
© 2019 Taiwanese Journal of Psychiatry (Taipei) | Published by Wolters Kluwer - Medknow20
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Introduction
Alcohol use is a leading risk factor for global disease burden. 

It causes substantial health loss, and contributes to many 
injuries through drunken driving [1]. Alcohol intoxication 
cause reduced cognitive and psychomotor abilities. Such 
impairment through alcohol increases the risk of a road 
traffic crash as well as the severity and related outcome of the 
injuries. The risk of traffic accident is increased when the driver 
consumes alcohol. Previous studies indicated that drunken 
driving can impair performance on motor tasks (i.e., tracking, 
tapping, reaction time, etc.) and cognitive processes  (i.e., 
perception and judgment) [2‑5]. Thus, laws against drunken 
driving are enforced by the police and adjudicated by the 

courts, playing a leading role in the effort to keep people 
from driving while drunk. According to Taiwanese law, drunk 
drivers with blood alcohol concentration  (BAC) between 
0.15 and 0.24 mg/L can be indicted for the crime of public 
endangerment. Individuals with a BAC over 0.25 mg/L commit 
the crime of public endangerment and can be sentenced to a 
two‑year imprisonment. Many studies have focused on how 
drinking affects traffic safety, but few of them have studied 
how alcohol affect the health status among those population.

Drunk drivers are the victims of harms of alcohol and 
related to health consequences [1, 6]. Alcohol use disorder 
affects about 5% - 15% of people in Western and Eastern 
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countries [7, 8]. But once alcohol use disorder has been 
developed, reduced psychomotor and cognitive abilities may 
not be aware because of physical tolerance causing a long‑term 
neuroadaptation. Meanwhile, drinking leads to a wide range 
of social harms, and impairs the well‑being among drinkers. 
Quality of life (QoL) is a concept that focuses on measuring a 
person’s perception of well‑being including physical, mental, 
emotional, and social functioning. It has become a generally 
accepted measurement of outcomes in clinical research 
about health and disease over the past 40 years [9, 10]. In 
an American study on 1,333 people from primary care 
settings, the investigators found that a person with binge 
drinking or frequent, high‑quantity drinking has markedly 
lower QoL compared with one in a normal population [11]. 
A study in Edinburgh, the United Kingdom revealed similar 
results that alcohol‑dependent patients have much poorer 
QoL than healthy control and that more substantial costly 
resources have been used [12]. Evidence indicated that the 
severity of alcohol use disorder can affect the level of QoL 
and social functioning [13, 14]. Moreover, patients with 
alcohol use disorder have QoL impairments moderated by 
the following demographics, such as the elderly [15‑17], 
women [16‑18], people who are less educated [15, 16], those 
who are unemployed [16], singles [19], as well as individuals 
with somatic comorbidity [17] and depression [20]. When it 
comes to drunken driving, offenses are related to factors of 
age, marital status, race/ethical status, and specific personality 
characteristics (such as sensation seeking, hostility, depression, 
and psychopathic deviance) [21, 22].

Few studies have investigated drunken driving recidivists 
from the health aspects and its relation with alcohol use 
disorder. Therefore, we in this study intended to study the 
characteristics of drunken driving recidivists from the aspect 
of well-being, and the influence of variables on the QoL.

Methods
Study subjects

This study was carried out during 2015 and 2016. In 
this study, we enrolled 844  male drunk‑driving offenders 
who were referred through Tainan Detention Center. Three 
qualified psychiatrists did comprehensive diagnostic interviews 
on the study participants, to identify alcohol use disorder. 
We also obtained study participants’ sociodemographic 
characteristics (age, years of education, employment status, 
monthly income, marital status, housing, and history of alcohol 
use (age at the first drink, duration of habitual drinking, harm 
and consequences, and number of drunk‑driving offenses), 
and a copy of standardized questionnaire. The alcohol 
use disorders identification test  (AUDIT) and the Fifth 
Edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders (DSM‑5) criteria were used to evaluate the severity 
of alcohol use disorder. We measured well‑being among 
participants with the Short Form 12  (SF12) Health Survey 
Questionnaire. The Chinese version of the Beck Depression 
Inventory‑II  (BDI‑II) was used to measure psychological 
distress. We excluded 292 participants because they did not fill 

out the copies of questionnaire completely. This study protocol 
was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Jianan 
Psychiatric Center with the need to obtain signed informed 
consents from study participants.

