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Abstract: College students are a primary population for risky alcohol use behaviors, with one of every
eleven students grappling with severe alcohol-related issues. The objective of this scoping review
was to synthesize the existing literature to identify factors influencing the prevalence of drinking and
driving (DAD) behaviors among college students. A scoping review was conducted using Medline
(PubMed), ERIC, The American Journal on Addictions, and the NCHA databases. Criteria for article
selection included being published in English and focused on DAD behaviors among college students.
Articles excluded from the review were systematic reviews and discussion pieces without empirical
findings related to college DAD. Of the included studies (n = 23), most identified a range of factors
as being influential in college students’ DAD behavior including a family history of alcohol misuse,
the use of other substances such as marijuana, age of initial alcohol consumption, place of residence,
propensity for sensation seeking, affiliation with sorority/fraternity groups, and the perception of
associated risks. Effective strategies may include education on the risks of combined alcohol and
substance use, screening and brief interventions tailored to at-risk students, and the implementation
of campus policies that promote responsible alcohol consumption and deter DAD.

Keywords: drinking and driving; DUI/DWI; risky driving; college students; determinants/factors

1. Introduction

According to the National College Health Assessment (NCHA), in 2023, 69.3% of
undergraduates consumed alcoholic beverages (beer, wine, liquor, etc.), 11.2% used alcohol
moderately, 1.2% had high-risk use of alcohol, and 63.5% used alcohol in the last three
months [1]. For more than a decade, drinking and driving (DAD) among college students
has been a persistent and serious public health concern, as it frequently has severe health
and behavioral consequences for drinkers, their families, and their college communities [2].

The prevalence of DAD has increased on college campuses, with over 80% of college
students engaging in alcohol consumption to varying extents [3,4]. The prevalence of DAD
incidents among college students and young adults in the United States (US) presents a
complex and multifaceted public health challenge. This demographic, characterized by
the transition from adolescence to adulthood, is particularly susceptible to engaging in
risky behaviors [5], including operating a vehicle under the influence of alcohol [6]. The
ramifications of such behaviors are profound, contributing significantly to morbidity, mor-
tality, and broader societal costs [7,8]. Consequently, there is a pressing need to understand
the determinants that underpin DAD to inform the development of targeted interventions
and policies. DAD leads to many negative consequences, one of which is road traffic
accidents (RTAs).
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Globally, RTAs are the leading cause of death for children and young adults aged
5–29 years [9], and RTAs are the leading cause of death in the US for all people ages
1–54 years [10], signaling a need for a shift in the current child and young adult health
agenda in the US, specifically. In 2021, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) estimated that about 42,939 fatalities were recorded via RTAs alone in the US [11].
In the US, the economic loss associated with RTAs is estimated to be 3% of its Gross National
Product (GNP) [12]. Alcohol-related deaths on U.S. roads are estimated to account for
between 3% and 35% of all RTA fatalities [9]. According to the NHTSA, about 10,000 motor
vehicle fatalities involving drunk driving (if their blood alcohol level (BAC) is 0.08 g per
deciliter or above) occur each year in the US, and drunk driving accounts for close to 30%
of all traffic-related fatalities [13,14]. Despite the fact that the number of people who died
in accidents involving drunk drivers dropped by 5.3% (10,710 to 10,142) between 2018 and
2019, alcohol use still remains one of the primary causes for RTAs in the US [15,16]. In 2021,
13, 384 individuals died in alcohol-related driving traffic deaths, which was a 14% increase
from 2020 [13].

1.1. Determinants of Drinking and Driving among College Students

The leading causes of death among college students in the US are accidents (48%),
homicides (11%), and suicide (11%) [17,18]. According to the NIAAA [4], 1519 college
students in the US ages 18–24 die from unintentional injuries—including RTA—annually.
Recent studies show that during their college years, students tend to increase their drinking
behavior and experience multiple alcohol-related consequences, including drunk driv-
ing [19]. According to recent data by the Brooks Law Group, 5623 college students in the
US lost their lives due to RTA in a single year, and another 567,000 sustained RTA-related
injuries [20]. College is believed to be the time when most young adults are allowed to
live on their own and make their own decisions. Consuming alcohol during college years
has evolved into a customary practice that students frequently perceive as an essential
component of their higher education journey. Consequently, college campuses are a hotspot
for drinking and driving. The 21–24 age group had the highest percentage of drunk drivers
in fatal crashes in 2017 [19]. Each year, among college students aged 17–24, an estimated
3,360,000 drive under the influence of alcohol (DUI), and 1519 die from alcohol-related
unintentional injuries, including RTAs [19].

1.2. Current Review

The objective of this review is to identify risk and protective factors for DAD behaviors
among college students and young adults using the social ecological model (SEM) as a
guiding framework [21]. These determinants are categorized into four primary domains: in-
trapersonal/psychological, interpersonal/social, environmental, and policy-related factors.
Psychological determinants encompass individual-level characteristics such as attitudes,
perceptions, and risk-taking propensities. Social determinants involve the influence of
peers, family, and cultural norms. Environmental determinants include aspects such as
campus culture, accessibility of alcohol, and transportation options. Lastly, policy-related
determinants focus on the impact of legislation, enforcement strategies, and institutional
policies on DAD behaviors.

As such, this scoping review explores and delineates determinants of DAD, offering
a comprehensive synthesis of the current state of knowledge and identifying gaps for
future research endeavors. We seek to provide not only a snapshot of the current landscape
but also to identify trends and emerging issues that warrant further investigation. This
review also recognizes the dynamic and evolving nature of DAD behaviors, influenced by
changing societal trends and technological advancements. By providing a detailed and
nuanced understanding of these determinants, this review lays the groundwork for future
research and serves as a cornerstone for the development of targeted interventions and
policies aimed at reducing the prevalence and consequences of this hazardous behavior.
Through a collaborative and concerted effort, it is anticipated that the findings of this review
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will contribute significantly to the enhancement of public health and safety within this
vulnerable population. Implications of this review aim to inform key stakeholders including
policymakers, educational institutions, and public health professionals in developing
comprehensive, evidence-based strategies to address and mitigate DAD among college
students and young adults.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Search Strategy

A scoping review was conducted to assess the key objectives. The choice to employ
this style of review was based on its capacity to address comprehensive inquiries and
accommodate a variety of research approaches, making it well-suited for the purpose of
mapping evidence and pinpointing areas where further research is needed. A scoping
review is not time-consuming. We searched five databases for studies published in English
over the period of 2008–2022: Medline (PubMed), The American Journal on Addictions,
the NCHA databases, the CDC, and SAMHSA databases. The search strategy consisted of
combined keywords using Boolean operators and subject headings representing the three
concepts of our research. The following terms were used to generate a search: Driving after
Drinking, Driving under the influence, Risky driving, determinants/factors, and college
students. Studies were considered for inclusion if the population under investigation was
US college students ages 17–24 years, examining drinking and driving as the outcome of in-
terest. Studies were excluded if the population under investigation was not college students
or if the study was published in a non-peer-reviewed outlet or presented qualitative results.

2.2. Article Screening and Data Collection

All records, following the removal of duplicates, underwent two stages of screening:
screening of titles/abstracts and full-text screening. The abstracts and titles were reviewed
using the inclusion criterion above by the lead author. If any doubt was raised about
the abstracts, the articles were included for the full-text review. All full-text articles were
reviewed independently by two reviewers to confirm whether they met the inclusion
criteria. If any discrepancies arose, they were resolved by the third reviewer. Two reviewers
piloted the data extraction method and completed data extraction for all included articles.
The data were extracted and inputted into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. A PRISMA flow
diagram was prepared on consensus between the three reviewers (Figure 1).

