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1. The Objectives of the Symposia

The symposia were conducted for the purposes of reporting
the progress of selected programs in driver education and
of contributing to the effective implementation of recent
research findings in the field of driver education and
training.

The scope of these activities included presentations on
"the state of the art" in driver education and related
fields, the communication of the plans, policies, and
programs of the National Highway Safety Bureau to members
of both the public and non-public schools and the com-
mercial driving school communities, and the exchange of
information between the Notional Highway Safety Bureau and
the professionals in both communities.

II. Introduction

A. Invitation Network

A primary goal in conducting the symposia was to in-
volve the several kinds of people who are interested in
driver education and training. For both activities a total
of 1,338 invitations were extended.

Early in August, 1968, a meeting was held in Washington,
D.C., to make recommendations for invitees to the first
symposium. Included in this meeting were representatives
of the National Safety Council, the Nationa] Education
Association, the American Driver and Traffic Safety Educa-
tion Association, the National Highway Safety Bureau, and
the Institute for Educational Development. Categories
nominated for receiving invitations included stave board of
education members, state superintendents of education, high
school principals, school superintendents, state supervisors
of driver and traffic-safety education, university personnel
in charge of teacher training and/or research in driver
education, *eachers of driver education in public and non-
public schools, and representatives of quasi-public safety
organizations, the military services, professional national
traffic safety )rgenizations, the research community,
traffic court schools, and th-. press.

A similar meeting was convened in early September, 1968,
to make recommendations for invitees to the Commercial Driving
School Symposium. This initial meeting included officers of
the National Professional Driver Education Association,
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university personnel responsible for driver education and
training, owners of commercial driving schools, and staff
members of the Institute for Educational Development.
Additional suggestions for invitees were solicited from
American Driver and Traff5c Safety Education Association
and the National Highway Safety Bureau. A list of approxi-
mately 2,300 active commercial school owners, compiled in
a recent study of commercial schools by Dunlap and Associates,
Inc., was used to obtain names of driving school personnel
in all fifty states. Representatives of the commercial
driving schDols in the ten states with the greatest density
of schools were also asked to recommend invitees.

As with the first symposium, personnel expressing
interest in attending the symposium were obliged. For both
symposia a self-addressed, stamped reply postcard was sent
with each invitation. A follow-up letter requesting infor-
mation about attendance was mailed a few weeks after thu
initial invitation. The invitation letter is provided in
the Appendix, and list of symposia participants in
Section XI.

Selected commercial school driving instructors were
invited to participate as observers in the public and non-
public symposium held in December, and certain driver
educators associated with the public and non-public schools
were invited to participate in the January symposium.

Individuals representing other agencies or organiza-
tions working in driver education or a related fi.ald who
expressed interest in attending the symposium also received
invitations.

B. Symposium Attendance

Thirty-three states were represented at the December
symposium and one hundred and thirty-cne individuals parti-
cipated. The January symposium, which was designed for a
smaller group, had one hundred and twenty-two participants
from twenty-one states and two Canadian Provinces.

C. Design of the Symposia

The symposia were viewed by the Institute staff as an
endeavor in adult education. The presentations, seminars,
meals, and informal periods were scheduled in such a manner
as to provide a variety of settings within the symposia.
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The model for these events was designed to maximize
"two-way" conmunication between the presentors and partici-
pants. This was accomplished in 4 number of ways:

Boa one and five page abstracts of presentations
and biographical sketches were provided to the
participants prior to the symposia in order to
familiarize them with the program content and
personnel.

2. Certain participants were given texts of each
presentation ar.d requested to develop questions
which would follow in a general session after
each formal presentation.

3. Seminar groups were organized with the presentors
of papers as seminar leaders or resource personnel.
Assignment to groups was made to achieve as
hetero9enecus a seminar group as possible, based
upon professional area of work.

7.11 seminar groups were requested to formulate summary
comments and recommendations which were then presented to
all symposium participants in a general session. These
summary reports are included beginning on page 17.

The site selected for the symposia was The Drake-
Oakbrook Motel, Oakbrook, Illinois, a quiet setting with
few local diversions for the participants. Consequently,
"leisure time" during the symposium was generally spent
chatting informally with fellow symposium participants, and
two way communication was thus facilitated.

The Design of This Report

The format of this report is designed so that the
reader can first examinct the program. Page citations for
each document are k.rovided in the program to enable the
reader to find rapidly a particular speech or seminar report.

.ollowing two brief overviews (summaries of all events)
of both symposia are abstracts of the papers which were
presented, with a page designation for the full text of
each pape..7.

The summary reports from the seminars for each symposium
are provided in a separate section (page 289, 315), followed by
biographical sketches of the seminar leaders and recorders.
These reports contain suggestions for programs, policies, and
procedures in the field of driver education and training.
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The appendix contains a sample of the evaluation form
used in obtaining feedback about the symposia, and a copy of
the invitation letters.

The key sections of the proceedings can be found on
the following pages:

0 Programs for both symposia with page
citations of abstracts and page cita-
tions for the coalplete text of each
presentation.

Summary statements for both symposia

0

Abstracts of presentations.

Full text of presentations in alpha-
betical order by author.

Seminar groupings and se: inar reports.
December
January

January panel discussions.

Biographical sketches of general
session clairmen, seminar leaders,
and recorders

A list of the participants at both
symposia

Appendix
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page 7

page 17

page 35

page 43

page 289
page 315

page 337

page 359

page 367

page 381
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DECEMBER SYMPOSIUM

SUNDA Y, DECEMBER 1

1:00. 6 :00 REGISTRATION

4:30. 6 :0C RECEPTION

6:00 a 00 DINNER

OPENING REMARKS

A School Administrator Views Driver
Training Evaluation

Sidney Marland
INSTITUTE FOR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The Mission, Objectives, Organization, and
Programs of Me National Highway
Safety Berm)

William Torrants
NATIONAL HrGHWAY
SAFETY BUREAU

The Design of the Symposium

Robert Filep
INSTri UTE FOR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

8:00.10 00 ASSIGNED SEMINARS

What's on my Mind?

SEMINAR LEADERS SEMINAR RECORDERS

'_eon Brody
3ussis

Rol-ert Chapman
John Conger
Harry Harman
Harold Holmes
William Lybrand
Frederick McGuire
Gilbert Teal

9

'FOR A FULL TEXT OF THE PRESENTAT/ON, TI "RN
TO THE F',GE CITED.

Joe Casey
Jim Berry
Robert Nolan
James Aarol
Cissie Giedo
Dick Ellis
Patricic Waller
Robert Goff
Richard Tassel

9

TEXT' P 179

TEXT P. 195

Ti:XT P.4



MONDAY, DECEMBER 2

8:30.12:00 PRESENTATIONS

Evaluation Telling It As It Is
Reports of the 196,-7968 Research Studies

Evaluation of Driver Education
Telling It As It ls

Leon Brody ABSTRACT2 P. 37
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY TEXT P. 80

Driver Education and Training:
Evaluation Requirements and
Suggested Pions

William Lybrand
THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY

Driver Education and
Training

Gilbert Teal
DUNLAP AND ASSOCIATES, :NC.

Plan for Critical Appraisal
of Driver Education
Programs

Robert Chapman
INSTITUTE FOR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Toward A Comdrehensive Plan for
Evaluation of Driver Edvcation and
Training Programs

Harry Harmon
NATIONAL ACADEMY Or SCIENCES,
HIGHWAY RESEARCH BOARD

12:00.2:00 LUNCHEON

2:00- 5:00 ASSIGNED SEMINARS

Priorities and Planning

EVENING: INDIVIDUAL SCHEDULING

10
FOR AN ABSTRACT Oc THE PRESENTATION, TURN

TO THE PAGE CITED.
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ABSTRACT P. 39
TEXT P. 161

ABSTRACT P.41
TEX r P. 236

ABSTRACT P. 37
TEXT P.93

ABSTRACT P. 39
TEXT P. 137



TUESDAY, DECEMBER 3

8:30 !2:00 PRESENTATIONS

Plana, Programs, and Challe 7ges

Driver Education Today and Tomorrow

Norman Key
NATIONAL EDUCATION
ASSOCIATION

Safety Specio;ist Manpower for
Driver Education

ABSTRACT P. 39
TEXT P. 147

Tommy Bertone ABSTRACT P. 37

BOOZ, ALLEN and HAMILTON, INC. TEX1 P. 69

Research in Driver Education

John Conger ABSTRACT P. 38
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO TEXT P. 107

Modern Learning Principles and
Driver Education

Robert Gagne
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
BERKELEY

12:00. 2:00 LUNCHEON

2:00. 5:00 ASSIGNED SEMINARS

Reaiity and Rotionality

7:00. 9:30 DINNER

DISCUSSION

Incor du Proofs a Payoff in Driver
Edv:atior. Dther Crash Prevention Measures

ABSTRACT P. 38
TEXT P. 127

Robert Brenner
Deputy Director,
NATIONAL HIGHWAY SAFETY BUREAU TEXT P.45

WEDNE! PAY, DECEMBER 4

9:00.12:00 ASSIGNED SEMINARS

Quo Vodis

Written Evaluations for Seminars

12:00. 2:00 LUNCHEON

SUMMARY SESSION

3:00 ADJOURN

SEMINAR REPORTS Seminar Recorders
SUMMARY STATEMENT William Tarrants

11

11

TEXT
TEXT

P. 289
P. 19



JANUARY SYMPOSiUM

SUNDAY, JANUARY 26

4:0041:00 REGISTRATION

7:30. 9:30 BRIEFING AND DISCUSSION
Presenters, Seminar Leaders,
and Recorders

MONDAY, JANUARY 27

8:45- 8:50 Welcome

John Kennedy
INSTITUTE FOR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

8:50 9:30 The Mission, Ohjectives, Organization, and
Prcgrams of the Notional Highway
Safety Bureau

William Torrents
NATIONAL HIGHWAY
SAFETY BUREAU

9:30. 9:40 Protocol and Procedures

Robert Filep
INSTITUTE FOR
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

9'40-11.05 Driver Education and Training:
Evaluation Requirements and Suggested Plans

9:404 0:20 William Lybrand
THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY

10:2010:30 COFFEE

10:30-11:05 Driver Education and Training

Gilbert Teal
DUNLAP & ASSOCIATES, INC.

11:05.11 :15 DISCUSSION AND QUESTIONS

11:15.12:30 SEMINARS

(Continue throng.. Lunch)

TEX 1' P. 195

ABSTRACT2 P. 39
TEXT P. 161

ABSTRACT P. 41

TEXT P.236
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SEMINAR LEADERS SEMINAR RECORDERS

William Rhodes
John Kerrick
Mar land Strasser
Fletcher Platt
Warren Rumsfield
Thad Rarogiewicz
H.B. Vinson
Paul Hill

Tom Cheney
Paul 1-4aluln
Heinz Naumann
DeWayne MarsIonan
U. Hale Gamma!
William McCluskey
George Hensel

'tads

(Spec zers to Seri e as Roving Resource Personnel)

12:30-2:00 LUNCHEON

The Case (or Multiple Standards
In Driver Training

Warren Rumsfield
Founding President
NPDEP.

ABSTRACT P. 40

TEXT P. 181

2:00-2:40 Plan For Cri!ical Appraisal
cd Driver Education Programs

Robert Chapman
INSTITUTE FOR ABSTRACT P. 37

EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT TEX1 P. 93

2:40-3:20 Plans For Evaluating Driver
Training

Leon Brody
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

3:20-4:00 'toward a Comprehensive Plon for Evaluation
of Driver Education and Training Programs

Harry Harmai
NATIONAL ACADEMY OF
SCIENCES, HIGHWAY
RESEARCH BOARD

4:05-4:15 COFFEE

445.5:30 SEMINARS

13

13

ABSTRACT P. 37

TEXT P. 88

ABSTRACT P. 39
TEXT P 137



5.30- 8 :00 VISIT TO LOCAL COMMERCIAL
SCHOOLS

8:00. 8:45 PANEL

State Tests, RI: les and Regulations for
Commercial Schools and Instructors TEXT P. 352

Richard Dootson
CALIFORNIA

Thad Rarogiewicz
OHIO

John Woods
MASSACHUSETTS

8:45. 9:15 A Public.Commercia/ School Relationship

Donald Bruggeman
OHIO TEXT P. 357

TUESDAY, JANUARY 28

8:30- 9:10 Research in Driver Education

john Conger
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO

9:10. 9:50 Modern Leornim Principles
and Driver Education

Robert Gagne
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
BERKE' EY

9:50.10:00 COFFEE

10:00.10:35 The Survey of Commercial
Schools

ABSTRACT P.38
TEXT P. 137

ABSTRACT P. 38
TEXT P. 127

Gilbert Teal ABSTRACT P. 41
DUNLAP & ASSOCIATES, INC.

10:35.12 :00 SEMINARS

12:00.2 :00 LUNCHEON

TEXT P.246

Driver Education and the Commerci.1
Driving School

Robert Brenner
Deputy Director,
NATIONAL HIGHWAY
SAFETY BUREAU TEXT P. 56

14
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2:30-

3:15.

3:10

3:30

Problems of the Commercial Driving

H.B. Vinson
Post-President, NPDEA

COFFEE

Schools

ABSTRACT
TEXT

3:30. 5:30 SEMINARS

7:20. 8:00 The Highwoy Systems Research
Car

Fletcher Plott
FORD MOYOR COMPANY TEXT P. 339

8:00. 8:40 An Approach lo Driver
Training

Harold Sral rh
DRIVER IMPROVEMENT
INSTITUTE, INC. TEXT P. 344

8:40 9:20 Closed Circuit Television in a
MoSile Vehicle in Troffic

Alfred Finch
NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL TEXT P. 347

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 29

8:454 0:3 0 SEMINARS

Formulation Of Final Problem
and Solution Statements

10:30.10:45 COFFEE

10:45. 2:15 GENERAL SESSION

Reports from each Seminar
(ten minutes each) TEXT P. 315

12:15 LUNCHEON

Summary Stotement

Wi:liara Torrents
NATIONAL HIGHWAY
SAFETY BUREAU( TEXT P. 25

2:15 ADJOURN

15

15
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SUMMARY STATEMENT, DECEMBER SYM9OSIUMI

William E. Tarrants, Director
Office of Safety Manpower Development
National Highway Safety Institute
National Highway Safety Bureau

In my experience as a Bureau person involved in a lot of
contracts, I find that probably my most important role in
this exercise is periodically to read the work statement
so that we can keep in mind what it is we're trying to do
and what it is we've done once we've done it. So, if
you'll bear with me for a moment, I'll review the high-
lights of this work statement so that you can reflect on
your experience here these three days to determine your-
self whether or not the objectives were, in fact, realized.
You may have forgotten it, but I summarized these objectives
as the end of my talk last Sunday evening. We'll see now
how the proceedings since that time have met the intent of
the symposium. Let me quote from the work statement.

A major criticism of research in general is that the
findings, often obtained at a great cost, frequently
are not communicated to the practitioners. The pro-
posed symposium ,:ill be an important step in closing
this gap in the field of dri,-r education and training.
There is a need to report research findings and related
information to schooi, administrators and educators at
the secondary and higher educational levels. There is
also a need for an exchange of information concerning
plans and programs in driver education and training

1. This summary statement is provided to give the reader
an overview of the events that took place at the Symposium.
It was presented as a revie of the activity for the
Symposium participants by Dr. Tarrants. He Was assisted
with its preparation by Dr. Earl D. Heath, of the same
agency, who Was Contract Manager for the Symposium.
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and for a forum in which the major issues of this
field can be discussed. The objective of this
project is to conduct a national driver education
symposium for the purvse of reporting the progress
of selected pertinent programs in driver education
and, utilizing the experience and cooperation of
representative educators and others, contributing
to the effective implementation of recent research
findings in this field. The scope of this symposium
includes presentations on the "state of the art" in
driver education and related fields; the communica-
tion of plans, policies and programs of the National
Highway Safety Bureau to members of the driver
education community; and an exchange of information
between the NHSB and professionals associated with
driver education and training programs in public and
private schools."

Well, I think you can immediately see numerous things that
this symposium was intended to do and, hopefully, as you
reflect over your experiences here, you will conclude that
these objectives have, in fact, been realized. I think it
is appropriate at this time to review with you the high-
lights of some of the presentations. If you recall, Dr.
Marland reviewed with us how the school administrator looks
at driver education. He talked about the strong feelings
for and against driver education, and sampled scme of the
logic used by its protagonists and its antagonists. He
cited the seeming abundance of heat and the scarcity of
light on this subject. He concluded his remarks by stating
that many of the facts about driver education are thus
obscured. This presentation set the tone for the symposium
and served to introduce our purpose: the shedding of addi-
tional light on the subject and the two-way communication
of information.

In my presentatian on Sunday evening, I reviewed the organi-
zational structure, mission, and some of the major programs
of the National Highway Safety Bureau and its components,
along with the mandates given to the Bureau by the legis-
lative enactments of 1966. I then reviewed the major driver
education-related research conducted by the Bureau and out-
lined the objectives of this symposium. Dr. Filep then
discussed with us the design of the symposium.

On Monday morning, we heard from the principal investigators
of each of the four driver education evaluation studies, and
from the principal investigator for the follow-on contract
with the National Academy of Sctences. Dr. Brody of New
York University acknowledged that the ultimate objective of
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driver education is to reduce the frequency and severity of
highway accidents, but stressed the need for determining
the specific forms that driver education should take to
enable its objectives to be met with more effectiveness and
efficiency. Dr. Brody saw improved teacher preparation as
the most critical need in driver education today, and
stressed the need to structure the total educational process
to fit the development of safe individuals.

Dr. Lybrand of the American University developed the rationale
that real-world driving performance must be utilized as the
yardstick for driver education and training payoff evalua-
tion. A unique contribution of his study was the beginning
of a driving performance analysis conducted within the
context of a systems approach to a man-machine task analysis.
Dr. Lybrand stressed the use of standardized field perfor-
mance tests for operational evaluation purposes by the
states and a simulator for long-term NHSB pahoff evaluation
studies.

Dr. Teal reminded us that accident statistics, as they are
presently maintained on a state-by state basis, are inap-
propriate for weaningful evaluation research in the area
of driver education. He stated that because of the inade-
quate driver education information base, it was not possible
for his group to recommend a long-term evaluation plan. As
an immediate short-term evaluation approach, he recommended
adaptation of Section D-6 of Evaluation Criteria, devtioped
by the National Study of Secondary School Evaluatior.
Dunlap and Associates, Inc. as a part of its work, also
surveyed the commercial driving school community throughout
the United States.

Dr. Chapman, reporting for the Institute for Educational
Development, told us of the unique study group approach
used by his organization, and of this group's recommenda-
tions for evaluating driver education programs. The study
group identified three alternative evaluation plans:

Plan I concerned the nuality of the learning experience
provided by the driver education program and focused on
the program's "openness" and capacity to "grow."

Plan II employed a test of driver proficiency, derived
from required real-world behavior by expert opinion,
to determine program effectiveness.

Plan III utilized a validated test of driver proficiency
to examine a broad range of influences and interventions
upon the acquisition and maintenance of driver profi-
ciency over the long term.

21
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The study group recommended that all three plans be imple-
mented concurrently. Dr. Chapman cited two of the over-
riding objectives of driver education programs; namely:
avoidance of accidents and improved traffic flow.

Following the reviews of the evaluation approaches recom-
mended by the four contractors, Mr. Harry Harman of the
Educational Testing Service, the principal investigator for
the study being conductea by the National Academy of Sciences,
explained the plan for synthesizing the results of the four
studies and for introducing other recommendations. He
suggested that this is an example of the use of applied
science to solve a practical problem. The Academy is
addressing itself to the task of formulating plans for a
nation-wide evaluation of driver education. A variety of
disciplines is represented in the group which is chaired
by Dr. C. West Churchman cf the University of California
(Berkeley). The evaluation paradigm developed by the group
includes the identification of traffic related tasks and the
determination of objectives for driver education programs.
He acknowledged that accident reduction is but one measure
of driver proficiency. He then outlined the parameters for
short-term and long-term evaluation proposals for driver
education programs.

Hopefully, during these three days, you've had ample oppor-
tunity to discuss the remarks of the principal investigators
.pith them and to clarify or expand on various points of
interest. The completed studies, as we mentioned, are now in
the Bureau's release process and will soon be available from
the Clearinghouse for Federal Scientific and Technical Infor-
mation (CFSTI), 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia
22151. I am confident that you will find much information
in each of the reports that will be interestitig and helpful
to you.

In the assigned seminars, we attemptec to provide a mix of
experience and interest. From the reports I have received,
and the seminars I have visited, it has been evident that
the groups took their assignments very seriously. They
worked hard to identify problem areas in evaluation, as
they see them, and to formulate alternate plans for approach-
ing these problems.

On Tuesday morning, we moved on to some different problem
areas. We heard Dr. Norman Key from the National Education
Association review the progress of driver education and
some of the problems it faces and how it is meeting these
challenges. He identified some positive specific actions
which are required if driver education is to advance
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qualitatively. A striking statistic, and one which all of
us will remember I'm sure, is that the average driver educa-
tion program today has three-tenths of one percent of the
high school students' 12,000 hours of instructional time.

Dr. Conger reviewed his and related studies in he field of
driver education. He nointed out the fact th,.t, historically,
driver education has been justified in terms of its presumed
effect on accidents and violations. Now, he said, the
better designed and controlled studies have generally
failed to find significant evidence for the effectiveness
of driver education programs based on these criteria. Dr.
Conger called for an investigation of the driving task,
with attention to how new approaches to driver education
can be developed and tested with attention to training for
emergency situations, and with more imagination in the
teaching of skills and attitudes.

Dr. Gagne discussed "Modern Learning Principles and Driver
Education." He reviewed conclusions about learning derived
from other areas which have relevance to driver education.
Citing "good driving" as a -;omplex task, he cautioned
against assuming that there some single essence to it.
He saw "good driving" not as a matter of proper fundamental
skills or as a matter of proper attitude but, rather, as
both of these things plus many more. Dr. Gagne stated that
if competent driving is a complex matter, it should be
possible to reduce this complexity by identifying different
types of learning that are involved in the separate kinds
of performance required. Designing effective instruction
for driving was viewed by Dr. Gagne as first, identifying
both terminal and component skills, and second, setting up
reasonable conditions under which they can be learned.

Mr. Bertone of Booz, Allen & Hamilton, Inc., reviewed the.
"Safety Specialist Manpower Study" as it related to driver
education. Based on data relating to the sixteen highway
safety program standards, accumulated from among the 50
states, 36 job titles were identified, including four
pertaining to driver education (Driver Training Program
Specialist, Driver Education Supervisor, Driver Education
Teacher, and Driver Retraining Instructor). For each job
t:tle identified in the study, a job description is presented
and estimates of required manpower are provided by year from
1968 through 1977. Tao study provided information on man-
power requirements, manpower resources, and manpower train-
ing capacity within the states. The study concludes by
suggesting several actions that states may take to assure
adequate staffing of highway safety programs, including
driver education.
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Yesterday we also had the opportunity to listen to the second
thoughts of the principal investigators and had the added
opportunity to ask questions.

Last evening, we heard a presentation by Dr. Robert Brenner,
Jeputy Director of the Highway Safety Bureau. After re-
viewing the mandate given to the Bureau by the Highway Safety
Act of 1966, Dr. Brenner, I believe, dispelled any notion
that anyone may have had with regard to the Bureau's position
on driver education. The Bureau is obviously not opposed to
driver education, but it does have a mandate to see that all
highway safety program elements, including driver education,
contribute to the reduction of death, injury, and property
damage on the highway. Dr. Brenner pointed out that driver
education is but one of several ways of approaching the problem
of reducing highway crashes, and that driver education is but
one of several ways of attempting to alter or control driver
performance. re suggested that driver education must compete
with other traffic accident countermeasures for limited
financial resources. He said there can be no "sacred cows"
in highway safety. When asked why the Bureau has sponsored
research into methods by which driver education program
effectiveness can be evaluated when other areas of education
are not similarly evaluated, Dr. Brenner reminded the audience
that the mission of the Bureau is highway safety and not
education per se. We must evaluate the effectiveness of the
programs we Fupport in terms which are meaningful to our safety
objectives. In answer to the question as to why driver educa-
tion is not now listed as a high priority item, Dr. Brenner
said that the two criteria used in determining the present
priority order include (1) evidence of payoff in terms of
injury and death reduction and, (2) program elements which
will provide a foundation for obtaining such evidence in the
future. Dr. Brenner repeatedly reminded us that the Bureau
is not opposed to driver education, but that the Bureau is
interested in learning how driver education stands competi-
tively when compared to other highway accident countermeasures.

This morning was spent by most of you in reviewing the posi-
tion papers of the seminar groups, and we've just heard the
presentation of these at our general session. I hope I've
treated the speakers fairly in my summary comments. We at
the Bureau sincerely hope that each of you has profited from
this information exchange and that there is now more light on
the subject of driver education, particularly as it is viewed
by the Bureau. I was pleased to hear Dr. Brenner say last
evening that: more meetings of this type are needed to expedite
information flow and to obtain reactions from practitioners
who see and deal with problems daily. I've personally
enjoyed this opportunity to speak face-to-face with you and
to discuss the various issues that are vitally imn-prtant to
each of you and to the Bureau. Thank you for your truly
diligent efforts.
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SUMMARY STATEMENT, JANUARY SAPOSIUM1

William E. Tarrants, Director
Office of Safety Manpower Development
National Highway Safety Institute
National Highway Safety Bureau

I would like to review briefly for you some of the high-
lights of the symposium in which you have participated for
the past three days.

The purpose of the symposium was to report the progress of
selected pertinent programs in driver education and training,
and, utilizing the experience and cooperation of represen-
tative commercial driving school administrators and instructors,
to contribute to the effective implementation of recent
research findings in this field. Whether the National
Highway Safety Bureau has succeeded in achieving this
objective, perhaps only you can tell us. We hope that tne
immediate goals of the symposium have been achieved and that
perhaps some long-term benefits will be realized as well.

We began on Sunday evening with a briefing for the presentors,
the eight seminar leaders, and the recorders.

On Monday corning, Dr. John Kennedy, Vice-President, Institute
for Educational Development, welcomed you officially to the
symposium and outlined our goals and objectives.

I reviewed for you the history, scope, and mission and
described some of the programs of the National Highway
Safety Bureau, the sponsor of this symposium.

Dr. Robert Filep, Director of Studies, Institute for Educa-
tional Development, and Project Director for this symposium,
reviewed the program, procedures, and ground rules for our
meeting.

1. This summary statement is provided to give the reader
an overview of the events that took place at the Symposium.
It was presented as a review of the activity for the
Symposium participants by Dr. Tarrants. He was assisted
with its preparation by Dr. Earl D. Heath, cf the same
agency, who was Contract Manager for the Symposium.
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Dr. William Lybrand of the American University was the first
of four principal investigators working on the driver educa-
tion evaluation project to report his findings. He indicated
that his group approached the evaluation task from two
perspectives. First, his group conducted its study within
a "systems analysis" framework. Second, they regarded
evaluation of any education and training course to be better
'nerved by objective data, that is, data resulting from direct
measurement of student behavior rather than by subjective
data resulting from judgments of individuals about student
behavior. His group presented short, intermediate, and
long-range evaluation plans. The short-range plan recommended
a survey of driver education and training courses, first, to
assess the extent to which learning experiences with high
content validity relative to real-world driving performance
are being included, and second, to determine the amount of
supervised practice which is being given in common and
critical driving tasks. As an intermediate-range plan, his
group suggested a technique to stimulate use of the vast
reservoir of experience in improving driver education and
training programs that lies within the instructors who
conduct them. He suggested that, if we put evaluation
instruments in the hands of teachers cr instructors, they
can be expected to adjust their programs in innovative
and imaginative ways. The long-range plan recommended by
the American University focuses on the development of a
whole-task simulator. One simulator was recommended for
each FHWA region. The simulator would be placed in a
mobile van, which could be used as a continual evaluation
instrument within each region.

Dr. Gilbert Teal, Vice-President, Dunlap and Associates, Inc.,
reported on his group's approach. The Dunlap projczt was
accomplished in three phases, consisting of a comprehensive
review of the major aspects of driver education, the identifi
cation anJ definition of alternative approaches to the
evaluation problem, and the selection of an appropriate,
economical, and practical short-term plan within the present
and anticipated "state of the art." The recommended evalua-
tion instrument for the short-range program is an approach
called Evaluative Criteria, developed by the National Study
of Secondary School Evaluation. A long-term evaluation plan
was not recommended by Dunlap and Associates, Inc., because
of what it termed the inadequate driver education informa-
tion base in the several states.

During our luncheon on Monday, Mr. Warren Rumsfield, Founding
President of the National Professional Driver Education
Association, spoke on the growth of the driving school
industry and presented the case for "multiple standards"
in driver training. He pointed out that, while the driver
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training school industry itself still has not produced
significant scientific research, it has financed driver
training research c)nducted by the National Safety Council.
He mentioned some of the misunderstandings which he felt
existed between the commercial driving school industry and
those involved in driver educatIon programs of public and
private secondary schools, and expressed the hope that these
misunderstandings can be resolved so that the time and
energies involved can be spent on constructive activities.

He underscored the pride of his group in its extensive
reforms and improvements made over the past ten years, and
acknowledged that much remains to be done. Mr. Rumsfield
expressed strong opposition to a "single standard" for
driver education which has been advocated by some secondary
school practitioners. He also questioned what he ternicad the
"30 and 6 attitude building concept of driver education" and
the use of 'carious driver education program adjuncts, such
as simulators and driving ranges, as substitutes for actual
behind-the-wheel instruction. Mr. Rumsfield quoted extensively
from the late Dr. Edward A. Tenney's book The Highway Junglel

to reinforce his views on the difference between driver
education and driver training. In closing Mr. Rumsfield said
that the commercial driving school industry asks only for the
opportunity to serve and to prove that it can do an effective
job in reducing highway deaths and injuries.

Oa Monday afternoon, Dr. Robert Chapman, Institute for
Educetional Development, reported on the third of the four
driver education evaluation studies. In approaching its
task, the IED convened a Study Group of nine expert consul-
tants representing disciplines relevant to this field.
This group met monthly tc develop evaluation plans with full
realization of the need for a systems approach to improving
traffic safety and traffic flow. The Study Group concen-
trated its attention on one component of the traffic system,
the driver, and upon improving his proficiency. The group
felt that three distinct issues had to be faced in order to
develop an appropriate evaluation plan:

1. What are the driver performance variables
that contribute to effective driving in the
real world?

1. Edward A. Tenney, The Highway Jungle. New York:
Exposition Press, 1962.
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(2) To what extent and how can performance on
these variables be influenced?

(3) What.. interventions for influencing driver
proficiency are feasible?

The Study Group identified three alternative evaluation plans
worthy of consideration:

Plan I concerned the quality of the learning
experience provided by the driver education
program and focused on the program's "openness"
and capacity to "grow."

Plan II employed a test of driver proficiency,
derived from required real-world behavior by
expert opinion, to determine program effective-
ness.

Plan III utilized a validated test of driver
proficiency to examine a broad range of
influences and interventions upon the acquisi-
tion and maintenance of driver proficiency over
the long tem.

For purposes of the evaluation program, the Study Group
developed tests of driver proficiency that, in its opinion
represent considerable improvement over tests that are now
available.

The Study Group concluded that its three plans must be
implemented concurrently to provide complementary evaluation
techniques if driver preparation programs are to be progres-
sively improved on the basis of adequate empirical evidence.
The group felt that only in this way can traffic safety be
removed from the realm of folklore, .1nd the necessary
scientific and technical knowledc )e brought to bear on the
problem.

Finally, Dr. Leon Brody, Direct, of Research, The Center for
Safety, New York University, v.,,orted on the plan for
evaluating driver education developed by his group. The
research design suggested takes into account the many
variables that may influence the effectiveness of driver
education. In this design, preference was given to techniques
relating to accident reduction. The principal investigator
developed an alternate design that accepts driver education
and training as a)iomatically desirable and then concentrates
on comparing different kinds of programs by identifying and
measuring student achievement. The alternate design involves
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a detailed definition of the driving task and immediate
post-teaching measurements of student achievement.

In commenting on commercial driving schools, Dr. Brody
mentioned that there is little information on a national
scale, regarding their organization, supervision, and
programs. He specul,2ted that the development of a
research design for assessing the quality of commercial
school driver training programs mig:.t be even more com-
plicated than designs for evaluating high school programs
because of the relative lack of information about the
many variables involved. Ee called for attention to the
crucial question: "Can the standards recommended for
commercial school programs differ from those recommended
for high school progra,s?"

Dr. Brody stated that:

- - The critical factor in education effective-
ness will reside in instructor competence.

- - Extensive certification requirements for
instructors are not necessary.

-- Certification requirements should include
courses in basic and advanced driver educa-
tion, plus a foundations course in methods
of teachilg.

Finally; Dr. Brody state(' that there simply cannot be one
best way of reaching people how to drive. He further
questioned why the number of hours should be fixed for all
courses, in view of existing individual differences in
capacity and background. He also cautioned against
interrupt'ng current progtams while searching for more
offeee.ve methods of measuring program effectiveness.

Harry H. Harman of the Educational Testing Service, a sub-
contractor for the Nationel Academy of Sciences, reviewed
the first of the follow-on studies to the four driver
education evaluation projects. The Academy of Sciences
project is one of a series designed to provide guidance to
the National Highway Safety Bureau on the problem of
evaluation in this field. The NHSB contracted with he
National Academy of Sciences to synthesize the information
contained in the four driver education reports and to
recommend plans for evaluating driver education programs
on a national basis. On the basis of the results of this
project and by whatever other means are appropriate, the
Bureau plans to validate and then to implement evaluation
plans for driver education and training programs. Mr.
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Harman reviewed the National Academy of Science's progress
toward accomplishing the five tasks within the general
cbjective of this study. By means of this and future
research, the Bureau is preparing the groundwork for
scientific evaluation of driver education programs and
program elements.

On Monday evening, a panel consisting of Richard Dootson of
California, Thad Rarogiewicz of Ohio, and John Woods of
Massachusetts discussed many of the problems of state
licensing tests and state rules and regulations relating
to commercial driving schools. An example of how far we
have to go became evident when Mr. Woods reported that his
state had not yet defined a "commercial driving school" or
a "classroom instructor."

Later, Don Bruggeman of Ohio discussed problems arising out
of contractual agreements between commercial driving schools
and public secondary schools to provide instruction in the
practice driving phase. He reported that no contract had
yet been cancelled because of unsatisfactory performance
on the part of the commercial driving school.

Tuesday morning, we invited people who have worked or are
working on projects related to driver education, or training
in ge':eral, to discuss their findings and observations.

The first of these was Dr. John J. Conger, Vice-President
of the University of Colorado, who talked about the "state
of the art" of research in driver education. He reviewed
for us much of the non-government sponsored research in the
field. One of the most important of his observations was
that preexisting personality characteristics might serve
as a selective factor in driver education, and thus should
be controlled in one way or another in studies of driver
education program effectiveness. Other significant
observations he presented supported the fact that reputable
studies indicate that accident and violation rates may be
influenced by exposure (miles driver per year under val.ious
driving ccnditions), age, sex, socioeconomic status, educa-
tion, intelligence, and other variables. Dr. Conger made
some suggestions on how these variables could be controlled.
He also cautioned us about speaking of the trained driver
versus the untrained driver. He stated that these terms are
not precisely accurate. Finally, he called for us to avoid
cliche's and myths, and, worst of all, the bland perpetuation
of obvious error. In closing, Dr. Conger stated that we all
face a challenge and a responsibility to exercise all the
ingenuity we can muster to learn more about the nature of
the human-task interaction that is driver education, to
develop ways of improving it, and to investigate its effects
in a reliable and valid manner.
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Dr. Robert Gagn..-( of the University of California at Berkeley
discussed "Modern Learning Principles and Driver Education."
He reviewed the components Df the complex task of driving
a motor vehicle effectively and discussed the varieties and
the cumulative nature of learning. Effective instruction,
according to Dr. Gagne, can be viewed as a !Ratter of
1) identifying both terminal and component skills, and
2) setting up reasonable conditions under which these skills
can be learned. The limits of lecturing and simmlation for
imparting selected knowledge and skill increments were
stressed.

Dr. Gilbert Teal, who on Monday had discussed the driver
education and training project for which he was principal
investigator, reviewed in detail that part of his investiga-
tion pertaining to the survey of commercial driving schools.
On the basis of this survey he concluded that: some 2,200
commercial driving schools employ a probable 12,000 instructors,
maintain an estimated 11,300 driver training cars, and teach
somewhere in the neighborhood of one and three-quarters
million people each year. Dr. Teal reviewed the types of
services provided by these schools; the length of time
they have been in business; information on student load,
age, and sex distribution; the hours of instruction; and
information on training aids and teaching techniques. He
also presented information on instructors, classroom topics

. covered, the range of instruction inclu'led in the practice
driving phase, methods of program evaluation, and state
regulation and control of commercial driving schools. This
survey helped fill the void in published material on the
subject of commercial driving schools in the United States.

Dr. Robert Brenner, Deputy Director, National Highway Safety
Bureau, presented the luncheon address on Tuesday. He
identified the work of the commercial driving school industry
as par"; of a unified approach to reducing highway crashes.
However, le said that some very tough questions must be
asked and swered with regard to how much of our resources
can be invested in driver education. Dr. :irenner stated
that the modification of driver performance f.s byt one way
of reducing highway crashes and that driver education is
but one way of modifying driver performance. He said that
driver education, must compete with other countermeasures for
limited available resources. All highway crash counter-
measures must pass the test of effectiveness. The mission
of the National Highway Safety Bureau is highway safety; not
education as such. Thus, the NHSB is not evaluating driver
education as an educational enterprise, but as a highway crash
countermeasure. The NHSB is interested in buying the most
effective .!ountermeasures available, whether they relate to
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crash prevention (e.g., driver education), or crash sur-
vivability (e.g., seat belts).

Dr. Brenner stated that drivel education is necessary, but
that there are many unsolved questions associated with it,
whether it is taught in the public or private secondary
school or in the commercial school. It is an area which
has been replete with tradition, but which lacks supportive
scientific evidence. In establishing priorities, the NHSB
gave high priority ratings to those highway safety programs
and program elements which have demonstrated their effective-
ness and to those which are associated with foundation
building activities. Conversely, low priorities were
assigned to those program el,,ments which largely had tradi-
tion supporting their effectiveness. A ceiling has been
imposed on states with regard to the amount which can be
spent on driver education. This does not pertain to
research in driver education, however. Unhappily, at this
time, there is no research that will permit a "yea" or "nay"
as to its effectiveness. Dr. Brenner said that it would be
interesti.ig to see how graduates of commercial driving school
programs shape up when compared to graduates of other programs.
But before this can be done, it will be necessary to agree
on objectives and to develop appropriate evaluation Instru-
ments. He cited driver licensing as one measure of driver
education program effectiveness and also as a contributor to
the education process. Finally, Dr. Brenner cited the need
for more opportunities for information flow such as has been
provided by this symposium.

Following Dr. Brnner's presentation, Mr. H. B. Vinson, Past
President, National Professional Driver Education Association,
discussed the problems of commercial driving schools. He
cited some of the difficulties faced by operators of commer-
cial schools over the years, and identified those problems
which have been resolved as well as some of those for which
solutions are yet to be found. Mr. Vinson read excerpts from
various leyislation and other literature citing what he
described as unscrupulous practices on the part of some
state agencies, along with other excerpts which were presented
as examples of practices which are discriminatory against
commercial driving schools. The instances cited by Mr.
Vinson described such diverse subjects as the sale of used
driver training cars as "new" vehicle;, and the lack or
adequate public liability coverage for students in some
public school programs. Mr. Vinson reviewed at length the
efforts of the National Professional Driver Education
Association during the time which preceded the passage of
the highway safety legislation in 1966, and the actions
taken by the commercial driviny school industry to assure
that the commercial schools are not oiscrim:Inated against.
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On Tuesday evening, we heard presentations by Fletcher Platt
of the Ford Motor Company, who describea the Highway Systems
Research Car Study; Harold Smith, of the Driver Improvement
Institute, Inc., who discussed selected elements of the
dri "ing system which he developed; and Alfred Finch of the
National Safety Council, who discussed and demonstrated the
use of closed circuit television in a vehicle in traffic and
some of its exciting possibilities.

Almost eight hours were made available to the seminar groups,
for the purpose of defining and discussing their most critical
problems and developing recommendations for resolving these
problems. During these sessions, from what I have observed
and from what others have told me, there was considerable
input frog: information received from the formal presentations
preceding the seminar sessions.

I have been very favorably impressed with the attention you
have given to the speakers, with the interest and enthusiasm
you have displayed during two and one -ha]f very long days,
and with the meaningful questions which you have posed for
our speakers. The speakers have expressed to me their
appreciation for your responsiveness as an audience.

As I said at the beginning of this summary, only you can
tell us whether the objectives of the symposium have been
achieved. We hope that they have been. We intend th13 to
be the first in a series of similar symposia with the
objective of establishing and maintaining communications
among the research community, the National Highway Safety
Bureau, the various professional organizations, and the
practitioners iii the field of public and private secondary
and comnercial school driver education and training.

Thank you for your many contributions to our program and
for coming to our meeting.

Best wishes for continued success in your highway safety
effort.
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AFETT SPECIALIST MANPOWER FOR DRIVER EDUCATION

Tommy L. Sartone

Betwmen June 1967 and October i966, inc.. Allen i Hamilton undertook study for the Natinnel Biohway

Safety Btresu to examine the tank of staffing state highway safety programs. This paper report the wore

of rkar study es it applies to driver education.

The enemy Ucal primarily with state government employees requiring technical knowledge uniquely relevant
to carrying out highway nafety programs end for whom specialised, formal training is required. Several

job title. normally outside state government employment nynteen are examined, including those of Driver
Education Teacher and Driver Education Supervisor. Personnel of commercial driver education achcols are

completely excluded.

Empirical data for the study was gathared in field visits to all SO states. Based upon data accumulated
in the states. 36 safety epecialist job title. are identified, including I pertaining to drier education.
Tor each nafety epecialint job title identified, a job description is presented sou entlmate of required
manpower ere provided by Year from 1969 to 1977. Three estimates are provided for each jot. title. One

estimate was obtained diroCtly from state officials during field visits. The other two. a realistic
maximum and a realistic minimum intimate, are anslyticel alternatives developed !ndependent., by Boca,
Allen a Hamilton staff.

The study estimate. manpower resources evaliable to staff high.), Safety programa and enelysos obstacle.
to edequete staffing. It concludes that, for most highway safety programs, fulfillment of minimum
requirement. by 1977 seem, to be reasonable expectation. Fulfillment of maximum requirements seers

doubtful. However, for driver education, difficulty may even be orperienced in filling minimum requirements
because of inc ***** d entry education specification..

The study ooncludes by a:seating several action that states ma, take to insure adequate staffing of

highway eafety prograys, including driver education.

EVAlUATIOM Of DRIVE, LOUCAT7011 TELLING 07 AS II IS

leo, Irady

1. norformance of any teak must be learned.

2. Therefore, debating the need for driver edu U., whatever it nature. is purely academic-a tempest

in teapot.

3. There is, to date, no incontrovertible evidence of
scientific nature that driver education her Dr

has not reduced highway accidents.

I. The problem that doe. exist le how to accommodate driver education in educational graters, public any

private.

S. another problem le how to imorove the structure of much program:, continually, so in to improve the

viiiiA and effiGIISEX of learning.

9. Guidelines toward the latter objective are r,reeettly derived largely from ...deject:vs recommendation

of experienced instructional personnel.

7. Mc..* of the complexity of the traffic nafety problem as result of the m 14 variables involved,

the potential of experimental or quasi-experimental studies tr provide base, for guid^lines remains

undetermined, and tits is likely to be the cane for mom time to come.

PLAN FDA CRITICAL APPRAISAL Of DRUM EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Robert L. Chapman

The instivute for tdcaLlORIll Development convened nine expert connultants, teprinenting re event
disciplines, to deny. lop a plan for the National Miyhesy Safety Bureau for evaluating the r.fectivenens of
current or proposed driver education and training progr

Three leaves hid to be faced,

What Sr. drive: performance variables that contributed to effective drivin; in the reel aorld?

To what extent and low can performance on these variable, be influenced?

What Intervention. to influence driver proficiency are feaaiNle?

The Study Group identified three alternative evaluation plans worthy of conaiderations

Plan
Oe'InZr1:14:ar:1!4.Xe:: le ."4"and capacity

to 'Way..

Plan III 'Evaluating :Timer Proficiency. This plan employs tees of driver proficiency, derived from
required real-world behavior by expert opinion.

Plan Ill, Validating_ Prrme Affertivensle. This plan %Italia', validated tent of driver prof cis cy
cr-iiltainne a broad -enge Triiirruences, end interventions, upon the ecquieition and

maintenance Of driver proficiency over the long term.

As the result of comparing the tone:its and ehortOrmeing, and the short- and long-term implication. of
each of the plane, the Study Group concluded that the three plane arm not independent approaches to
evelsam,ng driver preparntlon programs but are complementary, iterative phRIea of an overall, integrated
evaluation plan. The (tidy Croup therefore risoommended that Plena I, fr. end III b. ime1onented
concurrently.

37

33



RESEARCH IN DRIVEN EDUCATION

John J. Conger

Mounting national concern with motor vehicle deaths sod disabilities has brought all elements of the
highway safety scene under increasingly sharp scrutiny, including the effectiveness of driver education
programs. In the past, these prcgrants have been ;ustified to the public !sagely in terms of studies
pre.umably indicating their effectiveness in markedly reducing accidents and, to lesser extent,
violations. However, many of these studies were lacking in adequate scientific controls for the poeeible
influence on accident and violation rate. of factors other than driver educad n itself. More r- ant
and better roc, rolled stud es have generally failed to find significant evidence for the effectiveness of
current driver education p ogress in reducing sccidents and violations. Implications of these findings
are reviewed.

Cueetlons relating to appropriate goals for driver education programs, methods of improving driver education
procedures, and problems of conducting research in this field are discussed also.

CLOSED CIRCUIT 3E1E111510N IN A MOCLE VEHICLE IM TRAFFIC

Fired C. Finch

Pollowing the principles of micro- teaching being .seed effectively at the tni,orsIty level in teacher
preparation, a system was designed to use the properties of instant pl.yback to measure driving perforrance.

The presentation consists of a report of the feasibility study designed by the Motor Transportation and
Research Departs. 6'. of the National Safety Council as conducted by co-inve.tigitors Lynn Vessel and
Frazier Dacron of tie University of oisconsin under contract to the National Safety Council.

The cavort includes a discussion of the operating properties and characteristics cf closed circuit
television using mobile power. It also reports the study design to measure the feasibility of video
tap- playback.

Conclusions and discussions of poeilible uses of mobile closed circuit television in driver training and
driver improvement follow the conclusion that it is feasible to use CCTV to measure driving performance.

MODERN LEARNING PRINCIPLES AND DRIVER EDUCATION

NObert M. Gagne

Even from a carfare viewpoint, being a good automobile driver is evidently a complex effsir. It surely must
include the following comPoDento.

