An Investigation of Motorists Perceptions of Truckson the Highways
Moore, Robert S;LeMay, Stephen;Moore, MelissaL ;Pearson Lidell;et a
Transportation Journal; Winter 2005; 44, 1; ProQuest

pg. 20

ROBERT S. MOORE PEARSON LIDELL
STEPHEN LeMAY BRIAN KINARD
MELISSA L. MOORE DAVID McMILLEN

An Investigation of
Motorists’ Perceptions of Trucks
on the Highways

Abstract

The logistic activity imost visible to the general population is the presence of trucks transporting
goods across the nation’s highways. Transportation also represents the largest portion of total
logistics costs and a large percentage of the problems. At times, these problems arise in the form
of accidents, even tragedies, as trucks collide with automobiles. Car-truck accidents, though
expensive, are an unfortunate cost of doing business and motorists’ behaviors are out of the
control of the transportation manager. Recently, the federal government and private industry
have attemplted 1o educate motorists concerning dangerous spots around trucks. Programs such
as the Share the Road campaign, though mildly successful at directing behaviors of motorists
near trucks, do not address motorists’ perceptions of trucks—which may determine how they
behave around the larger vehicles. This article is one of the first that directly examines motorists’
perceptions of trucks on the highway and the effect these perceptions have on support for stricter
safety regulation of the trucking industry. Based on a national random sample of U.S. motorists,
these results suggest that the general U.S. driving population’s perception of trucks is predomi-
nately negative, and these perceptions are significant predictors of support for stricter truck
speed regulation.

Whilce reports from the National Highway are decreasing over time (2002), daily, newspa-
Traffic Safety Administration show that high- pers and news programs remind us that acci-
way accidents and fatalities involving trucks — dents involving trucks are often dramatic and
unforgiving. Catastrophic truck accidents have
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used interstate for several days. The detours
caused by the accident resulted in gridlock. The
costs from police overtime and the emergency
construction of a temporary bridge are esti-
mated at over $10 million (Reitz 2004). Though
speed was not cited as a specific factor in this
accident, a total of ten states nationwide fear
such catastrophic accidents and have instituted
regulations mandating lower speed limits for
trucks than cars on their highways (Siegel
2004).

For the logistics community, the most visible
aspect of their activities to consumers is the
prescnce of trucks transporting goods across
the highways and byways of the land. How
motorists view trucks forms part of the general
public’s overall attitude toward the transporta-
tion industry and logistics community in gen-
eral. More importantly, how motorists perccive
trucks is likely to affect their behavior near
trucks on the highways. Understanding these
perceptions may save lives and reduce logistics
costs from property damage and insurance pre-
miums. Of these costs, insurance premiums
have seen increases of over 150 percent during
the past few ycars primarily because of -
creases in claims against trucking firms (Proc-
tor 2002).

In specific response to highway safety con-
cerns, the trucking industry and federal agen-
cies have instituted safety campaigns aimed at
truckers and the general public. Safety pro-
grams directed at the general public have been
in the form of education programs, such as
the Share The Road-No Zone (Longo 1999)
campaign, which informs motorists about cer-
tain arcas around a truck where the truck driver
cannot see motorists. Though these programs
can help direct the behavior of motorists around
trucks in traffic, they are not designed to influ-
cnce motorists” perceptions and beliefs about
trucks.

Perceptions and beliefs about trucks on the
highway are likely to be formed by the motor-
ist’s experiences and personal characteristics,
such as sensation seeking and risk taking pro-
pensity (Siimer 2003). To educate and train
motorists cffectively to drive safely around
trucks, we must first understand motorists’ per-
ceptions and driving experiences. Thus, the fo-
cus of this article s to examinc the relationship

between motorists’ driving experiences, driv-
ing behavior, and perceptions and beliefs about
trucks on the highway. Thesc relationships are
important in that they can help policy makers
increase road safety through educational inter-
vention.

BACKGROUND LITERATURE

The importance of how motorists perceive
trucks on the highway stems chicfly from what
Carter and Jennings (2002) termed Logistics
Social Responsibility (1.SR). Carter and Jen-
nings suggest that a stewardship approach can
be helpful in examining LSR. A stewardship
framework suggests that the interests of all
stakeholders (e.g., suppliers, manufacturers,
distributors, the local community) have value
and no set of interests is more important than
any other (Clarkson 1995). The use of a stew-
ardship approach is evident in LSR, as industry
attention has been focused on arcas such as
the environmental impact of trucks and the
institution of highway safety programs (Mur-
phy and Daley 1990). Of particular interest in
this investigation is the research concerning
truck safety.