We consulted PRISMA guidelines for data extraction and synthesis [22]. The first
author and two co-authors abstracted author names, year of publication, study design
(randomized control trial, cross-sectional, longitudinal, prospective), thematic domains,
and salient findings. We structured the Section 3 and associated tables using the SEM as
a framework. As such, the determinants of DAD were presented within the following
thematic domains: intrapersonal/psychological (male, age of first drink, binge drinking),
interpersonal/social (family history of alcohol use, peer pressure or the influence of friends
and social groups such as fraternities or sororities demographic differences), environmental
(type of residence), and policy related (legal drinking age, i.e., 21+).
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Figure 1. Search strategy using PRISMA diagram. * represents the number of studies we included at
the beginning of the review whereas; ** represents the number of studies we excluded after screening
the studies after removing all duplicates.

3. Results

Following a systematic literature search, a total of twenty-three (n = 23) studies from a
variety of geographical contexts across the US were included in the final literature review.
The majority of the studies found were cross-sectional studies, accounting for 43.5% (n = 10),
30.4% (n = 7) of the studies were randomized control studies, 17.4% (n = 4) were longitudinal
studies, and 8.7% (n = 2) were prospective studies. Multiple studies showed that for the
majority of the participants, DAD is a result of turning 21 (the legal age for drinking).
Caldeira noted that young people are more likely to participate in DAD when they turn
21 years. Fairlie stated that being 21 influences or encourages individuals to participate in
DAD. Table 1 presents the description of the study population, study design, determinants,
and the salient findings from each study. To understand the determinants of DAD among
college students, it is helpful to break down the influences into four main categories using
the SEM [21] as a guiding framework: intrapersonal/psychological, interpersonal/social,
environmental, and policy- related. The Section 3 is structured by the level of influence on
the DAD behaviors of college students.
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Table 1. Description of studies, population, study design, thematic domain, and salient findings in
order of first author (N = 23).

Author, Year Sample
Population Study Design Thematic Domain Salient Findings

Arria et al.,
2011 [23] N = 1194 Prospective

Study
Environmental

Interpersonal/Social

Half of the drugged drivers’ were DAD. Both
drugged and drunk driving were

independently associated with an increased
risk of alcohol consumption.

Arria et al.,
2016 [24] N = 1000 Longitudinal

study

Intrapersonal/Psychological
Interpersonal/Social

Environmental

More than half (57%) consumed energy
drinks (EDs) at least once during the past year.

Among ED consumers, 71% drank alcohol
mixed with energy drinks (AmEDs) and 85%

drank EDs alone; many (56%) engaged in both
styles of ED consumption, while others

specialized in one or the other (29%) or drank
EDs alone exclusively, while 15% drank

AmEDs exclusively. After accounting for other
risk factors, ED consumption was associated

with drunk driving frequency in 2 ways. First,
a direct path existed from ED frequency

(without alcohol) to drunk driving frequency.
Second, an indirect path existed from AmED
frequency through alcohol quantity to drunk

driving frequency.

Amlung
et al., 2016

[25]
N = 134 Cross-sectional

study Policy

Drunk drivers were more likely to be males
(p < 0.001) but did not differ from their
passengers in terms of age or drinking

behavior (p > 0.05).

Bastien et al.,
2019 [26] N = 114,816 Longitudinal

study Interpersonal/Social

Self-reported difficulties sleeping, insomnia
symptoms, and insufficient sleep are

associated with DAD. This relationship is
stronger among student athletes than

non-student athletes.

Caldeira
et al., 2017

[27]
N = 1243 Longitudinal

study Interpersonal/Social

Yearly prevalence increased at age 21 for DWI
(24.3%) and 19.1%. DAD increased

significantly during college. Marijuana mostly
facilitates DAD.

Fairlie et al.,
2010 [28] N = 330 Cross-sectional

study

Intrapersonal/Psychological
Policy

Interpersonal/Social

Higher levels of weekly alcohol use, being
aged 21 or older, and perceived difficulty in

obtaining alternative transportation were
associated with a greater likelihood of DAD.
In addition, perceived likelihood of drinking

and driving-related consequences was
associated with a lower likelihood of drinking
and driving. Knowledge of the 0.08% per se

and zero tolerance laws did not predict
alcohol-impaired driving.

Fromme
et al., 2010

[29]
N = 1817 Longitudinal

study Policy Drinking and driving showed a 72% relative
increase in the 2 weeks after turning 21.

Hultgren
et al., 2021

[30]
N = 367 Cross-sectional

study Environmental

Of the 147 students reporting alcohol use, 4.6%
reported at least one occasion of driving under
the influence, and 7.4% reported at least riding
with an impaired driver. t-test results showed

no differences by age; p = 0.50.
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Table 1. Cont.

Author, Year Sample
Population Study Design Thematic Domain Salient Findings

Kenney et al.,
2013 [31] N = 2848 Cross-sectional

study Interpersonal/Social

Men were more likely to participate in DAD
than women (p-value < 0.001). Students 21+
years were also more likely to participate in

DAD than younger students (p-value < 0.001).
Caucasians compared to non-Caucasians

(p-value < 0.001) and students with a family
history of alcohol abuse were also likely to
participate in DAD compared with those

without a family history alcohol abuse
(p-value < 0.001).

Kim et al.,
2008 [32] N = 1130 Randomized

control study Interpersonal/Social

DAD was prevalent among college students in
Hispanic-serving universities. Students living
off-campus were more likely to participate in

DAD (p-value < 0.01).

Kohn et al.,
2014 [33] N = 444 Longitudinal

study Interpersonal/Social Self-reported drunk driving was more likely
among males compared to females (p < 0.01).

LaBrie et al.,
2011 [34] N = 6000 Randomized

control study
Intrapersonal/Psychological

Interpersonal/Social

19.1% reported driving after consuming 3 or
more drinks in the past 3 months. Fraternity or

sorority and family history of alcohol abuse
predicted DAD.

LaBrie et al.,
2010 [35] N = 3753 Randomized

control study
Intrapersonal/Psychological

Interpersonal/Social

35.0% of the participants had a history of
alcohol abuse and were more likely to have

drunk alcohol in the previous year (p < 0.001).

Martin et al.,
2018 [36] N = 1298 Cross-sectional

study Interpersonal/Social

98% of the students did not drink and drive,
while 80.4% did not fall asleep; 81.7% read a

text while driving and 75.3% sent a text while
driving. Hazardous drinking was associated
with drinking and driving and sending a text

while driving (p < 0.001) and falling asleep
(p < 0.001).

Quinn &
Fromme,
2012 [37]

N = 1833 Randomized
control study Intrapersonal/Psychological

Participants were more likely to drive after
drinking when they were objectively more

intoxicated but perceived themselves to be less
intoxicated. Prevalence of driving after

drinking also increased in the 4th year of
college from 26.6% in the first year to 32.7% in

the 4th year.

Quinn &
Fromme,
2012 [38]

N = 1350 Randomized
control study Intrapersonal/Psychological

Students, especially males, who began
drinking early in life participated in DAD

more. DAD was significant (p < 0.05).

Rothman
et al., 2008

[39]
N = 1792 Cross-sectional

study Intrapersonal/Psychological
14% of the participants reported taking their
first drink at age 14; 36% of the participants
were drinkers with unhealthy alcohol use.

Teeters et al.,
2014 [40] N = 207 Randomized

control study Intrapersonal/Psychological
45% of the participants reported DAD in the

past 6 months. Participants also reported
consuming 16.07 drinks per week (SD = 13.48).

Teeters &
Murphy,
2015 [41]

N = 419 Randomized
control study Intrapersonal/Psychological

56.5% participants reported DAD after
1–2 drinks, 29.1% reported DAD after

2–4 drinks and 13.1% reported DAD after 5 or
more drinks.
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Table 1. Cont.

Author, Year Sample
Population Study Design Thematic Domain Salient Findings

Whitehill
et al., 2014

[42]
N = 315 Cross-sectional

study
Policy

Environmental

52.6% (p < 0.001) of students drove after using
marijuana. 86% (p = 0.21) of the participants
rode as passengers with a marijuana-using

driver. 65.1% of the participants drank alcohol,
14.7% of the participants participated in DAD

(p = 0.01), and 32.2% (p = 0.07%) reported
riding with an alcohol-using driver.