Assessment tools
The alcohol use disorders identification test (AUDIT)

AUDIT is a ten‑item questionnaire which was first 
developed by the WHO in 1989 and is to assess the quantity and 
frequency of alcohol intake (questions 1 and 2), times of binge 
drinking  (question 3), symptoms of dependence  (questions 
4–6), and alcohol‑related problems  (questions 7–10). Each 
question is scored from 0 to 4 yielding a total maximum 
score of 40. AUDIT has been proven to be a reliable and valid 
screening instrument [23‑29].

In this study, total AUDIT scores were divided into four 
groups:  (a) scores 0–7,  (b) scores 8–15,  (c) scores 16–19, 
and (d) scores over 20. The cutoff points were based on the 
WHO recommendations.[30] Alcohol use disorder was also 
evaluated based on DSM‑5 criteria, and the severity was 
further divided into four subcategories: (a) none, defined as 
those who did not meet the criteria for alcohol use disorder; 
(b) minor, defined as those who presented with two to three of 
the eleven diagnostic criteria; (c) moderate, defined as those 
who presented of four to five of the 11 diagnostic criteria, 
or (d) severe, defined as those who presented with at least 6 
of the 11 diagnostic criteria.

Beck Depression Inventory-II (BDI-II)
BDI‑II is a self‑reported questionnaire containing 21 

statements derived from the BDI. The reliability and validity 
of the BDI‑II for screening for depression in different 
populations is good with an internal consistency around 0.9; 
test‑retest reliability ranged from 0.73 to 0.96 [31‑34]. In 
the Chinese version, the internal consistency, reliability, and 
stability have also been shown to be strong [35]. The severity 
of depression was divided into four subcategories: (a) minimal 
or no depression, defined as total BDI‑II scores ranging from 
0 to 13; (b) mild depression, defined as scores ranging from 
14 to 19; (c) moderate depression, defined as scores ranging 
from 20 to 28; and (d) severe depression, defined as scores 
ranging from 29 to 63.

The Short Form12 Health Survey Questionnaire (SF12)
Well‑being among participants was measured using 

SF12. This questionnaire is a 12‑item, self‑administered 
questionnaire which has been derived from the SF36 Health 
Survey Questionnaire. Reliability and validity of the SF12 have 
been examined in several studies, and the results showed that it 
can be used in various populations [36, 37]. The SF12 consists 
of eight domains:  (a) physical functioning  (PF),  (b) rôle 
physical (RP), (c) bodily pain (BP), (d) general health (GH), (e) 
energy/fatigue  (VT),  (f) social functioning  (SF),  (g) rôle 
emotional (RE), and (h) mental health (MH). Scores in each 
domain are ranged from 0 to100.

Two summary scores, the physical component summary 
(PCS) and the mental component summary  (MCS), can be 
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extracted from the scores of these eight domains. The scales 
of PF, RP, BP, and GH are used to measure PCS, and the scales 
of VT, SF, RE, and MH were for MCS. Physical and mental 
regression weighted and a constant for both measures are 
used applying scoring algorithms. Both the PCS and MS are 
transformed to have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 
10 in the general population [38].

Statistical analysis
All the sociodemographics and clinical variables except age 

at the first drink were regarded as potential predictors of PCS 
and MCS. Each potential predictor was rendered in nominal, 
ordinal, or ratio scales. Then, we compared the mean values 
of PCS and MCS and then compared between subcategories 
of potential predictors with one‑way fixed analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) with a probability level of p < 0.05. The 
homogeneity of variances was also assessed with Levene’s 
test. If the value of Levene’s test was significant, then one‑way 
ANOVA was replaced by the Welch’s test. We further analyzed 
those demographics demonstrated to be significant with 
multiple comparison analysis with either Scheffe’s method 
or the Dunnett’s T3 test depending on whether the variances 
were homogeneous.

