction like using mobile phone was found significant reason for traffic accidents.
Their study showed paralled foundings with Jonah’s (1986) hypothesis which was
younger drivers’ risky driving could be meaningful to express independence, defying

authority, impressing the friends, and satisfying their excitement needs.

Young drivers’ risk-taking driving behaviors can be evaluated as the product of who
they are and what is their environment (OECD, 2006). Hence, influence of parents

and peer pressure might be the external factors with regard to risk-taking behaviors
2



of young drivers in traffic context (OECD, 2006). Ozkan and Lajunen (2011) stated
that the extend of external factors influence internal factors directly or indirectly and
determine a road users’ level of safety. Moreover, the authors pointed out that these
factors are interactive and occur in daily life. Hence, young drivers’ tendency to show
risk-taking behaviors could be examined via the interaction between external factors
(i.e., parental factors, peer pressure, and traffic climate) in the scope of socio-

ecological model (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) in traffic context.

1.1.Interpersonal and Cultural Factors Related to Risk-Taking Behaviors of
Young Drivers based on Socio-Ecological Perspective

von Bertalanfyy (1968) defined a system as “a set of elements standing in
interaction”. Ozkan and Lajunen (2015) stated that a “system” consisted of grouping
anything with any kind of relationship if there is a possibility to group things and this
clusturing can be evaluated as a “system”. Systems might be small or large and can
include sub-systems with their own boundires. The ‘imaginary lines’ of the boundires
permits the elements to stay inside and outside of the system (Ozkan & Lajunen,
2015). The framework of the boundry in the system could be “open” or “closed”. In
closed systems, there was an isolation with the environment and the activity will
contunie as all the required elements are provided. In our world, completely closed
systems such as industrial companies are relatively few (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2015).
On othe other hand, Ozkan and Lajunen (2015) highlighted that traffic is one of the
most open systems in human life since traffic system includes several elements

related to active and passive interactions between road users.

System environments can be defined in various forms in the scope of relevant
theories and Social-ecological theory of Bronfenbrenner (1979) is one them.
Bronfenbrenner (1979) stated that the ecological environment was designed as a “set
of nested structures” and each system was inside of other such as “Russion dolls”.
Bronfenbrenner (1979) claimed that the interaction between human organism and
environment are the key elements of human development. He defined the ecology of
human development as:
The ecology of human development involves the scientific study of the

progressive, mutual accommodation between an active, growing human being
and the changing properties of the immediate settings in which the developing



person lives, as this process is affected by relations between these settings, and
by the larger contexts in which the settings are embedded.

Bronfenbrenner (1979) pointed out that the ecological environment consists of four
systems named as micro-, meso-, exo-, and macrosystems. Firstly, microsystems
was defined in the scope of certain pattern of activities, roles, and interpersonal
relations associated with the developing person via certain settings including
physical and material elements. Secondly, mesosystems include the interrelations
between two or more settings and consisting of environments such as relations at
home, school, peer group for a child; and family, work, and social life for an adult
that required active participation of the developing person. In exosystems, there was
no need for active participation of the developing person; however, the developing
person migh affect or be affected by events in the setting of the system. The
macrosystems existed or can exist at the subculture or the whole culture levels
through consistencies in lower-order-systems (i.e., micro-, meso-, and exo-)
including belief systems or ideology. These four systems can be evaluated under
the roles of certain factors which were intrapersonal and interpersonal factors,
institutional and cultural elements (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2015). According to Runyan
(2003), developmental and socio-behavioral elements with biologic elements of
individuals were associated with intrapersonal factors. Interpersonal factors
occured in different setting with the interaction of at least two people, the reflection
of multiple organizations such as shcools and workplaces were related to
institutional elements. Finally cultural elements were evaluated in a broader sense
via social norms and values, and guiding and obligations of governmental policies

related to human behaviors or organizations.

Runyan (2003) climaed that health related problems might be decreased by the
interactions of multiple factors and the change might occur when these factors show
consistency. In traffic context, dangerous driving behaviors might be changed via
the interaction of multiple factors. As claimed by Ozkan (2006) and Ozkan and
Lajunen (2011), interactive operation of many ‘distal/external’ factors occur on
different levels. Several studies indicated that (e.g., Siimer & Ozkan, 2002; Oz,
Ozkan, & Lajunen, 2010) different driver groups in the same country or even in the
same city migh show different driving behaviors by following informal rules of

their own groups instead of and rather than formal rules. Thus, drivers might
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develop different driving behaviors in general and risky styles at different levels of
accident risks. In the current study, it is claimed that young drivers’ risk-taking
behaviors might be influenced by interpersonal factors including family climate for
road safety and peer pressure in mesosystems and cultural factors in macrosystems
including perceiving traffic climate of the country when these factors interact with

each other.

1.2.Risk-Taking Behaviors of Young Drivers

Siimer, Lajunen and Ozkan (2005) defined risky driving behavior as “behavior that
increases the likelihood of the individual to be involved in the traffic accidents, e.g.,
dangerous overtaking, passing redlight, over speeding, etc.” Jonah (1986) and
Williams (1998) added other risky driving behaviors such as close following, driving
under the influence of alcohol, and substance use. Moreover, Scott-Parker, Watson,
King, and Hyde (2014) evaluated driving whilst tired as risky driving behavior due

to reduced hazard perception and slower reaction times.

In order to measure risky driving behaviors of young drivers, Risk-Taking Behavioral
Scales was developed by Ulleberg and Rundmo (2000). The scale includes three
dimensions with 15 items: self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations. The
dimension self-assertiveness was related to expression of one’s own opinions, needs,
and importance in driving context. Speeding dimension was asociated with speeding
behavior in traffic. The dimension named rule violations was related to behaviors
with regard to violating traffic rules. It was found that when young drivers showed
more positive attitudes towards traffic safety, they showed less risky driving
behaviors (Ulleberg & Rundmo, 2003). In the present study, Risk-Taking Behavioral

Scales are used to investigate risky driving behaviors of young drivers.

The central determinants of the behaviors included several variables like attitudes,
perceived risk, social norms and percevided behavioral control. In detail, attitudes
towards traffic safety was found to be related with aggressive driving behaviors,
driving fastly, accident involvement based on self-report measurements (Parker and
Manstead, 1996; West and Hall, 1997; Parker et al., 1998). Furthermore, compared
to other age groups, young drivers have a tendency to underestimate possible risks

due to traffic situations when considering perceived risks. When young drivers’ risky
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driving behaviors are considered as a “problem” (Jessor & Jessor, 1977) or “reckless”
behaviors (Arnett, 1992, 1995), the underlying reasons should be emphasized. Young
drivers engage in problem behaviors such as risky driving since they need to get
adult-like status (Jessor & Jessor, 1977). In addition, young drivers have a tendency
to percevice the hazards in traffic less holitically (Milech et al., 1989; Deery, 1999),

and they have a tendency to overestimate their own driving skills (Moe, 1986).

In the review of Curry, Peek-Asa, Hamann, and Mirman (2015), it is stated that
parents have important influence on their children’s development. Parents who were
responsive to their children, set appropriate behavioral limit based on developmental
process, and avoided strict discipline have positive effect on development of their
children. Furthermore, high level of parental monitoring was found related to lower
rates of serious accidents (Shope, Waller, Rahhunathan, & Patil, 2001). Another
study about parental influence showed that children were less likely to report
distracted by friends, less driving aggressively and more applying the traffic rules
when their parents had specific rules about riding (Beck, Shattuck, & Raleigh, 2001).

Furthermore, peer influence should be considered with regard to risky driving since
young drivers have a motivation to be accepted in their groups. For example, Weston
(2016) found that high susceptibility to peer influence (attaining social prestige and
peers intervening in decisions) was assocaited with more self-reported risky driving
violations. In addition to influence of parents and peer pressure, a behavior become
“acceptable” and “normal” via cultural and environmental factors that affect the
definition of violations not only legally, but also informally (Manstead, 1998).
Understanding external factors related to to road traffic safety can provide
information about two important concepts namely risk perception and attitudes
towards traffic safety (Nordfjarn, Simsekoglu, and Rundmo, 2014). Therefore, how
young drivers perceive traffic climate in a broader context might be related to their

risk-taking behaviors in traffic.

1.3.Family Climate for Road Safety

In the review of Curry, Peek-Asa, Hamann, and Mirman (2015), authors stated that
parents have important influence on their children’s development. Parents who are

responsive to their children set appropriate behavioral limits based on developmental
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process. Moreover, parents attempt to avoid strict discipline or rules to provide
positive effect on development of their children. The authors also highlighted the
importance of sharing genetic and environmental factors, parental knowledge and
modeling behavior, parenting style, and monitoring behaviors of their children in
driving context. Since parental involvement has an important role in driving context,
basic approaches should be mentioned to understand parent-child relationship.
Therefore, social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) might be concerned in this context.
Moreover, different perspective should be mentioned based on Taubman-Ben-Ari

and Katz-Ben-Ami’s (2013) study which includes family climate for road safety.

According to social learning theory, modeling is the main factor that shapes the
behavior of children. For instance, when parents violate the rules, consumpt alcohol,
or smoke, their children also show similar behavioral pattern like their parents (Corvo
and Carpenter, 2000; White, Smith, Koss, & Figueredo, 2000). Bartholomew, Parcel,
Kok, Gottlieb, and Fernandez (2011) stated that behaviors could be modified via
learning from others directly with verbal persuasion or experiences; and indirectly
with vicarious experiences and observation based on Bandura’s Social Learning
Theory. With regard to direct and indirect mechanisms, children directly observe the
behaviors of their parents and express similar behavioral patterns in driving context
(Wilson, Meckle, Wiggings, & Cooper 2006).

Shope, Waller, Rahhunathan and Patil (2001) found that high level of parental
monitoring were related to lower rates of serious accidents. Another study about
parental influence showed that children were less likely to report distracted by
friends, less driving aggressively and more applying the traffic rules when their
parents had specific rules about riding (Beck, Shattuck, & Raleigh, 2001). In addition
to this study, Beck, Shattuck, and Raleigh (2001) found that teens who were not
supervised by their parents while driving were more likely to become high-risk
drivers. In the family context, Brookland, Begg, Langley, and Ameratunga (2008)
stated that there was a link between the driving behaviors of parents and children.
For example, young people may drive while drunk when they observe same
behavioral pattern of their parents’ (Evans-Whipp, Plenty, Toumbourou, Olsson,
Rowland, & Hemphill, 2013).



In addition to Social Learning Theory, Taubman-Ben-Ari and Katz-Ben-Ami (2013)
used different perspective with regard to family context via focusing safety climate.
The concept of “safety climate” was defined as perceptions of employees with regard
to the role of safety in organizations includig the policies, procedures, practices,
safety related priorities of the organization (Zohar, 1980). Safety climate concept has
a significant meaning to predict safety behavior and safety-related outcomes such as
accidents and injuries in traffic context. (e.g.,Christian et al., 2009; Nahrgang et al.,
2008). Zohar (1980) stated that workers’ perceptions and expections related to the
priority of safety is developed via observing their supervisors. Similarly, Taubman-
Ben-Ari and Katz-Ben-Ami (2013) applied this description in family context to

examine the effect of safety climate on teen drivers based on family dimensions.

According to their approach, safety climate is used and adapted to investigate the
effect of familiy issue on teen driver behavior because they stated that safety climate
is related “how individuals apprehend, perceive, and interpret the situation”.
Therefore, they defined a new concept which they called “family climate for road
safety” (FCRS) which refers to “the perception of young drivers (instead of
employees) regarding the values, perceptions, priorities, and practices of their parents
of family (instead of supervisors or organization) in regard to safe driving (instead of
safety in the workplace). In FCRS construct, there are seven dimensions; modeling,
feedback, communication, monitoring, comitment to safety, messages, and limits.
When FCRS dimensions are explained in detail, modeling dimension includes model
that parents reflect their modes of driving and attitude to traffic laws to their children.
For example, these behaviors and attitudes include obeying traffic regulations,
driving safely although they are in hurry, tired or stressful situation. The feedback
dimension is associated with giving positive feedback and encouraging about safe
driving. Communication dimension includes the importance of open and direct
communication with children about driving behavior, risk taking, and parents’
tendency to explain potential hazards on the road and open discussion with their
children about driving includes risky driving in family context. The other dimension
- monitoring is related to parental supervision about young people’s driving behavior
and habits. Commitment to safety dimension is explained through how parents
commit to road safety, obey the traffic rules, concern driving that includes time
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investment in safety education. Messages dimension consists of clear messages of
parents about safety. Therefore, their children can understand the messages clearly
about driving. The final dimension which is limits include systematic and clear limits
that parents set on their children’s driving behavior. Moreover, parents can discipline
their children about traffic violations by setting limits (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-
Ben-Ami, 2012).

Taubman-Ben-Ari, Musicant, Lotan and Farah (2014) combined two sets of data
which were data from in-vehicle recorders and self-report questionnaire. In-vehichle
data was gathered by parents and their teenage sons, self-reported questionnaires
were completed by the young drivers. Therefore, the main aim was to examine the
contribution of parents’ driving behavior and participation in a parent-targeted
interventions such as giving cleaer messages, providing feedback related to safe
driving, and communicate with their children. Moreover, evaluating the perception
of teen drivers about family climate with regard to road safety and driving behavior
of young drivers when they drive alone are another aims of the study. The data was
collected from families that assigned randomly in different intervention groups
(receiving different forms of feedback) or control group (with no feedback). Their
results indicated that there was a positive association between young drivers’ risky
driving events and their parents. Interventions led to a lower rate of risky driving
events among young drivers compared to the control group. Moreover, higher level
of not committed to safety and lower perceived parental monitoring were found
related to higher risky driving event among young drivers. When driving behavior is
evaluated in familial socialization, Carlson and Klein (1970) stated that there was a
relationship between delinquent familial socialization and delinquent driver behavior
which meant there was a positive correlation between fathers’ and sons’ convictions
for traffic violations. Prato, Lotan, and Toledo (2009) found that there was a
significant correlation between young male driver behaviors and their mothers and
fathers’ driving behavior. Moreover, young female drivers showed similar driving
behavior with their mothers. Bianchi and Summala (2004) stated that parents have
influence to explain childrent’s involvement in road accident. In the study, child-

parent pairs completed Driver Behavior Questionnaire (Reason et al., 1990) and it



was found that fathers had influence on sons and daughters in terms of driving

behaviors; however, mothers had influence on their daughters more than their sons.

It is known that several studies focused on the relationship between gender
differences in parental bond, peer influence and risky driving. For instance, it was
found that parent had more control on their adolescent daughters than sons (e.g.,
Barnes, Reifman, Farrell, & Dintcheff, 2000; Borawski et al., 2003; Li, Feigelman,
& Stanton, 2000). On the other hand, roles of parents in accident envolvement had
less attention in the studies (Ferguson, Williams, Chapline, Reinfurt, & Leonardis,
2001).

In recent years, the roles of parents on driving behaviors of their children in the scope
of family climate for road safety has been studied. Taubman-Ben-Ari and Katz-Ben-
Ami (2012) investigated the contribution of “family climate for road safety” concept
and various aspects of social environment with regard to driving behavior of young
drivers. They conducted two studies to examine this relationship. The effect of family
climate dimensions (Modeling, Feedback, Communication, Monitoring,
Noncommitment, Messages, and Limits) and conform to authority on young driver
behaviors. The results of their study indicated that positive aspects of parent-child
relationship and high levels of conformity associated with careful driving style. On
the other hand, noncommitment and lower conformity to authority were associated
with reckless driving style. Finally, positive aspects of the family climate was found
related for lower tendency to risky driving. Furthermore, Taubman-Ben-Ari, Kaplan,
Lotan and Prato (2016) examined the association between familial attitudes and risky
driving behavior of young male drivers. They collected data via in-vehicle data
recorders to mesaure actual driving and self-report instruments. In the study, the

findings indicated that there was a role of parents on risky tendencies.

In conclusion, family climate dimensions with regard to road safety are considered
as one of the important interpersonal factors to investigate and predict risk-taking
behaviors among young drivers in the current study. When considering gender of
parents, there might be differences how young drivers evaluate their fathers and
mothers in terms of safety. Therefore, these differences might be associated with
different risk-taking behaviors. The present study aimed to examine how young

10



drivers perceive their mothers and fathers with regard to safety in driving within the

scope of family climate for road safety.

1.4.Peer Pressure

Several studies about the relationship between establishing close and relationships
and human well-being concerns emotional needs. Therefore, socialization requires
interacting with people who are significant for us. In order to understand socialization
process, different approaches are used based on psychosocial and developmental
theories (Blos, 1979; Erikson, 1968; Winnicott, 1965). Berkman (2000) used the
concept ‘social influence’ to explain the effects of other people on individuals’
attitudes and behaviors in groups. From social psychological perspective, ‘peer
influence’ can express how people can be perceived by significant others (Ajzen,

1989; Grasmick and Bursik, 1990).

Specifically peer influence is described as ability of peers to apply social pressure to
their friends to approve or disapprove of their behavior. Since people have a tendency
to avoid isolation, they may behave in acceptable way in their social environment
(Lashbrook, 2000). Scott-Parker, Watson and King (2009) developed a questionnaire
to examine the relationship between risky driving and Aker’s social learning theory,
social identity theory, and thrill seeking variables. In their study, the result showed
that imitation of driving behaviors and anticipated rewards and punishments by peers
predicted risky driving significantly. Moreover, Berkowitz (2004) indicated that
there was a greater effect of perceived peer pressure on one’s behavior rather than
other influencing factors. Taubman-Ben-Ari and Katz-Ben-Ami (2012) investigated
the contribution of the several aspects of the social envrionment with regard to peer
influence on risky driving among young drivers. They conducted two studies to
examine peer pressure for risky driving. The findings indicated there there was an
association between reckless driving habits and and peer pressure which meant
higher peer pressure associated with higher reckless driving. Moreover, lower
perceived popularity was found related to lower tendency to risky driving. For
instance, Gardner and Steinberg (2005) highlighted that peers have important role on
risky behavior among young people. Therefore, adolescents may show riskier

behaviors than adults because of their risk prone friends. In addition, authors stated
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that adolescents showed risky behavior in group context more easily than when they

were alone.

The aim of the study of Ouimet, Pradhan, Simons-Morton, Divekar, Mehranian, and
Fisher (2013) was to investigate risky driving practices of teenagers when they drive
with passenger (or alone) as well as with a risk-accepting (or risk-averse) passenger.
In their study, participants were assigned randomly to drive with passenger who was
risck-accepting or risk-averse. Speed, headway, gap of deviance, eye glances at
hazards and horizontal eye movements were included as main outcomes. Relevant to
the present review, peer pressure was measured. According to study findings, the
presence of a passenger was found related to fewer eye glances at hazards and a trend
for fewer horizontal eye movements compared to solo driving. On the other hand,
participants waited for a greater number of vehicles to pass before initiating a left
turn. Moreover, participants with risk-accepting passenger showed longer headway
with the lead vehicle and more eye glances than participants with the risk-averse
passenger. Finally, there was a significant association between driving with
passenger, earlier initiation of a left turn and susceptibility to peer pressure With
regard to driving behavior, the impact of social influence through direct and indirect
ways are mentioned with several studies in risky driving context. Authors indicate
that driving is a social interaction and young drivers feel more confident and seek
exciting adventures when they drive with their friends. Therefore, their motivation is
related to peer pressure or peer acceptance (Taubman-Ben-Ari, 2008; Winston &
Jacobhson, 2010). Their main motivation source can be to impress others and they

need to become popular among their friends (Allen & Brown, 2008).

Similarly, Taubman-Ben-Ari, Kaplan, Lotan, and Prato (2015) investigated the
contribution of peers to driving behavior of young drivers when they drive alone. To
collect data, they used self-report questionnaires about perceived popularity of risky
driving among peers to examine peer dynamics. Moreover, driving behavior of
participants were assessed via in-vehicle data recorders (IVDRS). The relevant results
of the study mentioned that the perception of risky driviving as being popular among

peers was related to teens’ risky driving.

12



When gender differences are considered, young female drivers reported that their
male friends would support speeding behavior of them. On the other hand, female
drivers thought that their female friends would disapprove speeding behavior. Males
reported that their male friends would be supportive speeding intentions (Horvath,
Lewis, & Watson, 2012).

In addition to family climate, peer pressure was investigated in terms of risky driving.
Taubman-Ben-Ari and Katz-Ben-Ami (2012) investigated the contribution of the
several aspects of the social envrionment with regard to peer influence on risky
driving among young drivers. The findings indicated there there was an association
between reckless driving habits and and peer pressure which meant higher peer
pressure associated with higher reckless driving. Moreover, lower perceived

popularity was found related to lower tendency to risky driving.

Furthermore, Mirman, Albert, Jacobsohn, and Winston (2012) had aim to examine
the association between parenting and risky driving via mediator role of peer
passenger. Relevant results indicated that perceiving parents as strong monitors and
rule setters were related to less engagement in risky driving. On the other hand, when
controlling the effect of driving with multiple pasenger, parental monitoring and rule

setting was no longer significant in the model.

In sum, existance of peers and might be evaluated as important motivational and
interpersonal factor to gain acceptance in a group among young drivers and resulted
with risky driving in some cases. In the current study, peer pressure was another
external factor in order to understand risk-taking behaviors of young drivers in traffic

context.

1.5.Traffic Safety Climate

In road traffic accidents, human factors are evaluated as an only or a contributory
proximan factos (Lajunen, 1997; Evans, 2004; Rumar, 1985). These human factors
can be categorized in two components which are driver behavior (i.e. “what drivers
usually DO”) and driver performance (i.e. “what drivers CAN do”) (Elander et al.,
1993). Lajunen (1997) stated that driver behavior and driver performance are related

to accidents based on driving experience.
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Evans (2004) stated that the main aim of the practices in traffic system was to
decrease number of accidents and near accidents to improve safety and to reach a
target destination at a certain time by promoting mobility. According to Evans
(2004), countries put mobility in the first place by minimizing the risk of accident.
Ward, Linkenbach, Keller, and Otto (2010) stated that attemps to decrease the
undesired outcomes in traffic context such as the number fatalities, injuries, and
accidents were not effective enough to reach the traffic safety aims on roads. In order
to achieve desirable level of safety, traffic climate perspective should be considered

in terms of safety.

Although culture and climate concepts are used interchangeably, these concepts have
different meanings in traffic context. Culture consists of beliefs and values for
people, work, organizations, and community (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2011). Furthermore,
it is evaluated as more qualitative approach and relatively stable. On the other hand,
climate includes expression of feelings and behaviors that are common for
organizational members. Moreover, climate is more quantitative approach and
interactions shape the climate (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2011). According to Leviékangas
(1998), traffic safety culture includes “the sum of all factors that affect skills,
attitudes, and bevaiors of drivers as well as vehicles and infrastructure”. When traffic
safety culture is examined in the aspect of road safety attitudes and behaviors,
Gehlert, Hagemeister, and Ozkan (2014) highlighted variables related to road safety
as “accident involvement, risk perception, driving style, distraction while driving or
traffic violations/traffic compliance”. Therefore, traffic climate is defined as “the
road users’ (i.e. drivers) attitudes and perceptions of the traffic of the context (i.e.

country) at a given point in time” (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2011).

When measuring traffic safety climate, it should be noted that Traffic Climate Scale
(TSC) measures perception of drivers about traffic climate in terms of their attitudes
towards traffic in their country via several statements and adjectives. The TCS is
developed and tested by Ozkan and Lajunen (unpublished") in the Turkish sample.
In their first study with nonprofessional drivers, there were five factors; functionality,
external-affective demands, internality, uncontrollability, and competitiveness.
However, these five factors were along with three dimensions namely functionality,

externality, and internality. In the second study, the sample included truck and bus
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drivers with amateur drivers. The results of the study indicated that there were four
factors which were functionality, externality, internality and competitiveness. In the
third study, the results indicated that aggressive violations and ordinary violations
were negatively associated with internality, and errors were predicted positively by
functionality and externality; whereas, errors were negatively associated with
internality (Ozkan & Lajunen, unpublished?). Moreover, TSC was also used in
German sample via different road user groups such as cyclists, pedestrians, car
drivers and pedestrians. In the study, the results revealed that there were three factors;
external-affective demands, internality, and functionality. External-affective
demands defined as emotional engagement required by road users when they
participate in traffic, functionality was associated with requirements of functional
traffic system, and internal requirements dimension was related to be part of traffic
successfully by focusing on road users’ skills and abilities (Gehlert, Hagemeister, &
Ozkan, 2014).

The related literature indicated that both the effect of family climate and peer pressure
on risk-taking behaviors of young drivers were studied. On the other hand, few
studies have investigated young drivers’ evaluations about traffic climate in terms of
risk-taking behaviors in traffic. It can be assumed that there might be relationship
between how young drivers perceive traffic climate of their country and their driving
behaviors. For example, when traffic is perceived as externally affective demanding,
more violations might be showed. Furhermore, when traffic context is perceived as
requiring highly driving skills, drivers might drive according to required skills in
traffic and have a tendency to explain this with a confirmation bias (Ozkan &
Lajunen, unpublished). Zihni-Uziimciioglu (2018) found that drivers showed less

violations when thet perceived traffic as more functional.

To sum, the relationship between family climate for road safety and peer pressure
and risk-taking behaviors has been investigated. In order to examine risk-taking
behaviors of young drivers, it is required to examine both interpersonal factors in

mesosystem and cultural factors in macrosystem via traffic safety climate.
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1.6.Aim of The Present Study

Although family climate and peer pressure as interpersonal factors were
studied with regard to risky driving of young drivers, traffic climate as a cultural
factor has not been investigated in this context based on Bronfenbrenner’s (1979)
socio-ecological model. Therefore, the current study focused on interaction between
family climate for road safety, peer pressure, and traffic climate in terms of risk-
taking behaviors of young drivers based on Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) socio-
ecological model. Moreover, the present study emphasized that mothers and fathers
might differ in terms of road safety. As it mentioned before, fathers had influence on
sons and daughters in terms of driving behaviors; however, mothers had influence on
their daughters more than their sons. Thus, percetion of young drivers about their
mothers and fathers might be different with regard to road safety. Furthermore, it was
found that fathers had influence on sons and daughters in terms of driving behaviors;
however, mothers had influence on their daughters more than their sons (Bianchi &
Summala, 2004). Therefore, the influence of father who are only parent in the family

drives should be investigated in the context of risk-taking behaviors of young drivers.

In the light of relevant literature, the first aim of the present study is to translate
Family Climate for Road Safety Scale, Peer Pressure Scale, and Risk-Taking
Behavioral Scales into Turkish and to examine their factor structures. Seconly,
investigating effect of family climate, peer pressure, and traffic climate on risky-
taking behaviors of young drivers is another aim of the present study for whose
mothers drive, fathers drive, and only fathers drive in the family. Carlson and Klein
(1970) argued that familial socialization had more influence on driving behaviors
than other social institutions. Therefore, family climate might be put at Level 1 in
interpersonal factors and peer pressure has place at Level 2. In a broader sense, traffic
climate can be evaluated in cultural factors.The main aim of the present study is to
investigating the moderating roles of peer pressure (primary moderator) and traffic
climate (secondary moderator) on the relationship between family climate for road
safety (for mothers and fathers, and only fathers) and risk-taking behaviors of young
drivers in the scope of socio-ecological perspective. The conceptual model of
moderated moderation diagram of the present study is given in Figure 1 based on
socio-ecological model of Bronfenbrenner (1979).
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Although the nature of the current study is exploratory, it is expected that less peer
pressure and more functional traffic moderated the relationship between family
climate for road safety and risky driving behaviors of young drivers. In other words,
young drivers showed less risky driving behaviors when they perceive their mothers
and fathers have safe attitudes towards driving. On the other hand, more peer pressure
and less functional traffic might moderate the relationship between family climate
for road safety and risky driving behaviors of young drivers in negative way means
that perceiving mothers and fathers as less committing safety in traffic can be related

to more risky driving behaviors with the moderating roles of peer pressure and traffic

climate.
Primary Moderator
Peer Pressure
(Interpersonal
Secondary Moderator Level 2 at
Mesosystem)
Traffic Climate
(Cultural Level at
Macrosystem)
Family Climate for Risk-Takin
Road Safety v axing
(Interpersonal - ¥ > Behaviorsof Young
Level 1 at Drivers
Mesosystem)

Figure 1. The conceptual model of the present study based on Bronfenbrenner’s socio-ecological
model (1979
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

In the following chapter, these steps were followed respectively: Firstly, sample
characteristics of the participanst of the current study was presented. Secondly, the
instruments used in this study were introduced. In the final section, the procedures

including data collection and the data analysis were presented.

2.1.Participants

In the present study, the outliers were detected in terms of age and total mileage by
checking the data in the first step. Therefore, 400 participants were left after the
outliers. There were 182 female (45.5%) and 218 male (54.5%) drivers in the present
study. The mean age of the participants were 21.29 (SD = 1.78) and their age range
was between 18 and 25. The mean of the life time kilometer was 35795.93 (SD =

75205.23). Demographic characteristics of the participants were given in Table 1.

Table 1. Sample characteristics of the participants

Variables N SD M Min-Max

Total 400

Female 182 (45.5%)

Male 218 (54.5%)

Age (years) 1.78 21.79 18-25

Lifetime

km 75.21 35.8 2500-900000
(x1000)

Driving 1.12 4.09

frequency

(from very rare

to almost

everyday)
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2.2.Measures

2.2.1.Family Climate for Road Safety Scale (FCRSS)

Family Climate for Road Safety Scale (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-Ami, 2013)
was developed to measure the perception of young drivers regarding the values,
perceptions, priorities, and practices of their parents with regard to safe driving. In
the current study, participants were asked to complete the scale for their mothers and
fathers separately. Responses to each statement were made using a 5-point Likert-
type scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). The Cronbach’s Alpha levels of the

factors were presented in the result section of the present study.

2.2.2.Peer Pressure Scale (PPS)

The peer pressure scale (Carpentier, Brijs, Brijs, Daniels, & Wets, 2014) was
developed to measure the tendency to take into account both implicit and explicit
influences of peers. The items were generated via already existing scales such as
‘social norms towards speeding scale’ developed by Parker, Manstead, and Stradlin
(2010). This scale aimed to assess both implicit (e.g., “My friends regularly use their
cellphones while driving”) and explicit (e.g., “My friends don’t mind if you don’t
wear your seatbelt all the time”) effects of peer pressure. Participants were asked to
express their level of aggreement on 5-point Likert scales (1 = totally disaggree, 5 =
totally aggree). The Cronbach’s Alpha levels of the factors were presented in the
result section of the present study.

2.2.3.Traffic Climate Scale (TCS)

Traffic Climate Scale was developed by Ozkan & Lajunen (unpublished), and
includes 44 statements or adjectives associated with possible situations in traffic.
There were three dimensions of the scale: external affective demands, functionality,
and internal requirements. Participants were asked to express the degree that the
items describe traffic in their country on a 6-point scale (1 =does not describe it at
all; 6 = very much describes it). The Cronbach’s Alpha levels of the factors were

presented in the result section of the present study.
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2.2.4.Risk-Taking Behavioral Scales (RTBS)

Risk-taking behavioral scales was developed by Ulleberg and Rundmo (2000) to
measure risky driving behaviors among young drivers. The scale includes three
dimensions with 15 items: self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations.
Participants were asked to indicate how often they show different acts of risk-taking
in traffic context, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very often) based on a 5-point Likert
scales. The Cronbach’s Alpha levels of the factors were presented in the result section

of the present study.

2.3. Procedure

Data collection process involved several steps. Firstly, ethical permission for the
questionnaire package was taken from Middle East Technical University Ethics
Committee. Then, the English version of the questionnaires were sent to researchers
for the translation procedure. Sinan Alper, Ozgiin Ozkan, and Ozlem Ersan translated
the questionnaires in Turkish via forward back translation methos. After translation
procedure, the questionnaire package was entered into online survey program named
Qualtrics and distributed via a unique link for possible participants. Then, the link
was shared via several platforms like social media channels. Participants were
selected based on required conditions parallel with the aim of the current study.
Firstly, the age range of participants are between 18 and 25. In addition, participants
should have driver licence. Finally, participants were expected to drive at least 2500
km during their lifetime since the questionnaire package includes items related to
driver behaviors. Since participants completed questionnaires about critical issues
such as their family’s driving behaviors and risky driving behaviors, they may feel
discomfortable about anonimity. Therefore, they were guaranteed about
confidentiality. Participants filled out the questionnaire package including
demographic information form, the FCRSS for both their mothers and fathers, the
PPS, the TCS, and the RTBS respectively. It should be noted that participants
completed the FCRSS based on the question “Who does drive in your family?” by
adding skip logic in Qualtrics survey programs. That was, participants who reported
that only their mothers drive completed the FCRSS for their mothers, when only their
20



fathers drive, they completed the FCRSS for their fathers, and both parents drive in
their family, they completed the FCRSS for both their mothers and fathers. The other

scales were completed by all participants in the current study.

2.4. Statistical Analyses

In order to investigate the frequency of the accident histories of the participants
themselves, their mothers and fathers, descriptive statistics was conducted. Then, the
principal component analysis (PCA) with Promax rotation technique was conducted
for factor structure of the FCRSS for mothers, the FRCSS for fathers in the same
sample, the factor structure of the FCRSS for only fathers, the PPS, the TCS, and the
RTBS to express a set of summary indices. In order to examine the relationship
between the study variables, a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was
computed. After, a series of hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to
investigate the effect of the study variables (i.e., communication, noncommitment,
monitoring, and feedback dimensions of the FCRSS for mothers and fathers,
communication, modeling, monitoring, and feedback dimensions of the FCRSS for
only fathers, peer pressure, external affective demands, functionality, internal
requirements dimensions of the TCS) for participants whose mothers, fathers, and
only fathers drive on the RTBS dimensions (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and
rule violations). Hayes (2013, p.300) defined a moderated moderation as “the
moderation of one variable’s effect by another is itself moderated”. In other words,
the moderation of family climate for roade safety’s effect on risk-taking behaviors
by peer pressure is itself moderated by traffic climate. In the current study, a series
of moderated moderation analyses with Hayes’ PROCESS macro analysis in SPSS
were conducted to investigate whether the association between family climate for
road safety (i.e., communication, noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback
dimensions of the FCRSS for mothers and fathers, communication, modeling,
monitoring, and feedback dimensions of the FCRSS for only fathers) and risk-taking
behaviors of young drivers in traffic context (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and
rule violations) were moderated by peer pressure to depend on traffic climate
perception (i.e., external affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements)
by controlling age, gender, total mileage, and driving frequency for participants

whose mothers, fathers, and only fathers drive. The significant interactions were
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plotted with two approaches which were pick-a-point approach and the Johnson-
Neyman technique.

2.4.1. Pick-A-Point Approach and The Johnson-Neyman Technique

Pick-a-point approach was used to show in which values of traffic climate as a
secondary moderator were chosen with the target of determining whether peer
pressure moderated family climate’s effect on risk-taking behaviors of young drivers
conditioned on these various values of traffic climate. The Johnson-Neyman (JN)
technique was used to show significant conditional effect of family climate for road
safety on risk-taking behaviors by peer pressure to depend on traffic climate by
plotting the significant interactions. The JN technique was used to identify “region
of significance” (Hayes, 2013, p. 240) of family climate for road safety on risk-taking
behaviors within the continuum of peer pressure to depend on traffic climate for
participants whose mothers, fathers, and only fathers drive in the current study. In
other words, whether the moderating role of peer pressure on the relationship
between family climate for road safety and risk-taking behaviors is significant or not
based on certain cut-off points in traffic climate. The results of the present study are

presented in the next session.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

In the following chapter, these steps were presented respectively: First, results of the
descriptive statistics including the percentages of from whom participans first learned
to drive, accidents history of participants and their parents were given. Secondly, the
results of Principal Component Analyses were presented for the FCRSS (mother),
the FCRSS (father), the FCRSS (only father), the PPS, the TCS, and the RTBS
respectively. Then, the correlation analyses were presented between the study
variables. In the next section, the results of regression analyses were given. In the
final section, the results of Moderated Moderation analyses were presented as main

results.