Woolsey
et al., 2015

[43]
N = 2015 Cross-sectional

study Intrapersonal/Psychological

Combined users of energy drinks and alcohol
were more likely to (1) drive when they

perceived they were over a Breath Alcohol
Concentration (BAC) of 0.08% (p < 0.001),

(2) drive despite knowing they had too much
to drink to drive safely (p < 0.001), (3) be a

passenger when they knew the driver had too
much alcohol to drive safely (p < 0.001).

Zakletskaia,
2009 [44] N = 1587 Cross-sectional

study Intrapersonal/Psychological

Sensation seeking remains a statistically
significant independent predictor of

alcohol-impaired driving behavior (OR = 1.52;
CI = 1.19–1.94; p < 0.001). Older, Caucasians,

sensation-seeking college students who
engage in heavy episodic drinking, live

off-campus, and go to bars are at highest risk
for alcohol-impaired driving behaviors.

Zhang &
Sloan, 2014

[45]
N = 1634 Cross-sectional

study
Intrapersonal/Psychological

Environmental

Depression increased the number of DAD
events during the past year by 0.572. This

decreased to 0.411 episodes/year after
adding SES.

3.1. Intrapersonal/Psychological

The majority of studies examining DAD among college students focused on intraper-
sonal/psychological factors (n = 12). Personal characteristics such as being over the legal
drinking age (21 years or older) and being male increased the risk of DAD [25,27,33]. Several
studies found a positive association between sensation seeking and DAD [37,38,40,41,44,45].
Finally, alcohol-specific behaviors such as age at first drink and risky drinking behaviors,
like binge drinking, were associated with DAD [37,39,43]. Perceived risks and bene-
fits (n = 3) were also positively/negatively associated with DAD [28,32,35]. One study
also found direct and indirect associations between energy drink consumption and DAD
through alcohol use quantity [24]. There was also a strong correlation between drugged
driving and other substance use with DAD behaviors among college students [23,42].

3.2. Interpersonal/Social

Interpersonal or social determinants are related to the social environment and include
the influence of relationships with others. This category encompasses how family, friends,
peers, and broader social networks impact an individual’s behavior. Ten (n = 10) of the
studies focused on the interpersonal/social factors. For this study, we found that family
history of alcohol use, peer pressure, the influence of friends and social groups such
as fraternities or sororities, and demographic differences have a strong association with
driving after drinking among college students [23,24,26–28,31–34,36].

3.3. Environmental

Environmental determinants refer to the physical or organizational surroundings
that can influence an individual’s behavior. This can range from the immediate physical
environment to broader, community-level influences. In terms of DAD among college
students, environmental factors include the type of residence, such as living on-campus in
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dorms versus off-campus housing, the availability of alcohol on or near campus and campus
culture, and the extent to which drinking is integrated into social events (which can affect
exposure to drinking behaviors). Five studies (n = 5) focused on environmental-related
factors [23,24,30,42,45].

3.4. Policy Related

Policy-related determinants include laws, regulations, policies, and procedures that
can influence behaviors at the individual, institutional, community, or societal levels. These
determinants can directly influence drinking and driving behaviors through legal drinking
ages, which set the minimum age for alcohol consumption [25]. One longitudinal study
revealed a strong association between turning 21 years old (legal drinking age in the
U.S.) and drinking and driving [29]. A total of four studies focused on policy-related
factors [25,28,29,42].

4. Discussion

Understanding the determinants of college students’ DAD behavior is essential to
reduce RTAs [46]. Our scoping review identified several determinants of DAD among
college students in the US, across a range of studies from 2011 to 2021. The key determinants
included alcohol use behaviors, Breath Alcohol Concentration (BrAC) levels, family history
of drinking, substance use, and the age of first alcohol consumption. Notably, a significant
proportion of students engaged in risky behaviors, with one study reporting that 19.1% of
participants drove after consuming 3 or more drinks [34]. Additionally, the use of marijuana
was associated with an increased likelihood of DUI, emphasizing the multifaceted nature
of substance use and driving behaviors among college students [30,42].

The findings from our review align with the existing literature, which underscores
the complexity of DAD behaviors among college students. Previous research has similarly
highlighted the role of individual alcohol consumption patterns, substance use, and socio-
demographic factors as key influences [30,34,39,47]. However, our review extends the
current knowledge by providing a more recent synthesis of determinants, particularly
emphasizing the emerging concern of combined substance use and its implications for
driving behaviors. During college, young adults commonly engage in binge drinking (BD).
Multiple research studies are ongoing that suggest that college students drink heavily [48].
According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [49], in 2022, 1519 college
students died in RTAs and more than 258,000 were rushed to emergency units for the
treatment of either minor or major injuries. Seven young people die each day in RTAs in
the U.S., and more than one hundred sustain injuries [49]. These studies have reported that
drinking alcohol while driving can cause detrimental harm to college students, leading to
RTAs. In general, these accidents may be preventable.

Theoretically, our findings support the notion that DAD behaviors among college
students are influenced by a complex interplay of intrapersonal/psychological, interper-
sonal/social, environmental, and policy-related factors [50–53]. This underscores the need
for multifaceted intervention strategies that address not only individual behaviors but also
the broader social and environmental contexts in which these behaviors occur. Practically,
the review suggests the importance of interventions targeted at college campuses, includ-
ing education on the risks of combined alcohol and substance use, the implementation of
screening and brief interventions for at-risk students, and the development of policies that
reduce the availability of alcohol on and near campuses. Research has consistently shown
that individuals scoring high on sensation-seeking scales are more likely to engage in a va-
riety of risky behaviors, including substance use and risky driving practices [38,41,44]. The
correlation is partly due to the allure of immediate gratification and the underestimation of
the potential negative consequences associated with such actions. Several psychological
mechanisms can explain why highly sensation-seeking people are more likely to drink
and drive [54]. Moreover, the social context of college life, which often promotes alcohol



Psychoactives 2024, 3 256

consumption and risk-taking behaviors, can exacerbate the inclination towards drinking
and driving among sensation seekers [50].

Family use of alcohol significantly influences the development of drinking habits in
younger family members. Research has consistently shown that children and adolescents
who grow up in households where alcohol use is prevalent are more likely to start drinking
at an earlier age [34,37,55,56]. Early initiation of alcohol use is a risk factor for developing
patterns of heavy drinking and, subsequently, for DAD [57–59]. Moreover, when family
members model risky alcohol-related behaviors, such as DAD, these actions may become
normalized within the family context, leading to a higher likelihood of such behaviors
being adopted by younger generations [60,61]. The norms and attitudes towards alcohol
that are prevalent within a family environment also play a significant role in determining
an individual’s behavior related to drinking and driving. While genetics alone do not
determine behavior, individuals with a family history of alcoholism may have a heightened
biological risk of developing similar issues [62]. These genetic predispositions, combined
with environmental factors such as family drinking patterns and attitudes, can contribute
to the risk of DAD [19]. Understanding the influence of family alcohol use on the likelihood
of DAD has significant implications for prevention and intervention strategies [59]. The
role of family alcohol use in determining the likelihood of an individual engaging in
DAD is influenced by a combination of genetic, behavioral, and environmental factors.
Family-based interventions that focus on altering attitudes and norms about alcohol
use, improving communication about the risks associated with DAD, and modeling
responsible alcohol-related behaviors can be effective in reducing the incidence of DAD
among family members.

