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ORIGINAL ARTICLE
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Objective: To determine factors associated with variation in bicycle helmet use by youth of different
industrialized countries.
Design: A multinational cross sectional nationally representative survey of health behaviors including
symptoms, risk taking, school setting, and family context.
Setting: School based survey of 26 countries.
Subjects: School students, ages 11, 13, and 15 years totaling 112 843.
Outcome measures: Reported frequency of bicycle helmet use among bicycle riders.
Results: Reported helmet use varied greatly by country from 39.2% to 1.9%, with 12 countries reporting
less than 10% of the bicycle riders as frequent helmet users and 14 countries more than 10%. Reported
helmet use was highest at 11 years and decreased as children’s age increased. Use was positively
associated with other healthy behaviors, with parental involvement, and with per capita gross domestic
product of the country. It is negatively associated with risk taking behaviors. Countries reported to have
interventions promoting helmet use, exemplified by helmet giveaway programmes, had greater frequency
of reported helmet use than those without programmes.
Conclusions: Bicycle helmet use among young adolescents varies greatly between countries; however,
helmet use does not reach 50% in any country. Age is the most significant individual factor associated with
helmet for helmet using countries. The observation that some helmet promotion programmes are reported
for countries with relatively higher student helmet use and no programmes reported for the lowest helmet
use countries, suggests the possibility of a relation and the need for objective evaluation of programme
effectiveness.

I
n the United States, more than 70% of 5–14 year olds ride
bicycles, and in England eight out of 10 children ride
bicycles.1 2 In 2001 the National Center for Injury

Prevention and Control estimated that 140 000 children visit
US emergency departments each year for head injuries
sustained while bike riding, and 10% of all pediatric
traumatic deaths in this country are due to bicycle injuries.3 4

The Swedish Bike Helmet Initiative estimates that each year
bicycle crashes result in over 40 000 injuries and 2000
hospitalizations, with an annual cost of more than $15 mil-
lion in medical care.5 The vast majority of bicycle related
deaths and serious morbidity involve head injuries, and
11–15 year old youth are at greatest risk of severe injury or
death from bicycle related injury.6

The proper use of bicycle helmets has been shown to
effectively lower the rate of head injury from bicycling
crashes. Thompson et al found that helmets were 85%
effective in reducing the risk of head injury and 88% effective
in reducing the risk of brain injury.8 Despite the utility and
effectiveness of bicycle helmets as an injury prevention
measure for children, rates of helmet wearing by the most
frequent cycling age group continue to be relatively low.9

In order to improve levels of helmet use among children, it
is first important to understand the factors that influence
whether or not they wear them. The lack of comfort, the
negative social perceptions about wearing helmets, and the
inconvenience of helmets have all been cited as deterrents to
high levels of helmet use.10–12 Studies have examined social
and individual characteristics in an effort to explain helmet
use,13–15 and others have looked at the effectiveness of various
kinds of programmes (laws, education campaigns, and so

on).16–21 However, there has been no examination of these
factors on both a national and international scale.
The Health Behavior in School Children study (HBSC) is a

multinational, school based survey of European and North
American adolescent health behaviors that provides a unique
opportunity to examine the international prevalence of
helmet use. Examination of factors associated with these
differences may offer important insights into the determi-
nants of helmet use. The goal of this analysis was to examine
how child helmet use varies between countries and to
determine the factors that most strongly influence rates of
helmet use in the countries participating in this multi-
national study.