3.1. Descriptive Statistics

In the current study, 328 participants responded the question: “Who taught you to
drive first?”. According to the their responses, 45.7% of the participants learned to
drive from their fathers, 30.5% of them learned from driver instructor, 7.3% of them
learned from their older brothers, 7% of them learned from their mothers, 4% of them
learned from other people (e.g., relatives, spouses, video games etc.), 3% of them
learned from their older sisters, 2.1% of them learned from their friends, and 0.3% of
them learned to drive from their younger siblings respectively (see Table 2).
Furhermore, participants were asked about their accident history for last 3 years
including active and passive accidents and traffic fines (e.g., wrong parking, incorrect
overtaking, speed violation, and others). In addition, the accident history of both their
mothers and fathers, and the accidents history of only their fathers were asked as well
(see Table 3 and Table 4).
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Table 2. Accident history of the participants and their parents (both parents drive)

Driver himself/herself

Driver’s mother

Driver’s father

Last 3-Year Active
Accidents

Last 3-Year Passive
Accidents

Wrong parking
Incorrect overtaking
Speed violation
Other

168

168

131
120
141
112

M
1.29

.66

34
.00
.84
.23

SD
1.56

1.29

74
.00
1.60
.55

152

147

115
110
118
90

M
91

.52

22
.04
43
14

SD
1.68

1.14

.65
.23
.86
.59

145

143

113

108

123
92

M SD
91 1.59
.64 .99
.36 .82
.10 .63
1.59 1.86
.35 1.12




Whe taught you to drive first?

Father (45.7%)
.Driver nstructor
(30.5%)

DOldsr brother
(7.3%)

W Mother (7%)

[CJOther (4%)

W Otder sister (3%)

[EFriend 2.1%)

|

Figure 2. The percentage of from whom participans first learned to

Table 3. Accident history of the participants and their fathers (only fathers drive)

Driver himself/herself

Driver’s father

Last 3-Year Active
Accidents

Last 3-Year Passive
Accidents

Wrong parking
Incorrect overtaking
Speed violation
Other

N
232

232

164
149
176
135

M
111

.53

.46
15
1.39
42

SD
1.34

.94

111

1.10

7.65
.80

190

180

151
143
182
112

M
.82

.58

.55
A3
1.43
.46

SD
1.78

94

1.63
91
2.99
1.07
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3.2. Results of Principle Component Analyses

3.2.1. Family Climate for Road Safety Scale for Mothers

In the current study, 168 participants reported that their mothers drive. The Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) with Promax rotation technique was used for factor
structure of FCRSS for mothers. According to the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure, the
adequacy of sampling was .86 and the Barlett’s test of sphericity indicated that the
correlation matrix produced by the items was significant (df = 1431, p <.001). In order
to decide the number of factors, the scree plot was used and the factor structure of
FCRSS was considered (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-Ami, 2013). Then, the
number of factors was entered as four. The cut-off value for loadings was determined
as .30.

The first factor consisted of 16 items. The majority of the items were related to
communicate in terms of potential hazards on the road, discussing subjects related to
driving. Thus, the first factor was named as “communication”. The communalities
ranged between .41 and .62. The item “My mother tells me when | take unnecessary
risks on the road” had the highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the

first factor was 14.51 and explained 26.86% of the variance.

The second factor consisted of 10 items. The majority of the items were related to not
investing enough time for their children in terms of safe driving. Thus, the factor was
named as “noncommitment”. The communalities ranged between .33 and .60. The
item “My mother isn’t very committed to the issue of safe driving” had the highest
communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the second factor was 6.18 and explained
11.44% of the variance.

The third factor consisted of 9 items. The majority of the items were related to
monitoring and controlling the driver habits of children. Thus, the factor was named
as “monitoring”. The communalities ranged between .55 and .81. The item “Whenever
I take the car, I have to tell my mother who I’m taking with me wherever I go” had the
highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the second factor was 2.94 and

explained 5.45% of the variance.
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The forth factor consisted of 6 items. The majority of the items were related to
providing positive feedback related to safe driving. Thus, the factor was named as
“feedback”. The communalities ranged between .29 and .75. The item “My mother
encourages me and applaud me when she sees I make sure to drive safely” had the
highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the third factor was 2.73 and
explained 5.01% of the variance.

Six items (item 20, item 28, item 36, item 41, item 46, and item 50) were excluded
from the study due to cross-loading. Beside, two items (item 1 and item 29) did not
load under any factor. Finally, 5 items (item 15, item 22, item 30, item 44, and item
45) were excluded from the study due to reliability issue. Therefore, 41 items were
decided to use for further analyses under the four factors of FCRSS for mother. The

four factors explained 43.80% of the total variance (see Table 4).
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Table 4. Factor loadings and communality values of the items of the FCRSS (mother)

Items Components Communality
1 2 3 4
(Com) (Nonc) (Mon) (Fb)
a=.92 o=.84 a=.89 a=.89
1. My mother plans her time well so she won’t 209*
be pressed for time when she’s driving )
2. My mother teaches me how to anticipate
potential problems on the road before they .620 449
occur
3. My mother makes sure I don’t fool around
on the road 565 408
4. My mother and | talk openly about mistakes
on the road or near accidents so | can learn .730 .559
from her
5. My mother tells me when | take unnecessary
risks on the road 882 620
6. My mother sets an example by obeying
traffic laws [] 439 413
7. Whenever | take the car, | have to call my 662 545
mother and tell her if I’'m going to be late ' '
8. I talk openly with my mother about anything
related to driving 705 427
9. | know how my mother expects me to drive .804 .605
10. According to my mother, it’s considered a
nuisance to have to obey all the traffic -.789 .507
regulations
11. My mother doesn’t always say anything
about my driving, even when | do something .508 .392
dangerous on the road []
12. My mother really cares that | drive safely .760 A77
13. Whenever | tak? the car, I have to tell my 860 201
mother where I’m going
14. My mother praises me when | drive safely 824 624
and carefully
15. My mother only follows the rules for safe
driving because she doesn’t want to get A127*
caught
16. M_y _mother tells me when they think I’'m 854 563
driving dangerously
17. My mother has clear rules about driving 616 473
carefully
18. I have to get my mother’s permission every 785 565
time | want to go out in the car ' '
19. My mother wouldn’t let me take the car if |
drove recklessly, even if it would make it 534 373
easier for her if | drove (to go to the store, to ' '
pick someone up)
20. My mother drives safely even when she is in 553
a hurry ’
21. Whenever | take the car, | have to call my
mother and tell her if there’s a change in .848 .668
where I’m going
22. Sometimes my mother urges me to speed up 285*
when the light turns yellow [-] '
23. My mother doesn’t like to admit it when she 535 336
makes a mistake on the road [-] : '
24. My mother isn’t very committed to the issue
of safe driving [] 697 59
25. Whenever | take the car, | have to tell my
mother who I’'m taking with me wherever I 931 .809

go
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Table 4 (continued)

Items Components Communality
1 2 3 4
(Com) (Nonc) (Mon) (Fb)
a=.92 o=.84 a=.89 a=.89
26. My mother compliments me for driving 882 685
safely
27. There’s an unwritten contract between me 405 470
and my mother about my driving safely ' '
28. My mother believes that driving safely is 388*
very important '
29. My mother doesn’t spend time teaching me 241*
how to drive safely '
30. My mother serves as role Models for safe 450*
driving ’
31. My mother talks about safe driving, but she 741 541
doesn’t drive so safely herself [-] : '
32. If my mother found out I wasn’t driving
safely, she would impose limits on my .635 571
driving
33. My mother talks to me about possible
hazards on the road 102 567
34. | share in framing the family contract with 447 507
my mother about my driving ' '
35. My mother encourages me and applaud me 934 747
when she sees | make sure to drive safely : '
36. I can talk freely with my mother about 313%
different driving situations ’
37. Sometimes my mother encourages me to 712 518
ignore the traffic regulations [-] ' '
38. My mother takes an interest in how | drive .502 454
39. My mother takes every traffic violation very
seriously, even when it doesn’t result in a 480 513
crash
40. My mother will only pay attention to
whether I’m driving safely if something like -.663 .399
a car crash happens
41. My mother doesn’t like it if someone 455*
complains that she’s not driving safely ’
42. My mother is willing to accept it if | get 371 186
home late because I didn’t want to speed ' '
43. My mother made it clear to me that if |
didn’t obey the traffic regulations she would .690 517
restrict my driving
44. My mother ignores it when | drive
.508*
dangerously [-]
45. My mother lets me take the car more often 360%
when she feels | drive safely ’
46. My mother and | talk at home about how to
prevent or avoid dangerous situations on the .536*
road
47. My mother tells me to drive carefully even 642 356
though she’s not very careful driver [-] ' '
48. My mother’s expectations from me about
S .580 418
driving safely are very clear to me
49. 1 get positive feedback from my mother 865 702
whenever she sees me drive safely ' '
50. My mother obeys the traffic laws even when
re 1 : .389*
she’s tired or feeling stressed
51. I tell my mother about dangerous situations 319 201

I’ve been in on the road
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Table 4 (continued)

Items Components Communality
1 2 3 4
(Com) (Nonc) (Mon) (Fb)
o=.92 o=.84 a=.89 a=.89

52. My mother makes it clear that driving safely

is more important than getting somewhere -.346 484
on time [-]

53. | feel that my mother is proud of me when |
drive safely 753 624

54. Whenever | take the car, | have to tell my
mother when I’ll be home 863 788
Note 1. The cut-off value for factor loadings was determined as .30. *Items deleted. [-] reversed items.
Note 2. Com = Communication, Nonc = Noncommitment, Mon = Monitoring, Fb = Feedback.

3.2.2. Family Climate for Road Safety Scale for Fathers

In the present study, 168 participants reported that their fathers drive. The principal
component analysis (PCA) with Promax rotation technique was used for factor
structure of FCRSS for fathers. According to the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure, the
adequacy of sampling was .90 and the Barlett’s test of sphericity indicated that the
correlation matrix produced by the items was significant (df = 1431, p <.001). In order
to decide the number of factors, the scree plot was used and the factor structure of
FCRSS was considered (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-Ami, 2013). Then, the
number of factors was entered as four. The cut-off value for loadings was determined
as .30.

The first factor consisted of 18 items. The majority of the items were related to
communicate in terms of potential hazards on the road, discussing subjects related to
driving. Thus, the first factor was named as “communication”. The communalities
ranged between .34 and .66. The item “My father tells me when | take unnecessary
risks on the road” had the highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the
first factor was 16.79 and explained 31.10% of the variance.

The second factor consisted of 13 items. The majority of the items were related to not
investing enough time for children in terms of safe driving. Thus, the factor was named as
“noncommitment”. The communalities ranged between .30 and .69. The item “My
father talks about safe driving, but he doesn’t drive so safely himself” had the highest
communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the second factor was 6.44 and explained

11.93% of the variance.
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The third factor consisted of 6 items. The majority of the items were related to
monitoring and controlling the driver habits of children. Thus, the factor was named
as “monitoring”. The communalities ranged between .74 and .85. The item “Whenever
I take the car, I have to tell my father where I’'m going” had the highest communality
value. The initial eigenvalue of the second factor was 3.66 and explained 6.78% of the

variance.

The forth factor consisted of 4 items. The majority of the items were related to
providing positive feedback related to safe driving. Thus, the factor was named as
“feedback”. The communalities ranged between .51 and .62. The item “My father
encourages me and applaud me when she sees I make sure to drive safely” had the
highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the third factor was 2.50 and

explained 4.64% of the variance.

Ten items (item 26, item 8, item 11, item 28, item 32, item 36, item 41, item 44, item
51, and item 53) were excluded from the study due to cross-loading. Moreover, one
item (item 42) did not load under any factor. Finally, 2 items (item 15 and item 43)
were excluded from the study due to reliability issue. Therefore, 41 items were
decided to use for further analyses under the four factors of FCRSS for father. The
four factors explained 54.43% of the total variance (see Table 5).
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Table 5. Factor loadings and communality values of the items of the FCRSS (father)

Items
Components Communality
1 2 3 4
(Com) (Nonc) (Mon) (Fb)
a=.91 a=.90 0=.96 a=.91
1. My father plans his time well so he won’t 355 340
be pressed for time when he’s driving ' '
2. My father teaches me how to anticipate
potential problems on the road before they 727 485
occur
3. My father makes sure I don’t fool around
on the road 842 525
4. My father and | talk openly about mistakes
on the road or near accidents so | can learn 725 547
from him
5. My father tells me when | take unnecessary
risks on the road 828 659
6. My father sets an example by obeying 502*
traffic laws '
7. Whenever | take the car, | have to call my 857 741
father and tell him if I’'m going to be late ' '
8. I talk openly with my father about anything -
L 522
related to driving
9. 1 know how my father expects me to drive .826 .632
10. According to my father, it’s considered a
nuisance to have to obey all the traffic - 772 .590
regulations [-]
11. My father doesn’t always say anything
about my driving, even when I do 466*
something dangerous on the road
12. My father really cares that | drive safely .738 .535
13. Whenever I ta!<e the. car, | have to tell my 936 850
father where I’m going
14. My father praises me when | drive safely
and carefully 605 569
15. My father only follows the rules for safe
driving because he doesn’t want to get .097*
caught
16. M_y _father tells me when they think I’'m 823 558
driving dangerously
17. My father has clear rules about driving 563 568
carefully
18. I have to get my father’s permission every 888 752
time | want to go out in the car ) :
19. My father wouldn’t let me take the car if
drove recklessly, even if it would make it 438 379
easier for him if | drove (to go to the store, ' '
to pick someone up)
20. My father drives safely even when he is in 639 570
a hurry
21. Whenever | take the car, | have to call my
father and tell him if there’s a change in .869 752
where I’'m going
22. Sometimes my father urges me to speed up 613 489

when the light turns yellow [-]
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Table 5 (continued)

Items
Components Communality
3 4
(Com) (Nonc) (Mon) (Fb)
o=.91 o=.90 a=.96 a=.91
23. My father doesn’t like to admit it when he
makes a mistake on the road 745 459
24. My father isn’t very committed to the issue
of safe driving 757 625
25. Whenever | take the car, | have to tell my
father who I'm taking with me wherever I 877 794
go
26. My father compliments me for driving 615 612
safely
27. There’s an unwritten contract between me 643 502
and my father about my driving safely ' '
28. My father believes that driving safely is 556
very important ’
29. My father doesn’t spend time teaching me
how to drive safely [] -368 299
30. My father serves as role Models for safe 563 569
driving
31. My father talks about safe driving, but he 918 692
doesn’t drive so safely himself ) '
32. If my father found out I wasn’t driving
safely, he would impose limits on my .604*
driving
33. My father talks to me about possible
hazards on the road 770 613
34. 1 share in framing the family contract with 647 570
my father about my driving ' '
35. My father encourages me and applaud me 607 617
when he sees | make sure to drive safely ' '
36. | can talk freely with my father about -
. N SR .559
different driving situations
37. Sometimes my father encourages me to
ignore the traffic regulations 652 423
38. My father takes an interest in how | drive .745 .581
39. My father takes every traffic violation very
seriously, even when it doesn’t result in a 452 524
crash
40. My father will only pay attention to
whether I’m driving safely if something -.670 419
like a car crash happens [-]
41. My father doesn’t like it if someone 493*
complains that he’s not driving safely '
42. My father is willing to accept it if | get 158*
home late because I didn’t want to speed '
43. My father made it clear to me that if |
didn’t obey the traffic regulations he would .581*
restrict my driving
44. My father ignores it when | drive
.602*
dangerously
45. My father lets me take the car more often 568 373
when he feels | drive safely : '
46. My father and | talk at home about how to
prevent or avoid dangerous situations on 495 427
the road
47. My father tells me to drive carefully even 749 485
though he’s not very careful driver ' '
48. My father’s expectations from me about 801 556

driving safely are very clear to me
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Table 5 (continued)

Items
Components Communality
1 2 3 4
(Com) (Nonc) (Mon) (Fb)
o=.91 0=.90 o=.96 o=.91
49. | get positive feedback from my father 553 508
whenever he sees me drive safely : '
50. My father obeys the traffic laws even when
e 4 . .566 .556
he’s tired or feeling stressed
51. | tell my father about dangerous situations
, . .513*
I’ve been in on the road
52. My father makes it clear that driving safely
is more important than getting somewhere -.518 .553
on time
53. | feel that my father is proud of me when | -
) .619
drive safely
54. Whenever | take the car, | have to tell my 914 802

father when I’ll be home
Note 1. The cut-off value for factor loadings was determined as .30. *Items deleted. [-] reversed items.
Note 2. Com = Communication, Nonc = Noncommitment, Mon = Monitoring, Fb = Feedback.

3.2.3 Family Climate for Road Safety Scale for only Fathers

In the study, 232 participants reported that only their fathers drive in their family as a
parent. The principal component analysis (PCA) with Promax rotation technique was
used for factor structure of FCRSS for only fathers who drive. According to the Kaiser-
Meyer Olkin Measure, the adequacy of sampling was .90 and the Barlett’s test of
sphericity indicated that the correlation matrix produced by the items was significant
(df = 1431, p <.001). In order to decide the number of factors, the scree plot was used
and the factor structure of FCRSS was considered (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-
Ami, 2013). Then, the number of factors was entered as four. The cut-off value for

loadings was determined as .30.

The first factor consisted of 20 items. The majority of the items were associated with
communication between father and daughter/son with regard to potential hazards on
the road, discussing several topics related to driving in traffic context. Thus, the first
factor was named as “communication”. The communalities ranged between .25 and
.66. The item “My father tells me when | take unnecessary risks on the road” had the
highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the first factor was 15.36 and

explained 28.44% of the variance.
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The second factor consisted of 12 items. The majority of the items were related to model
that parents reflect their models of driving and attitude to traffic laws to their children.
For example, these behaviors and attitudes include obeying traffic regulations, driving
safely although they are in hurry, tired or stressful situation. Thus, the factor was named
as “modeling”. The communalities ranged between .30 and .67. The item “My father
talks about safe driving, but he doesn’t drive so safely himself” had the highest
communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the second factor was 5.54 and explained

10.25% of the variance.

The third factor consisted of 6 items. The majority of the items were related to
monitoring and controlling the driver habits of children. Thus, the factor was named
as “monitoring”. The communalities ranged between .62 and .78. The item “Whenever
I take the car, I have to tell my father where I’'m going” had the highest communality
value. The initial eigenvalue of the second factor was 3.42 and explained 6.33% of the

variance.

The forth factor consisted of 5 items. The majority of the items were related to
providing positive feedback related to safe driving. Thus, the factor was named as
“feedback”. The communalities ranged between .67 and .82. The item “I get positive
feedback from my father whenever he sees me drive safely” had the highest
communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the third factor was 2.77 and explained

5.13% of the variance.

Six items (item 23, item 28, item 44, item 46, item 51, and item 52) were excluded
from the present study due to cross-loading. Moreover, one item (item 1) did not load
under any factor. Finally, 4 items (item 32, item 40, item 42, and item 43) were
excluded from the study due to reliability issue. Therefore, 43 items were decided to
use for further analyses under the four factors of FCRSS for only fathers who drive.

The four factors explained 50.15% of the total variance (see Table 6).
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Table 6. Factor loadings and communality values of the items of the FCRSS (only father)

Items
Components Communality

1 2 3 4
(Com) (Mod) (Mon) (Fb)
o=.89 o=.90 a=.92 a=.93

1. My father plans his time well so he won’t be

pressed for time when he’s driving 187
2. My father teaches me how to anticipate
potential problems on the road before they .788 527
occur
3. My father makes sure I don’t fool around on
the road .597 .309
4. My father and | talk openly about mistakes
on the road or near accidents so | can learn .640 391
from him
5. My father tells me when | take unnecessary
risks on the road 615 410
6. :\E/llv)\/lsfather sets an example by obeying traffic 206 659
7. Whenever | take the car, | have to call my 768 616
father and tell him if I’'m going to be late ' '
8. I talk openly with my father about anything
related to driving 614 503
9. I know how my father expects me to drive 752 460
10. According to my father, it’s considered a
nuisance to have to obey all the traffic -.660 462
regulations [-]
11. My father doesn’t always say anything about
my driving, even when | do something .558 456
dangerous on the road
12. My father really cares that | drive safely 707 .555
13. Whenever | ta!<e the. car, | have to tell my 891 761
father where I’m going
14. My father praises me when | drive safely
and carefully 835 666
15. My father only follows the rules for safe
driving because he doesn’t want to get 161*
caught [-]
16. M_y _father tells me when they think I'm 755 489
driving dangerously
17. My father has clear rules about driving 570 544
carefully
18. I have to get my father’s permission every 885 719

time | want to go out in the car

19. My father wouldn’t let me take the car if |
drove recklessly, even if it would make it
easier for him if I drove (to go to the store, 479 .360
to pick someone up)
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Table 6 (continued)

Items
Components Communality
1 2 3 4
(Com) (Mod) (Mon) (Fb)
o=.89 o=.90 a=.92 a=.93
20. rI:/Llj3r/r1;31ther drives safely even when he is in a 654 592
21. Whenever | take the car, | have to call my
father and tell him if there’s a change in .790 .661
where I’m going
22. Sometimes my father urges me to speed up 646 375
when the light turns yellow [-] ’ '
23. My father doesn’t like to admit it when he 303*
makes a mistake on the road ’
24. My father isn’t very committed to the issue
of safe driving 749 638
25. Whenever | take the car, | have to tell my 908 781
father who I’m taking with me wherever I go ' '

26. My father compliments me for driving safely .880 752
27. There’s an unwritten contract between me 479 357
and my father about my driving safely ’ '

28. My father believes that driving safely is very 685%
important ’

29. My father doesn’t spend time teaching me
how to drive safely -A21 440

30. My _father serves as role Models for safe 515 597
driving

31. My father talks about safe driving, but he 893 672
doesn’t drive so safely himself ' '

32. If my father found out I wasn’t driving
safely, he would impose limits on my .334*
driving

33. My father talks to me about possible hazards
on the road 830 /663

34. | share in framing the family contract with 796 550
my father about my driving ) '

35. My father encourages me and applaud me 793 701
when he sees | make sure to drive safely ’ '

36. | can talk freely with my father about
different driving situations 413 283

37. Sometimes my father encourages me to 570 308
ignore the traffic regulations ' '

38. My father takes an interest in how | drive 732 514

39. My father takes every traffic violation very
seriously, even when it doesn’t result in a 577 547
crash

40. My father will only pay attention to whether
I’m driving safely if something like a car A147*
crash happens [-]

41. My father doesn’t like it if someone 525 302
complains that he’s not driving safely [-] ) '

42. My father is willing to accept it if | get home 298%
late because I didn’t want to speed '

43. My father made it clear to me that if I didn’t
obey the traffic regulations he would restrict 402*
my driving

44. My father ignores it when | drive

.310*

dangerously

45. My father lets me take the car more often 367 954

when he feels | drive safely
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Table 6 (continued)

Items

1 Components Communality
2 3 4

(Com) (Mod) (Mon) (Fb)

o=.89 o=.90 a=.92 a=.93

46. My father and | talk at home about how to
prevent or avoid dangerous situations on the 430*
road

47. My father tells me to drive carefully even

though he’s not very careful driver 836 515
48. My father’s expectations from me about
o .818 592
driving safely are very clear to me
49. | get positive feedback from my father .879 .816
whenever he sees me drive safely 688
50. My father obeys the traffic laws even when ’
he’s tired or feeling stressed
51. I tell my father about dangerous situations -
, - 464
I’ve been in on the road
52. My father makes it clear that driving safely
is more important than getting somewhere .619*
on time
53. | feel that my father is proud of me when |
drive safely 749 685
54. Whenever | take the car, | have to tell my 825 707

father when I’ll be home
Note 1. The cut-off value for factor loadings was determined as .30. *Items deleted. [-] reversed items.
Note 2. Com = Communication, Mod = Modeling, Mon = Monitoring, Fb = Feedback.

3.2.4. Peer Pressure Scale

The principal component analysis (PCA) with Promax rotation technique was used for
factor structure of the PPS. According to the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure, the
adequacy of sampling was .80 and the Barlett’s test of sphericity indicated that the
correlation matrix produced by the items was significant (df = 15, p <.001). In order
to decide the number of factors, the scree plot was used and the factor structure of the
PPS was considered (Carpentier, Brijs, Brijs, Daniels, & Wets, 2014). The number of
factors was decided as one. The cut-off value for loadings was determined as .30. Two
items were excluded from the study since item 4 showed cross-loading and item 6 did
not load under the factor. Therefore, 4 items were decided to use for further analyses
(see Table 7). The factor consisted of 4 items and associated with the pressure of peers
related to risky driving. The communalities ranged between .55 and .65. The item “My
friends drive faster than the speed limit on a regularly basis” had the highest
communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the factor was 2.78 and explained

46.26% of the variance.
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Table 7. Factor loadings and communality values of the items of the PPS

Items Components ~ Communality
1
(PP)
a=.78
1.My friends use their cellphones regularly while driving. .800 592
2.My friends wouldn’t mind if you occasionally don’t wear a 758 552
seatbelt.
3.My friends drive faster than the speed limit on a regularly basis. 791 .646
4.My friends wouldn’t mind if you drank a glass of alcohol before 637*
driving. '
?hg/lr%/ friends sometimes drive to close to the driver in front of 759 632

6.My friends wouldn’t mind if you used a small amount of drugs
before driving.
Note. The cut-off value for factor loadings was determined as .30. *Items deleted.

.822*

3.2.5 Traffic Climate Scale

The principal component analysis (PCA) with Promax rotation technique was used for
factor structure of the TCS. According to the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure, the
adequacy of sampling was .92 and the Barlett’s test of sphericity indicated that the
correlation matrix produced by the items was significant (df = 946, p <.001). In order
to decide the number of factors, the scree plot was used and the factor structure of TCS
was considered (Chu, Wu, Atombo, Zhang, & Ozkan, 2019; Ozkan & Lajunen
unpublished). Then, the number of factors was entered as three. The cut-off value for
loadings was determined as .30. Item 16 was excluded since it did not load under any
factor. Moreover item 8 was excluded in order to increase relability of the Factor 3.

Therefore, 42 items were decided to use for further analyses (see Table 8).

The first factor consisted of 23 items. The majority of the items were associated with
emotinal commitment in traffic environment. Therefore, this factor was named as
“external affective demands”. The communalities ranged between .18 and .64. The
item “Making irritated” had the highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of

the first factor was 13.14 and explained 29.87% of the variance.

The second factor consisted of 15 items. The majority of the items were associated
with the functionality of the traffic environment. Therefore, this factor was named as
“functionality”. The communalities ranged between .22 and .59. The item “Safe” had
the highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the second factor was 5.11

and explained 11.61% of the variance.
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The third factor consisted of 4 items. The majority of the items were associated with
the internal requirements, reqired abilities and skills in the traffic environment.
Therefore, this factor was named as “internal reqirements”. The communalities ranged
between .23 and .56. The item “Mobile” had the highest communality value. The initial
eigenvalue of the third factor was 1.75 and explained 3.97% of the variance. The three

factors explained 45.44% of the total variance.
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Table 8. Factor loadings and communality values of the items of the TCS

Items Components Communality
1 2 3

(EAD) (FUN) (IR)

o=.94 o=.90 o=.66
1. Dangerous .554 .564
2. Dynamic .657 379
3. Complicated .629 .599
4. Aggressive 573 .565
5. Exciting 474 234
6. Fast 574 472
7. Stressful 779 524
8. Monotonous .215*
9. Depend on luck .615 .320
10. Requiring you on the alert 573 459
11. Depends on fate 516 77
12. Requiring cautiousness .561 .508
13. Requiring experience 447 466
14. Requiring quickness 435 .255
15. Requiring you obey rules .602 314
16. What you done becomes a benefit to 153*
you
17. Giving a feeling that you are worthless 413 .284
18. Mobile .652 .556
19. Causing tension .726 .644
20. Including preventive measures .669 391
21. Under enforcement 746 511
22. Travel easily from place to place .586 432
23. Depend on mutual consideration .634 .559
24. Planned 746 .603
25. Putting pressure on you 147 .502
26. Directed to compensate the things that
happened .652 418
27. Including deterring rules .693 400
28. Risky 774 .634
29. Chaotic .592 447
30. Requiring patience 792 522
31. Making irritated .849 .645
32. Requiring vigilance 126 518
33. Requiring skillfulness .651 429
34. Harmonious .661 .398
35. Time consuming .755 .533
36. Annoying .861 .625
37. Egalitarian .666 .588
38. Safe .667 591
39. Functional .697 .546
40. Free flowing .549 446
41. Requiring knowledge of traffic rules .612 .339
42. Directing your behaviors 451 213
43. Unpredictable 741 .526
44. Dense .748 496

Note 1. The cut-off value for factor loadings was determined as .30. *Items deleted.
Note 2. EAD = External affective demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal regirements.

3.2.6. Risk-Taking Behavioral Scales

The principal component analysis (PCA) with Promax rotation technique was used for
factor structure of RTBS. According to the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure, the adequacy
of sampling was .92 and the Barlett’s test of sphericity indicated that the correlation
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matrix produced by the items was significant (df = 105, p <.001). In order to decide
the number of factors, the scree plot was used and the factor structure of RTBS was
considered (Ulleberg & Rundmo, 2000). The cut-off value for loadings was
determined as .30. Then the number of factors was decided as three. Iltem 12 was
decided to excluded from the current study due to cross-loading. Hence, 14 items were

used for the further analyses.

The first factor consisted of 5 items. The majority of the items were associated with
assertive behaviors in driving context. Thus, the factor was named as “self-
assertiveness”. The communalities ranged between .57 and .77. The item “Drive fast
to show others that I am tough enough” had the highest communality value. The initial

eigenvalue of the first factor was 7.11 and explained 47.39% of the variance.

The second factor consisted of 3 items. The majority of the items were associated with
speeding behaviors. Thus, the factor was named as “speeding”. The communalities
ranged between .70 and .82. The item “Exceed the speed limit in build-up areas (more
than 10 km/h)” had the highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of the

second factor was 1.77 and explained 11.77% of the variance.

The third factor consisted of 6 items. The majority of the items were associated with
violating the traffic rules. Thus, the factor was named as “rule violations”. The
communalities ranged between .50 and .75. The item “Ignore traffic rules to in order
to get ahead in traffic” had the highest communality value. The initial eigenvalue of
the second factor was 1.07 and explained 5.15% of the variance. The three factors
explained 66.27% of the total variance (see Table 9).
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Table 9. Factor loadings and communality values of the items of the RTBS

Items Components Communality
1 2 3
(SA)  (SP)  (RV)
0a=.88 a=.87 a=.87

1. Drive recklessly because others expect me to do it 716 .565
2. Drive fast to show others that | am tough enough .924 770
3. Drive fast to show others | can handle the car 819 .706
4.Break traffic rules due to peer pressure 741 722
5. Drive fast because the opposite sex enjoys it .785 .642
6. Exceed the speed limit in build-up areas (more than

10 km/h) 913 .823
7.Exceed the speed limit on country roads (more than

10 km/h) 921 .812
8. Overtal_<e _the car in front when it is driving at the 764 204

speed limit
9. Drive too close to the car in front 457 499
10.Bend the traffic rules in order to get ahead in

traffic .783 714
11. I_gnore traffic rules to in order to get ahead in 881 749
traffic
12. Drive on a yellow light when it is about to turn 503*
red 549
13. Disregard red light on an empty road 767 '
14. Drive the wrong way down a one-way street 578 .507

15.Break traffic rules because they are too
complicated to follow
Note 1. The cut-off value for factor loadings was determined as .30. *Items deleted.
Note 2. SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations.

.790 .670

3.3. Correlations Between The Study Variables

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the
relationship between the study variables, namely age, gender, lifetime mileage,
frequency of driving, communication, nhoncommitment, monitoring, feedback (for
mother and father), modeling (only father), peer pressure, external affective demands,
functionality, internal requirements, self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations

for the total sample and were presented in Table 10.

Age was significantly positively correlated to lifetime mileage (r = .169, p <.01) and
frequency of driving (r =.123, p < .01), significantly negatively related to gender (r =
-.139, p <.01), monitoring (mother) (r =-.283, p <.01), monitoring (father) (r = -.266,
p <.01), communication (only father) (r = -.139, p <.05), monitoring (only father) (r
= -.246, p < .01), functionality (r = -.266, p < .01), self-assertiveness (r = -.139, p <
.05), and rule violations (r = -.246, p < .01).
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Gender was significantly positively associated with communication (mother) (r =.217,
p <.01), monitoring (mother) (r =.227, p <.01), feedback (mother) (r =.237, p <.01),
monitoring (father) (r = .164, p < .05), monitoring (only father) (r = .225, p < .01),
feedback (only father) (r = .328, p < .01), functionality (r = .164, p < .05), and rule
violations (r = .225, p < .01), and significantly negatively related to lifetime mileage
(r=-.157, p <.01).

Lifetime mileage was significantly positively related to frequency of driving (r =.190,
p <.01), and significantly negatively correlated to monitoring (mother) (r =-.309, p <
.01), monitoring (father) (r = -.232, p < .01), communication (only father) (r = -.244,
p <.01), functionality (r = -.232, p < .01), and self-assertiveness (r = -.244, p < .01).

Frequency of driving was significantly negatively associated with monitoring (mother)
(r = -.486, p < .01), monitoring (father) (r = -.429, p < .01), feedback (father) (r = -
152, p < .05), monitoring (only father) (r = -.250, p <.01), functionality (r = -.429, p
< .01), internal requirements (r = -.152, p < .05), and rule violations (r = -.250, p <
.01).

Communication (mother) was significantly positively related to monitoring (mother)
(r =.436, p <.01), feedback (mother) (r =.522, p <.01), communication (father) (r =
464, p < .01), noncommitment (father) (r = .176, p < .05), monitoring (father) (r =
250, p < .01), feedback (father) (r = .233, p < .01), communication (only father) (r =
202, p <.01), modeling (only father) (r =.271, p <.01), monitoring (only father) (r =
.186, p < .05), feedback (only father) (r = .507, p < .01), peer pressure (r = .464, p <
.01), external affective demands (r = .176, p < .05), functionality (r = .250, p < .01),
internal requirements (r =.232, p <.01), self-assertiveness (r =.202, p < .01), speeding
(r =.271, p < .01), and rule violations (r = .186, p < .05) and negatively related to

noncommitment (mother) (r = -.434, p < .01).

Noncommitment (mother) was significantly positively associated with monitoring
(father) (r = .169, p < .05) and functionality (r = .169, p < .05) and significantly
negatively related to feedback (mother) (r = -.250, p <.01), communication (father) (r
=-.192, p <.05), noncommitment (father) (r = -.377, p <.01), monitoring (only father)
(r=-.197, p <.05), feedback (only father) (r = -.246, p <.01), peer pressure (r =-.192,
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p <.05), external affective demands (r =-.377, p <.01), and rule violations (r =-.197,
p <.05).

Monitoring (mother) was significantly positively correlated to feedback (mother) (r =
.384, p <.01), communication (father) (r =.195, p <.05), monitoring (father) (r =.735,
p < .01), feedback (father) (r = .271, p < .05), modeling (only father) (r = .168, p <
.01), monitoring (only father) (r = .214, p < .01), feedback (only father) (r =.226, p <
.01), peer pressure (r = .195, p < .05), functionality (r = .735, p < .01), internal
requirements (r = .271, p < .01), speeding (r = .168, p < .05), and rule violations (r =
214, p < .01).