For the most part, logisticians and regulators
have exhibited a within-industry prescriptive
approach when confronting the issue of truck
safety. Historically, logistics researchers have
investigated the antecedents of safety for motor
carriers from the carrier’s perspective (c.g.,
Bruning 1989; Hanowski et al. 1999; Mejza
and Corsi 1999; Mejza et al. 2003) and regula-
tions that most effectively promote safety
(Phillips and McCutchen 1991). Overall find-
ings indicate that the motor carrier’s organiza-
tional culture toward safe driving is an impor-
tant predictor of the safety record for the firm
(Arboleda et al. 2003; Corsi et al. 1988; Mejza
et al. 2003).

Motorists’ Behavior Near lLarge Trucks
Recent research funded by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation has begun to examinc
the behaviors of motorists in the presence of
trucks and these motorists’ contributions to ac-
cidents. The U.S. Department of Transporta-
tion {Stuster 1999) produced a report titled
““The Unsafe Driving Acts of Motorists in the
Vicinity of Large Trucks™ in an cffort to deter-
mine the risky behavior of motorists near
trucks. The report notes a list of twenty-seven
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motorists” behaviors that resulted in truck-auto
crashes. Among the top causes of accidents
were (1) illegal behavior of motorists (i.e.,
speeding, tailgating); and (2) motorists’ dis-
tractions (i.e., talking on the phone, reading).
In addition, the report attempted to determine
why motorists engaged in these behaviors.
Truck drivers and experts perceived that the
rcasons for the motorists’ behavior included
aggression, inattentivencss, incompetence, and
ignorance. Similarly, in a series of eleven sepa-
rate focus groups with local short-haul truck
drivers, Hanowski ct al. (1999) found that the
number-one critical issue associated with gen-
eral safety issues was motorists’ negative atti-
tude toward trucks and a general lack of respect
for trucks on the highway.

Determinants of Motorists’ Behavior

Direct examinations concerning the reasons
why motorists behave as they do on the road-
ways has been cxplored extensively in safety
and accident analysis (e.g., Turner and Mc-
Clure 2003). Researchers have investigated the
causal effect of factors such as age, gender
(c.g., Assum 1997), personality (c.g., Lawton
et al. 1997), and behavior (c.g., Smith et al.
2004) in traffic accidents.

Turner and McClure (2003) found that risk-
taking behavior (i.e., speeding, drunk driving,
moving violations) in young males was a sig-
nificant predictor of motor vchicle crashes.
Finn and Bragg (1986) showed that young male
drivers (vs. older male drivers) are overrepre-
sented in accidents because they do not per-
ceive specific driving situations as risky. Dejoy
(1992) found that young males (as opposed
to young females) overestimated their driving
competencey and perceived dangerous driving
conditions as less risky. Assum (1997) also
found that age and annual milcage were impor-
tant predictors of accident risk.

In support of a gender factor in accident
analysis, Parry (1968) as well as others (e.g.,
Blockley and Hartley 1995; Lawton ctal. 1997)
have found that men score higher on driver
aggression measures than women, and that the
aggression score decreases significantly with
age.  Additionally, Owsley, McGwin, and
McNeal (2003) found that senior drivers who
were more venturesome—that is, they drove
more {requently—were less likely to be in-
volved in accidents.

Winter

With respect to in-car risky behaviors while
driving, research has shown distractions such
as the use of a cell phone diverts attention away
from the primary task of vehicle control and
could contribute to a failure to maintain control
in critical situations (Hancock, Lesch, and Sim-
mons 2003; Patten et al. 2004). In response to
how motorists view others’ driving behavior
on the roadways, actions such as the need to
drive defensively and wearing seatbelts are
seen as ways to combat dangers while driving
(Williams 2003).

ReseArC QUESTIONS

From a public policy perspective, media and
education campaigns have sought to influence
the driving behavior of motorists near trucks.
What is lacking in our understanding, however,
is how motorists perceive trucks in the first
placce. For this investigation, we take an ap-
proach similar to Lieb, Wiseman, and Moore’s
(1986; as well as Licb and Wiseman 2001)
research concerning motorists” perceptions of
automobile safety issucs and directly assess
motorists’ viewpoints. To date no research has
investigated the existing perceptions that mo-
torists have of trucks on the highway. Addition-
ally, past rescarch concerning accident analysis
has established indicators such as age, gender,
and propensity for risk taking as significant
predictors of accidents. We explicitly examine
whether these indicators are also associated
with perceptions of truck driving behavior.
Therefore:

Research Question 1: What are motorists’
perceptions of trucks on the highway?