METHODS
The HBSC is a multinational, school based study of young
adolescents performed in collaboration with the World
Health Organization Regional Office for Europe (WHO-
Euro). The main purpose of the study is to ‘‘gain new
insights into and to increase our understanding of health
behaviors, lifestyles, and their context in young people’’.22

The surveys are conducted every four years in a school setting
in accordance with an international research protocol.23–25 The
study’s target population is school children ages 11, 13, and
15. This analysis is based on the HBSC survey conducted in
the academic year 1997–98. Most questions in the HBSC are
adopted from standard instruments that have been pre-
viously assessed for reliability and validity. Furthermore, the

Abbreviations: GDP, gross domestic product; HBSC, Health Behaviour
in School Children.
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survey was pilot tested in each participating country before
conducting the study in order to confirm the questionnaire’s
appropriateness in each location.
As required by protocol, each country administered the

questionnaire to a nationally representative school based
sample of students with an average age of 11.5, 13.5, and 15.5
years during the academic year 1997–98.26 To achieve this age
distribution the US conducted the survey primarily in grades
6, 8, and 10. As a school based survey, cluster sampling was
used with the school or class serving as the primary sampling
unit. A sufficient sample was employed to provide a 95%
confidence interval of plus or minus 3% around a proportion
of 50% and a design effect of 1.44. Only regional samples
were employed for France (Nancy-Lorraine and Toulouse-
Emdi-Pyrenees), Germany (North Rhine-Westphalia), and
the Russian Federation (St Petersburg and the district,
Krasnodar, and Chelyabinsk). The core protocol data from
each country were compiled into an international database
that was used for this analysis. For each participating
country, institutional review board or equivalent ethics
committee approval was obtained to administer this survey.

Variables
Each country administered the same mandatory core set of
questions to collect information including demographic
characteristics such as age, sex, and household composition;
health related behaviors, such as tobacco, alcohol, and
medication use, exercise patterns and eating patterns;
perceptions of health, wellbeing, physical ailments, and
psychosocial adjustment; peer relations and support; and
perceptions of school and its influence. Some countries
included additional optional questions as packages that
focused in greater depth on school experiences, relationships
with parents, socioeconomic status, body image, and violence
and injuries. As a core item this survey asked participants
‘‘How often do you wear a helmet when you ride a bicycle?’’
Response choices were: ‘‘I do not ride bicycles’’, ‘‘rarely or
never’’, ‘‘sometimes’’, ‘‘often’’, ‘‘always’’. Students who
reported wearing helmets often or always were classified as
‘‘helmet users’’, and those who wore helmets rarely or never or
sometimes were classified as ‘‘non-helmet users’’.
To determine the relations between helmet use and

individual and social characteristics of HBSC respondents,
we examined factors that (1) were measured in the HBSC
study, and (2) could be related to bicycle helmet use. A
number of variables regarding general behavior and attitudes
potentially relevant to helmet use, such as risk taking and
health consciousness, were measured and used in the present
analysis.
The individual level characteristics examined for associa-

tion with bicycle helmet use are listed and defined in table 1.
In addition to age and sex, the categories of variables of
interest included healthy behavior, risk taking, parent
involvement, and physical activity. Each of these had

multiple items that were combined into scales to facilitate
analysis. Scales were developed based on grouping themati-
cally similar items and were confirmed by factor analysis.
In addition to individual level factors or the available

national variables, we attempted to identify whether there
were national programmes used by participating countries
that might also explain differences in helmet use between
countries. It was not possible to conduct objective surveys in
all of these countries to measure national differences in
bicycle helmet promotion. Therefore, 12 countries were
selected to represent country groups of interest with regard
to helmet use: North America, users (Canada, USA),
Scandinavia, users (Norway, Sweden, Denmark), United
Kingdom and Ireland, users (England, Republic of Ireland),
Southern Europe, user (Israel), Western Europe, non-users
(France, Belgium), and Eastern Europe, non-users (Poland,
Hungry). A brief subjective questionnaire was forwarded to
officials in each of these countries judged by the HBSC
principal investigators to be the most knowledgeable about
bicycle safety for that country. The questionnaire was
designed to collect qualitative data on programmes and
attitudes regarding helmet use: the existence and extent of
various types of helmet promotion activities (laws, cam-
paigns, and so on) on both a national and regional level; how
helmets are used in each country; perceptions about helmet
use; and barriers to helmet use. The experts were asked to
compile and summarize descriptive information currently
available but were not required or asked to perform
additional surveys or studies to collect this information.