1. Moving the vehicle at near -tern speeds in various directions and into 21.-es of restri".ted
dimensions.

2. Moving the vehicle at moderate to high speeds in a manner which follows certain eater
reference triacks,. such as those of road edge, including going around corners and c

3. Driving on road and highways containing other vehicles, people, or object.. in such a manner es
ti avoid collleions

1. Executing signals, braking, and other Acta whose ef:ect ie to aid the progress and safety of
other drivers and vehicles.

In moderate to high speed driving, responding to unpredictable events by carrying cut proper
actions and emergency procedures.

6. Carrying out procedures which are legally prescr ibed. regarding such a ca as speed control,
stopping at intersections, signalling, parking, and many othere.

If good diving iv such complex Matter, one surely must avoid, first of all, my assumption that there Is
acme single essence to It, one cannot say rea Li stic,Ily good driving is 'really' matter of proper
funlaFeT,aid skills, or matter of proper attitude., nothing more. On the contrary, good driving / 511
thus things. The skills and attitudes relevant to each one of them must be learned. None can be omitted.

varteties of Learning. One of the ideas from the field of learning eeeeee .fi which ' .n usefully be applied
to th, p-FiElegir-Yr-airting instruction is that there are different varieties of tear lng, each leading to

different kind o: c.tlbtlilY, end each requiring 3 different set of instructional conditions (G,
1465. 1:67'. If co-pecont d 'lying is a complex ma'ter, then it should be possible to reduce this complexity
by idehtifying the different types of learning that are involved in the separate kinds cf performance
required.

The Cumulative Nature of learning. There is still another characteristic of the 1. inning process which
profitabiTt-i t Tnto account in designing instruction for sot, driving. This is the cumulative matur,
of learning eifecte. Py this is meant the fact that learning not only establishes capabilities for
carrying out specific performances on the part of the learner, but in each such instance it also provides
a residue - -a potentiality for positive transfer to further learning.

Ice fiction. Designing effective instruction for driving can thi.s be viewed a matter Of first, iden-
FT/Fies terminal and m.mponent ekl118, and second, setting up real-noble cond.tion. under which they
or, le learned. he right conditions for instructic, are going to vary ..ith the nature of what is teing
learned.

The total aim of driver education and tleining remain. one of having the student !earn 821 cf the skill,
and techniques he needs to be good driver, freaurebly, this Mears than a suitable u iety cf in-
sir itional condition, must be delOgned and used.
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TOWARD A COMPRFWENSIVE PLAN FOR fVALUATION OF DRIVER EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

Henry N. Mermen

An interesting approach to devising means of evaluating driver education programs is recounted first. This
involves all five papers of this section of the Symposium Chen follow. the rpecific charge of the prolect,
namely, the 'election end/or synthesis 0, previously recommended technique., or the introductirn of new
method., for the development of nationwide validation p/line for driver education and training program,

Th. work on the project has not yet been coMpletsi, so obviously it is not possible to disclose the contents
of report that does rot exist. However, our approach and scam c! our considerations for evaluation of
driver educstion are presented. These cover procedures that can be developed and implemented In the next
year or two as well as suggestions for longer range, and necessarily lees specific, planning. In the short
tee, emphasi, probably should be placed on careful analysis of the driving task and clearer definitions of
the objectives of driver education; the evsluation must, perforce, be based on program content rather then
individual driver performance. Any long-term activity should provide research opportunities, including
advanced scientific and taChnical means, that hopefully Can lead to meaningful operational evaluation
procedure.. Several different ways of looking at the long-ter, plan are considered. The strategy of the
total evaluation plan involves an iterative principle whereby inputs from the short-term activity would
suggest ideas to be tested, and interim results from the long-term activity would modify and improve earlier
operational instrument, and procedures.

As a general principle, any proposal for evaluation of driver education and training pet ;ruse rust be
sufficiently specific to provide a clear guide as to the course to fellow, but genera,. enough to allow
sufficient degrees of freedom for tne investigator to be able to work effectively, including the exploration
of some unforeseen avenue.. It should not be implied that the plans under development are unalterable.
Quite the contrary; because they are still in formative state, suggestions or reactions at this Symposium
will have influence on our final recommendation..

DRIVES US/CATION TODAY AND lOW,RADW

Noreen fey

Following tentative beginnings in safety education from the 1920's through the World War IF period,
driver education course. have multiplied, with attendant concern for inure and better teacher preparation
as a.11 aa for legislative and financial !support. Educetors have developed criteria for determining the
nature of the components and the procedures comprising driver educstion court., They have organized at
state and national levels to serve the professional ',expose of enhancing the learner's experience in driver
education. In addition to industry support for the program, IS states provide special funding. with
Federal sources AO,' beginning to contribnte.

Although research findings have been inconclusive in showing specific accident reductions. goint in program
effectiveness can be expected to result from better definitions of tasks to be learned as well as from
articulating traffic safety inCructiOn in she early years with secondary school driver education course..

Urgently needed are applications of the outcome. of interdisciplinary endeavors to the learning tasks
associated with the context of man, machine, sn) highway environment. Looking ahead, these endeavors need
to focus on teaching about alcohol an traffic "fats, about human limitstiona in light of high -speed
highways with built-in inadequacies, end ahout such physical phenomena s, hydroplaning.

Educstors will need to move toward the high utilization of media and the better deployment of teaching
personnel (including 'teeter teachers urut poseProfes.lonal.), as well as toward careful experimentation such
as with computers in classroom and possibly elan in hornetexperimentation timed at schieving greeter
instructional efiectivenets in the 1510's for U. more than 4 million boys and girls who will need the very
best preper stion we can give them CTrcu,e, driver and traffic safety education.

DRIVER EDUCATION Al I MINING: EVALUATION RfOUIPENENTS AND SUGGEStED PAINS

William A. Lybrand

The rational. is developed that real-world driving performance proficiency must be utilired at the source
of the 'yard - stick' for driver education and training 'pay-off. evaluation.

On t'le bears, three requirements for sound evaluation are derived.

1. A reformulation of driver education and training instructional objectives in terra of driving
performance proficiency.

2. Development of new 'intermediate' performarce proficiency criterion measures which can be used in
experimental evaleatIon studies, as opposed to et poet facto accident studies.

1. To validate the intermediate criteria, development of refined and improved 'ultimate criterion'
measures, reflecting continuum of driving performance from low to high proficiency. Including,
but not limited to, improved accident dots collection.

On the basis of driving performance snalyels, conducted within the context of a systems approach to ean-
eachine task analysis, a sot of instructional objective. are formulated :or evaluation studies. These
include general instru- tonal aim limited to preparing the student for entry into the motor vehicle
transportation sub-spasm, terminal instructional objective limited to resI-world driving performance
during the first five years following completion of the course, enablin. Instructional objectives which
esphaase driving proficiency in common and critical driving tasks and e.tuations, the knowledge required to
iieneralire this proficiency to new and different driving situation., snd the gainlrg of personal setisisction
in driving proficiently.

From this frame of reference, the following evaluation plans are euggeeted.

I. Long -range Plan' Development and validation of c whole test, closed-locp, high fidelity performance
proficiency amaeurement simulator, with visual and motion cue capabilities, one for each rHA region,
to be used in programa 'pay-off' evsluation studies.

2. Intsreediste-.ange Plan: Development of standardised low coat field-performance testa of high
content validity, with csrefully-constructed rating-scales and inttrumented vehicles, for pert-
task proficiency measurement, for use on closed section. of public roadway., off- street ranges,
and even parking tots.

1. Short-range Plan' Survey of driver education snd training courses for 'Intrinsic' evaluation of
Che content validity of learning experiences teing offered, and the extent to w.ich pow ticue.
driving opportunitisa are offered.
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LIE MIGrwg.Y SYSTEMS ArErAPCH 66A STUDY

Fletcher N Platt

The Highway Systems Research (MEP: Car, developed by Ford.. Traffic: Safety and Highway Improver:tn.,
Drnartment, On the outside locks like any other Mercury convertiule. But cn the inside It has an array
of electronic equipment, sensors, counters, and a gold-plated steering wheel that Can pick u? the driver's
stress and pulse.

S ensors are connected to a 20-channel magnetic tape recorder in the trunk of the car. The recorder I s

porgrammed so -he tape can be fed jrrectly 7nto a computer for analysis of important characteristics cl
the driver in c.,strolling the car and the mot: rie of the c on the road. Thus, bith the physiological
characteristics and the skill of the driver in various traffic,fic, roaa and weather conditions are recorded
and evaluated.

S ince november 1,67, the ::SR Car has been used for a numter of resexich projects acrems the country. Oh"
fiat production unit nuw ha. been installed into 1965 model Mercury Marquis co- . ortible by Chesapeake
Systems Corporation, the company now rnanufactur:ng tlm equipment.

Among organizations participating in the use of the H011 Car have been: 11,u:entre Cc, a,y of 7 rth Urerica,
Pennsylvania Departmeut of Instruction, Worth Carolina State University, Texas A i M Oriversity of
California (UCLA/. and Iowa State University.

Py invitation from the White House Secret Service, the HSA Cer was erla yed in a special driver evaluation
-cause last January 119681, which included a selected rooter of secrut pg. vi -m nerson-,

roc I9E9, Ford plans to carry out certain in-cocytny studies, loan the -ar for yo.li-ted research by
doctoral candidates, and offer a lease plan for funded prodeCts.

S everal states are developing plans to purchase or lease HSI; equipment for ,driver education and trio,
licensing research. Soother state is proposing to evaluate the effecta cf certain drugs on night vision.

In a recently completed contrat for the Rational Mighway Safety Borrego, header by the Institute
ft-national Development, the Hie esti ,pMent was r, commended for evaluation of de tier efficiency and validation
of program effective near

ENE CASE FOA MULTIPLE STANDeOS FOR ORIYEAt 11618186

Warren E. Aussfleltl

There are .t least two has C. philmsovnis. tined in driver training. The philosophy t71. by the profes-
sional driver training schools it physical, practical, and un4cademIC. It. aim is h.he : dev,lop stills
and habits which can make it possibie to move vehicle from one point o another wit.-- mooning involved
in collision. It does not claim to influence the character, citisenship, or the soul ef he student. ft
renounce. the superficial, the trivial. the self-evident, and the ir,elevant. In a cod;ested scream of fast
flowing traffic, the trained eye and the tutored foot count most heavily. The professioral school insists
upon alloying for Individual differences between students, feeling that some may need only m few hours of
behind - the -wheel instruction, others may need 10 times as much.

The philosophy employed by the high school. is spiritual, theoretical, complex, and academic. It sissumea
that the student know. far 14.s than he actually does. It is the 'proper at.itude Jr mitisership philosophy'
which nays that accidents are cau'ed by bad people being bad, and safety is treated by 9,0d i7ople being
good. Civic virtue, moral conduct, character, and perhaps even mental disorders can be greatly influenced
for the better in '90 and 6. hours of driver education with II 'properly qualified' teacher.

Recent revelations by researchers as reported in many studies Sri et the National Driver Education a Training
Symposium .t Oakbrook, Illirbla, on December I - I, 1860, have demonstrated the failure of the philosophy
e mployed by the high schools.

Yet, in spite of the failures of the high school., their lea' ra are attempting to impose their phllosowhira
and standards upon the professional driving schools. All this in the nal., of Ts single litarlard' which is
apparentlj supposed to have some errlt because it is 'single,. even if it lacks other positive guall:Ies.
The professional driving schools insist upon critically reviemin, the 'single standard. to YICh they ere
supposed to submit. Certainly if one is expected to buy package he is entitled to exam:ire the merchandise
and to compare it with competing it.. available.

The case for multiple standards is simple as this: So long a. we haee one set of standards which is
failing, we'd be rather foolish to put all our eggs in this one ban) et. The hest way t, find a system which
will produce safe drivers is to explore as many avenues es po../ble, not just one or cy-_, but possibly

approaches are worthy of study. Mho is to deny that perhaps the professional driving schools are on
the right track', Certainly not those who are thereelve. on the wrong track.

It now betook.: everyone Interested in traffic Safety to seek effective way. to create safe and effici nt
new driver.. Every hand is needed and only the philosoph,e and approaches which have elreay been privet
erroneous should be rejected, The professional driving school. are eager to serve and cooperate in all
efforts. They ask only to be pered from the 'Mingle standard' nonsense.

ABOTPIEM APPROACH TO DRIVER TRAINING

11.reld L. faith

The Smith SySten can be described as 'the ultimate in defensive driving ' Yet it is the root positive
approach to protecting yourself from the irregular and inconhilitent otions of other motorists. Slither
than count on Indefinite series of reactions to the unanticipated motements of other., the 'mitt System
pro-ides you with a practical working formula to follow, A positive plan for your own driving patter-
When you follow the Smith Syliteo, in it. spirit and letter, you will discover new state of min!,
elect- -yet eels and relaxed for the teak of directing your own vehicle.
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DRIVER ED1CATION AND 1RAIIIMS

Gilbert E. Teel

Dunlap's research project was accomplished in three phases: a comprehensive review of the major aspects of
driver education; the identification and definition of alternative approaches to the evaluation problem,
and the selection of an appropriate, economical, practical, and manageable short-term plan reasonably within
the present and anticipated 'state of the art.'

The primary conclusions of the study can be summarised as follows. Accident ett'iatics, as they are
presently maintained on a state -by -state basis, are inappropriate for meaningful evaluation research in
the area of driver ducation. Little progress has been made in idercifying those characteristics which
contribute to meld , a driver education program 'good' or whose omission or ItaufficienCY make a program
'lacking.' It would seem o be inadvisable, from the standpoint of evaluating 'river education, to contin e
the trend toward us,ng more and more szphigticated statistical and system analytical techniques to study
accident experience, until the data base ilLtagraded to a comparable llvel of sophistication. This step was
considered the first step of a .long-rangeprogram effort.

Dunlap's short-range solution to the evaluation problem accepts the Status quo; its long-rang, prop,-al
anticipates more utopian statistical workplace, with the first step being a major tsprOverst.,t in the
statistical data base.

The recommended evaluation instrument for the short-range program is an approach called 'Evaluative Criteria'
developed by the National Study of Secondary School Evaiqation. It has already been field - tested for the
past Seven years, and is already an accepted part of the evaluation wroceduree for Moat secondary school
ay/stems throughout the country. it Las many advantages, most important of which is its flexibility. In a
slightly modified form it can also be used for evaluating programs of commercial schools, violator schools,
and adult classes. Modification and refinements can be accomplished easily and with minimal cost. The
study Outlines pilot experiment to test the proposed evaluation instrument on a variety of programs.

INF SURVEY OF COMMERCIAL SCHOOLS

Gilbert E. Teel

Dunlap end Associates, Inc., under contract to the U.S. Department of Transportation, recently completed
a study direrted at developing methods and plane for evaluating the effectiveneee of current or proposed
driver educational programa. The thrust of this study was based out the establishment of the broadest
possible information bag* en the "state of the art' of driver education end driver education programs.

Despite the obvious fact that substantial proportion of each year's driver educated population is trained
by commercial driver training schools, little coscv.-ning the nature or scope of thin training was found to
le documented. Neither have the roles and contributions of commercial schools been adequately recognised.
In order to fill this information ,odd at least partially, a separate study was conducted tot

Provide info; ation on the aervicee, capabilities, practices, and policies of the commercial
driver traini-s school industry.

Examine exir't and proposed state legislation regarding the regulation and supervision of
sOmeneleisi 1 program*, particularly as it related to quality control.

Surur the o.tricula of commercial schools and review evaluation techniques presently employed
by at, es e-1 schcole.

Identify data cos on commercial school program*.

Envelop data baol from which guidelines and reeeSeendatiOne could be generated for
consider,' ',I and i..clusion into the Overall evaluation scheme.

The primary data gathering te,nntqueS employed in the study were questionnaire purveys and visit*
Two questionnaire survey. were conducted. The first involved the distribution of program description
quest o 2 commercial schools throughout the United States. This survey yleuled about a 16
percent return. T oond wee survey of State regulations and policies regarding commercial driving
schools. Useable , eas obtained from II state.. To supplement the data obtained through theca eurveye,
visitations Vera made to num:roue commercial school*, state departments, and safety research centers by
the project et.ff.

A. the result of ch.-. information gatNers.g effort., conaiderable data were amassed which describe the
nature and seepe cf service. presently provided by commercial driving school*. Additionally, the data
served as the bailie for recommending an evaluation system which Se equitable and appropriate for use with
all types of driver education programs including commercial Schools, secondary schoole, adult and violator
programs, and et'en apeciel category school..

PROBLEMS OF THE COMMERCIAL ORIVIRG SCHOOLS

K. B. Yintur

1. Problems of fte oioneere.

2. Publican- r creting bad image of all driving schools.

1. Automobile manufacturer.' attitude* toward high school drivel education programs.

I Car der' r tiripetion in driver ad, etlen program'.

S. Lack of unit r. in insurance requirement. for driver training care.

6. Traffic .aft} not of 1966.

7. National Saf,t C not] publication of the Congressional intent,

1. The Nanc-al Highway Safety bureau's attitude toward the nommerciel driving octopi.

S. The rte I'. d concept for all progrars.

10. The curse of the '1'.6" course of instruction.

11. The driver lice -se

11. Th2 infant of t Traffic Safety Act relating to driver education and training program.,
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INCONCLUSIVE PROOFS OF PAYOFF IN DRIVER EDUCATION

AND OTHER CRASH PREVENTION MEASURES

Robert Brenner, Deputy Director
National Highway Safety Bureau
Federal Highway Administration
U.S. Department of Transportation

An engineer with his undergraduate degree in mechanical engineering
from the University of Pennsylvania and a doctorate in engineering
from the University of Califormia, Dr. Brenner is an authority on
engineering and statistical research as applied to traffic safety
and accident prevention. Hie coroileted field of interest and
experience is in urban transportation research and land use planning
with emohesis on the interrelationships between transportation
planning and social goals of m community

Before assuming his present pomition, Dr. Brenner served el Special
haeistant for Traffic Safety Research to the Under Secretary (or
Transportation, Department of Comyerce.

Prior to joining the staff of the Under Secretary, he was the senior
research engineer end statistician on the staff of the Institute of
Transportation and Traffic Engineerig of the University of California
at Los Anvil,. During his eighteen year. on this ..sigrarent he .as
responsible fur wide variety of research and educational projects
related to traffic safety. In addition, he participated in planning
and implementing pert., of the State of California'. continuing five-
year research program in traffic safety.

He hat served as consultant to number of private induetriel group.,
Ltd on various committee. of the Highway Research Board. His govern -

Bent sseignmentm have included memberships on the Secretary'. (HEW)
Advieory Committee en Traffic Safety, and Accident Prevention Panel,
National Institute of Health.

He is registered protea.ional engineer, a member of number of
professional and honorary eocietlem, and the outhOr of 'any reports
and scientific publication. related to the technology of occident
research, engineering, statietical analyilie of accident data urban
transportation, and land use planning.

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 requires each state to have
a highway safety program designed "... to reduce traffic
accidents and deaths, injuries, and property damage
resulting therefrom ...." It is for this reason that the
National Highway Safety Bureau was established. Its man-
date is to assist the states to achieve the goa) of fewer
traffic deaths and injuries.

The act further provides that to be approved by the Secretary
of Transportation, a state highway safety program must in-
clude comprehensive driver training: it is the only substan-
tive action program so specifically identifies. Clearly,
the Highway Safety Act envisions driver education and train-
ing as a most important countermeasure to the rising toll of
highway crashes.

However, modification of driver performance is but one of
several ways of approaching the problem of reducing highway
crashes. And driver education is but one of several ways of
attempting to alter or control driver performance. The
mandate oi the Bureau is not to promote driver education per
se, but to promote Lafety through driver education and by any
other measures that will produce the ultimate goal of lives
saved and injuries prevented.
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Driver education must, therefore, compete with other traffic
accident countermeasure programs for limited financial
resources. There can be and are no sacred cows in highway
safety. Resources cannot be allocated to activities that
aren't paying off, for there simply aren't enough funds for
those that are producing results, or have this promise. All
actiwities must, sooner or later, pass the test of effective-
ness. And this test must be in the context of highway
safety primarily, with corollary social benefits being of
secondary importance from the standpoint cf safety resource
allocations.

The mission of the National Highway Safety Bureau is highway
safety, not education as such. Accordingly, it is the
efficacy of driver education as a highway death and injury
countermeasure, not its role in producing better citizens
in the broad meaning of this term, that will largely
determine how much of the safety dollar it will and should
receive.

In a most pragmatic vein, we must buy the greatest savings
in lives with the dollars earmar%ed for this specific social
goal. And we must do so wherever and however we can
whether by preventing the occurrence of crashes or by
increasing survival from the crashes that do occur.

, Driver education is a crash-prevention activity; the use of
seat belts, on the other hand, is a crash-survivability
measure. The payoff of seat belts, occupant restraints, and
other vehicle design improvem(nts that increase survival in
crashes has been established beyond a shadow of a doubt.
The payoff of drivel education is under challenge.

But it is not the only crash-prevention activity whose pay-
off is under challenge. For example, motor vehicle inspec-
tion is also in question, as is the role of the traffic courts
in the eltimate analysis of lives saved as a result of these
and other programs that traditionally have been part of high-
way safety.

Evidence of substantial payoff in any crash-prevention
activity is extremely difficult to obtain. Unfortunately,
The failure to obtain such evidence, which I believe is
intrinsic in the nature oE accident causation statistics,
can readily lead to such absurd misinterpretations as

. . . there is no point in inspecting brakes to assure
proper working order because no one has ever established a
statistically significant correlation between bad brakes and
accidents . . . ."
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Driver education is necessary, and we no more need address
the question "Do we need driver education?" than the
question "Do cars need brakes?"

But there are many questions yet to be answered on how best
to teach the driving task to teenagers in public schools or
to adults in professional driver training schoo/s.

Similarly, there are as yet many unanswered questions on
brakes: drum vs. disc, diagonal vs. conventional, 2-wheel
or 4-wheel anti-locking systems. Even more difficult, braking
issues have not been resolveA on the used motor vehicle.
Brakes musL deteriorate with time and use, and abuse. How
much deterioration should be permitted before the society,
through the appropriate motor vehicle inspection standard,
mandates that corrective repairs must be completed before
the vehicle is permitted to operate again on public thorough-
fares.

And since good driver performance and good vehicle brakes
are only two of many traffic accident countermeasures, how
much should the society invest in them in comparison with the
investments in other countermeasures? If $10 or more is
spent each year on training each of 10 million new drivers,
somebody is picking up a $100 million tab. If motor vehicle
inspection generates $10 extra in brake work each year for
each vehicle in use on public thoroughfares, the total for
the 100 million vehicles in use is $1 billion.

This kind of arithmetic is easy to perform, once the dollar
values of the unit measures are established. It is much
harder, of course, to determine what these dollar values
should be. But the most difficult task by far is to
establish the return produced by these unit expenditures and
their aggregate in the context of setting national invest-
ment policy.

In this hyper-simplified exercise, I state that " . . . some-
body must pick up the tab of highway safety . . . ." I make
the statement to emphasize what possibly has been overlooked,
or at least has received very little mention in the context of
the new Federal emphasis on the problem. This is the vast
multiplier effect that the comparatively modest authoriza-
tions for Federal funding under the two long overdue safety
law have upon other sectors of the society; on public
agencies, industry, and the all-important individual citizen
-- both from the standpoint of his pocketbook and his chances
to live on highways and to let others live to se their safe
arrival. at their destination.
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Let me use the case of tire wear to illustrate this multiplier
principle. The Department last year issued a tire safety
standard that requires, among its several provisions, that
when the tire has worn to where its depth of tread is 1/16"
a different color band will appear to serve as a readily
recognized indication of the need f-)r replacing or retread-
ing the tire. If the value had been set at 1/8", the
additional average operating cost might have increased by
$10 per car per year, with various assumptions as to mileage
associated with tread wear, cost of tires, and annual miles
driven.

The maximum level of tire wear prescribed by any Federal,
state, or local regulation translates into operations costs
to the motorist as inexorably as poor gas mileage due to
fouled sparkplugs or a badly tuned engine.

And similarly, a Federal standard that calls for doubling the
hours of behind-the-wheel instruction accordingly changes
the investaent in driver education -- whoever pays the bill.

Thus, every rulemaking actior, whether directed toward the
vehicle, or the highway, or the driver, must be examined in
the context of the level of investment that will be required
to implement it. For clearly, it is virtually idle to issue
a rule or standard which generates costs that cannot be met
with available Federal, state, local, or private sector funds

With the enactment of the two vehicle and highway safety laws
in September 1966, sustained and significant Federal support
became available for the first time. As I stated earlier, this
was long overdue.

But the available funds are far below needy in every aspect
of the all-out effort and multifaceted provisions of the two
laws. Consider only the Highway Safety Act with its pro-
vision for stronce driver education programs being of most
immediate relevance to this symposium. Roughly, about $60
million of Federal support is available in this fiscal year
for grants to states in all highway safety programs, including
driver education. The states have estimated their needs at
approximately $600 million. This means that $1 is available
for about every $70 of need.

The states further estimate that by 1976 the deficiency will
be in excess of $2.5 billion annually. Although the Congress
has given every indication increased support, and we
anticipate an increase, it is nonethcless clear that avail-
able funds will always be far below needs.
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This adds up to one word -- priorities. Priorities in
resource allocations among the various activities tha
comprise a highway safety program.

We all have recognized the need to assign priorities, but
most important, this is also the specific directive of the
Congress. Specifically, the Conference Committee on Approp-
riations of the Second Session, 90th Congress, included the
following directive in its Report No. 1833 on appropriations
of Department of Transportation funds for fiscal year 1969:

"The committee of conference directs that the funds
provided be obligated only on the most essential and
practical program activities in the belief that
concentration of funding on fewer programs than are
proposed in the budget will result in more clearly
demonstrable accomplishments."

A directive of this nature is unmistakably clear. In effect,
it calls for learning how the entire field of improving
driver perfor :ance, by whatever means, shapes up as a family
of count,trmeauures, when compared to improvements in vehicle
and highway design, for example; how driver education shapes
up when compared to other ways of improving driver performance.
It forces answers now on how much attention is to be given to
the driver, to the vehicle, and to the roadway; on how the
resources are to b- allocated among the several highway
safety program eats.

In accordance with this directive, we developed a schedule
of priorities for providing Federal grant-in-aid support to
states for highway safety activities. The priorities are
designed to place balanced emphasis between program areas
,anticipated to produce relatively near-term payoff and
those of a longer-range nature which, however, call for the
development and operation of needed basic data and informa-
tion generation systems. High priorities are assigned to
the immediate payoff or foundation building program areas;
low priorities are assigned to the others.

Scientific evidence, not tradition, should direct the pattern
of these priority assignments as directed by the Congress
for the public investment in highway safety -- particularly
in light of the vast multiplier effects produced thereby.

Unfortunately, the highway safety field, which is replete
with tradition, is concomitantly lacking in scientific
evidence of payoff.

We accordingly chose to assign high priorities to those
program elements Lhat had promise of demonstrable near-
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term payoffs or at least would lay the groundwork or founda-
tion for obtaining such evidence in the near future. We
assigned low priority to those program elements that had
tradition going for them, but little more, in the way of
conclusive evidence or promise of producing conclusive evi-
dence of payoff.

Driver education was assigned to the low priority group.
There were two basic reasons:

1. Evidence of payoff is as yet inconclusive for
driver education programs.

2. Operational programs as conducted by states and
local units do not generally provide for rigorous
self-evaluations one year, two years, or twenty
years hence.

The effect of these priority assignments is not to cut off
driver education support. In fact, in terms of absolute
dollar amounts, we anticipate that more support will be
available than ever before because the overall highway
safety appropriations are increasing.

What has been done is to impose a ceiling on the percentage
of the Federal safety dollar that can be used by states on
driver education.

Furthermore, it must also be borne in mind that this restric-
tion pertains to the level of investment in operational
driver education programs -- production of trained drivers,
as it were. It does not peiain to research in driver educa-
tion. Moreover, we feel that the need for greatly expanded
research in driver education has never been greater. This
position is exemplified by the sponsorship by the Department
of Transportation of this symposium, and by our call for
extensive longitudinal research in driver education, in the
belief that conclusive evidence will not be obtained in some
magical overnight breakthrough.

In effect, the very pragmatic position of the government is
to keep the level of the Federal support in operational
driver education programs under reasonable control while going
all-out with research to obtain better scientific evidence
than heretofore has been available on the overall payoff in
driver education or the differential payoff among alternative
driver education techniques.

Let us not kid ourselves; conclusive scientific evidence is
not widely prevalent on either of these types of questions.
We have repeatedly asked experts to advise on what the
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allocation of resources should be between behind-the-wheel
and classroom instruction. We have received opinions and,
of course, have taken them into account as the best subjective
judgments of our experts. But even the experts do not agree
among themselves, and none offers conclusive scientific
evidence in support of his position.

We can complicate matters further. Instead of limiting the
inquiry to the simple issue of behind-the-wheel versus
classoom dollar investments, consider some of the startling
new developments that have begun to revolutionize the art of
modern teaching -- television, electronic teaching labora-
tories, self-instructional devices, instructional packages
of various types, computers, data and data transmission
systems, new library technologies.

What are the criteria for allocating resources among these
devices? Should we put money into them in contrast to
providing better training to the teachers? Possibly the
better investment is to upgrade behind-thewheel training
to include training students in the handling of vehicles
in skids and other situations of impending loss of control.

And there is the additional intriguing idea that possibly we
should begin to place more emphasis on affecting driver
performance by new approaches to driver licensing -- using
this as an instructional rather than a selection mechanism.

Until the data are zwailable to back up the answers to
questions such as these, driver education and other highway
safety efforts will continue to struggle fur support.

Driver education cannot be described as an activity that has
failed to produce payof17 in fewer deaths and injuries. If
there has been a failure, it is in there not having been
mounted as yet a research effort capable of yielding conclu-
sive answers -- yea or nay -- on the overall effectiveness
of driver education, or on the comparative effectiveness of
alternative driver education techniques.

This field has suffered the blight of the inconclusive
experiment -- the one that is planned, carried out, has its
data interpreted, and then is reported in the literature
although some reflection at the start would have indicated
that the work as planned couldn't possibly be capable of
producing demonstrable differences. And he repeated
failures of the program to produce such demonstrations are,
in turn, interpreted as failures to produce results. The
scientist properly reports that the data obtained did not
permit him to reject some null hypothis on the effective-
ness of driver education; the layman, aHC, ;ometimes even
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fellow scientists, immediately reach the unwarranted conclu-
sion that driver education is ineffective.

Possibly the driver education programs under test were in
fact ineffective. On the other hand, they possibly might
have been effective, but the inconclusive investigation was
incapable of detecting this effectiveness. The reasons for
this possible lack of sensitivity of the investigation to
the phenomena under study could lie in any of the multiplicity
of factors that are well-known contributors to error variance
in any kind of educational research. And the problem is
compounded further when the criteria of effectiveness are
Poisson-distributed accident data.

For years, the highway safety field has limped along with
almost trivial research support. Many of us in this field
have, both in public and private, in print and on the podium,
decried the fact that the field was replete with the self-
fulfilling pronouncements of its experts. In fact, my
earlier statement in this talk is very much in this vein;
repeating it here:

". . . unfortunately, the highway safety field which
is replete with tradition is concomitantly lacking
scientific evidence of payoff

And there have been many other statements to this same effect:
"armchair philosophy," "conventional wisdom," "absence of
scientific rigor," and so on.

It would be one of the supreme ironies of the day if the
pursuit of scientific evidence of highway safety program
effectiveness ler. to the dismemberment of organized highway
safety programs. Figuratively speaking, to throw the baby
out with the bath.

Let me point out that this would not be the first time that
inconclusive or inadequate scientific evidence, properly
interpreted by the responsible :scientist but imprecisely
reported, 1)roduced more harm than good.

But if good research that fails to produce conclusive results
in support of driver education is a problem, then atrocious
research that purports to support driver education is a far
nastier problem. Let me make my position clear, therefore,
that we should and must continue to seek better scientific
evidence of program payoffs, that armchair wisdom won't go
far in the assignment of priorities and resources to
driver education.
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However, we cannot overlook the danger inherent in the
misinterpretations of the scientifically sound yet incon-
clusive investigations of driver education.

Instead, we must recognize with complete candor that in driver
education research we are, figuratively speaking, swimming
upstream possibly far more than in other areas of research
on how to affect human behavior. Enormous sample sizes are
needed to test effectively even almost self-evident hypotheses
when the criteria center on accident involvement. Matters
don't improve very much with the substitution of so-called
proxy measures such as moving violatirm histories of the
test subjects.

In one investigation that I recall, statistically significant
correlations between static visual acuity and accident in-
volvement did not begin to appear until the sample was in
excess of 15,000 drivers selected randomly from the general
population.

I hardly need take the time here to recite the many factors
that are contributing to error variance in driver education
research:

the statistical rarity of the accident event,
necessitating long periods of observation
awaiting sufficient numbers of criterion events
to occur

the protably erroneous assumption of a static
relevant distribution during the course of
this waiting period

personal differences among test subjects

the almost impossible task of rigorous
estimation of exposure to risk

And so on.

These are only some of the reasons why I call for caution
and for realistic appraisals of what can or should be
promised in the way of outputs -- at least short-term
outputs of driver education research.

Inconclusive results are the expected; conclusive results
the unexpected.

But the dangers of misinterpretations of the inconclusive
findings cannot be, in my mind, overemphasized.
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And this danger is not limited to driver education, driver
licensing,and other activities aimed at influencing driver
performance. Consider some of the safety issues in vehicle
braking performance and tire wear. To the best of my know-
ledge, no one as yet has produced statistically significant
correlations between bad brakes and accident likelihood.

To cite another example, an author in a recent publication
reported no correlation between the condition of the tires
and accident involvement.

Visual acuity, driver education, braking performance, tire
wear: all with low or no statistically significant correlations
with accident involvement! Despite such data one would hardly
proceed to drive on a freeway with a vehicle whose brakes had
totally failed, or to drive on a rough mountain road in a
vehicle whose tires were worn bald. Nor would one advocate
permitting a blind person to drive, or a youngster who had never
been behind the wheel of a vehicle to venture without any
training whatsoever onto a freeway alone.

All of these are absurd possibilities stemming from the exten-
sion to the limit of conclusive statistical findings of "no
evidence of Jffect."

Absurdities in the limit, yes. But I do not know when the
operational decision stemming from the accident research
that yields the low correlations changes from scientific
to absurd, if not to the scientist then at least to the
lay public.

Inconclusive results in safety research are the expected;
conclusive results or proof of program effectiveness is the
unexpected or the rare event. We all share the wish that
this weren't so.

But it is so, and will continue to be so until the nation
makes the decision to attack the problem on a research
scale commensurate with its complexity.

In the meantime, I am afraid that many will continue to have
a field day with the inconclusive results -- quoting them
piously or attacking them with spirit, as the occasion
warrants. And not necessarily in a consistent manner, unless
the consistency is limited to self-interest, enlightened or
otherwise.

As I stated earlier, if for no other reason than that our
resources don't permit it, there can be no sacred cows in
highway safety. No silver bullets, magical nostrums, or
panaceas.
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I do not know, for example, but that we should begin to
reexamine even organizational sacred cows that carefully
compartment driver education, driver licensing, and the traffic
courts system that has to deal with the failures of the first
two.

I believe in driver education. But at this point in time I
believe at least as much in driver education research, for
driver educatiol is in competition in the fullest sense of
the word for the very limited safety dollar.

Paycff evidence, not emotional appeals or heuristic arm
waving, will be required for driver education 'co hold a place
in the all-important allocation of resources among competing
countermeasure alternatives for reducing traffic deaths and
injuries. And I am not so sure that it will win with emotional
arm waving. Even if I restrict my alternatives to the safety
investment by the typical school district, I must ask for
the criteria for investing in the upgrading of driver educa-
tion in contrast to, say, investing in improved maintenance
of school bus brakes.

It wou_4 be interesting to poll this audience on this simple
question more money on school bus maintenance or more
money on driver education, but not both because the money for
both simply is not there.

It would also have been interesting to have polled the citizens
around Huntsville, Alabama, on this same question last April
when a school bus there lost its brakes, went out of control,
and four or five children were killed, others seriously
injured.

It might even be more interesting to poll those same people
near Huntsville on the same question today. For another
school bus there lost its brakes about two weeks ago, and
more children were killed.

No, I am not sure that driver education will do well on
emotion alone.

These are brutally tough investment questions that have to
be attacked with all of the research skills we can command.
They are not going to go away by themselves.

And if the advocates or opponents of one safety counter-
measure or another choose to ignore such question-, I do not
believe that the public or the government at Federal, state,
or local levels will. At least, not for very long.
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DRIVER EDUCATION AND THE COMMERCIAL DRIVING SCHOOL

Robert Brenner 1

Deputy Director
National Highway Safety Bureau
Federal Highway Administration
U.S. Department of Transportation

PREFACE

This is the second of the National Driver Education and
Training Symposia conducted by the Institute for Educational
Development under a contract with the National Highway
Safety Bureau. In the first symposium I had the privilege
of addressing driver education specialists in the public
and non-public secondary school community. Today, I am
equally privileged to talk to you in the commercial driving
school community.

It is appropriate here to repeat some of my earlier remarks
to the first symposium, and to add some additional perspec-
tives that relate directly to the commercial driving school
community.

But the theme is the same as in my earlier presentation,
specifically, that very tough questions have to be attacked
relating to how much of our resources should be invested in
driver education regardless of whether it is accom-
plished in public school systems or in commercial driver
training schools. Driver education must be able to compete
for limited resources with other aspects of a comprehensive
highway safety program, such as motor vehicle inspection.
Factual evidence is mandatory, for emotional arm-waving alone
alone will not justify the case for investing in driver
education or any other activity purported to be an effective
countermeasure to highway deaths and injuries.

1. For biographical sketch, see p. 45.
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INTRODUCTION

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 requires each state to have a
highway safety program designed ". . . to reduce traffic
accidents and deaths, injuries, and property damage resulting
therefrom . . . ." The National Highway Safety Bureau was
accordingly established with the mandate to assist the states
to achieve the goal of fewer traffic deaths and Injuries.

The act further provides that to be approved by the Secretary
of Transportation, a state highway safety program must
include comprehensive driver training: it is the only
substantive action program so specifically identified.
Clearly, the Highway Safety Act envisions driver education
and training as a most important countermeasure to the rising
toll of highway crashes.

However, modification of driver performance is but one of
several ways of approaching the p.oblem of reducing highway
crashes. And driver education is but one of several ways
of attempting to alter or control driver performance. The
mandate of the Bureau is not to promote driver education per
se, but to promote safety through drivel. education and by
any other measures that will produce the ultimate goal of
lives saved and injuries prevented.

Driver education must, therefore, compete with other traffic
accident countermeasure programs for limited financial
resources. There can be and are no sacred cows in highway
safety. Resources cannot be allocated to activities that
aren't paying off, for there simply aren't enough funds for
those that are producing results, or have this promise. Ali
activities must, sooner or later, pass tbe test of effective-
ness. And this test must be in the context of highway
safety primarily, kith corollary social benefits being of
secondary importance from the standpoint of safety resource
allocations.

The mission of the National Highway Safety Bureau is high-
way safety, not education as such. Accoedingly, it is the
efficacy of driver education as a highway death and injury
countermeasure, not its role in producing better citizens
in the broad meaning of this term, that will largely
determine how much of the safety dollar it will and should
receive.
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In a most pragmatic vain, we must buy the greatest savings
in lives with the dollars earmarked for this specific social
goal. And we must do so wherever and however we can
whether by preventing the occurrence of crashes or by in-
creasing survival from the crashes that do occur.

Driver education and training is a crash-prevention activity;
the use of seat belts, on the other hand, is a crash surviv-
ability measure. The payoff of seat belts, occupant restraints,
and other vehicle design improvements that increase survival
in crashes has been established beyond a shadow of doubt.
The payoff of driver education is under challenge. And
might add that the challenge cuts across the board to driver
education in public and non-public secondary schools as well
as commercial driver training schools.

But it is not the only crash-prevention activity whose payoff
is under challenge. For example, motor vehicle inspection
is also in question, as is the role of the traffic courts,
in the ultimate analysis of lives saved as a result of these
and other programs that traditionally have been part of high-
way safety.

Evidence of substantial payoff in any crash-prevention
activity is extremely difficult to obtain. Unfortunately,
the failure to obtain such evidence, which I believe is
intrinsic in the nature of accident causation statistics,
can readily lead to such absurd misinterpretations as
". . . there is no point in inspecting brakes to assure
proper working order because no one has ever established
statistically significant correlation between bad brakes
and accidents . . . ."

PROGRAM PAYOFF

Driver education is necessary, and we no more need address
the question "Do we need driver education?" than the question
"Do cars need brakes?"

But there are many questions yet to be answered on how best
to teach the driving task to teenagers in public schools or
to adults in commercial driver training schools.

Similarly, there are as yet many unanswered questions on
brakes: drum vs. disc, diagonal vs. conventional, 2-wheel
or 4-wheel anti-locking systems. Even more difficult,
',raking issues have not been resolved on the used motor
vehicle. Brakes must deteriorate with time and use, and
abuse. How much deterioration should be permitted before
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the society, through the appropriate motor vehicle inspection
standard, mandates that corrective repairs must be completed
before the vehicle is permitted to operate again on public
thoroughfares.

And since good driver performance and good vehicle brakes
are only two of many traffic accident countermeasures, how
much should the society invest in them in comparison with
the investments in other countermeasures? If $10 or more is
spent each year on training each of 10 million new drivers,
somebody is picking up a $100 million tab. If motor vehicle
inspection generates $10 extra in brake work each year for
each vehicle in use on public thoroughfares, the total for
the 100 million vehicles in use is $1 billion.

This kind of arithmetic is easy to perform, once the dollar
values of the unit measures aie established. It is much
harder, of course, to deter:nine what these dollar values
should be. But the most difficult task by far is to estab-
lish the return produced by these unit expenditures and
their aggregate in the context of setting national invest-
ment policy.

In this hyper-simplified exercise, I state that ". . . some-
body must pick up the tab of highway safety . . . ." I make
the statement to emphasize what possibly has been overlooked,
or at least has received very little mention in the context
of the new Federal emphasis on the problem. This is the vast
multiplier effect that the comparatively modest authoriza-
tions for Federal funding under the two long overdue safety
laws have upon other sectors of the society; on public
agencies, industry, and the all-important individual citizen
-- both from th.... standpoint of his pocketbook and his chances
to live on highways and to let others live to see their safe
arrival at their destination.

Let me use the case of tire veer to illustrate this multiplier
principle. The Department last year issued a tire safety
standard that requires, among its several provisions, that when
the tire has worn to where its dept- of tread is 1/1.6" a
different color band will appear to serve as a readily recognized
indication of the need fcr replacing or retreading the tire.
If the value had been set at 1/8", the additional average
operating cost might have increased by $10 per car per year,
with various assumptions as to mileage associated with tread
wear, cost of tires, and annual miles driven.

The maximum level of tire wear prescribed by any Federal,
state, or local regulation translates into operations costs
to the motorist as inexorably as poor gas mileage due to
fouled sparkplugs or a badly tuned engine.
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And similarly, a Federal standara that calls for doubling
the hours of behind-the-wheel instruction accordingly changes
the investment in driver education -- whoever pays the bill.

Thus, every rulemaking action, whether directed toward the
vehicle, or the highway, or the driver, must be examined in
the context of the level of investment that will be required
to implement it. For clearly, it is virtually idle to issue
a rule or standard which generates costs that cannot be met
with available Federal, state, local or private sector funds.

PRIORITIES

With the enactment of the two vehicle and highway safety
laws in September 1966, sustained and significant Federal
support became available for the first time. As I stated
earlier, this was long overdue.

But the available funds are far below needs in every aspect
of the all-out effort and multifaceted provisions of the
two laws. Consider only the Highway Safety Act with its
provision for strong driver education programs being of
most immediate relevance to this symposium. Roughly, about
$60 million of Federal support is available in this fiscal
year for grants to states in all highway safety programs
including driver education. The states have estimated their
needs at approximately $600 million. This means that $1 is
available for about every $10 of need.

The states further estimate that by 1976, the defi.,:.iency
will be in excess of $2.5 billion annually. Although the
Congress has given every indication of increased support, and
we anticipate an increase, it is nonetheless clear that
available funds will always be far below needs.

This adds up to one word -- priorities. Priorities in
resource allocations among the various activities that
comprise a highway safety program.

We all have recognized the need to assign priorities, but
most important, this is also the specific directive of
the Congress. Specifically, the Conference Committee on
Appropriations of the Second Session, 90th Congress, included
the followi.og directive in its Report No. 1833 on appropria-
tions of Department of Transpoitation funds for fiscal year
1969:

"The co:Imittee of conference directs that the ft,zds
provided be obligated only on the most essential and
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practical program activities in the belief that
concentration of funding on fewer programs than are
proposed in the budget will result in more clearly
demonstrable accomplishments."

A directive of this nature is unmistakably clear. In effect,
it calls for learning how the entire field of improving
driver performance, by whatever means, shapes up as a family
of countermeasures, when compared to improvements in vehicle
and highway design, for example; how driver education shapes
up when compared to other ways of improving driver performance.
It forces answers now on how much attention is to be given
to the driver, to the vehicle, and to the roadway; on how
the resources are to be allocated among the several highway
safety program elements.

In accordance with this directive, we developed a schedule
of priorities for providing Federal grant-in-aid support to
states for highway safety activities. The priorities are
designed to place balanced emphasis between program areas
anticipated to produce relatively near-term payoff and
those of a longer range nature, which, however, call for
the development and operation of needed basic data and infor-
mation generation systems. Hign priorities are assigned to
the immediate payoff or foundation building program areas,
low priorities are assigned to the others.

Scientific evidence, not tradition, should direct the
pattern of these priority assignments as directed by the
Congress for the public investment in highway safety
particularly in light of the vast multiplier effects
produced thereby.

Unfortunately, the highway safety field, which is replete

1

with tradition, is concomitantly lacking in scientific
evidence of payoff.

We accordingly chose to assign high priorities to those
program elements that had promise of demonstrable near-
term payoffs or at least would lay the groundwork or founda-
tion for obtaining such evidence in the near future. We
assigned low priority to those program elements that had
tradition going for them but little more in the way of
conclusive evidence or promise of producing conclusive
evidence of payoff.

Driver education was assigned to the lower priority group.
There were two basic reasons:

1. Evidence of payoff is as yet inconclusive for
driver education programs.
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2. Operational programs as conducted by states and
local units do not generally provide for rigorous
self-evaluations one year, two years, or twenty
years hence.

The &ffect of these priority assignments is not to cut off
driver education support. In fact, in terms of absolute
dollar amounts, we anticipate that more support will be
available th,n ever before because the overall highway
safety appropriations are increasing.

What has been done is to impose a ceiling on the percentage
of the Federal safety dollar that can be used by states on
driver education.

Furthermore, it must also be borne in mind that this restric-
tion pertains to the level of investment in operational driver
education programs -- production of trained drivers as it
were. It does not pertain to research in driver education.
Moreover, we feel that the need for greatly expanded
research in driver education has never been greater. This
position is exemplified by the sponsorship by the Department
of Transportation of this symposium, and by our call for
extensive longitudinal research in driver education, in the
belief that conclusive evidence will not be obtained in some
magical overnight breakthrough.