Research Question 2: Is there a relationship
between established predictors of highway be-
havior and perceptions of trucks?

In addition to these research questions, we
would also like to explore the association be-
tween motorists” perceptions of trucks and sup-
port for regulations concerning the operation
of trucks on the highway. Motorists’ support
for strict regulation can include support for
legislative actions such as lower speed limits,
increasing commercial driving license require-
ments, and hours of service/daily milcage rules.
We suggest that it motorists do have differing
perceptions toward trucks, they also would be
likely to have differing viewpoints concerning
their regulation. Rescarch in psychology has
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long shown that perceptions are strongly asso-
ciated with beliefs and behaviors (e.g., Eagly
and Chaiken 1993). Thercfore:

Research Question 3: Is there a relationship
between perceptions of trucks and motorists’
support for stricter regulations of trucks?

METHODOLOGY
In the summer of 2003, the authors were
invited by the Social Science Rescarch Center
(SSRC) at Mississippi State University to pro-
vide several questions to be included in their
annual national survey of drivers” attitudes and
opinions. Due to SSRC’s existing survey struc-
ture and length, the number and type of ques-
tions we were able to contribute was limited.
We added one question that assessed truck ac-
cident cxperience and six questions that as-
sessed motorists’ perceptions of trucks. The
items we added, as well as the data collection
procedure, arc discussed next.

Item Development and Selection

Because this study is one of the [irst to ex-
plore motorists’” perceptions of trucks on the
highways, the literature offered little guidance
concerning what perceptions should be  as-
sessed. A review of the literature revealed items
that assess either motorists’ perceptions of au-
tomobile safety (c.g., Lich and Wiseman 2001;
Lieb, Wiseman, and Moorc 1986), past driving
behaviors (e.g., Gebers and Peck 2003), risky
behavior (e.g., Turner and McClure 2003), or
truck drivers’ perceptions of motorists (c.g.,
Hanowski ¢t al. 1999). However, no items that
dircetly assess perceptions of trucks were cvi-
dent. Therefore, six items that dircetly tap per-
ceptions of trucks were constructed to reflect
motorists’ perceptions of truck behavior and
characteristics of  trucks.  Additionally, the
SSRC survey contained items that assessed
general accident experience, but did not have
a question that asked if the individual was in-
volved in an accident with a truck. We therefore
added an item that asked if the individual had
been involved in an accident with a large truck.

With respect to our dependent variable for
Research Question 3, the existing SSRC survey
contained an item that asscsses motorists” sup-
port for lower speed limit for trucks than pas-
senger vehicles (LIMIT). This question served
as our operationalization of motorists’ support

for stricter regulation ol trucks. We also sc-
lected a number questions already contained
in the SSRC survey instrument to assess motor-
ists’ driving experience and engagement in
risky driving behavior. The items discussed in
this analysis arc presented in Appendix A.

Data Collection

A national tclephone survey was used (o
collect responses to the complete survey. The
telephone survey was conducted by the SSRC
at Mississippi State University in the summer
of 2003. SSRC used a random digit dialing
process 1o contact potential respondents. Re-
spondents were asked a number of questions
concerning automobile and highway safety is-
sues as well as the items developed by the
rescarchers. Of the 1,508 completed interviews
from the SSRC, 116 responses were eliminated
because the respondent indicated they did not
currently drive and subsequent driving-related
variables were not asked ol them, resulting in
1,392 responses. The resultant sample demo-
graphic characteristics as well as variable defi-
nitions and abbreviations, included in Appen-
dix A, arc rcasonably representative of the U.S.
general population in terms of age, gender,
race, and income (U.S. Census Burcau 2003).
Additionally, responses to the SSRC questions
are similar to previous national survey results
conducted by the center. The sampling crror
for binomial questions with a conservative 50/
50 split for this data set is no more than +/- 3
percent with a 95 percent confidence.