Analytical approach
The cross national comparisons were made using an
international file that contains no school or classroom
identifiers, and there were no case weights. Therefore, in
this analysis, all students were given a weight of 1, and
country was the sole cluster. Because of the large sample
sizes, many differences that are statistically significant are
not considered meaningful. Our discussion and conclusions
focus on results that are considered both meaningful and
significant.
The primary objective of this analysis was to identify

factors that predict bicycle helmet use as the dependent
variable. Students who said that they used a helmet either
‘‘often’’ or ‘‘always’’ were considered to be helmet users.
Students who reported that they did not ride bicycles were
excluded from the analysis. Because the dependent variable
was binary, a multilevel logit model was used. The log odds of
‘‘success’’ (defined as frequent bicycle helmet use) was the
modeled outcome. The model was constructed with the
hierarchical linear modeling program, version 4.03.27

An important objective of the analysis was to explore the
relations between student characteristics and reported bicycle
helmet use. Because the data involved a sample of students in
a sample of countries, hierarchical linear modeling was

Table 1 Child characteristics examined as predictors of bicycle helmet use

Variable Measures used to construct variable Range Descriptive statistics

Age group Three category age group measure (11 year old
v 13 year old v 15 year old)

11, 13, 15 36% age 11, 35% age 13, 29%
age 15

Sex Two category sex measure (male v female) 0 (male), 1 (female) 49% females, 51% males
Healthy behavior (frequency of
healthy behaviors)

Scale involving seat belt use, nutritious eating
habits, and tooth brushing

0 (low healthy behavior) to 4
(high healthy behavior)

Mean 2.61, SD 0.10

Risk taking (frequency of risk taking
behaviors)

Scale involving alcohol use, tobacco use,
skipping school, and bullying

0 (low risk taking) to 5 (high risk
taking)

Mean 1.13, SD 0.14

Parental involvement (the extent of
active parental involvement with
children’s affairs at school

Scale involving parental help with school
problems, parental communication with teachers,
and parental encouragement to excel at school

0 (low involvement) to 4 (high
involvement)

Mean 3.35, SD 0.16
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used.28 29 The models incorporated child level (table 1) and
country level predictors. Individual level variables were
demographic factors (age, sex), variables hypothesized to be
positive influences on helmet use (healthy behaviors and
parental involvement) and those hypothesized to be negative
influences on helmet use (risk taking). Gross domestic
product (GDP) per capita, as a measure of economic wealth
for each country respectively, was used as a country level
predictor of helmet use. This was based on the reasoning that
children in countries with greater economic resources may be
better able to acquire a helmet, compared with their peers in
countries with lower resources (per capita GDP), resulting in
more helmet use in countries with higher per capita GDP. Per
capita GDP in US dollars for 1998, the year of the survey, was
used.30

RESULTS
Frequency of bicycle helmet use
The entire sample of all countries combined for this analysis
numbers 112 843 children.* Table 2 presents the 26 of 29
participating countries that included a question about bicycle
and helmet use with the core questionnaire. For the 17
countries that reported student response rates, the average
response rate was 83% (57% to 95%). Five of the 17 had
response rates below 80%.
As shown in table 2, the countries of the HBSC exhibited

wide variation in their rates of both bicycle use and helmet
use among those who rode bicycles. Bicycle use ranged from
96.2% in Sweden to 56.6% in Greece. Rates of reported
helmet use in each country varied greatly, ranging from
39.1% in Norway to 1.9% in the Slovak Republic. In 12 of the
26 countries, less than 10% of the bicycle riders were frequent
helmet users, whereas in 14 countries more than 10% were

frequent users and in nine counties over 20% reported
frequent helmet use. The highest helmet use (over 25%) was
reported in the three Scandinavian countries, Canada, and
England, whereas all participating Eastern European coun-
tries, along with France, Belgium (Flemish), Portugal, and
Greenland, reported rates less than 10%.