In effect, the very practical position of the government is
to keep the level of the Federal support in operational
driver education programs under reasonable control while
going all-out with research to obtain better scientific
evidence than heretofore has been available the overall
payoff in driver education or the differential payoff among
alternative driver education techniques.

EVIDENCE ON RESOURCE ALLOCATIONS

Let us not kid ourselves; conclusive scientific evidence on
driver education is not widely prevalent. But driver
education still cannot be described as an activity that has
failed to produce payoff in fewer deaths and injuries. If

there has been a failure, it is in there not having been
mounted as yet a research effort capable of yielding
conclusive answers yea or nay on the overall effective-
ness of driver education, or on the comparative effectiveness
of alternative driver education techniques.

We have repeatedly asked experts to advise on what the
allocation of resources should be between behind-the-wheel
and classroom instruction. We have received opinions and,
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of course, have taken them into account as the best subjective
judgments of our experts. But even the experts do not agree
among themselves, and none offers conclusive scientific
evidence support of his position.

We can complicate matters further. Instead of limiting the
inquiry to the simple issue of behind-the-wheel versus
classroom dollar investments, we can inquire how methods
used by commercial driving schools compare in effectiveness
with those used by public and non-public secondary schools.

Or we can consider some of the startling new developments
that have begun to revolutionize the art of modern teak..ing
-- television, electronic teaching laboratories, self-
instructional devices, instructional packages of various
types, computers, data and data transmission systems, new
library technologies.

What are the criteria for allocating resources among these
devices? Should we put money into them in contrast to
providing better training to the teachers?

Possibly a better investment than either improved devices
or teacher training would be to upgrade behind-the-wheel
training to include proper handling of vehicles in skids
and other situations of impending loss of control.

And there is the additional intriguing idea that possibly
we should begin to place more emphasis on affectina driver
performance by new approaches to driver licensing -- using
this as an instructional rather than a selection mechanism,

Until the data are available, there can be no sacred cows
in driver education. This is the unequivocal position of
the Bureau. All reasonable options must be examined care-
fully, and as a corollary, no reasonable option is to be
foreclosed :arbitrarily. Far too little is known about the
field and the effectiveness of alternative approaches.

In illustration, comparatively 5oon after the legislation
was enacted one state proposed to use non-degree teaching
assistants, so-called "paraprofessionals," in driver educa-
tion programs in its secondary school system. In the face
of strong opposition, the Bureau approved the request and
is watching this program carefully, for clearly the findings
of this experiment carry major implications for other driver
education programs.

Another possibility that has been discussed, although not
acted vpon, relates to using other "paraprofessionals" for
behind-tho-wheel training in driv.Jr education programs. It
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is obvious that a truck driver or taxi operator who drives
hundreds of thousands of miles year in and year out without
an accident knows something about safe driving skills; whether
or not he has a college degree is irrelevant. The relevant
issue is whether he can communicate these skills to student
drivers as effectively as a trained teacher. He might be
better, or he might be worse. But a closed mind to
reasonable alternatives is hardly conducive to progress.
The idea is expressed most succinctly in the follow'.ng
quotation by T. M. Stinnett:

"The free mind is a troubled mind. Only the comfort
of the unchanging mental rut produces complacency.
Only a stagnated or regimented society is an uncritical
society. The quest is progress, for the better way
to human living must always be fraught with doubts and
apprehensions and with t?-.e squeamish squeals of those
who liked what they had yesterday, who want to find it
in its accustomed place today and tomorrow."1

Neither driver education nor any other important aspect of
highway safety can afford this comfort of an unchanging mental
rut and a resulting complacency.

THE ROLE OF COMMERCIAL DRIVER TRAINING SCHOOLS

But if there are to be no sacred cows in driver education as
practiced in public and non-public secondary school systems,
neither must there be any sacred cows in commercial driver
training school practices.

I need only remark that, to the best of my knowledge,
attempts to evaluate effectiveness in commercial driving
schools have not been any more rewarding than those directed
toward driver education in secondary schools. The necessity
for unemotional, factual evaluation is no greater or no less
for the totality of driver education and training regardless
of where it is practiced. Thus, the National Highway Safety
Bureau has undertaken broad-scale research to determine
methods by which the effectiveness of driver education programs
can be assessed.

Let me reiterate that I now see nothing that comes close to
refuting the position of the Bureau that commercial driving

1. T. M. Stinnett, Keyncte Address for 1954 Series cf
Regional T.E.P.S. Conferences, National Commission on Teacher
Education and Professional Standards, NEA, Washingto,l, D.C.,
The Association, 1954.
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schools meet a very imdortant need of the overall highway
safety effort. Furthermore, the Bureau is fully cognizant
of the ways in which the commercial driving schools have been
endeavoring to improve their standards, largely through the
efforts of your professional association. This indicates
real progress.

We believe, however, that the Bureau can and must provide
assistance and guidance in learning more about the
quality of driver education and training programs wherever
taught, or by whom. This is a central reason for requesting
that one part of this symposium be directed specifically to
commercial driving schools.

Among the several important objectives of this symposium, one
is to provide for a two-way flow of information between leaders
in the commercial driving school community and the govern-
ment safety program planners at the state and local levels,
as well as the Federal level. A forum is needed at which the
major issues in this field from the standpoint of the com-
mercial school can be discussed. Only you can provide us
with your perspectives, and we, in turn, must communicate
to you any shortcomings that we believe need your attention.

EVALUATION OF PROGRAM QUALITY

The identification of program shortcomings is, of course,
tantamount to the evaluation per se of the program. This
leads to the last topic I would like to discuss today,
specifically, the Bureau's approach to this problem of evalua-
ting the quality and effectiveness of driver education --
again without regard to where taught, or by whom.

In the spring o: 1967 we contracted with four agencies to
develop plans for evaluating the effectiveness of current or
proposed driver education programs. These agencies were the
American University, Dunlap and Associates, Inc., the
Institute for Educational Development, and New York University.
The results of these studies, each in response to the same
work statement, nave been reported to you by their principal
investigators.

The National Highway Safety Bureau then requested the National
Academy of Sciences, Highway Research Board, to synthesize
the common elements and the unique features contained in
the four reports and to recommend coordinated plans for
evaluating driver education programs on a national basis.
This work is no in progress, and based on the final report,
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which is expected shortly, the actual implementation of
evaluation plans for driver education and training programs
will then be started.

A fundamental Bureau objective in sponsoring this program is
to produce for use by the states tools that they can apply
in self-evaluations of their driver education and training
programs. The need is to assist the states in assessing
the effectiveness of their efforts in this field and to
ascertain how driver education shapes up as a family of
countermeasures, in competition wfth other countermeasures,
such as motor vehicle inspection or police traffic services,
for limited budgets and other resource allocations to safety.

The need for effective procedures for self-evaluations is
no less important for the driver education and training
groups. The commercial driving school operation constitutes
an "industry" in the fullest sense of being private ventures
that have a product to sell. The parallels to other industries
are quite clear.

To survive in any competitive marketplace, a company must be
marketing a competitive product, but it must also be able to
evaluate the quality of its product realistically. The
fastest way for a company manufacturing poor quality radios,
let us say, to go out of business is to maintain false
illusions as to the true quality of its product.

But assessing the quality of a driver education and training
program is an infinitely more difficult task than measuring
the quality of radios. Furthermore, a consumer can readily
tell whether or not the radio is working properly. But in
the case of driver education as well as otner safety programs,
the community cannot as yet tell whether it is buying the '

proverbial pig in a poke or a truly useful product.

For this reason, the Bureau has chosen a course primarily
directed toward the development of evaluation tools in
contrast to concentrating on discovering some form of "ex
cathedra" pronouncement of optimum techniques for the con-
duct per se of driver education and training.

If we are successful in developing tools that produce
reliable evaluations, the obvious next step is to encourage
the states to apply them to all competing approaches --
whether in secondary school systems or in commercial driver
training schools. The programs that prove out should be
supported; those that don't should be dropped, or at least
be required to be "beefed up."
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To speak with complete candor, I believe that proper evalua-
tion tools ultimately will show that some elements of driver
education in secondary schools are weak and ineffective while
others are highly effective. Proper evaluation tools will
produce similar results when applied to commercial driver
training schobls.

The overall state program will then move toward a combination
of the best elements of both. For it is clear, as I stated
earlier, that there always will be a need for the kinds of
service provided by both.

CONCLUSION

To conclude, I ,-ould repeat my earlier statement that, if
for no reason other than '",:hat our resources don't permit it,
there can he no sacred cows in highway safety. No silver
bullets, magical nostrums, or panaceas.

I do not know, for example, but that we should begin to re-
examine even state organizational taboos that carefully
compartment driver education, driver licensing, and the
traffic courts system that has to deal with the failures of
the first two.

I believe in driver education. But at this point in time
i believe at least as much in driver education research,
oriented toward the development of tools for the reliable
evaluation of program effecti'renss. The tools are needed
because driver education is in competition in the fullest
sense of the word for the very limited safety dollar.

Payoff evidence, not emotional appeals or heuristic arm
waving, will be required for driver education to hold a
place in the all-important allocation of resources among
competing countermeasure alternatives for reducing traffic
deaths and injuries. And I am not so sure that it will win
with emotional arm waving. Even if I restrict my alterna-
tives to the safety investment by the typical school district,
I must ask for the criteria for investing in the upgrading
of driver education in contrast to, say, investing in improved
naintenance of school bus brakes.

It would be interesting to poll this audience on this simple
question -- more money on school bus maintenance or more
money on driver education, but nct both because the money
for both simply is not there.
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It would also have been interesting to have polled the
citizens around Huntsville, Alabama, on this same question
last April when a school bus there lost its brakes, went
out of control, and four or five children were killed, others
seriously injured.

It might even be more interesting to poll those same people
near Huntsville on the same question today. For another
school bus there lost its brakes about a month ago or so,
and more children were killed.

We might even ask how the drivers of those buses were taught
to drive -- in secondary schools, in commercial driving
schools. Or, as most likely, did they pick it up from their
parents?

No, I am not sure that driver education, whether in secondary
schools or commercial driving schools, will do well on
emotion alone.

These are brutally tough investment questions that have to
be attacked with all of the intelligence, judgment, and
research skills that we can command. For they are not
go.:J1g to solve themselves.

And, as I stated to those at the first symposium, if the
advocates or opponents of one safety countermeasure or
another choose to ignore such questions, I do not believe
that the public or the government at Federal, state, or
local levels will. At least, not for very long.
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improaseent studies and in the administration cf Army management
engineering programs.

Mr. Bertone is exPerienced In the functional f economic
analytmle, planning, programming, and budgeting, and in mtna.;ement
engineering. He recently acted as project manager for a ntudy of
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INTRODUCTION

In preparing this paper, I vividly recalled my first en-
counter with driver education. I was 14. My father and I
were traveling on a two-lane highway between Joplin, Miss-
ouri and Pittsburg, Kansas. He was driving, but shortly
after leaving Joplin, pulled over to the shoulder and announ-
ced that it was time I learned to drive. I got into the
driver's seat and began. I quickly saw that, because of my
height, it was more convenient for me to peer at the road
through, rather than over, the steering wheel. Very soon,
my speed got out of control, my foot seemed to freeze on
the accelerator, and the car weaved and nearly went into
the ditch. We were saved when my father grabbed the wheel.
I continued my lesson but noted that cars seemed leery of
approaching and passing. Thinking back on this, it is easy
to conclude that there must be a better way.

Congress itself concluded that there must be a better way,
and in 1565 it passed the Highway Safety Act. A national
purposeful commitment to highway safety was envisioned.
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Following the passage of this act, officials at Federal,
state, and local levels began to expand existing highway
safety efforts and to initiate new safety programs. As part
of its initial research activities, the National Highway
Safety Bureau issued a contract for a study to examine the
overall task of staffing state government highway safety
programs. My firm, Booz, Allen & Hamilton, Inc., received the
contract award and conducted the study between June, 1967,
and October, 1968. This study, entitled the Safety Special-
ist Manpower Study, examined the following:

O Manpower requirements
o Manpower resources
o Manpower training capacity
O Manpower staffing actions

The work of the Safety Specialist Manpower Study as it app-
lies to driver education manpower requirements and staffing
actions is presented in this paper in the following sections:

O Study framework
O Safety specialist jobs in driver education
O Manpower requirements in driver education
o Possible actions to assure adequate driver

education staffing

STUDY FRAMEWORK

The Safety Specialist Manpower Study is characterized by
four primary features.

First, the study is concerned with employees of state gov-
ernments. Although the highway safety program embraces Fed-
eral, state, and local government employees, the scope of
the Safety Specialist Manpower Study was initially defined
to include only state government personnel. Driver educa-
tion teachers and driver education supervisors are nprmally
not state employees, but were added to the study as excep-
tions at the special request of the National Highway Safety
Bureau. The study, nevertheless, remains largely concerned
with state employees, and no personnel of commercial driver
education schools are included.

Second, the study is concerned with safety specialists. Only
personnel whose duties require technical knowledge of high-
way safety principles and practices are included in the
study. Technical knowledge is defined as knowledge which is
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uniquely relevant to carrying out one or more highway safety
programs and for which specialized formal training is re-
quired. Such knowledge is usually acquired following re-
cruitment, although for several job titles, such as driver
education teacher and driver education program specialist,
substantial specialized training can be acquired prior to
recruitment. On this basis many people employed in high-
way safety work, such as clerk-typists and computer pro-
grammers, are excluded from consideration. Thus, the Safety
Specialist Manpower Study does not include all persons em-
ployed in driver education and other highway safety pro-
grams, but only those whose jobs require specific safety
knowledge and training.

Third, the study is organized in terms of the National High-
way Safety Program Standards, which are being used as guide-
lines by highway safety officials at both state and Federal
levels. For this reason, the data in the Safety Specialist
Manpower Study are organized and presented in terms of
programs corresponding to the Standards, one of which is fcr
driver education. Driver education safety specialists and
manpower requirements are separately discussed and identified.

Fourth, the Safety Specialist Manpower Study is based on in-
formation from personal interviews with state officials.
Between October, 1967, and March, 1968, field visits were
made by Booz, Allen & Hamilton staff to all 50 states. Vis-
its in each state ranged from 9 to 17 days, with an average
visit of 13 days. Interviews were held with the governor's
highway safety representative and with operating officials
in charge of each safety program. Thus, data on the high
school driver education program were typically acquired from
the official in the State Department of Education respon-
sible for the program. Information on other Driver education
programs was also obtained from the state officials respon-
sible for the programs.

Acquisition of data was aided by the use of interview ques-
tionnaires. Questionnaires were developed by Booz, Allen &
Hamilton staff during the initial stages of the study and
drew on the advice and recommendations of officials in pub-
lic and private agencies involved in highway safety. In-
formation from the National Education Association, for ex-
ample, was helpful in preparing the driver education ques-
tionnaire. Prior to the field visits, three pilot trips
were made to California, Minnesota, and Massachusetts to
test draft questionnaires. After questionnaires were mod-
ified in accordance with experience gained during the pilot
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visits, four types were finally used in interviews:

A program questionnaire was used to gather data
describing each highway safety program in the
state.

0 A manpower requirements questionnaire was used
to gather data on the types and numbers of man-
power required in each program.

An institutional questionnaire was used to gather
data on highway safety training in colleges and
universities.

An in-service questionnaire was used to gather
data on highway safety training in programs of
state government agencies.

The questionnaires and interviews provided the information
used in the analytical stages of the study.

SAFETY SPECIALISTS IN DRIVER EDUCATION

One of the objectives of the Safety Specialist Manpower
Study was to identify the types of people required in high-
way safety programs. Required types of personnel were to be
identified by job title, and job descriptions for each type
were to be provided.

Based upon the interviews in the states and on our own
analysis of highway safety programs, 3C safety specialist
job titles are defined. These job titles apply to the
entire complex of highway safety programs, and several of
the titles are applicable to more than one program. Job
titles were identified in the light of actual state
practice and after consideration of the work functions
that must be performed and the training pertinent to
the performance of functions.

A formal job description is presented or each of the 36
job titles. Job descriptions delineate the scope and duties
of a job and the extent and content of required education,
experience, and training.

In driver education, four job titles and descriptions are
presented, as follows:
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Driver education program specialist

Driver education supervisor

Driver education teacher

O Driver retraining instructor

The driver education teacher is the basic job title in the
program and defines the requirements of education and ex-
perienc' upon which the other job titles build. The techer
provides instruction to high school students in the ap-
proved secondary school driver education programs and to
adults in the beginning adult program.

Minimum education requirements for tbe teacher are a bach-
elor's degree in secondary education and 18 semester hours
in driver and safety education and related fields. These
requirements have been drawn from National Highway Safety
Bureau guidelines presented in the forthcoming Highway
Safety Program Manuals.

The driver retraining instructor provides remedial driver
instruction to problem drivers. He also inspects commercial
driving schools and handles the licensing of commercial
school teachers. Minimum education requirements are the same
as for the driver education teacher, but, in addition, ex-
perience of at least three years teaching in the high school
driver education program is required.

These education and experience requirements for the re-
training instructor represent an upgrading of typical cur-
rent requirements. It is not unusual today to find remedial
instruction programs manned by ex-driver's license exam-
iners. In car judgement, the task of providing retraining
is at lease as difficult and important as that of provid-
ing 'beginning instruction. Therefore, at least comparable
education should be required of driver retraining instruc-
tors and driver education teachers. A need for mature per-
sonnel in this job title accounts for the requirement of
three years experience.

The driver education supervisor provides continuing local
supervision of the high school and adult education pro-
grams. This job requires a master's degree in driver or
safety education, with courses in program administration
and at least two years' experience as a driver education
teacher or the equivalent.
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The driver education program specialist is a program adminis-
trator. He is responsible for formulating, managing, and
evaluating all state programs in driver education, including
high school and adult training, driver retraining, and
supervision of the commercial school program. He may also
provide consulting services to driver education supervisors
and in-service training to driver education teachers and
retraining instructors. This job requires a master's degree
in driver or safety education, with courses in program ad-
ministration and at least three years' experience in driver
education programs.

The four job titles, then, represent the safety specialist
in the driver education program.

MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS IN DRIVER EDUCATION

A second objective of tY:e Safety Specialist Study was to
estimate the required number of safety specialist personnel
by job title for each year from 1968 to 1977. Estimates were
to he made for each state and in the national aggregate.

Adhering to these guidelines, the study presents three
estimates for each job title:

o A state estimate
O A realistic maximum estimate
O A realistic minimum estimate

The state estimate was obtained from state officials during
the field visits. Employing their "test judgement", these
officials were asked to provide estimates of annual re-
quirements according to their perceptions of programs and
future needs. However, the National Highway Safety Program
was a relatively new program at the time of the field visits
and state officials were often understandably unprepared to
offer firm estimates. Therefore, state data for driver edu-
cation requirements, as well as for other programs, are
incomplete.

In addition to the state estimates, the study presents
estimates developed independently by Booz, Allen & Hamilton.
To understand the derivation of these estimates one must
bear in mind that the number of persons required in any
program is dependent upon what someone wishes to do and how
he intends to do it. For example, in driver education the
number of teachers required to provide 70 clock-hours of
classroom instruction to all eligible students will differ
from the number required to provide 30 clock-hours of
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classroom instruction to the same number of students. To
derive requirement estimates it is necessary, then, to
define the specific content of the programs.

For each safety specialist job title, the study defines two
programs. One of the programs is defined to produce realis-
tic minimum manpower requirements, the other to produce
realistic maximum manpower requirements. Taken together,
these two alternatives provide a range of manpower require-
ments within which actual state manpower requirements should
fall. The number of personnel actually required by a state
will depend upon the program that the state in fact selects
to implement, which could be one of 30 hours, 50 hours, or
70 hours of classroom -instruction, for example.

The definition of mini-turn alternatives was guided hy the
National Highway Safety Program Standards. Minimum alterna-
tives are those which produce minimum personnel requirements,
yet meet the provisions of the Standards. Maximum alterna-
tives were defined by drawing upon the more advanced plans
and ideas encountered in the states. These plans and ideas
were adapted by Booz, Allen & Hamilton to produce realistic
maximum manpower requirements.

The derivation of minimum and maximum estimates required
three steps: the definition of programs in writing, the
translation of these written program descriptions into
mathematical formulas, and the use of the formulas to calcu-
late requirements. It is important to note that factors al.d
ratios used in the formulas were empirically derived from
data gathered during the state visits.

Let us look more closely at the alternatives for driver
eduction.

For the driver education program specialist, the maximum
alternative provides sufficient manpower at the state level
to develop and evaluate in detail all driver education
programs and to offer consulting services to driver educa-
tion supervisors. The minimum alternative provides only
enough personnel to review driver education programs
developed by the school districts.

For the driver education supervisor, the maximum alternative
provides sufficient personnel to assure continuing local
supervision of high school and adult driver education pro-
grams, including in-depth aid to school districts in formu-
lating, executing, and evaluating programs. It assumes one
supervisor for 20 school districts and a minimum of one
supervisor per county. The minimum alternative also provides
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for supervision of high school and adult driver education
programs. but assumes only one supervisor per county.

For the driver education teacher, the maximum alternative
provides sufficient personnel to cffer all eligible students
30 clock-hours of classroom work and six clock-hours of
practice driving instruction with no summer sessions. The
minimum alternative provides enough teachers to instruct all
eligible students in 70 clock-hours of course work and 10
clock-hours of practice driving. It assumes summer sessions
and a system of d lying ranges sufficient to allow each
teacher to supervise six cars simultaneously. The use of
driving ranges reduces manpower requirements even though
more hours of instruction are provided to students.

For the driver's license retraining instructor, the maximum
alternative provides sufficient manpower to offer 12 hours
of instruction per student. The minimum alternative pro-
vidas sufficient manpower to offer 8 hours of instruction
per student.

Using the alternative, the national aggregate manpower
requirements in 1968 and 1977 for the entire Driver
Education Program are the following:

State Estimate
Maximum Estimate
Minimum Estimate

1968 1977

26,350 34,252
26,038 40,070
14,007 20,942

The state estimate calls for a few words of explanation.
First, it should be recalled that the driver education
teacher and driver education supervisor job titles were not
included in the study from the beginning, and estimates from
all states were not collected. Second, the state estimates
for driver education teachers includes part-time as well as
full-time teachers, while the minimum and maximum estimates
assume only full-time teachers. Thus, data included in the
state estimate are not completely comparable to data
included in the maximum and minimum estimate.

These estimates represent the manpower requirements in
driver education for which staffing must be provided.

STAFFING ACTIONS

The Safety Specialist Manpower Study examines the availa-
bility of manpower to staff safety positions and concludes
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that sufficient manpower should be available. It also
points out, however, that staffing of requirements is not
simply a matter of having a sufficiently large manpower
pool. Such fectors as the management priority placed upon
highway safety by state officials could have an enormous
effect upon determining whether requirement are filled.
Drawing upon these factors, the study concludes that, in
general, it seems reasonable to expect minimum requirements
to be met, but it is doubtful that maximum requirements can
be filled. For some programs, difficulty may even be ex-
perienced in filling minimum requirements. This is true for
the Driver Education Program.

As pointed out earlier, the basic job title in driver
education is driver education teacher. Theoretically, the
manpower resource pool for this job title is more than
adequate. The pool is composed of primary and secondary
education teachers. The problem is influencing teachers and
potential teachers to pursue a career in driver education.
In the past, there has been reluctance on the part of some
career teachers to concentrate in driver education,

Traditionally, the task of staffing driver education jobs
has been performed by relying upon part-time instructors in
secondary driver education programs. Often, teachers in
other education program- take qualifying driver education
courses during the sum and then teach driver education
as a secondary duty the school year. This approach
has been possible because of minimal course requirements for
qualification. Now, however, educational requirements have
been raised to 18 semester hours. With these increased
requirements, it is doubtful that complete reliance upon
part-time teachers will continue to be 3 feasible approach.
Teachers have been reluctant to enter driver education under
minimum education requirements. It seems unlikely that they
will become fiore receptive as requirements are increased.

How might this potential staffing deficit be overcome? The
Safety Specialist Manpower Study identifies three possible
actions:

Establish a driver education career field

0 Encourage technological improvements and thereby
zeduce manpower requirements

Establish programs to finance necersa.y teacher
training in driver educ3tion
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To establish a driver education career field, the Safety
Specialist Study defined the education and experience of
driver education teachers to he applicable to 9 of the 36
safety specialist job titles. That is, 9 of the 36 job
descriptions specify education and experience requirements
similar to those of driver education teachers. This in-
creased career potential should prcv!de teachers with
greater incentive to enter driver education.

Greater reliance upon technological improvements to reduce
teacher requirements is also suggestee.A. The minimum alterna-
tive for the driver education teacher job title employs
driving ranges as a method of reducing teacher requirements.
Should states experience shortages of full-time driver
education teachers, greater ,.,?liance upon such technological
improvements to reduce tea-her needs can be considered.

As a further step, states could consider programs to finance
the driver educaldon training required of teachers. With
training being supplied at no cost and substantial career
opportunities available, teachers should find persuclsive
arguments for entering driver education.

The Safety Specialist Manpower study examines 'Ile capacity
to train leersonnel for each safety specialist jcb title.
This portion of the study consists essentially of inventory-
ing colleges and universitites for safety education
offerings and comparing enrollment capacities in identified
offerings with manpower requirements. Suffice it to say
that :iaior conclusions are as follows:

For required entering education, sufficient exist-
ing or planned capacity exists to prepare ranPower
for both minimum and maximum levels.

For training beyond entering requirements, capacity
must be increased for all driver education job
titles.

CONCLUSION

To develop manpower and training requirements for highway
safety, it is necessary to knew the specific content of Pro-
grams. From knowledge of program content, a description of
functions and personnel duties can be obtained. With this
information available, it is then possible to estimate both
the numbers of manpower and the training necessary for
personnel to perform assigned duties. Manpower and training
requirements are dependent upon program content.
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The Highway Safety Act and the resulting National Highway
Safety Program standards envision improved and expanded high-
way safety programs. The Safety Specialist Manpower Study
indicates that the thrust toward an improved program in
driver education has produced significantly increased
training requirements. These increased requirements in turn
may lead to deficits in staffing drivel education programs.
To prevent deficits, the stuciy suggests the ccation of a
driver education career field.

This suggestion, it seems to me, of great interest to
participants in this symposium. As driver education teachers,
you must have thoughts about the creation of driver education
as a career field in state governuent personnel systems.
You most certainly have a major contribution to make con-
cerning such problems as:

The advantages and disadvantages of a career field

The content and struct,:re of such a career field

The processes for establishing a career field

In my opening remarks, I spoke of a "better way" to driver
education. If that "better way" is to become available to
all students who want it, your efforts can be helpful and
peihaps even decisive. I would urge you, therefore, to
undertake an active role in improving the supply of driver
education manpower.
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Is it possible at this time to determine with scientific
confidence the accident reduction value of driver educa-
tion? Current limitations in research technique, as well
as some theoretical considerations, suggest it would be
undesirable to try to do so.

This is not to imply that driver education has no value.
Nor should we be in+.imidated by weaknesses in present methods
of accident reporting or population sampling, by diffir'ulties
in equating control and experimental groups in essential
variables such as initial interest in learning to drive
well, or by the complfixities of adequate statistical treat-
ment. Certainly we must recognize that the ultimate objec-
t:Ive of driver education is to reduce the frequency and
severity of traffic accidents.

3ut, to be practical, we must take into account (1) the role
of chance in accident occurrence, (2) the influence of social
environment on and off our streets and highways, (3) the
absence of demands that other courses of study be similarly
evaluated in terms of their ultimate objective, and (4) the
greater need to assess driver education with a view to
improving instructional programs. In addition, it is
essential that we establish the possible intervening
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influence of changes in highway design and engineering, traffic
law enforcement, motor vehicle design and administration
(including inspection), and other variables that could
account in part for trends in accident involvement and
frequency of violations. Only then can we be absolute in
our statements regarding driver education.

Nevertheless, since the purpose of the requested research
design was to indicate ways and means of determining both the
immediate and longer range effects of driver education on
selected criteria, comparisons were suggested between the
measurements taken at various time slices (i.e., upon entering
the course, immediately after completion, 2 years later, and
5 years later). The appended schematic (Figure 1) represents
the measurements to be applied.

From these measurements, curves can be plotted over time to
compare the means of the groups (receiving and not receiving
driver education) on the various criteria. Utilizing such
plots, both the differences between the groups at a specific
time period, as well as the differences between the groups
and variables over time, can be analyzed for significance.

It should be obvious that any such proposed research design
would be highly elaborate and that its execution would be
an expensive procedure.

An alternative technique that would be much less costly is
outlined below. However, this technique is concerned more
with the relative, immediate effectiveness of different
programs of driver education than with "actual" ei-2fective-
ness of driver education per se (or as a "whole") in terms
of accident reduction.

Recognizing that the operation of a rctor vehicle is learned
behavior, the question of whether or not driver education
should be carried on becomes meaningless, since all motor
vehicle operators are the product of some form of driver
education -- formal or informal. The question to be decided
is rather what specific form or forms should driver educa-
tion take in order to attain its objectives with greater
effectiveness and efficiency.

On the basis of both cost and feasibility, a design may be
recommended that assumes the importance of driver education
but does not, for reasons previously stated, seek to
explore the long-range effects of driver education. This
design is illustrated in the accompanying figure. (Figure 2)

The first step required by this design is one that has often
been mentioned as sorely needed: a definition of the driving
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Criterion

SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM PROGRAM

Prior to
course

Time SIfte

At course + 2

completion years
+ 5
years

Accidents X) )11.X2

Violations X1

Near misses
X1 ----;X,

Performance
(via simulator) XI X2 x3--->

Performance
(via road test) XI X2-4x3

Performance
(stressed) X1--> X2 X

3

Performance
(self-rated) X2-- X3

Knowledge XI x2----> x3

Attitudes Xi ; X2 --> X
3

.> x4

Imm.;diate effect
of driver training

Long-range effect of driver training

Fig. 1. Short-term and long-term program.
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Y+4

Y+3

Y+1

Y

X = UNIT OF TIME
Y = UNIT OF ACHIEVEMENT

VARIOUS METHODS USED
METHODS

WITH COMPARABLE CLASSES
A,B,C,

BY COMPARABLY EDUCATED

AND EXPERIENCED TEACHERS

X X+1 X+2 X+3 X+4 X+5 X46

TEACHING TIME (A COST INDEX)

* Implies total driiiing task definition and immediate post-
teaching measurements

Learning Curve: Design for Determining Relative Cost
Effectiveness of )iffering Methods (Objective: the

identification, (.1 a cost basis. of "better" not 'best"
approach.)

Fig. 2. Learning curve.
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task (as a whole, not just as a matter of skills). If, for
example, one refers to the development of an understanding
of traffic control as one of the components of the driving
task, it becomes necessary not only to formulate the
objective of this component, but also to itemize what may
be termed "behavioral outcomes" of this ohascl of driver
education. These need to be precisely sF.ted, represent
the main objective, and worded so as to suggest possible
measurement of achievement, or learning, dlring and unon
completion of a drive.,: education program.

The next important steps would be as follows:

(1; Establishment of a minimum acceptable student
achievement for each component (initially, ut
least, this would have to be a matter of expert
opinion);

(2) Development of adequate measuring instruments
for each of the components;

(3) Development of a research design for comparing
the teaching tire (a cost index) required by
each of n methods, under otherwise comparable
conditions, for attainment of the desired
level of student achievement;

(4) Execution of the research design.

This alternative proposal is highly recommended for reasons
set forth above. It is not identified as the preferred
evaluative technique only because it does not concern
itself with accidents per se as the essential criterion.
But the limitations of the latter criterion, for practical
purposes, are forbidding.

In any case, faulty practices (and traffic violations) are
much more abundant, and should provide more valid conclu-
sions than accidents per se. It seems axiomatic that poor
driving will sooner or lacer lead to accidents. It would
follow that good practices should be made the essence of
driver education programs and the principal criterion of
their effectiveness.

If the above suggests a negative view of the truly
preferred approach to an evaluation of driver education,
i.e., through reference to the accident-reduction criterion,
that is not at all the case. It is a question of feasibility
and logic.

84

78



There is already ample "evidence" that, if we seek to
evaluate driver education in terms of accident reduction, we
are confronted with so many variables, known, unknown, and
highly variable if not unpredictable, that we be,_ome en-
meshed in an endless chaih of proof. Wnile it is true that
there have been scores of "causal" evaluative studies seriously
lacking in soundness of design, others conducted by reputable
researchers have come up with conclusions that are so
qualified with "but's", "if's", and "maybe's" as to render
them practically insignificant.

In general, accidents are so varied in the circumstances
surroundirg them, with so m.ay factors, potentially,
contributing to their occurrence, and with such 3imitations
(at present) on the availability of al.equate accident data,
that no one factor or set of factors can be expe,l_ed to be
prominent statistically to any great extent. hence it is not
uncommon for a researcher to report that he has found it
impossible to separate the influence of a given program
from the influence of other factors (or programs) on reported
accident data. Such considerations tend to support the
conclusions set forth in this paper.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. Performance of any task must be learned.

2. Therefore, debating the need for driver education, what-
ever its nature, is iurely academic -- a tempest in a
teapot.

3. There is, to date, no incontrovertible evidence of a
scientific nature that driver educa'cinn has or has not
reduced highway accidents.

4. The problem that does exist is how to accommodate
°river education in educational systems public and private

5. The problem also exists of how to improve the structure
of such programs, continually, so as to improve the
quality and efficiency of learning. Here I think we
can say that the most critical part of driver educa-
tion is a matter of teacher preparation. Because if
we don't have competent, motivated educators, we might
as well give the kids back to their parents for driving
instruction.

6. Guidelines toward the lati:er objective are presently
derived largely from subjective recommendations of
experienced instructional personnel.

7 Because of the complexity of the traffic safety problem
as a result of the many variables involved, the potential
of experi%.ental or quasi-experimental studies to provide
bases for guidelines remains undetermined, and this is
likely to be the case for some time to come.

8. The next point seems to support our views by analogy.
Using a model relating vehicle component failure and
inspection effectiveness parameters, researchers at the
University of Michigan's Highway Safety Research
Institute hypothesized that "an annual motor vehicle
inspection system should have little effect on the
defect rates of those components which fail frequently
but are easily detected and ro,l.ther readily ... repaired
by owners" (for example, lighting systems). And indeed
results of their investigation suggest that such defects
may be better controlled by increasing the fault detection
rate of owners. This is a matter of driver education.
Finally, these researchers concluded that the ultimate
determination of cost effectiveness of vehicle inspection
sur,',.i "seems to be unsolvable at the present time. Yet
inspection will become operative in many more states
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in the near future." I think we see here a parallel to
requested evaluation of the achievement, or potential, of
driver education.

9. And now, in a broad sense, I should like to call your
attention to a presumably new approach to social
change -- and really, for some time to come, human and
therefore social change is what we are concerned with.
This approach has usually been called "systems analysis."
What are the prospects? Well, at the end of a three-
day forum of systems analysts and engineers just about
a year ago, a pessimistic note was sounded. The in-
coming president of the group put it this way: "We're
very good at hardware and tactical problems ... We're
lousy at strategic and philosophical problems. We need
to put all of our social scientists ... all our people-
oric-.C.ed people to work on these problems." And I am
inclined to say that this includes bona fide driver
educators.

I think that you. will find these statements provocative, if
not helpful. Thank you.
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PLANS FOR EVALUATING DRIVER TRAINING

Leon Brodyl
Director of Rese3rch
The Center for Safety
New York University

The task assigned to us by the Department of Transportation
was to develop one or more plans for evaluating the effec-
tiveness of driver education.

Well, driver education cows in many shapes and sizes. So
one of our first steps was to ascertain the nature and
dimensions of what we might have to evaluate. .For this
purpose we decided to turn to the driver education achieve-
ment reports of the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety.
They had been compiling these reports for 20 years on a
national oasis, and it was a year-round activity. So we
felt that on the basis of length of experience alone, no
other source of information was likely to be superior, at
least insofar as public school programs were concerned.

We recognized, of course, that the data in these reports
were concerned 'ith program characteristics, and NOT with
program quality. That was fine for our purposes. After all,
the four contractors received substantial sums of government
money to develop plans for evaluating program quality and
effectiveness.

So we worked up a broad picture of what had to be evaluated.

But now another hurdle. Just what dia evaluation mean? To
put it another way, what criteria of effectiveness could or
should be employed? Accident reduction alone? Or should
we include other things--such as proficiency in real driving
performance, proficiency in simulated driving performance,
response under conditions of stress, evidence of desirable
attitudes, etc., etc.

In our own design we decided upon multiple criteria of
effectiveness--that is, the criteria I've mentioned and
still others. But because of the nature of these criteria,
we felt it was essential to classify them with respect to
short-term, intermediate, and long-term measurements (i.e.,

1. For biographical sketch, see p. 80.
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immediately after instruction, two years later, and five
years later).

Needless to sav, the criterion problem is a tough nut to
crack.

But that is not the only one. One cannot apply such
criteria to ongoing programs without recognizing that the
results obtained might be due to one or more of a whole
batch of possibly related variables. For example, on the
basis of previous studies and professional experience, our
group decided that it had to take into account in the
design such things as initial student interest in taking
a driver education course; previous driving exposure;
certain personality characteristics; variations in the
content and methodology of driver education courses; and
certainly the quality of the teaching.

All this added up to a pretty complicated research design --
a design made even more complicated by problems of population
sampling.

Well, a sampling strategy was worked out, along with
statistical treatments to be applied to the obtained data.

Then, because the complexity of the design and because the
possibility that intervening variables having to do with
roadway changes, changes in automotive design,.and new
developments in enforcement and motor vehicle administration
could still confound the truth of research findings, (not
to mention the probable high cost of executing the research)
the principal investigator worked up an alternative design
that accepts driver education and training as axiomatically
desirable and then concentrates on comparison Cifferent
kinds of programs, with a view to identifying and comparing
student achievement ander these different programs (cf.
Figure 2 , p. 83). This alternative design involves a
detailed definition of the driving task and immediate post-
teaching measurements of student achievement.

Executed in detail, there would be nothing simple about this
design either. But it would be far less costly, and much
more important, driver education -lull proceed in the mean-
time, under both public and privy, s auspices -- but with
expectations of continuing improvements and with freedom
from fear of an arbitrary axe. I use the term "private"
in a broad sense, to include what are commonly referred to
as "commercial driving schools." Personally I should think
you might prefer "private" in lieu of "commercial."
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COMMERCIAL DRIVING SCHOOLS

At the present time there is little information on a
national scale, regardthg the organization, supervision,
and programs of commL,:cial driving schools. Two recent
reports .)f stature may be drawn upon to provide some under-
standing of this substantial segment of driver 3ducation and
training in the United States.

According to a document prepared for the United States
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Report of the
Secretary's Advisory Committee on Traffic Safety, 1966), the
following is an indication of the dimensions of the commercial
school activity:

In addition to high-school courses, there has been
steady oroliferation of commercial programs ... The
National. i'rofessional Driver Education Association
estimates that 400,000 teenagers and 1,600,000 adults
receive instruction in 3,000 commercial schools each
year. The average cost of instruction is $9 per
hour, and 10-15 hours are usually required. The
estimated industry revenue is $255 million annually.

The second report (Little, 1966) provides a brief comparison
between commercial and high school programs:

. . . there are no valid estimates available as to how
many teenagers are taught by these schools . . . .

While the objectives of Aany of the high school training
courses are not only to teach basic skills in handling
the vehicle, but also to develop realistic attitudes
and acquire knowledge which would contribute to traffic
safety, the objective of many commercial schools may be
narrower, aiming primarily at meeting the requirements
of the state driver-examination. At this time the
number of states which have some laws or regulations
governing commercial driving schools is 22 . . . Little
is known about the quality or effectiveness of
commercial driver training schools . . N, doubt, the
quality of these schools is as variable as is found
among high school driver training programs.

With reference to the quality and effectiveness of commercial
school programs, it is reasonable to expect that the develop-
ment of a research design for assessing them might be eve..
more complicated than designs for evaluating high school
programs, because of the relative lack of information con-
cerning the many variables believed to be invulved. Never-
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theless, the same kinds of research considera..Aons would
obtain in both instances, at least insofar as ultimate high-
way safety goals are concerned.

Finally, attention must be given to a crucial question:
Can the standards recommended for commercial school programs
differ from those recommended for high school programs?
This question is particularly important in the case of
young people, who are acknowledged to have more than their
proportionate share of motor vehicle accidents.

GUIDELINES

While we wait for the results of valid research dealing with
the many facets of traffic safety, I respectfully suggest
that the following guidelines reflect a logical approacl. to
the rroblom, partly research-based, and that they may have
more or less immediate value to practitioners in the field
of driver education and training:

1. We need to take into account driving knowledge,
attitudes, and manipulative or skill factors.

2. Attitudinal factors require a long-range and
multifaceted approach for development or modifica-
tion through education in and out of the class-
room.

3. Because of these requirements, driver educators and
trainers should for practical reasons concentrate
primarily on the learning of everyday responses or
skills in traffic, and the handling of emergency
situations.

4. Of course, such instruction should also provide
some opportunity for cognitive and attitudinal
learning.

5. The nandling of emergency road situations, because
of their hazardous nature, depends largely on
simulated exercises plus some training in off-
street areas under supervised conditions.

6. The critical factor in educational effectiveness
will reside in instructor competence.

7. Extensive certification requirements for instructors

are not necessary.
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8. Requirements should include courses in basic and
advanced driver education plus a foundations
course in methods of teaching. These may be
degree or non-degree courses, so long as they are
professionally supervised anC conducted.

9. Finally, there simply cannot be one best way of
teaching to drive. It was difficult enough to come
up with the old formula of 30 and 6 for driver
education. It could have been 32 and , or 26 and
10 -- if you want to add up to 36. But why not
?0 and 16? or 16 and 16? Or 10 and 16? And why
should these hours be fixed for all? There are
individual differences in capacity and background.
Student achieveme,:',.. of our immediate goals should
be the chief criterion. So, instead of pursuing
the end of the rainbow now, the concern of
practitioners should be: How well are we doing?
How can we do things better? (not "best.")

The latter observation brings us back to the previously
mentioned alternative research plan for evaluating driver
education and training . . . . the one illustrated in our
learning-curve graph. This plan appears to be feasible.
If so, it should help to resolve dilemma posed by the
first two conclusions in our full contractual report to the
U.3. Department of Transportation. Those conclusions were:

1. No clear proof has as yet been produced showing
that driver education, as presently constituted,
has a significant favorable effect on driver
performance.

2. No clear proof has as yet been produced showing
that driver education, as presently constituted,
does not have a significant favorable effect on
driver performance.

What we need most of all, I believe, is an analysis of the
driving task in terms of expected behavioral outcomes of
instruction. And then we need to develop tests and instru-
mentation that will provide relatively objective ratings of
student performance. In the meantime, public and private
efforts to produce competent drivers must be continued. If
their momentum is interrupted, progress in the resolution of
this national problem will be much more difficult to resume.
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PLAN FOR CRITICAL APPRAISAL OF DRIVER EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Robert L. Chapman
Director of Studies
Institute for Educational Development

Di. Chapman I. presently Systems Consultant to the Institute for
Educational Development. and Project Director of the Driver Licensing
Program Project; he vas also Project Director on 110's recently
completed Driver Education and Training Frol.ct.

He hold. Bachelor of Science end Master of Science degree.. in
mechanical engineering and psychology. respectively, from the
University of North Dakota, and a doctorate from the University of
Chicago in peychometrice, erprlmental and phyelnlogical psychology.

Included in Dr. C:viapman'e wide range of ealsc.'ence are: systems aril
coat /effectiveness Analysis, system design an: development, develop-
ment and application of nelytic end treirIng teohniguee (including
operational gardng, simulation Methods, end system training), long-
range planning, development of strategies for introdu,ing new products
end services, and the design of interventions for promuting socisl
change in civil systems.

Dr. Chapman has twenty-five years of experience with the Hughes
Aircraft Company. the Ramo Wooldridge Division of TRIO, the RAND
Corporation, and other military. industrial, governmental, non-
profit, management consultant, end aced mic orgeniratione.

The National highway Safety At of 1966 requires ez:ch state
to have a highway safety program, including comprehensive
driver education and training programs.

In order to assure that the return on expanded efforts in
driver education will be commensurate with the investment,
the National Highw,y Safety Bureau contracted for studies
to develop a concrete plan for evaluating the effectiveness
of current or proposed driver education and training programs.

In accepting responsibility for one of those studies the
Institute for Educational Development convened nine expert
consultants representing relevant disciplines, who met
monthly to develop a plan.

Jofri L. Kennedy, Vice President of IED, was the ch7,.trman of
the Study Group, and Robert L. Chapman of IED was tAe
Project Director. Other members of the Study Group were
Murray Blumenthal, Travelers Research Center; Daie 3. Bussis,
IED; Joseph L. Dionne, now with the California Test Bureau;
Richard D. Ellis, State University of New York at Albany;
Harry H. Harman, Educational Testing Service; Daniel. W.
Howland, Ohio State University; James L. Malfetti, Teachers
College of Columbia University; Leonard Paymond, Mobil
hesearch and Development Corporation; and Harold M. Schroder,
Princeton University. William E. Tarrants of the National
Highway Safety Bureau was an ex officio mer:kor of the group;
Paul B. Carpenter wfls the IED Staff Assistant.
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The Study Group method is a technique of illuminating
salient aspects of a problem and applying a repertoire of
skills to its solution by bringing together in intimate
interaction a variety of disciplines--in this case, educators,
social and experimental psychologists, engineers, systems
analysts, and statisticians. This report describes their
activities in defining problems in evaluating driver
preparation programs, identifying alternative evaluation
plans, selecting a recommended plan, and developing a test
instrument for measuring driver proficiency.

PROBLEMS IN EVALUATING DRIVER PREPARATION PROGRAMS

Improving traffic safety and traffic flow is a systems
problem that requires improvements in the driving environ-
ment and in the vehicle, as well as in driver performance.
In full realization of the need for the systems approach,
we concentrated our attention upon one component of the
total traffic system, the driver, and upon improving his
proficiency.

To develop an appropriate evaluation plan requires that
three distinct issue:: be faced. In discussing the background
for our approach, I will take them up separately.

The first isaue'is: What are the driver performance variables
that contribute to effective driving in the real world?

We emphasize that effective driving includes both the
avoidance of accidents and the facilitation of traffic
flow. A driver must be able to cope with the situations
he encounters; he must be aware of the limits of his
own capabilities in relation to his vehicle and particu-
lar driving conditions, and he should operate within
those limits without impeding traffic flow. In
addition, some emergencies do arise from vehicle mal-
functions, from unexpected hazards in the driving
environment, and from the behavior of other motorists.
ti driver should have some ability to cope with such
emergencies if he is to avoid accidents. We consider
that driver performance variables need to encompass not
only behind-the-wheel behaviors, but also management
judgments about vehicles and their use, citizen wisdom
in traffic safety matters, and indexes of individual
maturity.

In reviewing the research that has been done, we found
that driver performance variables have not been derived
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from nor validated against performance criteria in
the real-world traffic system. The best that can be
done at this time is to pool the judgment of experts,
using what evidence is avaiiable, in constructing a
systematic set of hypotheses about relevant variables and
how to measure them.

The second issue is: To what extent and how can performance
on these variables be influenced?