Joining fraternity and sorority groups is a significant aspect of college life for many
students, offering a sense of community, networking opportunities, and social activities.
However, these social organizations have also been linked to various behaviors and
cultural practices, including increased alcohol consumption and, consequently, an elevated
risk of DAD [63]. Fraternities and sororities are often associated with a robust social
culture that heavily emphasizes alcohol consumption. Social events, parties, and initiation
rituals frequently involve drinking, sometimes to excess, as a means of bonding and
celebration [26,31,64]. This pervasive alcohol culture can normalize heavy drinking and
make it an expected part of participating in fraternity/sorority life. Members may feel peer
pressure to consume alcohol as a way to fit in or prove their loyalty to the group, thereby
increasing their risk of engaging in risky behaviors, including DAD [36,65].

The residence of students, whether they live on or off campus or commute from home,
plays a significant role in determining the likelihood of engaging in this risky behavior.
Living on campus provides students with easy access to college social events, many of
which may involve alcohol [19,32,33,51]. Colleges and universities often have strict policies
regarding alcohol use on campuses, but these rules are often broken, leading to drinking
sessions at parties and social events. The proximity to peers and the desire to fit in or
succumb to peer pressure can significantly affect a student’s decision to consume alcohol.
However, having an on-campus residence might reduce the likelihood of DAD due to
the short distances between the residence halls and a variety of services reducing the
need for driving. Nonetheless, the culture of BD on campuses cannot be overlooked as
a determinant that potentially escalates the risk of alcohol-related harm [19]. Students
living off-campus are often less subject to university regulations and may have greater
freedom to host and attend parties that involve alcohol. This independence can lead to
increased alcohol consumption due to the lack of supervision and the increased availability
of alcohol [66]. Furthermore, the need to drive home after social gatherings can increase the
risk of DAD, especially in areas without public transport [67]. These findings underscore
the need for targeted interventions addressing environmental factors and social norms
surrounding alcohol consumption and driving behaviors in off-campus settings.

The legal drinking age is a contentious topic in many countries, with significant debate
over its effectiveness in preventing alcohol misuse among young adults [19,68]. In the
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US, the National Minimum Drinking Age Act of 1984, which mandated states to raise
the legal drinking age to 21, was implemented with the aim of reducing alcohol-related
accidents among young people. This legislation provides a valuable context to examine the
relationship between the legal drinking age and college students’ behaviors, particularly in
terms of drinking and driving [68]. The legal drinking age can act as a barrier to legal access
to alcohol, yet paradoxically, it may also contribute to the allure of underage drinking as a
form of rebellion or a rite of passage among college students. Research indicates that the
restriction can lead to risky drinking activities where alcohol is consumed in unregulated
environments, often without supervision, leading to higher levels of consumption and
riskier behaviors, including DAD [27,44,69].

The legal drinking age influences the culture around drinking on college campuses. In
environments where most college students are below the legal drinking age, there can be the
development of a BD culture. BD, defined as consuming five or more drinks for men and
four or more for women within about two hours, is particularly dangerous as it significantly
impairs judgment and increases the likelihood of risky behaviors, including the decision
to drink and drive [19,70]. Studies have shown that college students, especially those
who cannot legally purchase alcohol, may engage in BD during infrequent opportunities
where alcohol is available, thereby increasing their risk of DUI [45,70]. By examining the
relationship between the legal drinking age and risky behaviors such as binge drinking
and DAD, these studies highlight the complexities of addressing alcohol-related harms in
college environments.

In the diverse landscape of college campuses, the demographics of the student
population—including age, gender, socioeconomic status, and cultural background—play
a pivotal role in shaping behaviors and attitudes towards alcohol consumption and driv-
ing [51]. At the heart of the issue is the developmental stage of college students. Gender
plays a crucial role in this dynamic as well. Studies have consistently shown that male
college students are more likely to DAD compared to their female counterparts [71]. This
discrepancy can be attributed to societal norms and gender roles that encourage or even
glorify risk-taking behaviors among young men. Moreover, the tendency of men to con-
sume alcohol in larger quantities further exacerbates the likelihood of driving under the
influence (DUI) [25,32,72]. Socioeconomic status (SES) also influences drinking and driving
behaviors among college students. Those from higher SES backgrounds may have more
disposable income, enabling greater access to alcohol and social activities that include
drinking. In contrast, students from lower SES backgrounds might engage in drinking and
driving due to a lack of access to safer transportation options or as a coping mechanism for
financial stress [73]. Together, our findings suggest that cultural background significantly
impacts students’ attitudes toward alcohol and driving, with international students facing
unique challenges navigating legal frameworks and cultural norms regarding alcohol use
and driving safety [71]. International students may face additional challenges, as they must
navigate the discrepancies between the legal frameworks of their home countries and those
of the college environment, and more work with this population is recommended.

The included studies indicate a concerning prevalence of DAD among college students.
The consequences of RTAs produce adverse economic and social issues for afflicted families
and the community. Data derived from 1629 motor vehicle accidents showed that the
accident frequency increases non-linearly in higher levels of traffic congestion; otherwise,
there remained an approximately linear relationship between traffic volume and accident
frequency at lower traffic volumes [74]. The traffic proportion (i.e., the percentage of
cars traveling through the reported road section at any given moment) and traffic ratio
(i.e., measures traffic percentage of distinct proportions of the recorded road section)
determine the frequency of traffic accidents [11]. The earlier is defined as the percentage
of cars traveling through the reported road section at any given moment. Additionally,
the findings of Beck et al. (2018) and Martin et al. (2015) underscore the importance of
rigorous screening and intervention programs tailored to college environments [47,75],
particularly targeting students at risk of engaging in drinking and driving behaviors. By
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integrating insights from these studies, intervention strategies can be developed to address
not only the act of drinking and driving but also the underlying drinking behaviors and
decision-making processes among college students. In contrast, the latter measures traffic
percentages of distinct portions of the recorded road section. The larger the percentage of
traffic, the greater the likelihood of an accident, and vice versa. In the study by Hultgren
et al. (2021), a significant portion of the 147 students who responded admitted to alcohol
use while driving [30]. LaBrie et al. (2011) further highlighted this issue [34], with 19.1% of
participants reporting driving after consuming three or more drinks.

The studies utilized diverse theoretical frameworks and methodologies to explore
the determinants of drinking and driving. Hultgren et al. (2021) conducted a cross-
sectional study [30], gathering direct responses about alcohol use while driving. LaBrie
et al. (2011) adopted a randomized control study design to explore the link between drinker
classification, drinking history, and driving after drinking [34]. Polysubstance use—defined
here as the sequential use of more than one substance—is particularly prevalent among
college students [6]. This pattern of use can exacerbate the impairments associated with
alcohol, leading to increased risk-taking behaviors, including DAD. For instance, the use of
stimulants like marijuana alongside alcohol can mask the subjective feelings of intoxication,
leading individuals to underestimate their impairment and increasing the likelihood of
deciding to drive [30,42,76,77]. Similarly, the use of cannabis, which is increasingly common
among college students, has been shown to impair judgment, motor coordination, and
reaction time—factors that significantly contribute to DUI when combined with alcohol
consumption [78].

Age of alcohol initiation is a critical factor that can profoundly affect an individual’s
future behavior, particularly concerning risky behaviors such as DAD [79,80]. Early initia-
tion of alcohol consumption is associated with a myriad of potential problems, one of the
most concerning being the increased likelihood of engaging in DAD [27,37,39,58,80]. The
interplay of psychological and social factors further influences the relationship between
substance use and DAD among college students [6]. Psychologically, the use of substances
can alter perception, increase impulsivity, and diminish the capacity for risk assessment.
These effects can make the idea of DAD more palatable or reduce the perceived severity
of its potential consequences [23,42,57]. Socially, the college environment often fosters a
culture where substance use is normalized, and risky behaviors are sometimes glorified [81].
Peer influence is a potent factor; students may engage in DAD not only as a result of their
own substance use but also under the pressure or encouragement of their peers [82].