Factors related to bicycle helmet use
To gain a sense of the direction and size of the associations
between each predictor and helmet use, we examined
unweighted bivariate relations in table 3. In most countries,
helmet use decreased with age. Regarding sex, 17.1% of girls
and 16.6% of boys were helmet users (not shown). Even
though this difference is not considered meaningful, it is
statistically significant (x2(1)=5.45, p,0.05) due to the very
large sample size.
The individual items for each of the scales were examined

for association with helmet use in table 3, and although
significant low level associations were present, no factor
stood out as explaining the pattern of helmet use. All of the
relations between variables were in the predicted direction
and statistically significant (t=8.62–67.78, p,0.0001). The
differences, however, are modest and vary from a maximum
of 31.5% increase in the risk taking scale for non-helmet
users, 11.8% increase in the healthy behavior scale for helmet

Table 2 Bicycle and helmet use among 11–15 year olds in 26 countries for 1997–98

Country Respondents (n) Bicycle users (%)

Wearing of helmet ‘‘often’’ or ‘‘always’’ among those
who reported riding a bicycle (%)

11 year
olds

13 year
olds

15 year
olds All age groups

Norway 5026 61.0 73.0 29.2 11.3 39.1
Sweden 3802 96.2 73.5 22.6 8.2 36.2
Canada 6567 91.6 59.7 32.8 18.1 35.6
Denmark 5066 94.9 51.1 21.1 8.2 27.6
England 6373 77.7 37.5 20.0 13.3 25.4
N Ireland 3346 83.8 38.8 19.4 10.7 23.9
Greece 4299 56.6 36.0 20.6 10.4 22.1
Wales 4537 81.0 32.1 15.6 14.6 21.5
USA 5169 77.7 31.7 15.7 11.5 20.2
Germany 4792 93.7 36.9 14.5 6.6 19.6
Scotland 5632 83.0 26.8 14.5 11.9 18.9
Israel 5054 66.7 23.3 14.5 9.1 17.8
Rep of Ireland 4394 86.9 27.9 13.2 5.9 16.2
Austria 4316 94.9 26.0 9.1 4.1 13.3
Portugal 3721 84.5 11.6 4.9 6.2 7.6
Hungary 3609 87.7 12.1 5.3 2.6 7.6
Estonia 1897 81.5 12.3 6.6 4.0 7.3
Greenland 1648 79.1 12.3 5.4 4.1 7.1
Czech Republic 3703 92.4 10.0 6.0 4.5 6.8
France 4133 89.3 8.8 5.2 3.9 6.2
Poland 4861 89.8 9.1 4.6 3.5 5.8
Russia 3997 73.1 6.6 2.8 1.3 3.8
Lithuania 4513 86.9 5.9 2.1 1.8 3.3
Latvia 3775 79.8 6.5 1.4 1.6 3.3
Belgium (Flemish) 4824 96.1 5.2 1.5 1.2 2.7
Slovak Republic 3789 89.5 2.2 1.4 2.2 1.9

*Of the 29 HBSC participating countries, three were excluded from the
analysis. The Swiss and Belgian (French) surveys did not include the
question about bicycle use. Finland was excluded because an error in
wording of the question caused an invalid interpretation.

Table 3 Means of predictor variables for helmet users
and non-helmet users

Helmet use

Predictor variables

Healthy behavior
(range 0–4)

Risk taking
(range 0–5)

Parental involvement
(range 0–4)

Helmet users 2.84 0.89 3.52
Non-helmet
users

2.54 1.17 3.29
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users, 7.3% increase in the scale of parental involvement for
helmet users, to only 2.5% increase in the physical activity
scale for helmet users.
To examine the multivariate relation of predictors to

helmet use, we constructed a set of models, focused on
measures for all 26 of the countries included in the analyses
(table 4). The odds ratios are interpreted as the change in
odds of helmet use for students with a given characteristic
(female and age), or the change in odds given a 1 standard
deviation increase in the predictor (for the individual level
scales and GDP). For the individual level predictors in table 4,
age was significantly and negatively related to helmet use. In
contrast to unadjusted frequencies, noted above, males were
slightly but significantly more likely than females to use
helmets frequently. Parental involvement and healthy beha-
vior were positively related to helmet use, while risk taking
was negatively related to helmet use.
On the country level, per capita GDP was significantly