ANALYSES AND REsuLTS

Overall, the respondent’s average age was
approximately 47 years, with a range between
18 and 101 years of age. Slightly more females
(60 percent) than males (39 percent) were rep-
resented in the sample than in the general popu-
lation. The reported driving behavior is rela-
tively the same as previous reports (Snhow
2002), with 25 percent (vs. 23.6 pereent) re-
ported having a serious accident while driving,
9.8 percent (vs. 9.9 percent) reporting an acci-
dent in the past year, and 'l pereent (vs. 13
percent) reporting having received a ticket for
speeding or some other moving violation. This
survey reports that in terms of driving familiar-
ity, the vast majority of the respondents (90
pereent) indicate that they drive a motor vehicle
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at least once a day and 47 percent drive more
than 100 miles a week.,

Rescarch Question 1: What are motorists’
perceptions of trucks on the highway?

The means and frequencics for each pereep-
tion are shown in Table | and the correlation
between perceptions is provided in Table 2.
For Research Question |, we combined those
who agree and strongly agree into an “‘agree”’
category. We conducted a similar grouping for
thosc who disagree. Of the six perception vari-
ables that were asscssed, three examined mo-
torists’ pereeption of truck driver behaviors
(DANGER, FAST, and PASS), onc question
assessed the dangerousness of the effects of
truck spray during rainstorms (WET), one
guestion assessed an overall perception of
trucks (HAZARD), and onc question assessed
the motorists™ pereeption of driving near trucks
(NERVOUS). The six perception variables
were also factor analyzed o determine dimen-
stonality. Analysis indicates a single factor so-
lution accounting for 54 percent ol the variance
between the variables in perception of trucks.

In analysis of the individual items, the most
common perception ol trucks is that they create
dangerous conditions by creating road spray
during rainstorms. Next, the majority of our
respondents felt that truck drivers go too fast
and create dangerous conditions when passing

Winter

other trucks. The respondents were equally di-
vided on whether truck drivers often drive in
ways that endanger passenger cars.

To compare those who agreed with those
who disagreed for cach of the perceptions, we
next determined if there was a statistical differ-
ence between the proportion of respondents in
cach of these groups. Excluding the ncutral
respondents, we found that except for DAN-
GER, in which therc is an equal chance of
agreeing or disagreeing, therc is a better than
chance probability (p < .001) that the propor-
tion of those who agree with the statement is
more than the proportion of those who disagree.

Inspection of the correlation between per-
ceptions shows a significant consistent associa-
tion between perceptions. Those who agree
with one perception are likely to agree with
other perceptions; the converse is also true. For
cxample, those who perceive trucks are driving
too fast are likely to perceive that trucks repre-
sent a safety hazard on the highways. Similarly,
those who do not get nervous driving ncar
trucks do not believe that trucks passing cach
other represent a dangerous condition.

Based on the results of the national sample,
we can conclude that the overall perception of
truck behavior on the highways is negative.
The results show that the majority of respon-
dents agree with the pereeption that trucks rep-
resent a safety hazard on the highway. Addi-
tionally, truck drivers are perceived to speed

Table 1. Means and Frequencies for Perceptions Toward Trucks

Percentage of Response

Disagree Neutral Agree
Perception of Trucks on the Highway Mean (1-2) A3) (4-5)
Truck drivers often drive in ways that are dangerous 3,10 46.9 54 47.8
to passenger cars (DANGER).
During a rainstorm, the water from large trucks creates 3.93 15:5 4.5 80.0
dangerous conditions for other vehicles (WET).
Drivers of large trucks frequently drive too fast 3:33 38.1 5.6 56.2
(FAST).
Large trucks frequently create dangerous conditions by 3.24 41.4 3:3 53.3
trying to pass each other (PASS).
Large trucks present a safety hazard on the highways 3.26 39.2 4.4 56.4
(HAZARD).
Driving beside or near large trucks makes me nervous 3.46 34.7 1.9 63.5
(NERVOUS).
Respondents were asked their level of agreement with each perception on a 5-point scale, with 1= Strongly Disagree, 2 =

Disagree, 3 = Neutral/Don’t Know, 4 = Agree, 5=Strongly Agree.
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HAZARD NERVOUS DANGER WET FAST PASS
HAZARD |
NERVOUS 0.45 |
DANGER 0.50 0.39 I
WET 0.37 0.30 0.35 |
FAST 0.48 0.41 0.62 0.40 |
PASS 0.48 0.36 0.54 0.38 0.56 I

All correlations are significant at p< .01
All variables assessed on a 5-point scale

and create dangerous conditions for others
when passing and during rainstorms. These
perceptions perhaps contribute to the overall

nervousness of drivers in the presence of

trucks. The analysis of correlations supports
interrelationships between perceptions. Each
perception is significantly associated with all
of the other perceptions, suggesting motorists
have an embedded overall image of trucks,
supported by our single factor solution.