Learning theory suggests that an effective learning
experience for increasing driver proficiency requires
that a student be exposed to a range of real world
driving conditions, have the time and opportunity to
indulge in exploratory ,ehavior and practice, and
have achievement on performance variables reinforced.

Typically, the design of driver education and training
programs falls short of this ideal. Programs operating
within the restrictive schedule of secondary schools
permit students only a few hours behind-the-wheel, in
very protected driving conditions. Little opportunity
is provided the student to explore the limits of his
capabilities in relation to the vehicle and to a range
of driving environments, or to assess the risks
associated with hazardous conditions. Emphasis is upon
the proper execution of basic maneuvers, conforming
to traffic regulations, dand being very careful, rather
than facilitating traffic flow.
More importantly, so long as relevant performance
variables have not been determined, proficiency in
all its aspects cannot be recognized and reinforced--
limit'.ng the effLct of that vital factor, reinforcement,
in the learning process. For too long, an unnecessary
burden has been placed on those responsible for driver
preparation, forcing them to conduct programs in
terms of performance variables they have to derive
intuitively.

Further, driving proficiency must not only be initially
acquired, but must also be maintained and updated. This
process is substantially influenced by other reinforcing
agents. Driver licensing and law enforcement practices,
community driving "norms",and involvement in accidents
do not provide appropriate reinforcement of driver
preparation programs.

The third issue is: What interventions to influence driver
proficiency are feasible?

We are convinced that an evaluation program must be
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directed at the generic questions of how, when, and
where influences can be brought to bear on improving
driver proficiency that will provide an appropriate
return on investment in the effort. It may be that
the positive effe,-ts of driver preparation programs are
being negated by other influences on driving proficiency.

An evaluation program should not be aimed either at justify-
ing increased emphasis on traffic safety in the educational
enterprise or at discrediting current programs; it must
stimulate innovations as well as trace their effects; it
should reduce uncertainties about the driving task and
driver preparation; it should also avoid disrupting
program continuity in the short run. And because driver
preparation must assume its appropriate priority among
other means for improving traffic safety and traffic flow,
an evaluation program must yield information to guide the
setting of priorities.

The limitations of past evaluation studies are ample warning
that evaluating the effects of driver preparation programs
is a challenging task. Ways must be found for collecting a
great deal of information for interpreting driving behavior
data in consideration of the kind and amount of exposure to
driving conditions and of other factors that complicate the
evaluation process. But human behavior has been effectively
studied empirically in quite complex environments, and
many powerful experimental and statistical techniques have
evolved. An effective evaluation program can be conducted if
enough talent and support can be brought to bear on a well-
conceived program.

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PLANS

We identified three alternative evaluation plans worthy
of condideration:

Plan I:

Plan II:

Evaluating Program Characteristics
This plan concerns the quality of the
learning experience provided by the program
and focuses on the program's "openness"
and capacity to "grow."

Evaluating Driver Proficiency
This plan employs a test of driver pro-
ficiency, derived by expert opinion from
required real-world behavior, to determine
program effectiveness.
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Plan III: Validat3.ilg Program Effectiveness
This plan utilizes a validated test of
driver proficiency to examine a broad
range of influesIrg:s, and interventions,
upon the acquisition and maintenance of
driver proficiency over the long term.

Plans I and II employ the best available judgment in
clarifying program objectives and improving the quality of
the learning experience for immediate application to short
term evaluation. Plan I emphasizes the "mean" and Plan II
emphasizes the "ends" of the educational process.

Plan III is a strategy for systematically gathering em-
pirical support for the need for and efficacy of innovations
in driver education and training over the long term.

Each of the plans is described in more detail, beginning
with Plan III.

Plan III: Validating Program EfFectiveness

An evaluation plan that takes a fundamental approach to
examining the effectiveness of driver education and train-
ing programs requires a three-stage process, as shown in
Figure 1.

0 Stage 1: Derive performance variables from
criteria of driver behavior in the real world,
using available evidence; obtain tests of driver
proficiency that measure these characteristics.

O Stage 2: Validate these measures in the real world
to establish a set of empirical, intermediate
criteria by which driver preparation program gradu-
ates can be judged.

O Stage 3: Examine driver education and training
programs themselves to see how well their graduates
score on the validated test of driver proficiency.

Stage 1:

We have already accomplished part of Stage 1 by developing a
draft of a driver proficiency test, to be described later
in this report. But preliminary data must be collected to
refine the test before it is ready for use in Stage 2.
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Stage 2:

The question to be answered in validating the tests of driver
proficiency is whether the instrument discriminates between
drivers that cope more successfully in the real world and
those that perform less well. We maintain that, despite its
historical problems, the concept of criterion groups of
"good" and "poor" drivers can be employed in validating
performance variables if it is appropriately defined and
used. Criterion groups representing individuals of both
extremes of the continuums of performance variables must be
identified in terms of multiple criteria--not just in terms
of single factors such as number of accidents, :'hich in
isolation have proved to be quite uni-eliable.

Because test validation depends so critically upon isolating
groups of "good" and "poor" drivers, much effort is warranted
in selecting these groups. We propose that the candidates
for the criterion, groups be found by obtaining nominations
for the good and bad driver classifications, by reviewing
official records of the previous five years, and by seeking
the cooperation of police departments in identifying
critical incidents (and the driver involved) in traffic
patterns. These can,lidates should then be interviewed to
obtain corrected acc4dent and violation records, the extent
and kind of driving exposure, and biographical information
(for proper interpretation of analysis results). By
combining all these data, criterion groups could be selectee.

As an additional consideration in the validation, it is
proposed that two communities be used, one urban and the
other rural, to be sure that performance variables relevant
to these distinct driving environments are found.

In order to collect sufficient data for the validation
process, 200 "good" drivers and 200 "poor" drivers are
needed. Half of each criterion group would come from the
urban community, half '_rom the rural. The driver profic-
iency test would be administered to these drivers and the
data analyzed to discover which of the subscores on the
instrument discriminate between the two criterion groups.

Stage 3:

Driver education and training programs themselves are eval-
uated in a cross-sectional study, a longitudinal study, and
broad-scale studies.

The objective of the cross-sectional study is to determine
whether different driver education and training programs
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Fig. 1. Three stages of validating program effectiveness.
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produce any differences in scores on the driver proficiency
test. To accentuate this question, one group of newly
2icensed drivers is included who have had no driver pre-
paration programs.

We propose that the validated test inst,:ument be administered
to 400 graduates of each of three selected programs, and to
400 newly licensed drivers without formal preparation
(a total of 1600 new drivers in all).

The longitudinal study would examine the very important
question of whether the good effects obtained from driver
preparation programs persist over time. A two-pronged
effort is advocated: first, that the instrument be re-
administered at one, three, and six year intervals following
completion of the driver course; second, that real-world
measures of driving performance be obtained during this
period.

Four groups of 400 graduates of different driver preparation
programs, and a control group of 400 new drivers without
formal training, are required, for a total of 2000 drivers
in all.

The broad -scale evaluation studies should be aimed at the
monitoring of marginal programs, at standard programs being
newly implemented in states previously without them, and
at experimental programs.

Actually, Plan III might better be termed a strategy than a
plan because it is dynamic and has intervention points at
which decisions are required--to revise the tests, data
collection procedures, or analysis methods or, in fact, to
terminate the investigation because encouraging results
have not been obtained.

Plan II: Evaluating Driver Proficiency

This plan employs tests of driver proficiency, prior tr..
their validation, to examine the extent to which driver
preparation programs influence behavior in the direction
of driver proficiency. It can be applied to all types of
programs--those in secondary and commercial schools and those
for adult retraining and teacher preparation.

Comparisons of the effectiveness of different types of
driver preparation programs could La made in the short
term by testing graduates of the respective programs (and
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a control group with no formal training). Conclusions about
the value of the respective programs would have to be
tentative until the validity of the test instrument was
demonstrated.

Plan I: Evaluating Program Characteristics

The value of this evaluation plan is predicated upon the
immediate benefits to be realized by encouraging interaction
among all the elements of the driver preparation system.
Plan I focuses upon the quality of the learning experience
provided by the driver education and training program with
emphasis upon the program's "openness" and ability to make
use of "feedback" about its effectiveness. It is more
directly applicable to the evaluation of driver preparation
programs in secondary schools.

We propose that programs he rated by a combination of
their scores on two scales:

0

0

The Program Element Scale. Scores are based on
the degree of conformity to criteria believed to
be minimally required for an effective program.

The "Openness" Scale. Scores are based on a
program's ability to generate and incorporate
new knowledge and to benefit from experience.
Pro7isicns for external review, for feedback, for
innovation, for research, and for the use of
research findings are criteria of "openness."

The "openness" scale, and the particular use of the program
element scale, distinguish this evaluation plan from
traditional accreditation procedures.

RECOMMENDED EVALUATION PLAN

As the result of comparing the benefits and shortcomings, and
the short and long term implications, of each of the three
alternative plans, the Study Group concluded that the three
plans are not independent approaches to evaluating driver
preparation programs but are complementary, iterative
phases of an overall, integrated evaluation plan.

Plan I focuses on the "means" and Plan II upon the "ends"
in the short term; the results from Plan III can be used to
modify Plans I and II in the longer range. With the em-
pirical support provided by Plan III, Plan I can be used to
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evaluate programs of a particular type while Plan II can
have a complementary use in comparing effectiveness among
types of driver preparation programs.

The Study Group, therefore, recommends integrating Plans
I, II, and III into an iterative, progressively more per-
tinent evaluation of driver preparation programs. The
next figure shows how these plans relate to each other
over a five- to ten-year period.

Separately, or in combination, Plans I and II cannot but
help to influence the quality of the learning experience
for the student in the direction of becoming more relevant
to proficiency on driver performance variables. For
example, their use would expose these shortcomings in
current practices:

o Lack of clear cut program objectives

O Lack of focus upon the desired behavior changes

O Lack of feedback to programs on how their
graduates fare in the real world

o Lack of awareness of useful research findings

O Lack of openness to changa and improvement

O Lack of emphasis upon behind-the-wheel experience,
especially in a less protected environment

Methods of short term evaluation must be developed and
employed. Plans I and II serve this purpose, but they also
represent means of transition towards the acceptance and
use of empirical findings such as are obtained from Plan III.

Plan III is a technically sound design for establishing
empirical support for the contents of Plans I and II.
Unless the initial forms of Plans I and II are recognized as
preliminary steps towards an adequate evaluation of driver
preparation programs, the benefits to be realized from
their use in the short term may be negated by the failure
to seek revisions in them.

TEST OF DRIVER PROFICIENCY

The need for a test instrument to measure individual driver
proficiency is integral to both Plans II and III. in order
to determine what driver performance variables might be
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relevant, we chose to pool expert judgments in a systematic
way, using available evidence to define content area3. The
research literature was searched for those variables with
a demonstrable relation to traffic safety and traffic flow;
this list was then made comprehensive by including the
most credible hypotheses on which we could agree.

We would prefer to measure performance rather than paper-
and-pencil behavior whenever possible. Although emphasis
is on the integrated "whole" driver, content variables can
be readily classified into driver knowledge, driver attitudes,
and driver performance. Measures of knowledge and attitude
are included in the test instrument because these components
interact with skill in establishing driver behavior.

We found that for a variety of reasons the existing tests in
the areas of knowledge, attitude, and performance were not
satisfactory and that cests would have to be developed if
the proposed evaluation plans were to be implemented
effectively.

The Driver Information Test provides subscores on these
fourteen aspects of driver knowledge: alcohol, drugs,
vehicle packaging, vehicle condition, highway environment,
speed-force relations , emergency response, traffic flow,
basic skills, hazard perception, response to hazards,
commitment to safety, driver licensing, and trip planning.

The Driver Attitude Test has four parts. The first of these
measures both the realism and directionality of expectations
about traffic safety. The second measures the inter-
nalization of safety standards. The third utilizes the
measures obtained from the Stable and Impulsive subscales
of the Thurstone Temperament Schedule. The fourth measures
attitudes about risk.

The Performance Test is divided into three parts, each
approximately 30 minutes long, to be given in sequential
crder on separate occasions. Part A includes static testing
as well as the measurement of basic skills. The test
starts at a test facility and progresses to live traffic as
the testee demonstrates the necessary'compe:.1nce. Part B
measures the testee's perception of and avoidance of
hazards, and his response to emergencies. This test is
conducted at a test facility, and includes esting on a
simulator. Part C is concerned with advan-A driving skills,
smoothness of vehicular control, and facilitation of traffic
flow; it is conducted on a freeway or similar roadway.
Parts A and C are conducted over fixed routes to hold high-
way characteristics and required driving maneuvers as
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constant as possible. Tnstrumented data is collected
throughout the route; additional checklists are designed so
that a rater can sequentially attend to driver response to
specific situations.

We believe that we have designed a test instrument that
represents improvement over tests that are available-
in terms of comprehensiveness and of techniques for better
getting at qualities of interest.

CONCLUSIONS

The IED Study Group is well aware of the technical challenge
involved in evaluating driver preparation programs:

Difficulties in finding hard data about effective
driving performance in the real world

O Complexities of the driving task and how to
identify the elements of it

Relations between driver preparation on one hand
and other institutional influences upon driver
behavior

O Controversy about the usefulness of intermediate
variables as surrogates for real world driving
perform Ince

o Practical difficulties in making changes in
existing programs

We interpreted our task as requiring a very specific action
plan--one that included substantive hypotheses about effective
driving behavior rather than mere reiteration of the need
for further research. We find these recommendations imperative:

First thaL because improving traffic safety and traffic
flow is a systems problem, the National Highway Safety
Bureau must guide its support of component studies by
cost/effectiveness deci3ions based on systems analysis
of the inte,ractions among components that affect
the achievement of system goals. In this connection,
complementary programs in the areas of driver licensing,
law enforcement, and driver preparation are required if
driver performance is to be improved.
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Second, that Plans I, II, and III, as outlined by the
IED Study Group, be implemented concurrently to
provide complementary evaluation techniques for up-
dating driver preparation programs that can be iteratively
and progressively improved on the basis or adequate
empirical evidence.

Vie believe that substantial inroads on this problem can be
made for an expenditure of $3 million over a decade, a
fraction of the amount that may be spent on driver prep-
aration programs each year with little assurance that the
return justifies the investment.

Only by an evaluation program that includes the technically
sound design of Plan III can traffic safety be removed from
the 7.7ealm of folklore and can the necessary scientific
and technical knowledge be brought to bear on the problem.
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Mounting national concern with the rising toll of death and
disability on our highways, as reflected in recent Federal
legislation, has brought all elements of the highway safety
problem under increasingly sharp scrutiny the highway,
the vehicle, and the driver himself. In the process, dormant
controversies regarding the effectiveness of driver education
have been reawakened, and there has been a rapid resurgence
of research interest in this field.

The dimensions of the problem can ba stated very simply.
In 1966-67, we were providing some sort of driver education
for about two million high school students in this country,
or about 548 of all those eligible, at a total annual
operating cost of approximately $142 million. As a result
of Federal, state, and private incentives, the percentage
of students involved is continuing to expand rapidly, and
it appears likely that our national investment in high
school driver education may exceed 1.3 Pillion dollars over
the next five years. Commercial and special purpose programs
are estimated to invol.e another two million adolescents
and adults a year, at an annual operating cost of $225
million.

Obviously, the nation is involved in a major effort in the
field of driver education. The question being asked is 'low
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effective is this investment, both in and of itself and in
relation to other urgent claims upon limited resources? Or,
couched in terms of currently popular Washingtonese, what is
the cost-benefit ratio?

It appears clear that we cannot hope to evaluate the
effectivennes of any experimental procedure without knowing
first what the goals of the procedure are, or, stated in
more scientific terms, what the relevant criteria are. Thus,
in the case of driver education, we need to know if our goal
is to provide entrance-level driving skills in an efficient
and broadly available fashion; to inform future citizens
regarding the national transportation and safety problems
they will be confronted with in the future; to reduce the
mounting toll of accidents and violations over the near,
iternediate, or longer term; or some combination of these
or other aims.

It is not my task here to attempt to prescribe what our
goal or goals - our criteria - should be, although clearly
this should be an urgent concern for all of us. The
historical fact, however, is thaL the primary criteria for
effectiveness which have been employed to date involve
reductions in the incidence of accidents and violations, and,
in particular, incidence of drivel responsible accidents
over varying periods of time.

One might wish to argue about whether these are or are not
the most realistic or appropriate criteria for evaluating
the effectiveness of driver eAication, but they have
unquestionably been the most widely employed in most research
in this field, and for a vary simple reason. Historically,
the overriding justification for driver education offered
by driver educators themselves, in their efforts to convince
the public and the educational system of the curricular
importance of this subject, was the need to reduce injury
and death on oar highways, and the presumed effectiveness
of driver education in helping to achieve this goal.

In the early days of driver education programs, this argument
was based largely on "common sense," or as we say in the
trade, "construct validity." Somewhat more recently,
however, a substantial number of studies were conducted
which appeared to reinforce "common sense" with solid
statistical support. In 1964, Ross McFarland (6) summarized
a number of these studies, involving a total of 1226
accidents and 300,536 driver months (Figure 1). In general,
these studies appeared to indicate that the accident rates
of trained drivers were only about half as high as those of
untrained drivers, at least for the first few years of
driving. Similar ratios were obtained for both males and
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females, although the overall incidence of accidents for
fe.aales was, of course, much smaller than that for males.
Many of these reports also showed fewer violations of traffic
regulations by trained drivers, and indicated that classroom
instruction supplemented by behind-the-wheel training was
more effective than classroom instruction alone.

At first blush, such findings appeared to provide clear
evidence of the value of driver education in reducing
accidents and violations, and they certainly appeared to
place driver education alongside motherhood and apple pie
in terms of its unquestioned goodness. In fact, in 1961
after reviewing the results of earlier studies, the National
Education Association in a booklet entitled "Summary of
Results of Studies Evaluating Driver Education" was led to
conclude:

The necessity for further large-scale investi-
gating of the records of trained and untrained
drivers on the same level of investigation is
not indicated by this report. The evidence
presented herein well establishes the merits of
driver education.

Unfortunately, however, it appears that doubting Thomases
are always with us, and that even those who themselves are
not without sin remain ready to cast the first stone. Just
as there continue to be devil's advocates who insist upon
pointing out the joys of sin, who view motherhood as the
source of the population crisis, or who wonder aloud about
whether apple pie may not be carcinogenic, there were those
who reained skeptical, despite the apparent finality of the
NEA's encyclical, about the effectiveness of a limited
course in driver education in apparently reducing accidents
and violations so dramatically. As a result, a number of
them insisted on looking at the data and the experimental
controls employed a bit more closely.

In an infamous study conducted at the University of
Colorado School of Medicine by Rainey, Walsmith, and myself
(9), the personal.ity characteristics of students voluntarily
electing driver education were compared with those of
students electing not to take it, on the not unreasonable
assumption, concurred in by some of my colleagues in driver
education, that in a free-choice situation adolescents with
certain kinds of personality characteristics might be more
likely both to elect driver education and to be motivated
to drive safely. If so, then the presumed causal relation-
ship between driver education and reduced accidents and
violations might, in fact, be due in part at least to the

110



pre-driving personality characteristics of these youths,
rather than solely to the effects of driver education
itself.

The findings of this study appeared to len3 some credence
to the hypothesis. After controlling for the potentially
distorting effects on any results of such factors as
socioeconomic status, schools attended, access to cars,
and the like, we found that youths wanting driver education
differed significantly on a variety of personality measures
from their more indifferent peers who did not want it.
(Table 1). Thus, on the Guiford-Zimmerman Temperament
Survey, non-driver education subjects revealed a signifi-
cantly higher general activity level; more ascendant,
assertive behavior; more interest in social participation;
and stronger masculine interests. In terms of values, as
measured by the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values,
driver education subjects showed significantly higher
esthetic values. On the Ca'ifornia Mental Health Analysis,
both groups of students fell in the normal range, but driver
education subjects tended to feel less blandly confident of
their personal inadequacy, more concerned about possible
or imagined presence of physical defects, and less oblivious
to "nervous manifestations." In brief, driver education
subject; appeared to be somewhat more introspective, more
aensitive; and more esthetic in their interests, and to
feel somewhat less self-assured and more concerned with
their physical and mental health. In contrast, non-driver
education subjects tended to be more active generally, more
ascendant and assertive, and more oriented toward gregarious,
out-going, masculine social interests.

In a somewhat similar vein, William Asher studied a
representative national sample of high school seniors, using
data from Project TALENT (2). On a wide variety of measures
available from this survey he compared students who had and
who had not taken driver training when it was available.
In brief summary, he found that driver education students,
in contrast to their non-driver education peers, scored
higher in knowledge of literature, music, social studies,
mathematics, and biological sciences. They also scored
higher in such measures of intelligence as abstract
reasoning, reading comprehension, and mathematical ability.
They were more likely to have taken foreign language courses,
and to have plans for going on to college. In their personal
lives, driver education subjects were more likely to have
started earning money at a younger age and were likely to
have fewer dates per week.

Thus, it appeared that preexisting personality characteris-
tics might serve as a selective factor in driver education,
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TABLE I

Personality Test Measures Significantly Discriminating

Driver Education, and non-Driver Education Groups
3

Test

Driver
Education
(N=52)

Non-driver
Education
(N=104)

Level of
Significance
(below .05)

SD M SD

Guilford-Zimmerman
Temperament Survey
General Activity 16.25 4.40 18.72 5.00 p1(.005

Ascendance 13.88 4.32 16.78 4.93 p.C.001

Social Interest 18.12 5.56 21.03 5.95 p.(.005

Masculinity 19,88 4.20 21.34 3.95 p.05

Allport-Vernow-Lindzey
Study of Values (Mod.)

Ae'ithetic 35.50 6.27 32.33 6.22 pc.005

California Mental
Health Analysis

Feelings of Inadequacy 13.33 4.77 15.38 3.30 p<.005

Physical Defects 18.02 2.96 19.17 1.45 pIC.005

Nervous Manifestations 15.56 3.56 17.06 2.27 p.005

3A11 vmparisons made by Analyses of Variance techniques with 1 and
146 degrees of freedom used to determine the level of significance.

112



and thus should be controlled in one fashion or another
in studies of driver-education effectiveness. Other studies
have indicated that accident and violation rates may be
influenced by exposure (miles driven per year under various
driving conditions), age, sex, socioeconomic status,
education, intelligence, and the like (3, 5, 7). Consequently,
these also should be controlled in any definitive study,
either by rani= assignment to experimental and control
groups, or, if this is not possible, by matching or covari-
ance statistical techniques. Furthermore, since accidents
and violations constitute elusive, not always reliable,
and relatively infrequent criterion measures, these measures
themselves need to be well defined and measured, and 14.:
need adequate numbers of cases available over a sufficiently
long period of time.

When earlier studies were reexamined for their degree of
adherence to the need for controlling for the potential
effects of such variables to avoid distorting the results,
they were rather consistently found lacking, and the results
of more recent, better controlled studies cast considerable
doubt on the validity of these earlier findings. Most
notably lacking in earlier studies were controls for
exposure. And yet we now know that both driver education
subjects tend to driver fewer miles and that mileage is
correlated with accidents and exposure. For example, in a
Marine Corps study, McGuire (7) found that accident- and
violation-free subjects Lveraged only half as many miles
driven in a two-year period as those who had at least one
accident associated with a moving violation. McGuire and
Kersh, and our own investigations of high school students,
revealed similar but not as extreme findings.

What do we find when we examine the results of more recent,
better controlled studies? In on,.. of the more extensive
investigations, 3,878 males and 2,786 females in the age
range 16-19 were involved in a state-wide investigation in
California by Coppin, Ferdun, and Peck (4). The subjects
were divided into three groups; took driver training
(abcut 65%); did not take driver training (28.8%); and
dri :r training not offered (6.2%). The average numbers of
accidents and violations sustained over a cne-year period
were then computed for each group. The results for
accidents for both males and females (Figure 2 ) show that
no significant differences for either sex were obtained
between those who took and those who did not take driver
education. In the case of violations, however, (Fiyure3 )
there was a significant difference in favor of trained
drivers (p<.01). Thus it would appear initially, at least
in this California study, that driver education produced
fewer but not fewer accidents.
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But what about the potentially distorting effect of exposure,
which we have previously noted? If the trained grocp had
driven a significantly greater number of miles, any failure
to find a lower accident frequency for the trained group
could posFibly be explained by the greater exposure of this
group. What do we actually find? We found that trained
males actually drive significantly fewer miles than the
untrained miles. For females, the small differences in
mean miles driven are not statistically significant. Thus,
as Coppin notes, if anything, tha trained male group should
have been favored in any driving record comparison and the
trained females unaffected. This fact renders the superior
violation record of the trained males somewhat uncertain.
On the other hand, the failure to find an accident reduction
for the trained group appears even more conclusive (Table 2).

This study also ruled out, through appropriate statistical
analysis, any bias due to possible age differences between
groups as well as exposure. It did not, however, take into
account the possible influence of such additional factors
as socioeconomic status, intelligence, educational background,
and the like. Such an attempt was recently made in a study
by Wilbur Miller, Robert Rainey and myself (3). Three
grouos of male Denver High School students served as
subjects. All students were at the same school grade level,
and the mean ages of students in all three groups were
comparable. The first group consisted of 108 students who
had elected formal driver education, includthg behind-the-
wheel training, and who had completed i._ (Group I). Group
II consisted of 195 students who had indicated in a survey
that they wanted to take driver education, but who for one
reason or another had been unable to do so (insufficient
facilities, conflicts with other course work, etc.).
Since the assignment of subjects to Groups I and II was not
done randomly by the investigators but resulted from the
student's life situation, it might be suspected that
members of the two groups would differ in a number of
important characteristics, as indeed proved to be the case.
Group II was made up of 314 students who did not wish to
take driver education training, and consequently did not
take it.

Our basic reasoning was that, if Group I and II, both of
which wanted to take driver education, performed similarly
and significantly better than Group III which did not want
to take it, it would indicate that the subject's prior
personality and attitudes were of primary importance in
determining future driving behavior. If, on the other hand,
Groups II and III, neither of which actually took formal
driver training, performed similarly or significantly worse
than Group I which did take it, it would suggest that the
driver training experience itself was of dominant importance.
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All subjects in the three groups were initially compared
with respect to exposure, socioeconomic status, intelli-
gence, accidents, points, and violations over a four-year
period. It was found that Group I (those electing and
taking driver education training) scored most favorably on
all three criterion measures. The results showed that
statistically significant mean differences were obtained
for points and violations--with Group I scoring cc isiderably
lower than either Group II or Group III (Table 3). In the
case for which the subject is judged respon;ible differ-
ences were not large enough to achieve statistical signifi-
cance. Despite differences in method, these results appear
to be in general agreement with those of Coppin, Ferdun, and
Peck in their much larger California study.

Simply on the basis of our findings, it might appear that
electing and taking driver education significantly improved
the young male's overall record in the early yo,irs of
dri.ving, at least insofar as points and moving violations
are concerned. However, a closer examination of the three
groups revealed that they differed in their composition.
Subjects in Group I had the highest average IQ of the three
groups, tied with Group III for most favorable socioeconomic
status, and had by f:Ir the lowest driving exposure. This,
of course, raised the possibility that the better driving
records of Group I subjects might have been de' -rmined, at
least in part, by reduced exposure to situations in which
violations might occur and by more favorable socioeconomic
and IQ status. Again, these findings appear ccnparable to
those of Coppin, Ferdun, and Peck indicating that male
students taking and passing driver training programs drove
significantly fewer wiles per year than students who did
not take driver training. Also, in a related vein, the
study by Asher already described, and a recent study of
New York students both indicate that scholastic standing is
related inversely to accident and violations records (1).

In order to control for the possible effects of non-driver
education variables, subjects in each of these three new
groups were inai7Idually matched as closely as possible
across groups on exposure, socioeconomic status, and IQ.
The data were then analyzed again. What was the result?
Table 4 indicates that the significant differences on
points and violations originally found are eliminated.
While Group I still has the lowest absolute number of
points and violations, neither of these differences any
longer approaches statistical significance. However,
previously insignificant mean differences in responsible
accidents now become significant at the .O5 level, with
Group I manifesting fewer accidents than Groups II or III.
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Lest I be drummed out of this gathering for statistical
nihilism, I would like to point out that, as in this
instance, improved experimental controls can apparently
sometimes rescue a presumed effect rather than destroy it.
Thus, while we found no significant differences in accident
rates between our three groups before we controlled for
exposure, IQ, and socioeconomic status, such an effect did
emerge after instituting such controls. However, the
question still remains whether our findings would continue
to hold up with larger groups of subjects, with subjects
receiving other kinds of driver education, with girls, and
so on.

A recent study by McGuire and his associates would appear
to temper our optimism (7). In a Mississippi study, he
compared 158 students for whom formal driver education was
the main method by which they had learned to drive, with a
series of matched samples of subjects who reported that
they had no formal instruction in learning to drive, but
had either taught themselves, been taught by peers, friends,
or parents, or a combination. In the case of accidents,
subjects were matched on sex, age, occupation, type of
license applied for, and percentage of local driving. (It
had been previously determined that these var4abls accounted
for most of the relationship between varilus biugfaphical
factors and accidents.) After matching on these variables,
no significant differences between the two groups were
found in numbers of responsible accidents. In one compari-
son involving a total of 290 drivers, 56 in the trained
group had one or more accidents over a two-year period, as
compared with 58 in the untrained group. In a second
sample, the comparable numbers of accident-indiiduils
were 52 and 46, respectively. Thus, when matched samples
were employed, there were no significant differences in
accident rates between the trained and untrained groups.

When subjects in the two groups were compared on violations
prior to appropriate matching for relevant variables,
results similar to Coppin's and to those from our own
unmatched groups were obtained: driver education subjects
had significantly fewer violations. After matching,
however, these differences disappeared.

Finally, a word might be said about a study by Mr. Norman M.
Thomas (12). Mr. Thomas, a statistician at the Boston
Edison Company, became concerned about whether driver
education actually lowered the accident rate. !I decided
to compute for the period 1955-65 the number of automobiles
entering the Massachusetts population ':hat had been
qualified by the Insurance Commission to be opela.td by
drivers under twenty-five who ived app,,,:)ed driver

121



training. He plotted on the same graph the insurance
claim frequency for all vehicles listed as being insured
with drivers under the age of twenty-five for the same
decade. His assumption was that as the trained driving
populatior gradually included a significantly larger
percentage of the total under 2F vehicle population a
similar, inverse change should take place on the claim
frequency. In other words, he reasoned, if driver education
tends to reduce accidents, then fewer accident claims should
be filed as the percentage of trained drivers increases.

His results showed that there is no apparent relationshiP
between claim frequency and the number of trained drivers
in the State of Massachusetts (Figure 4). As McGuire notes,
this type of study allows manly an inference to be made, as
opposed to an experimental design from which cause-and-effect
relationships may be determined. However, the directness
of the logic and the simplicity of presentation is striking
and certainly offers ample evidence for closer examination
;f the idea that driver education influc-Ices accident
frequency (7).

Where does all this leave us? If arguments in favor of
investing very substatial and scarce safety resources on
driver education are to continue to be based on presumed
evidence of its value in reducing accidents, or even
violations (which incidentally only correlate about .10 to
.20 with accidents), then one is leaning on a shaky reed
indeed. If driver education, of some sort, or with some
subjects, does indeed significantly reduce susceptibility
to some or all kinds of accidents, the weight of the
evidence suggests that this remains to be demonstrated.

It may well be that some kinds of driver education exist,
cr could be devised, that are capable of reducing accident
susceptibility for some kiilds of subjects under certain
conditions. If this should be our hypothesis, we ought to
get on with the job of investigating more systematically
the nature of the driving task itself, the extent to which
current driver education courses involve training appropriate
to the demands of the driving task, and the extent to which
new approaches might do the job better. Despite the fact
that many present courses can be categorized in terms of
their degree of conformity to thl so-callEi 30-and-60
format, it seems probable that many of these courses differ
from one another in more subtle and substantive ways. One
of the inputs in any analysis of the driving task might
concentrate on relatively rare, but vitally important
responses to emergency situations.
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Further, it may well be that all students do not have the
same driver education needs - either in terms of attitudes,
knowledge, or skills. There is some evidence that different
kinds of subjects may, at least relatively, hJ likely to be
involved in different kinds of accidents. I am convinced
that there is room for a great deal more imagination in the
development of techniques for approaching the education -
both in terms of skills and attitudes - of, for example,
adolescent boys, taking into account the many psychological
variables operating at this stage of psychosocial development
One interesting approach along this line is represented by
the current investigations of Donald Pelz and his colleagues
at the University of Michigan (8, 11).

I would venture a guess that unless we develop better
methods of analyzing the critical aspects of the driving
task itself, unless we find better ways of differentiating
one course from another, in terms of underlying rather than
formal characteristics, unless we relate particular methods
to particular types of subjects, and unless we try, in at
least some test cases, a total-push approach to driver
education, then our chances of finding truly significant
influences on accident or violation rates will remain
relatively small. Furthermore, unless we also control in
our evaluations for the effects (in either direction) of
potentially covalying influences such as sex, age, socio-
economic status, intelligence, and nature and extent of
driving exposure, unless we can deal with large enough
numbers of cases over long enough periods of time, and unless
our criterion measures in terms of accidents and violations
are themselves reliable and valid (as is too often not the
case currently), we will not know whether a significant
influence of driver education in relation to these measures
has been exerted or not.

One must also bear in mind that when we speak of trained
versus untrained drivers, we are not being precisely
accurate. The so-called untrained driver is actually an
individual who has been trained, either poorly or well,
outside the context of a driver education course, and this
may in some instances make the job of demonstrating
independent effects of driver education courses more
difficult. Thus, for example, a boy given fifty hours of
on-the-road instruction by a relative who happens to be an
expert driver under a wide variety of driving conditions,
together with lots of reading and discussion, could provide
formidable competition for the typical 30-and-6 course.
Yet we really know next to nothing about how non-driver
education iibjects actually do learn to drive.

Thus far, I have concentrated largely on the criterion
measures of accidents and violations because these have



received greatest attention. There may, of course, be other
goals, as a number of experts in driver education have
pointed out, such as convenient and efficient provision of
entry-level driving skills, knowledge of the transportation
system, general safety education, emergency care or first
aid training, and so on. These may also constitute per-
fectly valid goals. But if we are to be expected to
provide research evidence regarding the efficacy of driver
education in meeting these other goals, it is clear that
they must be clearly spelled out, and that well-planned,
scientifically controlled ways of investigating them need
to be devised.

Above all, we need to get away from cliches and myths, and,
worst of all, the bland perpetuation of obvious error.
Driver education, as the Secretary's Advisory Committee
Report (10) notes, faces many of the problems of education
in general. Just as we are not going to stop sending
children to school until we know more about the effects of
scnooling on performance, it does not appear likely that
we are going to suspend driver education programs, pending
more adequate research information. But while operational
programs continue, we all fFce a challenge and a responsi-
bility to exercise all the ingenuity we can muster to learn

more about the nature of the human-task interaction that is
driver education, and ways of improving it and of investi-
gating its effects in a reliable and valid manner.
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MODERN LEARNING PRINCIPLES AND DRIVER EDUCATION

Robert M. Gagne
Professor of Education and Psychology
University of California, Berkeley

Dr. Gagne is a Professor in the Department of Education. University
of California, Berkeley, in the field of educational psychology. He
reoeived his undergraduate education at Yale University, and his
doctoral degree in experimental psychology from Brown 00Iver1itY i
1910. Be has been actively engaged in research on human leirnino
for many years.

From 1950 to 1962, Dr. Gagne wa a Professor of Psychology at Princeton
University, where he carried out a series of studies cx the acquisition
of knowledge and collsborated with the University of Maryland
Mathematics Project in studies of retIlemetics learning. "rom 1962-
65, he was the Director of Research of the American Institotes for
Penerch, where he witx concerned with general supervision of research
programs on human performance, instructional method, educational
objectives, design and evalu,ior. of curticula and educational
procedure.. Nis writings during this period dealt particularly with
methods of instruction, problem-Saling, and the conditions of !earning.
In hi current position, he ha. continued his research on the learning
of school subjects.

Among his publications ere 'The Acquisition of Fncwledge', feycholov_al
Review, 1962, 69, 355-365; The Conditions of .,earning, Nov Bork--;
RITIeFirt ard Wriiton, 1965; and 'Contribution. of Learning to
Human tevelopmenti Psychological Pevlew, 1963, 15, 177-191.

In many fields of education, when one searches for clues
concerning the relations between principles of learning
and approaches to instrucion, he finds data from a number
of carefully done empirical studies to guide him. Such is
the case, for example, with a subject like mathematics, or
with a subject like reading. It is true to a more limier d
extent for the learning of science, and to a still more
limited degree for social studies. In the field of driver
education, however, it is quite apparent from the outset
that information about how people learn to drive, how
fast they learn to drive, and how well they learn to drive
is sparse indeed.

Accordingly, my approach to the topic must be determined
by this absence of quantitative information and data.
Rather tan summarizing for you what has been found about
the acquisition of competence in automobile driving, I
shall need to describe instead what general conclusions
about learning, drawn mainly from tasks other than driving
itself, can be applied to the design of instruction in
driver education. In doing this, I shall not neglect,
however, whatever findings appear to be relevant to this
subject to be found in research sources.
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Being a good automobile driver is evidently a complex
affair. It surely must include the following components:

1. Moving the vehicle at near-zero speeds in various
directions and into spaces of restricted dimen-
sions. Example: Parking, backing into a design-
ated space.

2. Moving the vehicle at moderate to high speeds in
a manner which follows certain reference "tracks,"
such as those of the road edge, including going
around corners and curves. Example: Road and
highway driving, no traff!-!.

3. Driving on roads and highways containing other
vehicles, people, or objects, in such e manner as
to avoid collisions. Example: Driving in
traffic.

4. Executing signals, braking, and other acts whose
effect is to aid the progress and safety of other
drivers anL 'vehicles. The best known example:
Using turn or hand signals.

5. In moderate to high speed driving, responding to
unpredictable events by carrying out proper
emergency actions. Example: Turning off the
road to avoid a sudden obstacle.

6. Carrying out procedures which are legally pre-
scribed, regarding such acts as speed control,
stopping at intersections, signalling, parking,
and many others. Examples: Stopping at a red
light; yielding to traffic at a yield sign;
keeping within posted speed limits.

If gocd driving is such a complex matter, one surely must
avoid, first of all, any assumption that there is some
single essence to it. One cannot say that good driving is
"really" a matter of proper fundamental skills, or a matter
of proper attitudes, nothing more. On th2 contrary, good
driving is all the things I have mentioned. The skills and
attitudes relevant to each one of them must be learned.
None can be omitted.

Varieties of Learning

One of the ideas from the field of learning research which
can usefully be applied to the problem of drivi'ig instruc-
tion is that there are different varieties of learning,
each leading to a different kind of capability, and each
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requiring a different set of instructional conditions
(1, 2). If competent driving is a complex matter, then
it should be possible to reduce this complexity by
identifying the different types of learning that are
involved in the separate kinds of performance required.
Having done this, it should be possible to state what
conditions of instruction will be most effective for
accomplishing the learning in each case, and what
conditions will be less effective.

If we examine the six kinds of driving activities I have
mentioned, it can be seen that they comprise several
different kinds of learning, each requiring different
instructional conditions for optimal effectiveness.

For example, Number 2, driving the vehicle on the ro&l, is
primarily a motor chain, or a motor skill, and is composed
of no other kind of learning to any great extent. It is
by no means the only motor skill involved in driving--in
fact, there are many--but it does haye this character al-
most exclusively. Does it have to 4,1earned? Certainly
it does. One must learn to follow the road, whether
straight or curved, at moderate to high speeds. Perhaps
the most important thing to be noted about this kind of
activitity is that it requires certain conditions for its
learning; these are practice under a variety of "tracks"
with the vehicle itself. Learning a motor skill requires
the stimulation provided by kinesthetic feedback from the
muscles. It requires, in popular language, "getting the
feel of the car." Furthermore, it cannot be acquired in
any other way. One can give oral instruction that is end-
less, without accomplishing this kind of learning. Simul-
ated practice is also of very little use, unless the
simulator in fact reproduces the "feel" of the vehicle,
which would entail useless expense. There must be practice
with the car, on the road. Nothing else will accomplish
the desired learning.

A slightly different example is Number 1, moving the
vehicle in various directions at near-zero speeds., Here,
what is being learned are various procedures, such as
putting the car in particular positions, backing, turning,
and others. Now these are what I call "rule-governed
behavior," since they require the individual to accomplish
a class of actions to a class of stimuli. (Please note
that rule does not refer to a verbalized rule, such as
"always look behind," but rather to behavior that is regul-
ated in a predictable manner.) However, although these
procedures are predictable in their effects, they incorpor-
ate simpler forms of belavior which are also motor chains.
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Moving the car forward at minimal speed is one; moving it
backward at minimal speed is another; turning the wheels
while moving at these speeds is a third; and surely a
number of others can be identified.

As a first step, then, we are back again with the require-
ment for learning motor chains -- that they must be practiced
directly, using the vehicle itself, in order for learning to
take place. There are no shortcuts to the effects of direct
practice. As a second step, however, these simpler motor
chains must be put together into longer sequences called
procedures, which are governed by riles. In learning these,
there are some advantages to practicing in a somewhat abstract
manner. For example, one may ask the question: How do you
proceed to turn the car around on a two-lane road? Being
able to answer this question verbally has some advantages for
the person who is learning to drive. However, it obviously
does not accomplish the needed integration of simpler motor
skills into a smoothly flowing procedure.

Number 3, driving so as to avoid collisions, is again a
slightly different kind of learned activity. First of all,
it assumes that such motor skills as have previously been
mentioned have already been learned. In this case, the
driver-learner must acquire a different set of rules. The
effect of these rules is not at all to improve his "feel
of the car," or his skill at "maneuvering." Instead, their
effect is to avoid collisions with objects, cars, or people.
These are the rules about signalling, braking, watching,
accelerating, passing, and others of that sort. These rules
must be learned by the driver by having.him respond to as
great a variety of relevant situations as one can manage.
Provided that basic motor skills have indeed been acquired,
this is one area in which the simulator can be of great
help. The function of the simulator for this kind of learn-
ing, as more than one study has pointed out (5, 4) is to
pr9vide a variety of situations for practice which goes
beyond what could be provided by using the car itself.

Of particular interest in the list of activities previously
described is number 5--responding to unpredictable events
by carrying out proper actions and emergency procedures.
Here is an activity that goes beyond mere rule-using. This
kind of learning is problem solving. The driver must be
able to make the quick decisions which prevent an accident
by taking some kinds of unusual action, in situations whose
specific features are quite unpredictable. Can he practice
such problem solving directly? Not to any great extent,
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since the variety of situations he must be prepared to meet
are so uncertain. How can he be prepared, then? The answer
is by learning to carry out certain procedures among which
he may have to choose when he is faced with the emergency
situation. These are procedures like keeping the car
straight after a bump; straightening the vehicle after
beginning to skid; maintaining control of the vehicle
after driving off the road. It seems a little unlikely
Ihathese somewhat "unusual" kinds of skills are given
much attention in driver education. Yes it is in fact
these kinds of rule-following behaviors which contribute
to the meeting of novel problem-solving situations in driv-
ing.

The Cumulative Nature of Learning

Different aspects of the totality of automobile driving,
according to this reasoning, must be learned in different
ways, under different conditions for learning, if optimal
results are to be achieved.

There is still another characteristic of the learning
process which may profitably be taken into account in de-
signing instruction for auto driving. This is the cumulat-
ive nature of learning effects. By this is meant the fact
that learning not only establishes capabilities for carry-
ing out specific performances on the part of the learner,
but in each such instance it also provides a residue--a
potentiality for positive transfer to further learning.
For example, when a novice driver acquires the skill of
holding the clutch at a point which keeps the car station-
ary on a hill, he has also learned a capability which will
make the learning of a variety of other skills easier-
controlling the speed of the vehicle during parking maneu-
vers, for example. Learning has a cumulative effect which
shows itself in positive transfer to further learning.

The implication of this characteristic of the learning
process is important. If we can determine the subordinate
skills which contribute positive transfer to the learning
of the skills we want ultimately to establish, it will be
possible to arrange a sequence of learning events which
represents a highly effective arrangement of objectives for
instruction. To find out what these subordinate skills
are, and what order they occur in, it is necessary to make
an analysis of the skills representing the ultimate goals
of instruction.

For example. learning the skilled procedure of parallel
parking involves a number of subordinate skills, which I
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have attempted to outline in Figure 1. When I describe
some of them here, remember that I am not necessarily
trying to describe the order in which they are employed
in the total procedure, but merely their presence as sub-
ordinate skills. What the figure shows on the second line
is a set of rule-governed behaviors which are involved in
the total procedure of parallel parking. Each of these in
turn depends upon the learning of certain classifying skills
often called concckits. These in turn depend for their
learning on the prior learning of motor chains, such as
positioning the vehicle, backing at low speed, and so on.
Many of these have previously been mentioned.

The figure is intended to emphasize the cumulative nature
of learning. More and more complex kinds of behavior are
built up, by a process of positive transfer, from simpler
kinds of behavior. Even the simplest skills, illustrated
here, are built up by this process from even more basic
skills. It is notable, for example, that a motor chain
like backing at minimal speed itself depends upon the more
basic skill of controlling the car's speed down to zero
by the use of the clutch. Here is surely an example of a
component skill which transfers broadly to quite a number
of different performances of the automobile driver.

The figure illustrates a theoretical principle of learning.
The principle is, learning of higher-level skills is
substantially facilitated by the previous learning of low-
er-level skills. Practically speaking, this means that
learning efficiency will be best if one progresses from
simpler to more complex skills. Does this mean it is
impossible to learn parallel parking "all at once," or by
practicing the procedure from start to finish? No, it does
no mean that it is impossible. It cues mean that it is,
by and large, inefficient. To make sLre that the learner
has mastered the basic skills first is a learning procedure
that has the greatest chance of being successful fastest
most often.

Similar analyses are possible for other kinds of terminal
performances, even to one like "responding to unpredictable
events," shown in Figure 2. If such events are truly
unpredictable, it is all the more evident that establishing
driving competence becomes a matter of having the student
learn the many subordinate skills, both intellectual and
motor, which he will need to have available in meeting
unexpected situations and solving novel problems. (For a
different kind of analysis of subordinate skills, see
Herbert [3]). The figure indicates the kinds of rule-
governed behaviors which are likely to be used in solving
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these difficult and unexpected problems, the kinds of
categorizing skills or concepts upon which these in turn
depend for their learning, and the kinds of motor chains
that are even more basic. Again, the theoretical implica-
tions of the chart are that learning the basic motor skills
facilitates the learning of the concepts, which in turn
makes easier the learning of the required rule-governed
behaviors. Beyond this one cannot go--one simply hopes
that meeting a genuine unexpected emergency will find the
driver prepared with a 7:aperto5.re of skills that will make
possible good decision making.

Instruction

Designing effective instruction for driving can thus be
viewed as a matter of first, identifying both terminal and
component skills, and second, setting up reasonable condi-
tions under which they can be learned.

The right conditions for instruction are going to vary with
the nature of what is being learned, In automobile driving,
particular contrasts can be drawn between the optimal
conditions for learning motor skills (like backing straight),
rule-governed behavior (such as procedures at a four-way
stop), and problem solving (as in taking emerge-Icy action).
The driving simulator is the source of some good examples.
Depending on its particular makeup, some kinds of capabilities
can be well taught by means of a simulator, others poorly,
and still others perhaps not at all.