Feedback (mother) was significantly positively related to communication (father) (r =
.364, p < .01), monitoring (father) (r =.314, p <.01), feedback (father) (r =.392, p <
.01), feedback (only father) (r = .358, p < .01), peer pressure (r = .364, p < .01),
functionality (r = .314, p < .01), and internal requirements (r =.392, p <.01).

Communication (father) was significantly positively related to noncommitment
(father) (r = .460, p < .01), monitoring (father) (r =.323, p < .01), feedback (father) (r
= .561, p < .01), communication (only father) (r = .360, p < .01), monitoring (only
father) (r = .166, p < .05), feedback (only father) (r = .92, p < .01). On the other hand,
communication (father) was significantly negatively related to speeding (r = -.354, p
< .01) and rule violations (r = -.312, p <.01).

Noncommitment (father) was significantly positively related to feedback (father) (r =
282, p < .01), communication (only father) (r = .282, p < .01), and feedback (only
father) (r = .473, p < .01). Noncommitment (father) was significantly negatively
associated with peer pressure (r =-.230, p <.01), self-assertiveness (r = -.283, p <.01),

speeding (r =-.251, p <.01), and rule violations (r = -.355, p < .01).

Monitoring (father) was significantly positively correlated to feedback (father) (r =
.360, p <.01), feedback (only father) (r = .344, p <.01), and functionality (r = .286, p
< .01). On the other hand, monitoring (father) was significantly negatively related to
peer pressure (r = -.183, p < .05), speeding (r = -.379, p < .01), and rule violations (r
=-.175, p <.05).
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Feedback (father) was significantly positively associated with communication (only
father) (r =.185, p < .05), feedback (only father) (r = .526, p < .01) and significantly
negatively related to speeding (r = -.320, p < .01), and rule violations (r = -.185, p <
.05).

Communication (only father) was significantly positively related to modeling (only
father) (r = .530, p < .019, monitoring (only father) (r = .222, p < 01), feedback (only
father) (r = .463, p <.01), external affective demands (r = .193, p < .01), and internal
requirements (r =.208, p <.01). On the other hand, communication (only father) was
significantly negatively associated with peer pressure (r = -.172, p < .01), self-
assertiveness (r =-.277, p < .01), speeding (r =-.220, p < 01), and rule violations (r =
-.319, p<.01).

Modeling (only father) was significantly positively correlated to feedback (only father)
(r =259, p <.01), and significantly negatively related to peer pressure (r = -.295, p <
.01), self-assertiveness (r = -.397, p < .01), speeding (r = -.310, p < .01), and rule
violations (r = -.388, p < .01).

Monitoring (only father) was significantly positivelt related to feedback (only father)
(r=.277, p <.01) and functionality (r = .204, p < .01). On the other hand, monitoring
(only father) was significantly negatively associated with peer pressure (r =-.265, p <
.01), speeding (r =-.303, p <.01), and rule violations (r =-.196, p < .01).

Feedback (only father) was significantly and positively related to functionality (r =
173, p < .01) and significantly negatively correlated to peer pressure (r = -.209, p <
.01), self-assertiveness (r = -.163, p < .05), speeding (r = -.312, p < .05), and rule
violations (r =-.211, p <.01).

Peer pressure was significantly and positively related to external affective demands (r
=.206, p <.01), internal requirements (r = .151, p < .01), self-assertiveness (r = .358,
p < .01), speeding (r = .424, p < .01), and rule violations (r = .444, p < .01). On the
other hand, peer pressure was significantly negatively associated with functionality (r
=-.201, p <.01).
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External affective demands was significantly positively related to internal
requirements (r = .404, p <.01), and significantly negatively correlated to functionality
(r = -.404, p < .01) and self-assertiveness (r = -.113, p < .05). Funtionality was
significantly negatively related to speeding (r = -. 125, p <.05).

Self-assertiveness was significantly positively associated with speeding (r = .433, p <
.01) and rule violations (r = .642, p < .01). Speeding was significantly positively

related to rule violations (r = .603, p <.01).
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Table 10. Correlatations between the study variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Age -
2. Gender -.139** -
3. Lifetime mileage 169** - 157** -
4. Frequency of driving 123 -096  .190** -
5. Communication -006 217+ -099 104 i
(mother)
6. Noncommitment -112 -.005 005 038 -434%* )
(mother)
7. Monitoring (mother) -283**  227** -309** -486** 436**  -.027 -
8. Feedback (mother) -013  .237%*  -042  -133  522%* -250%*  384** -

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 10 (continued)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

9. Communication (father)  -051 033 079 -107  464**  -102*  105%  364**
10. Noncommitment .008 -.007 .038 .059 A76%  -377%*  -.036 027
(father)

11. Monitoring (father) S266%*  164%  -232%%  _429%%  D50%*  10%  735%%  314%*
12. Feedback (father) -.010 104 062 -152%  232%% Q074  271%*  302*%*

13. Communication (father  _139% 124  .244** -034  202** -130  .071 053
only)

14. Modeling (only father) .002 .029 -.108 -.123 271 -128 .168* .080
]}f’th'\/')onimfing (only S246%%  225%x  -022  -250%* 186*  -197*  214** 133
ather

16. Feedback (only father) -.124 .328** -.078 -.080 507**  -.246** . 226**  .358**

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 10 (continued)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
17. PP .051 .033 .079 -.107 464 -192* J195*  .364**
18. EAD .008 -.007 .038 .059 76> -377**  -.036 .027
19. FUN -.266**  .164*  -232*%* -4209**  250**  .169*  .735**  .314**
20. IR -.010 104 .062 -152*  232*%* 074 2717 392%*
21. SA -.139* 24 -244%*%  -034 .202**  -130 .071 .053
22.SP .002 .029 -.108 -.123 271%*  -128 .168* .080
23. RV -246%*  225**  -022  -250** .186* -197* 214 133

Note. PP = Peer Pressure, EAD = External Affective Demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal Requirements,
SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 10 (continued)

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
9. Communication (father) -
10. Noncommitment 460** -
(father)
11. Monitoring (father) 323**  -.001 -
12. Feedback (father) 561> .282%* .360™* -
gﬁiy()?ommunication (father  gg0**  283** 116 185* -
14. Modeling (father only) 137 123 132 066 .530** -
gﬁiy'\)/'onimfing (father 166 102 .08l 125  .2220%* 061 -

16. Feedback (father only) ~ -920%*  A73**  344%x  B2GR*  4G3%*  25Gx 277 -

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 10 (continued)

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
17. PP -122 -230** -183* -053  -172** -205%* -265** -209**
18. EAD 113 074 -134 .016 193** .080 -.085 -.016
19. FUN 130 .073 .286** 140 .074 .067 204**  173**
20. IR 104 .025 .022 .000 .208** .068 .015 122
21.SA -131 -.283** .017 .050  -277** -397**  -095 -.163*
22.SP -.354**  -251**  -379** -320%* -220** -310** -303** -312**
23. RV -312**  -355**  -175%  -185* -319** -388** -196** -211**

Note. PP = Peer Pressure, EAD = External Affective Demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal Requirements,
SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 10 (continued)

17 18 19 20 21 22 23
17. PP 1
18. EAD .206** 1
19. FUN -201** - 404** 1
20. IR A51%* 404** .063 1
21. SA .358** -113* .097 -.062 1
22.SP 424%* .040 -.125* .033 A433** 1
23.RV A44** -.059 -.064 -.030 .642** .603** 1

Note. PP = Peer Pressure, EAD = External Affective Demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal Requirements,
SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

49



3.4. Hierarchical Regression Analyses

3.4.1. The Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses For The Sample Whose
Mothers Drive

In order to examine the effect of four dimensions (i.e., communication,
noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback) of the FCRSS, the PPS, and the TCS (i.e.,
external affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements) for mother on the
RTBS dimensions (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations), a series of
hierarchical regression analyses was conducted. In all analyses, age, gender, total
mileage, and frequency of driving were entered in the first step as the control variables.
The factors of the FCRSS were entered in the second step, peer pressure was entered
in the third step, and the factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step (see Table
11).

In the first hierarchical regression analysis, self-assertiveness was entered as the
dependent variable. In the first step, age, gender, total mileage, and the frequency of
driving were entered as control variables, and the model was significant (R?> = .13, F
(4, 163) = 5.93, p < .001). Among the control variables, age (# = -.23, p = .004) and
gender (f = -.29, p < .001) were significantly negatively related to self-assertiveness.
Four factors of the FCRSS were entered in the second step, and the model was
significant (adjusted R? = .20, F (4, 159) = 6.08, p < .001). Among four factors of the
FCRSS, noncommitment was significantly positively (5 = .31, p <.001) related to self-
assertiveness. In the third step, peer pressure was entered and the model was significant
(adjusted R? = .27, F (1, 158) = 7.78, p < .001). Peer pressure was significantly
positively (8 = .29, p < .001) related to self-assertiveness. Three factors of the TCS
were entered in the fourth step, and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .31, F (3,
155) =7.17, p =.009). Among three factors of the TCS, functionality was significantly

positively (8 = .20, p = .009) related to self-assertiveness.

In the second hierarchical regression analysis, speeding was entered as the dependent
variable. In the first step, age, gender, total mileage, and the frequency of driving were
entered as control variables, and the model was significant (R? = .16, F (4, 163) = 7.53,

p <.001). Among the control variables, gender was significantly negatively (8 = -.31,
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p <.001) and the frequency of driving was significantly positively (8 = .21, p = .007)
related to speeding. Four factors of the FCRSS were entered in the second step, and
the model was significant (adjusted R? = .32, F (4, 159) = 10.66, p < .001). Among
four factors of the FCRSS, noncommitment was significantly positively (8 = .22, p =
.003), and monitoring (5 = -.32, p < .001) and feedback (f = -.16, p = .045) were
significantly negatively related to speeding. In the third step, peer pressure was entered
and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .36, F (1, 158) = 11.58, p < .001). Peer
pressure was significantly positively (5 = .23, p < .001) related to speeding. Three
factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step, however the model was not
significant (adjusted R? = .36, F (3, 155) = 8.77, p = .623).

In the third hierarchical regression analysis, rule violations was entered as the
dependent variable. In the first step, age, gender, total mileage, and the frequency of
driving were entered as control variables, and the model was significant (R? = .09, F
(4, 163) = 3.79, p = .006). Among the control variables, gender was significantly
negatively (5 = -.26, p = .001) related to rule violations. Four factors of the FCRSS
were entered in the second step, and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .25, F
(4, 159) = 7.78, p < .001). Among four factors of the FCRSS, noncommitment was
significantly positively (8 = .37, p < .001), and monitoring (# = -.21, p = .025) was
significantly negatively related to rule violations. In the third step, peer pressure was
entered and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .30, F (1, 158) = 8.94, p < .001).
Peer pressure was significantly positively (5 = .25, p <.001) related to rule violations.
Three factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step, however the model was not
significant (adjusted R? = .29, F (3, 155) = 6.60, p = .975).
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Table 11. The results of hierarchical regression analyses on RTBS dimensions with the FCRSS dimensions, the PPS, and the TCS dimensions

for mother
SA SP RV
Variables R? AR? F B p R? AR? F B p R? AR? F B p

13 11 5.93 .000 .16 14 7.53 .000 .09 .06 3.79 .006

Age -23 .004 -.05 .528 -.08 341
Gender -29 .000 -.63 .000 -.26 .001
Total mileage -.10 .206 .01 .880 .05 .54
Freq. of driving -.10 191 21 .007 .09 .285
.23 .20 6.08 .000 .35 .32 10.66 .000 .28 .25 7.78 .000

Com -.03 759 .08 .929 -01 941
Nonc 31 .000 22 .003 .37 .000
Mon -.15 .128 -.32 .000 =21 .025
Fb .09 .276 -.16 .045 -.05 .555
31 27 7.78 .000 40 .36 11.58 .000 34 .30 8.94 .000

PP .29 .000 .23 .000 .25 .000
.36 31 7.17 .009 40 .36 8.77 .623 .34 .29 6.60 .975

EAD -.10 279 .04 .647 -.01 910
FUN .20 .009 .03 .703 -.03 .658
IR .04 .590 .06 .800 .02 .838

Note. Com = Communication, Nonc = Noncommitment, Mon = Monitorin, FB = Feedback, PP = Peer Pressure, EAD = External Affective Demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal

Requirements, SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations, 4R?= Adjusted R?



3.4.2. The results of hierarchical regression analyses for the sample whose fathers

drive

In order to examine the effect of four dimensions (i.e., communication,
noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback) of the FCRSS, the PPS, and the TCS (i.e.,
external affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements) for father on the
RTBS dimensions (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations), a series of
hierarchical regression analyses was conducted. In all analyses, age, gender, total
mileage, and frequency of driving were entered in the first step as the control variables.
The factors of the FCRSS were entered in the second step, peer pressure was entered
in the third step, and the factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step (see Table
12).

In the first hierarchical regression analysis, self-assertiveness was entered as the
dependent variable. In the first step, age, gender, total mileage, and the frequency of
driving were entered as control variables, and the model was significant (R?> = .13, F
(4, 163) = 5.93, p <.001). Among the control variables, age (# = -.23, p = .004) and
gender (f = -.29, p < .001) were significantly negatively related to self-assertiveness.
Four factors of the FCRSS were entered in the second step, and the model was
significant (adjusted R? = .20, F (4, 159) = 6.16, p < .001). Among four factors of the
FCRSS, noncommitment was significantly negatively (5 =-.30, p <.001) and feedback
was significantly positively (5 = .22, p =.013) related to self-assertiveness. In the third
step, peer pressure was entered and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .26, F (1,
158) = 7.51, p < .001). Peer pressure was significantly positively (5 = .27, p <.001)
related to self-assertiveness. Three factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step,
and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .30, F (3, 155) = 7.03, p = .007). Among
three factors of the TCS, functionality was significantly positively (5 = .18, p = .020)

related to self-assertiveness.

In the second hierarchical regression analysis, speeding was entered as the dependent
variable. In the first step, age, gender, total mileage, and the frequency of driving were

entered as control variables, and the model was significant (R? = .16, F (4, 163) = 7.53,
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p <.001). Among the control variables, gender was significantly negatively (5 = -.31,
p <.001) and the frequency of driving was significantly positively (5 = .21, p = .007)
related to speeding. Four factors of the FCRSS were entered in the second step, and
the model was significant (adjusted R? = .29, F (4, 159) = 9.48, p <.001). Among four
factors of the FCRSS, noncommitment (5 = -.18, p = .019) and monitoring (5 = -.24,
p = .004) were significantly negatively related to speeding. In the third step, peer
pressure was entered and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .34, F (1, 158) =
10.66, p <.001). Peer pressure was significantly positively (8 = .25, p <.001) related
to speeding. Three factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step, however the
model was not significant (adjusted R? = .33, F (3, 155) = 7.92, p = .890).

In the third hierarchical regression analysis, rule violations was entered as the
dependent variable. In the first step, age, gender, total mileage, and the frequency of
driving were entered as control variables, and the model was significant (R?> = .09, F
(4, 163) = 3.79, p = .006). Among the control variables, gender was significantly
negatively (5 = -.26, p = .001) related to rule violations. Four factors of the FCRSS
were entered in the second step, and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .21, F
(4, 159) = 6.40, p < .001). Among four factors of the FCRSS, noncommitment was
significantly negatively (5 = -.30, p <.001) related to rule violations. In the third step,
peer pressure was entered and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .26, F (1, 158)
=7.50, p =.001). Peer pressure was significantly positively (4 = .26, p = .001) related
to rule violations. Three factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step, however
the model was not significant (adjusted R? = .25, F (3, 155) = 5.68, p = .724).
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Table 12. The results of hierarchical regression analyses on RTBS dimensions with the FCRSS dimensions, the PPS, and the TCS dimensions
for father

SA SP RV
Variables R? AR? F B p R? AR? F B p R? AR? F B p

13 A1 5.93 .000 .16 14 7.53 .000 .09 .06 3.79 .006

Age -23 .004 -.05 .528 -.08 341
Gender -.29 .000 -.63 .000 -.26 .001
Total mileage -10 .206 .01 .880 .05 .540
Freq. of driving -.10 191 21 .007 .09 .285
.24 .20 6.16 .000 .32 .29 9.48 .000 .24 21 6.40 .000

Com -.09 .348 -14 127 -.16 .087
Nonc -.30 .000 -.18 .019 -.30 .000
Mon -.06 483 -24 .004 -.08 334
Fb .22 .013 -.07 422 -.05 .565
.30 .26 7.51 .000 .38 .34 10.65 .000 .30 .26 7.50 .001

PP 27 .000 .25 .000 .26 .001
.35 .30 7.03 .007 .38 .33 7.92 .890 31 .25 5.68 724

EAD -13 120 -.04 .656 -.08 .349
FUN 18 .020 .02 327 -.04 .613
IR .04 .650 .04 .606 -.00 .986

Note. Com = Communication, Nonc = Noncommitment, Mon = Monitorin, FB = Feedback, PP = Peer Pressure, EAD = External Affective Demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal
Requirements, SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations, 4R?= Adjusted R?



3.4.3. The results of hierarchical regression analyses for the sample whose only
fathers drive

In order to examine the effect of four dimensions (i.e., communication,
noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback) of the FCRSS, the PPS, and the TCS (i.e.,
external affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements) for only father
on the RTBS dimensions (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations), a
series of hierarchical regression analyses was conducted. In all analyses, age, gender,
total mileage, and frequency of driving were entered in the first step as the control
variables. The factors of the FCRSS were entered in the second step, peer pressure was
entered in the third step, and the factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step (see
Table 13).

In the first hierarchical regression analysis, self-assertiveness was entered as the
dependent variable. In the first step, age, gender, total mileage, and the frequency of
driving were entered as control variables, and the model was significant (R? = .06, F
(4, 227) = 3.61, p = .007). Among the control variables, gender (5 = -.16, p = .013)
was significantly negatively related to self-assertiveness. Four factors of the FCRSS
were entered in the second step, and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .17, F
(4, 223) = 7.07, p < .001). Among four factors of the FCRSS, modeling was
significantly negatively (f = -.34, p < .001) related to self-assertiveness. In the third
step, peer pressure was entered and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .23, F (1,
222) = 8.77, p < .001). Peer pressure was significantly positively (5 = .27, p < .001)
related to self-assertiveness. Three factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step,
but the model was not significant (adjusted R? = .25, F (3, 219) = 7.35, p = .056).

In the second hierarchical regression analysis, speeding was entered as the dependent
variable. In the first step, age, gender, total mileage, and the frequency of driving were
entered as control variables, and the model was significant (R? = .10, F (4, 227) =5.92,
p <.001). Among the control variables, gender was significantly negatively (5 = -.27,
p < .001) related to speeding. Four factors of the FCRSS were entered in the second
step, and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .21, F (4, 223) = 8.85, p < .001).
Among four factors of the FCRSS, modeling (f = -.29, p < .001), monitoring (5 = -
21, p =.002), and feedback (f = -.15, p = .038) were significantly negatively related
to speeding. In the third step, peer pressure was entered and the model was significant
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(adjusted R? = .30, F (1, 222) = 12.09, p < .001). Peer pressure was significantly
positively (6 = .33, p <.001) related to speeding. Three factors of the TCS were entered
in the fourth step, however the model was not significant (adjusted R? = .29, F (3, 219)
=9.01, p=.923).

In the third hierarchical regression analysis, rule violations was entered as the
dependent variable. In the first step, age, gender, total mileage, and the frequency of
driving were entered as control variables, and the model was significant (R?> = .07, F
(4, 227) = 4.23, p = .003). Among the control variables, gender was significantly
negatively (8 = -.18, p = .006) related to rule violations. Four factors of the FCRSS
were entered in the second step, and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .19, F
(4, 223) = 7.88, p < .001). Among four factors of the FCRSS, modeling was
significantly negatively (5 =-.32, p <.001) related to rule violations. In the third step,
peer pressure was entered and the model was significant (adjusted R? = .33, F (1, 222)
=13.51, p<.001). Peer pressure was significantly positively (8 = .40, p <.001) related
to rule violations. Three factors of the TCS were entered in the fourth step, however
the model was not significant (adjusted R? = .33, F (3, 219) = 10.54, p = .243).
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Table 13. The results of hierarchical regression analyses on RTBS dimensions with the FCRSS dimensions, the PPS, and the TCS dimensions

for only father

RV
Variables B p B p F B p

.007 .000 4.23 .003
Age -.07 317 .07 .289 .06 400
Gender -.16 .013 -27  .000 -18  .006
Total mileage 81 223 -04 548 .08 .206
Freq. of driving K] .052 10 143 A1 .108

.000 .000 7.88 .000
Com -.08 313 07 .39 -10 232
Nonc -34 .000 -29  .000 -32  .000
Mon -.02 771 -15 .038 -10 130
Fb .02 774 -17  .005 -01 946

.000 .000 13.51 .000
PP 27 .000 .33 .000 40 .000

.056 .923 10.54 243
EAD -.03 .646 -02 742 -10  .150
FUN 12 .081 -02  .803 .03 .648
IR -.10 135 .04 495 -01  .863

Note. Com = Communication, Nonc = Noncommitment, Mon = Monitorin, FB = Feedback, PP = Peer Pressure, EAD = External Affective Demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal

Requirements, SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations, 4R?= Adjusted R?



3.5. The Results of Moderated Moderation Analyses

A series of moderated moderation analyses with Hayes’ PROCESS macro analysis in
SPSS were conducted to examine whether the relationship between family climate for
road safety (i.e., communication, noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback for
mothers and fathers; communication, modeling, monitoring, and feedback for only
fathers) and risk-taking behaviors of young drivers in traffic context (i.e., self-
assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations) were moderated by peer pressure to
depend on traffic climate perception (i.e., external affective demands, functionality,
and internal requirements) by controlling age, gender, total mileage, and frequency of
driving for participants whose mothers, fathers, and only fathers drive. As can be seen
in Figure 3 and Figure 4, peer pressure was entered as a primary moderator and
dimensions of the TCS (i.e., external affective demands, functionality, and internal
requirements) were entered a secondary moderator in the current study. It should be
noted that each dimension of the FCRSS, of the TCS, and of the RTBS was entered to

the analyses one by one. Statistical diagram of a Moderated Moderation Model was
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given in Figure 3 in order to demonstrate the simple effects and interaction

effects of the study variables on risk-taking behaviors. Both conceptual

diagram and statistical diagram (Figure 5) were adapted based on Hayes’

(2013, p. 308) moderated moderation model representations. In total, 108

moderated moderation analyses were conducted.

Secondary Moderator

TCS
1.External
affective demands
2.Functionality
3.Internal
requirements

Primary Moderator

Peer Pressure

T

FCRSS
1.Communication
2.Noncommitment
3.Monitoring
4 Feedback

RTBS
1.Self-assertiveness
2.Speeding
3.Rule violations

Figure 3. Conceptual diagram of a Moderated Moderation Model of the
present study for the participants whose mothers and fathers drive

Secondary Moderator

TCS
1.External
affective demands
2.Functionality
3.Internal
requirements

Primary Moderator

Peer Pressure

T

FCRSS
1.Communication
2.Noncommitment
3.Monitoring
4 Feedback

RTBS
1.Self-assertiveness
2.Speeding
3.Rule violations

Figure 4. Conceptual diagram of a Moderated Moderation Model of the

present study for the participants only fathers drive
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PP x TCS

FCRSS x PP

ey
1
\ 4
FCRSS > RTBS
by
b3
TCS
bs
FCRSS x TCS
vl
FCRSS x PP x TCS

Figure 5. Statistical diagram of a Moderated Moderation Model of the present study

3.5.1. The Model summary of a Moderated Moderation analyses in the sample
whose mothers drive

The results of moderated moderation analyses including significant model summaries
including the interaction between FCRSS dimensions for mother (i.e., communication,
noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback) and peer pressure to depend on traffic
climate (i.e., external affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements) on
risk-taking behaviors (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations) indicated

that all models were significant (see Table 14).
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Table 14. The model summaries of a moderated moderation analyses for the sample
whose mothers drive

Dependent variables

SA sP RV
Models F(11,156) R?  F(11,156) R? F(11,156) R?
1.COMXPPXEAD 5.41% 28 7.07** 33 46l** 25
2.NONCXPPXEAD 695 33 681** 32 T721% 34
3.MONXPPXEAD 747 34 7.90%* 36 530 .27
4.FBXPPXEAD 5.49%% 28 7.09%* 33 420 .23
5.COMXPPXFUN 627** 31 659%* 32 470 .25
6.NONCXPPXFUN 757 35 655%% 32 701 .33
7.MONXPPXFUN 610 30  7.79%* 35 500 .26
8.FBXPPXFUN 6.08% 30  7.21% 34 425% 23
9.COMxPPXIR 500%% 26 653 .32 457%™ 24
10.NONCxPPXIR 672 32 661 .32 7.86* .36
11.MONXPPXIR 570%% 29 7.98%% 36 463 .25
12.FBXPPxXIR 5004 26 6.93** .33 437% 24

Note. COM = Communication, NONC = Noncommitment, MON = Monitoring, FB = Feedback, PP =
Peer pressure, EAD = External affective demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal requirements,
SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations, **p < .001

3.5.2.Significant simple effects of the study variables on risk-taking behaviors
for the sample whose mothers drive

Hayes (2013, p. 309) stated that b1 (each dimension of the FCRSS), b, (peer pressure),
and bs (each dimension of the TCS) were simple effects. The effect of each dimension
of the FCRSS (i.e., communication, noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback) on
each dimension the RTBS (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations) was
estimated by b:; when both peer pressure and each dimension of the TCS (i.e., external
affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements) were zero, the effects of
peer pressure on each dimension of the RTBS (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and
rule violations) was estimated by b, when both each dimension of the FCRSS (i.e.,
communication, noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback) and each dimension of
the TCS (i.e., external affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements)
were zero, and the effect of each dimension of the TCS (i.e., external affective
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demands, functionality, and internal requirements) on each dimension of the RTBS
(i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations) was estimated by b, when both
each dimension of the FCRSS (i.e., communication, noncommitment, monitoring, and
feedback) and peer pressure were equal to zero. Therefore, the simple effects of the
study variables by including the simple effects of the covariate variables (i.e., age,
gender, lifetime mileage, and frequency of driving) were given in the current study. It
should be noted that statistical power might be lower when examining the effects of
interactions (Morris, Sherman, & Mansfield, 1986). In the present study, p value was
accepted as significant up to .10 for moderated moderation analyses. The results of

moderated moderation analyses were given in Table 21.

In Model 1, it was found that there were significant simple effects of age (C1 = -.109,
t(156) = -3.194, p = .002), gender (C2 = -.282, t(156) = -2.503, p = .013), and lifetime
mileage (Cz = .000, t(156) = 1.808, p = .073) on self-assertiveness; there was a
significant simple effect of gender (C2 = -.047, t(156) = -.954, p = .003) on speeding;
and there was a significant simple effect of gender (C, = -.229, t(156) = -1.815, p =

.071) on rule violations.

In Model 2, the results indicated that age (C1=-.091, t(156) = -2.732, p =.007), gender
(C2=-.289, t(156) = -2.690, p = .008), and lifetime mileage (C3=.000, t(156) = 1.846,
p =.067) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; gender (C. = -.555, t(156)
=-3.447, p < .001) and frequency of driving (Cs = .248, t(156) = 3.248, p = .001) had
simple significant effects on speeding; and gender (C. = -.294, t(156) = -2.511, p =

.013) had a significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 3, it was found that there were significant simple effects of monitoring (b1 =
-2.782,1(156) =-2.105, p =.037), peer pressure (b2 =-2.999, t(156) =-2.270, p =.025),
external affective demands (bz = -1.410, t(156) = -1.834, p = .069), age (C1 = -.085,
t(156) = -2.512, p = .013) , and gender (C, = -.286, t(156) = -2.707, p = .008) on self
assertiveness; gender (C, = -.477, t(156) = -3.072, p = .003) had a significant simple
effect on speeding; and gender (C2=-.260, t(156) = -2.144, p = .033) had a significant

simple effect on rule violations.
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In Model 4, the results indicated that there were significant simple effects of age (C1=
-.107, t(156) = -3.156, p = .002), gender (C> = -.305, t(156) = -2.723, p = .007), and
lifetime mileage (C3=.000, t(156) = 1.821, p = .071) on self-assertiveness; gender (C:
=-.421, t(156) = -2.620, p = .010) and frequency of driving (C4=.193, t(156) = 2.512,
p = .013) on speeding; and gender (C, = -.234, t(156) = -1.840, p = .068) on rule

violations.

In Model 5, age (C1=-.102, t(156) = -2.982, p = .003), gender (C> = -.297, t(156) = -
2.730, p = .007), and lifetime mileage (Cs = .000, t(156) = 1.889, p = .061) had
significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; gender (C. = -.481, t(156) = -2.979, p
=.003), and frequency of driving (Cs=.197, t(156) = 2.581, p = .011) had significant
simple effects on speeding; and gender (C> = -.229, t(156) = -1.815, p = .071), had a

significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 6, the results indicated that there were significant simple effects of age (C1=
-.091, t(156) = -2.745, p = .007), gender (C = -.320, t(156) = -3.078, p = .003), and
lifetime mileage (C3=.000, t(156) = 1.775, p = .078) on self-assertiveness; gender (C:
=-.564, t(156) = -3.548, p <.001) and frequency of driving (C4=.237, t(156) = 3.070,
p = .003) had significant simple effects on speeding; and gender (C. = -.310, t(156) =
-2.683, p = .008) had a significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 7, it was found that age (C1=-.118, t(156) = -3.355, p = .001), gender (C>=
-.318, t1(156) = -2.910, p = .004), and frequency of driving (C4=.-100, t(156) = -1.743,
p =.004) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness, gender (C>=-.470, t(156)
=-2.999, p =.003) had a significant simle effect on speeding; and gender (Cz = -.315,
t(156) = -2.561, p =.011) had a significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 8, there were significant effects of feedback (b1 =1.716, t(156) = 1.741, p =
.084), peer pressure (b2 = 2.532, t(156) = 1.975, p = .050), functionality (bs = 2.338,
t(156) = 1.819, p = .071), age (C1 = -.104, t(156) = -3.028, p = .003), gender (C2 = -
277, t(156) = -2.498, p = .014), and lifetime mileage (Cs = .000, t(156) = 1.980, p =
.050) on self-assertiveness; gender (C, = -.396, t(156) = -2.449, p = .015) and
frequency of driving (C4=.183, t(156) = 2.410, p =.017) had significant simple effects
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on speeding; and gender (C2>=-.228, t(156) =-1.783, p =.077) had a significant simple

effect on rule violations.

In Model 9, the results indicated that age (C1=-.110, t(156) = -3.135, p =.003), gender
(C2=-.328, t(156) = -2.927, p = .002), and frequency of driving (C4 = -.095, t(156) =
-1.736, p = .085) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; gender (Cz = -
476, 1(156) = -2.948, p = .004) and frequency of driving (C4=.198, t(156) = 2.510, p
=.013) had significant simple effects on speeding; and gender (C. = -.255, t(156) = -
2.050, p =.042) had a significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 10, age (C1=-.091, t(156) = -2.709, p = .008), gender (C,=-.347, t(156) = -
3.271, p = .001) and frequency of driving (C4 = -.102, t(156) = -1.901, p = .059) had
significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; gender (C, = -.562, t(156) = -3.538, p
<.001) and frequency of driving (C4=.218, t(156) = 2.718, p = .007) had significant
simple effects on speeding; and noncommitment (b1 = 4.047, t(156) = 3.162, p =.002),
peer pressure (b2 = 2.312, t(156) = 2.706, p = .008), and gender (C, = -.307, t(156) = -
2.710, p = .008) had significant simple effects on rule violations.

In Model 11, it was found that there were significant simple effects of monitoring (b1
= -1.795, t(156) = -1.830, p = .069), peer pressure (b2 =-2.292, t(156) = -2.368, p =
.019), internal requirements (bs = -1.533, t(156) = -2.173, p = .031), age (C1=-.087,
t(156) = -2.410, p = .017), and gender (Cz = -.284, t(156) = -2.574, p = .011) on self-
assertiveness; there was a significant simple effect of gender (C, = -.461, t(156) = -
2.953, p = .004) on speeding; and there was a significant simple effect of gender (Cz =
-.267, t(156) = -2.148, p = .033) on rule violations.

In Model 12, age (C1=-.113, t(156) = 3.237, p =.002), and gender (C2=-.369, t(156)
=-3.231, p =.002) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; gender (C> = -
440, t(156) = -2.725, p = .007) and frequency of driving (C4=.191, t(156) = 2.446, p
=.016) had significant simple effects on speeding; and gender (C2 = -.273, t(156) = -

2.162, p =.032) had significant simple effect on rule violations.
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Table 15. Significant simple effects of the study variables on RTBS dimensions

Dependent variables

SA

SP

RV

Models

SE

SE

SE

1.COMxPPxXEAD

COM (by)

PP (b2)

EAD (bs)

Age (C1) - 11%=
Gender (C>) -.28**
Lifetime mileage (Cs) .00*
Frequency of driving (Ca)
2.NONCxPPXEAD
NONC (b1)

PP (b2)

EAD (bs)

Age (C1)

Gender (C2)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
3.MONxPPXEAD

MON (b1)

PP (b2)

EAD (bs)

Age (C1)

Gender (Cz)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
4.FBXxPPXEAD

FB (b1)

PP (b2)

EAD (bs)

Age (Cy) - 11%*
Gender (C2) -.30**
Lifetime mileage (Cs) .00*
Frequency of driving (Ca)
5.COMxPPxFUN

COM (bz)

PP (b2)

FUN (b3)

Age (Cy)

Gender (C2)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
6.NONCxPPxFUN

NONC (b)
PP (b2)
FUN (b3)
Age (Cy)
Gender (C2)

Lifetime mileage (Cs) -00*
Frequency of driving (Ca)

-, 10**
_.29**
.00*

-2.78**
-3.00**
-1.41*
_.09**
_.29**

-, 10**
_.30**
.00*

_.09**
_.32**

.03
A1
.00

.03
A1
.00

1.32
1.32
a7
.03
A1

.03
A1
.00

.03
A1
.00

.03
.10
.00

- 4

- 5%

25%*

- 48+

- 42%*

9%

- 4%

21%*

- 5E***

24

.16

.16

.08

.16

.16

.08

.16

.08

.16

-.23*

_.29**

_.26**

-.23*

_.25**

_.31**

13

A2

A2

A3

A2

A2
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Table 15 (continued)

Dependent variables

SA SP RV
Models B SE B SE B SE
7.MONxPPxFUN
MON (bs)
PP (b2)
FUN (bs)
Age (C1) -12%* 04
Gender (C2) -.32%* A1 - 47** .16 -.32%* A2
Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca) -.10* .06
8.FBXPPxXFUN
FB (b1) 1.72* .99
PP (b2) 2.53%* 1.28
FUN (b3) 2.34% 1.29
Age (C1) -.10** .03
Gender (C2) -.28** A1 -.40** .16 -.23* A3
Lifetime mileage (Cs) .00** .00
Frequency of driving (Ca) 18** .08
9.COMXPPxIR
COM (by)
PP (b2)
IR (bs)
Age (Cl) - 11%* .35
Gender (Ca2) -.33** A1 -.48** .16 -.26%* A2
Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca) -.09* .05 20%* .08
10.NONCxPPxIR
NONC (b1) 4.04% 128
PP (b2) 2.31** 85
IR (bs) 157%* 58
Age (C1) -.09%* 03
Gender (C2) -.35%* 11 -.56%** .16 -.31%* A1
Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca) -10* .05 22%* .08
11.MONxPPxIR
MON (b1) -1.80% .98
PP (b2) -2.29** 97
IR (b3) -1.53** 71
Age (Cy) -.09** 04
Gender (C2) -.28%* 11 - 46%* 16 - 27 12

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
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Table 15 (continued)

Dependent variables

SA SP RV
Models B SE B SE B SE
12.FBxPPxIR
FB (b1)
PP (b2)
IR (b3)
Age (C1) - 11%* .03
Gender (C2) -37** A1 - 44** .16 -27%* 13
Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca) 19** .08
Note 1. COM = Communication, NONC = Noncommitment, MON = Monitoring, FB = Feedback, PP = Peer
pressure, EAD = External affective demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal requirements, SA = Self-
assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations. C1, Cz, Cs, and Caare the covariate variables. *p < .10, **p <
.05, ***p <.001
Note 2. Only significant simple effects were given in order to provide clarity.