Research Question 2: Is there a
relationship between established
predictors of highway behavior and
perceptions of trucks?

In the results for RQI, we noted a single
factor for the six truck perception variables.
We therefore asscssed scale reliability for the
combined measure and found a resultant Cron-
bach alpha of 0.82, indicating support for a

single, multi-item mcasure for perceptions of

trucks. This variable was coded such that
higher wvalues of PERCEPTION indicate

stronger agreement that trucks are perceived
negatively. This multi-item mecasure (PER-
CEPTION) serves as the dependent measure
in the analysis for RQ2.

For the independent variables, previous acci-
dent analysis rescarch has used demographic,
experience, and risky driving related variables
to understand accidents. We sclected variables
that were already contained in the SSRC survey
to represent each of these arcas. Age and gen-
der, as well as their interaction, were used as
independent demographic variables. The SSRC
also collected data on driver experience, in-
cluding the number of miles driven per wecek,
frequency of driving, and general accident his-
tory. We included a question that assessed a
motorist’s accident history with large trucks.

For risky driving behavior, we asked respon-
dents whether they have received a moving
violation in the past year, if they have been
arrested for drunk driving, how often they wear
seatbelts, and their level of engagement in other
tasks while driving, such as cell phone usage,
eating, or smoking. In sum, we used two demo-
graphic variables, five variables on driver expe-
rience, and seven variables on risky behavior.
We also used the interaction between age and
miles driven per week for assessing driver cx-
perience. Factor analysis of logically grouped
variables was conducted with follow-up reli-
ability assessments. This process resulted in
the development of the variable CELL., which
is a combination of the two questions relating
to ccll phone usage (LCELL and HCELL;
r=10.73).

Regression results are shown in Table 3.
Table 3 first provides us the regression results
for the multi-item measure of PERCEPTION.
First, the model is significant, explaining 6
percent of the variance of the dependent mea-
surc, and {ive of the independent measures ex-
hibit significance. Inspection ol the values
shows us that males (represented as GENDIER,
males coded as 1. lemales as 0), as well as
those who drive more miles per week (MILEES),
those who have had a serious accident in the
past (ACC), and those who cat often while
driving have an overall less negative perception
ol trucks. In contrast, those who have had an
accident in the past yecar (YRACC) tend to
perceive trucks more negatively. Table 4 pro-
vides regression results on the same set of inde-
pendent variables for cach of the six component
measures of PERCEPTION. Inspection of Ta-
ble 4 shows that results across component mea-
sures mirror the findings from Table 3. Addi-
tionally, we see that seatbelt usage (BLLT)
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increases as pereeptions about trucks becomes
more negative and that those who smoke more
often while driving view trucks more posi-
tively.

Carc should be taken in using past accident
analysis measures Lo assess pereeptions since
nonc of the models explain more than 10 per-
cent of the variance in the dependent measure.
However, we can see that there are significant
estimators in cach of the regression equations
that do contribute to explaining some of the
variance and warrant attention (i.c., gender,
previous driving experiences, and risky behav-
ior—in particular, distraction behaviors while
driving).

Research Question 3: Is there a
relationship between perceptions of trucks
and motorists’ support for stricter
regulations concerning trucks?

The multi-item perception measure was en-
tered as the independent variables in a regres-
sion model to predict whether or not an individ-
ual  would  support stricter  regulations
concerning the speed of trucks on the highway.
[ perceptions were not important in determin-
ing support for this form of regulation we

Table 3. Regression Results for Research
Question 2 - Standardized Coefficients

PERCEPTION

Demographics
AGE —.11
GENDER = ]
AGE X GENDER 01

Driving Experience
DRIVE

MILES

AGE X MILES
ACC

TACC

YRACC

Risky Driving Behavior
SPEED
DRINK
BELT
GELL
EAT
SMOKE
F(15,1372)
Adj. R2

Winter

would expect that the cocfficient would be non-
significant. Tablc 5 provides the regression re-
sults. Fourteen percent of the variance in sup-
port of stricter speed regulation of trucks is
explained by the perceptions that motorists
have of wrucks. Inspection of the coelficients
indicates that increcased ncgative pereeptions
ol trucks result in greater agreement that the
speed of trucks should be regulated. Overall,
this finding does indeed support the belief that
motorists’ perceptions of truck driving behav-
ior influences support concerning regulations.