We used the Statistical Package for the Social Science 
software version  22.0 for Windows  (SPSS, Inc., Chicago, 
Illinois, USA) to compute all the study data. The differences 
of the groups were considered significant if p ≤ 0.05.

Results
In this study, we enrolled a total of 552 valid participants. 

Table 1 lists demographic and clinical characteristics of the 
study participants. Table  2 describes the analysis of PCS 
and MCS. Figure  1 (a‑h) are subcategory comparisons of 
sociodemographic factors according to PCS scores and MCS 
scores.

Discussion
In this study, both PCS and MCS scores  (Table 2) were 

significantly lower in participants with severe alcohol disorders 
compared to mild or moderate severity  (p < 0.01). Morgan 
et al. in 1999 evaluated a sample of 1,216 patients enrolled in 
the New European Alcoholism Treatment [16]. They found 
that patients with alcohol dependence are scored lower on 
all dimensions of the SF36 questionnaire, including both 
PCS and MCS scores. Similar results were found in another 
study directed by  Volk et al.   in 1996 in the US [11]. They 
enrolled 1,333  patients from primary care, and individuals 
who were defined as alcohol‑dependent scored lower on 
the MCS compared with those with alcohol abuse and 
those with no disorder. Lahmek et al. in 2014 assessed 414 
alcohol‑dependent patients who were hospitalized for a period 
of three weeks [17]. Each dimension on the SF36 and the 
mean PCS and MCS scores are lower at baseline than those 
of a general reference population. In another study, McKenna 
et al. in 2013 interviewed 212 patients who had been treated at 
the Alcohol Problems Clinic in Edinburgh, UK where 85% of 

this population have been considered to be alcohol dependent 
and 74% of whom are male [12]. The results showed that these 
patients scored lower on all dimensions of the SF36 compared 
to the UK population norms. In a subgroup comparison 
between those with alcohol abuse and those with alcohol 
dependence, the former is scored higher on all dimensions 
of SF36 and has been higher subjective health status than did 

Table 1. Characteristics of the study population

n (%)
Age (years), mean  ±  SD 44.6 ± 10.2
Marital status
Married 117 (21.2)

Single 250 (45.3)
Divorced 157 (28.4)
Separated 11 (2.0)
Widowed 7 (1.3)
Cohabited 10 (1.8)

Years of education (years)
≦6 77 (13.9)
9 240 (43.5)
12 205 (37.1)
>12 30 (5.4)

Employment
Unemployed 90 (16.3)
Employed 462 (83.7)

Monthly income (NT dollars)
Below 15 thousand 200 (36.2)
15-30 thousand 240 (43.5)
30-45 thousand 79 (14.3)
More than 45 thousand 33 (6.0)

Housing
Stable 93 (16.8)
Homeless 459 (83.2)

Total AUDIT score, mean ± SD 15.3 ± 8.0
0-7 88 (15.9)
8-15 217 (39.3)
16-19 84 (15.2)
≧20 163 (29.5)

Age of first time drinking (years), mean ± SD, years 19.4 ± 5.8
Alcohol use disorder (DSM‑5)

None 24 (4.3)
Mild 189 (34.2)
Moderate 92 (16.7)
Severe 247 (44.7)

Depression Index (BDI‑II), mean ± SD 11.0 ± 9.8
Minimal 389 (70.5)
Mild 73 (13.2)
Moderate 58 (10.5)
Severe 32 (5.8)

SF‑12 (mean ± SD)
PCS 47.8 ± 9.3
MCS 48.2 ± 9.5

SD, standard deviation; PCS, physical component summary; MCS, 
mental component summary; SF-12, the Short Form-12 Health Survey 
Questionnaire; BDI-II, Beck Depression Inventory, version II; AUDIT, the 
Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test; DSM-5, the Fifth Edition of the 
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders
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the latter, that is, in the subgroup of drunk‑driving recidivisms 
with severe alcohol use disorder live a poor QoL and may 
need further help.