3.5.3. Significant interaction effects of the study variables for the sample whose
mothers drive

It was found that the regression coefficient for MONXPPXEAD was statistically
significant (b7 = -.267, t(156) = -2.970, p = .003). Therefore, there was a three-way
interaction between monitoring, peer pressure, and external affective demands. The
meaning of this three-way interaction was that the magnitude of moderation by peer
pressure of the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness depended on external
affective demands (see Figure 6). Furthermore, a two-way interaction between
monitoring and peer pressure (bs = 1.390, t(156) = 3.027, p = .0903, monitoring and
external affective demands (bs = .528, t(156) = 2.012, p =.046), and peer pressure and
external affective demands (bs = .630, t(156) = 2.461, p = .015) were statistically
significant. That was, there was a moderating role of peer pressure on the relationship
between monitoring and self-assertiveness; there was a moderating role of external
affective demands on the relationship between monitoring and self-assertiveness; and
there was a moderating role of external affective demands on the relationship between

peer pressure and self-assertiveness.
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br = -.267, t(156) = -2.970, p = .003

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure

External affective

demands \

o v - '
Monitoring p Self-assertiveness

Figure 6. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (MONXPPXEAD on SA)

The results of the moderated moderation analyses indicated that the regression
coefficient for FBXPPxXFUN was statistically significant (b7 = .195, t(156) = 2.044, p
= .043) meaning that there was a three-way interaction between feedback, peer
pressure, and functionality. That was, the magnitude of moderation by peer pressure
of the effect of feedback on self-assertiveness depended on functionality (see Figure
7). Moreover, a two-way interaction between feedback and peer pressure (bs = -.591,
t(156) = -1.925, p = .056), feedback and functionality (bs = -.566, t(156) = -1.866, p =
.064), and peer pressure and functionality (bs = -.730, t(156) = -1.818, p = .071) were
statistically significant. That was, there was a moderating role of peer pressure on the
relationship between feedback and self-assertiveness; there was a moderating role of
functionality on the relationship between feedback and self-assertiveness; and there
was a moderating role of functionality on the relationship between peer pressure and

self-assertiveness.
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by = .195, t(156) = 2.044, p = .043

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Functionality \
Feedback v » Self-assertiveness

Figure 7. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (FBXPPXFUN on SA)

The results of the moderated moderation analyses indicated that the regression
coefficient for NONCxPPxIR was statistically significant (b7 = .147, t(156) = 1.673, p
=.096) meaning that there was a three-way interaction between noncommitment, peer
pressure and internal requirements. That was, the magnitude of moderation by peer
pressure of the effect of noncommitment on self-assertiveness depended on internal

requirements (see Figure 8).
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by = .147, t(156) = 1.673, p = .096

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
requirements \
Noncommitment v » Self-assertiveness

Figure 8. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (NONCXPPXIR on SA)

According to the results of moderated moderation analyses, the regression coefficient
for MONXPPXIR was statistically signiciant (b7 = -.154, t(156) = -2.319, p = .022).
That was, there was a three-way interaction between monitoring, peer pressure, and
internal requirements. The meaning of this three-way interaction was that the
magnitude of moderation by peer pressure of the effect of monitoring on self-
assertiveness depended on internal requirements (see Figure 9). Furthermore, a two-
way interaction between monitoring and peer pressure (bs = .718, t(156) = 2.354, p =
.020), monitoring and internal requirements (bs = .379, t(156) = 1.753, p = .082), and
peer pressure and internal requirements (be = .564, t(156) = 2.612, p = .010) were
statistically significant. That was, there was a moderating role of peer pressure on the
relationship between monitoring and self-assertiveness; there was a moderating role
of internal requirements on the relationship between monitoring and self-assertiveness;
and there was a moderating role of internal requirements on the relationship between

peer pressure and self-assertiveness.
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by = -.154, t(156) = -2.319, p = .022

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
requirements \
Monitoring v » Self-assertiveness

Figure 9. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (MONXPPXIR on SA)

It was found that the regression coefficient for NONCxPPxIR was statistically
significant (b7 = .270, t(156) = 2.883, p = .005), meaning that there was a three-way
interaction between noncommitment, peer pressure, and internal requirements. That
was, the magnitude of moderation by peer pressure of the effect of noncommitment on
rule violations depended on internal requirements (see Figure 10). Moreover, a two-
way interaction between noncommitment and peer pressure (bs = -1.099, t(156) = -
2.653, p = .009), noncommitment and internal requirements (bs = -.879, t(156) = -
3.039, p = .003), and peer pressure and internal requirements (bs = -.489, t(156) = -
2.595, p = .010) were statistically significant. That was, there was a moderating role
of peer pressure on the relationship between noncommitment and rule violations; there
was a moderating role of internal requirements on the relationship between
noncommitment and rule violations; and there was a moderating role of internal

requirements on the relationship between peer pressure and rule violations.

72



bs = .270, t(156) = 2.883, p = .005

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
requirements \
Noncommitment v » Rule violations

Figure 10. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (NONCXxPPXIR on RV)

3.5.4. The results of the Pick-a-Point Approach and Johnson-Neyman region of
significance analyses for the sample whose mothers drive

Pick-a-point approach was used to show in which values of traffic climate as a
secondary moderator were chosen with the target of determining whether peer pressure
moderated family climate’s effect on risk-taking behaviors of young drivers
conditioned on these various values of traffic climate. The results of the pick-a-point
approach indicated that among those “relatively low” in external affective demands
scores, [W =4.256, 6 xv—y)=.252, t(156), p =.007] and “relatively high” in external
affective demands scores [W =5.768, 0 xm—y) = -.157, t(156), p = .077], peer pressure
moderated the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness (see Figure 11). That is,
young drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive behaviors when they
perceived more monitoring of their mothers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied
traffic environment as relatively less external affective demanding. Moreover, young
drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive behaviors when they perceived
more monitoring of their mothers, more feeling of peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively high external affective demanding. The results of the JN
indicated that there was an interaction between monitoring and peer pressure between
statistically significant or nonsignificant at the standardized scores of external

affective demands < 4.715 and > 5.901. Below the score 4.715 and above the score
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5.901 of external affective demands, there was a two-way interaction between

monitoring and peer pressure (see Figure 12).

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively
high” in functionality scores [W = 3.395, 6 xm—y) = .175, t(156), p = .088], peer
pressure moderated the effect of feedback on self-assertiveness (see Figure 13). That
IS, young drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive behaviors when they
were given more feedback by their mothers, less felt peer pressure, and percevied
traffic environment as relatively more functional. The results of the JN region of
significance analysis, it was found that there was an interaction between feedback and
peer pressure between statistically significant or nonsignificant at the standardized
scores of functionality = 4.672. Above the score 4.672 of functionality, there was a

two-way interaction between feedback and peer pressure (see Figure 14).

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively high”
in internal regirements scores [W = 5.342, 6 xm-y) = .211, t(156), p = .090], peer
pressure moderated the effect of noncommitment on self-assertiveness (see Figure 15).
That is, young drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive behaviors when
they perceived more noncommitment from their mothers, felt more peer pressure, and
percevied traffic environment as relatively more internally required. According to the
JN region of significance analysis, it was foud that there was no statistical significant
transition points of internal requirements; however, the moderation of the effect of
noncommitment on self-assertiveness by peer pressure to depend on internal

requirements was statistically significant (see Figure 16).

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively less”
in internal regirements scores [W = 3.550, 6 xm-y) = .173, t(156), p = .050], peer
pressure moderated the effect of noncommitment on self-assertiveness (see Figure 17).
That is, young drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive behaviors when
they perceived more monitoring from their mothers, felt less peer pressure, and
percevied traffic environment as relatively less internally required. Moreover, the
results indicated that there was an interaction between monitoring and peer pressure

between statistically significant or nonsignificant at the standardized scores of internal
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regirements = 3.544. Below the score 3.544 of internal requirements, there was a two-

way interaction between monitoring and peer pressure (see Figure 18).

Finally, the results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively
high” in internal reqirements scores [W = 5.432, 6 xm—y) = .342, t(156), p = .010],
peer pressure moderated the effect of noncommitment on rule violations (see Figure
19). That is, young drivers reported that they showed more rule violations when they
perceived more noncommitment from their mothers, felt more peer pressure, and
percevied traffic environment as relatively more internally required. Furthermore, it
was found that there was an interaction between noncommitment and peer pressure
between statistically significant or nonsignificant at the standardized scores of internal
requirements < 2.887 and > 4.827. Below the score 2.887 and above the score 4.827
of internal requirements, there was a two-way interaction between noncommitment

and peer pressure (see Figure 20).
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Figure 11. The conditional effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
external affective demands.
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Figure 12. The conditional effect of monitoring on self-assertiveess as a function of peer pressure and
external affective demands. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients.
LLCI is low levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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Figure 13. The conditional effect of feedback on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
functionality.
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Figure 14. The conditional effect of feedback on self-assertiveess as a function of peer pressure and
functionality. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients. LLCI is low
levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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Figure 15. The conditional effect of noncommitment on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure
and internal requirements.
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Figure 16. The conditional effect of noncommitment on self-assertiveess as a function of peer pressure
and internal requirements. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients.
LLCI is low levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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Figure 17. The conditional effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements.
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Figure 18. The conditional effect of monitoring on self-assertiveess as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients. LLCI
is low levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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Figure 19. The conditional effect of noncommitment on rule violations as a function of peer pressure
and internal requirements.
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Figure 20. The conditional effect of noncommitment on rule violations as a function of peer pressure
and internal requirements. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients.
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3.5.5. The Model summary of a Moderated Moderation analyses in the sample
whose fathers drive

The results of moderated moderation analyses including significant model summaries
including the interaction between FCRSS dimensions for mother (i.e., communication,
noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback) and peer pressure to depend on traffic
climate (i.e., external affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements) on
risk-taking behaviors (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations) indicated

that all models were significant (see Table 16).

Table 16. The model summaries of a moderated moderation analyses for the sample
whose fathers drive

Dependent variables

SA SP RV
Models F(11,156) R?  F(11,156) R?  F(11,156) R?
1.COMXPPXEAD 5A47** 28 7.62%% 35 533 27
2.NONCXPPXEAD 761* 35  637* 31 621 30
3.MONXPPXEAD 5.93% 29  6.89%* 33 453 24
4.FBXPPXEAD 558% 28 7.35%% 34 468** 25
5.COMxPPXFUN 6.15%* 30  7.75%% 35 501 26
6.NONCxXPPXFUN 7.81%* 36 678 32 569** .29
7.MONXPPXFUN 573% 29  6.64%* 32 431%* 23
8.FBXPPXFUN 6.35** .31 6.91** 33 340%* 22
9.COMXPPXIR 481%% 25  864* 38  524% 27
10.NONCXPPXIR 7.25%% 34 675%* 32 645%* 31
11.MONXPPXIR 487%% 26 660** 32 3727 21
12.FBXPPxIR 5.87%% 29  7.43* 34 469%* 25

Note. COM = Communication, NONC = Noncommitment, MON = Monitoring, FB = Feedback, PP =
Peer pressure, EAD = External affective demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal requirements,
SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations, **p <.001
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3.5.6. Significant simple effects of the study variables on risk-taking behaviors
for the sample whose fathers drive

As it was menditoned above for simple effects of the study variables for the sample
whose mothers drive, the same procedure was followed for the sample whose fathers
drive. The simple effects of the study variables on risk-taking behaviors were given
in Table 23.

In Model 1, it was found that there were significant simple effects of age (C1 = -.100,
t(156) = -2.789, p = .005), gender (C2 = -.287, t(156) = -2.583, p = .011), and lifetime
mileage (Cz = .000, t(156) = 1.855, p = .065) on self-assertiveness; there was a
significant simple effect of gender (C>=-.553, t(156) = -3.508, p < .001) on speeding;
and there was a significant simple effect of gender (C> = -.293, t(156) = -2.397, p =

.018) on rule violations.

In Model 2, the results indicated that age (C1=-.092, t(156) = -2.802, p = .006), gender
(C2=-.305, t(156) = -2.354, p = .005), and lifetime mileage (C3=.000, t(156) = 1.961,
p =.052) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; gender (C.=-.592, t(156)
=-3.596, p <.001) and frequency of driving (Cs=.247, t(156) = 3.224, p = .002) had
simple significant effects on speeding; and gender (C. = -.342, t(156) = -2.818, p =

.006) had a significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 3, it was found that there were significant simple effects of age (C1=-.098,
t(156) = -2.842, p = .005) , and gender (Cz = -.310, t(156) = -2.819, p = .005) on self
assertiveness; gender (Cz = -.528, t(156) = -3.289, p = .001) had a significant simple
effect on speeding; and gender (C>=-.313, t(156) = -2.504, p = .013) had a significant

simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 4, the results indicated that there were significant simple effects of age (C1=
-.106, t(156) = -3.132, p = .002) and gender (C2 = -.285, t(156) = -2.534, p = .012) on
self-assertiveness; gender (C. = -.436, t(156) = -2.706, p = .008) and frequency of
driving (C4 = .205, t(156) = 2.675, p = .008) on speeding; and gender (Cz = -.224,
t(156) =-1.773, p = .078) on rule violations.

In Model 5, age (C1=-.099, t(156) = -2.900, p = .004), gender (C2 = -.315, t(156) = -
2.929, p = .004), and lifetime mileage (Cs = .000, t(156) = 2.037, p = .043) had
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significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; gender (C. = -.545, t(156) = -3.522, p
<.001), and frequency of driving (Cs=.193, t(156) = 2.517, p = .013) had significant
simple effects on speeding; and gender (Cz = -.301, t(156) = -2.483, p = .014), had a

significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 6, the results indicated that there were significant simple effects of age (C1=
-.104, t(156) = -3.174, p = .002), gender (C> = -.336, t(156) = -3.217, p = .002), and
lifetime mileage (Cs = .000, t(156) = 2.202, p = .0729) on self-assertiveness; gender
(C2=-.560, t(156) = -3.496, p < .001) and frequency of driving (Cs = .248, t(156) =
3.272, p = .001) had significant simple effects on speeding; and gender (C; = -.315,
t(156) = -2.611, p = .010) had a significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 7, it was found that age (C1 = -.110, t(156) = -3.095, p = .002), gender (C> =
-.327, t(156) = -3.003, p =.003), and lifetime mileage (C3=.000, t(156) = 1.710, p =
.089) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness, gender (C, = -.534, t(156) =
-3.358, p =.001) had a significant simle effect on speeding; and age (C1 = -.068, t(156)
=-1.684, p = .094) and gender (C> = -.329, t(156) = -2.655, p = .009) had significant

simple effects on rule violations.

In Model 8, there were significant effects of feedback (b = 1.605, t(156) = 2.027, p =
.044), peer pressure (b2 = 1.965, t(156) = 2.041, p = .043), functionality (bs = 2.300,
t(156) = 2.266, p = .025), age (C1 = -.107, t(156) = -3.157, p = .002), gender (C> = -
321, t(156) = -2.990, p = .003), and lifetime mileage (Cs = .000, t(156) = 1.750, p =
.082) on self-assertiveness; gender (C> = -.478, t(156) = -3.014, p = .003) and
frequency of driving (C4=.178, t(156) = 2.291, p =.023) had significant simple effects
on speeding; and gender (C2=-.280, t(156) = -2.234, p = .027) had a significant simple

effect on rule violations.

In Model 9, the results indicated that age (C1 = -.109, t(156) = -3.103, p = .002) and
gender (Cz = -.340, t(156) = -3.056, p = .003) had significant simple effects on self-
assertiveness; gender (C, = -.5.26, t(156) = -3.470, p <.001) and frequency of driving
(Cs=.160, t(156) = 2.123, p = .035) had significant simple effects on speeding; and
gender (C2 = -.292, t(156) = -2.422, p = .017) had a significant simple effect on rule

violations.
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In Model 10, age (C1=-.103, t(156) = -3.136, p = .002) and gender (C. = -.333, t(156)
= -3.165, p = .002) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness;
noncommitment (b1 = -3.402, t(156) = -1.781, p = .077), gender (C2 = -.569, t(156) =
-3.567, p < .001) and frequency of driving (Cs = .223, t(156) = 2.813, p = .006) had
significant simple effects on speeding; and gender (C. = -.316, t(156) = -2.680, p =

.008) had a significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 11, it was found that there were significant simple effects of age (C1=-.097,
t(156) = -2.698, p = .008), and gender (C. = -.329, t(156) = -2.938, p = .011) on self-
assertiveness; there was a significant simple effect of gender (C2 = -.509, t(156) = -
3.183, p =.002) on speeding; and there was a significant simple effect of gender (C>=
-.295, t(156) = -2.336, p = .021) on rule violations.

In Model 12, age (C1=-.097, t(156) = -2.864, p = .005), and gender (C>=-.296, t(156)
=-2.672, p = .008) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; gender (Cz = -
455, t(156) = -2.851, p = .005) and frequency of driving (Cs=.190, t(156) = 2.455, p
=.015) had significant simple effects on speeding; and gender (C. = -.219, t(156) = -

1.747, p = .083) had significant simple effect on rule violations.
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Table 17. Significant simple effects of the study variables on RTBS dimensions

Dependent variables

SA

SP

RV

Models

SE

SE

SE

1.COMxPPXEAD

COM (by)

PP (b2)

EAD (b3)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
2.NONCXPPxXEAD
NONC (by)

PP (b2)

EAD (bs)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
3.MONxPPXEAD

MON (b)

PP (b2)

EAD (b3)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
4.FBXPPXEAD

FB (b1)

PP (b2)

EAD (b3)

Age (C1)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
5.COMxPPxFUN

COM (by)

PP (b2)

FUN (bs)

Age (Cy1)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
6.NONCXxPPXFUN

NONC (by)

PP (b2)

FUN (bs)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)

_.10**
_.29**
.00*

'.09**
'.31**
.00*

'.10**
'.31**
.00*

_.ll**
_.28**

'.10**
_.31**
.00**

'.10**
_.33**
.00**

.03
A1
.00

.03
A1
.00

.03
A1
.00

.03
A1

.03
A1
.00

.03
10
.00

- 5G**x*

18**

- 5Q***

25

-.53**

-44**

21%*

- 54***

19**

- 5p***

25**

.16

.08

.16

.08

.16

.16

.08

15

.08

.16

.08

-29%*

- 34

-31%*

-.22*

-.30**

-.31%*
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Table 17 (continued)

Dependent Variables

SA

SP RV

Models

SE

SE B

SE

7.MONxPPxFUN
MON (b1)

PP (b2)

FUN (b3)

Age (C1)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca)
8.FBXPPXFUN

FB (b1)

PP (b2)

FUN (bs)

Age (C1)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca)
9.COMXPPxIR

COM (by)

PP (b2)

IR (b3)

Age (C1)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca)
10.NONCxPPXIR

NONC (by)

PP (b2)

IR (b3)

Age (C1)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca)
11.MONXxPPxIR

MON (b1)

PP (b2)

IR (bs3)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)

_.11**
'.33**
.00*

1.60**
1.96**
2.30**
- 11%*
'-32**
.00*

_.ll**
- 34

'.10**
_.33**

'.10**
_.33**

.04
A1
.00

.79
.96

1.01

.03
A1
.00

.04
A1

.03
A1

.04
A1

_.53***

- 48**

18>

-8.56**
-0.34**
-6.72**
_.53***

16**

-3.40*

_.57***

22%*

-51**

-07*
.16 -.33**

.16 -.28**

.08

2.87
3.87
2.50
15 -29%*

.08

191

.16 -.32%*

.08

.16 -.30**

.04
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Table 17 (continued)

Dependent Variables
SA SP RV

B SE B SE B SE

Models

12.FBxPPxIR

FB (b2)

PP (b2)

IR (b3)

Age (Cy) -10** .03

Gender (Cy) -.30** A1 -46** .16 -.22* 13
Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca) .1900 .08

Note. COM = Communication, NONC = Noncommitment, MON = Monitoring, FB = Feedback, PP =
Peer pressure, EAD = External affective demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal requirements,

SA = Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations. C4, C, Cs3, and Casare the covariate
variables. *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .001

3.5.7. Significant interaction effects of the study variables for the sample whose
fathers drive

It was found that the regression coefficient for MONXPPXEAD was statistically
significant (b7 = -.170, t(156) = -1.880, p = .062). Hence, there was a three-way
interaction between monitoring, peer pressure, and external affective demands. The
meaning of this three-way interaction was that the magnitude of moderation by peer
pressure of the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness depended on external
affective demands (see Figure 21). Moreover, a two-way interaction between
monitoring and peer pressure (bs = .890, t(156) = 1.916, p = .057) was statistically
significant. That was, there was a moderating role of peer pressure on the relationship

between monitoring and self-assertiveness.
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bs = -.170, t(156) = -1.880, p = .062

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure

External affective

demands \

o v - '
Monitoring p Self-assertiveness

Figure 21. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (MONXPPXEAD on SA)

The results of moderated moderation analyses indicated that the regression coefficient
for FBXPPXFUN was statistically significant, b7 =.174, t(156) = 2.189, p =.002. Thus,
there was a three way-interaction between feedback, peer pressure, and functionality.
That was, the magnitude of moderation by peer pressure of the effect of feedback on
self-assertiveness depended on functionality (see Figure 22). In addition, a two-way
interaction between feedback and peer pressure (bs = .890, t(156) = 1.916, p = .057),
feedback and functionality (bs = -.584, t(156) = -2.310, p = .022), and peer and
functionality (be = -.628, t(156) = -1.966, p = .051) were statistically significant. There
was a moderating role of peer pressure on the relationship between feedback and self-
assertiveness; there was a moderating role of functionality on the relationship between
feedback and self-assertiveness; and there was a moderating role of functionality on

the relationship between peer pressure and self-assertiveness.
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by = .174, t(156) = 2.189, p = .002

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Functionality \
Feedback v » Self-assertiveness

Figure 22. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (FBXPPXFUN on SA)

According to the results of the moderated moderation analyses, it was found that the
regression coefficient for FBXPPxIR was statistically significant (b7 = .172, t(156) =
2.159, p = .032) and there was a three-way interaction between feedback, peer
pressure, and internal requirements (see Figure 23). It means that the magnitude of
moderation by peer pressure of the effect of feedback on self-assertiveness depended
on internal requirements. Furhermore, there was a two-way interaction between
feedback and peer pressure (bs = -.694, t(156) = -1.926, p = .056), and feedback and
internal requirements (bs = -.584, t(156) = -2.310, p = .022). There was a moderating
role of peer pressure on the relationship between feedback and self-assertiveness; and
internal requirements had a moderating role on the relationship between feedback and

self-assertiveness.
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by =.172, t(156) = 2.159, p = .032

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
requirements \
Feedback v » Self-assertiveness

Figure 23. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (FBXPPXIR on SA)

Finally, the results indicated the regression coefficient for COMxPPxIR was
statistically significant, (b7 = -.516, t(156) = -2.532, p = .012) and there was a three-
way interaction between communication, peer pressure, and internal requirements. It
means that the magnitude of moderation by peer pressure of the effect of
communication on speeding depended on internal requirements (see Figure 24).
Furthermore, there was a two-way interaction between communication and peer
pressure (bs = 2.465, t(156) = 2.560, p = .011), and communication and internal
requirements (bs = 1.719, t(156) = 2.769, p = .006), and peer and internal requirements
(bs = 2.036, t(156) = 2.491, p = .014). That was, peer pressure had a moderating role
on the relationship between communication and speeding, internal requirements had a
moderating role on the relationship between communication and speeding, and internal
requirements had a moderating role on the relationship between peer pressure and

speeding.
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by = -.516, t(156) = -2.532, p = .012

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
requirements \
Communication v > Speeding

Figure 24. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (COMxPPXIR on SP)

3.5.8. The results of the Pick-a-Point Approach and the Johnson-Neyman region
of significance analyses for the sample whose fathers drive

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively low”
in external affective demands scores [W = 4.256, 6 xm—y) = .165, t(156), p = .074],
peer pressure moderated the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness (see Figure 25).
That is, young drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive behaviors when
they perceived more monitoring of their fathers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied
traffic environment as relatively less external affective demanding. The result of the
JN region of signifcance analyses indicated that there no statistical significant
transition points of internal requirements; however, the moderation of the effect of
monitoring on self-assertiveness by peer pressure to depend on external affective

demands was statistically significant (see Figure 26).

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively high”
in functionality scores [W = 3.935, 6 xm-v) = .226, t(156), p = .032], peer pressure
moderated the effect of feedback on self-assertiveness (see Figure 27). That is, young
drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive behaviors when they were given
more feedback by their fathers, felt more peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively high functional. The results of the JN region of significance

analysis, it was found that there was an interaction between feedback and peer pressure
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between statistically significant or nonsignificant at the standardized scores of
functionality = 3.635. Above the score 3.635 of functionality, there was a two-way

interaction between feedback and peer pressur (see Figure 28).

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively high”
in internal requirements scores [W = 5.432, 6 xmv—y) = .225, t(156), p = .022], peer
pressure moderated the effect of feedback on self-assertiveness (see Figure 29). That
is, young drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive behaviors when they
were given more feedback by their fathers, felt more peer pressure, and percevied
traffic environment as relatively high internally required. Furthermore, it was foud that
there was an interaction between feedback and peer pressure between statistically
significant or nonsignificant at the standardized scores of internal requirements =
4.912. Above the score 4.912 of internal requirements, there was a two-way interaction

between feedback and peer pressure (see Figure 30).

Finally, the results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively
low” in internal requirements scores [W = 3.550, 8 xm—y) = .633, t(156), p = .022],
peer pressure moderated the effect of communication on speeding (see Figure 31).
That is, young drivers reported that they showed less speeding behaviors when they
had more communication with their fathers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied
traffic environment as relatively low internally required. Moreover, it was found that
there was an interaction between communication and peer pressure between
statistically significant or nonsignificant at the standardized scores of internal
requirements < 3.980 and > 5.930. Below the score 3.980 and above the score 5.930
of internal requirements, there was a two-way interaction between communication and

peer pressure (see Figure 32).
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Figure 25. The conditional effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements.
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Figure 26. The conditional effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
external affective demands. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients.
LLCI is low levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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Figure 27. The conditional effect of feedback
functionality.
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Figure 28. The conditional effect of feedback

on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and

functionality. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients. LLCI is low
levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.

94



0 (xmv)— w=3550 = -.083, p = .396 _ Peer
- Fressure

=" D

- ~-210

- e e e e ~..2093
——e— — ~ 376

IR (W) = 3.550

0 (xmv)— w=2.446 = .071, p = .289

IR (W) = 4.446

Self-assertiveness (YY)
T

0 (xM v)—> w=5.342 = .225, p = .022

IR (W) = 5.342

|
2,00

3,'50 3,'00 3,'50 4,'00 4,50
Feedback/father (X)

Figure 29. The conditional effect of feedback on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements.
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Figure 30. The conditional effect of feedback on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients. LLCI
is low levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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Figure 31. The conditional effect of feedback on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements.
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Figure 32. The conditional effect of communication on speeding as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients. LLCI
is low levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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3.5.9.The Model summary of a Moderated Moderation analyses in the sample
whose only fathers drive

The results of moderated moderation analyses including significant model summaries
including the interaction between FCRSS dimensions for mother (i.e., communication,
modeling, monitoring, and feedback) and peer pressure to depend on traffic climate
(i.e., external affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements) on risk-
taking behaviors (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations) indicated that

all models were significant (see Table 18).

Table 18. The model summaries of a moderated moderation analyses for the sample
whose only fathers drive

Dependent variables

SA SP RV
Models F(11,220) R?  F(11,220) R?  F(11,220) R?
1.COMXPPXEAD 6.52%% 25 848 30  11.14** 36
2.MODXPPXEAD 7.80%% 28 902** 31  11.85%% .37
3.MONXPPXEAD 558% 22 826%* 20  943** 32
4.FBXPPXEAD 5.46% 21 898 31  979%* 33
5.COMxPPXFUN 7.04%% 26 832** 29  10.15%* .34
6.MODXPPXFUN 7.99%% 29 894* 31  1071** .35
7.MONXPPXFUN 520%% 21 834* 20  864** 30
8.FBXPPXFUN 5.14% 20  862** 30  885%* 31
9.COMXPPXIR 6.46%* 24 931* 32 10.71** .35
10.MODXPPXIR 8.O6** 29 913** 31  1337%% 40
11.MONXPPXIR 572%% 22 9.04* 31 834 31
12.FBXPPXIR 495%% 20  865** .30  9.00%* 31

Note. COM = Communication, MOD = Modeling, MON = Monitoring, FB = Feedback, PP = Peer
pressure, EAD = External affective demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal requirements, SA =
Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations, **p < .001
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3.5.10. Significant simple effects of the study variables on risk-taking behaviors
for the sample whose fathers drive

As it was menditoned above for simple effects of the study variables for the sample
whose mothers and fathers drive, the same procedure was followed for the sample
whose only fathers drive. The simple effects of the study variables on risk-taking

behaviors were given in Table 25.

In Model 1, it was found that there was a significant simple effect of frequency of
driving (Cs = .104, t(220) = 2.348, p = .020) on self-assertiveness; there was a
significant simple effect of gender (C.=-.474, 1(220) = -3.548, p < .001) on speeding;
and there were significant simple effects of gender (C, = -.168, t(220) = -1.726, p =
.086) and frequency of driving (C4=.093, t(220) = 2.258, p = .025) on rule violations.

In Model 2, the results indicated that modeling (b1 =-2.337, t1(220) =-2.224, p = .027),
external affective demands (b2 =-1.820, t(220) = -1.897, p = .059), gender (C>=-.191,
t(220) = -1.872, p = .063), and frequency of driving (Cs = .079, t(220) = 1.804, p =
.073) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; gender (C = -.499, t(220) =
-3.756, p < .001) had a simple significant effect on speeding; modeling (b: = -2.238,
t(220) = -2.248, p = .026), external affective demands (b2 = -1.906, t(220) = -2.097, p
=.037), gender (C>=-.193, t(220) = -1.992, p =.048), and frequency of driving (C4=
.070, t(220) = 1.679, p = .095) had significant simple effects on rule violations.

In Model 3, it was found that there were significant simple effects of gender (C. = -
196, t(220) = -1.817, p = .071) , and frequency of driving (C4 = .123, t(220) = 2.660,
p = .008) on self assertiveness; gender (C. = -.443, t(220) = -3.246, p = .001) had a
significant simple effect on speeding; and gender (C>=-.179, t(220) =-1.757, p =.080)
and frequency of driving (C4=.097, t(220) = 2.216, p = .028) had significant simple

effects on rule violations.

In Model 4, the results indicated that there was a significant simple effect of frequency
of driving (C4 = .108, t(220) = 2.397, p = .017) on self-assertiveness; gender (C2 = -
376, t(220) = -2.721, p = .007) on speeding; and feedback (b1 = -1.254, t(220) = -
1.671, p = .096) and frequency of driving (Cs=.089, t(220) = 2.117, p = .035) on rule

violations.
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In Model 5, frequency of driving (Cs=.121, t(220) = 2.745, p =.007) had a significant
simple effect on self-assertiveness; gender (Cz = -.474, t(220) = -3.561, p < .001) had
a significant simple effect on speeding; and gender (C. = -.172, t1(220) = -1.748, p =
.082) and frequency of driving had (Cs = .087, t(220) = 2.074, p = .039) significant

simple effects on rule violations.

In Model 6, the results indicated that there were significant simple effects of gender
(C2=-.198, t(220) = -1.961, p = .051), and frequency of driving (C4 = .087, t(220) =
2.202, p = .046) on self-assertiveness; gender (C2 = -.508, t(220) = -3.853, p < .001)
had a significant simple effect on speeding; and gender (C>=-.213, t(220) =-2.179, p

=.030) had a significant simple effect on rule violations.

In Model 7, it was found that monitoring (b1 = .696, t(220) = 1.738, p = .084), peer (b2
=.739, t(220) = 1.779, p = .077), gender (C> = -.201, t(220) = -1.862, p = .064), and
frequency of driving (Cs = .113, t(220) = 12.430, p = .016) had significant simple
effects on self-assertiveness, gender (Cz = -.456, t(220) = -3.377, p < .001) had a
significant simle effect on speeding; and peer (b2 = .807, t(220) = 2.042, p = .042),
gender (Cz = -.203, t(220) = -1.976, p = .049), and frequency of driving (C4 = .085,
t(220) = 1.929 p = .055) had significant simple effects on rule violations.

In Model 8, there was a significant effect of frequency of driving (Cs4 = .106, t(220) =
2.345 p = .020) on self-assertiveness; gender (Cz = -.386, t(220) = -2.785, p = .006)
had a significant simple effect on speeding; and peer (b2 = 1.033, t(220) = 1.888, p =
.060) and frequency of driving (Cs = .087, t(220) = 2.029, p = .044) had significant

simple effects on rule violations.

In Model 9, the results indicated that communication (by = -3.007, t(220) = -2.191, p
= .030), peer (b2 = -3.288, t(220) = -2.089, p = .038), internal requirements (bs = -
2.718, t(220) = -2.054, p = .041) and frequency of driving (C4=.093, t(220) = 2.130,
p = .034) had significant simple effects on self-assertiveness; communication (b1 = -
3.277,1(220) = -1.894, p = .060), peer (b2 =-3.820, t(220) =-1.925, p = .056), internal
requirements (bz = -2.862, t(220) = -1.716, p = .088), gender (C, = -.497, 1(220) = -
3.751, p < .001) and frequency of driving (C4 = .096, t(220) = 1.734, p = .084) had
significant simple effects on speeding; and gender (C, = -.164, t(220) = -1.658, p =
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.099) and frequency of driving (Cs = .076, t(220) = 1.845, p = .066) had significant

simple effects on rule violations.

In Model 10, modeling (b1 =-2.839, t(220) =-2.584, p =.010), peer (b>=-3.038, t(220)
=-2.369, p = .019), internal requirements (bs = -2.454, t(220) = -2.386, p = .018) and
gender (C2 = -.190, t(220) = -1.836, p = .068) had significant simple effects on self-
assertiveness; modeling (b1 =-2.384, t(220) = -1.667, p = .097) and gender (C>=-.521,
t(220) =-3.867, p <.001) had significant simple effects on speeding; and modeling (b1
= -3.221, t(220) = -3.159, p = .002), peer (b2 = -3.958, t(220) = -3.326, p = .001),
internal requirements (b3 = -2.925, t(220) = -3.065, p =.003) and gender (C>=-.177,
t(220) = -1.829, p = .069) had significant simple effects on on rule violations.

In Model 11, it was found that there were significant simple effects of monitoring (b1
=-1.080, t(220) = -1.661, p =.098), internal requirements (bz =-1.048, t(220) = -2.033,
p = .043) and frequency of driving (Cs = .953, t(220) = 2.069, p = .040) on self-
assertiveness; there was a significant simple effect of gender (C, = -.452, t(220) = -
3.352, p <.001) on speeding.