Consider category No. 4, which I mentioned at the beginning
executing signals, braking, and other acts the effects of

which aid the progress and safety of other drivers and
vehicles. Can these be taught by lecturing, or by the
learning of verbal answer-3 to verbal questions? Certainly
not. Can they be taught in a simulator? Very well indeed,
provided one can assume that the more basic motor chains
have been learned some other way, so that they can be put
together when the execution of the total procedure is
called ;or.

Wtat about category No. G--carrying out legally prescribed
pro,:edures? Can these be taught by verbal means? To a
considerable extent, yes. Staying withifi the speed limit
is a rule which can quite effectively be reinstated by
means of verbal cues, such as the sign that says "Speed
Limit 50." Does simulator training contribute to such
learning? Not markedly, I should think, although perhaps
simulator practice contribute somowhat to the habitual
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nature of the use of these rules in a variety of situations.

What about category No. 1maneuvering the vehicle at
minimal speeds? No one would imagine, I suppose, that
these basic motor skills could be established by verbal
instruction. How about a simulator? Well, that is a
reasonable question. But such a simulator would need to
have the physical dynamic characteristics of an automobile,
and this would be economically indefensible. For the basic
motor skills, then, one must face the fact that nothing can
replace the motor vehicle itself.

The truly effective simulator would probably be a kind of
specially designed driving course, requiring perhaps 20
acres of ground. It would have various kinds of roads and
road surfaces, backing spaces, turning spaces, and so on.
It would be, in other words, a pl'Ice where basic skills
could be practiced in an automobile. The basic skills
would be not only those which are used frequently, like
rounding a curve, but also tYose which are used infrequent-
ly, such as keeping the wheels straight after hitting an
unexpected bump; or driving through a narrow aperture.
Such practice would be intended to insi.re that the most
highly generalizable skills were well learned first. After
that, the rest would be easier.
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1967.48 he nerved as consultant to the institute for Educaticnal
Development in its Driver Education Evaluttion Study Croup. He

La Fellow of the American Psychological Association and Predent
of the Psychometric Society.

1. BACKGROUND

The project in which I am engaged is one in a series designed
to provide guidance to the National Highway Safety Bureau
regarding the problem of evaluating driver education programs.
The impetus for these studies is a provision in the Highway
Safety Act of 1966 which authorizes Federal assistance to
state and local agencies in carrying out highway safety
programs, including driver education and training.

In fulfilling the congressional mandate, NHSB needs to know
what benefits will accrue from a given expenditure of funds

on one or another of several different programs, or on one
or another activity within a given program. The benefits of
primary concern to the Bureau are reductions in highway
fatalities, personal in1,1ries, and property damage. To be
sure, accurate estimates of costs and benefits associated
with different safety programs are difficult to get at the

present time. However, pending development of adequate
performance criteria and appropriate cost-benefit analysis
techniques, the NHSB is trying to lai the groundwork that

will make possible scientific evaluation of programs in the

various areas for which it is responsible.

one area of responsibility is that of driver education and
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training. While this program is educational in nature, it
is nevertheless perceived by the Bureau as an integral part
of the over-all highway safety program. As such, it may be
said to be in competition with the other highway safety pro-
grams (e.ci., driving and alcohol, seat belts, licensing,
enforcement, et:.). But it is also true that the driver
education program is a supra-safety program -- proper educa-
tion can influence materially all the other highway safety
programs. Perhaps this is the reason that driver education
and training was specifically identified in the Highway
Safety Act of 1966.

2. OVERALL PLANNING STRATEGY

The strategy used in planning research for the evaluation of
driver education and training programs is indicated schemat-
ically in the chart on the next page. In the Spring of 1967,
NHSB contracted with four agencies to develop plans for
evaluating the effectiveness of cu.:rent or proposed driver
education programs. These four organizations are represented
on the program today, namely:

AmU - The American University
D&A = Dunlap and Associates, Inc.
IED = Institute for Educational Development
NYU = New York University

Each of the four contractors received the same Work Statement
containing a set of general objectives and eight specific
tasks. The results of these studies are represented by four
reports which became available in the summer of 1968. These
reports contain many common elements and a number of unique
features.

To synthesize the information contained in tLe four reports
the NHSB contracted with the National Academy of Sciences,
Highway Research Board, to recommend plans for evaluating
driver education programs on a national basis. The product
of the new study was to be another report. On the basis of
the latter report, and using whatever means seem appropriate,
the NHSB hopes to be in a position to start the final step
in this process -- the actual impLementation of evaluation
plans for driver education ani training programs

3. CURRENT PROJECT STRATEGY

The strategy employed by the NAS-HRB in carrying out the
current project was to appo3.nt a panel of advisor-consultants
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al.d to subcontract with the Educational Testing Service
(with which organization I am associated! for the necessary
staff work. The panel was convened both as an advisory
group to NAS and as a group of consultants to our staff.
Panel members brought to the project a diversity of disciplines.
They included educators, psychologists (with specialties in
education, engineering, human factors, and research),
operations research scientists, and statisticians. While
some have devoted a major part of their professional career
to the field of driving safety and education, others have
been concerned with more general problems of human behavior,
man-machine system:;, and general philosophical and method-
ological aspects of experimental design and evaluation. With
so much diversity and talent present, it is not surprising
that they should have sought creative approaches to the
problem of designing evaluation methods for driver education
programs.

The objective set forth by the NHSB for this particular study
was the selection and/or synthesis of evaluation instruments
developed under the four concurrent research contracts,
followed by the development of plans for evaluating driver
education programs on a national basis. Within the framework
of the general objective the work statement specified five
tasks, which can be summarized as follows:

1. familiarization v.ith the four feasibility studies;

2. development of a system of classification for
comparing and combining data in the four
feasibility studies;

3. selection of evaluation instruments, with the
rationale for the selection;

4. identification of criteria for evaluating the
effectiveness of driver education programs; and

5. development of experimental research plans, based
upon the four reports, for validating the evalua-
tion systems for driver education and training
programs.

While the procedure to be followed in implementing the
foregoing statement of work looks straightforward, its very
simplicity is deceiving. In order to develop a sound
validation plan or to have a basis for selection of "in-
struments," one must have a clear definition of objectives
or goals. None were available. While the four reports
contain excellent reviews of the literature and discussions
of the difficulties of getting valid measures of driver
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proficiency, they do not provide clear-cut statements of
goals or definitive criteria for use in evaluating program
effectiveness. For this reason, our panel of consultants
elected to go beyond the simple task of comparing the four
evaluative proposals. It was their goal -- through creative
synthesis -- to take a significant step forward.

4. STATUS OF DRIVER EDUCATION EVALUATION

The four feasibility studies provide a comprehensive review
of the status of driver education and its relationship to
traffic safety. From these reviews it is evident that at
the present time it is impossible to draw valid scientific
inferences regarding the impact of driver education on
subsequent driving performance (particularly as measured
by accidents and traffic violation). This point ran through
all four reports, and is summarized succinctly in the NYU
study (on which Dr. Brody reported). Quoting from
that report, there are these two statements:

1. No clear proof has as yet been produced showing
that driver education, as presently constituted,
has significant favorable effect on driver
performance.

2. No clear proof has as yet been produced showing
that driver education, as presently constituted,
does not have a significant favorable effect on
driver performance.

A related observation is made in the AmU study (on which Dr.
Lybrand reported):

...prior evaluation studies have not provided clear,
consistent, objective evidence which allows an impartial
person to conclude with confidence, one way or the
other, that one type of driver education and training
program, as currently taught, is more effective as an
accident countermeasure than any other type of program.

These are but manifestations of the more general situation
recognized in the Moynihan Report (Secretary's Advisory
Committee on Traffic Safety, 1968). The Report refers to
traffic safety aT-'7..an almost wholly uncharted area" and
urges the establishment of "...carefully elaborated and
comprehensive national goals" (p. 35). Such a statement of
goals could then serve as a basis for setting priorities and
for determining the allocation of resources to different
safety programs. In working toward the achievement of such
goals, however, the Report points out three cautions that
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must be observed: first, "traffic safety research must
henceforth be conducted at the very highest levels of
methodological rigor, and of scientific and intellectual
relevance"; second, both research and its application "will
involve many concepts and activities that are considerably
at variance with views held by the public at large"; and
third, stemming from the newness of the field, "there do
not exist even the most rudimentary standards of performance
by which to measure acW.evement" (pp. 37, 38). While
these observations were directed to considerations of
research for safety programs of all types, they certainly
apply to tho driver education program in particular.

The idea for the four concurrent feasibility studies
probably was born in the course of developing the following
finding and recommendation of the Moynihan Report (p. 57):

"Unfortunately, the present state of knowledge as to
the effectiveness of driver education provides no
certainty, and much doubt, that the return on this
enormous prospective effort will be commensurate
with the investment. A broad and systematic inquiry
is needed into the general question of how driving
behavior is acquired, and how drivers can be taught
not only to operate automobiles: but also to under-
stand the major problems of highway safety..."

When the four investigators began their studies they quickly
found the "accident countermeasure" effect of driver educa-
tion programs to be very elusive. They recognized that driver
proficiency is only one component in an effective highway
transportation system, and that accident reduction is only
one measure of improved driver proficiency. Further, all
agreed on the futility of trying to pinpoint the effects of
driver education to subsequent accident experience, especially
in view of the difficulties in finding adequate data. All
four reports placed considerable emphasi.s on the fact that
the objectives of driver education must aim at the ultimate
development of driver proficiency in the real world, as
reflected in efficient traffic flow as well as accident
reduction.

DeJpite the fact the driver education programs are well
established there was agreement that analysis of the driving
task in the real world is crucial for developing and valida-
ting programs designed to change driving behavior. As
parallel to the need for task analysis, they agreed on the
need for the development of more objective measures of driving
capabilities and attitudes.

The apparent agreement on the existing problems and general
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objectives does not mean that there was concurrence as to how
the evaluation effort should be carried out. For example,
there are differences in the preferred methods for tackling
the task analysis and for establishing valid measures of
driving behavior. Except for agreement on the need for
a survey of existing driver education programs (which is a
specific task in the Work Statement of the four contractors),
there are very great differences in the,.,7 proposals for
research. These vary from a brief reference regarding the
need for the establishment of a driver information base to
an elaborate, highly specific experimental design.

The goal of my project is to try to resolve some of these
differences and to come up with a viable evaluation plan.

5. SOME THOUGHTS ON EVALUATION PLANS

The difficulties inherent in making good, sound evaluations
of the effectiveness of driver education programs are
recognized by the Bureau, and they served as the justifica-
tion for having four concurrent studies made of this problem.
Of course, these difficulties are not unique to driver educa-
tion they hold for all education. Witness the following
statement from the recent Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare:

When the Office of Education was created in 1867, it
was charged with the collection of "such statistics ,end
facts as shall show the condition and progress of
education in the several States and Territories".
Yet today, over 100 years later, we still lack the
essential yardsticks to me-sure progress in educa-
tion. (Wilbur J. Cohen, Social Indicators:
Statistics for Public Policy, American Statistician,
October, 1968, p. 16.)

The development of such yardsticks for driver education is the
ultimate objective being sought by the NHSB. There is no
quick and simple solution to this complex problem: valid
evaluation procedures can emerge only from long-term research
efforts.

The view of the present contractor shared by the tour
original study contracts -- is that the ultimate goal of
this research is the accurate measurement of driving
proficiency and the sound evaluation of driver education
programs. However, in order that some progress be ir?,1e,
the total complex problem must be broken down into
manageable components. Stating an ultimate coal does r )t

imply waiting for the fulfillment of the ever elusive

143

13?



"grand design." By taking reasonable steps along the way,
current needs can be met, although of questionable validity
at first. These should be subjec.,: to revision and
improvement in technique as experience is gained. Such an
iterative process, involving feedback loops, can lead to a
continuous upgrading in evaluation methods.

An overall plan for meeting the ultimate goal the
development of operational evaluation instruments to assess
the effectiveness of driver education programs will involvf,
two major phases:

1. an experimental phase: involving development and
validation of eva1uation instruments, using real-

"drLviug performance" as the criterion;

2. an operational phase: will make use of these
"validated instruments" to cval'.ate the driver
education and train.ng p3Apyrams.

The phase, the validation of instruments, is both
difficult and costly to a2complish. While a set of
evaluation instruments may be relatively easy to lirinister
and measurements may :e easily obtained, getting good (or
valid, or meaningful) driving performance measures may
require new technologies and considerable development.
Getting such driving performance measures can be done only
on an experimental basis. The second phase, general use of
instruments, should ideally uait until. the validation in the
first phase has been accomplished. However, if the evaluation
instrumonts are to b validated against criterion measures of
driving perfornance, we may Le a long way from accomplishing
this. Still, a great deal of preliminary work, based on
expert judgment and analysis, can lay the groundwork kor
attaining the ultimate goal and serve t'le evaluation needs
in the short term as well.

In such an overall strategy for evaluation it is necessary
to distinguish between activities that might be done quickly
and those that will require substantial effort. Such
distinctions may be identified as follows:

Immediat,

Short term

Long term

- referring to steps that can be taken
now, employing only the means at hand,
to evaluate driver education.

- referring to evaluation proced.res that
can be developed and be made usable in
a year or two.

- referring to evaluation techniques
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employing scientific and technical means that
may require five years or more to develop.

Anticipating some delay before new evaluation procedures
(even subjective ones) could be developed, NHSB established
its "immediate plan" by issuing the general guidelines
contained in Highway Safety Program Standard 4.4.4. These
standards are sufficiently broad in scope to encompass
more specific requirements of the state and local agencies
that might evolve from short-term and long-term research
efforts.

The four reports all suggested some kind of survey of
driver education courses as a means of cataloging existing
program-, or as an immediate or short-term measure. We
focused our attention on short-term and long-term evaluation
procedures.

A good "short-term plan" should provide a basis for longer-
range research as well as an interim technique for evaluating
current driver education programs. The following stet., are
prerequisite to an ultimate solution to the problem:

1. Identify the traffic-related tasks and the
knowledges, skills, and attitudes required to
perform these tasks.

2. From the preceding task analysis, determine what
the objectives of -t driver education program
should be.

3. Develop a short-term evaluation instrument for
measuring the attainment of the objectives as
reflected in the content of driver education
prc.grams.

To accomplish these three steps will require the skills of
the most experienced professionals in driver education and
traffic safety. For the first of these steps, they would
be well-advised to seek the assistance of experts in task
analysis who developed the technology for military man-
machine systems. From such a task analysis woule be
derived the objectives of driver education stated in
behavioral terms (i.e., what the driver must do), and an
instrument to assess the program content.

During the course of the short-term developmental work --
a period of at least one year and perhaps as long as two years
-- planning for *he long-term evaluation should be initiated.
This would involve identification and specification of the
research and development required to provide suitable driver
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performance criterion measures and for the refinement of
evaluation instruments.

As noted earlier, the development of driver performance
criterion measures is at the crux of a scientific evaluation
procedure. Attainment of the ultimate goal is many years in
the future so some useful intermediate procedures are desir-
able. One way of recognizing the different levels at which
this problem can be approached is to consider the evaluation
task in either of two ways: (1) by expert judgment, compari-
son with some standards, or other measurements of the program
content; or (2) by observation, rating, cr other me-fsure-
mints of the individuals ,,xposed to the training program, so
that with proper statistical controls it becomes possible to
draw inferences about program effectiveness.

The first approach is the easier one, although less valid.
The survey of driver education courses proposed in the four
reports is a simple use of this approach. A short-term eval-
uation instrument is an improvement on this. The second
approach, involving measurements on individual drivers, is
much more difficult to accomplish, but clearly can lead to
more valid results. Because of the difficulties, time, and
cost that would be involved, this approach should probably
be limited to experimental studies.

The mai- ,njective of any Song- term plan must be the conduct
of research with the expectation that operational evaluation
instruments could then be based on it. Looking toward efforts
extending over five years or longer, it is not unreasonable to
expect technological advances and imaginative research to cope
with problems which appear insoluble at present. Specifically,

might expect progress in our ability to measure driving
behavior in the real world. When realistic measurement of
driving behavior of individuals can be obtained, then a truly
scientific determination of the effectiveness of a training
program can be made.

In summary, let me emphasize again that driver od.cation can-
not be considered in isolation as an "accident counter-
measure." The ultimate objective of reducing highway
fatalities, personal injuries, and property damage will be
realized only if a concerted effort is brought to bear by the
Federal government, the state arr- local communities, and the
public at large to make all aspeLts of the highway traffic
system more safeworthy. Vast improvements in the vehicles,
the highways. and the traffic control procedures, as well
as in the behavior of drivers are needed to bring about such
objectives. What goes into driver education should be in-
fluenced by the rest of the system and should be flexible
enough to respond to changes.
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DRIVER EDUCATION TODAY AND TOMORROW

Norman Key
Executive Secretary
National Com5isJion on Safety Education

Dr, F4y, Erecttive Secretary of the N.tie nal OcamIsaion on Safety
Education of the Ationsl Education AsocciatIon, yoined the NSA
Headquarters staff in 1951. His earlier professional experience
includes public ..hoof teaching and administration in Alabama, and
traffic conultatiora with the American Automobile Association, WaphIngtod.

cr. r.y recsIv.d his Bach,lor of Artr degree from Howard Cotlege,
btreinghem, in 1939. fn 1947 ha received his M.A. degree in education
from George Wa.hingtan University. Hs received h.. Ed.D. degree
from The knerican University in June. 1959.

At the national level he has offered course. and Jed c_nrerences
school trenvortation in many states. and nos taught milittry

officer irastrictora to retrain disabled gervice people a. well Am
to train military ground motor vehicle Fleet .:Terstora. He has
contributed to accident prevention eeeeee eh and to the writing of
textbook. and other curriculum met.rials in the field.

some of Dr. Fey's effilistion. tractile the National Education
Association. ArArican ',river and Traffic Stfety Education 0...cciation,
American Alisociation of School Admi.ietratore, ArtriCOM Academy of
Political and Social Potency. the h.mirican Sociological Ari3ctetlo .
end ARMIICM, PlUCatiotal p eeeee ch Association.

The Commi.eion contribute. to research in mccldeni prevention and
prepares instructional mater'Ale for teachers on different shape
of safety education. Guides o:. safety administration, Instruction
and protection for .choT1 almini.trstore ere .1.0 published by the
Co.. Ilion.

The instructions given to me were to discuss the current
state and future planning for the fiel0 of driver education.
It should be stated at the outset that today's schools have
accepted the responsibility for teaching people to 3orvive
and to live effectively. Authorities are in substantial
agreement that the school its the best place for teaching
and learning safe behavior. This does not mean that such
behavior cannot or should not be learned elsewhere. It
simply means that the school provides the optimum learning
environment for more people at 1,ess cost, since schools are
society's organized approac'n to equipping chileren and
youth with the knowledge, the skills, and the understanlings
which they need. Typically, driver education is offered at
the grade level where students are at or near the minimum
legal driving age. Within this framework driver education
has become established in the schools and colleges of the
United StateE7.

CURRENT STATUS

Safety education including driver education, had its
beginning before 1920. But the breakthrough in American
schools came with the publication of the 1940 yearbook,
Safety Education, by the American Association of School
Adanistrators. Then followed the World Wa: II period
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which 3aw only sketchy advances; but among these were the
developmer. of pre-induction driver education which many
secondary schools offered at the urging of the War Depart-
ment, training for wartime motor fleet operation, and
wartire train5.ng for school bus drives and supervisors.(1)

Recogni7ing that the quality of driver education in schools
across the nation depends upon policies and standards
developed by educators themselves, the National Education
Association's Commission on Safety Education administered
and published the reports of several national conferences.
Each conference concentrated on program improvement.
Representatives of many safety agencies contributed to these
national conferences. The widely used conference reports
have served as guidelines for improving driver education
in the nation's schools and colleges.

Since 1960, Evaluative Criteria (2), an overall guide for
assessing all aspects of secondary education, has contained
a section on Oriver education, Thus, when professional
evaluation teams representing the regional associations of
colleges and secondary schools review the offerings of a
high school in connection with accreditation, driver
education is assured of :onsideration along with other
subjects found in a comprehensive high school program.

Professional Organization to Strengthen Driver Education

Following the marked increase in high school driver
education after. Worlt3 War II, active state groups of
teachers bejan formation of professional drlver education
teachers assocations in a number of states. Today such
professional organizations exist in 42 states. With the
assistance of the National Commission on Safety Education,
the American Driver and Traffic Safety Education Association
was formed in 1957. It become a department of the Natioroll
Education Association in 1960. Currently 40 states
asscciations are affiliated with the national association.
The growing leadership of those groups is contributing to
the refinement of the body of knowledge in thn 31-_s'fl and

to the strengthening of driver education courses 4.1 high
schools as well as of teacher preparation programs in
colleges and universities,

The Body of Knowledge in Driver Education

That there is a body of knowledge essential to the
development of competent members of 'traffic society' is
widely recognized, though there is also a keen awareness
that refinement and extension of this body ^f knowledge are
necessary. It should be remembered that this specialized
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body of knowledge has been developed in a relatively short
period in the history of American education, starting with
the mere review of accident statistics and the memorizing
of safety rules.

This body of knowledge is frequently treated in a two-part
full semester course of instruction. The two parts consist
of classroom instruction and practice driving or laboratory
instruction. Three factors have influenced the growth of
this curriculum: (a) the demand for effective citizenship
training (knowledge, skills, attitudes), (b) the problems
and cultural interests of young people, and (c) the nature
of learning safe traffic behavior. (3) Driver education
also has important relationships to the biological, physical,
and beha-ioral sciences. The combination of concepts from
these disciplines with the unique body of traffic safety
knowledge provides a basis for greater insight and under-
standing of the individual's role on our streets and high-
ways. "The body of knowledge in driver and traffic safety
education may be conceived in terms of content needed by the
teacher, first, to develop the learner's driving capability
anc, second, to develop informed ttaffic citizens." (4)

Program Variations

One of the challenges for schools today is to design driver
education courses to meet a wide variety of needs. For
example, a growing number of young people need to know how
to operate a motor vehicle safely in connection with part-
time or even ful2-time occupations. In addition, inoraased
leisure time spent in driving exposes more peopie to a
wider range of traffic conditions for which they need
special preparation. Adults and out-of-school youth also
have unique instructional needs. These are among the
reasons why the education community is increasingly con-
cerned with planniay and implementing instructional programs
such as the following:

o driver education designed to prepare individuals
for a vocation,

initial driver education courses for adults and
out-of-school youth,

O special traffic safety instruction for senior
citizens, and

O programs for disabled persons.

Recent action by the U. S. Department of Labor, in
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connection with child labor regulations, has an interesting
relationship here. The action has the effect of waiving
the restrictions against 16-and-17-year-old drivers whose
operation of a motor vehicle is "only occasional and
incidental to the child's employment15)provided (among other
things) such a minor has completed a state-approved driver
education course. States are also allowed to apply for
exemption under this special Department of Labor regulation
for employing under-18-year-old student drivers cf school
buses.

Legislative Support for Driver Education

Legislative support for driver education has been provided
in several ways. Some states offer special instructional
permits for students of approved driver education courses.
This student permit, provided for learners in the school
year or semester immediately preceding their reaching legal
driving age, is recommended in the Uniform Vehicle Code.(6)
In the laws of 33 states, separate provision is made for
practice driving instruction by students enrolled in approved
driver education programs, either by special permit or in
some other way.(7)

Recently, the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws
and Ordinances added to the Uniform Vehicle Code the
recommendation that states require opplicants for the
driver's license who are under 18 years of age to have
successfully completed an approved driver education course.(8)
Currently, 26 states have adopted this practice.

Financial Support for Driver Education

Legislators at the state and Federal levels have recognized
the need for financial support for driver education.
Financial support for programs in secondary schcols is
provided in 35 states, and some of these include provisions
for research and for teacher preparation. Funds for such
support are provided in four ways: (:) appropriations from
general state funds (all the people pay), (b) vehicle
registration fees and driver's 1:cense fees (owners and
operators pay), (c) learner's permit fees (learners pay),
and 0) fines for traffic law violations (transgressors
pay).(g)

In the 1965-S6 school year, the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 began to provide financial support
for driver education.

The funding of driver education projects under this Act
may be determined largely by state and local school systems,
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and the states a'.d communities are not required to match
the Federal funds. A number of state and local school
systems are improving driver education under this Act.(10)

It is now well known that the Highway Safety Act of 1966,
which requires continuous and progressively more compre-
hensive highway safety programs at all levels, specifically
requires driver education.

Contributions of business and industry to driver education
are worthy of note. Of some 25,000 automobiles used in
driver education programs during the 1967-68 school year,
more than 90 percent were loaned by automobile dealBrs
through special arrangements with the manufacturers at no
cost to the schools.(11)In addition, a number of light
trucks for vocational driver education have recently been
made available to schools on the same basis.

The practice of allowing special reduced insurance rates
on automobiles in families with teen-age male drivers who
satisfactorily complete an approved driver education
course is almost universal in the insurance industry.

Business and industry also provide scholarships for teachers
of driver education, and produce numerous types of both
hardware and software for driver and traffic safety
instruction.

The foregoing are but some of the highlights of the status
and scope of driver education in the United States.
Details as to various program elements are not discussed.
It is assumed that other papers presented at this symposium
will include dPtails on program elements such as the
number of schools offering driver education and number of
students enrolled; colleges offering teacher preparation
programs; requirements for state certification of teachers;
state and local school system supervisory services; and the
cost cif insiauction.

A LOOK INTO THE FUTURE

Educators are concerned about moving ahead with varied ard
substantial improvements in driver education. Questions
and problems abound as to what to tackle first and how to
proceed. Choices are required among such aspects of the
field as:

organizing instructional schedu' 3 to accomodate
more students,

gearing financial support to provide for more
students,
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o arranging realistic in-service programs to help
teachers become more proficient with innovative
hardware and software,

o finding ways to incorporate related and important
content like (a) alcohol and its effects on drivers
and pedestrians, (b) motorcycle satety, and (c)
meeting common emergencies, and

o building support for driver education by effective
communication with the lay public.

In addition, we face such problems as:

o how to improve the qualifications of college
professors,

o how to improve teacher preparation, and

o how to provide effective state level supervisory
service to all schools.

These kinds of problems are not unique to driver education,
but they are more prevalent in this field because of its
Lelative newness as a school subject. It takes time --
more time than the 20 to 30 years driver education courses
have been offered in the schools -- for widespread under-
standing and high commitment to develop in support of a
program.

Let us look ahead, nevertheless, to some of the interesting,
yes, exciting, dimensions which are likely to unfold as
effort from many sources is directed toward the improvement
of driver education.

Behavioral Sciences and Education

Research in the behavioral sciences is providing increasing
evidence that difficulties in personal adjustment often
underlie risk behavior. Even temporary conditions such as
worry, fatigue, or extreme anger or joy can influence the
way in which one behaves in a given situation or even Low
he approaches a learning task.(12)

We live in a 'technological age.' Man has survived through
the ages largely because of his ability to adapt to the
environment by improving his equipment for living. This
evolutionary process has involved an increasingly sophisti-
cated search foz definition and analysis of specific tasks
in a wide range of human activity. This matter of task
analysis is dramatically demonstrated today in successful
space exploration. Safety is an essential and integral
part of the process of analysis for each task at every
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stage of development and operation. Task analysis involves
foresight, planning, and recognition of hazards In complex
situations. For the human component in such a situation,
the process involves learning a series of coordinated sub-
tasks for hands, feet, eyes, and ears and developing them
to a semi-automatic level; learning to make judgements of
changing space-time relationships; and learning to
anticipate situations and conditions and to react correctly,
often in split-second intervals.(13)This process is involved
in such simple procedures as turning the pages of a book;
it is obviously involved in complex situations such as occur
in driving an automobile. Although in the simpler
situations one may he unaware of the process, it is precisely
when this process breaks down or is neglected that one
wastes effort and is also more likely to fall victim to an
accident.

It is difficult to generalize regarding the safe behavior
of are individual without a knowledge of his personal
condition, of the nature of the activity in which he is
engaged, and of the characteristics of the situation. It
is meaningless to speak of the 'safe driver' or the
'cautious man' without knowledge of the degree of risk he
may take when engaging in a particular activity under a
given set of circumstances. This would suggest that
efforts at program improvement in driver education should
incorporate a wide range of learning activities extending
over a much longer period of time than does the triaitional
driver education course. It may even suggest extending
the traffic safety learning experiences in a well-
articulated fashion from elementary school through high
school.(14)If so, then the question of how best to do this
must also be answered. And this is not to suggest a single,
best approach or prescription. For a program which
concentrates on a single mode of learning and knowing is,
by definition, extremely limited.

For program improvement in the future, ohe could hardly
suggest a better approach than to use every means to
stimulate the driver education practitioner to work hand-
in-glove with the researcher, with a completely open mind
for the improvement of a program. On the other hand, a
researcher would gain rich in the way of first-hand
substantive knowledge of the field which he is researching
if he would work closely with the on-the-job driver
educator. It has been said that research tends to take on
life of its own, and accumulates an internal logic that
takes no account of the unique experience of any individual.
Isn't this an appropriate word of caution for anyone
planning to conduct research for improving programs in this
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field? Surely empirical knowledge is not to be cabt to
the swine.

Further in support of this approach, let us consider the
convergence of various works including research among
different disciplines in the behavioral sciences. Going
back into the literature, one can see how the sociologist,
the psychologist, and the psychiatrist formerly went their
own separate ways, only to learn later that each had much
to gain from the work of the others. Today we are
witnessing increasingly the collaboration of scientists
among the different disciplines in research and other
efforts to improve the lot of man.(15)

Implications of Research

What does research say about driver education? Is there a
feasible alternative for driver education? In a recent
report of an advisory conmittee to the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, emphasis was plaid on the importance
of research as a basis for improving the programs in driver
and traffic safety education.(16) Such research is especially
urgent now, since the Highway Safety Act clearly requires
that the states provide comprehensive highway safety
programs including driver education.

Accordingly, the advisory committee placed on the Federal
government the responsibility for research leadership.
Appro?riate research agencies, the advisory committee
suggested, would be the U. S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare (including the National Institute
for Mental Health and the Off4ce of Education) working
with the National Highway Safety Bureau of the U. S.
Department of Transportation. This report directed some
criticism at driver education as we know it today; and
these critical comments made the headlines across the
country. In a more realistic sense, the report was
critical of the research on driver education and urged more
research directed at imprw.,ing the programs. In this
conecLion the advisory committee stated that ". . . opera-
tional driver education programs must continue. . . One
would hardly advocate a moratorium on al) schooling while
looking for proof of better methods." (16)

The report also suggested that research consider many
factors which have been neglected in assessing the effec-
tiv,ness of, and in pointing the ..ay toward instruction.
These factors, known to many in the field of driver
education and research, though adAttedly not well under-
stood, include amount and type of exposure (mileage driven),
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soz!ial class variables among involved drivers, intelligence,
personality, etc. An in-depth inquiry is needed into the
general question of how driver behavior, good or bad, is
acquired. The transient state of attitude and of physical
condition needs to be examined. All of these research
areas, according to the report, place leadership responsi-
bility on the Federal government.

As to the research on benefits of driver education, one
might conclude that, at this point in time, the score is
tied between the researcher as a proponent of driver
education and the researcher as a critic of driver education.
Too frequently, the proponents have used inconclusive
evidence to demonstrate the favorable results. On the other
hand, the critic, often lacking a substantive knowledge of
the field which he was researching, has supported his
criticism by employes g data ,,hich are no better than those
used by the proponent whose work he was criticizing. There
is, then, no solid, irrefutable evidence that driver
education does, in f? ,-!t, reduce accidents. On the other
hand, there is no solid, irrefutable evidence that driver
education does not, in fact, reduce accidents. Thus, the
score is even; it's a draw. This suggests that future
research be redirected toward irp-ovement of the program.
To provide better instruction for -ire people at less cost
is a wholly worthy objective .:or those who would do
research in driver education.

It is not a question of whether to do away with driver
edvcaL.ion, as some critics would suggest. Rather, it is
a question of what kind of instruction is more effective.
At a recent Symposium on Automotive Safety sponsored by
the American Medical Assocation in Washington, D.C., one
speaker who has not always been complimentary in his
remarks about driver education emphasized that even though
there have been weaknesses in the program, we must get on
with the training.

Do we need further proof that there is no alternative for
instruction? Though it has not been proved beyond doubt
that driver education prevents tragedies on our streets
and highways, neither can one prove beyond doubt that
fleas cause a dog to scratch. But the evidence of the
value of driver education is overNhalming to those who have
been close enough to a substantive p.ogram to sense first-
hand the changes in understanding, insight, and skill that
come about through this teaching - learning process. It is
well known that quality differs considerably in various
schools, and any evaluation of driver education generally
should take quality into account. (17)
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Driver education in itself is not a solution to all the
highway problems. Perhaps our tendency in the past to
assume that a person can be educated to overcome all highway
inadequacies is a major reason that the program is under
surveillance as it is today.

Without qustion the highway environment with all of its
built-in booby traps has been a contributing Et7tor in
more highway tragedies than has heretofore been recognized.
William Haddon has pointed out that a sign on the highway
reading "Slippery When Wet" is an official admission that
here is a built-in hazard. He has further indicated that
the public should not be expected to tolerate this condition,
nor should the public tolerate fixed poles or bridges with
unsafe abutments that constantly threaten the lives of
people when they can be removed, modified, or shielded to
eliminate or minimize hazards. The best the driver
education teacher can do is to make every effort to create
a keen awareness on the part of the learner of these
highway inadequacies and trust that he will have developed
the understanding and insight sufficient to deal with most
of them in a safe manner.

Closely related to the problem of highway inadequacy is the
limitation of the human capacity to see and react wiLhin a
safe margin beyond some upper speed limit from which point
there is no return.

This field needs the interdisciplinary approach mentioned
earlier. The researcher and driver education teacher can
join forces to make a systems analysis of the highway
problem. One of their objectives would be to translate
the outcomes for application to the teaching-learning
situation. This calls for the systems approach as utilized
in other contexts in the development of a new orientation
for innovations in driver education. Some studies have
pointed out the need to know what skills are critical to
the driving task.(18) Though some of the basic driving tasks
have long been recognized by the driver education teacher -
- such tasks as that of tracking which requires some
minimum level of visual acuity and neuromuscular coordina-
tion -- he is well aware that the body of knowledge can be
further refined and more adequately correlated through
scientific identification of the driving tasks. No doubt
the body of knowledge and the teaching methodology stand
to be improved through a new plan of instruction, scientifi-
cally developad in relation to the entire system involving
man, the machine, and the highway.
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Improving the Learning Environment

Improving the learning environment involves humanizing the
content for learning and the setting in which learning
takes place. It means extending the learning environment
beyond the classroom to the community and, indeed,
throughout the life space of the individual.

The average youth, by the time he becomes a senior in high
school, has viewed more than 15,000 hours of television in
addition to hundreds of hours of public movies. These
experiences plus the time he has spent with newspapers and
magazines have exposed him to an almost insurmountable array
of inhumanity -- inhumanity in the form of cruelty,
violence (including violence on the highway), drunkenness,
and dishonesty.

These same high school youngsters have been exposed to some
12,000 hours of schooling. Thus, for the school to provide
and adequate antidote for what the student is exposed to in
the rest of his waking hours, a superior program for
instruction is paramount. The average driver education
program today has three-tenths of one percent of a child's
12,000 hours of schooling in which to offer such superior
instructional services. In driver education, then, we need
to design every phase of the learning experience for
maximum benefits. And when we say learn]..ng experience, we
are again talking about more than what goes on within the
four walls of the classroom. We must include the entire
process of education -- the home, television, radio, news-
papers, and all other media to which the learner is exposed.

Educational technology has become a formidable influence
in the schools and colleges of the nation. Among the
technological devices now finding their way into the class-
room is the computer. Already computers are demonstrating
their usefullness in teaching a host of cognitive skills.
The computer, coupled with television, tap_s, records, and
other audio visual devices, makes possible unique instruc-
tional systems of sight, sound, and touch. (19) Thus, while
driver education was in the forefront in its use of
technology (such devices as simulators), our field now must
do some catching up to gain pace with other subject fields.

While the computer can do some instructional tasks better
than the human teacher, the teacher must always be in
charge. Yet the teacher need not be the direct supervisor
or coordinator of the computer. That can be handled by a
paraprofessional. The important job yet to be done, and
it must involve research, is to catalogue those aspects of
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instruction that are most appropriate for the machine, on
the one hand, and for the human teacher on the other. What
better subject than driver education in which to make this
important forward thrust!

Mention was made earlier of the extension of the programs
beyond one-semester and the inclusion of some instruction
at lower grade levels as well as above. John Goodlad has
foreseen computer co;isoles in classrooms and, in the
foreseeable future, in homes just as television sets are
found today. The computer system will be programmed by an
adequate production of software materials from the school's
1-arning center.(19)Again, driver education can be in the
forefront of this movement. In the meantime why not program
vastly more traffic safety materials throughout school
curriculums and into the home through existing media? This
entails the learner's acquisition of substantive knowledge
but not his developme t of neuromuscular skills which, of
course, must be gains. under the guidance of a qualified
teacher. Finally this position paper assumes the continua-
tion of driver eeucation as a student-centered program
conducted by schools under the direction of qualified
professional staff.

Driver education as we know it today has not reached maximum
effectiveness. Though comprehensive, quality programs have
demonstrated their worth, improvement can and will be made.
The important thing at this point is to get on with the job
at hand and to improve the program as we go. The objectives
are vital and should not be lost in a cloud of semantics.
The issue is life or death life or death for children,
youth, and adults. They are the responsibility of our
schools. They are worth working for; they are worth saving.
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DRIVER EDUCATION AND TRAINING: EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS

AND SUGGESTED PLANS
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Detelopraent (AID) And of An Office of fducatIon sporored study
the ulle of innovetiv media in public school yeten, as well as
Principe' lnvelitigetor of the Driver Ldwot'n and Training Project.

There were two basic perspectives from which we approached
our job of developing plans for evaluating driver education
and training programs, not only as they exist today, but as
they might be taught in the future.

First, we conducted our study in a "systems analysis"
framework. This led us to accept the following basic pro-
positions, which although elementary to some, must be made
explicit to avoid subsequent misunderstandings.

1. Highway system performance effectiveness is the
outcome of the interactions ammg motor vehicles,
roadways (including traffic conditions) and
driver behavior--not just the outcome of driver
behavior.

2. Injuries, deaths, and property loss are inadequate
measures of highway system performance effective-
ness when used alone; these must be supplemented
by measures of efficient and successful movement
of people and goods.

3. Nor are injuries, deaths, and property loss any
more adequate as measures of driver behavior when
used alone; and furthermore, even when adequate
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real-world measures of driving performance are
developed, the effects on these performance
measures of the vehicle and the roadway, including
traffic conditions, must be taken into account.

4. Driver education and training programs, aimed at
driver performance, must be coordinated and linked
with other "people-oriented" programs, such as
licensing and law enforcement programs, if they
are to be optimally effective.

Second, we regarded evaluation of any education and train-
ing course generally to be better served by objective data-
that is, uata resulting from direct measurement of behavior
of students--than by subjective data--the judgments of
individuals about student behavior, or a course, which
clearly are mo,e susceptible to private, personal biases.
Obviously, objective data are not always available an0 sub-
jective data must be used--but not as an excuse to delay, or
substitute for, initiation of aEon to acquire objective
data. Along with this view, we envisioned two roles for
evaluation. The first, which we call a formative evaluation
role, uses the information from evaluation staTis to assess
how well instructional goals are being achieved by a course.
The second, a pay-off evaluation role, focuses on the value
of achieving these goals. Goal achievement by a course may
be unimportant if the goals are not worth achieving. In
summary, we were oriented toward objective data collection
for use in both formative and pay-off evaluation studies.

Our approach--which initially consisted of analysis of all
the available literature, interviews with driver educators
and trainers, observation of education and training programs
--including vocational programs, and consultation with
safety researchers of all kinds--led us quickly to accept
the oft-repeated need for improved design of evaluation
studies. However, we felt that much more is involved in
achieving sound objective evaluation--formative or pay-off.

In our analysis, we developed three additional requirements.
These are listed in Figure 1.

Let me discuss each of these in turn very briefly, because
the need for meeting these requirements provides part of
the rationale for the remainder of our study approach, and
the resultant evaluation plans which emerged.

The first requirement stems from what I believe to be a
"cultural lag" in driver education and training with
respect to instructional objectives. Through time,
instructional techniques have been adapted to developments
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in highway system hardware--changes in car design, in
traffic rules, and so forth. But I do not see any compel-
ling evidence that instructional objectives have been
significantly modified to reflect the rather dramatic
changes in driving behavior requirements that have accom-
panied these hardware developments, and the grcwth of the
highway system.

This is critical, because it has become rather well esta-
blished in education and training that clear, precise
,tatements of instructional objectives, derined in terms of
intended observable behavior outcomes--that is, in terms of
what students are supposed to be able to do following an
educational or training experience--are absolutely essential
for sound evaluation. (As an aside, they also are recog-
nized as essential for the development of quality courses.)

Driver education and training do not lack stated objectives
--hardly any course does. But the concepts of "skilled
drivers" or "good traffic citizens" leave much to be
desired when it comes to evaluation. And when the surface
of either of these concepts is scratched to obtain specific
guidance on the behavior to be evaluated, the "cultural lag"
of which I spoke, appears. Let me be specific about what I
mean.

In the early days of driver education and training, when
there were fewer people, even fewer drivers and vehicles,
and when the highway system was not complex, even though
irregular, it is understandable that an adequate description
of the driving-specific behavior required, focused on,
indeed was largely limited to, the few simple, psycho-motor
manipulative skills involved in controlling the movement of
the car.

However true it may have been in the past, such a descrip-
tion of driving performance is most inadequate today. The
modern traffic environment contains driving-specific per-
formanoe requirements--such as visnal scanning, gap-closing
judgments. speed and path decision-making, which in and of
themselves are skill requirements not defined adequately in
terms of manipulative skills. Today's driving situations
require performance proficiency which goes beyond that
involved in the few basic maneuvers found in existing road-
tests and licensing procedLres. And, however else a man
may live in other life situations, morally or immorally,
he must cope successfully with these driving specific
performance requirements if he is to be a proficient
driver.

11.4_
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Unfortunately, despite some window-dressing, the instruc-
tional objectives of driver education and training today
still reflect the underlying presumption that manipulative
skills are the primary driving-specific behaviors in driving
proficiency. They are obviously necessary skills, but they
are far from sufficient skills. Until an adequate descrip-
tion of the full range of behavioral performance required
by real-world driving situations today is reflected in
instructional objectives, evaluation will be inconclusive,
controversy over instructional approaches will continue,
and little dent in the slaughter on our highways can be
expected from education and training.

I will not spend much time on the next two requirements.
Clearly, for evaluation purposes, new and improved ultinkite
criteria of real-world driving proficiency are required
that Include, but are not limited to, violation and accident
data. Even when they are developed, however, they would not
be suitable for direct use in evaluation studies.

Sound evaluation requires standardized measurement condi-
tions so that we can know the eff3cts that different
factors have on the performance we are measuring. In
addition, of course, accidents are low probability events
and the expense and effort to acquire these and other posi-
tive measures over a long enough period of time is prohibi-
tive. For these reasons, routine use of real-world
ultimate criteria in evaluation studies is neither
desirable nor practical.

The primary use of such new and improved real-world
proficiency measures would be to validate ne.q intermediate
criteria of driving proficiency--our third requirement.

We are suggesting that new objective tests of driving
proficiency are required which measure driving performance
in common and critical driving tasks, during which the stu-
dent can perform well or poorly without vnelue risk to his
physical well-being, or to that of others. Life-like
driving behavior, in wEich knowledges, skills, and attitudes
are reflected, must be measured in situations which simulate
real-life.

Our emphasis on driving behavior does not mean that we
believe paper and pencil knowledge tests are useful in
evaluation, particularly in formative evaluation studies.
It does mean that we consider that knowing what to do is not
the same as doing what is known, and that the .nest
prediction of how well a student will perform in real-world
driving will be measures of how well he performs in driving
situations that are most like the real world. I will have
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more to say about intk,rmediate criteria when I discuss our
evaluation plans.

As I indicated earlier, the key building-block for ,neeting
the fiist requirement, and indeed the third requirement,
simply does not exist at the present time in driver educa-
tion and training, or anywhere else, for that matter--that
Is, an adequate description of the driving behavior profi-
ciency required to meet real-world driving performance
requirements.

Developing such a statement is obviously a massive long-
term undertaking. At this point in our study, we opted at
least tx) begin that undertaking, feeling that there was
much .mpirical evidence that could contribute to at least
the initial steps of a task analysis of driving performance.

We rea2ized at.the time that we were opting for long-term
objective evaluation and that there were pressing needs for
immediate evaluation plans; our hopes and expectations were,
however, that there would be meaningful peel-offs from this
effort that could be used for immediate subjective evalua-
tion. Figure 2 schematically illuStrates, ti-,en, this study
approach.

It is true, of course, as Miller has said, that an actual
description of performance requirements may often seem
meager and trivial when compared with the ritualistic forms
of education and training which are provided. But in the
long run, there is no substitute method which is likely to
produce as meaningful and useful a set of instructional
objectives and evaluation instruments.

i'or our driver performance analysis, we used relatively
straight-forward task analysis techniques.

As a first result, we defined the objective of the generic
driving task as indicated Figure 3. Every time a person
gets into a car to take a trip he has these objectives.
Given the specific content oi a trip, it can Le seen that
his real-world proficiency can be measured in at least five
ways, in terms of accomplishment of the task objective.

With this task objective as a frame of reference, we then
examined accident data and other literature on driver
performance to see if we could identify driving situations
in which differences in the probability of successful
accomplishment of the task objective suggest that different
performance requirements are being placed on the driver by
those situations. We ended up with a kind of taxonomy of
task situations which is shown in Figure 4.
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As you can see, the taxonomy has three major dimensions,
with variations in these dimensions being associated with
different probabilities of accomplishing the driving task-
and, by definition, differences in skill requirements on
the driver. The dimensions are: the roadway setting, that
is, rural, urban or limited access roadways; the driving
mode, that is, open-road driving, entering and leaving
traffic driving, and traffic flow driving; and driving
stress, that is, unanticipated events in the environment,
or events in which the temporal span for the driver to
respond is very brief.

We next examined the data a little more closely to tramdate
the 18 driving situations into driving tasks, usLlg the
driving mode as our major classification device. The 15
pro-typical ta,%s listed in Figure 5 emerged.

When variation's in roadway settings and in stress conditions
are used with this list, some t.,0 situational driving sub-
tasks result. We Lelieve that thee:: 80 sub-tasks are repre-
sentative of and provide comprehensive coverage of the
range of performance requirements with which a driver must
cope in the real world if he is to be proficient.

Two conclusions follow. First, if education and training
is given in these 80 sub-tasks, the student is likely to be
a better driver than if he is not given such learning
experiences. Second, if a student performs well on inter-
mediate criterion measures on these sub-tasks, he is likely
to perform wen in the real-world in ultimate criteria.