In our study, nearly 45% of this population (Table 1) was 
defined as having a severe alcohol disorder. This population 
had significant deficits not only in mental components but also 
in physical ones. The relationship between QoL and AUDIT 
scores was quite similar to that between QoL and DSM‑5. The 

lowest PCS and MCS scores were observed in participants who 
were in Zone 4 (AUDIT scores ≥20), and they were significant 
lower than those in Zones 1, 2, and 3. Foxcroft et al. in 2014 
revealed the similar results [39], suggesting that AUDIT can be 
used as a tool to identify patients who need further treatment 
among drunk‑driving recidivism.

A number of sociodemographics and clinical variables in this 
study (Table 2) were found to have a significant association on 

Figure 1. �(a–h), Subcategories comparison of sociodemographic factors according to physical component summary scores. (i–n) Subcategories 
comparison of sociodemographic factors according to mental component summary scores. Each column represents the mean of physical 
component summary or mental component summary scores. *p ≤ 0.05, **p ≤ 0.01.
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QoL because of drunk driving. Severity of depression (p < 0.001), 
unemployment  (p < 0.05), homelessness  (p < 0.05), monthly 
income below 15 thousand New Taiwan Dollars  (p < 0.05), 
being elderly (p < 0.05), and poorer educational level (p < 0.001) 
were significantly associated with PCS scores. Severity 
of depression  (p  <  0.001), unemployment  (p  <  0.05), and 
homelessness (p < 0.01) were significantly associated with MCS 
scores  (Table 2). Levola et al. [20] summarized the literature 
on QoL and depression in the context of alcohol dependence. 
Regardless of a diagnosis of major depressive disorder, symptoms 
of depression are associated with a reduction in QoL among 
alcohol‑dependent patients [16]. Unemployment (p < 0.05 in PCS 
and MCS) and homelessness (p < 0.05 in PCS, p < 0.01 in MCS) 
were also considered to be significant important determinants 
in this study (Table 2) as they significantly affected both PCS 
and MCS scores. Morgan et al and colleagues [16]. found that 
alcohol‑dependent patients who were currently unemployed have 
shown a reduction on all dimensions of the SF36. People with the 
combination of homelessness and alcohol use have also shown to 
have a higher prevalence of legal problems and poorer health [40].

These findings could determine not only the drunk 
driving behaviors itself but also the well‑being among those 
drunk driving recidivists. Even though drunk driving may 
not be directly associated with alcohol use disorder, early 
identification and intervention have been suggested to be 
an effective preventive measure [41, 42]. According to the 

previous studies, offenses of drunk driving may be related to 
age, marital status, race/ethical status, and specific personality 
characteristics such as sensation seeking, hostility, depression, 
and psychopathic deviance [21, 22].

In the previous studies, low socioeconomic status, older 
age, little education, emotional loneliness, being single, and 
living alone are related to low QoL among alcohol abusing 
and alcohol‑dependent populations [16, 17, 19]. Those 
sociodemographic findings by previous researchers correspond 
with our findings. In this study (Table 2), we identified that 
several sociodemographic variables which were significantly 
correlated with QoL among men who were in custody due 
to drunk driving. Variables such as unemployment (p < 0.05 
in both PCS and MCS), homelessness (p < 0.05 on PCS and 
p < 0.01 in MCS), AUDIT scores ≥20 (p < 0.001 in both PCS 
and MCS), and higher BDI‑II scores (p < 0.001 in both PCS 
and MCS) showed a significant reduction not only in PCS 
scores but also in MCS scores.

Figure 1 (A - H) further depict subcategories comparison 
of sociodemographic factors according to PCS scores. 
Figure 1 (I - N) further describe subcategories comparison of 
sociodemographic factors according to MCS scores.

These findings can determine the drunk driving 
behaviors itself and the well‑being among those recidivists. 
Instead of incarceration or fines for drunk driving, further 
investigation, identification, and referring to treatment are 
necessary for these population, especially individuals have 
poor socioeconomic status, depression, and severe alcohol 
use disorder.