In Model 12, frequency of driving (C4=.089, t(220) = 1.973, p =.050) had a significant
simple effect on self-assertiveness; gender (C. = -.377, t(220) = -2.704, p = .007) had

a significant simple effect on speeding.
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Table 19. Significant simple effects of the study variables on RTBS dimensions

Dependent variables

SA

SP

RV

Models

SE B

SE

SE

1.COMxPPXEAD

COM (by)

PP (b2)

EAD (bs)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
2.MODxPPXEAD

MOD (bs)

PP (by)

EAD (bs)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
3.MONXPPXEAD

MON (b)

PP (by)

EAD (b3)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
4.FBXPPXEAD

FB (b1)

PP (by)

EAD (bs)

Age (C1)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
5.COMxPPxFUN

COM (b1)

PP (b)

FUN (bs)

Age (Cy1)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (Ca)
6.MODXPPxFUN

MOD (by)
PP (b2)
FUN (bs)
Age (C1)
Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (C.)

10**

-2.34%*

-1.82*

-.19*

.08*

-.19*

2%

1%

2%

-.20*

09**

S TFF*

.04

1.05

.96

.10 -.50***

.04

.10 - 44%*

.05

-.38**

.05

S QTFF*

.04

10 - 51***

.04

A3

A3

14

A4

13

13

-17*

09**

-2.24%*

-1.91%*

-19**

.07*

-.18*

10**

-1.25%

09**

-17*

09**

-21%*

.04

.10

91

.04

.10

.04

75

.04

.10

.04

.10
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Table 19 (continued)

Dependent Variables

SA

SP

RV

Models

SE

B

SE

SE

7.MONxPPxFUN
MON (bs)

PP (by)

FUN (bs)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca)
8.FBXPPXFUN

FB (b1)

PP (by)

FUN (bs)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca)
9.COMXPPxIR

COM (b1)

PP (by)

IR (bs)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca)
10.MODxPPXxIR

MOD (ba)

PP (b)

IR (bs)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (Ca)
11.MONXPPxIR

MON (bs)

PP (b2)

IR (bs)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy)

Lifetime mileage (Cs)
Frequency of driving (C.)

70*

4%

-.20*

J1x*

1%

-3.00**
-3.29**
-2.712%*

.09**

-2.84%*
-3.04%
-2.45%*

-.19*

-1.08*

-1.05**

10**

40

42

A1

.05

.05

1.37
1.57
1.32

.04

1.10
1.28
1.02

.10

.65

.52

.05

S AB**r*

-.39**

-3.28*
-3.82*
-2.86*
_.50***

10*

-2.38*

- 52***

- J5***

14

A4

1.73

1.98

1.67
A3

.06

1.43

A3

A3

81

-.20**

1.03*

09**

-.16*

.08*

-3.22%*
-3.96***
-2.93**

-.18*

40

.10

.55

.04

.10

.04

1.02
1.19
.95

.10
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Table 19 (continued)

Dependent Variables
SA SP RV
B SE B SE B SE

12.FBxPPxIR

FB (b1)

PP (by)

IR (b3)

Age (Cy)

Gender (Cy) -.38** 14

Lifetime mileage (Cs)

Frequency of driving (C) 09** .05
Note. COM = Communication, MOD = Modeling, MON = Monitoring, FB = Feedback, PP = Peer
pressure, EAD = External affective demands, FUN = Functionality, IR = Internal requirements, SA =

Self-assertiveness, SP = Speeding, RV = Rule violations. C;, Cz, Cs, and Csare the covariate
variables. *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .001

3.5.11.Significant interaction effects of the study variables for the sample whose
only fathers drive

According to the results of the moderated moderation analyses, it was found that the
regression coefficient for MONXPPXFUN was statistically significant (b7 = .067,
t(220) = 1.685, p = .094) and there was a three-way interaction between monitoring,
peer pressure, and functionality. It means that the magnitude of moderation by peer
pressure of the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness depended on functionality
(see Figure 33). Furhermore, there was a two-way interaction between monitoring and
peer pressure (bs = -.253, t(220) = -1.839, p = .067). There was a moderating role of

peer pressure on the relationship between monitoring and self-assertiveness.
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b = .067, t(220) = 1.685, p = .094

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Functionality
Monitoring v » Self-assertiveness

Figure 33. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (MONXPPxFUN on SA)

It was found that the regression coefficient for COMxPPxIR was statistically
significant (b7 = -.193, t(220) = -2.068, p = .040). There was a three-way interaction
between communication, peer pressure, and internal requirements. The meaning of this
three-way interaction was that the magnitude of moderation by peer pressure of the
effect of communication on self-assertiveness depended on internal requirements (see
Figure 34). Moreover, a two-way interaction between communication and peer
pressure (bs = .855, t(220) = 2.168, p = .031), communication and internal
requirements (bs = .620, t(220) = 1.896, p = .059), and peer pressure and internal
requirements (bs = .811, t(220) = 2.167, p = .031) were statistically significant. That
was, there was a moderating role of peer pressure on the relationship between
communication and self-assertiveness, there was a moderating role of internal
requirements on the relationship between communication and self-assertiveness, and
internal requirements had a moderating role on the relationship between peer pressure

and self-assertiveness.
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by = -.193, t(220) = -2.068, p = .040

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
Requirements \
Communication v » Self-assertiveness

Figure 34. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (COMXPPXIR on SA)

According to the results of moderated moderation analyses, the regression coefficient
for MODXPPxIR was statistically significant (b7 = -.164, t(220) = -2.261, p = .025).
Thus, there was a three way-interaction between modeling, peer pressure, and internal
requirements. That was, the magnitude of moderation by peer pressure of the effect of
modeling on self-assertiveness depended on internal requirements (see Figure 35). In
addition, a two-way interaction between modeling and peer pressure (bs = .765, t(220)
=2.398, p =.017), modeling and internal requirements (bs = .545, t(220) = 2.160, p =
.032), and peer and internal requirements (be = .702, t(220) = 2.435, p = .016) were
statistically significant. There was a moderating role of peer pressure on the
relationship between modeling and self-assertiveness; there was a moderating role role
of internal requirements on the relationship between modeling and self-assertiveness;
and there was a moderating role of internal requirements on the relationship between

peer pressure and self-assertiveness.
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by = -.164, 1(220) = -2.261, p = .025

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
requirements \
Modeling v » Self-assertiveness

Figure 35. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (MODXPPXIR on SA)

The results indicated the regression coefficient for MONXPPxIR was statistically
significant, (b7 =-.109, t(220) = -2.318, p =.021) and there was a three-way interaction
between monitoring, peer pressure, and internal requirements. It means that the
magnitude of moderation by peer pressure of the effect of monitoring on self-
assertiveness depended on internal requirements (see Figure 36). Furthermore, there
was a two-way interaction between montoring and peer pressure (bs = .470, t(220) =
2.238, p =.026), and monitoring and internal requirements (bs = .265, t(220) = 1.770,
p =.078), and peer pressure and internal requirements (bs = .344, t(220) = 2.218, p =
.028). That was, peer pressure had a moderating role on the relationship between
monitoring and self-assertiveness, internal requirements had a moderating role on the
relationship between monitoring and self-assertiveness, and internal requirements had

a moderating role on the relationship between peer pressure and self-assertiveness.
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by = -.109, t(220) = -2.318, p = .021

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
requirements \
Monitoring v » Self-assertiveness

Figure 36. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (MONXPPXIR on SA)

According to the results of moderated moderation analyses, it was found that the
regression coefficient for COMxPPXIR was statistically significant, (b7 =-.268, t(220)
= -2.252, p = .025) and there was a three-way interaction between communication,
peer pressure, and internal requirements. It means that the magnitude of moderation
by peer pressure of the effect of communication on speeding depended on internal
requirements (see Figure 37). Furthermore, there was a two-way interaction between
communication and peer pressure (bs = 1.095, t(220) = 2.203, p = .029), and
communication and internal requirements (bs = .722, t(220) = 1.753, p = .081), and
peer pressure and internal requirements (bs = 1.039, t(220) = 2.204, p = .029). That
was, peer pressure had a moderating role on the relationship between communication
and speeding, internal requirements had a moderating role on the relationship between
communication and speeding, and internal requirements had a moderating role on the

relationship between peer pressure and speeding.
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bs = -.268, 1(220) = -2.252, p = .025

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
requirements \
Communication v > Speeding

Figure 37. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (COMXPPXIR on SP)

Finally, it was found that the regression coefficient for MODXPPXIR was statistically
significant, (b7 = -.229, t(220) = -3.408, p <.001) and there was a three-way interaction
between modeling, peer pressure, and internal requirements. It means that the
magnitude of moderation by peer pressure of the effect of modeling on rule violations
depended on internal requirements (see Figure 38). Furthermore, there was a two-way
interaction between modeling and peer pressure (bs = 1.026, t(220) = 3.465, p <.001),
and modeling and internal requirements (bs = .660, t(220) = .234, p =.005), and peer
pressure and internal requirements (bs = .964, t(220) = 3.603, p <.001). That was, peer
pressure had a moderating role on the relationship between modeling and rule
violations, internal requirements had a moderating role on the relationship between
modeling and rule violations, and internal requirements had a moderating role on the

relationship between peer pressure and rule violations.
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by = -.229, 1(220) = -3.408, p < .001

Primary Moderator

Secondary Moderator Peer Pressure
Internal
requirements \
Modeling Y » Rule violations

Figure 38. Significant three-way interaction diagram of a moderated moderation
model (MODXPPXIR on RV)

3.5.12.The results of the Pick-a-Point Approach and the Johnson-Neyman
region of significance analyses for the sample whose only fathers drive

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively low”
in functionality scores [W = 2.359, 6 xm-vy) = .197, t(220), p = .093], peer pressure
moderated the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness (see Figure 39). That is,
young drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive behaviors when they felt
less monitoring from their fathers, felt more peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively low functional. The result of the JN region of signifcance
analyses indicated that there no statistical significant transition points of functionality;
however, the moderation of the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness by peer

pressure to depend on functionality (see Figure 40).

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively low”
in internal requirements scores [W = 3.469, 6 xm-y)= .186, t(220), p = .076], peer
pressure moderated the effect of communication on self-assertiveness (see Figure 41).
That is, young drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive behaviors when
they felt more communication with their fathers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied

traffic environment as relatively low internally required. According to the results of
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the JN region of significance analysis, it was found that there was an interaction
between communication and peer pressure between statistically significant or
nonsignificant at the standardized scores of internal requirements = 3.191. Below the
score 3.191 of internal requirements, there was a two-way interaction between

communication and peer pressure (see Figure 42).

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively low”
in internal requirements scores [W = 3.469, 6 xmv-y) = .197, t(220), p = .029], peer
pressure moderated the effect of modeling on self-assertiveness (see Figure 43). That
is, young drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive behaviors when they felt
more modeling of their fathers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively low internally required. Furthermore, it was foud that there
was an interaction between modeling and peer pressure between statistically
significant or nonsignificant at the standardized scores of internal requirements =
3.729. Below the score 3.729 of internal requirements, there was a two-way interaction

between modeling and peer pressure (see Figure 44).

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively high”
in internal requirements scores [W = 5.246, 0 xv—y) = -.104, t(220), p = .082], peer
pressure moderated the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness (see Figure 45). That
is, young drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive behaviors when they felt
more monitoring from their fathers, felt more peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively high internally required. Moreover, there no statistical
significant transition points of internal requirements; however, the moderation of the
effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness by peer pressure to depend on internal

requirements (see Figure 46).

The results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively high”
in internal requirements scores [W = 5.246, 0 xv-y) = -.293, 1(220), p = .083], peer
pressure moderated the effect of communication on speeding (see Figure 47). That is,
young drivers reported that they showed less speeding behavior when they felt more
communication with their fathers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively high internally required. It was found that there was an
interaction between communication and peer pressure between statistically significant
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or nonsignificant at the standardized scores of internal requirements < 2.516 and >
5.791. Below the score 2.516 and above the score 5.791 of internal requirements, there

was a two-way interaction between communication and peer pressure (see Figure 48).

Finally, the results of the pick-a-point approach indicated that among those “relatively
low” in internal requirements scores [W = 3.469, 0 xm—y)=.232, 1(220), p = .006] and
“relatively high” in internal requirements scores [W = 5.246, 0 xm—y) = -.174, t(220),
p =.048], peer pressure moderated the effect of modeling on rule violations (see Figure
49). That is, young drivers reported that they showed less rule violations when they
felt more modeling from their fathers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively low internally required. Furthermore, young drivers reported
that they showed less rule violations when they felt more modeling from their fathers,
felt less peer pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively high internally
required. It was found that there was an interaction between modeling and peer
pressure between statistically significant or nonsignificant at the standardized scores
of internal requirements < 3.903 and > 5.235. Below the score 2.903 and above the
score 5.235 of internal requirements, there was a two-way interaction between

modeling and peer pressure (see Figure 50).

111



0 (xm v)|-w=2.359 = .197, p =.093
e - Peer
2.2 e = - - Pressure

l
"1/

L b=
[=sRs ]
©0— &

1,254 FUN (W) = 2.359

2a5d O My w=32r8 =-.032, p = .440

1,50—’_’__/(_'__,__——

1,254 FUN (W) = 3.278

Self-assertiveness (Y)

295 0 (xMv)—w=4.196 = .029, p = .601

1,25 FUN (W) = 4.196

T | 1 T |
1,00 1,50 2,00 2,50 3,00 3,50 4,00

Monitoring/only father (X)

Figure 39. The conditional effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
functionality.
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Figure 40. The conditional effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
functionality. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients. LLCI is low
levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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Figure 41. The conditional effect of communication on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure
and internal requirements.
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Figure 42. The conditional effect of communication on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure
and internal requirements. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients.
LLCI is low levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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Figure 43. The conditional effect of modeling on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements.
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Figure 44. The conditional effect of modeling on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements. Johnson-Neyman plot of the region of significance. B is beta coefficients. LLCI
is low levels of the confidence interval and ULCI is upper levels of of the confidence interval.
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Figure 45. The conditional effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness as a function of peer pressure and
internal requirements.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

In the present study, the first aim of the present study was to translate Family Climate
for Road Safety Scale, Peer Pressure Scale, and Risk-Taking Behavioral Scales into
Turkish and to examine their factor structures. Seconly, investigating effect of family
climate (i.e., communication, noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback for mothers
and fathers; communication, modeling, monitoring, and feedback for only fathers)
peer pressure, and traffic climate (i.e., external affective demands, functionality,
internal requirements) on risky-taking behaviors of young drivers was another aim of
the present study for whose mothers drive, fathers drive, and only fathers drive in the
family. Carlson and Klein (1970) argued that familial socialization had more influence
on driving behaviors than other social institutions. Therefore, family climate was put
at Level 1 in interpersonal factors and peer pressure has place at Level 2. In a broader
sense, traffic climate took place in cultural factors.The main aim of the present study
was to investigating the moderating roles of peer pressure (primary moderator) and
traffic climate (secondary moderator) on the relationship between family climate for
road safety (for mothers and fathers, and only fathers) and risk-taking behaviors of

young drivers in the scope of socio-ecological perspective.

In this chapter, the findings of the present study were discussed in the light of relevant
literature. The findings were summarized and discussed for descriptive statistics,
factor analyses of the FCRSS for mothers, fathers, and only fathers, the PPS, the TCS
and the RTBS, correlation analyses, regression analyses, and moderated moderation
analyses, respectively. Then limitations of the study and suggestions for future studies

were discussed. Finally, suggestions for implications were presented.
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4.1.Descriptive Statistics

In the present study, 328 participants responded the question “Who taught you to drive
first?”. 45.7% of the participants reported that they learned to drive from their fathers,
4% of the participants learned how to drive from their mothers, and 2.1% of them
learned to drive from their friends. This finding indicated that the percentage of father
was very high. In Turkey, there was 28 181 830 registered drivers in 2017 and 74.9%
of them were male drivers and 25.1% of them female drivers according to Traffic
Department of General Directorate of Public Security. Therefore, differences in the
number of male and female drivers might be related to high percentage of learning to

drive first from fathers.

Secondly, participants were asked about their accident history for the last 3 years
including both active and passive ones and traffic fines (e.g., wrong parking, incorrect
overtaking, speed violation, and others) with the accident history for both their mothers
and fathers, and only their fathers as well. Participants reported that they had traffic
fines due to speed violations mostly. Similarly, they reported that both their mothers
and fathers had traffic fines because of speed violations compared to other fines.
Similarly, participants whose only fathers drive reported that both their fathers and
themselves had traffic fines due to speed violations more than other fines. According
to enforcement statistics of Traffic Department of General Directorate of Public
Security, 604.236 drivers had traffic fines because of exceeding the speed limit in 2018
and this number was the highest one compared to other fines. Therefore, the results
showed parallelism with the statistics of having traffic fines due to exceed the speed

limits in general.

4.2.Principle Component Analyses
4.2.1.Family Climate for Road Safety Scale for Mothers, Fathers and Only
Fathers

The PCA was conducted for factor structure of the FCRSS for mother, father, and only
father drivers. The original scale consisted of 54 items with seven dimensions namely
modeling, feedback, communication, monitoring, noncommitment, messages, and
limits. The results of the PCA indicated that the FCRSS for mothers consisted of 41
items with four factors namely communication, noncommitment, monitoring, and

feedback. Communication dimension was related to how mothers communicate to
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their children with regard to potential hazards on the road and discussing relevant
Issues about driving. Noncommitment dimension was associated with not investing
enough time for children with regard to safe driving. Monitoring dimension was
related to monitoring and controlling driving habits of their children. Finally, feedback
dimension was associated with providing positive feedback related to safe driving.
Although there were item differences, the FCRSS for fathers consisted of 41 items
with same dimensions. The PCA results of the FCRSS for only fathers included 43
items with four factors named communication, modeling, monitoring, and feedback.
It should be pointed out that although three factors (i.e., communication, monitoring,
and feedback) were named samely for mothers, fathers, and only fathers,
noncommitment dimension was the part of the FCRSS for mothers and fathers,
modeling dimension was the part of the FCRSS for only fathers. In the study, most of
the participants reported that they learned to drive from their fathers. Bandura (1971)
claimed that behivor is “the product of direct experience” according to traditional
theories of learning. On othe other hand, Bandura (1971) stated that observing other
people’s behaviors and ist consequences was the basis of learning a behavior. When
fathers are the only driver parent in the family, young drivers might choose their

fathers as models in terms of safety in traffic context.

4.2.2.Peer Pressure Scale

The PCA was conducted for factor structure of the PPS. The original scale consisted
of 6 items. However, 4 items were used in the present study according to the results of
the PCA. It should be emphasized that the item “My friends drive faster than the speed
limit on the regular basis” since this item had the highest communality value. Several
studies indicated that one of the most frequent traffic violations is speeding
(Delhomme, 2002; Delhomme & Cauzard, 2000; Hassan & Abdel-Aty, 2013; Ozkan,
Lajunen, Chliaoutakis, Parker, & Summala, 2006; Peden et al., 2004). Black (1978)
stated that young drivers have a tendency to violate traffic regulations such as not
obeying speed limitations when their peers accompany them. According to Gormley
and Fuller (2008), speeding was related to peer pressure in terms of ‘to get an
adrenaline rush’ and to make a show. Furhermore, parallel with the results of the
descriptive statistics related to traffic fines of exceeding speed limits, speeding could

be one of the important problems between young drivers when evaluating their peers.
120



4.2.3. Traffic Climate Scale

The results of the PCA indicated that the TCS had a clear three-factor structure parallel
with previous studies (Chu et al., 2019, Gehlert et al., 2014, Ozkan & Lajunen,
unpublished). The original scale consisted of 44 items with three factors named as
external affective demands, functionality, and internal requirements in the previous
studies. In the current study, the scale included 42 items and names of the three factors
were used as the same. External affective demands dimension was related to
requirements of emotional engagement for all road users. Functionality dimension
consisted of items related to safety and mobility characteristics, and requirements for
a functional traffic system. Finally, internal requirements dimension included required

skilld and abilities of road users in traffic environment (Gehlert et al., 2014)

It should be noted that although the factor structure of the TCS was similar to previous
studies for external affective demands and functionality. On the other hand, internal
requirements dimension included 4 items namely dynamic, exciting, fast, and mobile.
Sensation seeking, inexperiency, and being reckless was the most related factors
affected the perfomance of young drivers’ driving behaviors (Clarke et al., 2005;
Cestacet al., 2011). Furthermore, young drivers were overrespresented in traffic
accidents due to several variables like lack of experience, inattention, poor risk/hazard
perception, thrill-seeking, sensation seeking, and risky driving behaviors (Jonah, 1986;
Williams, 1998; Begg & Langley, 2001). Thus, these variables might be related to
evaluate traffic climate as dynamic, exciting, fast, and mobile with regard to internal

requirements dimension.

4.2.4.Risk-Taking Behavioral Scales

The original scale consisted of 15 items with three dimensions named as self-
assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations. The results of the PCA indicated that the
RTBS consisted of 12 items with three factors; self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule
violations. As it was mentioned before, self-assertiveness was associated with
expression of opinions, needs, and importance in driving context. Speeding was related
to speeding behaviors in traffic. Rule violations included behaviors related to violate
traffic rules. In the original scale speeding factor consisted of 6 items. On the other

hand, speeding factor included 3 items in the current study. “Drive too close to the car
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in front”, “Bend the traffic rules in order to get ahead in traffic”, and “Ignore traffic
rules in order to ahead in traffic” were under the factor rule violations. It could be
pointed out that among young Turkihs drivers, speeding was only related to exceed
the speed limits. On the other hand, these three items showed that speeding behavior
was shown in order to get ahead in traffic by violating or ignoring the traffic rules. In
other words, young Turkish drivers percevided violating or ignoring the traffic rules

via speeding in association with rule violations.

4.3.Correlations between Study Variables

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the
relationship between the study variables, namely age, gender, lifetime mileage,
frequency of driving, communication, noncommitment, monitoring, feedback (for
mother and father), modeling (only father), peer pressure, external affective demands,

functionality, internal requirements, self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations.

Firstly, the correlation between demographic characteristics of the participant and
study variables were investigated. Age was significantly and positive correlated with
lifetime mileage and frequency of driving; and sigificantly negatively correlated with
monitoring (mother), monitoring (father), communication (only father), monitoring
(only father), functionality, self-assertiveness, and rule violations. Jonah (1986)
claimed that it had a meaning to express independence and defying authority between
younger drivers. On the other hand, they might need to be monitored less by their
parents with the effect of getting older and gaining experience in traffic. Moreover,
significantly negatively correlations between age and functionality should be
emphasized. Functionality dimension included several adjectives like “safe”,
“egalitarian”, “harminous”, and “functional”. When drivers are getting older they
might have another perspective about the functionality of the traffic system in their
country. From another perspective, Zihni-Uziimciioglu (2018) stated that items related
to governance quality such as “under enfocement” and “deterring rules” might be
related to negative attitudes towards governence quality and young drivers might
evaluated traffic system as less functional when they become older. Finally,

participants might show less assertive behaviors and rule violations depending on their
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age. Younger drivers had a tendency to violate the traffic rules more than other groups
(McGwinand Brown, 1999).

Secondly, being female or male was related to communication, monitoring, and
feedback dimensions of the FCRSS for mother, monitoring dimension of the FCRSS
for father, monitoring and feedback dimensions of the FCRSS for only father,
functionality, and rule violations. On the other hand, there was a negative correlation
between gender and lifetime mileage. Prato, Lotan, and Toledo (2009) found that there
was a significant correlation between young male driver behaviors and their mothers
and fathers’ driving behavior. Moreover, young female drivers showed similar driving
behavior with their mothers. Alver, Demirel and Mutlu (2014) stated that female
drivers evaluted risky behaviors as more dangerous than male drivers and also female
drivers thought the dangerours behaviors should be punished more heavily. On the
other hand male drivers had more tendency to ignore traffic rules and safety
regulations; they tended to underestimate situations in traffic and exceed the speed
limits. Therefore, young male drivers involved in accidents related to motivational
factors compared to young female drivers (Moller & Haustein, 2014; Ozkan &
Lajunen, 2006). When considering negative relationship between gender and lifetime
mileage, it could be pointed out that male drivers had more miles on the road compared
to female drivers (Stradling & Parker, 1996).

Finally, lifetime milegae had a positive correlation with frequency of driving and
negative correlation with monitoring (mother), monitoring (father), communication
(only father), functionality, and self-assertiveness. Lajunen and Summala (1995)
stated that there was an association between driving experience and confiding in
driving skills but negatively associated with concerning of safety. Therefore, when
drivers have more experience in traffic they might feel more skilled in terms of driving
and less concern of safety.Driving frequency had a negative relation with monitoring
(mother), monitoring (father), feedback (father), monitring (only father),

communication (only father), functionality, internal requirements, and rule violations.

Communication (mother) was significantly positively related to peer pressure, external

affective demands, functionality, internal requirements, self-assertiveness, speeding,

and rule violations. Several factors were associated with the risky driving behavior of
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young drivers such as characteristics of the young drivers including anxiety and
depression (Scott-Parker et al.,2011a, 2012a) or age and gender (Romano et al., 2008),
and sensation seeking propensity (Jonah, 1997). Hence, young drivers’ reactions to
their mothers’ communication attempts in terms of safety might be related to risky
driving behaviors. Feedback (mother) was significantly positively related to
functionality and internal requirements. In the study of Farah et al. (2014), parents
indicated that they need to guide about how to motivate the young driver to use the
feedback effectively and how to avoid conflicts with them when giving feedback. In
this situation, parents who seeks to give an effective feedback to their children in terms
of safe driving, functionality of the traffic climate in the country and required skills in

the traffic environment.

Communication (father) was significantly negatively related to speeding and rule
violations. As it was mentioned before, Bandura (1971) stated that observing other
people’s behaviors and ist consequences was the basis of learning a behavior. When
fathers are the only driver parent in the family, young drivers might choose their
fathers as models in terms of safety in traffic context. When a father’s driving
behaviors was based on concerning safety, it can be related to less speeding and rule

violations.

When the relationship between the dimensions of the FCRSS and the TCS, positive
correlations were found in general. On the other hand, there was a negative correlation
between noncommitment (mother) and external affective demands. Noncommitment
was related to not investing enough time for safe driving. External affective demands
dimension of the TCS was related to emotional commitment in traffic environment.
When young drivers percevied that their mothers had less commitment in safe driving,
they might perceive traffic environment more dangerous and attribute negative
meanings to traffic environment. Communication, monitoring, and feedback
dimension of the FCRSS was related to safety in traffic context. Therefore, these
dimensions for father and only father were negatively associated with peer pressure
and risk-taking behaviors as it was expected. On the other hand, there was a positive
correlation between the FCRSS dimensions for mothers and peer pressure and as well

as risk-taking behaviors. Most participants reported that they learned to drive from
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their fathers. Hence, driving experiences of their fathers might be more important for

them while learning to drive.

Peer pressure was significantly and positively related to external affective demands,
internal requirements, self-assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations. On the other
hand, peer pressure was significantly negatively associated with functionality. The
PPS was related to explicit and implicit influence of peer in terms of risky driving
behaviors. When the items related to external affective demands dimension was
considered, many situations were associted with risky and dangerous adjectives.
Hence peer pressure might be related to percevie emtional commitments in traffic
system as risky. Furthermore, as it was mentioned before, internal requirements
dimension items were dynamic, exiciting, fast, and mobile. These items might be
related to risky driving among young drivers. Functionality dimension of the TCS was
related to enforcement and traffic rules, mostly. Therefore, higher scores of peer
pressure might be related to perceiving traffic system as less functional. Finally,
external affective demands was significantly positively related to internal
requirements, and significantly negatively correlated to functionality and self-
assertiveness. Previous findings in the literature indicated that (Chu et al., 2019;
Gehlert et al., 2014) both external affective demands and functionality have positive
association with undesired traffic related outcomes, such as violations, errors, and
accidents. On the other hand, functionality was significantly negatively related to
speeding in the current study. Uziimciioglu-Zihni (2018) found that functionality was
negatively associated with violations in Turkey. Young drivers might give imprtance
to obey traffic rules and show less speeding since functionality dimension consists of
items like “under enforcement” which are related to governance quality. Therefore,
perceiving traffic environment as more functional might be related to decrease in

violations in Turkey (Uziimciioglu-Zihni, 2018).

4.4.Hierarchical Regression Analyses

In order to examine the effect of four dimensions (i.e., communication,
noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback) of the FCRSS for mother, for father and
only father (i.e., communication, modeling, monitoring, and feedback), of the PPS and
three dimensions of the TCS (i.e., external affective demands, functionality, and
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internal requirements) on the RTBS dimensions (i.e., self-assertiveness, speeding, and
rule violations), a series of hierarchical regression analyses was conducted. For the
sample whose mothers drive, as it was expected, in the first hierarchical regression
analysis, noncommitment was significantly positively related to self-assertiveness.
Noncommitment dimension was associated with not investing enough time for
children with regard to safe driving (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-ami, 2012).
Therefore, young drivers might show more self-assertive behaviors when they are not
invested enough commitment in terms of safe driving. Moreover, Peer pressure was
significantly positively to self-assertiveness. Finally, functionality was significantly
positively related to self-assertiveness. Functionality have positive association with
undesired traffic related outcomes, such as violations, errors, and accidents (Chu et al.,
2019; Gehlert et al., 2014). Hence, young drivers can show more self-assertive driving
behaviors in traffic context when they perceive traffic environments as more
functional. In the second hierarchical regression analysis noncommitment was
significantly positively, and monitoring and feedback were significantly negatively
related to speeding. Peer pressure was significantly positively related to speeding. In
the third hierarchical regression analysis, noncommitment was significantly positively
was significantly negatively related to rule violations as it was expected Peer pressure

was significantly positively related to rule violations.

For the sample whose fathers drive, noncommitment was significantly negatively and
feedback was significantly positively related to self-assertiveness, unexpectedly.
Carlson & Klein (1970) compared only fathers' and sons' driving records and found
that there was a positive correlation between traffic offense convictions, but not for
collisions. The role of father in the family might be related to risky driving behaviors
of young drivers. Peer pressure was significantly positively related to self-
assertiveness. Functionality was significantly positively related to self-assertiveness.
In the second hierarchical regression analysis, monitoring was significantly negatively
related to speeding as it was expected. High level of parental monitoring was found
related to lower rates of serious accidents (Shope, Waller, Rahhunathan, & Patil,
2001). Similarly, high level of monitoring of fathers might be related to less speeding
behavior. Peer pressure was significantly positively related to speeding. In the third
hierarchical regression analysis, interestingly, noncommitment was significantly
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negatively related to rule violations. Bandura (1971) stated that observing other
people’s behaviors and ist consequences was the basis of learning a behavior. If
fathers have unsafe acts in traffic and children observe their fathers’ dangerous and
risky acts in traffic environments, they might behave opposite to their fathers in traffic
context. Finally, peer pressure was significantly positively related to rule violations as

it was expected.

For the sample whose only fathers drive, in the first hierarchical regression analysis,
modeling was significantly negatively related to self-assertiveness. Peer pressure was
significantly positively related to self-assertiveness.In the second hierarchical
regression analysis, modeling, monitoring, and feedback were significantly negatively
related to speeding. Peer pressure was significantly positively related to speeding. In
the third hierarchical regression analysis, modeling was significantly negatively
related to rule violations. Peer pressure was significantly positively related to rule

violations.

4.5.The Results of Simple Effects of Moderated Moderation Analyses

When the simple effects of the study varibles were considered, especially gender had
a simple effect on risk-taking behaviors in most models. Several studies indicated that
gender was one of the most important factors related to accident involvement (Laapotti
et al., 2001; McGwin & Brown, 1999) since there was a difference between genders
in terms of risk perception (Gheorghiu & Havarneanu, 2012). Thus, parallel with the
previous studies, gender had a significant simple effect on risk-taking behaviors.
Monitoring (mother) had a significant simple effect in the models MONXPPXEAD and
MONXPPXIR on self-assertiveness; feedback (mother) had a significant simple effect
in the model FBXPPXFUN on self-assertiveness. Feedback (father) had a significant
simple effect in the model FBXPPxFUN; and communication (father) had a significant
simple effect in the model COMXPPXIR on speeding. Furthermore, modeling (only
father) had a significant simple effect in the model MODXPPxIR on self-assertiveness,
speeding, and rule violations. Monitoring (only father) had a significant simple effect
in the models MONXxPPxFUN and MONXPPxIR in terms of self-assertiveness.
Finally, communication (only father) had a simple effect in the model COMxPPxIR

on self-assertiveness and speeding.
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4.6. Summary of Significant Three-Way Interactions with The Pick-A-Point
Approach and the JN Technique

A series of moderated moderation analyses with Hayes’ PROCESS macro analysis in
SPSS were conducted to investigate whether the relationship between family climate
for road safety (i.e., communication, noncommitment, monitoring, and feedback for
mothers and fathers; communication, modeling, monitoring, and feedback for only
fathers) and risk-taking behaviors of young drivers in traffic context (i.e., self-
assertiveness, speeding, and rule violations) were moderated by peer pressure to
depend on traffic climate perception (i.e., external affective demands, functionality,
and internal requirements) by controlling age, gender, total mileage, and frequency of
driving for participants whose mothers, fathers, and only fathers drive. Summary of
significant three-way interactions were given in Table 20 for the sample whose mother,

fathers, and only fathers drive.

Table 20. Summary of significant three-way interactions

Models Groups (mothers, fathers, only fathers) / Risk-taking behaviors
1. MONxPPXEAD Mothers / Less self-assertiveness
Fathers / Less self-assertiveness

2. FBXPPXFUN Mothers /More self-assertiveness
Fathers / More self-assertiveness

3. COMxPPxIR Fathers / Less speeding

Only fathers/ Less self-assertiveness, less speeding
4. NONCxPPxIR Mothers/ More self-assertiveness, more rule violations
5. MONXPPxXIR Mothers/ Less self-assertiveness

Only fathers / Less self-assertiveness
6. FBXPPxIR Fathers / More self-assertiveness
7. MONXPPxFUN Only fathers / More self-assertiveness

8. MODXxPPxIR Only fathers /Less self-assertiveness, less rule violations

When the model including the interaction MONXPPXEAD, according to the results of
a pick-a-point approach, young drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive
behaviors when they perceived more monitoring of their mothers, felt less peer
pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively less external affective

demanding. Moreover, young drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive
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behaviors when they perceived more monitoring of their mothers, more feeling of peer
pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively high external affective
demanding. It was found that when the standardized external affective demands score
was lower than 4.715 and higher than 5.901, peer pressure moderated the effect of
monitoring on self-assertiveness and young drivers committed less serf-assertive
driving behaviors in traffic. Similarly, young drivers reported that they showed less
self-assertive behaviors when they perceived more monitoring of their fathers, felt less
peer pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively less external affective
demanding. The result of the JN region of signifcance analyses indicated that there no
statistical significant transition points of external affective demands; however, the
moderation of the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness by peer pressure to depend
on external affective demands was statistically significant and young drivers showed
less self-assertive behaviors in traffic. It can be claimed that monitoring of both parents
are important to decrease risky driving behaviors of young drivers. On the other hand,
it should be emphasized that monitoring of mothers is effective whether peer pressure
is less or more with the interaction of less external affective demanding traffic

environment.