The next steps in the task analysis will involve the develop-
ment of "scenarios" for each sub-task in which the situa-
tional environment is specifically identified--the objects
in the environment, how other traffic moves, etc.--and
which the driver's behavior is described in terms of good
and poor responses to that environment. These steps went
far beyond the time and resources available to our study,
but we did initiate them. We organized the available
empirical evidence regarding performance proficiency
according to situational factors and driver characteristics,
including human proficiency in conducting the specific
guidance functions involved in operating a motor vehicle.

Beyond Eituational driving performance measprements, we
identified two additional categories of tas):s on which
criterion measures must be taken. These are shown in
Figure 6.

The first, which Le call instrumental tasks, really refer
to the marriage of the driver with the vehicle; they are
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instrumental because without proficiency in these simple
tasks it is unlikely that he could cope successfully with
the 80 situational driving sub-tasks. The second category
of these tasks is considered ancillary, because file tasks
are not components of driving performance per se, but
rather separate procedural tasks.

Finally, we identified a series of knowledge items which
would seem to be necessary for proficient driving (Figure
7.) These are listed as knowledge categories, in the first
instance, simply because it is impossible to represent all
the situational and traffic environments in a measurement
situation, or for that matter, in the entire set of learn-
ing experiences in a driver education and training course.
These would seem to be the knowledges most relevant in a
stimulus-generalization sense in order for the driver to
cope with new and different environments which he has not
previously experienced, nor on which he was measured. In
the second instance, the knowledges refer to those non-
driving factors which have been empirically demonstrated to
be related to accident probability and severity. As such,
they are critical to the driver's assessment of risk as he
copes with differing the performance requirements in his
situational driving tasks.

These, then, i.re the highlights of the task analysis which
we initiated on driving performance. From this work, w.-2
were able to reformulate a set of instructional objectives
which seem to us to be meaningful in terms of real-world
driving performance proficiency, and which can be used to
begin intermediate. criterion development (Figure 8.)

You will note, first, that we have limited the general
instructional aim to entry into the real-world highway
system. More specifically, we have limited the terminal
instructional objective in time to five years in recogni-
tion of the. influence of post-driver education and training
learning experiences on actual on-the-road driving. Such a
limitation also recognizes that with the passage of time
the influence of any specific learning experience, or set
of learning experiences, is likely to merge with other
influences in such a way as to mask effectively the inde-
pendent influence of any single learning experience.

The first enabling objective stresses performance in the
prototypical driving tasks shown earlier, or some similar
set.

The second enabling objective recognizes the impossibility
of providing a student with all the specific stimulus cue
patterns with which he will be faced during the first years
he is driving.
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The third enabling instructional objective is phrased to
imply only that the student acquires the capability during
the course to be aware that proficient driving behavior can
have a positive affective component, and that he has begun
to attach emotional significance and value to it. The
objective does not go so far as to imply preference
(attitudes) or commitment, and is much less internalized
than an organized value system, or a consistent philosophy
of life.

And now, to get to our recommended plans which are shown in
Figure 9.

As a short -range plan it is clear that we are limited to
subjective evaluation. Accordingly, we would suggest a
survey of driver education and training courses to assess
the extent to which learning experiences with high content
validity to real-world driving performance are being in-
cluded, and, secondly, the amount of supervised practice
which is tieing given in common and critical driving tasks.

This recommendation is directly based on the evidence from
some driving research in England, and on much indirect
evidence from other research on complex psycho-motor skills,
which suggests that regardless of age, ears] learning is
accompanied by frequent an6 large errors which diminish with
practice. Thus, the high accident rate of youth, somehow
mystically attributed to their chronological age, may be no
more than a cultural artifact. This is the time of life
when most are acquiring driving and consequently
may be more a function of inexperience and early learning
errors than anything connected with their physiological age,
or only weakly related to their emotional immaturity, socio-
economic level, or similar factors.

As an intermediate -range plan, I an suggesting a technique
whereby we can stimulate and use the vast reservoir of
experience in improving driver education and training
programs that lies within the instructors wh..) conduct them.
What we are saying here is tat if we can put some sound
evaluative instruments in the hands of teachers, many can
be expected to adjust their curriculum offerings in
innovative and imaginative ways.

Finally, our long range plan, as you might have cuspect:i,
focuses on a whole-task simulaMr. We are suggesting one
for each FHA region after development, in a mobile van,
which can be used as a continual evaluation instrument in
each regional area in a program of experimental pay-off
evaluation studies.
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It is recognized that the development of such a simulator
will be a lengthy and costly process, involving perhaps a
five-year development period and a $10 million cost for a

prototype and nine production units. The accident problem,
however, has been with us for a long time and is likely to

be with us for a much longer time, and five years may be an
insignificant time period from that perspective. And $10
million, while undoubtedly a very significant sum of money

even in terms of the Federal budget, represents only one-
tenth of one percent of the computed annual costs of

accidents.
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A SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR VIEWS DRIVER TRAINING EVALUATICN

Sidney P. Marland, Jr.
President, Institute for Educational Development

Dr. Harland is President of the institute for Educatital Development.
Ne brings wide experience in education it all levels to the work in
which IED is engaged. Nei has deep interest in urban problems and
Occompliehmente in urban education that are especially significant
at this tine.
Dr. Marlend received his A.B. and M.A. from the University of
Connecticut in 1916 and 1950. respectively. and a rh.D. from New
Pork University In 1955. The University of Pittobt.rgh conferred
an honorary LL.D. upon him in 1966.

Before accepting the presidency of IED, he had been Superintendent
of School' in Pittsburgh, Penn., Since 1961. before going to
Pittsburgh. Dr. marland held similar posts in Winretie. Ill.. and
Darien, Conn., for total of twenty years as echcol superintendent.

Na his been active in various national organitmtiors, .ervino on the
board. of National Educational Telerialon, Notional Merit Scholarship
Corporation, and the Joint Council On Economic Education. Vice
Chmirran of the 1965 White Nouse Conference on Education, he 1B prtmently
on Oh" Presidential Advisory Council um Education of Dimadvaotaied
Children Ind the Presidential Advisory Council for the Office of
Econoeic Opportunity. N. is President of the Peeler ch Council of the
greet Cities Program for School Improvement and renter cf nuneroue
proftmeionel ammocietione. including the Arericmn Aelociation of
Chief School Adminietretore.

In his opening remarks, S. P. Marland, Jr., President of
IED spoke to the need for sober, unemotional examination of
the subject of driver education in the schools of the
nation. Reflecting upon his twenty years as a superinten-
dent of schools, Dr. Harland declared that boards of
education regularly found themselves sharply divided on the
large issues of public policy surrounding driver education.
Boards of education, he stated, are familiar with conto-
versy, and are able generally to reach a consensus, even
though painful, on most controversial topics w',ich the
schools musl, confront. One can describe this as a profile
of the feelings of board of education members spread upon a
normal curve of distribution, with the consensus, say on
the question of sex education, falling at the mode. How-
ever, on the subject of driver education one can generally
count on polarization -- two modes at the extremes of the
curve of distribution of feelings. Boards and school
administrators need the pooling of wisdom from conferences
such as this one to guide them in this cloudy arena.

Dr. Marland listed some of the points of conflict between
positions separating some boards of education members, in
which school administrators needed help in guiding policy
formulation.
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1, Dubious evidence of results of driver education
as now conducted.

2. Excessive emotional support for the program based
on assumed implications for saving lives.

3, Attractiveness deriving from automotive industry
support in the unlimited loan of dual control
vehicles. (No similar advantage, for example, for
teaching physics or spelling.)

4. Influence of insurance industry affecting parent
interest in reduced premiums.

5. Competition for student time and interest
vis-a-vis the academic program which is already
overloaded without driver education.

6. The costs of driver education competing with ether
school costs at a time when schr-1 budgets are
straining to sustain formal educ,,tion programs.

7. Sincere wish on the part of board members to fill
a social need, particularly in the direction of
safety, if no other agency is filling the need.

8. Unwillingness on the part of some board members to
accept driver education as a function of the
public schools, as distinct from other agencies,
such as police, highway department, or motor
vehicle department.

Dr. Marland urged that sound evidence be developed by the
members and participants in the symposium, to provide more
useful assessment of driver education, At this time, we
offer driver education because it sounds good and feels
good. Increasing pressure for accountability by the schools
demands that we know just how good it is.
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THE CASE FOR MULTIPLE STANDARDS IN DRIVFR TRAINING

Warren E. Rumsfield, past-President
National Professional Driver Education Association

Mr. Rumsfleld graduated from Roosevelt University with a Pegree in
sh.cation and psychology. Nle poet graduate education included
course/ at Chicago Teacher. College and :ova State University.

During the years 1951-1957, Mr. Pursfleld wan emplo., d ire a teacher
by the Chicago Board of Education. Be founded hie ova North Shore
Driving School as a sideline In the eerly wing of 1951. By 1451,
mint North Shore Driving School required all his time end attention,
he resigned from hie teaching position In the Chicago public school.
By the summer of 195f, the North Shore Driving School had grown into
One of the largest organization. of its kind In the country,
e mploying more than 49 people and capable of teaching almost 7,000
people year to drive. The school ow employs up to 85 people
and is able to teach up to 15,600 a year.

Mr. Rumalleld started the organisational movement of the driving
school industry In the summer of 1958. On October 27-28, 1958, the
first natlon1 meeting of driving school owners ass held in Chicago.
The aasoclatIon was called The National Association of Driving
schools, inc., but this wire changed to the National Profeemioral
Driver Education Association, inc. in its first year, the National
aseotletlon ass supported by funds and personnel provided by the
North Shore Driving School. Mr. Pvmefield retired as Chairman of
the Board of the NADIR in 1966, but retain. a lifetime seat on
the Board as the frunder of the organisation. He hea most recently
filled the role of chairman of several national committees and vas
P resident of the Illinois As rociatlon.

On August 15, 1909, the first driver training school in
America was established in Springfield, Mass. Mr. A. I.

Fairbanks was the proprietor, and rater than being called
a driving school, it was called "Practical Auto Instructors."
This school is still functioning today and is owned by the
widow of its founder.

In the years that followed, many additional "Practical Put°
Instructors" established small firms in various parts of the
nation through which the proud possessor of a new motorcar
could learn to operate the vehicle. No doubt, the earliest
driver training schools stressed the actual technical oper-
ation of the vehicle and a few points regarding its main-
tenance. But little by little, these "Practical Auto
Instructors" came to see that they would also have to show
the new driver how to avoid becoming involved in traffic
accidents. And so these "Practical Auto Instructors" set
out 'co develop practical ways of avoiding accident's and
practical ways of teaching the technique to their customers
whom they soon started to refer to as "students."

The Practical Driving Schools started to multiply and prosper.
The ambitious and successful proprietors were quick to rec-
ognize the rules of the free enterprise system which dictate
that if one can do a good job he can charge a good fee and

181

115



can show a good profit, and that the business will grow if
most customers will send their friends. Thus, some of the
schools became greatly concerned with developing a favorable
reputation and a good image which would strengthen their
firm and enhance their future. Unfortunately, there were
(as in all professions, trades, and businesses) a few who
lacked the ability, the dedication, the character, or the
stature to recognize and meet their obligations to the
public. These few, just as in many lines of endeavor, have
caused much harm to the reputation of the driver training
school industry and embarrassment to the better operators.
People, it seers, are always quick to remember and report
the bad, but that which is done well is often taken for
granted.

In 1958, a National Association was organized which actempted
to bring together the more dedicated and conscientious
driving school owners and to establish communications with
the few local associations which had been started in the
previous decade. In the '50s it was found that the driver
training school industry in the United States consisted of
a little under 2,000 driver training schools which taught
perhaps a little over 1,009,000 people to drive a year.
Under the guidance of the National Association the number
of customers coming to driver training schools increased to
about 1,750,000 or more per year. Although the number of
schools has increased only to approximately 2,200, both the
size and the quality of these schools has been greatly im-
proved. Some of the less desirable schools have been replaced
with the more dedicated operators, but we freely admit that
considerable work remains to be done in this realm. However,
thanks to efforts towards standardization, a better prblic
image, strong driving school laws, and effectie nati.nwide
leadership, the driver training school industry has prospered
in the last halfdecade as never before.

Through the years, the driver training school industry
enjoyed the advantages of the free enterprise system. Under
the free enterprise system, the driver training schools herl
a free hand in designing their courses of instruction, in
purchasing their equipment, and in establishing the services
they would offer to the public. The limitations were only
two-fold: First, they had to meet the requirements
general and driving school laws, and secondly, they had to
meet the requirements of the customer well enough so that
the customer would be likely to refer his friends and rela-
tives to the school. If a particular driver training school
felt it would be advantageo'.is to offer instruction in very
expensive air-conditioned cars, it would easily do so provided
the public was willing to spend ar extra fifty cents or
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dollar for each lesson in the expensive air-conditioned
luxury cars. If a driver training school decided to offer
a course of fifteen hours of instruction behind-the-wheel
rather than ten hours of instruction behind-the-wheel, it
could do so provided the public was willing to accept the
longer and, of course, more expensive course not only when
they personally enrolled for instruction, but also when the
time came to make a recommendation to their friends or
relatives regarding a source of instruction. Bear in mind
that through the last 60 years the driver training school
has been highly dependent upon referral business from the
friends and relatives of the customers whom they have
taught to drive. Until recently the driver training
schools' advertising was very passive, limited mostly to
announcements in the yellow pages of the telephone directory.
Thus, when a person decided that he wanted driving lessons,
he would turn to his friends and relatives to inquire about
a source for these lessons. And so, just like the local
doctor or lawyer, the referral of customers by satisfied
students was almost the only practical way a school could
grow substantially. Only in the last three or four years
has one noticed driver training schools' advertising in
newspapers, on billboards, in public transit vehicles, on
matchbooks, on radio, etc. Thus it was a matter of doing
the job to the satisfaction of the customer--no, to the
exuberant satisfaction of the customer--or else facing
stagnation or business failure. The practical school owners
knew that they had better make a good driver out of the
individual and he'd better not have a lot of accidents or
he would become a negative influence in the growth and
development of the firm. All businessmen know that it takes
a hundred delighted customers to equal the ill-effects of
one unsatisfied cutomer. In recent years the questionable
operators who failed to learn this lesson were ften soon
looking for another field in which to make a living.

In order to improve the standards of the industry and to
^urb the flow of questionable operators, the driver train-
ing school industry itself designed and lobbied for strong
and effective driver training school laws in each state.
Thanks to this effort at least 37 states now have driver
training school laws most of wl ch are based, at least in
part. upon the national recommendations. And Federal
legislation for which leaders of the driver school training
industry also fought, provides that the states must regulate
driver training schools or suffer financial losses from their
Federal highway funds.

Being practical teachers of driving, the driver training
schools are concerned with only one thing: Teaching people
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how to move a vehicle from one point to another without
becoming involved in collisions with other vehicles, or
with pedestrians, or with fixed objects. Thera is no great
concern for developing the soul of the individual so that
he is likely to be a superior citizen, or so that he is
likely to be a moral individual, or so that he is likely
to earn a seat in heaven. The practical instructors are
concerned about the practical problem of teaching people
to move a car safely from one point to another. This, it
seemed to them, was the function of driver training.

A philosophy was started, therefore, based upon habit-
building. The driver training schools set out to develop
skill and safe driving habits. They feel that their ability
to employ teachers who do not get bored because they are
overly educated is a strong, positive asset. They see
where their ability to allow for individual differences
between students makes it possible to meet the needs of each
student on an individual basis. They question the value of
five times as much classroom work as behind-the-wheel Lork
for beginning drivers. They borrowed the basic concepts
developed by Harold L. Smith as part of their philosophy of
driver training. As most experts know, Harold Smith has
developed a successful technique of safe driving which he
uses in the retraining of experienced fleet, truck, and
pas'enger car drivers for large commercial firms. Many
driver training schcJls have applied these same concepts to
the training of new drivers. Time and space does not allow
us to go into all details regarding the "Smith System" here.
But it i3 hoped that those who are not familiar with the
Smith System will avail themselves of information on the
topic.

The experts in the profession were quick to recognize that
the habit-building philosophy based upon the ideas of
Harold L. Smith was probably the best approach to creating
safe new drivers. Of course, they lack scientific studies
to prove what their eyes and hearts know to be true. But
then, the advocates of all other philosophies of driver
training also lack valid studies. All are in the same boat,
and all are more or less starting from scratch.

The professional driving school industry is proud of its
sweeping reforms and improvements of the last 10 years.
But the leaders of the industry admit freely that much
work remains to be done. To those who accuse the profess-
ional driving school of shortc:mings, they plead "guilty"
in many cases. But in their plea of guilty they say to all
involved in traffic safety, "You must share the guilt.
Where were you when the driving school needed guidance,
leadership, and regulatory legislation?"
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The accomplishments of the last 10 years are even more
astonishing when one realizes that not only was there often
undermining and opposition to their efforts to get effective
driving school regulatory legislation but sometimes the
schools had to, at the same time, fight against hostile or
ruinous legislation. A million or more people were coming
to driving schools a year, and nearly all of traffic safety
either ignored them, or opposed their efforts to put their
own house in order, or pushed injurious and unfair legisla-
tion at them.

Recently, we have heard a neat slogan r.:alled "The Single
Standard" applied to driver education. Apparently, those
interested in high school driver education desire to force
the professional driving schools to accept and er:ploy their
standards and their philosophies. By calling for a "single
standard" they are in effect saying "We want you to do
things our way."

In view of the failures and shortcomings of high school
driver education, one might consider this proposition to be
a little humorous. But the humor ends when we find these
people actively lobbying in Washington and in the state
capitols to force, indeed, their strange philosophy upon
their competitors in the professional driving school field.
In view of this it behooves us to take a close, critical
look at the "single standard" which is being advocated and
to compare it with other standards which may exist.

Often the professional driving schools have the job of
cuerecting and completing the instruction of the children
who have already had a 30 and 6 course in the high schools.
One Chicago professional school alone processed 155 high
school driver education graduates in one month of 1968.
Multiply this figure by the total number of driving schools,
and one can recognize that a tremendous number of high
school trwned teenagers appear at professional schools for
further instruction. Through this, and by taking college
driver education courses, etc., the practical schools
became thoroughly familiar with the theory, practices, and
product of the high schools. And frankly, most are a bit
contemptuous of it. And so it has been that the practical
school operator sought a different philosophy and approach
to the topic of creating safe new drivers. Perhaps he's
not always positive that the c.pproach he is contemplating
is absolutely the best one, but he sayL that he at least
knows one approach which is wrong.

The 30 and 6 attitude-building concept of driver education
was developed 34 years ago. Probably, the course, consist-
ing of five times as much classroom instruction as behind-
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the-wheel instruction, was produced because it seemed to
be the easiest thing to schedule at the time, because it was
a salable size package, and because it seemed economically
feasible. After all, it is far less expensive to conduc.
30 hours of classroom instruction than several hours of
behind-the-wheel instruction. This is dramatically illust-
rated in Illinois, for example, where the state allocates
only $8.00 of public funds for the 30 hours of classroom
ir..truction for teenagers but allocates $32.00 of public
funds for six hours of behind-the-wheel instruction.

But the professional driving schools don't have budget
committees to convince, schoolboards to bulldoze, or tax-
payers to appease. They are free of these things and can
design instruction, not simply to be a salable package to
the schoolboards and budget committees, but actually to do
a job. Think of it, a driving course with none of the
hamstrings that saddle high school driver education!
Possibilities unlimited! This is the reason why the driv-
ing schools should be able to blaze a great trail. They
are free to explore, to seek better methods, to find new
horizons. Of course there are those who would straight-
jacket the professional driving schools with the same 30
and 6 courses and methods that hold back the high schools.
This must never be allowed. Traffic safety should make
use of the miraculous potential of the free enterprise
driving schools. Use the system that in all other areas
has made America great!

Following the adoption of the 30 and 6 concept of driver
education, various rationales were developed to justify
such a program. Attitude-building was more impertant than
habit-building, claimed the advocates of this program. We
all know that good attitudes can be just as well "taught"
in a classroom as behind-the-wheel. Thus, a hodgepodge of
theories and hypotheses developed in order to sell this
concept first to those who were to become its promoters and
secondly to the schoolboards, educators. legislators, and
the public, and a host of statistics flooded the nation
claimitog that this driver education program reduced accidents
by 50%. Can you imagine; 36 hours of instruction and the
results are a 50% reduction in accidents on the part of
thoughtless, immature, accident-prone teenagers? Sounds
fantastic, doesn't it? As revealed by the researchers in
the symposium held at the Drake-Oakbrook Motel in Oakbrook,
Illinois, December 1-4, 1968, this concept was indeed
fantastic, since it was amply pointed out that there are no
data or statistics which prove conclusively that high school
driver education has any beneficial effects whatsoever.
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Even further than that, the professional schools viewed,
first with amusement, later with horror, the attitudes
towards such devices as driving ranges and simulators.
Simulators are a cheap substitute for the real thing and
designed primarily to save money; however, as time went on,
simula )rs became not simply a money-saving device but a
superior standard all by themselves. There was something
about simulators that made them better than the real thing
which they were supposed to imitate, or so :it seemed some
people believed. And even the driving ranges which were
designed to substitute for actual on-the-road and in-traffic
coach -pupil instruction soon started to take on an air of
superiority over actual coach-puutl in-traffic instruction.
The professional schools which had the job of correcting and
completing the instruction of teenagers were not deceived;
they viewed the quality of instruction in the high schools
as going down, not up, as a result of the money-saving
devices. Even today, there is an incredibly strange outlook
with regard to these devices because some people actually
believe that they are superior to *.he real thing which they
are supposed to imitate.

In explaining the difference between high school driver
education and that which the professional driving schools
do, I can find no better reference than some selected quotations
from what is really the first nation-wide study of "the state
of the art," which was published in 1962 after an exhaustive
two-year study. This is reported in a book entitled The
Highway Jungle , written by the late Dr. Edward Ts-ulney.
Tenney explains the difference between driver education and
driver training, and implies that the professional schools are
the ones doing driver training and the high schools are the
ones interested in driver education. We think he has hit
the nail nearly on the head and would like to quote some of
his comments at this time.

Most citizens are confused over the difference
in the meaning of the terms "driver education" and
"driver training". If asked to distinguish between
a high school educated driver and a professionally
trained cne, many would stutter, then say that they
saw no difference. JouJqalists and radio announcers
use the two words in the same report as if they meant
the same thing. In consequence, the citizens,
whether they act in their capacity as parents of
adolescents or as Zegislators, city, state, or
federal, or as me7bers of boards of education,
usually vote in ignorance on the supposition that
a vote for driver education is a vote for driver
training. Yet the two differ fundaentally in
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method and in teaching. Although both aim at the
same target, their methods for scoring buli's eyes
differ as shooting a machine gun differs from shooting
a telescopic rifle. In tho first you spray the
target and hope for a hit; in the second you focus
the cross hairs and center the shot.

High School Driver Education is spiritual,
theoretical, complex, academic and begins with the
assumption that the student is ignorant of cars,
traffic problems, and human nature.

Professional Driver Training, physical, practical,
unacademic, begins with the assumption that the
student already knows much and should be trained
or "habituated" to use that much wel?..

High school driver education Is based on the
theory that good people don't have accidents and
that bad people do. It is what is called an ethical
or moral science. Accidents are caused by bad people
being bad, and safety is created by good r2ople being
good. Those who have right attitudes live safely and
usually die of old age; those with wrong attitudes
live recklessly and often die prematurely. A few
accidents are unavoidable, as when an avalanche
sweeps skiers into a canyon, but 80 or 90 per cent
of what are called accidents allegedly stem from
wrong attitudes. A scientific study of these wrong
attitudes reveals the right ones, and all that
remains to be done is to cultivate these . . . .

Safe driving allegedly illustrates a person's
charity, benevolence, and good will toward every-
body. It represents the high-water mark of
civilization, for it symbolizes the co-operative,
non-competitive spirit. A spiritually educated
driver never contests the right of way but yields
it humbly. A good teacher can so humiliate a youth
in thirty class recitations plus six hours of iglus
trative practice as to render him "safe" there-
after. The primary problem is a problem of soul,
of right attitude.

By contrast, driver training aims at no such
ethereal culmination. It is a practical science
and has one clearly limited purpose: the safe
transportation of man and materials from one spot
to another. Its aim is fo trail the eye to see
the whole traffic picture, to discipline the hand
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to steer and the foot to accelerate, decelerate, and
brake as the traffic picture opens up or closes in.
Thus the taxi driver who delivers his load as
required by this small science is not to be praised
for his virtue and civic nobility, but for doing
his little job scientifically. "'he problem is
regarded by the driver trainer a:-; c problem not of
soul, but of sense. The right use of the five
senses, particularly the sense of eyesight, suffices;
the sixth or soulful sense may be a wonderful thing
to have, but many "safe" drivers don't have it.

A second general difference is in method. The
science of driver education uses the indirect approach
on the theory that the safety soul-set cannot be
developed directly. The official doctrine as
established at the Jackson's Mills (West Virginia)
conference ia 1949 lists five approaches, four of
them indirect: The student is made "safe" by --

1. Developing "a strong sense of
personal and social responsibility
for the common welfare"

2. Developing "pride in maintaining high
standards of performance"

3. Promoting "the safe, efficient, and
enjoyable use of equipment and environ-
ment"

4. Promoting "habits of co-operation in
meeting problems of the common
welfare"

5. Preparing himself for' a "socially
useful" job

All of these main purposes have two or more
sub-purposes listed. Thus he fifth sub-purpose
of number 1 is to develop "a thinking in working
toward a solution of the traffic problem". When
the sub-purposes are added to the major ones, the
teacher and student are confronted with the problem
of achieving twenty-three sublime and useful
purposes in thirty-six lessons, one of which is
the developrvnt of "a dynamic realistic philosophy".

The science of driver training is completely
unphiloeorhical. It limits itself to the fifth
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purpose -- that of doing a job well. In fact, th-
science doesn't speak of "socially useful" jobs,
because few drivers can judge whether they are doing
what is socially useful; hence a job is simply called
a job. The approach is direct. It begins not in
academic theory but with the right use of the physical
eye. Among the purposes of the driver trainer are
these five to train a student:

1. To aim high in steering

2. To get the big traffic picture

3. To keep his eyes moving

4. To leave himself an "out"

5. To make sure he is seen

A third major difference is in the attitude of
the teacher toward the student. The driver educator
starts with the assumption that the student knows
nothing and therefore must have everything spelled
out for him.

Two social sciences, psychology and sociology,
are supposed to be the sciences which will solve
the accident problem so that "we will not be in
constant danger of destroying one another". By
an academic study of the psychological and socio-
logical foundations of accident causation, a boy
or girl is allegedly immunized against avoidable
accidents. This socio-psycho knowledge will drive
out the evil attitudes and infuse the charitable
ones.

The driver trainer disagrees sharply. Well-
intentioned people experience grief on the highway
all the time. According to one report, 85 percent
of all accidents happen to the best people, to
citizens who love their wives, adore their children,
and yearn for the common welfare. So the driver
trainer begins his teaching about where the driver
educator ends his. The driver trainer makes the
primary assumption that his trainee was not born
yesterday but has learned from the greatest of
teachers, experience, that we do have a traffic
problem, that cars have internal-combustion
engines, that laws govern the use of cars on public
roads, that cars must be jacked up before changing



tires, that the panel has gauges which tell the
driver various stories, and that two solid bodies
cannot occupy the same space simultaneously. The
driver trainer assumes that every boy and girl knows
Newton's Laws of Motion, not necessarily in theory
but simply through the experience gained in childhood
from falling off tricycles and bicycles and from
running around corners . . . . In other words, a
driver trainer believe& that what a student and his
parents can readily do for themselves they should do,
and that the superficial, the trivial, the self-
evident, and the irrelevant should be omitted.
Good driving is a matter not of how maladjusted
other people are nor of the sociology of mass
production, but of what you do with your eyes and
feet as the traffic picture unwinds before you.

The driver trainer leans heavily on the fact
that good driving is a matter of small intelligence
and much training. Thousands and thousands of
excellent chauffeurs, bus drivers, taxi men and women,
and truckdrivers for commercial fleets roll up
remarkable records -- the best in the countr? --
without benefit of the higher sociological ari
psychological science, often without high schol
diplomas, some even without average intellii.2noe.

. . . Among the best drivers in America ire

James Hoffa's Teamsters. Case studies of the rank
and file membership of this extensive union reveal
no superior ethical excellence. This group of more
than a million shows no signs of an intense eicire
to ennoble itself by inward purgation. The group is
not distinguished for its civic virtue, nc ?ors the
country look to it for leadership. If civi virtue
is the basis of good driving, then the best drivers
surely must have the highest civic virtue. Few
citizens outside the Teamsters' Union .could ral!e
this claim for it. And thus the driver trai,:ers
roundly assert that skillful driving has no
relationship to civic virtue. Bad citizens cft,-n
drive well and good citizens often drive ba(il.; no
citizen should be licensed to drive merely been se
he has the safety soul-set . . .

. . . . At a meeting in 1949, the educators
ruled that thirty hours of theory are needed to produce
the right attitude and that six hours of practicing
it behind the wheel will suffice. Out of thi: group
agreement has come the standard thirty-and six ru!ing
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which legislatures have written into state laws.
Hence, according to some laws, the school guarantees
to the state that the applicant for a driver's license
has the r,:ght attitude, and is "safe", because he
has a certificate from the school proving he has
passed the 30 and 6 course of study.

The trainer puts his emphasis not on any
particular number of hours of theoretical study.
People differ so markedly in their powers of observa-
tion that one person may need a hundred hours of
training before he habitually sees the whole traffic
picture and responds to it accurately; twenty hours
may suffice for another; a thousand may do a third
scant good. The whole idea of some fixed schedule
is, to a trainer, absurd . . . .

. . . . To a citizen who compares the results
of these two approaches, the case for the trainer
looks strong. In an academic environment, intel-
ligence is at a premium; but in a congested stream
of fast-flowing traffic THE TRAINED EYE and THE
TUTORED FOOT count most heavily. Hence a trained
taxi man or bus driver, even if a high-class moron,
does his job deftly day in and day out. He may be
unable to extract the square root of 4, but he sees
the whole traffic picture. He ''co- operates" not
from love of the common welfare but from habit.

Since the accident rates of trained drivers are
superior to those of educated drivers, a citizen
may infer that training is superior to educating.
If a citizen lives in a community where the other
citizens insist that the local school assume the
responsibility for immunizing their chilaren against
auto accidents, then that citizen may r?asonably
request that the school give thirty hours of training
on the rood behind the wheel and six hours of
educating in the classroom. Common sense supports
the stand of the driver trctiner who said, "Six hours
of training behind the wheel is just enough to teach
a child to drive dangerously". The statistics seem
to confirm this judgment. If the school is going
to assume responsibility, let it really assume the
full load and give training commensurate with the
danger. I: an average of fifty hours is needed,
then fifty our should be given. To do otherwise
would be unethical end wicked; for when the sohool
assumes the responsibility, it ought to be held
responsible for the results. When the school says
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to the citizen, "We will safety-proof your child",
the citizen hay the right to say to the school, "Be
sure you do."

The professional driving schools are confilent that future
evidence will show the superiority of their practical
approach. In view of the fact that there is no evidence
to prove any degree of effectiveness in the philosophies
of those who preach otherwise, we insist upon the right
to use our own philosophy in the teaching of our students,
teenagers, and adults.

Indeed, "double standards," if you please. Unless,
of course, others would care to adopt our standards now
rather than a few years from now.

We hope that these remarks can be taken without malice or
hard feelings. There are things that we would rather not have
pointed out. But the recent ridiculous drive for a "single
standard" on the part of those who would force th,- driving
schools to accept someone else's outlook has made it necessary
to question the merits of the single standard to which we
all are supposed to submit.

Let the professional driving schools go their way and
operate under their own philosophies and let all others do
the same. Let the net results eight or nine years from now,
when valid statistics will be available, speak for each
philosophy. Indeed, there may be several philosophies or
standards which should be explored or tried out. Perhaps
there are those within the professional driver training
school field or elsewhere who have stilla third or a fourth
approach to the problem of creating safe drivers. So
long as no group has evidence that its system is producing
effective results, who is entitled to say that one system
is superior to another? or that any system does
not merit at least a fair trial?

You may be shocked to think that several groups would be
experimenting upon the public to find the best means of
creating safe drivers. But after all, we have just witnessed
a 34-year experiment which was performed upon millions of
teenage boys and girls and which ended in failure.

The case for multiple standards is as simple as this: So
long as we have one set of standards which is failing, we'd

1. Tenney, Edward, The Highway Jungle. New York:
Exposition Press, 1962, pp. 68-75.

193

187



be rather foolish to put all our eggs in this one basket.
The best way to find a system which will produce safe
drivers is to explore as many avenues as possible. And
who is to deny that perhaps the professional driving schools
are on the right track? Certainly not those who are them-
selves on the wrong track.

It now behooves everyone interested in traffic safety to
seek ways and means to create safe and efficient new drivers.
Every hand is needed, and only the philosophies and approaches
which have already been proven erroneous should he rejected.
Our colleagues in the high schools, if they are indeed to
meet their obligations to humanity, now face the Herculean
task of completely overhauling their approach to the
driver education problem. Lord knows if they can ever turn
their techniques into something which will do an effective
job in creating safe new drivers.

The professional schools are firmly convinced that they have
the best possible solution to the problem of creating safe
new drivers through their habit-building philosophy.

All of us ask only for the opportunity to serve and to prove
that wr can indeed do an effective job in reducing highway
deaths and injuries . . ... and spare us from the "single
standard" nonsense.
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THE MISSION, OBJECTIVES, ORGANIZATION, AND PROGRAMS

OF THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY SAFETY BUREAU

William E. Tarrants, Director
Office of Safety Manpower Development
National Highway Safety Institute
National Highway Safety Bureau

Cr. Tarrant. I. a graduate of the Ohio State Univereity where he
received the degree. of Bachelor of Industrial Engineering and Nester
of Science in Industrial Engineering. He earned the Doctor of Philosophy
degree in education at New York University,

He formerly held the poeition of instructor in industrial engineering
at the Ohio State Uniereity, From 1959 to 1964, Dr. Tarrant. !Nerved

se Assistant and Research Aesociate at the Center for Safety

Education, New York inivereity. From 1964 to 1961, he nerved as Chief,
Divimion of Accident P aaaaa ch, Bureau of Labor Statietlos, U.S.
Department OE Labor, with primary reeponsibility for conducting special
etudie. of inJury rates and accident cau.e. In .elected high-hazard
industries throughout the !Inked State, Since May, 1967, Dr.
Terrents ha. been Acting Director, Office of Safety Manpower Development,
National Highway Safety Bureau, U.S. Department of Transportation.
He 1. reeponible for planning and adminietering activities designed
to increase the supply and l.prOVIII the eking of all cl of

manpower r.71,71 reel to implement effective highway and [Wit, safety
programs at the federal stet., and local level. throughout the United

State..

Cr Tarrant. le member of the American Society of Safety Engineer.,
the American Inetitute of Industrial Engineer., the Human factor.
Society, the SWOP. Safety Society, and the American Aseociation for
the Advancement of Science. He serves on a number of national
committees in the fields of safety engineering, traffic safety, standard.
development, education, end research. He hall published over twenty
articles on various subject. in eafety end related field. and hold.
licenses in two state. an a registered profeesionst engineer.

I welcome this opportunity to describe the mission,
objectives, organization, and some of the programs of the
National Highway Safety Bureau.

I-- RELEVANT CONSIDERATIONS I. CONSTRAINTS

IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

IMPACT ON INDUSTRY (MANUFACTURERS. DIALERS, INSURANCE, STEEL OIL, tic)

IEDitAL STATE LOCAL RELATIONSHIPS

PUBLIC &PRIVATE COSTS

SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

INTERNATIONAL TRADE

LTHESE MAY ATTIC TIMING AND WAITS OF SAFETY PROGRAM

Fig. 1. Nature of the problem.
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Our challenge is to achieve highway safety ga...ns pith due
consideration to such relevant considerations and constraints
as the impact of the program on the transportation system,
program impact on industry (manufacturers, dealers, insur-
ance, steel, oil, etc.), Federal-state-local relationships,
public and private costs, social considerations, and inter-
national trade.

These and other factors may affect timing and details of
implementation but cannot be allowed bo impede our basic
objectives.

COMPARISON WITH WHIR ARIAS 01 TIANSPORIATION SAFETY

FEDERAL STANDARDS 101 SNIP SAI1TY 91 CIVIL WAR

ICC RIOUIRIMINTS FOR PlAINAN CONSTRUCTION 1901

AVIALJN SAFITY REGULATIONS 1926

AUTOMOTIVE SAIIIT PRIOR TO 1966

LIMITED N1ARINGS 1956 1965

STATI LEGISLATION

FINIAL SLAT MI I IRATE ?MD LAWS

SAE STANDARDS

Fig. 2. Legislative background.

A comparison with other areas of transportation reveals that
Federal legislative programs regulating safety have been in
existence for a number of years. Federal standards for ship
safety, predate the Civil War The Interstate Commerce Com-
FtIII6n established safety requirements for Pullman construc-
tion as early as 1907. Aviation safety regulations were
adopted in 1926.

An examination of the history of automotive safety prior to
1966 reveals that limited hearings were conducted by House
and Senate Subcommittees and investigative groups during the
period 1956 to 1965. In 1956, a Special Subcommittee on
Traffic Safety of the House Committee on Interstate and
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Foreign Commerce conducted hearings on traffic safety.
During 1957 and 1958, Subcommittees of the House Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce held hearings on automo-
bile seat belts, interstate compacts for traffic safety, and
research needs in traffic safety. In 1959, the House Com-
mittee on Public Works explored the Federal role in traffic
safety. During the period from 1959 through 1963, Subcom-
mittees of the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce held hearings on motor vehicle safety, register of
automobile license revocations, motor vehicle safety standards,
the establishment of a National Accident Prevention Center,
and automobile seat belt standards. In 1965 the Senate Com-
mittee on Commerce conducted hearings on tire safety. The
Federal rol.a in traffic safety was again examined in 1965
and 1966, this time by the Subcommittee on Executive Reorgani-
zation of the Senate Committee on Government Operation.

During this same time period, certain state legislatures
passed laws pertaining to seat belts, brake fluid, and state
motor vehicle inspection programs. Federal laws followed
state laws on seat belts and brake fluid. In addition,
various voluntary standards on automotive safety were
developed and published by the Society of Automotive Engineers.
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Fig, 3. Presidential Message Requesting Legislation
(chronology of events).
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During 1966, both executive and legislative activities in
the field of highway and traffic safety were intensified.
This chart contains a chronological summary of the major
executive and legislative actions affecting the national
highway and traffic safety program. As a result of President
Johnson's message requesting legislation presented to the
Congress on March 2, 1966, two laws were passed: The
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 (Public
Law 89-563, dated 9 September, 1966) and the Highway Safety
Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-564, dated 9 September, 1966).
The first law established the National Traffic Safety Agency
and the second established the National Highway Safety
Agency, both within the Department of Commerce. With passage
of the Department of Transportation Act (Public Law 89-670)
on October 15, 1966, the newly designated National Traffic
Safety Bureau and the National Highway Safety Bureau were
placed under the Federal Highway Administration within the
Department of Transportation. Finally, On June 6, 1967,
Executive Order 11357 issued by President Johnson combined
the two Bureaus under the single title of the National Hi0-
way Safety Bureau located within the Federal Highway
Administration of the United States Department of Transporta-
tion where it remains today.
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Fig. 4. Summary of major areas of responsibility.
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Specific task assignments and major areas of responsibility
have been established by the National Traffic and Motor
Vehicle Safety Act and by the Highway Safety Act. Title I
of the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act estab-
lishes appropriate "Federal motor vehicle safety standards."
It requires the Secretary to conduct research, testing,
development, and training necessary to carry out the
objectives of this title. It authorizes the Secretary to
advise, assist, and cooperate with public and private
organizations in the planning and development of motor
vehicle safety standards and methods for inspecting and
testing to determine compliance with these standards. It

contains provisions for enforcing the standards, including
penalty provisions for noncompliance. For example, the law
[on motor vehicle standards] shall be subject to a civil
penalty of not to exceed $1,000 for each such violation."
It further provides that "such violation of a provision of
section 108 or regulations issued thereunder, shall consti-
tute a separate violation with respect to each motor vehicle
or item of motor vehicle equipment or with respect to each
failure or refusal to allow or perform an act required
thereby, except that the maximum civil penalty shall not
exceed $400,000 for any related series of violations." The
law under Title I also provides that "every manufacturer
shall furnish notification of any defect in any motor vehicle
or motor vehicle equipment produced by such manufacturer
which he determines, in good faith, relates to motor vehicle
safety, to the purchaser of such motor vehicle or motor
vehicle equipment, within a reasonable time after the manu-
facturer has discovered such defect."

Title II of the Act contains provisions that pneumatic tires
will be permanently and conspicuously laheled with certain
safety information. It further provides for the establish-
ment of tire safety standards, including a uniform quality
grading system for automobile tires.

Title III authorizes the Secretary to make a complete inves-
tigation and study of the need for a facility to conduct
research, development, and testing in traffic safety (in-
cluding motor vehicle and highway safety) and in connec-
tion with maintenance on highways.

Title IV of the Act provides for a national driver register
:.dentifying individuals whose license or privilege to
operate a motor v-!hicle has been denied, terminated, or
temporarily withdrawn by a state or a political subdivision
of a state.
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The Highway Safety Act of 1966 provides that each state
shall have a highway safety program, approved by the
Secretary, designed to reduce traffic accidents and deaths,
injuries, and property damage resulting from them. It
provides that these programs shall be established in
accordance with uniform standards developed by the
Secretary and that they shall be expressed in terms of
performance criteria. The Act states that the Secretary
shall not approve any state highway safety program which
does not:

1. Provide that the governor of the state shall be
responsible for the administration of the
program.

2. Authorize political subdivisions of the states
to carry out local highway safety programs
within their jurisdictions as a part of the
state highway safety program.

3. Provide that at least 40 percent of the Federal
funds apportioned to a state will be expended
by the political subdivisions of the state in
carrying out local highway safety programs.

A total of 75 percent of the highway safety funds are
apportioned to the states according to population, and
25 percent are apportioned at the discretion of the
Secretary of Transportation. All Federal funds assigned
to a state under section 402 of this Act must be matched
by state appropriations, and the aggregate fiscal
expenditure in a state must at least equal the average
of its fiscal 1965 and 1966 aggregate expenditures.

Section 403 of the Highway Safety Act establishes a high-
way safety research and manpower development program.
Under the provisions of this section, the Secretary is
authorized to use appropriated funds to carry out
safety research, to provide grants for training or
education of highway safety personnel, to establish
research fellowships in highway safety, to develop
improved accident investigation procedures, to develop
emergency service plans, to conduct or sponsor demonstra-
tion projects, and to perform related activities deemed
necessary to carry out the purposes of the section.
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Fig. 5. Summary of missions aid programs.

Our missions may be summarized as significant reductions
in traffic deaths, injuries, and property damage.

We seek to accomplish this by effecting changes in
public attitudes and awareness with respect to highway
safety. More specifically, our programs culminate in:

o First, motor vehicle safety performance
standards that have impact on automobile
manufacturers

o Second, standards on such highway safety
programs as driver education, motor vehicle
inspection, and driver licensing that are
carried out by states and local governments.
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Fig. 6. Summary of missions and programs.

Our approach to the problem of traffic death or injury is
to view it as the end result of a three-phase sequence of
circumstances or factors.

Phase One or the "Pre-Crash" phase comprises those
factors that lead up to the oc:urrence of accidents.
It is defined as the "initiation" period in a
temporal accident sequence which exists prior to
a crash or near crash. In it operate such factors
as drunken driving and alcoholism; mechanical and
medical failures; defects in road design, construc-
tion and maintenance; and deficiencies in the
handling, braking, and related characteristics of
the vehicle. Countermeasures in this phase arc
aimed at accident avoidance.

Phase Two or the 'Crash" phase includes those
factors which, during the course of the crash
itself produce the bodily damage, that is, injuries
or death to occupants. In the crash phase the
results of the impact in terrs of injury or death
are substantially determined by the extent to which
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prior provision has been made for rendering the
forces involved less abrupt. Here the ability of
the vehicle "package" to protect those inside from the
forces of the crash largely determines, for most of the
accidents now occurring, whether injury will occur and
how severe it will be. Countermeasures in this phase
are aimed at injury amelioration.

Phase Three or the "Post-Crash" phase refers to the
factors which, after the crash, in some fashion militate
against the ultimate full recovery from injuries sufr
fered in the crash. In the post-crash phase the factors
that largely determine whether the seriously injured
will survive, and with what after-effects, are those
that relate to the promptness and quality of the first-
aid and emergency transportation they receive. Counter-
measures in this phase are aimed at producing an effec-
tive emergency response ztrid at maximizing salvage.

Organizationally our effort is divided into two missions:
the development and implementation of motor vehicle safety
performance standards and state and local program standards,
each requiring definition, implementation, enforcement, and
evaluation actions. These two programs constitute the major
thrust of the Burea's operating effort. In addition, a
mission support program has been established to provide re-
search, development, teat, evaluation and manpower guidance
for the two major services.
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Fig. 7. Organization and responsibilities of the NHSB.
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This chart identifies the location of the Bureau within the
organizational structure of the Department of Transporta-
tion. The National Highway Safety Bureau, along with the
Bureau of Public Roads and the Motor Carrier Safety Bureau,
is located in the Federal Highway Administration within the
Department of Transportation. The Directors of these three
Bureaus report to the Federal Highway Administrator, Mr.
Lowell K. Bliemell.

[WATiONAL HIGKWAY1

SAFETY BUREAU

Alma
mant.mixim

OFFICE OF

PLANS AND MORO

IMPLEMENTATION

I

MOTOR YENKLE 1

WET( Rif ORMA NC I

SERVICE

11111"

WV OF
RESEARCH AND

PRODRAM SYNTHESIS

NICHWAY SAFETY

PREKRAM StAVICE

Fig. 8. NHSB overall organization.
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A more detailed organizational breakdown of the Bureau is
shown here. The three primary line functions are the Motor
VehiclE Safety Performance Service, the Highway Safety
Programs Service, and the National Highway Safety Institute.

ihe Motor Vehicle Safety Performance Service deals
with the establishment of motor vehicle performance
standards including the development of the engineer-
ing information in support of standards, evaluation
of compliance by the manufacturers with these
standards, and the defects notification drogram.

The Eichway Safety Programs Service is concerned
with the development of performance standards fcr
the various state highway safety programs. It
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provides assistance to the states in implementing
the programs, assists in the performance of the
various program areas, assures compliance with the
standards as issued by the Secretary, receives and
processes 402 matching-fund grant applications from
the states, and performs a liaison function with the
Bureau's Regional Directors and the State Governors'
Representations.

The National Highway Safety Institute serves the
other two Services by planning and implementing
all of their research, test, development, accident
and injury analysis, demonstration, and manpower
traininy projects.

The Office of the Director is concerned with
interface with the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, development of overall policy direction
of programs, coordination with the advisory
committees, evaluation of the overall program,
and inter- and intra-Bureau coordination of
activities end programs. The other four offices
identified on this figure report to the Office
of the Director.

The Office of Principal Scientist provides
scientific advice and consultive services,
seeks to broaden the Bureau's base of scientific
participation, and establishes liaison with the
scientific community. IncliJded among the
present positions are scientists in the fields
of medicine (e.g., Colonel Stapp), engineering,
public health, and mathematics.