Study limitations
Our study investigates drunk driving recidivisms form 

the aspects of well‑being and reveals the importance of 
identification and care delivery. There were few studies focus 
treatment need among these participants. The readers are 
warned not to overinterpret the study results because this study 
has three limitations:
•	 People enrolled in this project were all males. Therefore, 

our study findings cannot be used to interpret to female 
drunken drivers.

•	 Only those factors studied in our study were significantly 
associated with both PCS and MCS scores which were 
identified and emphasized. We could have overlooked 
other important demographic and clinical characteristics.

•	 Our research was a cross‑sectional study which did not 
focus on treatment, medical interventions, or improvement 
in QoL.

Further analysis and follow‑up are warranted in the 
future study, for which treatment or care should be provided 
and whether the well‑being interacts with drunken‑driving 
behavior.

Summary
Unemployment, homelessness, AUDIT scores ≥ 20, and 

higher BDIII scores showed a significant reduction both in 
physical and mental component on QoL. Those findings 

Table 2. �According to physical component summary and 
mental component summary, using analysis of 
variance or Welch test

Variables df df2 F
PCS

Age 3 4.926 6.051*
Marital status 5 - 1.113
Years of education 3 110.451 6.024**
Employment 1 - 5.563*
Monthly income 3 123.975 3.343*
Housing 1 - 5.731*
Total AUDIT score 3 - 6.983***
Alcohol use disorder (DSM‑5) 3 96.322 6.084**
Depression index (BDI‑II) 3 87.901 12.722***

MCS
Age 3 - 0.258
Marital status 5 - 3.168**
Years of education 3 - 2.053
Employment 1 - 4.234*
Monthly income 3 - 1.324
Housing 1 - 7.333**
Total AUDIT score 3 232.327 15.886***
Alcohol use disorder (DSM‑5) 3 99.404 9.975***
Depression index (BDI‑II) 3 88.396 38.413***

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.01 using ANOVA. Dash, df2 is not 
applicable in using ANOVA. PCS, physical component summary; MCS, 
mental component summary; BDI-II, Beck Depression Inventory, version 
II; AUDIT, the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test; DSM-5, 
the Fifth Edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders; df, degrees of freedom; ANOVA, analysis of variance
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could determine not only the drunk‑driving behaviors itself 
but also the well‑being among those recidivists. Instead of 
incarceration or finings for drunk driving, further investigation, 
identification, and refer to treatment are necessary for these 
population, especially individuals have poor socioeconomic 
status, depression, and severe alcohol use disorder.

Acknowledgment
All authors have fulfilled the criteria of authorship.

Financial Support and Sponsorship
The work was based on the Integrated Project of Medical 

and Judicial System on Substance Use Disorder Treatment in 
Correction Facility, which was funded by Ministry of Health 
and Welfare, Taiwan.

Conflicts of Interest
There are no conflicts of interest.

References
1.	 World Health Organization: Global Status Report on Alcohol and 

Health. Geneva, Switzerland: World Health Organization, 2014.
2.	 Brumback  T, Cao  D, King  A: Effects of alcohol on psychomotor 

performance and perceived impairment in heavy binge social drinkers. 
Drug Alcohol Depend 2007; 91: 10‑7.

3.	 Matsumura  K, Yamakoshi  T, Ida  T: Performance measures of 
alcohol‑induced impairment: towards a practical ignition‑interlock 
system for motor vehicles. Percept Mot Skills 2009; 109: 841‑50.

4.	 Rudin‑Brown  CM, Filtness  AJ, Allen  AR, et  al.: Performance of a 
cognitive, but not visual, secondary task interacts with alcohol‑induced 
balance impairment in novice and experienced motorcycle riders. Accid 
Anal Prev 2013; 50: 895‑904.

5.	 Brumback T, Cao D, McNamara P, et al.: Alcohol‑induced performance 
impairment: a 5‑year re‑examination study in heavy and light drinkers. 
Psychopharmacology (Berl) 2017; 234: 1749‑59.

6.	 Black J: Drinking and Driving Offences. London: law Society, 2003.
7.	 Grant  BF, Dawson  DA, Stinson  FS, et  al.: The 12‑month prevalence 

and trends in DSM‑IV alcohol abuse and dependence: United States, 
1991‑1992 and 2001‑2002. Drug Alcohol Depend 2004; 74: 223‑34.