When the model including the interaction FBXPPxFUN, pick-a-point approach plots
indicated that young drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive behaviors
when they were given more feedback by their mothers, less felt peer pressure, and
percevied traffic environment as relatively more functional. When the standardized
functionality score was higher than 4.672, peer pressure moderated the effect of
feedback on self-assertiveness and young drivers showed more self-assertive driving
behaviors. Furthermore, young drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive
behaviors when they were given more feedback by their fathers, felt more peer
pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively high functional. The results
of the JN region of significance analysis showed that when the standardized
functionality score was higher than 3.635, peer pressure moderated the effect of
feedback on self-assertiveness and young drivers committed more self-assertive
driving behaviors. The difference between the sample whose mothers and fathers drive
is the level of peer pressure. Guttman and Gesser-Edelsburg (2010) and Guttman
(2013) stated that parents trusted the young driver or they had worries about damaging
129



their relationship with their children. Parents also reported that guidance was needed
them to motivate their children while driving and to give feedback effectively and to
avoid conflicts with their children with regard to feedback. Hence, conflicts in giving
feedback might be perceived ineffective among young children with the effect of peer
pressure and high functional traffic environment which is related to more violations
(Chu et al., 2019; Gehlert et al., 2014).

When the model including the interaction COMXPPXIR, pick-a-point approach plots
young drivers reported that they showed less speeding behaviors when they had more
communication with their fathers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively low internally required. According to the results of the JN
region of significance analysis, it was found that below the score 3.191 of internal
requirements, there was a two-way interaction between communication and peer
pressure. It means that when the standardized functionality score was lower than 3.191,
peer pressure moderated the effect of communication on self-assertiveness and young
drivers showed less self-assertive driving behaviors in traffic. Similarly, young drivers
reported that they showed less self-assertive behaviors when they felt more
communication with their fathers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively low internally required for the sample whose only fathers
drive in their family. According to the results of the JN region of significance analysis,
it was found that below the score 3.191 of internal requirements, there was a two-way
interaction between communication and peer pressure. It means that when the
standardized functionality score was lower than 3.191, peer pressure moderated the
effect of communication on self-assertiveness and young drivers showed less self-
assertive driving behaviors in traffic. communication in terms of potential hazards on
the road, discussing subjects related to driving (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-Ami,
2012). As it was exptected, when young drivers communicate with their fathers in
terms of safe driving and felt less peer pressure and perceived traffic environment as
less internall required (e.g., dynamic, exiciting, fast, and mobile), they showed less
self-assertive behaviors. Moreover, young drivers reported that they showed less
speeding behavior when they felt more communication with their fathers, felt less peer
pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively high internally required. It
should be emphasized that communication is very important between fathers and their
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children in order to decrease speeding although young drivers perceive traffic
environment as more internally required. Several studies indicated that one of the most
frequent traffic violations is speeding (Delhomme, 2002; Delhomme & Cauzard, 2000;
Hassan & Abdel-Aty, 2013; Ozkan, Lajunen, Chliaoutakis, Parker, & Summala, 2006;
Peden et al., 2004). Black (1978) stated that young drivers have a tendency to violate
traffic regulations such as not obeying speed limitations when their peers accompany
them. On the other hand, communication plays important role to decrease speeding

behaviors according to current study.

When the model including the interaction NONCXPPXIR, pick-a-point approach plots
indicated that young drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive behaviors
and rule violations when they perceived more noncommitment from their mothers, felt
more peer pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively more internally
required as it was expected. It was foud that there was no statistical significant
transition points of internal requirements; however, the moderation of the effect of
noncommitment on self-assertiveness by peer pressure to depend on internal
requirements was statistically significant and young drivers showed more self-
assertive driving behaviors in traffic. Furthermore, it was found that there was an
interaction between noncommitment and peer pressure between statistically
significant or nonsignificant at the standardized scores of internal requirements <
2.887 and > 4.827. Below the score 2.887 and above the score 4.827 of internal
requirements, there was a two-way interaction between noncommitment and peer
pressure. It should be pointed out that noncommitment has to be concerned in terms
safe driving via intervention programs, educative social media campaigns for mothers
to increase safe commitment to traffic system by considering how young drivers
percevie their skills and abilities; decision makers might establish a balance between

safety and mobility via enforcements.

When the model including the interaction MONXPPXIR, pick-a-point approach plots
indicated that young drivers reported that they showed less self-assertive behaviors
when they perceived more monitoring from their mothers, felt less peer pressure, and
percevied traffic environment as relatively less internally required. Furthermore, when

the standardized internal requirements score was lower than 3.544, peer pressure
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moderated the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness and young drivers engaged in
less self-assertive driving behaviors. Taubman-Ben-Ari and Katz-Ben-Ami (2012)
found that there was an association between low level of parental feedback and
monitoring with high level of negative models from peer and higher scores of reckless
driving. Parallel with this finding, young drivers showed more self-assertive behaviors
when the traffic system was perceived as less functional than 3.544 with the effect of
feedback and peer pressure interaction. Similarly, young drivers reported that they
showed less self-assertive behaviors when they felt less monitoring from their fathers,
felt more peer pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively high internally
required when the only driver in the family is father. Moreover, there no statistical
significant transition points of internal requirements; however, the moderation of the
effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness by peer pressure to depend on internal

requirements and young drivers showed more self-assertive behaviors in traffic.

When the model including the interaction FBXPPXIR, according to the results of a
pick-a-point approach, young drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive
behaviors when they were given more feedback by their fathers, felt more peer
pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively high internally required.
Furthermore, it was foud that when the standardized internal requirements score was
higher than 4.912, peer pressure moderated the effect of feedback on self-assertiveness
and young drivers engaged in more self-assertive driving behaviors. As it was
mentioned before, it was found that there was an association between low level of
parental feedback and monitoring with high level of negative models from peer and
higher scores of reckless driving (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-Ami, 2012). On the
other hand, conflicts in giving feedback might be perceived ineffective among young
children with the effect of peer pressure and high internally required traffic

environment.

When the model including the interaction MONXPPxFUN, according to the results of
a pick-a-point approach, young drivers reported that they showed more self-assertive
behaviors when they felt less monitoring from their fathers, felt more peer pressure,
and percevied traffic environment as relatively low functional when the only driver in

the family is father. The result of the JN region of signifcance analyses indicated that
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there no statistical significant transition points of functionality; however, the
moderation of the effect of monitoring on self-assertiveness by peer pressure to depend
on functionality and young drivers showed more self-assertive behaviors in traffic.
Several studies indicated that high level of parental monitoring was associated with
less likely to engage in risky driving behaviors; whereas, when parental monitoring
was less, violations and car accidents increased (Beck et al., 2001; Bingham and
Shope, 2004; Graber et al., 2006; Hartos et al., 2000). Moreover, it was found that
there was an association between low level of parental monitoring with high level of
negative models from peer and higher scores of reckless driving (Taubman-Ben-Avri
& Katz-Ben-Ami, 2012). Thus, young drivers engaged in more self-assertive

behaviors in traffic.

Finally, when the model including the interaction MODXPPXIR, according to the
results of a pick-a-point approach, young drivers reported that they showed less self-
assertive behaviors when they felt more modeling of their fathers, felt less peer
pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively low internally required.
According to the results of the JN plots, it was foud that below the score 3.729 of
internal requirements, there was a two-way interaction between modeling and peer
pressure. That was, when the standardized internal requirements score was lower than
3.729, peer pressure moderated the effect of modeling on self-assertiveness and young
drivers behaved less self-assertive in traffic. Furthermore, young drivers reported that
they showed less rule violations when they felt more modeling from their fathers, felt
less peer pressure, and percevied traffic environment as relatively low internally
required. Moreover, young drivers reported that they showed less rule violations when
they felt more modeling from their fathers, felt less peer pressure, and percevied traffic
environment as relatively high internally required. It was found that below the score
2.903 and above the score 5.235 of internal requirements, there was a two-way
interaction between modeling and peer pressure. It means that when the standardized
internal requirements score was lower than 3.903 and higher than 5.235, peer pressure
moderated the effect of modeling on rule violations and young drivers committed less
rule violations in traffic. It should be emphasized that the moderation of the effect of
monitoring on self-assertiveness by peer pressure to depend on functionality and
young drivers showed more self-assertive behaviors in traffic.
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4.7.Limitations of the Present Study and Suggestions for Future Studies

The limitations of the current study were mainly about the instruments, demographic
characteristics of the sample, and the sample size. Self-report measures might have
possible disadvantages in terms of reliability and external validity since self-report
measures were more vulnerable to social desirability (Paulhus, 1991). Moreover,
Lajunen, Corry, Summala and Hartley (1997) stated that participants showed bias of
impression management about traffic violations like self-reported speeding and the
number of accidents in order to look more favorable to others. In the current study,
participants might responded the relevant questions with the effect of this bias.
Secondly, gender differences were not focused on the present study. However, the
literature indicated that there was a difference between male and female drivers in
terms of risky driving. Moreover, there was a difference between young male and
female drivers in terms of their relationship with parents in driving context. Therefore,
gender differences should be focused for further studies. Moreover, the present study
did not include only mother drivers. However, it should be examined in the future
studies when investigating the moderation roles of peer pressure and traffic climate on
the relationship between family climate for road safety and risk-taking behaviors.
Another limitation of the present study was that it did not allowed to compare groups
based on the FCRSS. Although the factor structures of the FCRSS for mothers, for
fathers, and only fathers had similar factor structures, the items were not same for the
dimensions. For further studies, total sample was examined by using same items under
same dimensions to compare the groups. In the current study, only young drivers
evaluate their parents in terms of family climate for road safety. However, it might be
compared how young drivers perceive their parents’ safety behaviors with how parents
evaluate themselves by considering their relationship with their children in terms of
safety. Finally, the present study had a small sample size and effect sizes of the

moderated moderation analyses might be affected by small sample size.

4.8. Conclusions and Suggested Implications

Young drivers’ risk-taking driving behaviors can be evaluated as the product of who
they are and what is their environment (OECD, 2006). Although family climate and

peer pressure as interpersonal factors were studied with regard to risky driving of
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young drivers, traffic climate as a cultural factor has not been investigated in this
context based on Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) socio-ecological model. Bronfenbrenner
(1979) claimed that the interaction between human organism and environment are the
key elements of human development. Bronfenbrenner (1979) stated that the ecological
environment consists of four systems named as micro-, meso-, exo-, and macrosystems.
Therefore, the current study focused on interaction between family climate for road
safety(Interpersonal Level 1 at mesosystem), peer pressure (Interpersonal Level 2 at
mesosystem), and traffic climate (Cultural Level at macrosystem) in terms of risk-
taking behaviors of young drivers based on Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) socio-ecological

model.

The first aim of the present study was to translate Family Climate for Road Safety
Scale, Peer Pressure Scale, and Risk-Taking Behavioral Scales into Turkish and to
examine their factor structures. Seconly, investigating effect of family climate, peer
pressure, and traffic climate on risky-taking behaviors of young drivers is another aim
of the present study for whose mothers drive, fathers drive, and only fathers drive in
the family. The main aim of the present study is to investigating the moderating roles
of peer pressure (primary moderator) and traffic climate (secondary moderator) on the
relationship between family climate for road safety (for mothers and fathers, and only
fathers) and risk-taking behaviors of young drivers in the scope of socio-ecological

perspective.

The present study aimed investigate the effect of family climate, peer pressure, and
traffic climate on risky-taking behaviors of young drivers. The main aim of the present
study was to investigate the moderating roles of peer pressure (primary moderator) and
traffic climate (secondary moderator) on the relationship between family climate for
road safety (for mothers and fathers, and only fathers) and risk-taking behaviors of
young drivers in the scope of socio-ecological perspective. Previous studies related to
family climate for road safety mainly focused on parents together without separating
mothers and fathers. Thus, this study provided how young drivers evaluated their
mothers and fathers in terms of road safety. Secondly, there were several studies
focused on the interaction between family climate and peer pressure on risk-taking

behaviors of young drivers. However, this study was the first that investigated the the
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moderating roles of peer pressure (primary moderator) and traffic climate (secondary
moderator) on the relationship between family climate for road safety (for mothers and
fathers, and only fathers) and risk-taking behaviors of young drivers in the socio-
ecological approach. Thus, in order to decrease risk-taking behaviors among young

drivers, interventions can be applied for both interpersonal factors and cultural factors.

Several studies indicated that parental practices had a critical role to reduce risky
driving between young drivers (Ginsburg, Durbin, Garcia-Espafia, Kalicka,
&Winston, 2009; Simons-Morton, Quimet, & Catalano, 2008). Moreover, parents can
monitor and limit which friends can be invited into the car in order to regulate driving
behaviors of their children (Hartos, Eitel, & Simons-Morton, 2001). In addition to
parental practices and controlling the peers, broader strategies might be developed by
considering young drivers’ perception of traffic climate of the country. Ozkan and
Lajunen (2011) cliamed that changing in societal and cultural factors is not easy. On
the other hand, traffic is an open system that provides active, interactive, and continous
environment for all road users (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2011). For instance, young drivers
and their parents can be informed together about the importance of commitment to
road safety by driver instructors. Moreover, media campaigns can be organized by
focusing parent-child relationship in terms of safety driving. Educational programs
might be presented for parents to provide information how they direct and control

driving behaviors of their children by considering their peers.

In borader context, Ozkan and Lajunen (2015) suggested that maintatining the balance
between safety and mobility has importance in traffic environment and the goals
related to traffic safety should be established carefully by policy makers and planners
for all road users at each level. Thus, policies related to young drivers’ risk taking
behaviors should be decided based on their perspectives about the traffic system in a
holistic view. To sum, specific strategies could be improved based on the interaction
between interpersonal and cultural factors. In Table 26, possible suggestions were

given in order to reduce risk-taking behaviors among young drivers.
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Table 21. Suggestions based on significant three-way interactions on risk-taking behaviors

Models

Groups (mothers or fathers) /
Risk-taking behaviors

Possible suggestions

MONXPPXEAD

FBXPPXFUN

COMXPPXIR

NONCxPPxIR

MONXPPXIR

FBXPPxIR

MONXPPxFUN

MODXxPPXIR

Mothers / Less self-assertiveness
Fathers / Less self-assertiveness
Mothers /More self-assertiveness
Fathers / More self-assertiveness
Fathers / Less speeding

Only fathers/ Less self-
assertiveness, less speeding

Mothers/ More self-assertiveness,
more rule violations

Mothers/ Less self-assertiveness
Only fathers / Less self-
assertiveness

Fathers / More self-assertiveness

Only fathers / More self-
assertiveness

Only fathers /Less self-
assertiveness, less rule violations

Encourage both parents to keep monitoring their children in terms of safe driving by controling their peers;
providing more calm and harmonious traffic environment via enforcements

Increasing awareness of parents to give feedback about safety in traffic by considering interventions based
on functional traffic system with balance between safety and mobility

Education and intervention programs related to he importance of communication; fathers should
communicate with their children about overestimation about their driving skills

Intervention programs, educative social media campaigns for mothers to increase safe commitment to traffic
system by considering how young drivers percevie their skills and abilities; decision makers might establish
a balance between safety and mobility via enforcements

Education programs for parents to teach how to monitor their children and intervention strategies could be
provided to control young drivers’ needs to express themselves in dangerous traffic environment with the
effect of peer pressure

Increasing awareness of fathers to give feedback about safety in traffic by considering interventions based on
internal requirements with balance between safety and mobility; feedback should be provided in consistency
by parents and social media campaigns might focus on the importance of feedback

Fathers should be informed about take a responsibility to monitor their children in order to increase safe
driving; decision makers should consider enforcements based on functional traffic system with balance
between safety and mobility

Motivating fathers to be a good model for their children in terms of obeying the traffic rules and increase
awareness towards safety among young drivers
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B: Informed Consent Form
Goniilli Katilim Formu

Bu c¢alisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) Psikoloji Béliimii gretim
iiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Tiirker Ozkan damismanlhiginda, Psikoloji Boliimii lisansiistii
ogrencisi Ozlem Ersan tarafindan, Trafik ve Ulasim Psikolojisi Doktora Programi
kapsaminda yiiriitiilen doktora tezi g¢alismasidir. Calismanin temel amaci; Yyol
giivenligi kapsaminda aile iklimi ile geng siiriiciilerin riskli siiriis davranisi arasindaki
iliskiyi arkadas/akran etkisi ve trafik iklimi algis1 kapsaminda incelemektir. Calismaya
katilim tamamiyla goniilliidiir. Calisma siiresince sizden kimlik belirleyici higbir bilgi
istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar
tarafindan  degerlendirilecektir; elde edilecek bilgiler bilimsel yayimlarda

kullanilacaktir.

Calisma sirasinda doldurulmasi talep edilecek anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik
verecek herhangi bir ayrinti1 icermemektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya
da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz ¢caligmay1 yarida
birakmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda ¢alismada sorumlu kisiye, ¢alismadan
ayrilmak istediginizi sdylemeniz yeterli olacaktir. Bu calismaya katildiginiz igin
simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Psikoloji
Boliimii ~ dgrencilerinden  Ozlem Ersan (TEL: 03122107682; E-posta:

eozlem@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisime gecebilirsiniz.

Bu c¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida kesip
cikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amagli yayimlarda
kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri

veriniz).
Ad Soyad Tarih Imza
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C: Demographic Information Form
Al. Yasiniz:
A2. Cinsiyetiniz:

[0 Erkek [J Kadn

A3. Boliimiiniiz/ Isiniz:

A4. Asagidakilerden hangisi sosyo- ekonomik statiiniizli tanimlar?

[ Alt [ Ortanin alt1 [J Orta

[ Ortanim Ustii [ Ust

AS. Ehliyetiniz var m1? [J Hayir ] Evet

A6. Ebeveynlerinizden kimler aktif olarak ara¢ kullanmaktadir? [1 Anne 0

Baba (her ikisi de aktif ara¢ kullaniyorsa ikisini de isaretletiniz).

A7. Kag yildir ehliyet sahibisiniz? yil

A8. Gegen yildan bu yana yaklagik olarak toplam ka¢ kilometre arag

kullandimiz? km
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A9. Biitiin hayatiniz boyunca yaklasik olarak toplam kag¢ kilometre ara¢ kullandiniz?

km

A10. Genel olarak, ne siklikla ara¢ kullanirsiniz?
[1 Hemen hemen her giin [] Haftada 3-4 giin [J Haftada 1-2 giin
[1 Ayda birka¢ kez [ Cok nadir

All. Arag kullanmayi ilk kimden 6grendiniz?

(1 Anne

[] Baba

] Abla

1 Abi

[J Kardes

] Arkadas

[1 Direksiyon egitmeni

[1 Diger:

Al12. Son li¢ yilda ka¢ kez arag¢ kullanirken aktif olarak (sizin bir araca, bir yayaya
veya herhangi bir nesneye carptiginiz durumlar) kaza yaptiniz? (hafif kazalar
dahil) kez

a) Son ii¢ yilda ka¢ kez anneniz ara¢ kullanirken aktif olarak (bir araca, bir yayaya
veya herhangi bir nesneye c¢arptifi durumlar) kaza yapt1? (hafif kazalar
dahil) kez
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b) Son ii¢ yilda kag¢ kez babaniz ara¢ kullanirken aktif olarak (bir araca, bir yayaya
veya herhangi bir nesneye carptigi durumlar) kaza yapt1? (hafif kazalar
dahil) kez

Al3. Son ii¢ yilda kag¢ kez ara¢ kullanirken pasif olarak (bir aracin ya da bir yayanin
size carptig1 durumlar) kaza ge¢irdiniz? (hafif kazalar dahil) kez

a) Son li¢ yilda anneniz kag¢ kez ara¢ kullanirken pasif olarak (bir aracin ya da bir
yayanin  kendisine  carptigt  durumlar) kaza  gecirdi? (hafif kazalar
dahil) kez

b) Son ii¢ yilda babaniz ka¢ kez ara¢ kullanirken pasif olarak (bir aracin ya da bir
yayanin  kendisine  c¢arptigi  durumlar) kaza gecirdi? (hafif kazalar
dahil) kez

Al4. Son ii¢ yilda agagidaki trafik cezalarini kag kere aldiginizi belirtiniz.
Yanlis park etme: Hatal1 sollama: Hiz ihlali:
Diger:

a) Son ii¢ yilda annenizin asagidaki trafik cezalarini kag¢ kere aldigini belirtiniz. Yanlis
park etme: Hatali sollama: Hiz ihlali:

Diger:

b) Son ii¢ y1lda babanizin asagidaki trafik cezalarini kag kere aldigini belirtiniz. Yanlis
park etme: Hatali sollama: Hiz ihlali:

Diger:
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D: Family Climate For Road Safety Scale for Mother
Liitfen asagida yer alan her maddeyi eksiksiz bir bicimde size en uygun gelecek
sekilde 1 (hi¢cbir zaman) ve 5 (her zaman) puan arasinda degerlendiriniz.

Verdiginiz puani daire icine alarak degerlendirmenizi yapabilirsiniz.

S
=g S & %
I8 2 & » =T
1.Annem ara¢ kullanirken zaman sikintis1 gekmemek igin iyi 1 2 3 4 5
zaman planlamasi yaparlar.
2.Annem bana yolda olas1 problemleri ngdrmeyi 6gretir. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Annem yolda aylaklik etmememe dikkat ederler. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Ailemde, yolda yapilan hatalar ve kil pay: atlatilan kazalarla 1 2 3 4 5
ilgili annemle agik¢a konusuruz; boylece onlardan 6grenebilirim.
5.Annem yolda gereksiz risk aldigimda bunu bana belirtir. 1 2 3 4 5
6.Annem trafik kurallarina uyarak drnek olusturur. 1 2 3 4 5
7.Arabayi her aldigimda, ge¢ kalirsam annemi arayip 1 2 3 4 5
bilgilendirmem gerekir.
8.Annemle arag¢ kullanma hakkinda her seyi agik¢a konusuruz. 1 2 3 4 5
9.Annemin benden nasil ara¢ kullanmam gerektigi konusundaki 1 2 3 4 5
beklentilerini biliyorum.
10.Annem her trafik kuralina uymak sikici olarak goriir. 1 2 3 4 5
11.Annem, yolda tehlikeli bir sey yapsam bile ¢cogu zaman arag 1 2 3 4 5
kullanmam hakkinda bir sey s6ylemez.
12.Annem giivenli ara¢ kullanmami gergekten dnemser. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Arabay1 her aldigimda, nereye gittigimi anneme sdylemem 1 2 3 4 5
gerekir.
14.Giivenli ve dikkatli ara¢ kullandigimda annem beni 6ver. 1 2 3 4 5
15.Annem sadece yakalanmak istemedigi i¢in giivenli siirtis 1 2 3 4 5
kurallarini takip eder.
16. Annem tehlikeli ara¢ kullandigim diisiindiiklerinde bunu bana 1 2 3 4 5
sOyler.
17.Annemin dikkatli ara¢ kullanma konusunda agik kurallari 1 2 3 4 5
vardir.
18.Arabayla digar1 ¢gitkmak igin her zaman annemin iznini almak 1 2 3 4 5
zorundayim.
19.Arag kullanmam annemin isine yarasa da (alisverise gitmek, 1 2 3 4 5
birini almak) dikkatsiz ara¢ kullanmama izin vermez.
20.Annemin acelesi olsa bile giivenli bir sekilde arag¢ kullanir. 1 2 3 4 5
21. Arabay1 aldigim her zaman, eger gidecegim yer degistiyse 1 2 3 4 5

arayip anneme haber vermem gerekir.
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22. Bazen annem, sar1 151k yandiginda hizlanmam igin beni tesvik
eder.

23.Annem yolda hata yaptiklarinda bunu kabul etmekten
hoslanmaz.

24 Annem giivenli ara¢ kullanimi konusuna ¢ok bagli degildir.

25.Arabayi her aldigimda, nereye kimle gittigimi anneme haber
vermem gerekir.
26.Giivenli arag¢ kullandigim i¢in annem beni tebrik eder.

27.Giivenli ara¢ kullanmam konusunda annemle aramda yazili
olmayan bir anlagsma vardir.
28.Annem giivenli ara¢ kullanmanin ¢ok 6nemli olduguna inanir.

29. Annem bana nasil giivenli ara¢ kullanacagimi 6gretmek i¢in
zaman ayirmaz.
30. Annem giivenli ara¢ kullanma konusunda rol modeldir.

31.Annem giivenli ara¢ kullanmak hakkinda konugmalarina
ragmen ¢ok giivenli ara¢ kullanmaz.

32.Eger annem giivenli ara¢ kullanmadigimi anlarsa arag
kullanmama sinir koyabilir.

33. Annem yolda yasanabilecek olasi tehlikelerle ilgili benimle
konugur.

34.Arag¢ kullanmam hakkindaki aile s6zlesmesinin
cercevelenmesinde payim vardir.

35.Annem giivenli ara¢ kullandigimdan emin oldugunda beni
cesaretlendirir ve tebrik eder.

36. Annemle farkl arag kullanma durumlariyla ilgili agik¢a
konusabilirim.

37.Bazen annem trafik kurallarini géz ardi etmem igin beni tesvik
eder.

38. Annem nasil ara¢ kullandigimla ilgilenir.

39.Annem kaza ile sonuglanmasa bile trafik ihlallerini ¢ok ciddiye
alir.

40. Annem, yalnizca kaza gibi bir sey olursa giivenli arag kullanip
kullanmadigima dikkat eder.

41.Annem eger birileri giivenli ara¢ kullanmadig1 hakkinda
sikayetlenirlerse bundan hoslanmaz.

42. Hiz yapmak istemedigim i¢in eve ge¢ kaldigimda annem bunu
kabul etmeye can atar.

43.Annem trafik kurallarina uymadigim takdirde ara¢ kullanmamu
kisitlayacaklarini agikca belirtti.

44. Tehlikeli ara¢ kullandigimda annem bunu gérmezden gelir.

45. Annem giivenli arag kullandigimi hissederlerse arabay1
almama daha ¢ok izin verir.

46.Annemle yoldaki tehlikeli durumlarin nasil 6nlenecegini ve bu
durumlardan nasil uzak durulacagini evde konusuruz.

47.Annem dikkatli siiriiciiler olmadig: halde bana dikkatli arag
kullanmamu sdyler.

48.Annemin giivenli ara¢ kullanmam konusundaki beklentileri
benim igin agiktir.
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49. Her giivenli ara¢ kullandigimda annemden olumlu geri
doniisler altyorum.
50.Annem stresli veya yorgun olsa bile trafik kurallarina uyar.

51.Yolda karsilastigim tehlikeli durumlar1 annemle paylasirim.

52.Annem giivenli ara¢ kullanmanin bir yere zamaninda
varmaktan daha 6nemli oldugunu agikc¢a belirtir.

53.Giivenli ara¢ kullandigimda annemin benimle gurur duydugunu
hissediyorum.

54.Arabay1 her aldigimda anneme ne zaman eve gelecegimi haber
vermem gerekir.
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E: Family Climate For Road Safety Scale for Father
Liitfen asagida yer alan her maddeyi eksiksiz bir bi¢imde size en uygun gelecek
sekilde 1 (hi¢cbir zaman) ve 5 (her zaman) puan arasinda degerlendiriniz.

Verdiginiz puani daire icine alarak degerlendirmenizi yapabilirsiniz.

3
= & & %
28 2 & » =T
1.Babam arag kullanirken zaman sikintisi gekmemek igin iyi 1 2 3 4 5
zaman planlamasi yaparlar.
2.Babam bana yolda olasi problemleri 6ngdrmeyi dgretir. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Babam yolda aylaklik etmememe dikkat ederler. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Ailemde, yolda yapilan hatalar ve kil payi atlatilan kazalarla 1 2 3 4 5
ilgili babamla agik¢a konusuruz; boylece onlardan 6grenebilirim.
5.Babam yolda gereksiz risk aldigimda bunu bana belirtir. 1 2 3 4 5
6.Babam trafik kurallarina uyarak 6rnek olusturur. 1 2 3 4 5
7.Arabayi her aldigimda, ge¢ kalirsam babami arayip 1 2 3 4 5
bilgilendirmem gerekir.
8.Babamla arag¢ kullanma hakkinda her seyi acik¢a konusuruz. 1 2 3 4 5
9.Babamin benden nasil ara¢ kullanmam gerektigi konusundaki 1 2 3 4 5
beklentilerini biliyorum.
10.Babam her trafik kuralina uymak sikici olarak gortir. 1 2 3 4 5
11.Babam, yolda tehlikeli bir sey yapsam bile ¢cogu zaman arag 1 2 3 4 5
kullanmam hakkinda bir sey sdylemez.
12.Babam giivenli ara¢ kullanmami ger¢ekten 6nemser. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Arabay1 her aldigimda, nereye gittigimi babama sdylemem 1 2 3 4 5
gerekir.
14.Giivenli ve dikkatli ara¢ kullandigimda babam beni 6ver. 1 2 3 4 5
15.Babam sadece yakalanmak istemedigi i¢in giivenli siirii 1 2 3 4 5
kurallarini takip eder.
16. Babam tehlikeli ara¢ kullandigimi diisiindiiklerinde bunu bana 1 2 3 4 5
sOyler.
17.Babamin dikkatli ara¢ kullanma konusunda agik kurallari 1 2 3 4 5
vardir.
18.Arabayla digar1 ¢gitkmak igin her zaman babamin iznini almak 1 2 3 4 5
zorundayim.
19.Arag kullanmam babamin igine yarasa da (aligverise gitmek, 1 2 3 4 5
birini almak) dikkatsiz ara¢ kullanmama izin vermez.
20.Babamin acelesi olsa bile giivenli bir sekilde ara¢ kullanr. 1 2 3 4 5
21. Arabay1 aldigim her zaman, eger gidecegim yer degistiyse 1 2 3 4 5

arayip babama haber vermem gerekir.
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22. Bazen babam, sar1 151k yandiginda hizlanmam i¢in beni tesvik
eder.
23.Babam yolda hata yaptiginda bunu kabul etmekten hoslanmaz.

24.Babam giivenli ara¢ kullanimi konusuna ¢ok bagli degildir.

25.Arabayi her aldigimda, nereye kimle gittigimi babama haber
vermem gerekir.
26.Giivenli arag kullandigim igin babam beni tebrik eder.

27.Giivenli ara¢ kullanmam konusunda babamla aramda yazili
olmayan bir anlagma vardir.
28.Babam giivenli ara¢ kullanmanin ¢ok énemli olduguna inanir.

29. Babam bana nasil giivenli ara¢ kullanacagimi 6gretmek igin
zaman ayirmazlar.
30. Babam giivenli arag¢ kullanma konusunda rol modeldir.

31.Babam giivenli ara¢ kullanmak hakkinda konusmalarina
ragmen ¢ok giivenli ara¢ kullanmaz.

32.Eger babam giivenli ara¢ kullanmadigimi anlarsa arag
kullanmama sinir koyabilir.

33. Babam yolda yasanabilecek olasi tehlikelerle ilgili benimle
konusur.

34.Arag¢ kullanmam hakkindaki aile s6zlesmesinin
cergevelenmesinde payim vardir.

35.Babam giivenli ara¢ kullandigimdan emin oldugunda beni
cesaretlendirir ve tebrik eder.

36. Babamla farkli ara¢ kullanma durumlariyla ilgili agikga
konusabilirim.

37.Bazen babam trafik kurallarin1 g6z ardi etmem i¢in beni tesvik
eder.

38. Babam nasil ara¢ kullandigimla ilgilenir.

39.Babam kaza ile sonuglanmasa bile trafik ihlallerini ¢ok ciddiye
alir.

40. Babam, yalnizca kaza gibi bir sey olursa giivenli arag kullanip
kullanmadigima dikkat eder.

41.Babam eger birileri giivenli ara¢ kullanmadig1 hakkinda
sikayetlenirlerse bundan hoslanmaz.

42. Hiz yapmak istemedigim i¢in eve ge¢ kaldigimda babam bunu
kabul etmeye can atar.

43.Babam trafik kurallarina uymadigim takdirde ara¢ kullanmami
kisitlayacaklarini agikca belirtti.

44. Tehlikeli ara¢ kullandigimda babam bunu gérmezden gelir.

45, Babam giivenli ara¢ kullandigimi hissederlerse arabayi
almama daha ¢ok izin verir.

46.Babamla yoldaki tehlikeli durumlarin nasil 6nlenecegini ve bu
durumlardan nasil uzak durulacagini evde konusuruz.

47.Babam dikkatli siiriiciiler olmadig1 halde bana dikkatli arag
kullanmamu sdyler.

48.Babam giivenli ara¢ kullanmam konusundaki beklentileri
benim i¢in agiktir.
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49. Her giivenli ara¢ kullandigimda babamdan olumlu geri
doniisler altyorum.
50.Babam stresli veya yorgun olsa bile trafik kurallarina uyar.

51.Yolda karsilastigim tehlikeli durumlar1 babamla paylagirim.

52.Babam giivenli ara¢ kullanmanin bir yere zamaninda
varmaktan daha 6nemli oldugunu agikca belirtir.

53.Giivenli ara¢ kullandigimda babamin benimle gurur duydugunu
hissediyorum.

54.Arabay1 her aldigimda babama ne zaman eve gelecegimi haber
vermem gerekir.
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F: Peer Pressure Scale

Liitfen asagidaki sorular1 arkadas cevrinizi goz oOniinde bulundurarak 1
(kesinlikle katilmiyorum) ve 5 (kesinlikle katillyorum) arasinda puan vererek

cevaplandiriniz.

Kesinlikle

Cogunlukla
katilmiyorum
(Ol katilmiyorum

Kesinlikle
katiliyorum
katilmiyorum

1.Arkadaslarim arag¢ kullanirken
2.Arkadaglarim zaman zaman
emniyet kemerini takmamamda
sakinca gormezler.
3.Arkadaslarim siirekli hiz
limitinin tizerinde arag¢ kullanirlar.
4. Arkadaslarim ara¢ kullanmadan
once bir bardak alkol almamda

sakinca gormezler.
5.Arkadaslarim bazen 6ndeki

stiriiciiye yakin arag¢ kullanirlar.

6.Arkadaslarim araba kullanmadan
once az miktarda uyusturucu
kullanmamda sakinca gormezler.
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G: Traffic Climate Scale

Asagida, iilkemizdeki trafik sistemini, ortamim ve atmosferini tammlamak icin baz
kelimeler verilmistir. Bu kelimelerin, iilkemizdeki trafik durumunu yansitip
yansitmadigi hakkindaki diisiincenizi size gore dogru olan secenegi karalayarak
belirtiniz. Her bir soru icin cevap secenekleri: 1 = Hi¢ tanimlamiyor, 2 = Tamimlamyor,

3 =Pek az tammhyor, 4 = Biraz tanimhiyor, 5= Tammmhyor, 6 = Cok tamimliyor

123 456 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Tehlikeli 0O 0 00 0 0O 23Karsilikh anlayisa O 000O0O0
dayal
2 Dinamik 00000 24 Planh o 00
3 Karmasik 0] 0O0O0 25 Uzerinizde baski yapict O 00
4 Saldugan o 00O 26.0lanlari telafi etmeye O OO0
yonelik
5.Heyecan verici O 00000 27Caydincikurallariceren O O O O O O
6 Hizl 000000 28Riskh O00O0O0O0O
7.Stresh 000000 29 Kaotk O0O0O0CO0OO0
8 Monoton 0O 00000 30Sabir gerektiren O000O0O0
9. Sansa bagh 0O 00000 3] Tedirginedicl O0O00O0O0
10. Tetikte olmanizi OO0 0000 32Uyaukolmay O000O00O0

gerektiren gerektiren

11. Kadere bagh O O O 0 0O 33Beceri gerektiren OO0

12. Tedbirli olunmasii © O O O O O 34 Ahenkli O0O00O0O0

gerektiren

13. Deneyim gerektiren O O O O O O 35 Zaman kaybettiren O000O0O0

14. Cabukluk gerektiren O O O O O O  36.Smur bozucu O0O0O0O0O0

15 Trafikkurallanna O O O O O O 37 Esitlikgs 0O 00000

uymanizi isteyen

16. Yaptigimzin 000000 38Givenl OO0O00O0O0O

yammza kir kaldigt

17. Degersizoldugunuz O O O O O O 39Islevsel 0O000O00O

hissini veren

18. Hareketli 000000 40 Akiskan OO0 00O0O0

19 Gerginliklereneden O O O O O O 4] Trafikkurallan bilgisi O O O O O O

olan gerektiren

20 Onleyicitedbirler O O O O O O 42 Davramslarinizi O000O0O0

iceren yonlendiren

21 Denetim altinda 000000 43Neolacag belli O000O0O0
olmayan

22Biryerdenbiryere O O O O O O 44 Yogun O000O00O0

kolayca seyahat edilen
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H: Risk-Taking Behavioural Scales
Liitfen asagida yer alan her maddeyi eksiksiz bir bicimde size en uygun gelecek
sekilde, arac kullandiginiz zamanlari goz 6niinde bulundararak, 1 (hicbir zaman)
ve 5 (her zaman) puan arasinda degerlendiriniz. Verdiginiz puam daire icine

alarak degerlendirmenizi yapabilirsiniz.