The Office of Plans and Program Implementation
develops and maintains up-to-date comprehensive
program plans, monitors a balanced program, and
prcvides a basis for determining resource re-
quirements and allocations. This office also
coordinates the Bureau's budgeting functions.

The Office of Research and Program Synthesis is
concerned with identifying the cyst /effectiveness
of traffic safety techniques, analysis of all
research bearing on highway safety, and implemen-
tation of newly acquired knowledge.
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The Office of Special Projects performs a
variety of functions as prescribed by the BureaU
Director. This office also serves as the Secre-
tariat for the Bureau's official advisory groups.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY SAFETY BUREAU

SIUHARYWJRAWSPORTAZ1

IHRIA

I NATIONAL AMOR

SAM ADVISORY COUNCIL

Off la Of NI DIKUCR I NAIIGNAL HIGHWAY Win:

ADVISORY CORIUMNNSit

1
MOTOR VIHICII SAM': NATIONAL ;RAMC

HATORNANCR SIRVICI SAMYMMUIT

Fig. 9. National advisory groups.

HIGHWAY SAM

PROGRAMS SMOG

The laws under which the Bureau was established provide
for two major national advisory groups. The National Motor
Vehicle Safety Advisory Council relates to the standard
setting process of the Motor Vehicle Safety Performance
Service. The National Highway Safety Advisory Committee
reviews the safety performance standards for state high-
way programs and makes recommendations on the content of
these various programs.
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Fig. 10. Functional organization.

MISSION SJPPOI I

The functional organization divides into the categories
of mission and mission support.

The direct mission functions are performed by the two-
line services, namely, the Motor Vehicle Safety
Performance Service and the Highway Safety Programs
Service. In both cases the work follows the same
general pattern.

O The setting of standards

O Facilitating their implementation

O Evn]uating compliance

O Evaluating effectiveness

O Identifying back-up support needs
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The mission support functions cover the activities of
the National Highway Safety Institute and the Office
of the Director.

The Institute, which with the two-line services
comprises the Bureau's three major units, implements
the research, test, development, demonstration, and
manpower training needs of the two standard-setting
groups. Although some context of its activities will
come from within, the bulk of the Institute's program
requirements will. come, at least in the initial years,
from the two-line services. Stated otherwise, most of
the Institute's activities are to be structured around
direct needs of the two-line services.

It is important to observe that we have brought all the
Bureau's research, test, development, and manpower
training activities plus all outside contracting into
this on-i organizational unit. Several reasons support
this approach. One compelling one is that in the
safety field many contract activities produce results that
are common to .state highway safety programs as well as
to motor vehicle safety standards. For example, field
investigations of real accidents, controlled barrier
impacts on test tracks, detailed analyses of motor
vehicle inspection, and other aspects of used car
safety all directly relate to both services. We
accordingly adopted a policy at the start of a unified
contracting and research organization rather than two
separate groups related to each service.

We further adopted a somewhat novel variation of
operating the Institute. Without going into detailed
description here, the central idea is to assign problem
responsibility to a task force lea..r and give him the
prerogative of deciding how to divide the work between
outside contractors, or to transfer tasks to other
government agencies, or to conduct work in-house
when the Bureau has its own facilities. We are not
going to have separate units that deal only with outside
contracts and others that comprise in-house capability.
Total problem responsibility is centered on the Task
Force Leader.
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1 0 IMPROVE SAFETY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OF
MOTOR VEHICLES AND MOTOR VEHICLE EQUIPMENT

2 ASSURE PROPER SAFETY QUALITY OF VEHICLES IN USE

0 ASSIST STATES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN
EXPANDING AND IMPROVING
THEIR HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS

4 0 IMPROVE THE PROCESS OF i-IIGHWAY ACCIDENT
INVESTIGATION. VEHICLE DAMAGE
AND INJURY ASSESSMENT, AND INFORMATION ANALYSI!

5 Ci PROVIDE PROGRAM SUPPORT AND FACILITIES

Fig. 11. NhSB overall program planning structure.

The overall program planning structure of the National
Highway Safety Bureau involves five major areas of
responsibility. The Bureau's program objectives within
these areas are to:

1. Improve safety performance standards of motor
vehicles and motor vehicle equipment,

2. Assure proper safety quality of vehicles in use,

3. Assist states and local governments in expanding
and improving their highway safety programs,

4. Improve the process of highway accident investi-
gation, vehicle damage and iLjury assessment,
and information analysis, and

5. Provide program support and facilities.
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Fig. 12. Organization and functions of the Motor Vehicle
Safety Performance Service.

Tlese are the organizational elements and functions of the
Motor Vehicle Safety Performance Service.

The Office of Standards on Accident Avoidance is
concerned with vehicle-driver performance and
interactions, information displays and other
communications functions, brakes and tires, and
used motor vehicles.

The Office of Standards on Crash Injury Reduction is
is concerned with crashworthiness of structures
and components. pedestrian and cyclist protection,
and driver and passenger protection.

The Office of Standards on Post-Crash Factors
addresses itself to escape rescue and removal
of injured, fire prevention and protection, and
accident investigation and analysi..
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The Office of Product Cost and Lead Time
Analysis is concerned with product cost analysis,
reliability determination, lead time analysis,
and consumer economics.

The Office of Standards Preparation functions in
the areas of accident avoidance, crash injury
reduction, and post-crash factors.

The Office of Performance Analysis is concerned
with verification of technical and performance
data, validation of standards effectiveness, and
the general area of defects control.
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Fig. 13. Organization and functions of the Highway
Safety Programs Service.

Figure 13 contains the major organizational elements and
functions of the Highway Safety Programs Service.

The Office of Motor Vehicle Programs is concern .d
with motor vehicle inspection standards, motor-
cycle safety, school bus safety, and emergency
vehicle safety.
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The Office of Driver and Community Programs is
concerned with driver licensing and performance,
vehicle laws and codes, driver education and
training, and community support programs.

The Office of Driving Environment Programs functions
in the areas of pedestrian, street, and highway
geometries and traffic control devices safety
programs.

The Otfice of Systems Operation Programs is
concerned with enforcement procedures, accident
investigation programs, emergency medical treat-
ment and transfer of the injured, and debris
removal (or, as it is now called, debris hazard
control and cleanup) programs.

The Office of Safety Grants and Research serves
as the 402 grant processing unit for the states
and performs a liaison function with the nine
Regional Directors of the Bureau.
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THE DIRECTOR

OFFICE Of
SAFETY MANPOWER

DEVELOPMENT

WESTERN
" OPERATIONS I

I OFFICE*

OFFICE OF SAFETY
DEMONSTRATION

PROJECTS

NATIONAL

HIGHWAY
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RESEARCH

CENTER

NATIONAL

HIGHWAY
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CENTER
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SAFETY SAFETY

RESEARCH DOCUMENTION

DEVELOPMENT CENTER
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FACILITIES

Fig. 14. National 41ighway Safety Institute organization
chart.
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The National Highway Safety Institute brings the
research, test, facilities, accident and injury analysis,
demonstration, documentation, and manpower development
activities conducted by the National Highway Safety Bureau
into one organizational unit. Its organizational elements
consist of three primary working units, called "centers,"
and three offices, including the Office of the Director.
The Institute also maintains a Western Operations Office
which perhaps should appear as a subordinate unit to the
Research Center since t' J personnel assigned to that office
essentially function as research contract managers. The
Director's Office is responsible for directing research,
development, test, evaluation, documentation, facilities,
data processing, and manpover. programs.

The Office of Safety Demonstration, Projects supports,
implements, and evaluates demonstrations to facilitate
the development, validation, and introduction into practice
by state and community agencies or private persons of new
and improves' technique- related to highway safety.

The Office of Safety Manpower Development, which I direct,
plans and administers activities designed to increase the
supply and improve the skill of all classes of manpower
required to implement effective traffic safety programs
at the Federal, state, and local levels through the Nation.
Within the Office of Safety Manpower are the Divisions of
Technical Manpower, Professional Manpower, and Research
Manpower.

The National Highway Safety Accident and Injury Analysis
Center is responsible for compiling all data related to
the highway and traffic safety programs, conducting
mathematical analyses of all data, operating the computer
system, and establishing and operating the information and
transmission links of the Bureau. It is concerned with
compiling information developed from the accident investiga-
tion process. This Center develops and keeps current the
statistical data base of the Bureau with regard to drivers,
vehicles, highways, and accidents and other variables
required to identify and evaluate national traffic safety
trends. It provides for compatibility between its own
operations and those of the state and local centers. It

also maintains the National Driver Register. Within the
Accident and Injury Analysis Center are the Offices of
Systems Design, Systems Implementation, Lata Operations,
Statistical Analysis, and the National Driver Register.

The National Highway Safety Documentation Center acquires
and maintains a comprehensive collection of pW lications,
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research reports, training mammals, and other documents
related to any phase of '.raffic and highway safety. It
develops documents and at go-visual aids for the dissemina-
tion of 5afety information to interested groups and
individuals. The Documentation Center also adopts scientific
and technical materials for use by various popular media
such as newspapers, magazines, and television. Examples
of explicit information dissemination functions performed
by the Documentation Center include the establishment of
library services for -che Highway Safety Bureau and for
the public, -.-.echnical information services, training aids
services, educational public information programs, and a
management information system. Thus the Documentation
Center functions in a relatively wide range of subject
areas and services all segments of the public as well as
providing technical information support for the Bureau
staff.

The National Highway Safety Research Center performs or
sponsors, through contracts or grants cr interagency funds,
the research development, testing, and evaluation projects
required to support the primary mission of the Bureau.
The Research Center also operates traffic safety laboratories.
In, general, the Research Center performs or sponsors
research required to develop new knowledge related to
various areas within the traffi,: safety field. Among its
specific tasks, the Research Center is concerned with
performing or sponsoring researc17. required to:

1. Develop cr upgrade uniform standards for state
highway safety programs,

2. Develop or upgrade Federal motor vehicle safety
standards,

3. Develop a uniform quality grading system for motor
vehicle tires, and

4. Assist other components of the Bureau in
administerirg or en_.-:cing the Highway and
Traffic Saffty

Tne Office of Highway Safety Research, Development and Test
Facilities coordinates the use of existing highway safety
research, development, and test facilities and plans for
the establishment of highway safety research laboratories
and test facilities needed in the future.
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Fig. 15. Organization chart: Office of Safety Manpower
Development.

Within the Institute, the Office of Safety Manpower Develop-
ment contains the Divisions of Research Manpower, Professional
Manpower, and Technical Manpower.
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Fig. 16. Organization chart: Office of Research,
Development, and Test Facilities.
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The Office of Research, Development, and Test Facilities
contains a Management Division concerned with planning and
programming policy and resource procedures, real estate,
and project management; an Operations Division concerned
with design, special eqC.pment and instrumentation,
construction, and maintenance; and a Facilities Safety
Staff which will function in the future in support of
facilities operations.
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Fig. 17. Org.,ization chart: Nacional Highway Safety
Documentation Center.

The Documentation Center contains the Divisions of Document
Processing, Technical Reports, and Safety Information.
The Document Processing Division is concerned with
accession and indexing, announcement preparation, and
document acquisition. The Information Division performs
the functions of information storage and distribution,
publications and training aid preparation, and technical
reference.
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coonolkATION
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OFFICE OF
THE DIRECTOR

TECHNICAL
LIAISON
DIVISION

ACCIDENT
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TASK FORCE

NO. 1 ,
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AVOIDANCE
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NO. 2

1

ACCIDENT INJURY ACCIDENT INJURY
REDUCTION REDUC HON
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NO. 1 NO. 2
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_ 1

OPERATIONS RESEARCH1
AND SYSTEMS ANALYSIS

TASK FORCE

Fig. 18. Organization chart: National Highway Safety
Research Center.

The Research Center contains two major divisions, contract
coordination and technical liaison. In addition, the
Research Center operates task forces, two concerned with
crash avoidance and clash injury reduction; one concerned
with operations research and systems analysis; and one
concerned with special projects.

An extensive contract research, test, at.- development
program was initiated during fiscal year 1967 and continued
during fiscal years 1968 and 1969. This program was funded
in excess of 8 million dollars in FY 1967, 14.7 million
dollarc in FY 1968, and 16 million dollars in FY 1969. The
overall approach of the initial research and development
support studies centered on an Ammediate, hard-hitting
attack to provide the urgently needed answers as soon as
possible. This is being followed by work on the gaps of
knowledge so that we can begin to broaden our base of
understanding of accident and injury causes.

211

211



EVi,:_UATE MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY PERFORMANCE

EVALUATE EXISTING RESEARCH AND

DEVELOPMENT STUDIES

DEFINE MANAGEMENT SUPPORT TASKS

DEFINE SAFETY PROGRAM SUPPORT TASKS

Fig. 19. Purposes of the initial studies.

The initial highway and traffic safety studies attacked
the problem on several major fronts to achieve four major
purposes:

1. To eyaluate actual safety performance of the motor
vehicle itself, including trucks, buses, and
motorcycles, with attention directed to such
questions vs used car safety, automo;.ive fabri-
cation and compliance with motor vehicle safety
standards, occupant protection, scat design,
behavior of vehicles (and their human cargo)
in crash situations, and vehicle handling
propcities.

2. To evaluate the existing research and development
studies required to give intensive scientific and
engineering support to the National Highway Safety
Program. This includes the development of traffic
safety testing, research, and development facilities
and eqUipment; accident and injury analysis and
documentation centers; traffic accidents and human
impact tolerance investigations, al'..,ohol safety, and
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if

the use of s:,stem engineered cost effectiveness
counterd6easures.

3. To define th management support tasks required to
assist each state in establishing and operating the
traffic safety program recommended by the National
Highway Safety Bureau, emphasizing necessary programs
to develop, educate, and train traffic safety
personnel across the nation for engineering program
management, and motor vehicle safety testing, research
and development; to prepare and publish uniform
standards and guidelines for use by each state to
implement its own safety programs; and to improve
emergency medical care techniques, including the
adaptation of the paramilitary medical care and
evacuation procedures that have proved successful
on the battlefield.

4. To define the safety program support tasks required
to help each state to legislate, establish, and
implement uniform traffic safety regulations within
their communities, such as driver education and
licensing, traffic safety enforcement, uniform motor
vehicle inspection procedures, accident investigation
improvements, and the encouragement and support of
community traffic safety programs.

STATUS PROGRiM MANAGEMENT CAMEOS

PROJECTS MANAGED BY THE OFFICE
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

DURING FISCAL YEAR 1968

SAFETY MANAGEMENT MANPOWER

THE AUTOMOTIVE SAFETY FOUNDATION

SAFETY SPECIALIST MANPOWER
8002. ALLEN CD HAMILTON. INC

SAFETY RESEARCH MANPOWER
THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA

STATE PROG1 AM MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES

PEAT. MARVVICK. LIVINGSTON AND COMPANY

Fig. 20. Summary of contracts managed by the Office of
Safety Manpower Development during FY 1968.
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I shall now briefly review some of the research contracts
administered by the Office of Safety Manpower Development
which may be of particular interest to you.

During Fiscal Year 1968, ten contracts totaling $1,104,000
were managed by the staff of our office. Some of these
projects are listed on this slide.

1. The Safety Management Manpower project conducted
by the Automotive Safety Foundation involved the
development and presentation of a three-day course
for training highway safety program managers and
state Governor's Representatives. The contractor
also developed and tested an information communica-
tions system between the National Highway Safety
Bureau and the states.

2. The Safety Specialist Manpower project conducted
by Booz, Allen and Hamilton, Inc., is a study of
the current and projected safety manpower require-
ments within each of the states. The purposes of
this study are to define the safety specialist
manpower categories, identify the number of safety
specialists presently needed and those required in
the future, identify actual and potential manpower
resources, 4dentify education and training
institutions and organizations capable of transforming
unskilled manpower into safety specialists, and
prepare plans and programs to facilitate the actual
manning of the several state and loca', highway
safety programs. Ir another paper, the director
of this project will present some of the findings
of this study.

3. Certain phases of the Safety Research Manpower
problem were studied by File University of North
Carolina. The Highway Safety Research Center at
UNC developed and tested a pilot course and recom-
mended a multidisciplined graduate-level program
for the training of safety research scientists and
engineers who will an the major research efforts
urgently needed throughout the nation.

4. Peat, Marwick, Livingston and Company has prepared
a draft report containing recommended State Program
Management Guidelines. This contractor developed
guidelines describing managerial policies, techniques,
documentation, methods, and procedures for conducting
the state safety programs specified in the State
Highway 3afety Program Standards.
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STATUS PROGRAM MANAGEMENT GUICIELIKES

PROJECT*: MANAGED BY THE OFFICE
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

DURING FISCAL YEAR 1968 (CONTINUED)

DRIVER EDUCATION

THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY

DUNLAP AND ASSOCIATES. INC

THE INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

SCHOOL BUS SAFETY

THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

COMMUNITY SUPPORT

THE NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL

Fig. 20a. Summary of contracts managed by the Office of
Safety Manpower Development during FY 1968 (continued),

5. The Driver Education project involved four
contractors: The American University; Dunlap and
Associates, Incorporated; The Institute for
Educational Developmert; and New York University.
These four contractors were ossigned the same
work statement; namely, to develop methods and
plans for evaluating the effectiveness of all types
of driver education and training programs at state
and local levels, including teacher preparation
programs.

6. The School Bus Safety study was conducted by the
National Commission on Safety Education of the
National Education Association. The purpose of
this study was to organize and present evidence
and knowledge on the subject of school transportation
safety within the various states and communities
throughout the nation.
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7. The Community Support study conducted by the National
Safety Council provided a "state of the art"
description of highway safety community support
programs. The NSC collected, documented, and
organized presently available information on state
and local community safety programs.

I shall briefly describe the status of each of these projects,
the follow-on contract work we ar now undertaking, and the
new research projects we are managing in our Office during
Fiscal Year 1969

VITUS OF SELECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS

SAFETY MANAGEMENT MANPOWER
CONTRACTOR: THE AUTOMOTIVE SAFETY FOUNDATION

PURPOSE: TO PROVIDE AN ORIENTATION
COURSE FOR STATE HIGHWAY
SAFETY PROGRAM MANAGES

SUBJECTS COVERED
' ETON VEHICLE INSPECTION 'POLICE SERVICES

DRIVER EDUCATION VEHICLE REGISTRATION AND TITUNII

DRIVER LICENSING LAWS

HIGHWAY AND TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 'EMERGENCY MEOICAL SERVICES

' COURTS

*COMMUNICATION *MEASUREMENT

ORGANIEIND FOR THE JOB *PROCEDURES

Fig. 21. Safety Management Manpower.

The Safety Management Manpower project consisted of a
series of three-day orientation courses in safety program
management conducted by the Automotive Safety Foundation.
A total of 438 highway safety management personnel from
national, regional, and state level:; were in attendance at
the six regional presentations. Courses were conducted
during May and June of 1968 at Atlanta, Georgia; Berkeley,
California; Covington, Kertucky; Omaha, Nebraska; Wakefield,
Massachusetts; and Denver, Colorado. In addition to state
personnel, the nine Regional Directors of NHSB attended the
first course in Atlanta. Subjects coN,ered included motor
vehicle inspection, driver education, driver licensing,
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highway and traffic engineering, courts, communication,
organizing for the job, police services, vehicle registration
and titling, laws, emergency medical services, records,
measurement, and procedures. In addition to lectures and
general d4;cussion periods, the courses included workshops
organized around the major subjects presented.

r,r ..1,/ /I 11,'

SAFETY RESEARCH MANPOWER
CON1 AC1OR lINIVIR'slit 0; NORTH CAROLINA

PURPOSI i()1Ittl(01' <ONf)UC1 AND EVALUATE A UNIVERSITY
C.1 AH0AN (OURSI IN HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARC
MI111OHOLOGY AND TO PREPARE PLANS FOR A
(0M1ii'REIL`NSIVE SAFE1Y RESEARCH MANPOWER

vgiOrmIN1 PROGRAM.
SUBJtCTS COVERED

ANALYSIS OF COURSE CONTENT I1CTURE OUTLINES

SV4VEY OF OTHER UNIVERSITY SAFETY

RESEARCH TRAINING PROGRAMS

ASSEMILY OF MATERIALS

EIEVELOFMENT 01 flit COURSE PLAN

COURSE EVALUATIN

PLATIS FOR THE MENU

IIRLIOGRAPNY OF REFERENCE

MATERIALS

Fig. 22. Safety Research Manpower.

The University of North Carolina developeC, conducted,
and evaluated university graduate -level course in
highway safety research methodology. Twelve graduate
students completed the course for credit at the
University. Seven faculty members audited each of the
fourteen two-hour sessions. Plans were presented for
expanding this course to a comprehensive multidisciplined
graduate-level safety research manpower development
program. Major sections of the final report are identified
in Figure. 22.
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STATUS OF SELECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS

STATE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES
CONTRACTOR: PEAT, MARWICK, LIVINGSTON AND COMPANY

PURPOSE: TO PREPARE GUIDELINES FOR MANAGING
STATE HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS

SUBJECTS COVERED
WHY GUIDELINES 7

THE HIGHWAY SAFETY rROGRAM STRUCTURE

ORGANIZING FUR HIGHWAY SAFETY

IHE MANAGEMENT PROCESS IN HIGHWAY SAFETY

MEASURING PROGRAM EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

SUGGESTED HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAM STRUCTURE

Fig. 23. State Program Management Guidelines.

The final report prepared by Peat, Marwick, Livingston
and Company entitled "Highway Safety Management Guide-
lines for State Governments" has keen received. The
next step is for the states to receive this information,
accompa'led by an opportunity to participate in a
two-day training course on the application of the
guidelines to stet- government operations. Suggestions
for modifications in the guidelines will be received
and reviewed by the National Highway Safety Bureau.
The complete revised guidelines will then be published
for us..: by the Bureau and by the states.

Some of the topi,s covered in this report are shown
in Figure 23.
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STATUS OF SELECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS

SCHOOL BUS SAFETY
CONTRACTOR: THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

PURPOSE TO COLLECT, ORGANIZE, AND PRESENT
INFORMATION DESCRIBING THE
"STATE-OF-THE ART- OF SCHOOL
TRANSPORTATION SAFETY.

SUBJECTS COVERED
REVIEW OF THE IITERATURE

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE
CONSID(RATIONS

DRIVERS OF SCHOOL BUSES

LTANDARDS FOR SCHOOL BUSES

lopR .T ATI PROGRAM CTLIOIIs

OPINIONS ABOUT SCHOOL TRANSPORT liON

RECORDS AND AEPORTS

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOATMFIIDAT,ON.,

BIBLIOGOAPHY

APPENDIX

Fig. 24. Sch)ol Bus Safety.

The National. Commission on Safety Education of the National
Education Asgociation conducted a study of school buy, safety
in the United States. The purpose of this "state of the art"
study was to collect, organize, and present evidence and
knowledge on the subject of school transportation safety.

STATUS Of SLLECTIO RESEARCH CONTRACTS

COMMUNITY SUPPORT
CONTRACTOR, THE NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL

PURPOSE TO DOCUMENI CURRENT PRACTICE BY
NATIONAL. STATE, AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES
IN COORDINATING, ENCOURAGING.
PUBLICIZING, AND IMPROVING ALL LOCAL
TRAFFIC SAFETY PROGRAMS.

SUBJECTS COVERED
VOLUME ONE

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROBLEM

NATURE OF THE COMMUNITY SUPPORT PROBLEM

THE SYSTEMS APPROACH

'HISTORICAL PERSPLCTIYE

ORGANIZATIONS wORAING FOR COMMUNITY SUPPORT

rpocRimmooc FOR PUBLIC SUPPORT

Fig. 25. Community Support.
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OFFICE OF SAFETY MANPOWEk DEVELOPMENT

STATUS OF SEI ECHO RESEARCH CONTRACTS

COMMUNITY SUPPORT (CONTINUED)
CONTRACTOR. THE NATIONAL SAFETf COUNCIL

PURPOSE: TO DOCUMENT CURRENT PRACTIrr BY
NATIONAL, STATE, AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES
IN COORDINATING, ENCOURAGING,
PUBLICIZING, ANn IMPROVING ALL LOCAL
TRAFFIC SAFE1 )GRAMS.

SUBJECTS COVERED
PININAMMIMG FOR CIVIC LEADERSHIP GROUPS AND PUBLIC ACCEPTANCI

'MIDI V THE LITERATURE

COMMUNITY POWER ST aliCTURF

*MOWRY
CONCESSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

APPENDIX

MUNE TWO:

ARTICLE REPRiNTi CASE HISTORIES

Fig. 25a. Community Support (continued)

The National Safety Council conducted a study of the "state
of the art" of community support programs in the highway
safety field. The purpose of the study was to document
current practice :; by rational, state, and local communities
in coordinating, encouraging, publicizir,q, and improving
all local traffic safety programs. The inal report
was prepared in two volumes. Volume One contains the
mal,..r elements and findings of the study, acid Volume
Two contains the case histories and back-rp material.

Some of tha subjects covered in the final report are
included in Figure 25 and Figure 25a.

The appendix to Voluma Onr, contains an article on The
Dynemics of Urban Program Development and Change and a
475-item bibliography. Volume Two contains reprints of
various articles and reports and a section on case
histories of successful commun.,ty support action programs.
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STATUS OE SELECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS

DRIVER EDUCATION
CONTRACTORS: iriE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY

DUNLAP AND ASSOCIATES INC
TNI INsliTUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

PURPOSE 10 DEVELOP A CONCRETE PlAN OR PLANS FOR
EVALUATING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CURRENT
OR PROPOSED DRIVER EDUCATION AND
'RAINING PROGRAMS. .

SPECIFIC TASKS
101111t1IGN METHODS "CATALOGING

"MA RICORDS PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES

SNORT 11RTA vERS0S LONG TERM PLAN RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER

EDUCATION EVALUATION PROGRAMS

*WEAKNESSES IN DRIVER ItlICATION BASIS rOT SELECTING RECOMMENDED
rgocRi Ms PLAN,

Fig. 26. Driver Education

The purpose of the driver education program evaluation
project was to develc,p methods and plans for evaluating
the effectiveness of all types of driver education and
training programs at state and local levels, including
teacher preparation programs. Final reports have been
received from all four contractors working on this project:
American University, Dunlap and Associates, Incorporated;
The Institute for Educational Development, and New York
University.

All four contractors received the same work statement;
namely, to develop a concrete plan or plans for evaluating
the effectiveness of current or proposed driver education
and training programs. The specific tasks each performed
are identified in Figure 26.

Task A - Evaluation Methods

The contractors documented in detail the method or
methods recommended for the program evaluation
plans.

[
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Task B Data Records

The contractors identified all necessary data
together with the data source which shall be
utilized.

Task C - Short-Term vs. Long-Term Evaluation

The contractors documented the app'icution of
the method cr methods proposed in Task A with
regard to short-term and long-term evaluation of
the program. Advantages and disadvantages with
relationship to stipulated short- and long-cerm
evaluation were included.

Task D - Weaknesses in Driver Education Programs

The contractors documented the methods that
shall be employed to determine weaknesses in the
total driver education program. In addition to
identifying the deficient areas, a method of
assessing the affect or impact of the program
was included.

Task E - Cataloging

The contractors were ,..claired to prepare clear and
concise plans for ful_y cataloging and describing
existing driver education systems.

Task F - Preliminary Cost Estimates

The contractors prepared preliminary cost estimates
for data collection methods of program evaluation.

Task G - Plan Relationship to other Education Evaluation

With particular emphasis on public secondary schools,
the contractors were required to research and document
the relationship of the Task A plan or plans to other
accepted evaluation techniqqes employed in United
States educational institutions.
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Task H - Basis for Selecting Reconlended Plans

The contractors were required to describe the
alternate evaluation methods explored and the
reason or justification for selecting the
recommended method or methods.

The contractors addressed themselves to methods of evalua-
tion in secondary schools, commercial driving schools,
adult driver training schools, retraining and refresher
programs, motorcycle operator training programs, teacher
education and training progralos, and special purpose driver
education and training programs such as those conducted
for fleet vehicle operal-ors and emergency vehicle drivers.
Each contractor also r-ol dered such related problems as
defining the driving _ASK, analysis of the man-vehicle-
environment system, ttis, "state of the art" in driver
education research, and the criterion problem. Detailed
information about each of these four projects will be
presented by the principal investigators later during
the symposium.

OFFICE OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

SAFETY SPICiALIS1 MANPOWER STUDY

REPORTS

SAFETY SPECIALIST MANPOWER
REQUIREMENTS

SAFETY SPECIALIST MANPOWER
RESOURCES

EDL!CATIONAL FACILITIES

STATE ACTION PLANS

Fig. 27. Safety Specialist Manpower Study -- Purpose.

The purpose of the Safety Specialist Manpower Study
conducted by Booz, Allen and Hamilton was to provide
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for current and projected manpower reogirements for each of
the states; identify actual and potential manpower resources;
identify education and training institutions and organizations
cz,pable of transforming unskilled or insufficiently prepared
manpower into safety specialists! and prepare programs to
facilitate the actual manning of the several highway safety
programs.

The results of this study will be presented in detail in
another presentation.

OFFICE OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

STATUS OF MEMO RESEARCH CONTAACTS

PROJECTS MANAGED BY THE OFFICE
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

DURING FISCAL YEAR 1969

DRIVER EDUCATION-SEIECTiUN OF PROGRAM EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS

ANO DEVELOPMENT GF VALIDATION PLANS

THE NATIONAL ACAOEMY OF SCUM. HIGHWAY RESEARCH BOARD

oRivER EDUCATION- PUBLIC AND NON PUBLIC SCHOOL SYMPOSIUM

THE INSTITUTE FOR iDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

DRIVER EOUCATiON COMMERCIAL DRIVER TRAINING SCHOOL SYMPOSIUM

THE INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

FEASIBILITY !JUDY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF SAFETY MANPOWER
THROUGH UNIVERSITY Ct.FIERS

!HI sTANTORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Jig. 28. Contract Management -- FY 1969.

This and the following two figures show manpower-related
contracts which were negotiated during Fiscal Year 1968
and are being managed during Fiscal Year 1969. During
FY 1969, the manpower development-related contract
expenditures in this initial phase will total approximately
$688,000. Provisions are being made for negotiating new
contracts at frequent intervals duri.lg the current fiscal
year as new manpower development needs are identified.
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1. The Highway Research Board of the National
Academy of Sciences has been awarded a contract
to select and/or synthesize the instruments
recommended by the four previous contractors
for use in evaluating various types of driver
education and training programs. The Academy
will also rlevelop plans for validating these
instruments. The Educational Testing Service
at Princeton is assisting the National Academy
of Sciences in conducting this project. The
principal investigator on the project will
pres.mt additional information in another
paper.

2 The Institute for Educational Development is
conducting two symposia on driver education
and training, one for public and non-public
schools, and the other for commercial driving
schools. The objective of the public and non-
public school symposium is to report on the
progress of selected programs in driver
education and related fields and to contribute
to the effective implementation of recent
research findings in this field, with particular
emphasis on public and non-public schools. The
objective of the comercial driving school
symposium is the same as the previous
symposium, except that emphasis will be
placed on commercial driving schools.

3 The Stanford Research Institute is conducting a
study to determine the feasibility of
establishing, on a nation-wide basis, a set
of multidisciplinary cellters for highway
safety education and research within the
'ramework of university-level educational
institutions of complexes. The purpose of
these centers is to produce personnel capable
of dealing with the varied highway and traffic
safety problems encountered at the Federal,
state, and local government levels. The centers
will also prepare safety research manpower.
Alternative programs for meeting the nation's
safety manpower development needs will also
be considered by the Stanford research group.
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01 SKIM MANPOWER UIVELOPMENI

SIAIUS OF MEMO RESEARCH CONTRACTS

PROJECTS MANAGED BY THE OFFICE
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

DURING FISCAL YEAR 1969 (CONTINUED)
IMI..GENCY MEDICAL SERVICES-ENTRANCE LEVEL TRAINING PROGRAM

DUNLAP AND ASSOC/AIES, INC

MOIOR VEHICLE REPAIR AND INSPECTION MANPOWER
OEVELOPMENI PROGRAM

THE UNIVLRSIIY OF MICHIGAN

DEVELOPMENT CF HIGHWAY SAFELY PROGRAM MANAGEMPLI
GUIDELINES FOR USE BY CIIIES

PEAL MARWICK. LIVINGSTON AND COMPANY

STATE NIGHYlAY SAFELY PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND REPORTING SYSTEM
PM MARWICK LIVINGSTON AND COMPANY

Fig. 28a. Contract management -- FY 1969 (continued).

4. Dunlap and Associates, Inc. is conducting a
project to develop text materials, instructor
manuals, lesson plans, and other specific
materials required to establish a short-term
course for training emergency medical service
personnel at the entrance level.

5. The Highway Safety Research Center at the
University of Michigan has begun work on a
motor vehicle repair and inspection manpower
development program. The purpose of this
project is to identify key repair manpower
parameters for motcr vehicle repair and
inspection personnel and to determine the
influence of such factors as skill, manpower
availability, and legal status on inspection
systems design. The contractor will also
develop and test a course of study in auto-
motive mechanics at the entrance level.
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6. Peat, Marwick, Livingston and Company is
conducting a project to refine and disseminate
State Highway Safety Program Management 3W.de-
lines developed during fiscal year 1968. The
refined material will be used subsequently as a
basis for developing similar guidelines for use
by cities.

7. Peat, Marwick, Livingston and Company is
also developing a management and reporting
system which will provide for an efficient
and effective flow of information between
the state and local units of government, the
regional offices, and the National Highway
Safety Bureau, within the frame;' -Nrk of
legislative and administrative requirements.
Both PML programs will provide the basis for a
future training course for state and local
program managers.

(MCI V *Ann' MANPOIVII OtVILOPINDIT

STATUS OF SELECTED RESEARCH CONTRACTS

PROJECTS MANAGED BY THE OFFICE
OF SAFETY MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

DURING FISCAL YEAR 1969 (CONTINUED)

SCHOOL BUS SAIETY-AGE IN RELATION TO ACCIDENTS

OUNtAP ANO ASSOCIATES. INC

COMMUNITY SUPPORT

Wittig! RESEARCH, INC

OMER LICENSING PROGRAM EVALUATION

ENE INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMEN1

Fig. 28k. Contract management -- FY 1969 (continued).
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In addition to these projects, members of my staff are
managing contracts as follows:

1. School Bus Safety -- Operator Age in Relation
to School Bus Accidents Dunlap and Associates,
Inc:. A project designed to determine if age is
a critical factor in school bus operation; and
if it is, to determine upper and lower age
limits recommended for school bus operators.
The contractor will also develop and test a
uniform reporting system for school bus
accidents.

2. Community Support - Century Research, Inc.
This project is designed to identify and
evaluate the role and effectiveness of
community support efforts in specific actual
situations involving the implementation of
selectee. highway safety program standards
at the state and local levels.

3. Driver Licensing Programs Institute for
Educational Development. The purpose of this
project is to identify the elements of the
driver licensing function to develop plans for
evaluating the effectiveness of driver licensing
programs, and to study sources of multidisciplinary
assistance to driver license administration.

Much has been accomplished by the National Highway Safety
Bureau since tne traffic and highway safety acts were
signed into law by the President on September 9, 1966.
3ut, of course, much more remains to be done before we
can expect to achieve a perceptible reduction in the
nation's traffic injuries and deaths. Since there is no
likelihood that any one approach will be sufficiently
successful by itself, we must continue to do many things
in as energetic and coordinated a fashion as possible.

We have come a long way toward identifying the parameters
of the driver education evaluation problem, as well as
other problems in this and related fields. We have
identified alternate plans for pursuing various solutions.
We are now focusing our attention on those plans which
appear to offer the greatest promise of both short-term
and long-term success.

Much work needs to be done. At least part of our problem
lies in the inadequate existing procedures for exchanging
information we do have available about driver education and

234

228



its effectiveness, between the scientific and ro.search
communities and the practitioners in this field. We also
lack a systema,Ac method of feeding back the practitioner's
thinking to the researcher. This symposium has been
organized as one step toward improving communications in
the field. I expect that this will be the first in a
series of similar symposia to be conducted at frequent
intervals in the future for the purpose of promoting an
exchange of information among the National Highway Safety
Bureau, government and non-government safety researchers,
professional associations, and instructors and professors
of driver education and training throughout the nation.

In our present conference we are interested in reviewing
the "state of the art" in the field and discussing the
various issues of vital importance to persons interested
in improving driver educating and training programs.
Workshops will be held to provide a forum for this
information exchange. Some of the latest research
findings will be presented and discussed. Hopefully, one
outcome of our deliberations will be a better under-
standing of the views of interested individuals and groups
who are working toward the common goal of improved program
effectiveness.

On behalf of the National Highway Safe4-.17 Bureau I welcome
you to this symposium.

235

22:1



DRIVER EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Gilbert E. Teal
Chief Scientist, Dunlap and Associates, Inc.

Dr. ',eat is Vice President and Program Director of the Carter for
Accident Prevention, Behavioral Sciences Division, Dunlap and
Asmociates, inc. He received hie Bachelor of Science degree in civil
engineering from the University of Yary'Ar!, end has done extensive
graduate work at The George harking no., ,vt,reity and Nem York
University. He hold. the following degrees: Nester of Arts
(safety education), Merrier of Administrative Engineering relfety
engi :.eering option). Doctor of Engineering Science, and Doctor of
Philosophy (educational administration ard ocpervisimn).

Tor over 25 years Cr. Teal hes teen aesociated with the Center for
Safety EduCetion, Net York University. he has served as chairman of
numerous sections and standing committee. of the Nationai Safety
Council, including recent ppeintmente cn the eeearch committee o!!
the American Society of Safety Engineers, the Traffic and Trans-
portation Conference, NSC, and on train.,; committee. of the Industrial
Conference, SSC, and the Rationed Industrial Security Association.
He ie the author of several book. on industrial end traffic safety,
and he. held faulty positions at Purdue, Maryla, I, NEU and Norwalk
Community College.

Dr. Teal is Eellow Of the American Public Health Association,
the A.variCA1 AssOcietion for the Advancement of Science, and the
Socie.y for Applied Anthropology. Pe is mercer of the American
Psychologicel Arreocieticn, the New York Academy of Soiimcee, the
Veterans of Weil, and ru,,r0U. other professional societies. he
le currently listed in Mho.. Mho in ti, feet, American Yen of
Science, end Who.. Mho nT-Ti ety.

PURPOSE

The general purpose of the research was "to develop a con-
crete plan or plans for evaluating the effectiveness of
current or proposed driver educational programs." This
statement presupposes that it is possible and necessary to
define the "decay rate or half-life" of driver education- -
that point at which the effects of driver education are
replaced or supe "ceded by experience. The question can be
posed this way: What is the effect of 6 hours of behind-
the-wheel training on the driving efficiency of an indivi-
dual who dives 20,000 miles the first year?

For purposes of definition, the Request For Proposal indica-
ted a typical state program as including the following:

1. Secondary school driver education programs

2. Teacher training and certification

3. D:evelopment of new techniques and devices

4. Regulation of commercial driving schools

5. Certification of commercial school instructors
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6. Adult public and private training programs,
including retraining, first time adults, and
elderly adults

In our proposal, we further recommended the inclusion of an
additional interest area, namely, motorcycle driver educa-
tion and training. We also chose to look closely at pro-
grams for the professional driver and for government and
military personnel, at tiolator courses, and at various
other special-category courses to see if additional
insights might be gained.

APPROACH

Basically, the following approach was undertaken in the
conduct of the study. First, primary information sources
were tapped to develop the broadest possible data base for
making recommendations. This involved a comprehensive
review of all aspects of driver education, pertinent educa-
tional research, and other related areas. Second, this
information base having been established, evaluative
methods and criteria (both previously used and study-
generated) were tentatively identified. Third, alternative
evaluation proposals were considered and weighed in terms
of such factors as appropriateness, practicality, costs,
and level of sophistication.

The methods and plans for evaluation developed for the
present study were based to a large extent on information
obtained from these primary information sources:

0 First, a thorough survey was made of major
aspects of the driver education movement, to
establish the "state of the art" and to gain
any insights which would be helpful in
establishing evaluative criteria.

While it was possible to accept with confi-
dence the comprehensive information on
secondary school driver education compiled and
published by such organizations as the National.
Education Association, National Safety Council,
and Insurance Institute for Highway Safety,
considerably less information was available on
other important areas. For example, there was
found to be a definite lack of information on
the status of commercial school driver educa-
tion. It was therefore necessary to conduct a
separate study to obtain information on the
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services, capabilities, practices, and policies
of the commercial driving school industry,
examine existing and proposed state legislation
relating to commercial schools, and survey the
curricula of commercial schools. To collect
this information, two questionnaire surveys were
conuacted and numerous schools were personally
visited by the research staff. One of the major
conclusions drawn from this study was the fact
that the long-standing friction that has
existed between many of the proponents of
secondary school driver education and the com-
mercial school industry is one of the biggest
detriments to the total driver education move-
ment. This situation must be rectified in the
immediate future if the driver education pro-
gram per se is to make its major contribution
to accident reduction on the highways of the
nation.

A study was also made of other primary sources
of driver education. These incInded programs
for the professional driver, government and
military programs, adult programs, improvement
schools, violator programs, and special courses
such as those for the aged and handicapped.
This information was gathered primarily through
mailings, telephonic communications, --2its, and
an extensive search of the literature.
Additionally, we collected relevant data on the
curriculum of some of the more widely acclaimed
teacher prepar ,tion programs throughout the
country.

One other area of driver education which will
likely become an increasingly important facet
of the total driver education picture in the
next several years is that of motorcycle driver
training. There was a general lack of informa-
tion on this topic. Consequently, another
separate survey was conducted to assess the status
of motorcycle driver education courses in the
United States and to get a picture of what lies
ahead. The study indicated that only fragmen-
tary attempts are being made to accomplish this
type of training. There is a definite reed for
a well planned, inified 6pproach -o this
preo-Jlem.
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Second, a major source of information was a
study made of methods of evaluation currently
used in the field of driver education, such as
the NSC's School Honor Roll Program, the Annual
Inventory of Traffic Safety Activities, IIHS's
Annual Driver Education Achievement Program and
the National. Student Traffic Safety Program.

We looked also at pilot projects in evaluation,
such as the 1966 NSC evaluation study of the
Minnesota Traffic Safety Program.

College and secondary schools have long been
faced with the parallel problem of identifying
ch,7tracteristics which make a school program
"gooe and whose omission or insufficiency make
a program "lacking." It has long been recog-
nized that evaluation for purposes of school
accreditation is a difficult matter because of
the many differences in factors such as enroll
meat, phys:ical facilities, environment,
financial ,,,.sources, abilities of students,
community needs, teacher availability and
qualifications, and program objectives--all
fwtors which contaminate the evaluation system
and make ccmplete standardization impractical,
if not useless. Through a gradual evolution by
trial and error coupled with meaningful study,
however, workable evaluation schomes have been
developed. One excellent example of a care-
fully conceived and continuously revised
evaluation program is that developed by the
Cooperative Study of Secondary School Standards,
now the National Study of Secondary School
Evaluation. This evaluation system is widely
used by secondary school systems across the
country.

Third, since accicent reduction is obviously
the ultiLate measure of the effectiveness of
any accident prevention program, P. careful
investigation was made of as many accident
studies concerned with driver e,ucation as
could be practically found.

Fourth, a review was made cf illustrative
reports describing how cost/benefit analysis
and other systems analysis techniques may be
applied to evaluation problems of the type
faced in the present research program. These
techniques did not show much promise for the
present problem.
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O Fifth, to gain insights into the accident statis-
tics currently recorded by the various states
and to determine they were in any way system-
atically related to driver education program
variables, relevant records were obtained from
various statistical sources and subjected to
statistical analysis by the Dunlap research
staff. in all, 43 variables were analyzed.
This study failed to provide any significant new
insights, and so is subject to most of the
criticisms which have been levelled at previous
studies.

CONCLUSIONS

O Accident statistics, which are presently main-
tained on a state-by-state basis, are inappro-
priate for meaningful evaluation research on
driver education. Even attempts to derive
relationships from existing statistics by
"brute force" have been relatively unsuccessful.

O The significant variations among states with
regard to the recording, compiling, summarizing,
and reporting of accidents raise serious
questions as to the reliability of most accident
data. This makes the data base for nationwide
evaluation studies, at best, suspect.

O Nearly all studies evaluating driver education
in terms of accident experience have simply
compared the driving records of a "driver
educated' sample with an "untrained" sample.
Little has been said about the type, scope, or
quality of the training the educated group
received. Additionally, little attention has
been given to identifying program elements or
variables which might account for the associa-
tion or lack of association between driver
education and accidents. Most program elements
studied to date would not appear on the surface
to have been particularly appropriate.

O The problem of the decay rate or half-life of
driver education was described earlier.
Additionally, it must be remembered that
driver education is only a small part of the
total safety effort. Before driver education
can be given credit for accident reduction, its
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effects must b isolated from those of other
traffic safety activities, such as traffic
engineering, driver licensing, motor vehinle
inspection, police supervision, and accident
reporting.

0 Previous research has also suggested that "non-
program" factors, such as population, car
C:--sity, climate, geography, miles of road, etc.,
may be associated with accident and death
rates and consequently have to be consiaered in
any program evaluation.

Numerous other contamination influences have
been outlined in the Dunlap study, but need not
be emphasized here.

In the light of these conclusions, it seems to the Dunlap
staff to be inadvisable, at least from the standpoint of
evaluating driver education, to continue the trend towaLa
using more and more sophisticated statistical techniques in
the study of accident experience until the data base is
upgraded to a comparable level of sophistication. Cost/
benefit analysis and the other "in" systems of analytical
technique do not at this time appear appropriate for use in
the present problem area.

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION APPROACHES CONSIDERED

The studies just described gave the research staff the
broadest possible information base on the "state of the
art." It was then possible to consider alternative evalua-
tion plans. The alternatives considered ranged from rela-
tively simple, rather unimpressive approaches to highly
sophisticated "in" systems analytical techniques. The goal
was to recommend the most sophisticated approach consistent
with other real-world considerations, such as cost, prac-
ticality, appropriateness, and manageability. Among the
primary plans analyzed (not listed in pri)rity order) were
the following: enrollment appraisal, cost/benefit analysis,
safety activity comparison, total resource analysis,
student follow-up, review board, self-evaluation, program
inventory analysis, National Driver Register data-bank
approach, evaluative criteria approach, failure mode and
effect, human error prediction, and "tree-analysis."

One other approach that was seriously considered early in
the study was the testing of performance with simulators.
This appeared to be excessively costly in terms of
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anticipated benefits, and not practicable from the stand-
point of providing enough simulators to test a representa-
tive sample of the three to fcur million new drivers each
year, plus ar appropriate sample of the presently licensed
population.

RATIONALE FOR DUNLAP'S EVALUATION PROPOSAL

Dunlap'3 short-range solution to the evaluation problem
accepts the status quo; its long-range proposal anticipates
a more utopian statistical workplace, with the first step
being a major improvement in the statistical data bas.

In light of this and after revieiwng all the considerations
previously discussed, we recommend that the short-term
program for evaluating driver education and training should
he developed in accordance with the following plan.