Discussion
The purposc of this article was to identify
perceptions of trucks on the highway, to ex-
plore il existing variables used in transportation
accident analysis arc efficient predictors of the
perceptions, and to determine il motorists’ per-
ceptions predict support for tighter regulations
of truck speed. Understanding motorists’ per-
ceptions, or attitudes, is an important consider-
ation when developing safety programs (Lich,
Wiseman, and Moore 1986). Overwhelmingly,
our results show that perceptions of truck driv-
ing behavior are predominately negative. Nota-
ble was the finding that over 80 percent of
respondents felt that trucks create dangerous
conditions when driving in the rain. A recent
report that evaluated the effectiveness of splash
and spray suppression devices (Manscr 2003)
found that the devices did not significantly
reduce spray for newer or older trucks at speeds
of 55 mph and 65 mph. The Manscr (2003)
study does suggest that improvements in acro-
dynamics can reducce spray; however, this
comes as a cost to the trucking firm.
Interestingly, we found that males, thosc
who drive most frequently, and those who drive
more miles per week have less negative percep-
tions toward trucks. This finding suggests that
those who drive less frequently are probably
less familiar with the behaviors of trucks on the
highways and hence less comfortable around
them. Specific education or mass media cam-
paigns can be implemented when these individ-
uals are most likely to travel more miles and
more often, i.c., before the holiday scason,
summer vacation travels, and in tourist destina-
tion arcas. We also found that engagement in
risky driving behavior is associated with less
negative perceptions of truck drivers. This find-
ing may be useful in the jury selection process

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



2005

MOTORISTS” PERCEPTION OF TRUCKS 27

Table 4. Follow-Up Regression Results for Research Question 2 - Standardized

Coefficients
HAZARD NERVOUS DANGER WET FAST PASS
Demographics
AGE -.09 -.05 -.06 -.07 -.05 —.15%
GENDER -.10 =g -.06 .00 —.20%* —.20%*
AGE X GENDER .04 -.08 -.05 -.07 st 10
Driving Experience
DRIVE .02 .03 .04 05*
MILES —.15% -.12 —.16%* —-.16*
AGE X MILES .09 .08 .16 A5
ACC —.06%* -.04 -.03 —.05%
TACC .00 .01 -.02 5%
YRACC 06** .04 {08 x**E 06
Risky Driving Behavior
SPEED .03 -.04 -.02 .00 -.04
DRINK -.03 -.01 -.03 .05 -.02
BELT A 05% .00 06+ .00
CELL -.03 02 .00 .00
EAT -.02 —.08%** -.02 =L 1%
SMOKE -.05 —.06%* .00 .00 -.03
F(15,1372) 4.37 10.0 3.71 2.16 5.67
Adj. R2 .04 .09 .03 .01 .05
#p<.10, # p<.05, ##4p< 0]

Note: All regression models significant. at p<.0l

Table S. Regression Results for Support of
Different Speed Limits for Trucks than
Cars - Standardized Coefficient

LIMIT
PERCEPTION 38
F(1,1390) 228.7
Adj. R? 14

Models and estimate significant. at p<.01

for trucking accident cases. This study suggests
that certain drivers may have definite opinions
about truck drivers, either predominately nega-
tive or positive. In the jury selection process,
the possible impact of motorists™ pereeptions
of truckers’ driving behavior on the perceived
negligence of the truck driver and firm could
influence juror selection. The findings show
that certain behaviors and cxperiences affect
motorists’ perceptions of the relative danger
truck drivers present (Robinette and Sherland
2003).

Our results show that while some measures
are significant in their respective regressions,

the overall explained variance of these vari-
ables is markedly low. This initself is interest-
ing in that we do not really know how percep-
tions of trucks arc formed, even though these
perceptions arc shown to be significant pre-
dictors of support for lower truck speed limits.
The trucking industry as a whole should be
interested in understanding why the general
motorist population supports or doesn’t support
measures concerning their industry and the ¢le-
ments that contribute to those perceptions,
The overall pattern of significant estimators
flows from much of the cstablished accident
analysis literature. From this study we see al-
most a dichotomy in belicfs: Either motorists
view trucks negatively and behave accordingly
by using safety measures such as increased
seatbelt usage and subsequently supporting
stricter speed regulation of trucks, or they do
not perceive trucks as dangerous and do not
support stricter speed limits. Alternatively, our
results show that those who engage in dis-
tractive behaviors while driving (i.c., cating,
smoking) do not perccive trucks negatively.
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However, past research has shown that this
type of motorist behavior is associated with
accidents and noted to be a reason why truck
drivers believe accidents occur (Hanowski et
a1.1999),