The findings from multiple studies collectively underscore the pervasive nature of
risky alcohol-related driving behaviors among college students. Participants’ perceptions
of drunk driving [75], coupled with the prevalence of excessive alcohol consumption indi-
cated by high Audit-C risk levels [47], highlight the urgent need for tailored interventions
within college environments. Moreover, insights into self-reported behaviors related to
alcohol use while driving emphasize the complex decision-making processes underlying
such risky behaviors [30]. These studies collectively suggest that early initiation of alcohol
use may serve as a predictor of later engagement in risky driving behaviors, underscoring
the importance of early intervention strategies. Additionally, the significance of consider-
ing not only alcohol but also other substances in driving safety interventions highlights
the need for comprehensive approaches to risk mitigation among college students that
address drinking history and decision-making [30,34,39] and risky alcohol use behaviors
and risk for DAD [47]. Overall, these findings contribute to a deeper understanding of
the multifaceted factors influencing alcohol-related driving behaviors in college settings.
They underscore the necessity of targeted interventions addressing not only individual
behaviors but also broader social and environmental contexts within college environments
to effectively reduce the prevalence of risky driving behaviors among students [31,34]. Be-
yond alcohol, the use of other substances, particularly marijuana, emerges as a significant
factor influencing the likelihood of engaging in risky driving behaviors [23,43]. Although it
is encouraging that some of the studies found that students were not intending to drive
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following a drinking event, research indicates intoxicated individuals were willing to ride
with an impaired driver, and future work is needed to reduce this behavior as well.

4.1. Implications for Research and Practice

The multifaceted nature of DAD, identified in our findings, underscores the need
for comprehensive and targeted approaches that address individual behaviors, as well as
broader social and environmental influences. First, given the prevalence of polysubstance
use among college students, interventions should emphasize the dangers of combining
alcohol with other substances, such as marijuana. Providing accurate information about
the impairing effects of various substances on driving ability can help dispel misconcep-
tions and encourage safer decision-making. Second, implementing screening programs to
identify students at risk of engaging in DAD, followed by brief interventions tailored to
their individual needs, can be effective in reducing risky behaviors. These interventions
can provide personalized feedback on alcohol and substance use patterns, enhance risk
perception, and promote safer alternatives to driving under the influence. Third, colleges
and universities should consider implementing policies and advocating for community
efforts that reduce the availability of alcohol on and near campuses, as well as enforce
regulations regarding alcohol use at social events. Creating a campus environment that
prioritizes safety and responsible alcohol consumption can help mitigate the influence of
social norms that promote DAD.

4.2. Limitations of Existing Research

The small sample size used in this study was a constraint limiting the ability to
generalize the findings to the broader population of college students. Again, studies like
Hultgren et al. (2021) [30] are cross-sectional, which allow us to describe associations, but
not conclude cause–effect relationships. This kind of study limits the ability to determine
whether the identified determinants lead to drinking and driving or are associated with
it. Beck et al. (2018) [76] also provide in-depth insights, which often limit the researcher’s
ability to quantify the relationship between drinking and driving. Some of the studies relied
on self-reported data, such as alcohol consumption, drinking and driving behaviors, binge
drinking, or risk-taking behaviors, which are subject to social desirability and response
bias. Individuals may underreport or misrepresent their alcohol consumption and driving
behaviors due to social stigma or legal implications, leading to inaccuracies in the data.
Finally, as the studies focus primarily on the US population, their conclusions may not
extend to other demographic groups. Although the research targets college students,
a group notably involved in drinking and driving, it does not encompass non-college-
attending young adults who might also engage in these activities.

Building upon our findings, we offer the following recommendations for future re-
search to address the identified gaps in the literature. First, future research should employ
longitudinal designs to assess temporal relationships between determinants and DAD
behaviors among college students. Longitudinal studies can provide insights into the
developmental trajectories of risky behaviors and inform the timing of interventions for
maximum effectiveness. Second, investigating the intersectionality of demographic factors,
such as age, gender, socioeconomic status, and cultural background, with DAD behaviors
can further our understanding of the contextual influences that shape at-risk alcohol be-
haviors, like DAD. An intersectional framework can inform more targeted and culturally
sensitive interventions tailored to the diverse needs of college students. Finally, researchers
are encouraged to implement rigorous evaluation studies when developing prevention and
intervention strategies targeting DAD among college students. Comparative effectiveness
research can identify the most promising approaches for reducing risky behaviors and
inform broader evidence-based policies and programs.

In addition to the factors identified in this review, it is crucial to acknowledge the
influence of external forces such as marketing strategies employed by the alcoholic beverage
industry. The targeting of college-age populations through various channels, including
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social media, significantly contributes to the normalization and glamorization of drinking
behaviors. These marketing tactics often emphasize themes of socialization, fun, and
attractiveness, thereby perpetuating the perception that alcohol consumption is integral
to the college experience. Future research could employ social media content analysis
techniques to examine the relationship between alcohol-related posts and subsequent
instances of drunk driving among college students. By identifying patterns and themes
in social media content, researchers may develop predictive models to anticipate risky
behaviors, offering valuable insights for targeted interventions and prevention efforts. By
recognizing the pervasive nature of external influences, interventions aimed at reducing
drinking and driving behaviors can be more effectively tailored to address the multifaceted
dynamics at play within the college environment.

4.3. Limitations of the Review

Publication bias may have played a role whereby studies with favorable results may
have had a greater chance of publication and those with mom-significant results have less
chance. Furthermore, this review included only studies published in English, eliminating
those published in other languages that may have met the inclusion criteria.

5. Conclusions

Our scoping review aimed to identify and synthesize the determinants of drinking
and driving (DAD) among college students, with a particular focus on highlighting the
most important risk factors. Through our analysis of studies conducted between 2011 and
2021, several key findings have emerged, shedding light on the multifaceted nature of DAD
behaviors within this population. Individual alcohol consumption patterns are a significant
risk factor for DAD among college students. Heavy episodic drinking, often characterized
by binge drinking, was associated with an increased likelihood of engaging in risky driving
behaviors. Polysubstance use, particularly the concurrent use of alcohol and marijuana,
emerged as a concerning risk factor for DAD. The physiological effects of multiple sub-
stances can synergistically increase the likelihood of impaired driving and contribute to
elevated rates of DAD among college students. The social context of college life, including
peer pressure and the normalization of alcohol-related behaviors, significantly influences
students’ decisions to engage in DAD. Fraternity and sorority membership, in particular,
were associated with increased alcohol consumption and elevated risk of DAD due to the
pervasive alcohol culture within these social organizations. Lastly, family use of alcohol
plays a crucial role in shaping drinking behaviors among college students, with early
initiation of alcohol use and modeling of risky behaviors within the family environment
contributing to increased susceptibility to DAD. Effective strategies may include education
on the risks of combined alcohol and substance use, screening and brief interventions
tailored to at-risk students, and the implementation of campus policies that promote re-
sponsible alcohol consumption and deter DAD. By acknowledging and addressing the
complex interplay of individual and environmental factors, educators and policymakers
can take a significant step toward reducing the incidence of drinking and driving on college
campuses, thereby safeguarding the well-being of students and the broader community.

Author Contributions: L.B., T.J.G., and M.S. conceptualized the study; L.B., A.A. and S.K. conducted
the literature search; L.B., A.A., S.K., T.J.G. and C.J. prepared the first draft; all authors revised the
manuscript and provided critical comments. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: This study was possible through a graduate assistantship awarded to the first author.

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank our Department, School, and the University for
their support.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.