related to high levels of helmet use. GDP explained
approximately 29.1% of the variation between countries in
the mean frequency of helmet use.
The country policy survey pointed to some important cross

national comparisons that might explain additional variation
in levels of student helmet use. As shown in table 5, there
were clear differences in the number and type of programmes
reported in each country. Of the helmet promotion strategies
listed in table 5, more strategies were reported on a regional
level than on a national level. On the national level, the most
commonly reported strategy involved media based campaigns
aimed at changing social perceptions about bicycle helmets.
On the regional level, the most commonly reported strategy
was school based educational campaigns. At the time of the
survey, only the USA and Canadian observers listed laws
mandating helmet use, and these laws were described only
on a regional basis. Sweden reported the most extensive
helmet promotion efforts, with several programmes listed for
both the national and regional level, while Hungary was the
only country with no reported helmet promotion efforts.

DISCUSSION
Although the majority of young adolescents in participating
countries report that they ride bicycles, this study documents
that there is considerable variation in rates of bicycle helmet
use in these countries. Furthermore, the overall helmet use
rates among young adolescents remains fairly low despite the
public health importance of preventing head injury in bicycle
crashes. In all of the HBSC countries during 1997–98, over
half of the children rode bicycles, but in only three
countries—Canada, Sweden, and Norway—did more than a
third of the bicycle riders report regular bicycle helmet use.
Some of the between-child variation in bicycle helmet use

is related to children’s characteristics. Age was the single
strongest predictor of helmet use, and this trend was
consistent across countries. Younger students exhibited more
helmet use, perhaps because they are more likely to comply

with pro-safety messages from their parents or other adults.8

Others have suggested that higher rates of usage in younger
age groups may be due to the fact that helmet usage
programmes are often targeted towards these groups.31 This
finding suggests that policy makers may need to specifically
target older adolescents in order to increase their rates of use.
Certain behavior patterns (for example, health orientation

and risk taking) are also predictive of helmet use. Further,
parental involvement was a significant predictor of helmet
use. This is consistent with past findings that social
encouragement and parental rules both play a role in safety
behaviors.32 33

Countries with higher per capita GDP showed higher rates
of helmet use even after important child characteristics were
taken into account. This association may result from it being
financially easier for children in wealthier countries to
acquire helmets. In addition or alternatively, wealthier
nations may be more willing and able than less wealthy
nations to dedicate resources to certain types of public health
interventions, such as helmet promotion. However, the
association with GDP explained only 29% of the variation
among countries after adjustment for other individual
factors.
For clues to possible explanation of the cross country

variation, this study identified various helmet promotion
strategies on a national level and even more diverse strategies
on a regional level. In general the reported use of
programmes within countries to promote bicycle helmet use
corresponded to the student reported use of helmets, and for
the countries where observers reported no programmes to
promote helmet use, very few students reported use of
helmets. The most frequently observed strategy related to
reported helmet use was regional helmet giveaways.
However, the informal survey we employed regarding helmet
use promotion in selected participating countries was not an
objective, representative survey. Therefore, the collected
information does not permit a quantitative comparison of
the effectiveness of different helmet promotion strategies,
and this may just be an indication of the degree of national
interest in bicycle helmet use.
There are additional limitations of this analysis that should

be noted. First, the HBSC is a broadly focused study
regarding the health behaviors of middle and high school
aged children. For this reason, more in-depth information

Table 4 Twenty six country model of bicycle helmet use

Measure Odds ratio 95% CI t Ratio p Value

Individual level predictors
Age 13* 0.36 0.34–0.37 245.57 0.000
Age 15* 0.20 0.19–0.21 255.79 0.000
Female 0.81 0.78–0.84 210.65 0.000
Parental involvement 1.09 1.06–1.11 7.03 0.000
Risk taking 0.72 0.70–0.74 222.09 0.000
Healthy behavior 1.99 1.94–2.05 50.55 0.000
Country level predictors
Per capita GDP 1.88 1.34–2.62 3.86 0.001

*The reference group was age 11.