8.	 Hahm BJ, Cho MJ: Prevalence of alcohol use disorder in a South Korean 
community – changes in the pattern of prevalence over the past 15 years. 
Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 2005; 40: 114‑9.

9.	 Aaronson N, Alonso  J, Burnam A, et  al.: Assessing health status and 
quality‑of‑life instruments: attributes and review criteria. Qual Life Res 
2002; 11: 193‑205.

10.	 World Health Organization. WHOQOL: Measuring Quality of Life. 
Geneva, Switzerland: World Health Organization, 1997.

11.	 Volk  RJ, Cantor  SB, Steinbauer  JR, et  al.: Alcohol use disorders, 
consumption patterns, and health‑related quality of life of primary care 
patients. Alcohol Clin Exp Res 1997; 21: 899‑905.

12.	 McKenna  M, Chick  J, Buxton  M, et  al.: The SECCAT survey: I. 
The costs and consequences of alcoholism. Alcohol Alcohol 1996; 
31: 565‑76.

13.	 Ugochukwu C, Bagot KS, Delaloye S, et al.: The importance of quality 
of life in patients with alcohol abuse and dependence. Harv Rev 
Psychiatry 2013; 21: 1‑7.

14.	 Peltzer  K, Pengpid  S: Alcohol use and health‑related quality of life 
among hospital outpatients in South Africa. Alcohol Alcohol 2012; 
47: 291‑5.

15.	 Foster  JH, Powell  JE, Marshall  EJ, et  al.: Quality of life in 
alcohol‑dependent subjects – a review. Qual Life Res 1999; 8: 255‑61.

16.	 Morgan TJ, Morgenstern J, Blanchard KA, et al.: Health‑related quality 
of life for adults participating in outpatient substance abuse treatment. 
Am J Addict 2003; 12: 198‑210.

17.	 Lahmek  P, Berlin  I, Michel  L, et  al.: Determinants of improvement 
in quality of life of alcohol‑dependent patients during an inpatient 
withdrawal programme. Int J Med Sci 2009; 6: 160‑7.

18.	 Peters  TJ, Millward  LM, Foster  J: Quality of life in alcohol misuse: 
comparison of men and women. Arch Womens Ment Health 2003; 
6: 239‑43.

19.	 Romeis  JC, Waterman  B, Scherrer  JF, et  al.: The impact of 
sociodemographics, comorbidity and symptom recency on health‑related 
quality of life in alcoholics. J Stud Alcohol 1999; 60: 653‑62.

20.	 Levola J, Aalto M, Holopainen A, et al.: Health‑related quality of life in 
alcohol dependence: a systematic literature review with a specific focus 
on the role of depression and other psychopathology. Nord J Psychiatry 
2014; 68: 369‑84.

21.	 McMillen DL, Pang MG, Wells‑Parker E, et  al.: Alcohol, personality 
traits, and high risk driving: a  comparison of young, drinking driver 
groups. Addict Behav 1992; 17: 525‑32.

22.	 Moore RH: Underage female DUI offenders: personality characteristics, 
psychosocial stressors, alcohol and other drug use, and driving‑risk. 
Psychol Rep 1994; 74: 435‑45.

23.	 Reinert  DF, Allen  JP: The alcohol use disorders identification 
test (AUDIT): a review of recent research. Alcohol Clin Exp Res 2002; 
26: 272‑9.

24.	 Gache  P, Michaud  P, Landry  U, et  al.: The alcohol use disorders 
identification test (AUDIT) as a screening tool for excessive drinking in 
primary care: reliability and validity of a French version. Alcohol Clin 
Exp Res 2005; 29: 2001‑7.

25.	 Dybek I, Bischof G, Grothues J, et al.: The reliability and validity of the 
alcohol use disorders identification test (AUDIT) in a German general 
practice population sample. J Stud Alcohol 2006; 67: 473‑81.