Psychoactives 2024, 3 261

References
1. ACHA NCHA-IIIb_FALL_2023_REFERENCE_GROUP_DATA_REPORT.Pdf. Available online: https://www.acha.org/

documents/ncha/NCHA-IIIb_FALL_2023_REFERENCE_GROUP_DATA_REPORT.pdf (accessed on 10 April 2024).
2. Chen, Y.; Feeley, T.H. Predicting Binge Drinking in College Students: Rational Beliefs, Stress, or Loneliness? J. Drug Educ. 2015, 45,

133–155. [CrossRef]
3. College Alcoholism. Available online: https://www.alcoholrehabguide.org/resources/college-alcohol-abuse/ (accessed on 10

April 2024).
4. College Drinking—Facts for Parents|College Drinking Prevention. Available online: https://www.collegedrinkingprevention.

gov/parents-students/parents/factsforparents (accessed on 10 April 2024).
5. Arnett, J.J. Emerging Adulthood. A Theory of Development from the Late Teens through the Twenties. Am. Psychol. 2000, 55,

469–480. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Welsh, J.W.; Shentu, Y.; Sarvey, D.B. Substance Use Among College Students. Focus 2019, 17, 117–127. [CrossRef]
7. Harding, F.M.; Hingson, R.W.; Klitzner, M.; Mosher, J.F.; Brown, J.; Vincent, R.M.; Dahl, E.; Cannon, C.L. Underage Drinking: A

Review of Trends and Prevention Strategies. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2016, 51, S148–S157. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
8. Sommers, B.D.; Fargo, J.D.; Lyons, M.S.; Shope, J.T.; Sommers, M.S. Societal Costs of Risky Driving: An Economic Analysis of

High-Risk Patients Visiting an Urban Emergency Department. Traffic Inj. Prev. 2011, 12, 149–158. [CrossRef]
9. Global Status Report on Road Safety 2018. Available online: https://www.who.int/publications-detail-redirect/9789241565684

(accessed on 10 April 2024).
10. Motor Vehicle Safety|Injury Center|CDC. Available online: https://www.cdc.gov/injury/erpo/icrc/topic_motor-vehicle-safety.

html (accessed on 10 April 2024).
11. The Roadway Safety Problem|US Department of Transportation. Available online: https://www.transportation.gov/NRSS/

SafetyProblem (accessed on 10 April 2024).
12. World Bank Open Data. Available online: https://data.worldbank.org (accessed on 10 April 2024).
13. Drunk Driving|NHTSA. Available online: https://www.nhtsa.gov/risky-driving/drunk-driving (accessed on 10 April 2024).
14. Wan, J.; Wu, C.; Zhang, Y.; Houston, R.J.; Chen, C.W.; Chanawangsa, P. Drinking and Driving Behavior at Stop Signs and Red

Lights. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2017, 104, 10–17. [CrossRef]
15. CrashStats—NHTSA—DOT. Available online: https://crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gov/#!/ (accessed on 10 April 2024).
16. Papajohn, D.; El Asmar, M. Percent Base Design and Initial Award Performance in Design–Build Highway Projects. J. Manag. Eng.

2020, 36, 04020008. [CrossRef]
17. Products—Data Briefs—Number 37—May 2010. Available online: https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/products/databriefs/db37.htm

(accessed on 10 April 2024).
18. Park, M.J.; Mulye, T.P.; Adams, S.H.; Brindis, C.D.; Irwin, C.E. The Health Status of Young Adults in the United States. J. Adolesc.

Health 2006, 39, 305–317. [CrossRef]
19. Harmful and Underage College Drinking|National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA). Available online:

https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/brochures-and-fact-sheets/college-drinking (accessed on 10 April 2024).
20. Brooks, S.K. College Students + Car Accidents: Stats and Tips. Available online: https://brookslawgroup.com/legal-blog/

college-student-car-accidents/ (accessed on 10 April 2024).
21. Tholen, R.; Wouters, E.; Ponnet, K.; De Bruyn, S.; Van Hal, G. A Social Ecological Approach to Hazardous Alcohol Use among

Flemish Higher Education Students. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 8288. [CrossRef]
22. Tricco, A.C.; Lillie, E.; Zarin, W.; O’Brien, K.K.; Colquhoun, H.; Levac, D.; Moher, D.; Peters, M.D.J.; Horsley, T.; Weeks, L.;

et al. PRISMA Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR): Checklist and Explanation. Ann. Intern. Med. 2018, 169, 467–473.
[CrossRef]

23. Arria, A.M.; Caldeira, K.M.; Vincent, K.B.; Garnier-Dykstra, L.M.; O’Grady, K.E. Substance-Related Traffic-Risk Behaviors among
College Students. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2011, 118, 306–312. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Arria, A.M.; Caldeira, K.M.; Bugbee, B.A.; Vincent, K.B.; O’Grady, K.E. Energy Drink Use Patterns Among Young Adults:
Associations with Drunk Driving. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 2016, 40, 2456–2466. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Amlung, M.; Morris, D.H.; Hatz, L.E.; Teeters, J.B.; Murphy, J.G.; McCarthy, D.M. Drinking-and-Driving–Related Cognitions
Mediate the Relationship Between Alcohol Demand and Alcohol-Impaired Driving. J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs 2016, 77, 656–660.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Bastien, C.H.; Ellis, J.G.; Athey, A.; Chakravorty, S.; Robbins, R.; Knowlden, A.P.; Charest, J.; Grandner, M.A. Driving After
Drinking Alcohol Associated with Insufficient Sleep and Insomnia among Student Athletes and Non-Athletes. Brain Sci. 2019, 9,
46. [CrossRef]

27. Caldeira, K.M.; Arria, A.M.; Allen, H.K.; Bugbee, B.A.; Vincent, K.B.; O’Grady, K.E. Continuity of Drunk and Drugged Driving
Behaviors Four Years Post-College. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2017, 180, 332–339. [CrossRef]

28. Fairlie, A.M.; Quinlan, K.J.; DeJong, W.; Wood, M.D.; Lawson, D.; Witt, C.F. Sociodemographic, Behavioral, and Cognitive
Predictors of Alcohol-Impaired Driving in a Sample of U.S. College Students. J. Health Commun. 2010, 15, 218–232. [CrossRef]

https://www.acha.org/documents/ncha/NCHA-IIIb_FALL_2023_REFERENCE_GROUP_DATA_REPORT.pdf
https://www.acha.org/documents/ncha/NCHA-IIIb_FALL_2023_REFERENCE_GROUP_DATA_REPORT.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047237916639812
https://www.alcoholrehabguide.org/resources/college-alcohol-abuse/
https://www.collegedrinkingprevention.gov/parents-students/parents/factsforparents
https://www.collegedrinkingprevention.gov/parents-students/parents/factsforparents
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.5.469
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10842426
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.focus.20180037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2016.05.020
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27476384
https://doi.org/10.1080/15389588.2010.536599
https://www.who.int/publications-detail-redirect/9789241565684
https://www.cdc.gov/injury/erpo/icrc/topic_motor-vehicle-safety.html
https://www.cdc.gov/injury/erpo/icrc/topic_motor-vehicle-safety.html
https://www.transportation.gov/NRSS/SafetyProblem
https://www.transportation.gov/NRSS/SafetyProblem
https://data.worldbank.org
https://www.nhtsa.gov/risky-driving/drunk-driving
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2017.04.008
https://crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gov/#!/
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)ME.1943-5479.0000759
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/products/databriefs/db37.htm
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2006.04.017
https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/brochures-and-fact-sheets/college-drinking
https://brookslawgroup.com/legal-blog/college-student-car-accidents/
https://brookslawgroup.com/legal-blog/college-student-car-accidents/
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17218288
https://doi.org/10.7326/M18-0850
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2011.04.012
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21601379
https://doi.org/10.1111/acer.13229
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27676240
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2016.77.656
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27340971
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci9020046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2017.08.032
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730903528074


Psychoactives 2024, 3 262

29. Fromme, K.; Wetherill, R.R.; Neal, D.J. Turning 21 and the Associated Changes in Drinking and Driving After Drinking Among
College Students. J. Am. Coll. Health 2010, 59, 21–27. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Hultgren, B.A.; Waldron, K.A.; Mallett, K.A.; Turrisi, R. Alcohol, Marijuana, and Nicotine Use as Predictors of Impaired Driving
and Riding with an Impaired Driver among College Students Who Engage in Polysubstance Use. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2021, 160,
106341. [CrossRef]