We also found that support for stricter regu-
lations was strongly predicted by perceptions.
This offers a strong motivation for distribution

firms to understand and change perceptions of

their industry. Often, in terms of truck regula-
tion, an “‘us vs. them’ attitude emerges with
distribution firms blaming motorists and mo-

torists citing truck behavior. For example, after

a series of horrific crashes on the Washington
D.C. beltway in 1993, Congressional represen-
tatives met with the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration to discuss stricter enforcement of truck-
ers even though these specific accidents were
the fault of automobile drivers (Bontz 1993).
Understanding and changing motorists” per-
ceptions of truck driver behavior will not be
casy. However, by using mechanisms such as
directed mass media communications, firms
can build brand trust in the distribution firm’s
vehicles and personnel’s skills (e.g., FedEx,
Walmart, USPS, Ycllow, Roadway).

LimrraTions AN Futrure RESEARCH

The current study offers opportunities for
{uture research. First, with regard to the ante-
cedents of the pereeptions of truck driver be-
havior, due to the existing surveys length, we
used individual items to assess their impact.
The collection of the present data, as well as
the study’s exploratory nature, did not allow
for a more expansive list of items that related
to the regulatory support measures, socially
responsibility actions of firms, and the risk
propensity and personality ol motorists. Each
of these arcas olfers opportunity for investi-
gation,

Future rescarch may purposively collect per-
sonality traits (Garrity and Demick 2001), be-
havioral predictors such as the Manchester
Driving Behavior Questionnaire (Reason et al.
1990), risk-taking behavior (Turner and Me-
Clure 2003), and engagement in unsale driving
acts (Stutster 1999) in determining the percep-
tions that motorists have of truck driver behav-
ior. An additional arca ol research, which we
alluded to in the discussion section, is the role
that building brand has on modifying percep-
tions and subscquent bechavior near large

Winter

trucks. Do motorists perceive the drivers of
FedEx trucks differently from those of other
lesser-known carriers? If so, do motorists be-
have differently near these trucks? The answer
to this question can then be looked at quantita-
tively through the comparison of accident data,
truck driver perception of motorists’ behaviors
in their vicinity for trusted brand carriers vs.
unknown/not-trusted brand carriers, and
changes in attitudes toward large trucks.

Alternatively, a morc expansive battery of
questions to assess overall perceptions of a
firm, including motorists’ knowledge of so-
cially responsible actions the firm engages in,
such as driver compensation, workload, etc.,
can be researched to determine if the perception
of truck behavior is multi-dimensional in na-
ture. With respect to the impact that these per-
ceptions have, as opposed to our use of a single
speed regulation, a broader array of measures
that capture support for regulatory issucs, such
as weight, height, and tandem operation regula-
tions, can be researched.

In conclusion, much of the trucking industry
cfforts on highway safety are focused on inter-
nal changes and policics. Efforts to educate
the general driving population concerning the
dangers associated with large trucks may be
better served if education and industry actions
are designed to specifically alter and change
perceptions and behaviors.
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About Driving Safety,