26.	 Li Q, Babor TF, Hao W, et al.: The Chinese translations of alcohol use 
disorders identification test  (AUDIT) in China: a  systematic review. 
Alcohol Alcohol 2011; 46: 416‑23.

27.	 Osaki  Y, Ino  A, Matsushita  S, et  al.: Reliability and validity of the 
alcohol use disorders identification test – consumption in screening for 
adults with alcohol use disorders and risky drinking in Japan. Asian Pac 
J Cancer Prev 2014; 15: 6571‑4.

28.	 Chen CH, Chen WJ, Cheng AT: Prevalence and identification of alcohol 
use disorders among nonpsychiatric inpatients in one general hospital. 
Gen Hosp Psychiatry 2004; 26: 219‑25.

29.	 Chen  CH, Chen WJ, Cheng AT: New approach to the validity of the 
alcohol use disorders identification test: stratum‑specific likelihood 
ratios analysis. Alcohol Clin Exp Res 2005; 29: 602‑8.

30.	 Babor TF, Higgins‑Biddle JC, Saunders JB, et al.: AUDIT: The Alcohol 
Use Disorders Identification Test: Guidelines for Use in Primary Health 
Care. Geneva, Switzerland: World Health Organization, 2001.

31.	 Canals  J, Blade  J, Carbajo  G, et  al.: The beck depression inventory: 
psychometric characteristics and usefulness in nonclinical adolescents. 
Eur J Psychol Assess 2001; 17: 63.

32.	 Vasegh S, Baradaran N: Using the Persian‑language version of the beck 
depression inventory‑II (BDI‑II‑Persian) for the screening of depression 
in students. J Nerv Ment Dis 2014; 202: 738‑43.

33.	 Wang YP, Gorenstein C: Psychometric properties of the beck depression 
inventory‑II: a  comprehensive review. Braz J Psychiatry 2013; 
35: 416‑31.

34.	 Bonilla J, Bernal G, Santos A, et al.: A revised Spanish version of the 
beck depression inventory: psychometric properties with a Puerto Rican 
sample of college students. J Clin Psychol 2004; 60: 119‑30.

35.	 Byrne  BM, Stewart  SM, Lee  PW: Validating the beck depression 
inventory‑II for Hong Kong community adolescents. Int J Testing 2004; 
4: 199‑216.

36.	 Fong DY, Lam CL, Mak KK, et al.: The short form‑12 health survey 
was a valid instrument in Chinese adolescents. J Clin Epidemiol 2010; 
63: 1020‑9.

37.	 Ware J Jr., Kosinski M, Keller SD: A 12‑item short‑form health survey: 
construction of scales and preliminary tests of reliability and validity. 
Med Care 1996; 34: 220‑33.

38.	 Ware JE: How to Score Version 2 of the SF‑12 Health Survey. Lincoln, 
Rhodes Island, USA: Quality Metric Inc., 2002.

39.	 Foxcroft  DR, Smith  LA, Thomas  H, et  al.: Accuracy of alcohol 
use disorders identification test for detecting problem drinking in 

[Downloaded free from http://www.e-tjp.org on Monday, May 10, 2021, IP: 10.232.74.26]



Lin, et al.: Well‑being in drunken drivers

26 Taiwanese Journal of Psychiatry (Taipei)  Volume 33, Issue 1, January-March 2019

18‑35  year‑olds in England: method comparison study. Alcohol 
Alcohol 2015; 50: 244‑50.

40.	 Pauly  BB, Gray  E, Perkin  K, et  al.: Finding safety: a  pilot study of 
managed alcohol program participants’ perceptions of housing and 
quality of life. Harm Reduct J 2016; 13: 15.

41.	 Madden  C, Cole  TB: Emergency intervention to break the cycle 
of drunken driving and recurrent injury. Ann Emerg Med 1995; 
26: 177‑9.

42.	 Nochajski  TH, Stasiewicz  PR. Relapse to driving under the 
influence (DUI): a review. Clin Psychol Rev 2006; 26: 179‑95.

[Downloaded free from http://www.e-tjp.org on Monday, May 10, 2021, IP: 10.232.74.26]