31. Kenney, S.R.; LaBrie, J.W.; Lac, A. Injunctive Peer Misperceptions and the Mediation of Self-Approval on Risk for Driving After
Drinking Among College Students. J. Health Commun. 2013, 18, 459–477. [CrossRef]

32. Kim, S.; Trepka, M.J.; De La Rosa, M.; Dillon, F. Role of Place of Residence on Drinking and Driving among Students in a Hispanic
Serving University. Fla. Public Health Rev. 2008, 5, 36–46. [CrossRef]

33. Kohn, C.; Saleheen, H.; Borrup, K.; Rogers, S.; Lapidus, G. Correlates of Drug Use and Driving Among Undergraduate College
Students. Traffic Inj. Prev. 2014, 15, 119–124. [CrossRef]

34. LaBrie, J.W.; Kenney, S.R.; Mirza, T.; Lac, A. Identifying Factors That Increase the Likelihood of Driving after Drinking among
College Students. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2011, 43, 1371–1377. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. LaBrie, J.W.; Migliuri, S.; Kenney, S.R.; Lac, A. Family History of Alcohol Abuse Associated with Problematic Drinking among
College Students. Addict. Behav. 2010, 35, 721–725. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Martin, R.J.; Cox, M.J.; Chaney, B.H.; Knowlden, A.P. Examination of Associations between Risky Driving Behaviors and
Hazardous Drinking among a Sample of College Students. Traffic Inj. Prev. 2018, 19, 563–568. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Quinn, P.D.; Fromme, K. Event-Level Associations between Objective and Subjective Alcohol Intoxication and Driving after
Drinking across the College Years. Psychol. Addict. Behav. 2012, 26, 384–392. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Quinn, P.D.; Fromme, K. Personal and Contextual Factors in the Escalation of Driving after Drinking across the College Years.
Psychol. Addict. Behav. 2012, 26, 714–723. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Rothman, E.F.; Dejong, W.; Palfai, T.; Saitz, R. Relationship of Age of First Drink to Alcohol-Related Consequences among College
Students with Unhealthy Alcohol Use. Subst. Abuse 2008, 29, 33–41. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Teeters, J.B.; Pickover, A.M.; Dennhardt, A.A.; Martens, M.P.; Murphy, J.G. Elevated Alcohol Demand Is Associated with Driving
After Drinking Among College Student Binge Drinkers. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 2014, 38, 2066–2072. [CrossRef]

41. Teeters, J.B.; Murphy, J.G. The Behavioral Economics of Driving After Drinking Among College Drinkers. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res.
2015, 39, 896–904. [CrossRef]

42. Whitehill, J.M.; Rivara, F.P.; Moreno, M.A. Marijuana-Using Drivers, Alcohol-Using Drivers, and Their Passengers: Prevalence
and Risk Factors Among Underage College Students. JAMA Pediatr. 2014, 168, 618–624. [CrossRef]

43. Woolsey, C.L.; Williams, R.D.; Housman, J.M.; Barry, A.E.; Jacobson, B.H.; Evans, M.W. Combined Use of Alcohol and Energy
Drinks Increases Participation in High-Risk Drinking and Driving Behaviors Among College Students. J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs
2015, 76, 615–619. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Zakletskaia, L.I.; Mundt, M.P.; Balousek, S.L.; Wilson, E.L.; Fleming, M.F. Alcohol-Impaired Driving Behavior and Sensation-
Seeking Disposition in a College Population Receiving Routine Care at Campus Health Services Centers. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2009,
41, 380–386. [CrossRef]

45. Zhang, Y.; Sloan, F.A. Depression, Alcohol Dependence and Abuse, and Drinking and Driving Behavior. J. Behav. Health 2014, 3,
212–219. [CrossRef]

46. Labrie, J.W.; Napper, L.E.; Ghaidarov, T.M. Predicting Driving After Drinking Over Time Among College Students: The Emerging
Role of Injunctive Normative Perceptions. J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs 2012, 73, 726–730. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Martin, R.J.; Chaney, B.H.; Cremeens-Matthews, J. Examination of Breath Alcohol Concentration (BrAC) Levels, Alcohol Use
Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT-C) Classification, and Intended Plans for Getting Home among Bar-Attending College
Students. Am. J. Addict. 2015, 24, 285–288. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Sharma, M.; Anyimukwu, C.; Kim, R.W.; Nahar, V.K.; Ford, M.A. Predictors of Responsible Drinking or Abstinence Among
College Students Who Binge Drink: A Multitheory Model Approach. J. Osteopath. Med. 2018, 118, 519–530. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Teen Drivers and Passengers: Get the Facts|Transportation Safety|Injury Center|CDC. Available online: https://www.cdc.gov/
transportationsafety/teen_drivers/teendrivers_factsheet.html (accessed on 11 April 2024).

50. Beck, K.H.; Arria, A.M.; Caldeira, K.M.; Vincent, K.B.; O’Grady, K.E.; Wish, E.D. Social Context of Drinking and Alcohol Problems
Among College Students. Am. J. Health Behav. 2008, 32, 420–430. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Lorant, V.; Nicaise, P.; Soto, V.E.; d’Hoore, W. Alcohol Drinking among College Students: College Responsibility for Personal
Troubles. BMC Public Health 2013, 13, 615. [CrossRef]

52. Watling, H.; Hooijer, J.; Armstrong, K.; Watling, C.N. The Influence of Social Factors and Personality Constructs on Drink Driving
among Young Licenced Drivers. Transp. Res. Part F Traffic Psychol. Behav. 2018, 52, 210–221. [CrossRef]

53. Wechsler, H.; Lee, J.E.; Nelson, T.F.; Lee, H. Drinking and Driving among College Students: The Influence of Alcohol-Control
Policies. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2003, 25, 212–218. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2010.483706
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20670925
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2021.106341
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2012.727963
https://doi.org/10.1901/jaba.2008.5-36
https://doi.org/10.1080/15389588.2013.803221
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.02.011
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21545868
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2010.03.009
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20359831
https://doi.org/10.1080/15389588.2018.1476690
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29927681
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024275
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21688876
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026819
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22229535
https://doi.org/10.1300/J465v29n01_05
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19042317
https://doi.org/10.1111/acer.12448
https://doi.org/10.1111/acer.12695
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.5300
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2015.76.615
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26098038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2008.12.006
https://doi.org/10.5455/jbh.20141115011440
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2012.73.726
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22846236
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajad.12196
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25823777
https://doi.org/10.7556/jaoa.2018.120
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29987315
https://www.cdc.gov/transportationsafety/teen_drivers/teendrivers_factsheet.html
https://www.cdc.gov/transportationsafety/teen_drivers/teendrivers_factsheet.html
https://doi.org/10.5993/AJHB.32.4.9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18092902
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-615
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2017.11.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-3797(03)00199-5


Psychoactives 2024, 3 263

54. Treloar, H.R.; Morris, D.H.; Pedersen, S.L.; Mccarthy, D.M. Direct and Indirect Effects of Impulsivity Traits on Drinking and
Driving in Young Adults. J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs 2012, 73, 794–803. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Poelen, E.A.P.; Scholte, R.H.J.; Willemsen, G.; Boomsma, D.I.; Engels, R.C.M.E. Drinking by Parents, Siblings, and Friends as
Predictors of Regular Alcohol Use in Adolescents and Young Adults: A Longitudinal Twin-Family Study. Alcohol Alcohol. 2007,
42, 362–369. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Rüütel, E.; Sisask, M.; Värnik, A.; Värnik, P.; Carli, V.; Wasserman, C.; Hoven, C.W.; Sarchiapone, M.; Apter, A.; Balazs, J.; et al.
Alcohol Consumption Patterns among Adolescents Are Related to Family Structure and Exposure to Drunkenness within the
Family: Results from the SEYLE Project. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2014, 11, 12700–12715. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