Hicbir | Nadiren | Bazen | Siksik | Her
Zzaman Zzaman
1.Digerleri benden bunu yapmami
bekledigi i¢in dikkatsizce arag 1 2 3 4 S
kullanmak
2.Digerlerine yeteri kadar sert
oldugumu gostermek icin hizli arag 1 2 3 4 5
kullanmak
3.Digerlerine arabaya hakim
oldugumu (idare edebildigimi) 1 2 3 4 5
gostermek i¢in hizli arag kullanmak
4.Arkadas/akran baskisi sebebiyle 1 5 3 4 5
trafik kurallarimi ihlal etmek
5.Karsi cins bundan zevk aldig1 i¢in 1 ) 3 4 g
hizli arag kullanmak
6.Yerlesim alanlarinda hiz limitini L 5 3 4 5
asmak (10 km/s’den daha fazla)
7.Kirsal yollarda hiz limitini agmak 1 ’ 3 4 5
(10 km/s’den fazla)
8.Hiz limitinde giden aract sollamak 1 2 3 4 5
9.0ndeki araca ¢ok yakin bir sekilde
1 2 3 4 5
ara¢ kullanmak
10.Trafikte ilerleyebilmek adina trafik
1 2 3 4 5
kurallarini esnetmek
11.Trafikte ilerleyebilmek adina trafik
R 1 2 3 4 5
kurallarin1 gérmezden gelmek
12.Kirmiztya donmek iizere olan sar1
. 1 2 3 4 5
1s1kta ilerlemek
13.Bos bir yolda kirmiz1 1s1k ihlali
1 2 3 4 5
yapmak
14.Tek yonli bir sokakta ters yonde
1 2 3 4 5
ara¢ kullanmak
15.Takip etmesi karmasik/anlasilmaz
oldugunda trafik kurallarini ihlal 1 2 3 4 5
etmek
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I: Turkish Summary / Tiirkce Ozet
Giris

Diinya Saglik Orgiitii'niin (DSO) Yol Giivenligi Kiiresel Durumu Raporu'na (2018)
gore, 2016 yilinda 1.35 milyon karayolu trafik 6liimii meydana gelmistir. Rapora gore
trafik kazalari, 15-29 yas arasindaki gengler arasinda ana oliim nedeni olarak
degerlendirilmektedir. Buna ek olarak, trafik yaralanmalar1 diinya ¢apinda tiim yas
gruplarinda sekizinci 6nde gelen Olim nedeni haline gelmistir. Emniyet Genel
Midiirligi Trafik Dairesi Bagkanligi, 2018 yilinda Tiirkiye'de 428 311 kaza meydana
geldigini, trafik kazalar1 nedeniyle toplam 6675 kisinin 6ldiigiinii ve 307 701 kisinin
yaralandigini belirtmistir. Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumunu’nun (TUIK) Trafik Kazas:
Istatistik Raporu (2018), trafik kazalarma karisan, 6len ve yaralanan siiriiciileri yas
gruplara gore smiflandirmasima bakilacak olursa, trafik kazalari nedeniyle 2018
yilinda 18-20 yas aras1 369 kisi, 21-24 yas aras1 490 kisi hayatin1 kaybetmistir. Ayrica,
18 ile 20 yaslar1 arasinda 25 995 yarali ve 21 ile 24 yaslar1 arasinda 32 515 yarali kisi

sayist belirtilmigtir.

Morrissey ve Mello (2014), geng siiriiciiler karistig1 kazalarda yiliksek 6liim oranlartyla
ilgili 6nemli faktorler oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu faktorler, siiriis deneyiminin
olmamasi, alkol tiiketiminden sonra aracin kullanilmasi, cep telefonu kullanilmasi,
arabadaki yolcularin varlig1 veya emniyet kemerinin kullanmamasi gibi rahatsiz edici
durumlardan olusmaktadir. Bu nedenle, bu faktorler geng siiriiciiler arasinda 6liim
oranlarinda rol oynamaktadir. Ayrica, Vassallo, Smart, Sanson, Cockfield, Harris,
Mclntyre ve Harrison (2008), alkol tiiketiminin ve esrar kullaniminin ergenler arasinda
riskli siiriis ile 1lgili oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu faktorler deneyim eksikligi, dikkatsizlik,
zay1f risk/tehlike algisi, heyecan arayisi, duyum arayisi ve riskli siirlis davraniglar: gibi
kisilik ile ilgili faktorlerden olusmaktadir (Begg & Langley, 2001; Jonah, 1986;
Willams 1998). Geng siirliciilerin riskli siirlis davraniglari, kim olduklarimin ve
cevrelerinin ne oldugunun bir iriinii olarak degerlendirilebilir (OECD, 2006). Bu
nedenle, ebeveynlerin etkisi ve akran baskisi, geng siiriiciilerin trafik baglaminda risk

alma davranislan1 agisindan dis faktorler olarak degerlendirebilir (OECD, 2006).
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Ozkan ve Lajunen (2011), dis faktdrlerin genislemesinin i¢ faktorleri dogrudan veya
dolayli olarak etkiledigini ve yol kullanicilarimin giivenlik diizeyini belirledigini
belirtmistir. Dahasi, yazarlar bu faktorlerin etkilesimli oldugunu ve giinliilk yasamda
meydana geldigini de vurgulamistir. Bu nedenle, gen¢ siiriiclilerin risk alma
davraniglarin1 gésterme egilimi, trafik baglaminda sosyo-ekolojik model kapsaminda
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979) dis faktorler (ebeveyn faktorleri, akran baskisi ve trafik iklimi)

arasindaki etkilesim yoluyla incelenebilir.

Geng Siiriiciilerin Sosyo-Ekolojik Bakis A¢isina Dayali Risk Alma Davranislar:
fle Tlgili Kisileraras1 Ve Kiiltiirel Faktorler

von Bertalanfyy (1968) bir sistemi “etkilesimde duran bir dizi unsur”olarak
tammlamistir. Ozkan ve Lajunen (2015), bir “sistem” in, herhangi bir seyleri
gruplandirma olasiligi varsa, herhangi bir iligki ile her seyi gruplandirmaktan
olustugunu ve bu kiimelenmenin bir “sistem”olarak degerlendirilebilecegini
belirtmistir. Sistemler kiigiik veya biiylik olabilir ve kendi sinirlar1 i¢inde alt sistemleri
igerebilir. Sinirlarin 'hayali ¢izgileri', elemanlarin sistemin i¢inde ve disinda kalmasina
izin verir (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2015). Sistemdeki sinirin gercevesi “acik” veya
“kapali”olabilir. Kapali sistemlerde, c¢evre ile bir izolasyon vardir ve gerekli tiim
unsurlar saglandikca etkilesim devam etmektedir. Diinyamizda, kurumsal sirketler
gibi tamamen kapali sistemler nispeten azdir (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2015). Ote yandan,
Ozkan ve Lajunen (2015), trafik sisteminin yol kullanicilar1 arasindaki aktif ve pasif
etkilesimlerle ilgili ¢esitli unsurlar1 igerdiginden, trafigin insan yasamindaki en agik

sistemlerden biri oldugunu vurgulamistir.

Sistem cevreleri, ilgili teoriler kapsaminda cesitli bigimlerde tanimlanabilir ve
Bronfenbrenner’in sosyal-ekolojik teorisi (1979) bunlardan biridir. Bronfenbrenner
(1979), insan organizmasi ve ¢evre arasindaki etkilesimin, insani gelisimin temel
unsurlari oldugunu iddia etmektedir. Bronfenbrenner (1979), ekolojik ¢evrenin mikro,
mezo, ekzo ve makro sistemler olarak adlandirilan dort sistemden olustuguna dikkat
cekmistir. Ilk olarak, mikro sistemler, fiziksel ve maddi unsurlar da dahil olmak iizere
belirli kogullar altinda, gelismekte olan bir kisi ile iligkili belirli bir etkinlik, rol ve
kisileraras1 iliski oriintiisii ger¢evesinde tanimlanmistir. Ikinci olarak, mezosistemler,
iki veya daha fazla ortam arasindaki iligkileri igerir ve bir ¢ocuk i¢in ev, okul, akran
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grubu iligkileri gibi ortamlardan olusurken; gelismekte olan kisinin aktif katilimin
gerektiren bir yetigkin i¢in ise aile, i ve sosyal yasam gibi ¢evrelerden olusmaktadir.
Ekzosistemlerde, gelismekte olan kisinin aktif katilimima gerek yoktur; bununla
birlikte, gelismekte olan bir kisi sistem ortamindaki olaylar etkiler veya etkilenebilir.
Makrosistemler, altkiiltiirde veya tiim kiiltiir seviyelerinde, inang sistemleri veya
ideoloji de dahil olmak fizere alt seviyeden sistemlerde (yani mikro, mezo ve ekzo)
tutarliliklar yoluyla var olmus veya olabilecek sistemlerdir. Bu dort sistem, kisilerarasi
faktorler, kurumsal ve kiiltiirel unsurlar olan belirli faktorlerin rolleri altinda
degerlendirilebilir (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2015). Runyan'a (2003) gore, bireylerin
biyolojik unsurlar ile gelisimsel ve sosyo-davranigsal unsurlar kisinin kendi i¢indeki
faktorlerle iliskilidir. En az iki kisinin etkilesimi ile farkli ortamlarda ortaya ¢ikan
kisileraras1 faktorler, okullar ve isyerleri gibi birden fazla kurulusun kurumsal
unsurlariyla iliskilidir. Son olarak, kiiltiirel unsurlar, sosyal normlar ve degerler ve
insan davraniglar1  veya organizasyonlarla ilgili hiikiimet politikalarinin
yonlendirilmesi  ve  ylkiimliiliikkleri — araciligityla ~daha  genis  anlamda
degerlendirilmistir. Bu calismada, geng siiriiciilerin risk alma davraniglarinin, yol
giivenligi i¢in aile iklimi ve akran baskisinin mezosistemlerde; ve trafik ikliminin ise

makrosistemlerdeki etkisi kapsaminda incelenmesi amaglanmistir.
Geng Siiriiciilerin Risk Alma Davranmislar

Siimer, Lajunen ve Ozkan (2005), riskli siiriis davranisini “bir kisinin tehlikeli sollama,
kirmizi 1s1kta gegmesi, asir1 hiz vb. gibi trafik kazalarina karigsma olasiligini artiran
davraniglar " olarak tanimlamislardir. Jonah (1986) ve Williams (1998), yakin takip,
alkol etkisi altinda ara¢ kullanma ve madde kullanim1 gibi diger davranislar da riskli

stirlis davraniglari olarak eklemistir.

Geng siiriiciilerin trafik giivenligine kars1 daha olumlu tutumlar gosterdikleri zaman
daha az riskli siiriis davramiglart gosterdikleri bulunmustur (Ulleberg & Rundmo,
2003). Geng siiriiciiler arasinda risk alma davranis1 6lgmek i¢in kullanilan 6l¢eklerden
biri olan Risk-Alma Davranigsal Olgekleri, Ulleberg ve Rundmo (2000) tarafindan
gelistirilmistir. Olgek, 15 maddeden olusan ii¢c boyut igermektedir: kendini onaylama,
hizlanma ve kural ihlalleri. Kendini onaylama boyutu, kisinin kendi goriislerinin,
ithtiyaclarinin ve siiriis baglaminda 6neminin ifade edilmesiyle iligkilidir. Hiz boyutu
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ise trafikte hiz davranisi ile iligkilidir. Son olarak kural ihlalleri olarak adlandirilan
boyut, trafik kurallarinin ihlali ile ilgili davranislar1 icermektedir. Bu ¢alismada, geng
siiriiciilerin riskli siiriis davranislarini arastirmak icin Risk-Alma Davranissal Olcekleri

kullanilmistir.

Davraniglarin merkezi belirleyicileri, tutumlar, algilanan risk, sosyal normlar ve
algilanan davranis kontrolii gibi ¢esitli degiskenleri icermektedir. Ayrintili olarak,
trafik giivenligine yonelik tutumlarin agresif siiriis davranislarinin, hizli siiriis ve
beyana dayali 6l¢timlerine dayali kazaya dahil olma ile iliskili oldugu bulunmustur
(Parker & Manstead, 1996; West & Hall, 1997; Parker ve ark., 1998). Ayrica, diger
yas gruplartyla karsilagtirilldiginda, geng siiriicliler algilanan riskler goz Oniine
alindiginda trafikte olas1 riskleri hafife alma egilimindedir. Geng siiriiciilerin riskli
stiriis davraniglar1 “sorun” (Jessor & Jessor, 1977) veya “pervasiz” davranislar (Arnett,
1992, 1995) olarak degerlendirildiginde, altta yatan nedenler vurgulanmalidir. Geng
stiriiciiler, yetiskin benzeri statiiye sahip olma istegi sebebiyle riskli siiriis gibi sorunlu
davraniglarda bulunurlar (Jessor & Jessor, 1977). Buna ek olarak, geng siiriiciiler
trafikteki tehlikeleri daha az biitiinsel algilamaya (Milech ve ark., 1989; Deery, 1999)

ve kendi siiriis becerilerini abartmaya egilimlidirler (Moe, 1986).

Curry, Peek-Asa, Hamann ve Mirman (2015) yaptiklar1 derlemede, ebeveynlerin
cocuklarinin gelisimi {izerinde Onemli bir etkiye sahip oldugu belirtilmektedir.
Cocuklarina duyarli olan, gelisim siirecine dayali olarak uygun davranigsal sinirlar
belirleyen ve siki disiplinden kaginan ebeveynler, ¢ocuklarinin gelisimi tizerinde
olumlu bir etkiye sahiptir. Ayrica, daha diisiik ciddi kaza oranlariyla yiiksek diizeyde
ebeveyn izlemesinin iliskili oldugu bulunmustur (Shope, Waller, Rahhunathan & Patil,
2001). Ebeveyn etkisi ile ilgili bir baska calisma, ebeveynlerinin ara¢ kullanma
konusunda 6zel kurallar1 oldugunda geng siiriiciilerin daha az agresif bir sekilde arac
kullandigin1 ve trafik kurallarin1 daha fazla uyguladiklarmi bildirme olasiliginin
oldugunu ve akranlari tarafindan daha az dikkatlerinin dagitildigin1 gostermistir (Beck,

Shattuck ve Raleigh, 2001).

Ayrica, riskli siiriis konusunda akran etkisi gbz Oniinde bulunduruldugunda, geng

stirticiiler kendi gruplarinda kabul edilmek i¢in bir motivasyona sahip oldugu da

vurgulanmalidir. Ornegin, Weston (2016), akran etkisine kars1 yiiksek duyarliligin
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(sosyal prestij ve akranlara ulagsma) daha fazla beyana dayali riskli siiriis ihlalleri ile
iligkili oldugunu bulmustur. Ebeveynlerin ve akran baskisinin etkisine ek olarak, bir
davranig, yalnizca yasal olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda gayri resmi olarak da ihlallerin
tanimini etkileyen kiiltiirel ve ¢evresel faktorler yoluyla “kabul edilebilir” ve “normal”
hale gelir (Manstead, 1998). Karayolu trafik giivenligi ile ilgili dig etkenlerin
anlasilmasi, risk algis1 ve trafik giivenligine yonelik tutumlar olmak tizere iki 6nemli
kavram hakkinda bilgi saglayabilir (Nordfjarn, Simsekoglu & Rundmo, 2014). Bu
nedenle, geng siiriiciilerin trafik iklimini daha genis bir baglamda nasil algiladiklari,

trafikteki risk alma davraniglariyla ilgili olabilir.
Aile Iklimi

Curry, Peek-Asa, Hamann ve Mirman (2015) incelemesinde yazarlar, ebeveynlerin
cocuklarinin geligimi iizerinde dnemli bir etkiye sahip olduklarini belirtti. Cocuklarina
duyarli olan ebeveynler, gelisim siirecine dayali olarak uygun davranigsal sinirlar
belirler. Yazarlar ayrica, genetik ve gevresel faktorlerin paylagilmasinin, ebeveyn
bilgisinin ve model alma davranisinin, ebeveynlik tarzinin ve g¢ocuklarinin siiriis
baglaminda davraniglarini izlemenin Onemini vurgulamiglardir. Ebeveynin dahil
olmasi siirlis baglaminda 6nemli bir rol oynadigindan, ebeveyn-cocuk iligkisini
anlamak i¢in temel yaklagimlardan bahsedilmelidir. Bu nedenle, sosyal 6grenme
teorisi (Bandura, 1977) bu baglamda s6z konusu olabilir. Sosyal 6grenme teorisine
gore, model alma ¢ocuklarin davramslarim sekillendiren ana faktordiir. Ornegin,
ebeveynler kurallari ihlal ettiginde, alkol tiikettiginde veya sigara igtiginde, cocuklari
da ebeveynleri gibi benzer davranis kaliplar1 gosterir (Corvo & Carpenter, 2000;
White, Smith, Koss & Figueredo, 2000).

Shope, Waller, Rahhunathan ve Patil (2001), yiliksek diizeyde ebeveyn gozetiminin
daha diisiik ciddi kaza oranlariyla iliskili oldugunu bulmustur. Sosyal Ogrenme
teorisine ek olarak, Taubman-Ben-Ari ve Katz-Ben-Ami (2013), giivenlik iklimine
odaklanarak aile baglami ile ilgili farkli bakis agilar1 kullandilar. “Giivenlik iklimi”
kavrami, ¢aliganlarin kurum giivenligi rolii ile ilgili algilar1 olarak tanimlanmistir. Bu
algilar kurumlarin politikalar1, prosediirleri, uygulamalari, giivenlikle ilgili 6ncelikleri
ile iligkilidir (Zohar, 1980) . Zohar (1980), iscilerin giivenlik onceligi ile ilgili
algilarinin ve beklentilerinin, denetcilerini gézlemleyerek gelistirildigini belirtmistir.
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Giivenlik iklimi kavram, trafik baglaminda kazalar ve yaralanmalar gibi gilivenlik
davranigin1 ve giivenlikle ilgili sonuglart tahmin etmek i¢in 6nemli bir anlama
sahiptir(6rn: Christian ve ark., 2009; Nahrgang ve ark., 2008). Benzer sekilde,
Taubman-Ben-Ari ve Katz-Ben-Ami (2013), giivenlik ikliminin aile boyutlarina
dayal1 geng siiriiciiler tizerindeki etkisini incelemek i¢in bu agiklamayi aile baglaminda
uygulamis ve yol giivenligi i¢in “aile iklimi” adinda yeni bir kavram belirlemislerdir.
Yol giivenligi i¢in aile iklimi; model alma, geri bildirim, iletisim, gdzetim, glivenlige

baglilik, mesajlar ve sinirlar olarak yedi boyuttan olugmaktadir

Iletisim boyutu, ¢ocuklarla siiriis davranisi, risk alma ve ebeveynlerin yoldaki
potansiyel tehlikeleri agiklama egilimi hakkinda acik ve dogrudan iletisimin dnemini
ve cocuklartyla siiriis konusunda agik tartigmanin aile baglaminda riskli striisii
icermesiyle iliskilidir. Diger boyut - gozetim, genglerin siiriis davraniglart ve
aliskanliklar1 hakkinda ebeveyn gbzetimi ile ilgilidir. Giivenlige baglilik boyutu, yol
giivenligi ve gilivenlik egitimi i¢cin zaman ayirmak, trafik kurallarina uymak ile ilgili
gerekli iletisime yatirnm yapmak olarak agiklanabilir. Mesajlar boyutu, ebeveynlerin
giivenlik ile ilgili net mesajlarindan olusur. Bu nedenle, ¢ocuklar siirlis ile ilgili
mesajlar1 agik¢a anlayabilirler. Siirlar olan son boyut ise ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklarinin
stirlis davraniglarina koydugu sistematik ve agik sinirlari igerir. Ayrica, ebeveynler
cocuklarint trafik ihlalleri konusunda sinir belirleyerek disipline edebilirler (Taubman-
Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-Ami, 2012).

Prato, Lotan ve Toledo (2009), gen¢ erkek siiriicii davranislar1 ile annelerinin ve
babalarinin siiriis davraniglari arasinda anlamli bir iligki oldugunu bulmustur. Ayrica
calismanin bulgularina gore geng kadin siiriiciiler anneleriyle benzer siiriis davraniglar
gostermistir. Bianchi ve Summala (2004), ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklarinin trafik kazasina
katilimimi agiklamak i¢in etkisi oldugunu belirtmistir. Calismada, ¢ocuk-ebeveyn
giftleri Siiriici Davranislari Anketi’ni doldurmustur (Reason ve ark., 1990) ve
babalarin siirlis davranislar1 agisindan ogullar1 ve kizlari {lizerinde etkisi oldugu;
bununla birlikte, annelerin de kizlar1 iizerinde ogullarindan daha fazla etkisi oldugu
caligmanin bulgular1 arasindadir. Bazi ¢alismalarin ebeveynin cinsiyeti, akran etkisi
ve riskli siiriis arasindaki iliskiye odaklandig1 bilinmektedir. Ornegin, ebeveynlerin

geng kizlari tizerinde ogullardan daha fazla kontrole sahip olduklar1 bulunmustur (6rn:
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Barnes, Reifman, Farrell & Dintcheff, 2000; Borawski ve ark., 2003; Li, Feigelman &
Stanton, 2000). Ote yandan, kaza durumlarinda ebeveynlerin rolleri ¢alismalarda daha

az dikkat ¢ekmistir (Ferguson, Williams, Chapline, Reinfurt & Leonardis, 2001).

Sonug olarak, yol glivenligi ile ilgili aile iklimi boyutlari, bu ¢alismada geng siirticiiler
arasinda risk alma davranislarin1 arastirmak i¢in 6nemli kisilerarasi faktorlerden biri
olarak kabul edilmektedir. Ebeveynlerin cinsiyeti goz Oniine alindiginda, geng
stiriciilerin babalarin1 ve annelerini giivenlik agisindan nasil degerlendirdikleri
konusunda farkliliklar olabilir. Bu nedenle, bu farkliliklar farkli risk alma
davraniglariyla iligkili olabilir. Bu c¢alismanin amagclarindan biri geng siiriiciilerin
annelerini ve babalarini yol giivenligi icin aile iklimi kapsaminda siiriis giivenligi

konusunda nasil algiladiklarini incelemektir.
Akran Baskisi

Akran baskisi, akranlarin davraniglarini onaylamalart veya onaylamamalar1 igin
arkadaslaria sosyal bask1 uygulama yetenegi olarak tanimlanir. insanlar izolasyondan
kacinma egiliminde olduklarindan, sosyal ¢evrelerinde kabul edilebilir bir sekilde
davranmaktadirlar (Lashbrook, 2000). Scott-Parker, Watson ve King (2009), riskli
stiriis i1le Aker'in sosyal 6grenme teorisi, sosyal kimlik teorisi ve heyecan arayisi
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek icin bir anket gelistirmis; calismanin sonuglaria gore,
sirlis davraniglarinin taklit edilmesinin ve akranlar tarafindan beklenen 6dil ve
cezalarin riskli siirlisii onemli Ol¢lide 6ngdrdiigii bulunmustur. Dahasi, Berkowitz
(2004), algilanan akran baskisinin, kisinin davraniglari tizerinde daha biiyiik bir etkisi
oldugunu belirtmistir. Taubman-Ben-Ari ve Katz-Ben-Ami (2012), geng siiriiciiler
arasinda riskli siiriis izerindeki akran etkisine iliskin sosyal ¢cevrenin ¢esitli yonlerinin
katkisim1 aragtirmistir. Riskli siiriis i¢in akran baskisini incelemek i¢in yapilan ili
calismada bulgular, pervasiz siirlis aliskanliklar1 ile akran baskisi arasinda bir iliski
oldugunu ve bu da daha yiiksek pervasiz siiriis ile iligkili daha yiiksek akran baskisi
anlamina geldigini gosteristir. Ayrica, daha diisiik algilanan popiilerlik, riskli siiriis
egiliminin azalmasiyla iliskili olarak bulunmustur. Gardner ve Steinberg (2005),
akranlarin gencler arasinda riskli davranmiglarda ©nemli bir rol oynadigim
vurgulamistir. Bu nedenle, ergenler risk egilimli arkadaslar1 nedeniyle yetiskinlerden
daha riskli davraniglar gosterebilirler. Buna ek olarak, yazarlar ergenlerin grup
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baglaminda riskli davramiglart yalmiz olduklarindan daha kolay gdsterdiklerini
belirtmislerdir. Cinsiyet farkliliklar: g6z 6niine alindiginda, geng kadin siiriictiler erkek
arkadaslarinin hiz davranislarin1 destekleyecegini bildirirken kiz arkadaglarinin asiri
hiz davranislarini onaylamayacagini belirtmislerdir. Erkekler ise erkek arkadaslarinin
hizlanma niyetlerini destekleyecegini beyan etmistir (Horvath, Lewis ve Watson,
2012).

Taubman-Ben-Ari ve Katz-Ben-Ami (2012), geng siiriiciiler arasinda riskli siiriis
tizerindeki akran etkisine iliskin sosyal ¢evrenin ¢esitli yoOnlerinin katkisini
arastirdiginda bulgular, pervasiz siiriis aliskanliklari ile akran baskis1 arasinda bir iliski
oldugunu ve bu da daha yiiksek pervasiz siiriis ile iligkili daha yiiksek akran baskisi
anlamma geldigini gostermistir. Buna ek olarak, daha diisiik algilanan popiilerlik,

riskli siirlis egiliminin azalmasiyla iliskili olarak bulunmustur.

Ayrica, Mirman, Albert, Jacobsohn ve Winston (2012), ebeveynlik ve riskli siiriis
arasindaki iliskiyi akran yolcunun arabulucu rolii ile incelemeyi amaglamustir. Ilgili
sonuglar, ebeveynleri giiglii gozlemciler ve kural koyucular olarak algilamanin daha
az riskli siiriisle iliskili oldugunu gostermistir. Ozetle, akranlarm varhig ve geng
stiriiciiler arasinda bir grupta kabul gérmek onemli motivasyonel ve kisilerarasi
faktorler olarak degerlendirilebilir ve bazi durumlarda riskli siiriis ile sonug¢lanabilir.
Bu c¢alismada, akran baskisi, genc¢ siiriiciilerin trafik baglaminda risk alma

davraniglarini anlamak i¢in baska bir dis faktor olarak dahil edilmistir.
Trafik Giivenligi iklimi

Trafik kazalarinda, insan faktorleri tek veya katkida bulunan bir yakinsal faktor olarak
degerlendirilmektedir (Evans, 2004; Lajunen, 1997; Rumar, 1985). Bu insan
faktorleri, siirlici davranist (yani “siiriciiler genellikle ne yapar”) ve siiriicii
performansi (yani “siirliciiler ne yapabilir”) olan iki bilesende kategorize edilebilir
(Elander ve ark., 1993). Lajunen (1997), siiriicii davraniginin ve siiriicli performansinin

stirlis deneyimine dayali kazalarla ilgili oldugunu belirtmistir.

Evans (2004), trafik sistemindeki uygulamalarin temel amacinin, giivenligi artirmak
ve hareketliligi tesvik ederek belirli bir zamanda hedef hedefe ulagsmak i¢in kaza
sayisini ve yakin kazalar1 azaltmak oldugunu belirtmistir. Evans'a (2004) gore, tilkeler
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kaza riskini en aza indirerek hareketliligi ilk siraya koymustur. Ward, Linkenbach,
Keller ve Otto (2010), trafik baglaminda 6liim, yaralanma ve kaza sayisi gibi
istenmeyen sonuglar1 azaltma girisimlerinin yollarda trafik giivenligi hedeflerine
ulagmak i¢in yeterince etkili olmadigin1 belirtmistir. Bu sebeple, istenen gilivenlik
seviyesine ulagsmak icin, trafik iklimi perspektifi giivenlik acisindan dikkate

alinmalidir.

Kiiltiir ve iklim kavramlart birbirinin yerine kullanilsa da, bu kavramlarin trafik
baglaminda farkli anlamlar1 vardir. Kiiltiir, insanlar, is, orgiitler ve toplum i¢in inang
ve degerlerden olusur (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2011). Ayrica, daha nitel bir yaklasim ve
nispeten istikrarli olarak degerlendirilir. Ote yandan, iklim, kurumsal iiyeler i¢in ortak
olan duygu ve davranislarin ifadesini igerir. Dahasi, iklim daha niceliksel bir
yaklasimdir ve etkilesimler iklimi sekillendirir (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2011).
Levidkangas'a (1998) gore, trafik glivenligi kiiltiirli “siiriiclilerin yani sira araglarin ve
altyapmin becerilerini, tutumlarim1 ve davraniglarini etkileyen tiim faktorlerin
toplamin1” icermektedir. Trafik glivenligi kiiltiirii yol giivenligi tutum ve davraniglar
acisindan incelendiginde, Gehlert, Hagemeister ve Ozkan (2014) yol giivenligi i¢in
“bir kaza olasiligy, risk algilamasi degiskenleri ile ilgili olarak vurgulanan, trafik ihlali
ya da trafik uygunluk/stili” seklinde bir tanimlama yapmstir. Bu nedenle, trafik iklimi
“yol kullanicilarinin "(6rn. siiriiciiler) belirli bir zamanda belirli baglamda (yani
iilkenin) trafigikle ilgili tutumlari ve algilarini” igermektedir (Ozkan & Lajunen,

2011).

Trafik giivenligi iklimi, siiriiclilerin trafik iklimi hakkindaki algilarini, tilkelerindeki
trafige yonelik tutumlar agisindan gesitli ifadeler ve sifatlar araciligiyla Trafik Iklimi
Olgegi (TIO) ile dlgiilmektedir. TIO, Ozkan ve Lajunen (yayimlanmamis1) tarafindan
Tirk orneginde gelistirilmis ve test edilmistir. Profesyonel olmayan siirticiilerle
yapilan ilk ¢aligmada bes faktor belirlenmis ve islevsellik, dissal-duygusal talepler,
igsellik, kontrol edilemezlik ve rekabetcilik olarak adlandirilmustir. ikinci ¢alismada,
orneklem profesyonel olmayan siiriiclilerle kamyon ve otobiis soforleri 6rneklem
olarak secilmistir. Calismanin sonuglari, islevsellik, dissallik, i¢sellik ve rekabetgilik
olmak iizere dort faktdriin oldugunu gostermistir. Uglincii ¢alismada, sonuglar agresif

ihlallerin ve olagan ihlallerin igsellikle olumsuz iliskili oldugunu ve hatalarin
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islevsellik ve dissallik tarafindan olumlu olarak tahmin edildigini gdstermistir; oysa
hatalar igsellikle negatif iliski gostermistir (Ozkan & Lajunen, unpublished2). Ayrica,
TiO, Alman 6rneginde bisikletgiler, yayalar, arag siiriiciileri ve yayalar gibi farkl1 yol
kullanic1 gruplar1 aracilifiyla da kullanilmistir. Calismada, sonuglar ii¢ faktorlii yapi
oldugu ortaya konmustur; dis-duygusal talepler, i¢sellik ve iglevsellik seklinde bu ii¢
alt boyut tanimlanmustir. Trafige dahil olan yol kullanicilari igin dig-duygusal talepler
gerekli olan duygusal baglilik olarak tanimlanirken, islevsellik fonksiyonel trafik
sistemi ile iliskildir. I¢c gereksinimler boyutu ise yol kullanicilar1 beceri ve
yeteneklerine odaklanarak trafigin basarili bir parcasi olmasi olarak tanimlanmistir

(Gehlert, Hagemeister, & Ozkan, 2014).

Igili literatiir, hem aile ikliminin hem de akran baskisinin geng siiriiciilerin risk alma
davranislari iizerindeki etkisinin arastirildigini gdstermistir. Ote yandan, ¢cok az sayida
calisma, geng stiriiciilerin trafik iklimi hakkindaki degerlendirmelerini trafikte risk
alma davranislar agisindan incelemistir. Geng siiriiciilerin {ilkelerinin trafik iklimini
nasil algiladiklar: ile siirlis davranislar arasinda bir iliski olabilecegi varsayilabilir.
Omegin, trafik disaridan duygusal talep olarak algilandiginda, daha fazla ihlal
gosterilebilir. Ayrica, trafik baglami yiliksek siiriis becerileri gerektirir olarak
algilandiginda, siiriiciiler trafikte gerekli becerilere gore ara¢ kullanabili (Ozkan &
Lajunen, yayimlanmamus). Zihni-Uziimciioglu (2018), trafigi daha islevsel olarak

algiladiginda siiriiciilerin daha az ihlal gdsterdigini tespit etmistir

Ozetle, yol giivenligi igin aile iklimi ile akran baskisi ve risk alma davranislari
arasindaki iliski arastirilmistir. Buna ek olarak gen¢ siiriiciilerin risk alma
davraniglarini incelemek igin, hem mezosistemdeki kisileraras1 faktorleri hem de

makro sistemdeki kiiltiirel faktorleri trafik glivenligi iklimi ile incelemek gerekir.
Calismanin Amaci

Igili literatiir 15131nda, bu ¢aligmanin ilk amaci, yol giivenligi i¢in Aile iklimi dlgegi,
akran baskis1 6lgegi ve Risk alma davrams Olgeklerini Tiirkce'ye ¢evirmek ve faktor
yapilarin1 incelemektir. Ikinci olarak, aile ikliminin, akran baskisinin ve trafik
ikliminin geng siiriiciilerin risk alma davranisi {izerindeki etkisini ailede annesi arag

kullananlar, ailede babasi ara¢ kullananlar ve ailede sadece babasi arag¢ kullananlara
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gore incelemektir. Carlson ve Klein (1970), ailesel sosyallesmenin siirlis davraniglar
tizerinde diger sosyal kurumlardan daha fazla etkiye sahip oldugunu savunmustur. Bu
nedenle, bu calisma kapsaminda aile iklimi kisilerarasi faktorlerde Seviye 1'de ve
akran baskis1 Seviye 2'de yer almaktadir. Daha genis anlamda ise , trafik iklimi kiiltiirel
faktorlerde degerlendirilmeye alinmistir.Bu ¢alismanin temel amaci, akran baskisinin
(birincil moderatdr) ve trafik ikliminin (ikincil moderator) yol giivenligi i¢in aile iklimi
(anneler ve babalar i¢in ve sadece babalar i¢in) ve geng siiriiclilerin risk alma
davraniglar1 arasindaki iliski tizerindeki diizenleyici rollerini sosyo-ekolojik perspektif

kapsaminda arastirmaktir.