Appendix A. Survey Questions, Coding, and Frequencies

Perceptions about Trucks on the Highway N Percentage
1. Large trucks present a safety hazard on highways (HAZARD)."
I = Strongly disagree 95 6.8
2 = Disagree 451 324
3 = Don’t know/neutral 61 4.4
4 = Agree 567 40.7
5 = Strongly agree 218 157
2. Driving beside or near large trucks makes me nervous (NERVOUS).
I = Strongly disagree 84 6.0
2 = Disagree 399 28.7
3 = Don’t know/neutral 26 1.9
4 = Agree 555 39.9
5 = Strongly agree 328 23.6
3. Truck drivers often drive in ways that are dangerous to passenger cars (DANGER) *
| = Strongly disagree 87 6.3
2 = Disagree 565 40.6
3 = Don’t know/neutral 75 54
4 = Agree 451 32.4
5 = Strongly agree 214 15.4
4. During a rainstorm, the water from large trucks creates dangerous conditions for other vehicles (WET)."
I = Strongly disagree 30 22
2 = Disagree 185 13.3
3 = Don’t know/neutral 63 4.5
4 = Agree 682 49.0
5 = Strongly agree 432 S0
5. Drivers of large trucks frequently drive too fast (FAST).
| = Strongly disagree 29 4.2
2 = Disagree 472 33.9
3 = Don’t know/neutral 78 5.6
4 = Agree 511 36.7
5 = Strongly agree 272 19.5
6. Large trucks frequently create dangerous conditions by trying to pass each other (PASS)."
| = Strongly disagree 51 3.7
2 = Disagree 525 377
3 = Don’t know/neutral 74 5:3
4 = Agree 519 37.3
5 = Strongly agree 223 16
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Motorists Demographics N Percentage
1. Age (AGE)" U.S. Population
1819 years 4 percent 25 2
20-29 18 202 15
30-39 20 258 19
40-49 20 332 24
50-59 15 272 20
60-69 10 153 11
70-79 7 117 8
80 & up 4 33 2
2. Gender (GENDER)”
0 = Female 52 percent 839 60
| = Male 48 553 40
3. Race
Caucasian 75 percent 1089 78.2
African-American 12 166 11.9
Other/Refused 13 137 9.8
4. Income
Under $20,000 22.1 percent 223 16.0
$20,000-$30,000 13 188 13.5
$30,000-$40,000 12.3 194 13.9
$40,000-$50,000 10.7 150 10.8
$50,000-$60,000 9 106 7.6
$60,000-$100,000 20.6 238 13.7
Over $100,000 12.1 111 8.0
Refused 187 13.4
Motorists’ Driving Experience N Percentage
1. How often do you drive a car or other motor vehicle (DRIVE)?
I= Only certain times a year 15 1.0
2 = Once a week or less 39 3.0
3 = Several days a week 91 7.0
4 = Every day 1247 90.0
2. About how many miles do you drive in an average week (MILES)?!
1 = None 7 1.0
2 = Less than 50 miles 292 21.0
3 = 50£-100 miles 471 33.8
4 = 101-200 miles 288 20.7
5 =201-500 miles 241 17.3
6 = More than 500 miles 93 6.7
3. Have you ever been in a serious motor vehicle accident while you were driving (ACC)?¢
0 = No 1042 74.9
I = Yes 350 25.1
4. Have you ever been in an accident involving a large truck (semi, tractor-trailer) (TACC)?¢
0 =No 1301 93.5
1= Yes 91 6.5
5. In the past year, have you had an accident while driving (YRACC)?
0 = No 1255 90.2
1= Yes 137 9.8
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Motorists’ Risky Driving Behavior N Percentage
1. In the past year, have you received a ticket for speeding or some other moving violation? (SPEED)?°
0 =No 1239 89.0
1= YEs 153 11.0
2. Have you ever been arrested for drinking and driving (DRINK)?Y
0=No 1300 93.9
[ =Yes 88 6.3
3. How often do you use a seatbelt while driving or riding in a motor vehicle (BELT)?
| = Never 48 34
2 = Rarely 27 L9
3 = Sometimes 60 4.3
4 = Most of the time 123 8.8
5 = Always 1134 81.5
4. How frequently do you use a cell phone while driving in light traffic (LCELL)?
1= Never 135 52.8
2 = Rarely 305 21.9
3 = Sometimes 222 159
4 = Often 130 9.3
5. How frequently do you use a cell phone while driving in heavy traffic (HCELL)?
1 = Never 969 69.6
2 = Rarely 263 18.9
3 = Sometimes 101 7:3
4 = Often 59 4.2
6. How frequently do you eat or drink while driving (EAT)?
1 = Never 402 28.9
2 = Rarely 366 26.3
3 = Sometimes 368 26.4
4 = Often 256 18.4
7. How frequently do you smoke while driving (SMOKE)?
I = Never 1088 72
2 = Rarely 32 2.1
3 = Sometimes 78 52
4 = Often 194 12.9
Motorists’ Attitude Toward Regulations N Percentage

1. Should the highway speed limit for commercial trucks be lower than it is for automobiles and passenger
cars (LIMIT)?

I = No 656 47.1
2 = Not sure 108 7.8
3= Yeg 628 45.1

* For the respondents who refused to answer, response was coded as median value for variable.
Sl subjects that were unclassifiable by voice were coded as male.

¢ For the respondents who refused (o answer or weren’t sure, response was coded as no.

4 For the respondents who refused to answer, response was coded as missing.

urther reproduction prohibited without permission.