57. de Wit, H. Impulsivity as a Determinant and Consequence of Drug Use: A Review of Underlying Processes. Addict. Biol. 2009, 14,
22–31. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Donovan, J.E.; Molina, B.S.G. Childhood Risk Factors for Early-Onset Drinking. J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs 2011, 72, 741–751. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

59. Zhang, L.; Wieczorek, W.F.; Welte, J.W. The Link between Early Onset Drinking and Early Onset Alcohol-Impaired Driving in
Young Males. Am. J. Drug Alcohol Abuse 2014, 40, 251–257. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

60. McMorris, B.J.; Catalano, R.F.; Kim, M.J.; Toumbourou, J.W.; Hemphill, S.A. Influence of Family Factors and Supervised Alcohol
Use on Adolescent Alcohol Use and Harms: Similarities Between Youth in Different Alcohol Policy Contexts. J. Stud. Alcohol
Drugs 2011, 72, 418–428. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

61. Mitchell, S.; Campbell, R.; MacArthur, G.J. Parent/Caregiver Attitudes, Motivations and Behaviours in Relation to Alcohol Use
among Offspring Aged 13–18 Years: A Qualitative Study. BMC Public Health 2022, 22, 656. [CrossRef]

62. Edenberg, H.J.; Foroud, T. Genetics and Alcoholism. Nat. Rev. Gastroenterol. Hepatol. 2013, 10, 487–494. [CrossRef]
63. McCabe, S.E.; Veliz, P.; Schulenberg, J.E. How Collegiate Fraternity and Sorority Involvement Relates to Substance Use During

Young Adulthood and Substance Use Disorders in Early Midlife: A National Longitudinal Study. J. Adolesc. Health 2018, 62,
S35–S43. [CrossRef]

64. Turrisi, R.; Mallett, K.A.; Mastroleo, N.R.; Larimer, M.E. Heavy Drinking in College Students: Who Is at Risk and What Is Being
Done About It? J. Gen. Psychol. 2006, 133, 401–420. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Borsari, B.; Hustad, J.T.P.; Capone, C. Alcohol Use in the Greek System, 1999–2009: A Decade of Progress. Curr. Drug Abuse Rev.
2009, 2, 216–225. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

66. Benz, M.B.; DiBello, A.M.; Balestrieri, S.G.; Miller, M.B.; Merrill, J.E.; Lowery, A.D.; Mastroleo, N.R.; Carey, K.B. Off-Campus
Residence as a Risk Factor for Heavy Drinking Among College Students. Subst. Use Misuse 2017, 52, 1236–1241. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

67. Greene, K.M.; Murphy, S.T.; Rossheim, M.E. Context and Culture: Reasons Young Adults Drink and Drive in Rural America.
Accid. Anal. Prev. 2018, 121, 194–201. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Minimum Legal Drinking Age of 21 Saves Lives|CDC. Available online: https://www.cdc.gov/alcohol/fact-sheets/minimum-
legal-drinking-age.htm (accessed on 10 April 2024).

69. Borsari, B.; Peterson, C.; Zamboanga, B.L.; Correia, C.J.; Olthuis, J.V.; Ham, L.S.; Grossbard, J. The Hazardous Drinking Games
Measure (HDGM): A Multi-Site Implementation. Am. J. Drug Alcohol Abuse 2014, 40, 395–402. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

70. The Consequences of Underage Drinking. Available online: https://www.samhsa.gov/talk-they-hear-you/parent-resources/
consequences-underage-drinking (accessed on 10 April 2024).

71. Sudhinaraset, M.; Wigglesworth, C.; Takeuchi, D.T. Social and Cultural Contexts of Alcohol Use. Alcohol Res. Curr. Rev. 2016, 38,
35–45.

72. Alonso, F.; Pastor, J.C.; Montoro, L.; Esteban, C. Driving under the Influence of Alcohol: Frequency, Reasons, Perceived Risk and
Punishment. Subst. Abuse Treat. Prev. Policy 2015, 10, 11. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

73. Collins, S.E. Associations Between Socioeconomic Factors and Alcohol Outcomes. Alcohol Res. Curr. Rev. 2016, 38, 83–94.
74. Retallack, A.E.; Ostendorf, B. Relationship Between Traffic Volume and Accident Frequency at Intersections. Int. J. Environ. Res.

Public Health 2020, 17, 1393. [CrossRef]
75. Beck, K.H.; Lee, C.J.; Weiner, T. Motivational Factors Associated with Drowsy Driving Behavior: A Qualitative Investigation of

College Students. Sleep Health J. Natl. Sleep Found. 2018, 4, 116–121. [CrossRef]
76. Dahlgren, M.K.; Sagar, K.A.; Smith, R.T.; Lambros, A.M.; Kuppe, M.K.; Gruber, S.A. Recreational Cannabis Use Impairs Driving

Performance in the Absence of Acute Intoxication. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2020, 208, 107771. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
77. Hartley, S.; Simon, N.; Cardozo, B.; Larabi, I.A.; Alvarez, J.C. Can Inhaled Cannabis Users Accurately Evaluate Impaired Driving

Ability? A Randomized Controlled Trial. Front. Public Health 2023, 11, 1234765. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
78. Chabrol, H.; Bronchain, J.; Raynal, P.; Gibbs, J. Cannabis Use and Moral Judgment Among College Students. J. Alcohol Drug Educ.

2019, 63, 40–60.
79. DeWit, D.J.; Adlaf, E.M.; Offord, D.R.; Ogborne, A.C. Age at First Alcohol Use: A Risk Factor for the Development of Alcohol

Disorders. Am. J. Psychiatry 2000, 157, 745–750. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
80. Hagger, M.S.; Wong, G.G.; Davey, S.R. A Theory-Based Behavior-Change Intervention to Reduce Alcohol Consumption in

Undergraduate Students: Trial Protocol. BMC Public Health 2015, 15, 306. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2012.73.794
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22846243
https://doi.org/10.1093/alcalc/agm042
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17537828
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph111212700
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25493392
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1369-1600.2008.00129.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18855805
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2011.72.741
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21906502
https://doi.org/10.3109/00952990.2014.901336
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24766089
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2011.72.418
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21513678
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-12992-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrgastro.2013.86
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2017.09.029
https://doi.org/10.3200/GENP.133.4.401-420
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17128959
https://doi.org/10.2174/1874473710902030216
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20443768
https://doi.org/10.1080/10826084.2017.1298620
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28557657
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2018.09.008
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30253343
https://www.cdc.gov/alcohol/fact-sheets/minimum-legal-drinking-age.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/alcohol/fact-sheets/minimum-legal-drinking-age.htm
https://doi.org/10.3109/00952990.2014.924522
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25192208
https://www.samhsa.gov/talk-they-hear-you/parent-resources/consequences-underage-drinking
https://www.samhsa.gov/talk-they-hear-you/parent-resources/consequences-underage-drinking
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13011-015-0007-4
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25880078
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17041393
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sleh.2017.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2019.107771
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31952821
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1234765
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38074719
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.157.5.745
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10784467
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-015-1648-y
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25886281


Psychoactives 2024, 3 264

81. Chen, W.-L.; Chen, J.-H. College Fields of Study and Substance Use. BMC Public Health 2020, 20, 1631. [CrossRef]
82. Tomé, G.; Matos, M.; Simões, C.; Diniz, J.; Camacho, I. How Can Peer Group Influence the Behavior of Adolescents: Explanatory

Model. Glob. J. Health Sci. 2012, 4, 26. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-020-09722-1
https://doi.org/10.5539/gjhs.v4n2p26

	Introduction 
	Determinants of Drinking and Driving among College Students 
	Current Review 

	Materials and Methods 
	Search Strategy 
	Article Screening and Data Collection 

	Results 
	Intrapersonal/Psychological 
	Interpersonal/Social 
	Environmental 
	Policy Related 

	Discussion 
	Implications for Research and Practice 
	Limitations of Existing Research 
	Limitations of the Review 

	Conclusions 
	References