Table 5 Countries’ policies regarding bicycle helmet use

Countries, n
(out of 12
completing
survey)

Countries, % (out
of 12 completing
survey)

National helmet promotion efforts
Laws 0 0
School based educational

campaigns
3 25

Media based educational
campaigns on the efficacy of helmets

3 25

Media based campaigns aimed at
changing social perceptions about
bicycle helmets

6 50

Helmet giveaways 4 33
Regional helmet promotion efforts

Laws 2 17
School based educational

campaigns
7 58

Media based educational
campaigns on the efficacy of helmets

4 33

Media based campaigns aimed at
changing social perceptions about
bicycle helmets

5 42

Helmet giveaways 5 42
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might have been available from a study focused primarily on
bicycle helmets. This study relied on self reporting from
students about whether or not they wore helmets. Self
reporting of behaviors in adolescents has been examined in
several studies which have demonstrated a high level of
reliability and validity of self report by adolescents about risk
behaviors, although the reliability of this reporting decreases
with increasing sensitivity of subject matter.34–37 Compared to
topics such as drug use or sexual activity, bicycle helmet use
is not a particularly sensitive topic for teenagers, suggesting
that in this instance self report may be a more dependable
measure.
While we had expected to see stronger relations between

individual or social characteristics of the HBSC students and
their levels of helmet use, this study does indicate several
factors, such as age and parental involvement, which should
be integrated into planning for helmet promotion efforts.
Furthermore, this study suggests that a wide variety of
helmet promotion efforts are being used, and their relative
effectiveness should be further explored in objective cross
national comparisons. This study also demonstrates the
feasibility of conducting an international comparison of
factors influencing helmet use, and that such an analysis
can be valuable for evaluating the effectiveness of various
approaches to helmet promotion.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
This work was supported by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration (SAMHSA), Contract No 283–91–005, Task
Order 06; the National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development (NICHD), Contract No N01-HD-3272; the World
Health Organization Regional Office for Europe, and the respective
participating countries.
Individuals who completed surveys: Belgium (Flemish)—Marc
Broeckaert, traffic planner, Belgian Road Safety Institute, Brussels;
Canada—Will Pickett, Emergency Medicine Research, Queen’s
University, Ontario; Denmark—Stig Hemdorff, Vejdirektoratet,
Copenhagen; England—Rachel Takriti, Research Analyst, Bicycle
Helmet Initiative Trust, Reading; France—Helene Bourdessol, Pierre
Arwidson, Marie-Pierre Janvrin, Comite Francais d’Education pour la
sante, Vanves Comte; Hungary—Anna Aszmann, National Centre of
Public Health, Budapest; Republic of Ireland—Saiorse Nic Gabhainn,
Department of Health Promotion, National University of Ireland,
Galway; Israel—Michal Molcho, Graduate Program in Medical
Sociology, Bar Ilan University, Tel Aviv, and Michal Hemo;
Norway—Kari Alvaer, Researcher, National Institute of Public
Health and ‘‘Trygg trafikk,’’ an organization engaged in Norwegian
traffic safety; Poland—Joanna Mazur, Department of Epidemiology,
National Research Institute of Mother and Child, Warsaw; Sweden—
Lothar Schelp, Professor National Injury Prevention Program,
National Institute of Public Health, Stockholm; USA—Peter
Scheidt, National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development, NIH, Bethesda, Maryland with contributions from
the National Center for Injury Prevention and Control and the
Harborview Injury and Prevention Research Center, University of
Washington.