Bu calismanin dogasi kesifsel temelli olsa da daha az akran baskist ve daha iglevsel
trafigin, yol gilivenligi icin aile iklimi ile geng siirliciilerin riskli siirlis davraniglari
arasindaki iligkiyi azaltmasi beklenmektedir. Baska bir deyisle, genc siiriiciiler,
annelerinin ve babalarinin ara¢ kullanma ile ilgili giivenli bir tutuma sahip olduklarin
algiladiklarinda daha az riskli siiriis davraniglar1 gostereceklerdir. Diger taraftan, daha
fazla akran baskisi hisseden ve trafigi daha az islevsel algilayan ve anne ile babasinin
trafik giivenligine dair daha az 6neme sahip oldugunu diisiinen geng siiriiciiler daha

riskli siiriis davraniglari gosterebilir.
Yontem
Katilimcilar

Bu caligmada, ilk asamada elde edilen veriler kontrol edilerek yas ve toplam kilometre
acisindan aykir1 degerler tespit edilmistir. Bu nedenle, aykir1 degerlerden sonra 400
katilimc1 ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir. Bu caligmada 182 kadin (%45.5) ve 218 erkek
(%54.5) stirticii vardir. Katilimcilarin yas ortalamasi 21.29 (SS = 1.78 ) ve yas araligi
18 ile 25 arasindadir. Yasam siiresi kilometresinin ortalamasi ise 35795.93 (SS =

75205.23) olarak belirtilmistir.
Olciimler
Yol Giivenligi Kapsaminda Aile iklimi Olcegi

Yol giivenligi kapsaminda aile iklimi 6l¢egi (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-Amu,
2013), geng siiriiciilerin ebeveynlerinin giivenli siiriis ile ilgili degerleri, algilari,
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oncelikleri ve uygulamalari ile ilgili algillarin1 6lgmek igin gelistirilmistir. Bu
caligmada, katilimcilardan anneleri ve babalari i¢in 6lgegi ayr1 ayri tamamlamalar
istenmistir. Her bir ifadeye verilen yanitlar, 1'den (hi¢ degil) S'e¢ (¢ok fazla) 5
puanlanmis ve Likert tipi 6l¢ek kullanilmistir. Bu ¢alismanin sonu¢ béliimiinde, bu

faktorlerin Cronbach alfa seviyeleri sunulmustur.
Akran Baskisi Olcegi

Akran baskisi 6lgegi (Carpentier, Brijs, Brijs, Daniels ve Wets, 2014), akranlarin hem
ortiilii hem de agik etkilerini dikkate alma egilimini 6l¢gmek igin gelistirilmistir. Ogeler,
Parker, Manstead ve Stradlin (2010) tarafindan gelistirilen ‘hizlanma 6lg¢egine yonelik
sosyal normlar’ gibi mevcut dlgekler araciligiyla iiretilmistir. Bu 6l¢ek, hem ortiik
(6rnegin, “arkadaslarim siiriis sirasinda cep telefonlarini diizenli olarak kullaniyor”)
hem de agik (6rnegin, “arkadaslarim her zaman emniyet kemerinizi takmazsaniz
umursamiyor”) akran baskisinin  etkilerini  degerlendirmeyi  amaglamistir.
Katilimcilardan 5 puanlik Likert dlgeklerinde ilgili maddelere katilma seviyelerini
ifade etmeleri istenmistir(l = tamamen ayristirma, 5 = tamamen aggree). Bu

calismanin sonug¢ boliimiinde, bu faktérlerin Cronbach alfa seviyeleri sunulmustur.
Trafik iklimi Olcegi

Trafik iklim 6lgegi Ozkan ve Lajunen (yaymlanmamis) tarafindan gelistirilmistir ve
trafikteki olas1 durumlarla ilgili 44 ifade veya sifat igermektedir. Olgegin ii¢c boyutu
vardir: dis duygusal gereksinimler, islevsellik ve i¢ gereksinimler. Katilimcilardan,
maddelerin iilkelerindeki trafigi 6 puanlik bir dl¢ek lizerinden bu ifade ve sifatlar
kullanarak trafigi ne kadar tanimladigin1 degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Bu faktorlerin

Cronbach alfa seviyeleri sonug boliimiinde sunulmustur.
Risk Alma Davramslar1 Olcegi

Risk alma davraniglar1 6lgegi, geng siiriicliler arasinda riskli siiriis davraniglarini
dlgmek igin Ulleberg ve Rundmo (2000) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olgek, 15
maddeden olusan iic boyut igerir: kendini onaylama, hizlanma ve kural ihlalleri.
Katilimcilardan, 5 puanlik Likert 6l¢cegine dayanarak 1 (asla) ile 5 (¢ok sik) arasinda

degisen trafik baglaminda farkli risk alma eylemlerini ne siklikta gosterdiklerini

173



belirtmeleri istenmistir. Bu ¢alismanin sonug boliimiinde, bu faktdrlerin Cronbach alfa

seviyeleri sunulmustur.
Yordam

Veri toplama siireci birkag asamadan olusmustur. Ilk olarak, anket paketi i¢in etik izin
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Etik Kurulu'ndan alinmistir. Daha sonra, anketlerin
Ingilizce versiyonu ceviri prosediirii i¢in arastirmacilara génderilmistir. Sinan Alper,
Ozgiin Ozkan ve Ozlem Ersan anketleri ileri geri ¢eviri yontemleri ile Tiirkce'ye
cevirmigtir. Ceviri igleminden sonra, anket paketi Qualtrics adli ¢evrimi¢i anket
programina dahil edilmis ve olas1 katilimcilar i¢in 6zel bir baglanti {lizerinden
dagitilmistir. Baglanti daha sonra sosyal medya kanallar1 gibi cesitli platformlar
araciligiyla paylasilmistir. Katilimeilar, bu ¢alismanin amacina paralel olarak gerekli
kosullara gore secilmistir. ilk olarak, katilimcilarin yas araligi 18 ila 25 arasindadir.
Ayrica, katilimcilarin siiriicti ehliyetine sahip olmasi gerekmektedir. Son olarak, anket
paketi stiriicii davraniglariyla ilgili 6geleri icerdiginden, katilimcilarin yasamlari
boyunca en az 2500 km ara¢ kullanmalar1 beklenmistir. Katilimcilar, ailelerinin siiriis
davraniglar1 ve riskli siiriis davraniglar1i gibi kritik konularla ilgili anketleri
doldurduklarindan, anonim olmama konusunda rahatsizlik duyabilirler. Bu nedenle,
gizlilik konusunda katilimcilara garanti verilmistir. Katilimcilar, demografik bilgi
formu, hem anneleri hem de babalar1 igin Aile Iklimi Kapsamimda Yol Giivenligi
Olgegi, Akran Baskis1 Olgegi, Trafik Iklimi Olcegi ve Risk Alma Davramslar1 Olgegi
dahil olmak iizere anket paketini doldurmuslardir. Katilimcilar, Aile Iklimi
Kapsaminda Yol Giivenligi Olgegi’ni dolduruken ailede kimin arag¢ kullandigina gore
doldurmustur. Annesi ara¢ kullananlar sadece annesi i¢in bu 6l¢egi doldururken,
babasi ara¢ kullananlar sadece babasi i¢im, her iki ebeveyn arag¢ kullaniyorsa ikisi i¢in
de Olcegi doldurmustur. Diger Olgekler bu caligmaya katilan tiim katilimcilar

tarafindan tamamlanmastir.
Istatistiksel Analizler

Katilimcilarin kendilerinin, annelerinin ve babalarinin kaza ge¢mislerinin sikligim
aragtirmak i¢in tanimlayici istatistikler uygulanmistir. Daha sonra, anneler i¢in, ayni

orneklemdeki babalar i¢in, sadece babalar igin Aike Iklimi Kapsaminda Yol Giivenligi
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Olgegi, Akran Baskis1 Olgegi, Trafik Iklimi Olgegi ve Risk Alma Davramislari
Olgeginin faktdr yapilarmi incelemek igin icin Promax rotasyon teknigi ile temel
bilesen analizi yapilmistir. Calisma degiskenleri arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek icin
korelasyon analizleri uygulanmistir. Sonra, hiyerarsik regresyon analizi, bir dizi
diizenleyici diizenleme analizi yapilmigtir. Anlamli etkilesimler, pick-a-point

yaklasimi ve Johnson-Neyman teknigi olan iki yaklasimla gosterilmistir.
Pick-A-Point Yaklasimi Ve Johnson-Neyman Teknigi

Pick-a-point yaklagimi, akran baskisinin aile ikliminin g¢esitli trafik iklimi degerlerine
bagli genc¢ siiriiclilerin risk alma davraniglar1 {izerindeki etkisini kontrol edip
etmedigini belirlemek amaciyla ikincil bir moderator olarak trafik ikliminin hangi
degerlerinin se¢ildigini gostermek i¢in kullanilmistir. Johnson-Neyman (JN) teknigi,
yol giivenligi i¢in aile ikliminin, 6nemli etkilesimleri ¢izerek trafik iklimine bagh
olmak icin akran baskisi ile risk alma davraniglar tizerinde 6nemli kosullu etkisini
gostermek i¢in kullanilmistir. JN teknigi, anneleri, babalar1 ve sadece babalari arag
kullanan katilimeilar i¢in trafik iklimine bagli olarak akran baskisinin stirekliligi
icindeki risk alma davranislar1 iizerinde yol giivenligi icin aile ikliminin “Onem
bolgesini” (Hayes, 2013, s. 240) tanimlamak i¢in kullanilmistir. Bagka bir deyisle,
akran baskisinin yol giivenligi ve risk alma davraniglari i¢in aile iklimi arasindaki iliski
tizerindeki diizenleyici roliiniin, trafik iklimindeki belirli kesme noktalarina dayanip

dayanmadigini gostermek amaciyla kullanilmigtir.
Bulgular ve Tartisma
Tammlayici istatistikler

Bu c¢alismada, 328 katilimci “ara¢ kullanmayr kimden 06grendiniz?” sorusunu
cevaplamistir. Cevaplarina gore, katilimcilarin %45.7's1 babalarindan, %30.5'1 siirticii
egitmeninden, %7.3'0 biiyiilk kardeslerinden, %7'si annelerinden, %41 diger
insanlardan (6rnegin akrabalar, esler, video oyunlar1 vb.) , %3'i ablalarindan, %2.1'i
arkadaslarindan ve %0.3"i sirasiyla kiiciik kardeslerinden araba kullanmay1
ogrendigini belirtmistir. Ayrica, katilimcilara aktif ve pasif kazalar ve trafik cezalar
(yanlis park etme, yanlis sollama, hiz ihlali ve digerleri) dahil olmak iizere son 3

yildaki kaza ge¢misi hakkinda sorular sorulmus ve hem annelerinin hem de babalarinin
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kaza gecmisi ve sadece babalarinin kaza gegmisi istenmistir. Emniyet Genel
Midiirliigl Trafik Daire Baskanligi'na gore Tiirkiye'de 2017 yilinda 28 adet 181 830
kayith siirtictiniin, %74,9'u erkek, %25,1'i kadin stiriiciiden olusmustur. Bu nedenle,
erkek ve kadin siiriicii sayisindaki farkliliklar, ilk 6nce babalardan araba kullanmay1
O0grenmenin yiiksek yiizdesiyle iliskili olabilir. Katilimcilar, ¢ogunlukla hiz ihlalleri
nedeniyle trafik cezalar1 aldiklarini bildirmistir. Benzer sekilde, hem annelerinin hem
de babalarinin diger para cezalarina kiyasla hiz ihlalleri nedeniyle trafik cezalari
oldugunu bildirmislerdir. Benzer sekilde, sadece babalar siiriicli olan katilimcilar,
hem babalarinin hem de kendilerinin hiz ihlalleri nedeniyle diger para cezalarindan
daha fazla trafik cezasi aldigini bildirmistir. Emniyet Genel Miidiirliigii Trafik Dairesi
istatistiklerine gore, 2018 yilinda hiz siirin1 asmasi nedeniyle 604 236 siiriicii trafik
cezast almis ve bu say1 diger para cezalarina gore en yiiksek oran olmustur. Bu
nedenle, sonuglar genel olarak hiz sinirlarin1 agmasi nedeniyle trafik cezalarina sahip

olma istatistikleriyle paralellik gostermistir.
Temel Bilesen Analizleri

Aile Iklimi Kpasaminda Yol Giivenligi Olcegi annesi ve babasi ara¢ kullananlar ve
ailede ebeveyn olarak sadece babasi ara¢ kullananlar tarafindan ayr1 ayr
doldurulmustur. Annesi arag kullananlar i¢in Aile Iklimi Kapsaminda Yol Giivenligi
Olgegi’ne uygulanan temel bilesen analizinin sonuglarma gore dort faktorlii bir yap:
elde edilmis ve bu faktorler sirasiyla iletisim, glivenlige baglanmama, gozetim ve geri
bildirim olarak isimlendirilmistir. Benzer sekilde babasi ara¢ kullananlar i¢in Aile
Iklimi Kapsaminda Yol Giivenligi Olgegi’ne uygulanan temel bilesen analizine gore
dort faktorlii bir yapr elde edilmis ve bu faktorler sirasiyla iletisim, gilivenlige
baglanmama, gdzetim ve geri bildirim olarak isimlendirilmistir. Sadece babasi arag
kullanan katilimeilar igin Aile iklimi Kapsaminda Yol Giivenligi Ol¢egi’ne uygulanan
temel bilegen analizinin sonuglarina gore dort faktorli bir yapir elde edilmis ve bu
faktorler sirasiyla iletisim, model alma, gozetim ve geri bildirim olarak
isimlendirilmistir. Calismada, katilimcilarin ¢ofu babalarindan araba kullanmay1
ogrendiklerini bildirmistir. Bandura (1971), davranisin geleneksel 6grenme teorilerine
gore “dogrudan deneyimin {iriinii” oldugunu iddia etmistir. Ote yandan Bandura

(1971), diger insanlarin davranislarin1 ve sonuglarint gézlemlemenin bir davranisi
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O6grenmenin temeli oldugunu da belirtmistir. Babalar ailedeki tek siirlicii ebeveyni
oldugunda, geng siiriiciiler babalarini trafik baglaminda giivenlik acisindan model

olarak secebilirler.

Akran Baskis1 Olgegi tek faktdrden olusmustur. Bircok c¢alisma, en sik trafik
ihlallerinden birinin hiz davranisi oldugunu gostermistir (Delhomme, 2002;
Delnomme & Cauzard, 2000; Hassan & Abdel-Aty, 2013; Ozkan, Lajunen,
Chliaoutakis, Parker ve Summala, 2006; Peden ve ark., 2004). Black (1978), geng
stirliciilerin akranlar1 onlara eslik ettiginde hiz sinirlamalarina uymamak gibi trafik
diizenlemelerini ihlal etme egiliminde oldugunu belirtmistir. Gormley ve Fuller'a
(2008) gore, hiz, ‘adrenalie bagli acele etmek’ ve bir gosteri yapmak agisindan akran
baskist ile iligkilidir. Ayrica, hiz limitlerini agmayla ilgili trafik cezalar ile ilgili
tanimlayict istatistiklerin sonuglarina paralel olarak, hiz, geng siiriiciiler arasinda

akranlarin1 degerlendirirken 6nemli sorunlardan biri olabilir.

Trafik iklimi Olgegi ise dnceki calismalara paralel olarak ii¢ faktorlii yap: gdstermis
ve faktorler dis duygusal gereksinimler, islevsellik ve i¢ gereksinimler olarak
isimlendirilmistir. I¢ gereksinimler boyutu, dinamik, heyecan verici, hizli ve mobil
olmak tizere 4 maddeyi icermektedir. Duyu arayisi, deneyimsizlik ve pervasiz olmak,
geng siriiciilerin siiriis davraniglarinin mitkemmelligini etkileyen en ilgili faktorlerdir
(Clarke ve ark., 2005; Cestac et al., 2011). Ayrica, geng siiriiciilerin deneyim eksikligi,
dikkatsizlik, kotii risk/tehlike algisi, heyecan arayisi, arayan hissi ve riskli siiriis
davraniglar1 (Jonah, 1986; Williams, 1998; Begg & Langley, 2001) gibi bir¢ok
degisken trafik kazalarinda daha ¢ok yer almasiyla iliskilidir. Bu nedenle, bu
degiskenler, i¢ gereksinimler acisindan trafik iklimini dinamik, heyecan verici, hizl

ve mobil olarak degerlendirmekle iligkili olabilir.

Son olarak Risk Alma Davranislart Olgegi de orjinal dlgege benzer olarak ii¢ faktorlii
yapidan olusmus ve faktorler kendini onaylama, hizlanma ve kural ihlalleri olarak
adlandirilmistir. Geng Tiirk siiriiciiler arasinda hiz faktoriiniin sadece hiz smirlarin
asmakla ilgili oldugu belirtilebilir. Ote yandan, trafik kurallarini ihlal ederek veya goz
ard1 ederek trafikte ilerlemek i¢in hiz davranisinin gosterilmesi kural ihlalelleri ile

iliskili bulunmustur. Baska bir deyisle, gen¢ Tiirk siirticiiler, kural ihlalleri ile
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baglantili olarak asir1 hiz yoluyla trafik kurallarini ihlal ettiklerini veya gérmezden

geldiklerini belirtmistir.
Korelasyon Analizleri

Korelasyon analizi arastirmanin degiskenleri, anne ve babasi arag kullananlar i¢in igin
yas, cinsiyet, Omiir boyu kilometre, siiriis sikligi, iletisim, giivenlige baglanmama,
gbzetim, geri bildirim (anne ve baba), bunlara ek olarak model alma (sadece babasi
arac kullananlar), akran baskisi, dis duygusal talepler, islevsellik, i¢ gereksinimleri,
kendini onaylama, hiz ve kural ihlalleri arasindaki iligkiyi incelemek amaciyla

yapilmistir.

[k olarak, katilimcilarin demografik dzellikleri ile calisma degiskenleri arasindaki
korelasyon incelenmistir. Yas pozitif ve anlamli olarak 6miir boyu kilometre ve siiriis
frekansi ile orantilidir. Ikincisi, kadin ya da erkek olmak, anne icin iletisim, gdzetim
ve geri bildirim boyutlar1 ile, baba i¢in gozetim, sadece baba igin gézetim ve geri
bildirim boyutlari, iglevsellik ve kural ihlalleri ile olumlu yonde iligkili bulunmustur.
Ote yandan, cinsiyet ve dmiir boyu kilometre arasinda negatif bir iliski vardir. Omiir
boyu kilometre ile siiriis siklig1 arasinda olumlu, gozetim (anne), gozetim (baba),
iletisim (sadece baba), islevsellik ve kendini onaylama ile olumsuz iliski bulunmustur.
Iletisim (anne), akran baskisi, dis duygusal talepler, islevsellik, i¢ gereksinimler,
kendini onaylama, hizlanma ve kural ihlalleri ile olumlu iliski gdstermistir. Geri
bildirim (anne), islevsellik ve i¢ gereksinimler ile anlamli ve olumlu bir sekilde iliskili
bulunmustur. Iletisim (baba), hizlanma ve kural ihlalleri ile anlaml1 ve olumsuz iliskili
gostermistir. Akran baskisi, dis duygusal talepler, i¢ gereksinimler, kendini onaylama,
hizlanma ve kural ihlalleri ile anlamli ve olumlu bir iliski gdstermistir. Ote yandan,

akran baskis1 iglevsellik ile anlamli ve olumsuz bir iliski gostermistir.
Hiyerarsik Regresyon Analizleri

Annesi ara¢ kullanan katilimeilar i¢in giivenlige baglanmama, kendini onaylama ile
anlamli ve olumlu bir sekilde iligkili bulunmustur. Giivenlige baglanmama boyutu,
giivenli siirlis konusunda ¢ocuklar i¢in yeterli zaman ayirmamakla iligkiliydi
(Taubman-Ben-Ari & Katz-Ben-ami, 2012). Bu nedenle, geng siiriiciiler, giivenli siiriis
acisindan annelerinde yeterince gilivenlige baglanma gdrmediklerinde daha iddial
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davraniglar gosterebilirler. Akran baskisi, kendini onaylama ile anlamli ve olumlu
yonde iliski gostermistir. Islevsellik, kendini onaylama ile anlamli ve olumlu bir
sekilde iliskili bulunmustur. Islevsellik, ihlaller, hatalar ve kazalar gibi istenmeyen
trafik ¢iktilari ile olumlu bir iliskiye sahiptir (Chu ve ark., 2019; Gehlert ve ark., 2014).
Bu nedenle, geng siirticiiler, trafik ortamin1 daha islevsel olarak algiladiklarinda trafik
baglaminda daha iddiali siirlis davranislar1 gosterebilirler. Giivenlige baglanmama
anlamli ve olumlu yonde hizla, gézetim ve geri bildirimanlamli ve olumsuz sekilde
hizla iliski gostermistir. Glivenli baglanmama ayrica anlamli ve olumlu yonde kural
ihalleleri ile iligkili bulunmustur. Akran baskisi ile kural ihalleri arasinda ise anlamli

ve olumlu yonde iligski bulunmustur.

Babasi ara¢ kullananlar katilimcilar icin, giivenli baglanmama kendini onaylama ile
negatif iligki gosterirken, geri bildirim beklenmedik sekilde kendini onaylama ile
pozitif iligki gdstermistir. Carlson & Klein (1970) babalarin ve ogullarinin siiriis
kayitlarini incelediginde trafik cezalarinin baba ve ogulda benzerlik gosterdigini rapor
etmistir. Akran baskist beklendigi iizere kendini onaylama ile pozitif iliski
gostermistir. Ayrica islevsellik de kendini onaylama ile pozitif iligkili bulunmustur.
Gozetim ve hiz davranig1 arasindaki iliskiye bakildiginda bu iligkinin olumsuz oldugu
gozlemlenmistir. Ebeveynin goézetiminin yiiksek seviyede olmasi ciddi kazalarda
diisiik oran ile iliskili bulunmustur (Shope, Waller, Rahhunathan, & Patil, 2001). Ote
yandan akran baskisi ile hiz arasinda olumlu yonde bir iligki vardir. Calismanin
bekletilerinin aksine giivenlige baglanmama ile kural ihlalleri arasinda olumsuz bir
iliski bulunmustur. Bandura (1971) diger insanlarin davraniglarini ve o davraniglarinin
sonuglarmibir davranisi 6grenmenin temeli oldugunu vurgulamistir. Bu durumda eger
aile i¢cinde ara¢ kullanan baba gilivenli olmayan davranislar sergiliyorsa ve geng
stiriciiler bu giivensiz ve tehlikeli davranislarinin sonuglarin1  gézlemliyorsa,
babalarmin aksine daha giivenli davraniglar sergileme egilimi gosterebilirler. Son
olarak, akran baskisi ile kural ihlalleri arasinda anlamli ve olumlu bir iliski

bulunmustur.

Sadece babasi ara¢ kullanan katilimcilar i¢cin model alma boyutu kendini onaylama
davranigi ile olumsuz bir iligski gostermistir. Akran baskis1 ise kendini onalyama ile

olumlu bir iligki gdstermistir. Model alma, gbzetim ve geri bildirim boyutlar1 ise
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beklendigi lizere hiz davranisi ile olumsuz yonde bir iliski gostermistir. Aksine, akran
baskist ise hiz davranisi ile pozitif bir iligki gdstermistir. Son olarak model alma kural
ihlalleri ile negatif iliski gdsterirken, akran baskis1 kural ihlalleri ile pozitif yonde bir

iligki gostermistir.
Diizenleyici Diizenleme Analizleri

MONXPPXEAD etkilesimini igeren modelde, pick-a-point yaklasiminin sonuglarina
gore, geng siirticiiler, annelerinin daha fazla gézetimini algiladiklarinda, daha az akran
baskis1 hissettiklerinde ve trafik ortamini nispeten daha az digsal duygusal talep olarak
algiladiklarinda daha az iddiali davraniglar gosterdiklerini bildirmislerdir. Dahasi,
geng siirliciiler, annelerinin daha fazla gbzetimini, daha fazla akran baskis
hissetmelerini ve trafik ortamini1 nispeten yliksek dissal duygusal talep olarak
algiladiklarinda daha az kendini onaylama davranigi gosterdiklerini bildirmislerdir.
Benzer sekilde, geng siiriiciiler, babalarinin daha fazla gdézetimini algiladiklarinda,
daha az akran baskisi hissettiklerinde ve trafik ortamini nispeten daha az dissal
duygusal talep olarak algiladiklarinda daha az iddiali davramislar gosterdiklerini
bildirmislerdir. Geng stiriiciilerin riskli siirlis davraniglarini azaltmak icin her iki
ebeveynin de gdzetiminin 6nemli oldugu iddia edilebilir. Ote yandan, daha az dissal
duygusal talepkar trafik ortaminin etkilesimi ile akran baskisinin daha az veya daha

fazla olup olmadig1 konusunda annelerin gozetiminin etkili oldugu vurgulanmalidir.

FBXPPXFUN etkilesimini igeren modelde, pick-a-point yaklagim grafikleri, geng
stiriclilerin anneleri tarafindan daha fazla geri bildirim verildiginde daha fazla kendine
giivenen davraniglar gosterdiklerini, daha az akran baskisi hissettiklerini ve trafik
ortamin1 nispeten daha islevsel olarak algiladiklarini belirtmistir. Buna ek olarak, geng
sliriiciiler, babalar1 tarafindan daha fazla geri bildirim verildiginde daha fazla kendine
giivenen davranis gosterdiklerini, daha fazla akran baskisi hissettiklerini ve trafik
ortamini nispeten yiiksek islevsel olarak algiladiklarini bildirmistir. Guttman ve
Gesser-Edelsburg (2010) ve Guttman (2013), ebeveynlerin geng siiriiciiye giivendigini
fakat geribildirim vermenin g¢ocuklariyla olan iliskilerine zarar verme konusunda
endiseleri olduklarin1 belirtmislerdir . Ebeveynler ayrica, siirlis sirasinda ¢ocuklarini
motive etmek ve etkili bir sekilde geri bildirim vermek ve geri bildirim konusunda
cocuklariyla ¢atismalar1 6nlemek icin rehberlige ihtiya¢ duyduklarini bildirmislerdir.
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Bu nedenle, geri bildirim saglamadaki catigsmalar, daha fazla ihlalle iligkili olan akran
baskis1 ve yiiksek islevsel trafik ortaminin etkisi ile geng siiciiriiler etkisiz olarak

algilanabilir (Chu ve ark., 2019; Gehlert ve ark., 2014).

COMXPPXIR etkilesimini igeren bir modelde, pick-a-point yaklasimi, geng
siirliciilerin babalariyla daha fazla iletisim kurduklarinda daha az hiz davranisi
gosterdiklerini, daha az akran baskisi hissettiklerini ve trafik ortamini nispeten diisiik
bir dahili ihtiya¢ olarak algiladiklarin1 bildirmistir. Benzer sekilde, geng siiriiciiler,
babalariyla daha fazla iletisim kurduklarinda, daha az akran baskis1 hissettiklerinde
daha az kendini onaylama davranisi gosterdiklerini bildirmislerdir. Yoldaki potansiyel
tehlikeler agisindan iletigim, siiriis ile ilgili konularin tartisilmasi (Taubman-Ben-Ari
& Katz-Ben-Ami, 2012) geng siirliciilerin giivenli ara¢ kullanmasi kapsaminda
onemlidir. Goriildiigii gibi, geng siiriicliler babalariyla giivenli siirlis agisindan iletisim
kurduklarinda ve daha az akran baskis1 hissettiklerinde ve trafik ortamini daha az i¢
gereklilik olarak algiladiklarinda (6rnegin, dinamik, mevcut, hizli ve mobil), daha az
kendini onaylama davranislar1 gostermistir. Dahasi, geng siiriiciiler, babalariyla daha
fazla iletisim hissettiklerinde daha az hiz davranis1 gosterdiklerini, daha az akran
baskist hissettiklerini ve trafik ortamini nispeten yiiksek i¢sel gereklilik algiladiklarini
bildirmislerdir. Bircok c¢alisma, en sik trafik ihlallerinden birinin hizlandigini
gostermistir (Delhomme, 2002; Delhomme & Cauzard, 2000; Hassan & Abdel-Aty,
2013; Ozkan, Lajunen, Chliaoutakis, Parker ve Summala, 2006; Peden ve ark., 2004).
Black (1978), geng siiriiciilerin akranlar1 onlara eslik ettiginde hiz sinirlamalarina
uymamak gibi trafik diizenlemelerini ihlal etme egiliminde oldugunu belirtmistir. Ote
yandan, bu caligmaya gore, iletisim hiz davranislarinin azaltilmasinda 6nemli bir rol

oynamaktadir.

NONCXPPXIR etkilesimini igeren modelde, pick-a-point yaklasim grafikleri, geng
stiriciilerin annelerinden daha fazla giivenlige baglanmama algiladiklarinda, daha
fazla akran baskist hissettiklerinde ve trafik ortamimi nispeten daha fazla igsel
gerekliligi yiiksek algiladiklarinda daha ¢ok kendini onaylama davranisi ve kural
ihlalleri gosterdiklerini bildirmislerdir. Geng siiriiciilerin becerilerini ve yeteneklerini
nasil algiladiklarii goz Onilinde bulundurarak, miidahale programlar1 araciligiyla

giivenli siiriis, annelerin trafik sistemine giivenli baglilig1 artirmalari i¢in egitici sosyal
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medya kampanyalar1 agisindan c¢ekimserligin endise duymasi gerektigine dikkat

edilmelidir; karar vericiler, giivenlik ve hareketlilik arasinda bir denge kurabilirler.

MONXPPXIR etkilesimini igeren modelde, pick-a-point yaklasim grafikleri, geng
stiriiciilerin annelerinden daha fazla gézetim algiladiklarinda, daha az akran baskisi
hissettiklerinde ve trafik ortamini nispeten daha az igsel olarak algiladiklarinda daha
az iddial1 davraniglar gosterdiklerini bildirmistir. Taubman-Ben-Ari ve Katz-Ben-Ami
(2012), disiik diizeyde ebeveyn geri bildirimi ile yiiksek diizeyde olumsuz akran
modelleri ve daha yiiksek pervasiz siirlis puanlar ile gozetim arasinda bir iliski

oldugunu gostermistir.

FBXPPXIR etkilesimini iceren modelde, pick-a-point yaklagiminin sonuglarina gore,
geng siriiciiler, babalar1 tarafindan daha fazla geri bildirim verildiginde daha fazla
akran baskisi hissettiklerinde ve trafik ortamini nispeten yiiksek igsel gerekli
algiladiklarinda daha fazla kendini onaylayan davranislar gosterdiklerini

belirtmislerdir.

MONXPPXFUN etkilesimini iceren model, bir pick-a-point yaklasiminin sonuglarina
gore, geng siirlicliler, babalarindan daha az gézetim hissettiklerinde, daha fazla akran
baskis1 hissettiklerinde ve trafik ortamim1i nispeten diisiik islevsel olarak
algiladiklarinda daha ¢ok kendini onaylama davranisi géstermislerdir. Bazi ¢alismalar,
yiiksek diizeyde ebeveyn gozetiminin riskli siiriis davranislarina girme olasiliginin
daha diisiik oldugunu, ebeveyn goézetiminin daha az oldugu zaman ihlallerin ve
kazalarin arttigin1 gostermistir (Beck ve ark., 2001; Bingham ve Shope, 2004; Graber
ve ark., 2006; Hartos ve ark., 2000).

Son olarak, MODXPPXIR etkilesimini i¢ceren modelde, pick-a-point yaklagiminin
sonuglarina gore, geng siirticiiler babalarindan daha fazla model alma hissettiklerinde
daha az akran baskis1 hissettiklerini ve trafik ortamini nispeten diisiik i¢sel gereklilik
iceren ¢evre olarak algiladiklarini belirttiklerinde daha az kural ihlali gosterdiklerini
bildirdiler.
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Mevcut Calismanin Smirlamalar: ve Gelecekteki Calismalar icin Oneriler

Bu calismanin sinirlamalar esas olarak araglar, 6rneklemin demografik 6zellikleri ve
Orneklem biiyiikliigii ile ilgilidir. Beyana dayal1 6l¢iimler, giivenilirlik ve dis gegerlilik
acisindan olasi dezavantajlara sahip olabilir, ¢linkii beyana dayali 6l¢iimler sosyal
isternirlige kars1 daha savunmasizdir (Paulhus, 1991). Bu ¢alismanin bir baska
kisitlamasi, gruplarin karsilastirilmasina izin verilmemesidir. Annesi, babasi ve sadece
babasi ara¢ kullanan katilimcilar i¢in her ne kadar benzer faktdr yapilari ¢iksa da
karsilastirma igin birebier iceriklere sahip degildir. Daha ileri ¢calismalar i¢in, toplam
orneklem ile, gruplar1 karsilastirmak i¢in ayni boyutlardaki ayni 6geler kullanilarak
aragtirma yapilabilir. Son olarak, bu ¢alisma kii¢iik bir 6rneklem biiyiikliigiine sahiptir
ve diizenleyici diizenleme analizlerinin etki boyutlart kiiciik 6rneklem boyutundan
etkilenebilir. ileriki calismalarda daha biiyiik 6rneklem ile grup karsilastirmasi yerine

toplam o6rneklemde etki boyutlar1 incelenebilir.
Sonuclar ve Onerilen Uygulamalar

Bazi calismalar, ebeveyn uygulamalarinin geng siiriiciiler arasindaki riskli siirlisii
azaltmada kritik bir rol oynadigini gostermistir (Ginsburg, Durbin, Garcia-Espaiia,
Kalicka ve Winston, 2009; Simons-Morton, Quimet ve Catalano, 2008). Ayrica,
ebeveynler cocuklarinin siiriis davramiglarini diizenlemek i¢in hangi arkadaglarin
arabaya davet edilebilecegini izleyebilir ve sinirlayabilir (Hartos, Eitel ve Simons-
Morton, 2001). Ebeveyn uygulamalarina ve akranlar1 kontrol etmeye ek olarak, geng
stiriiclilerin Ulkenin trafik iklimi algis1 goz Oniine alindiginda daha genis stratejiler

gelistirilebilir.

Ozkan ve Lajunen (2011), toplumsal ve Kkiiltiirel faktorlerde degisimin kolay
olmadigin1 belirtmistir. Ote yandan trafik, tiim yol kullanicilar1 igin aktif, etkilesimli
ve siirekli bir ortam saglayan agik bir sistemdir (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2011). Ornegin,
geng siiriiciiler ve ebeveynleri, siirlici egitmenleri tarafindan yol gilivenligine olan
bagliligin 6nemi hakkinda birlikte bilgilendirilebilir. Ayrica, medya kampanyalari,
ebeveyn-cocuk iliskilerine siirlis giivenligine odaklanarak organize edilebilir.

Ebeveynlere, akranlarint géz oniinde bulundurarak ¢ocuklarinin siirlis davranislarini
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nasil yonlendirdikleri ve kontrol ettikleri hakkinda bilgi vermeleri icin egitim

programlar1 sunulabilir.

Daha genis baglaminda Ozkan ve Lajunen (2015), trafik ortaminda giivenlik ve
hareketlilik arasindaki dengenin siirdiiriilmesinin 6nemli oldugunu ve trafik giivenligi
ile ilgili hedeflerin her seviyedeki tiim yol kullanicilar1 i¢in politika yapicilar ve
planlamacilar tarafindan dikkatli bir sekilde olusturulmasi gerektigini One
sirmislerdir. Bu nedenle, gen¢ siiriiciilerin risk alma davraniglarina iliskin
politikalara, trafik sistemi hakkindaki bakis acilarina dayanarak biitiinsel bir bakis
acistyla karar verilmelidir. Ozetlemek gerekirse, kisileraras1 ve kiiltiirel faktorler

arasindaki etkilesime dayanarak belirli stratejiler gelistirilebilir.
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