Authors’ affiliations
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

K S Klein, P C Scheidt, M D Overpeck, National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development, NIH, Bethesda, MD, USA
D Thompson, Maryland Medical Research Institute, Baltimore, MD, USA
L A Gross, Macro International Inc, Calverton, MD, USA
M D Overpeck, Maternal and Child Health Bureau, Health Resources
and Services Administration, Rockville, MD, USA

None of the authors has competing interests with this research or this
report.

*HBSC International Injury Group: Saoirse Nic Gabhainn, PhD, National
University of Ireland, Galway, Republic of Ireland; Lothar Schelp, MD,
Swedish Rescue Services Agency, Stockholm, Sweden; Yossi Harel, PhD,
Bar-Ilan University, Ramat Gan, Israel; J Michael Pedersen, MD
Frederikssund, Denmark; Will Boyce, PhD, Queens University,
Kingston Ontario; Emmanuelle Godeau, MD, Service medical du
Rectorat de Toulouse, Toulouse, France; Anna Aszmann, PhD,
National Centre of Health Promotion and Development, Budapest,
Hungary.

REFERENCES
1 National Safe Kids Campaign. Injury facts: bike injury. Available at http://

www.safekids.org (accessed April 2004).
2 The Bicycle Helmet Initiative Trust. Available at http://www.bhit.org/index-

home.html (accessed April 2004).
3 National Center for Injury Prevention and Control. Injury factbook 2001–

2002. Atlanta, GA: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2001.
4 Biannual Report of the National Pediatric Trauma Registry: Department of

Rehabilitation Medicine, 1995, Tufts University/New England Medical Center.
5 The World Health Organization Helmet Initiative. The Swedish Bicycle Helmet

Initiative. Available at http://www.sph.emory.edu/Helmets/HRC/
swedchip.html (accessed April 2004).

6 The Bicycle Helmet Initiative Trust. Available at http://www.bhit.org/index-
home.html (accessed April 2004).

7 Thompson RS, Rivara FP, Thompson DC. A case-control study of the
effectiveness of bicycle safety helmets. N Engl J Med 1989;320:1361–7.

8 Berg P, Westerling R. Bicycle helmet use among schoolchildren—the influence
of parental involvement and children’s attitudes. Inj Prev 2001;7:218–22.

9 National Center for Injury Prevention and Control. Preventing bicycle-related
head injuries. Available at http://www.cdc.gov/ncipc/factsheets/bikehel.htm
(accessed June 2001).

10 Loubeau PR. Exploration of the barriers to bicycle helmet use among 12 and
13 year old children. Accid Anal Prev 2000;32:111–15.

11 Seijts G, Kok G, Bouter L, et al. Barriers to wearing bicycle safety helmets in
the Netherlands. Arch Pediatr Adolesc Med 1995;149:174–80.

12 Finoff JT, Laskowski ER, Altman KL, et al. Barriers to bicycle helmet use.
Pediatrics 2001;108:e4.

13 Gielen A, et al. Psychosocial factors associated with the use of bicycle helmets
among children in counties with and without helmet use laws. J Pediatr
1994;124:204–10.

14 Harlos S, Warda L, Buchan N, et al. Urban and rural patterns of bicycle
helmet use: factors predicting usage. Inj Prev 1999;5:183–8.

15 Irvine A, Rowe BH, Sahai V. Bicycle helmet-wearing variation and associated
factors in Ontario teenagers and adults. Can J Public Health
2002;93:368–73.

16 Cote T, Sacks J, Lambert-Huber DA, et al. Bicycle helmet use among Maryland
children: effect of legislation and education. Pediatrics 1992;89:1216–20.

17 Dannenberg A, Gielen A, Beilenson P, et al. Bicycle helmet laws and
educational campaigns: an evaluation of strategies to increase children’s
helmet use. Am J Pub Health 1993;83:57–63.

18 Ekman R, Schelp L, Welander G, et al. Can a combination of local, regional
and national information substantially increase bicycle-helmet wearing and
reduce injuries? Experiences from Sweden. Accid Anal Prev 1997;29:321–8.

19 Rodgers GB. Effects of state helmet laws on helmet use by children and
adolescents. Inj Prev 2002;8:42–6.

20 Leblanc JC, Beattie TL, Culligan C. Effect of legislation on the use of bicycle
helmets. CMAJ 2002;166:592–5.

21 Kanny D, Schieber RA, Pryor V, et al. Effectiveness of a state law mandating
use of bicycle helmets among children: an observational evaluation.
Am J Epidemiol 2001;154:1072–6.

22 Nansel TR, Overpeck M, Pilla RS, et al. Bullying behaviors among US youth:
prevalence and association with psychosocial adjustment. JAMA
2001;285:2094–100.

23 Aaro L, Wold B, Kannas L, et al. Health behavior in school children: A WHO
cross-national survey. Health Promotion 1986;1:17–33.

24 King A, Wold B, Smith C, et al. The health of youth. A cross-national survey.
Copenhagen: WHO Regional Publications; 1996, European Series No 6.

25 Currie C, Hurrelman K, Settertobulte W, et al. Health and Health Behavior
among Young People. Copenhagen: WHO Regional Office for Europe; 2000.
(Health Policy for Children and Adolescents (HEPCA) Series No 1).

26 Health Behavior in School-aged Children. Available at http://
www.hbsc.org/ (accessed August 2005).

27 Bryk AS, Raudenbush SW, Congdon R. HLM for Windows 4.03. Chicago:
Scientific Software, 1998.

28 Hox JJ. Applied multilevel analysis. Amsterdam: TT-Publikates, 1995.
29 Goldstein H.Multilevel statistical models. London: Institute of Education, 1999.

Key points

N Helmet use decreases as adolescent age increases
across all countries and is modestly associated with
parent involvement and other healthy behaviors.

N Cross national frequencies of bicycle helmet use among
young adolescents vary greatly between developed
countries that is partly (29.1%) explained by per capita
GDP.

N Countries with the highest rates of bicycle helmet use
also report some intervention programmes to promote
helmet use.

292 Klein, Thompson, Scheidt, et al

www.injuryprevention.com

 on 12 June 2008 injuryprevention.bmj.comDownloaded from 

http://injuryprevention.bmj.com


30 United Nations Economic Commission for Europe. Available at
www.unece.org/stats/trend (accessed August 2005).

31 Irvine A, Rowe BH, Sahai V. Bicycle helmet-wearing in Ontario. Can J Public
Health 2002;93:368–73.

32 McLellan L, Rissel C, Donnelly N, et al. Health behavior and the school
environment in New South Wales, Australia. Soc Sci Med 1999;49:611–19.

33 Miller PA, Binns HJ, Christoffel KK. Children’s bicycle helmet attitudes and use.
Association with parental rules. The Pediatric Practice Research Group. Arch
Pediatr Adolesc Med 1996;150:1259–64.

34 Midanik L. The validity of self-reported alcohol consumption and alcohol
problems: A literature review. Br J Addict 1982;258:357–82.

35 Hindelang MJ, Hisrschi T, Weis JG.Measuring delinquency. Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage Publications, 1981.

36 Needle R, McCubbin J, Lorence J, et al. Reliability and validity of adolescent
self-reported drug use in a family based study: a methodological report.
Int J Addict 1983;18:901–12.

37 Clark JP, Tifft LL. Polygraph and interview validation of self-reported deviant
behavior. Am Sociol Review 1966;31:516–23.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Phone driver jailed for killing two policemen

A
Swiss woman has been jailed for two and a half years for killing two French

policemen in a road accident 2 years ago. The 34 year old woman was sending a text
message as she drove down a motorway at 180 km/h with her children in the back

seat. She ploughed into a police van, killing two officers and seriously injuring two others.
The driver had just driven 1300 km from Spain and had only passed her driving test
3 months earlier. In addition to the prison sentence, she was fined J1300 and has been
banned from driving for 5 years.
Contributed by Ian Scott, from WRG FM website.
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