RPco nended Short-Term Evaluation Plan

The evaluation device which we recommend for use in the
short-term program is an Evaluative Criteria instrument on
driver education, originally deyeloped by the National .study
of Secondary School Evaluation. I mentioned briefly earlier
that the driver education Evalu,:ive Criteria instrument was
first introduced in 1960, although evaluative criteria pro-
grams for other study areas have been developed and utilized
continuously since 1940. In reviewing evaluation approaches
against needs for program evaluation, we have concluded that
this particular instrument will serve adequately as a mea-
surement tool for the short-term pilot effort. It has major
advantages. It is already an acceptable part of the evalua-
tion procedure for secondary schools. It has been field-
tested for the past seven years and c.cn therefore provide
base-line data on past evaluations for many schools. It is
self-administered by the schools and contains a check poten-
tial in the application of the visiting team technique. The
instrument provides for the inclusion of information on or-
ganization, the nature of offerings, physical facilities,

1. National Study of Secondary School Evaluation.
"Secticn 0-6" Evaluative Criteria - Revised edition.
The Study. 1785 Massachusetts Avenue, Washington, D. C.
20036. 1960.
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the direction of learning, the instructional staff, instruc-
tional activities, instructional materials, methods of evalua-
tion, outcomes, and the special characteristics of the Orivr
education program. It can be statistically scored on a
weighting basis, and these scores can be used to compare
across program areas, between schools, between
states, and between one type of driver education program
and another, since provision is made for partial scoring.
And it is a devic.:, that is relatively simple and inexpensive
to modify .,11c1 refine witn'.)ut disturbing the continuity of
the evaluaticn program.

The geographic area suggested for the conduct of the pilot
evaluation is the six New England states of Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and
Connecticut. This small group of states contains a highly
dense population and a complete galaxy of the various
driver training programs of interest. The states have a
current population of over 400,000 fifteen-year-old
students, present in public, private, and parochial schools,
including limited numbers in correctional institutions,
orphanages, etc. Most of the secondary schools in this area
already use Evaluative Criteria to evaluate their overall
educational programs. This area includes examples of states
having required driver education as a prerequirAte to
licensing, sta-es using the secondary school-commercial
school combinacioi's of instruction, and states operating
adult education programs and violator schools resulting from
the point system application. It is a small geographic
area, and the travel costs of researchers would be at a
minimum.

It is anticipated that approximately three man-years of
effort would be necessary to accomplish the New England
pilot project, at an estimated cost of $105,000. This would
include the field site visits, consultation with state
officials, an analysis of program deficiencies based on the
printouts supplied by the state departments, and the
preparation of the operation manual and the final report.

Recommended Long-Term Evaluation Plan

We have previously indicated the problems of predicting the
outcome of various on-going research activities sponscred
by the National Highway Safety Bureau and other agencies,
and it is therefore virtually impossible to predict the
subsequent availability of data bases upon which to develop
a long-raLge evaluatio.1 plan. There are certain obvious
steps that must be taken before such a plan can evolve.
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The paramount requirement is the establishment of state
offices of record for persons completing driver education
courses. This implies the need to have all driver education
agencies establish a regular reporting program within each
state, and the need to record such data in a sta+e data
bank. In order to provide a base of data for such a
program, an interim step will also be required. The
previously trained population will have to bs queried in
some form as to their driver education experience. This can
be done most effectively by placing a question on the
periodic app ication for renewal of the driver's license,
and should serve as a mechanism for updating the state files
in the course of the next three years. Thus, when a report-
able accident occurs, a query of the data file will indicate
whether or not an individual has received driver training,
when, and in what manner. Present data on driver education
students' accident experience are limited to a few research
studies. There is no practical way to identify accident
participants who have had or who have not had driver edura-
tion courses. It is conceivable, based on on-going rese-rch,
that such information may ultimately be included in the
National Driver Register, but this is many years off. We
therefore believe that the only step which can be recommended
for a long-term evaluation plan is to develop the recommended
driver education information base in the several states, at
which time it would be possible to develop comparative
evaluative studies.

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS ON DRIVER EDUCATION IN GENERAL

0 One of the biggest detriments to the total driver
education movement has been the long-standint;
friction that has existed between many of the pro-
ponents of secondary school driver education and
the commercial school industry. This situation
must be rectified.

The limited-participation approach currently
being experimented with by the Ontario Motor
League and on a very limited basis in the United
States, for instance in the state of Ohio, may
deserve a closer look. It is in brief a scheme
whereby driver education (the classroom phase) is
included in the formal secondary school curriculum
and taught by certified high school teachers,
while thq training phase (behind-the-wheel
instruction) is handled on a contract between the
school system and the commercial driving schr)ls.
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This approach way lv'er turn out to be a highly
practical one, and may even be more efficient
from the viewpoint of educational objectives and
skilled training by professional drivers. It may
also be a sensible solution to the teacher short-
age and to the training-car problem. It is an
established fact that in most of the so-called
professions (law, medicine, engineering, etc.),
the preliminary formal educational programs, such
as pre-med, are taught by trained educators, while
the so-called professional courses are taught by
professionals (doctors, lawyers, and engineers).
A brief review of the recommended standards for
driver education instructors indicates that there
is not a major difference in the driving experience
or qualifications required for secondary school
teachers and for commercial school instructors,
except with respect to the educational attainments
s*ipulated for each.

0 It has been pointed out by many people cognizant
with the area of traffic safety that the curricu-
lar content and methodology of high school driver
education has not changed materially fro:n its
original 1933 format. This the present investi-
gators found to be true. Unquestionably, not
enough serious attention haft been given to the
problem of curriculum planning and organization.
We are hopeful that studies currently in progress
will give us some new insights in this area.

0 Motorcycle driver education will become an
increasingly critical area in the next several
years. To date, only fragmentary efforts have
been made to structure couroes in this area. The
practical solution to handling the behind-the-
wheel aspect of the training continues to be a
fascinating challenge. Perhaps simulation will be
a partial answer in reducing the inordinately
high percentage of first- and second-ride injuries
and deaths (20 percent of all motorcycle
accidents).
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THE SUkVEY OF COMMERCIAL SCHOOLS

Gilbert E. Teal
Chief Scientist
Dunlap and Associates, Inc.

The commercial driver training school industry is presently
a primary source for driver education in the United States.
Despite the fact that a substantial number of people are
trained each year by commercial driver training schools,
their roles and contributions have not been Jidely recognized.
There has been an obvious, growing tendency, as evidenced
in driver education literature, to equate "driver educatior"
with "secondary school driver edu,:aticm." This apparent
exclusion of the commercial schools would seem to have
resulted from a combination of things. First, formal
educators, recognizing that they have a vested interest in
and responsibility for promoting driver education in the
schools, have probably been more intense and more vocal in
their approach than have commercial schools. Secc-d,
commercial schools typically have lacked the organ.zation
and resources necessary to have an effective voice in driver
education matters. Third, commercial schools for one reason
or another, have not been adequately represented in decision-
and policy-making. Fourth, the industry has suffered a "bad
press" because of :.he many sub-standard schools which have
been permitted to come into existence and prosper unchecked
as a result of the failure to pass appropriate and timely
legislation for controlling and regulating the quality of
schools. Fifth, there has been much friction between secon-
dary schools, and commercial schools in recent year:-_. And,
finally, it is probably safe to assume the profit
motive has occasionally overridd2.1 some schools' interest
in providing quality instruction.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The Highway S..fety Act of 1066 provides that ". . . the
option for both students and adults to obtain driver train-
ing through private means should be available, provided the
quality of the training is required to be maintained at a
prescribed level."

I. Fe:' biographical sketch see p.236.
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In the light of this provision, and because there is a
definite lack of information on the status of commercial
schooi driver education, a separate study was conducted to:

1. Provide informatio.-. on the services, capabili-
ties, practices, and policies of the commercial
driver training school industry.

2. Examine existing and proposed state legislation
regarding the regulation and supervision of
commercial school programs, particularly as the
law relates to quality control.

3. Survey the curricula of commercial schools
and review evaluation techniques presently
employed by states and schools.

4. Identify sources of data on commercial school
programs.

5. Develop a data base from which guidelines and
recommendations can be generated for consideration,
and for possible inclusion in the overall eval-
uation scheme.

DATA SOURCES AND METHOD USED

The major data sources used in this study were the state
departments designated as responsible for regulating and
supervising commercial schools, national, state, and local
associations of commercial driving schools, and the
commercial driver training schools themselves.

Initially, a thorough search was made of all available
relevant literature on the topic. It was found that there
was a general lack of information, on commercial driver
training schools and their education and training programs.
Consequently, other methods of data gathering had to be
employed to obtain relevant Bata.

A survey questionnarie entitled "Survey of State Practices
and Regulations for Commercial Driving Schools" was mailed
to each state and the District of Columbia. Completed
questionnaires and/or program description literature were
received from 48 states. In addition, copies of the
rules and regulations, operator's manuals, and traffic laws
were obtained where possible. Another questionnaire,
"Commercial Driving School Survey", was mailed to every
commercial school in the United States for which an address
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could be obtained. A mailing list of 2,880 schools was
compiled through the cooperation of the National Profession-
al Driver Education Association and the various state
departments responsible for commercial driving schools.
It was found that a substantial number of these schools
were no longer in operation at the time of the survey.
Three hundred and sixty questionnaires, or about 16 percent
of the total estimated population, were included in the
study sample. The distribution of responses by states
is shown in Table II-1.

In addition to the two surveys, visitations were made to
many research centers. Conferences were also held with
several individuals cognizant of the problem and with
interested organizations throughout the United States.
Project staff members personally visited more than thirty
commercial schools across the country, including several in
the New England states, Virginia, Delaware, Maryland,
Pennsylvania, New York, Illinois, Texas,anl California.
In-depth discussions were held at various times with officers
and members of various state and local associations, as well
as with officers of the National Professional Driver Education
Association. Invaluable assistance was also received from
the Motor Vehicle Departments of Connecticut, Massachusetts,
New Jersey, and New York, and from the Pennsylvania
Department of Public Instruction, which cooperated in the
initial information-gathering phase of the study. The
results of the study are briefly summarized in the following
paragraphs.

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

Prevalence of Commercial Schools

At the present time, national statistics are not kept on
commercial driver training schools. Until such time as
more functional and uniform practices are adopted by the
states, the primary source of inforration must be the
indust y itself.

On the basis of survey returns and the mailing lists gener-
ated for the study, it was estimated that there are roughly
2,200 commercial schools now in operation in the United
States (excluding specialty schools for truck drivers, etc.),
employing a probable 12,000 instructors, maintaining an
estimated 11,300 training cars, and teaching somewhere in
the neighborhood of one and three quarter million people
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per year. This figure does not include branch schools and
may not account accurately for unlicensed schools. It
is the best estimate possible based on available information.

rommercial schools are now found in every state with the
exception of Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming,
and possibly Mississippi.(A breakdown of the estimated
number of schools in each state is presented in Table II-1.)
The heaviest concentration of schools is in the northeastern
sector of the country. New York with 373 and California with
246 schools lead all states in the total number of schools.
It is interesting to note that there are 156 schools
operating in the State of Connecticut. This means that
there is essentially one school for every 6,000 residents
of legal driving age in the state. (The distribution of
responses is also shown in Table II-1).

Services Provided

Is a group, commercial driver training schools are invol,.
in virtually all aspects of driver education. They teat'
all categories of students and give instruction in the
operation of all types of vehicles. In addition to inst
ion for the beginning driver, commercial schools often r
special adult programs, special programs for the aged, ti
handicapped, and for the slow learners. They have in mal,
instarces been called upon to conduct violator schools
or other types of improvement clinics. Some schools
specialize in the evaluation of drivers, primarily for
large commercial trucking concerns. Motorcycle driver
education is also a rapidly growing service of many com-
mercii,1 schools.

In certain instances the services of the commerc.ial schoc,
have gone beyond that of providing driving instriccion.
For example, in Massachusetts certain commercial schools
have been fully accredited as teacher training institute_
The requirements which must be met by schools in order t(
offer the instructors' courses are considered by the st,it
to be quite comparable to those of area colleges and
universities.

The majority of commercial schools, however, continue tc
concentrate their efforts on training the beginning Oriv.
It was with this service that the survey was primarily
ccncerned.
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Table 11-2 summarizes the primary services provided by

the schools which participated in the survey.

Table 11-2: Percentage of Commercial
Various Driver Education Scrvices

Type of Service Classroom Offered*

Schools Offering

In-Car Instruction

Beginning driver 76.9% 98.6%

Handicapped persons 43.4% 63.8%

Aged 55.2% 83.3%

Improvement or
remedial 56.5% 81.9%

Commercial driver 24.!:-% 32,2%

Chauffeur 20.9% 26.5%

Motorcycle 6.1% 4.2%

* Since many states do not require the classroom phase of
instruction in many of these categories, it is often
difficult to support this activity profitably.

Time in Business

Zech school was asked to indicate the year in ..hick it was
founded. Of those responding, only two percent had been in
business 19SS than one year, 25.5 percent had been in
business fewer than five years, 3.6 percent had been in
existence more than 30 years. Nearly 23 percent of the
schools had been in business between six and ten years.
Table 11-3 gives a breakdown of the surveyed schools in
terms of years in business. It can be argued that
established schools might be more willing to participate
in this type of survey, but in terms of experience and
discussions with those who know, the above percentages
seem reasonably representative of the industry.

The oldest school responding to the survey was established
in 1925. Three other schools reported that they were
founded in 1920. The earliest commercial school on
record was begun in 1909, according to the National
Professional Driver Education Association.
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Table 11-3i Distribution of Schools in Terms of Years
in Business

Years in Business Percent of Schools

1 or less 2%

2 or less 8% Cumulative
3 or less 14.1%
4 or less 18.6%
5 or less 25.5%
b - 10 22.8%

11 - 15 19.2%
16 20 13.9%

21 25 10.8%

26 30 2.8%

31 or more 3.6%

no response 1.4%

Branch Offices

Eighty percent of the schools indicated they h,3 no branch
offices, 8.6% reported one branch officc., 4.7% had two
branch offices, 3.3% had three branch offices, and 3.4%
had four or more branch offices, The largest commercial
school in terms of number of branch offices was fifteen.
It is evident from the data that the commercial driver
training school business is still predominantly one of
small independent operations, although there are some
rather large nhains operating in the United States, such
as Easy MethoA and the American Automobile Association
schools.

Student Load

Each school was asked what its average monthly student
load had been for the 12 months prior to the survey.
Estimates ranked from a low of three students per month to
a high of over 1,000 per month. Table 11-4 shows the
distribution of the monthly student loads of the schools
in the sample.

Responses to determine the age and sex of the students
indicated that 40 percent of the commercial school students
were 25 years of age or older. Thirty percent were between
16 and 18 years. Twelve percent fell in the range of 19 to
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20 years; 15 kJurcent in the range of 21 to 25 years.
Obviously, the percentage of students under 16 years of
age was negligible.

.able 11-4: Percentag,. of Schools Reporting Varying
Monthly Student Loads

Number of Students Percent of Sample

1 - 5
6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 25
26 - 50
51 - 100

101 - 250
over 250

no response

8.6
13.6
8.3
13.3
14.4
1/.4
6.6
3.6
17.2

Eighty -seven percent of the schools indicated that area
high schools offer the complete driver education course
to their students. In approximately 43 percent of the
cases in which the complete course is not offered by local
high schools, the classroom phase is offered. There was.
however, no particular evidence that the monthly student load
of commercial schools was substantiar.y lower in areas
where high school driver education programs were active. Of
course, the data collected do not lend themselves well
to this sort of interpretation. The fact that no
relationship was evident may result from the fact that
in large population centers commercial schools can probably
expect a higher volume of business despite the fact that
high school driver education may also be more active there.
It must be remembered also that a substantial percentage
of the study sariple comprised schools located in Mass -
aLhusetts, where secondary and commercial schools frequently
cooperate in a "limited participation" program, the former
providing the classroom phase of instruction and the later
giving the in-car instruction.

In view of the many reports received from now defunct
schools, attributing their business failures, in part, to
the upsurge in high school driver education, one presumes
that there is an effect. Some knowledgeable individuals
stated that they though the recent drop in the total
number of cummercial schools may have been a result not
only of stricter regulation, but also of the boom in high
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school driver education. The extent of this effect, if any,
cannot yet be determined.

It would appear that a couple of things could be done to make
more economical and efficient use of the driver education
resources of a community. Either the high school program
can be increased in scope and activity to the point
where the commercial schools find it practically impossible
to survive (at least in the area of beginning driving
instruction) or the scope and activities of the secondary
school driver education programs could be planned in such

a way as to minimize redundancy or overlap by considering
the availability of quality commercial schools which could
share the burden and fruits of the student driving
population. The latter, it would seem, is a more
realistic and practical approach, assuming, of course, that
the quality of instruction of the two sources was comparable.
Whether or not this would or should entail state or Federal
financial support to commercial schools is another question
which would have to be answered ultimately. Perhaps an
even more important question that would Have to be answered
is whether it is necessary that secondary schools be
capable of meeting the total demand for the driver
education service, and, if not, what criteria should
be used for the selection process. A third approach is
also possible; that is, continue, as we are, to let both
commercial schools and secondary schools battle it out and
let the chips fall where they may.

Schools Offering Complete Courses

Approximately 76 percent of the schools responding to the
survey indicated that they offered the complete course;
i.e., both classroom and in-car instruction. The re-
maining schools of.!ered only the in-car phase. It should
be kept in mind that several states Co not yet require
driver education, and consequently schools in these states
may find it difficult to offer classroom instruction
profitably.

Seventy-five percent of the schools claim to have separate
classroom facilities. It is not possible from the
responses received to determine if all these schools
actually have classroom facilities on the school premises.
It is known that in some states, such as New York, it is
common for several schools to share a Jingle classroom
facility rather than for each to maintain one of its own.
It is not known how widespread this practice is. Altnough
the use of commercial class:ooms is commonly criticizld,
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it has not been established whether or not such use is
actually detrimental to tne education process. If it is
not generally inconvenient for the student to get a
communal classroom facility, this may just be one
answer for getting better utilization out of the chronically
shallow pool of qualified, certified classroom instructors.
It may also be an easier way of standardi.zing instruction
across schools. More investigation would have to be done
before the merit of this approach could be fully assessed.

Each school was asked to describe how it typically scheduled
the two phases of instruction. The greatest number of
schools (51 percent) offer the classroom and in-car
phases concurrently. Twenty-five percent offer the
classroom phase first and then the in-car phase, 19 percent
provide only in-car instruction and the remaining 5 percent
indicated they have "other" scheduling arrangements. The
most frequently mentioned "other" techniques were in-car
lectures and in-car instruction first, and then classroom
instruction.

Hours of Instruction

As a matter of interest, schools were asked how many hours
of instruction the "average" student received. Practically
without exception, schools reported that students received
the minimum hours of classroom instruction required by their
utates. Several schools explained that the paying customer
is not generally interested in attendi.ig classroom
instruction over and above the minimum prescribed by law.
A few schools reportedly even attempted to offer additional
free classroom instruction, but have discontinued these
programs because of poor attendance. While some schools
felt there should be more classroom instruction, many
indicated they thought too much attention sias already
d:.rected to classroom theory and not enough time was spent
giving in-car instruction.

Responses to the question of how many hours of in-car in-
struction students normally received varied between 6 and
30 hours as a rule. The average for the sample was 8.74
hours. The few schools in the sample which place great
emphasis on the training of truck drivers and drivers of
commercial v' :.icles were eliminated from this computation
since these activities commonly involve from 80 to 100
hours of practice driving.

An additional inquiry was made to find out how soul
commercial schools expose their students to heavy traffic.
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Four percent said that students were exposed to traffic
immediately. This is not always by choice, however, since
schools located in densly populated areas often find it
difficult to avoid traffic conditions. Twelve percent
expose students after approximately one hour of in-car
instruction and 23 percent after two hours. Over 84 per-
cent of the schools reported that they expose tleir
students to heavy traffic within the first five huurs of
in-ear instruction.

Training Aids and Teaching Techniques

It was found that commercial schools typically use the
standard training aids used by secondary schools in their
iriver education programs. Nearly all the schools offering
tl,e classroom phase use the standard textbooks, although
a small percentage still center their instruction around
state operator manuals. Sixty-eight percent of all schools
reported that they use films and projection equipment; 70
percent use charts, graphs, and other visual aids reg-
ularly. Only 41 percent reported that they used mockups
or models, and only 32 percent used psycho-physical
devices. Among the other training aids most frequently
mentioned were pictures and clippings, drivers' manuals
traffic laws, notebooks, scrapbooks, and themes prepared
by students; parts of cars, school published tests, and
simulation equipment. Full scale driving simulators were
used by only 2.9 percent of the schools sampled.

A survey of major manufacturers showed that there are prob-
ably fewer than two dozen commercial schools in the country
which use driving simulators. As a general rule, commercial
schools have adopted a policy against the use of simulators.
The National Professional Driver Education Association
suggests, for example, that it sees no need for the pro-
fessional school to use simulators when they can offer the
real thing.

Less than 8 percent of the schools used driving ranges. Only
a very few schools own and maintain their own driving
ranges, although several have agreements with community
organizations to use parks, parking lots, and remote
streets for this purpose or have permission to use driving
ranges maintained by secondary schools, colleges, and
other safety organizations.

Sixty-one percent of the schools do not permit student
observers to ride in training cars while they are being

256

2r,30



operated by other students. The consensus among commercial
schools is that student ,...bse,:vatiol. time is not beneficial
and may, in fact, be detrimental to the learning process,
especially if observation time is creditee as part of the
in-car training requirement. The majority of schools
which indicated that they permitted student observers to
ride in training cars were schools employing high school
drivel education teachers. This is not surprising in
light of the fact that it is common practice in high school
programs to use the student observer technique. The re-
maining schools were predominantly schools located in Mass-
achusetts, where six hours of observation time is required
by law. The relative advantages and disadvantages of
student observation time have not yet been firmly established
or tested.

Other commonly reported teaching techniques included the
Smith System, defensive driving courses, visitations to
traffic courts, police stations, and other relevant sites,
guest speakers from various safety organizations and en-
forcement aithorities, and closed circuit TV classroom in-
struction.

Instructors

Twenty-nine percent of the schools indicated they employed
just 1 instructor, 42 percent between 2 and 5 instructors,
12 percent between 6 and 10 instructors, 7 percent between
11 and 15 instructors, and 5 percent had more than 15
instructors. Of all the instructors, 64 percent were full-
time employees, and 36 percent were part-time instructors.
The largest number of full-time instructors employed by a
single school was 135. The largest number of part -tire
instructors was 60. The average number of full-time in-
structors per school was 3.61, and the average number of part-
time instructors was 2. Sixteen of the schools indicated
they had no full-time instructors.

In order to determine what the primary sources were for
part-time commercial school instructors, each school was
asked to list the primary occupations of their part-time
employees. The most commonly mentioned occupations,
not necessarily listed in order of frequency of mention,
were the following:
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School teachers (driver education and other)

Policemen

Firemen

Civil service employees

Ministers

College and giaduate school students

Colimercial vehicle operators

Ha;sewives

Social workers

Salesmen and small-b,.i.ness operators

Retired motor vehicle department employees

Arric,ulance drivers

Retired military personnel

Utilities employees

It is interesting to note that G substantial percentage of
those who become part-time driving instructors already
drive as part of their primary occupatic)n. A few schools
indicated that all of their instructors are either
retired policemen or retired motor vehicle department
personnel. The most common sollrce of part-time instructors
was secondary school teachers and most often they were
high school driver education teachers.

Tables 11-5 and 11-6 show the education and experience
levels of the instructors sampled. While 97 percent of the
commercial r,chool instructors had high school diplomas, it
was some,That surprising to find that less than less than 25
percent were college graduates. The range of experience was
great, although more instructors fell into the 2 to 5 year
experience bracket than into any other. Nearly 21 percent
of the instructors had more than 10 years of experience.

Since the great majority of schools responding to the
survey were located in states which have instructor
certification requirements, nearly all of the instructors
included in the sample were certified. Certification will
be dealt with in a later section.
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Table 11-5: Education Levels of Instructors in Sample

Level

College graduates
Some college
High school graduates
Non-high school graduates

Percent

24.1
27.4
45.7
2.8

Table 11-6: Experience Levels of Instructors in Sample

Level Percent

Less than 1 year of
experience 14.2

1 to 2 years 11.1
2 to 5 years 30.1
5 to 10 years 17.9
Over 10 years 20.7

Classroom Phase, Curricula

The number of classroom topics listed by commercial school
respondents was so great that it would be impractical to
list them individually. There was a great deal of variation
not only in course corCc.,zr,.:, but also in the order of
presentation and the time devoted to the coverage of major
topics. Characteristically, however, the course descriptions
included at least the following units or topic areas:

O The traffic problem

O Physical, mental, and emotional characteristics of
drivers

O Laws of physics related to driving

O Traffic laws and rules of the road

O Construction, operation, and maintenance of cars

O Basic and advanced driving techniques

O Analysis of problems in traffic and on the
open highway
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0 Special problems (alcohol, drugs, adverse
weather, etc.)

Several schools reported that they now emphasize special
emergency procedures in their classroom sessions. Some
of the procedures are leaving yourself an escape route,
evasive emergency action, recovery action, high-speed
emergency braking, skids, crash analysis, and acts to min-
imize bodily injury and property damage when a crash is
inevitable. Several schools also have highly structured
courses which place major emphasis on particular skills
such as the proper use of the eyes. In this category are
courses like the Smith System and the various defensive
driving programs.

In general, the commercial school seems to place mere
emphasis on the development of driving skills and hebits
and on teaching the rules of the road than on attempting
to define and develop a good driving attitude in the
classroom.

Commercial schools generally do a good job of coordinating
classroom instruction and in-car instruction. This is
sometimes difficult, however, since school- generally
prefer to phase new students into a program even if it
has already started, rather than to risk losing a customer
by asking him to wait until the next course offering. In
terms of accepted learning theoiy, this phasing-in
policy has obvious shortcomings.

Commercial schools, for the most part, use the standard
text books, Sportsmanlike Drivin,l, Man and the Motor Car,
etc. Many schools, however, have adopted The New Driver's
Guide, developed by the National Professional Driver
Education Association, as their primary text. In addition
to lectures, students are typically given outside reading
assignments, often have to prepare written reports or
notebooks, and are asked to participate in debates and
discussions on relevant topics. Classes are taken on
field trips to traffic courts, safety centers, and police
stations. Frci the responses to the survey it was not
possible to determine the extent to which such innovative
teaching techniques as programmed instruction and multi-
media presentation are being ennloyed by commercial schools.

In-Car Phase, Course Content

Like the number of classroom topics listed by the corJnercial
schools, the areas covered by in-car instruction are too
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numerous for including in detail here. However, the outline
below is a rather representative list of the topics most
frequently reported by the respondents. For the sake
of convenience they have been classified here into three
categories: control, basic skills, and advanced skills.

Control

O Orientation

Familiarization with driver's compartment

Familiarization with controls

Proper seating position and posture

Starting and stopping

Shifting

Creeping

Basic Skills

o Turning from a stop

O Hand-over-hand turning

Turns while moving

Signals, hand and mechanical

Backing, straight and weaving

Backing around corners

Turn abouts

Starting on grades

Advanced Skills

Normal driving conditions

Highway driving

One-way streets

Downtown traffic

Angle parking



Parallel parking

Overtaking and passing

Preparation for license examination

Many of tne outlines received were much more elaborate than
this. Perhaps the most comprehensive and well thought out
p:ogram reviewed was the one developed and endorsed by
the National Professional Driver Education Association.
Member schools employ a driver evaluation and progress report
form which provides a student-status check on six categories
of skills. These categories and the representative training
received in each are described below.

Classification 41: Elementary Training
Basic orientation training in the use of the
instrument panel, gauges, cont:ols, and safety
equipment, and training in simple maneuvers.

Classification #2: Intermediate Training
Turns, lan'a changing, intersections, etc.

Classification #3: Advanced Training
Backing, parking,expressway and highway driving,
overtaking and passing, turnabouts, etc.

ClassificAion #4: Expert Training
Standard shift. night driving, adverse weather,
emergency driving, speed control, economy
driving, evaluation

Classification 45: Area
Locations and traffic conditions under which
student was observed

Classification #6: Weather
Exposure to variouo types of weather conditions.

The six-classification scheme described was based on the
findings of a study conducted by the NPDEA over a period
of several years. In the study, numerous seminars were
held in which driving school owners from around the
country participated,and driving school people met also
with authorities and consultants fr,)m other organizations.
Further information came from a 27 -state survey of school
owners, instructors, and consultants. The composite con-
clusions were published by the NPDEA in 1966, in a document
entitled "Recommended Standards for Behind-the-Wheel Training."
Briefly stated, the minimum training recommended was 31.2
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hours of behind-the-wheel training without any theoretical
instruction and 25.0 hours of behind-the wheel training with
thorough theoretical instructions. Because there would be
many practical limitations upon an attempt to implement
such a program at present, the recommended behind-the-
wheel program was ultimately reduced to 15.2 hours.
Recommended minimums were also set for the number of miles
that should be driven by students during the various phases
of training. They were 7 miles per instruction hour for
Classification #1 training, 9 miles per instruction hour
for Classification #2 training, and 18 miles per instruction
hour for Classification #3 and #4 training. No attempt
was made during this investigation to determine how widely
this program is used and how well it holds up in practice.
In general, however, it appears to be well received by the
membership of the NPDEA.

Because of many varied senices offered by commercial driving
schools, it is difficult for them to adhere to a simple
program of instruction. While instruction for the beginning
driver can generally follow a set format, commercial
schools are also faced with problems such as the women who
need to brush up on their parking, the elderly person who
finds it necessary to drive because his spouse has died,
the handicapped person, the court-referred violator, the
foreigner, and the high school dropo.t who wants to train
for a laundry route. In these instances, schools may con-
centrate their training effort on particular weaknesses
rather than offer a standard course. These types of people
may not only represent a problem in terms of their physio-
logical makeup, but may also present unique problems from an
intellectual, emotional, or motivational standpoint.

In summary, many excellent programs of instruction (at least
excellent in terms of their faca validity) have been set up
by commercial schools. Many of these have been developed
independently. The National Professional Driver Education
Association program was a cooperative effort. Several
schools indicated that they sought the help of notable
professional consultants in developing their programs. One
of the things which must be remembered in evaluating a
program is that not only must it be comprehensive, but it
must also be flexible. While it may be relatively easy to
compare programs on the basis of course content, it my not
be such an easy matter to determine which program is best
meeting the individual needs of the particular student:
being served.
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Methods of Program Evaluation

The schools were asked to describe briefly how they eval-
uated their driver education programs. Responses to this
question varied greatly, from very crude indicators to
quite elaborate techniques. A brief list of some of the
methods described is presented below.

Ability of students to handle car properly under
all practical conditions

O Students' demonstration of good driving attitude

O Repeat business in fr..milies

Demand for business

o Percent of referral business

O Study of accident records of past students

O Periodic follow-up surveys of past students

O Level of public interest expressed

Recognition and approbation by law officials

O Formal appraisal by experts in auto safety and
driver education

O Percent of students who pass state written and
road test

O Grade average of etudents on state test

O Sonool's reputation

O Profit

O Growth rate of school

O Number of students taught

o Volume of business compared with competitors'
volume

How program compares with competitors' programs
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O Customer satisfaction: number of complaints
expressed

Violation records of past students and license
retention rate

Comparison with high school programs

State requirements fulfilled

How well program meets accepted educational
standards

o Teacher evaluation

Application of National Professional Driver
Education Association Form AB -64

A guide to D.E. Bulletin 395 (Evaluation)

Success (license) guaranteed in X number of hours

o Constant review of program, and self-appraisal

Suggestions by customers accepted and implemented,
if good

Ability to give personalized service and meet
i.wlividual needs

Course evaluation cards completed by students

O Parents of teenage students interviewed

Years in business

Experience and qualifications of school and in-
structors

O Hiring only college graduates as instructors

Hiring former police and/or motor veliiclt personnel

O Student performance on special school driving
and written tests

Self-appraisal of driving performance by students
(formal system)

O Schedule flexibility: ability to provide in-
struction at the student's convenience
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Proper use of eyes by student while driving

Guaranteed reduced insurance rates to graduates

Quality Control

Attempts to improve tho quality of commercial-school driver
education and training are being made within the industry
as well as outside it. The primary method for internal
quality control appears at this time to be the work of
the professional associations. Some schools, however,
explained that they were not happy with the progress being
made by associations and were instead concentrating on
improving their own programs. Approximately 50 percent
of the respondents to the survey indicated that they
belonged to commercial driving school associations. Forty-
eight different state and local associations were represented
in the sample. At least two national associations were
represented.

Although the principle objective of most commercial school
associations is the betterment of driver education and
training, others have such stated or implied secondary
objectives as mutual protection, improved competitive
stature, and the sharing of classroom fa:ilities. It
appears from the survey results that no commercial school
instructors other than those also teaching in the secondary
school program were members of the American Driver and
Traffic Safety Education Association. The specific reason
for this is not known, but it would appear advantageous from
the standpoint of the overall driver education movement to
have commercial schools represented in organizations o/
this type. As stated elsewhere in this report, it is the
opinion of the investigators that ore of the major deterrents
to driver education has been the lack of cooperation and
communication between secondary schools and commercial
schools. Both sides appear to be offenders. One healthy
sign noted in the study was the fact tLat a prominent commer-
cial school association in New York State is headed by a
secondary school driver education teacher who, himself, is
not e commercial school owner. Peaceful coexistence has
to be ...thieved if the best interests of the public are to
be servo-4 and if constructive headway is to be made in
providing "-! best possible education to the greatest possible
number.

266

2 GO



I

I

I

I

1

F

I

I

I

1

The other way in which quality control must be maintained
is through the enactment and enforcement of sound legislation.
An inquiry was made concerning how the commercial schools
view their state's rules and regulations. Most schools
(64%) said they thought the rules and regulations of their
states were adequately enforced; 28 percent felt they were

not adequately enforced.

Survey of State Regulation and Control of Commercial Schools

A survey was conducted to determine the current status of
state programs for commercial driver training schools.
Questionnaires were sent to the responsible department
in each state and the District of Columbia, requesting
information on their rules and regulations pertaining to
commercial schools, application requirements, teacher
certification requirements, and the practices and policies

of their department. In addition, a comprehensive. library
of current legislation was compiled and reviewed. The
following section briefly summarizes the findings of this

study. The discussion here is based almost exclusively

on those states which regulate and control commercial
driving schools.

State Offices Responsible for Commercial Schools

All states with the exception of 13 have designated offices
responsible for the regulation and supervision of commercial

driver training schools. There is, however, great variation
among the states with regard to the specific offices they
have selected for this purpose. Currently, commercial
schools are the function of the Department of Motor Vehicles
in 14 states, the Department of Public Safety in nine
states, the Department of Education or Public Instruction
in eight states, the Department of Highways in three states,
and the Secretary of State in two states. In Idaho, the
Department of Law Enforcement is responsible for the
licensing and inspecting of commercial schools, although
general responsibility for the regulation and supervision
of the schools lies with the Department of Education.
Michigan has proposed legislation which would make the
Office of the Secretary of State responsible for ccmmercial

schools. The controlling office in the District of Columbia

is the Department of Licenses and Inspections.
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License Requirements

Nearly every state which has a designated office responsible
for commercial driving schoois requires commercial schools
to be licensed. It was found that the great majority of
legislation to this effect has been passed since 1957.
All but 16 states have published rules or regulations
pertaining to the conduct of commercial schools. A review
of the survey returns and of the rules and regulations received
during the study showed a general similarity of school
license requirements in many states.

All states that license schools require them to make a
formal application for a license. Every state indicated
that there was either an application fee or a license fee.
The amount of these fees varied from a low of $25.00 in
several states to a high of $250.00 in Florida. Several
states also have an "approval" fee which is assessed after
a school has been granted a license. Some states have a
single fee which covers branch offices as well as home
offices, while others have additional fees for each branch
office. Quite a few states do not require that the school
location be approved before a license is issued. Although
a few states have not designated a minimum age for license
applicants, those which have, without exception, set the
limit at 21 years of age. Nearly all states specifically
require that schools have an established place of business.
Less than half the states require schools to have a
separate office and classroom. With but a few exceptions,
nearly all states require training cars to he safety
inspected as part of the licensing procedure. lialf a
dozen of these states do not ordinarily have ,i. -State

vehicle inspection requirement. All stet- !s Andicated
they specify the minimum insurance to he cdrried on training
vehicles, although there was a great variation in the
prescribed limits of coverage. About half the states
require commercial schools to maintain public liability
insurance or a bond.

The same general requirements usually pertain to the license
renewal procedure. Renewal fees generally range between
$15.00 and $50.00. Except in California, where the renewal
period is every four years, nearly even, state indicated
that a school license was valid for a period of one year.

Each state was asked the most common grounds for denying a
commercial school a license. In order of frequency of mention,
the reasons were as follows: failure to meet prescribed
standards(includinq rules and regulations); inadequate
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school facilities; instructors not qualified or lacking
sufficient experience; poor financial or driving records.
The schools were likewise asked to list the most common
grounds for revoking commercial school licenses. Many states
reported that they have not yet had to revoke a school
license. In those instances where licenses have been revoked,
the most common reasons were fraud or misrepresentation,
failure to comply with the rules and regulations, failure
to maintain adequate insurance, and failure to maintain
qualified instructors.

The survey responses showed that there has been a slow but
rather continuous increase in the number of licensed com-
mercial driving schools since 1962. However, as was stated
earlier, there seems to have been a rather dramatic decrease
in the total number of commercial schools during the same
period. It is not possible to substantiate this decrease
statistically, since formal records have not been kept on a
nationwide basis.

ACCIDENT RECORDS

Each state was asked whether separate records were kept of
accidents that occur during practice driving instruction
given by commercial schools. Of the 22 states responding to
the item, only one (Nevada) indicated that such statistics
were compiled. During 1966 there were no accidents in
Nevada involving student drivers under the supervision of
commercial school instructors. It must be remembered, how-
ever, that there are only three licensed commercial schools
in the state of Nevada. There is at present no estimate of
the total number of such accidents a year in the United States.

SCHOOL INSPECTIONS

Most states reported that they reserved the right to have
authorized representatives of their office make periodic
inspections of commercial school facilities and instructional
sessions. Generally, it was found that schools were
inspected between one and five times a year, although in
a few instances schools were visited as often as 12 times a
year. In most states all or nearly all of the inspection
visits are unannounced, while some states estimated between
50 percent and 80 percent as unannounced.

An inquiry was made to determine how many full-time commer-
cial school inspectors were maintained by each state office.
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In general, states reported that they had no full-time
inspectors. Instead, the job of school inspection is usually
an additional duty for office personnel. Few states indi-
cated the::e are any special educational or training require-
ments for becoming a commercial school inspector. Those
states which did list requirements seemed to place more
emphasis on experience in driver education. In most states
it is not required that inspectors even complete a driving
instructor's course. It would seem that there is a need to
look more closely at this aspect of the enforcement procedure
since it is believed that inspections, if conducted in a
constructive manner, can play a critical role in upgrading
the quality of commercial school programs.

CONCLUSIONS

o There is a general lack of published material
on the subject of the commercial driver training
industry.

Other than a few statewide studies comparing
statistics on the accident, fatality, or violation
rates of relatively small samples of students who
have completed secondary school and commercial
school driver education courses, meaningful studies
on the effectiveness of the commercial school in
promoting and accomplishing driver education
objectives are practically nonexistent.

One of the greatest detr-,ments to the total driver
education movement has been the long standing
friction that has existed between many of the
proponents of secondary school driver education
and the commercial school i'ldustry. This situa-
tion must be rectified.

The not-too-distant past of the industry was
marked by a general lack of organization, com-
munication, and cooperation among commercial
schools. Significant progress is being made by
local, state, and national associations, and by
other means, towards changing this situation.

o Commercial schools have generally lacked representa
tion and a voice in driver education matters.

o The enactment of state legislation for the regula-
tion and control of commercial schools has been
very slow and in fact, such legislation does not
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yet exist in several states.

There is apparently an increased interest and
involvement on the part of the commercial school
industry in the legislative process. Indeed,
many sensible programs are being proposed by the
industry which will, if enacted, do much to up-
grade the quality of the driver education provided
by commercial schools.

O There are substantial differences in the type and
quality of state programs for commercial schools.
One reason for this is the fact that the many
different kinds of departments which have been
charged with responsibility for the supervision
and control of commercial schools have varying
interests, and often emphasize these interests to
the virtual exclusion of other important considera-
tions.

O States have, in many instances, gone to great
pains to control ard regulate commercial schools
administratively; however, there has been consider-
ably less attention given to the educational aspects
of cheir programs. Supervision and evaluation of
course content, teaching techniques, teacher
qualification and certification, etc., seem to
have been matters more implied than demonstrated.

O It was not the purpose of this study to evaluate
specific programs. However, it must be kept in
mind that legislation, regulations, and rules
must be evaluated not only in terms of their
apparent intrinsic worth, but also in terms of
how well they are enforced.
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PROBLEMS OF THE COMMERCIAL DRIVING SCHOOLS

H. 8. Vinson, Past President
National Professional Driver Education Association

Mr. Vinson, who is past President of the National Proffsor erf frrter
Education Aesociaticn, Inc., has devoted She past 11 years cf his fife
to the betterment of the Traffic Safety Erre., Fis first assignment
in this regard ueS working in the Unginverirt Er.osic, of the TFXAC
Highway Department. he served in this capacit r m reriod of tFrce
years 11938-19411.

In 1946, he opened the first drivins N,h,,01 in Texas. 11 Yas talc'
the school as a full -tire ocoucalicm since 1946. Py 1052, rrny brivIng
schools hod sprung go across the stare of Texas, and Mr. fcrrel
the Texas Eriving School Association. It was elected presider! ob
the group and served in this capacity until 19(4, st ,troh tiro 91s
elected President of the National frofessitna) frivor Fddoatirm
Association.

From 1960 thrculh 19(1, yr. Vinson traveled ever ire nrited Fatn,
and Canada, assistinr leaders of the NatIcP,1 Professieral (-river
Education Associatltn in organising state assdcialirns inl
workshop, and ser inars for the driving srbool ind9stry. re has sorter
on numerous committres designed to deal with spoolfic prchleos of
driving sohool industry. Troy 1964 through 1369 be has worgod
closely with the nerds,. of the National Highway Safety P,:read
developing recommended standards for driving school Floors,.

Mr. Vinson attended Sul Pose State Teahers College In Afoine, PWAgo
where 7-4 majored in education. Fe boas attended rJrprogs speoial
cr dries relatina to t/,e. field of traffic safety sr] erl,pr -error.

The problems of the commercial driving schools are quite
numerous and began when the first driving school was founded
in Springfield, Massachusetts in 1909. The major problem as
described by nrs. Fairbanks, the present owner, was finding
people who needed to learn to drive the automobile.
Basically, the course consisted of nothing more than teach-
ing the students how to start the automobile and providing
them with the necessary knowledge relating to the maintenance
and upkeep of the vehicle. Needless to say, the driving
school was nothing more than a mere sideline activity for
the owner.

As the years passed, other individuals could see the need
for a service designed to teach people to drive the motor
vehicle which was appearing (in alarming numbers) on the
streets and roads. However, the demand for this service was
not sufficient to justify the service of an individual on a
full time basis. Consequently, schools were run on a very
limited and part-time arrangement. By 1930, there were many
driving schools scattered throughout the nation, with no
regulations whatsoever controlling their activities. An
individual who was unable to find employment elsewhere could
usually open a driving school with very little investment
and could manage to make a meager living, providing he was
located in a large city. '..: is doubtful that any of the
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pioneers of the driving school industry received any type of
formal training. As a result, each instructor taught what
he considered essential to the students and charged any fee
that seemed appropriate. Most of these courses were designed
to teach the student nothing more than how to pass the
qualifying test to obtain a driver's license.

Following the end of World War II in the mid 40's, there was
a noticeable increase in the number of driving schools in
most states. Once again the school owners were operating
without any laws or regulations within their states to con-
trol their activities. The trend continued, as the market
expanded, to teach the students only how to obtain a driver's
license. By the same token, many such schools were Open on
a part-time basis with the owner devoting most of his time
and energy to some other occupation. Learning better
methods of teaching was of little concern to them. The
most noticeable group appeared to be policemen and school
teachers who taught during their time off from their regular
work. Usually they established office facilities in their
homes which enabled them to open a business with little or
no additional overhead.

By the mid 50's, there were many driving schools in operation
and only a few states had taken the time to enact laws or
regulations controlling driving schools. The driving school
owners were completely disorganized and had few guidelines
to follow or cor.structivv recommendations to offer when
legislative committees wc:e meeting for the purpose of
passing bills relating to the schools. On many occasions,
the driving school owners were their own worst enemies during
such discussions and created a very poor image for the
industry.

On or about 1950, a national magazine published a feature
story entitled "The Driving School Racket." This article
described in detail how the driving school owners conducted
their business in an unscrupulous manner. It listed
numerous examples where widows and other unfortunate people
had paid large sums of money 1.,1 an attempt to learn to drive
and 11.c1 received very little instruction in return. Their
complaints were usually futile inasmuch as there was no
regulation controlling the instructors activities and the
individual had no legitimate means to regain the money spent
on such instruction. The article further stated that school
owners on ae Eastern seaboard were charging fabulous irices
to immigrants and others in order to help them obtain a
state driver's license. It alleged that the school owners
had engaged in a conspiracy with the driving license examin-
ers in which the examiner received a certain fee for passing
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the appliceInt on a driver license test. In all probability,
the author of this article had obtained facts to substantiate
his claims and allegations. Nevertheless, the article left
no doubt in the reader's mind that all driving school owners
were questionable characters. The effects of this article
on the public were felt throughout the nation by all con-
scientious and legitimate driving school owners.

Another publication released in the 50's as a cheap paper-
back book entitled Sin on Wheels. This booklet was sold
throughout the nation in drug stores and book stands. The
cover showed a driver training car parked in the background
while the instructor was passionately attacking his female
student in a clump of bushes nearby. Of course, the story
was fictional, but the pages were filled with stories relat-
ing to the many love affairs of the driving school instructor.
Furthermore, it stated that the majority of the women coming
to a driving school were lonely and chose this method of
finding male companionship. Articles such as this made a
very noticeable contribution toward creating an extremely
bad image in the public's mind toward driving schools and
driving instructors.

In the mid 40's the high schools throughout the nation were
launching a campaign to include driver education and driver
training as part of their regular curriculum. Most of the
ac'z.omobile manufacturers &greed to provide to the schools,
through the local dealers, free automobiles to use in their
t-aining programs. In addition to providing automobiles,
the companies established or expanded safety education and
traffic safety departments within their organizations. The
objective of these programs was to assist states and schools
in the implementation of the driver education program. The
same vehicles used for tie regularly enrolled students were
also available for use in training adults, provided the
schools offered driving education courses to adults. The
schools accepting these vehicles had no problems relating
to maintenance of the vehicle or disposition of it when it
could no longer be used in the program. They merely returned
the vehicle to the dealer and accepted another ne,./ one.

In the past, driving school owners have experienced difficulty
in finding a dealer who was will5ng to give them a reasonable
price for a car which had been used for driver training. The
dealers are inclined to place such cats in t'ne same category
as used taxicabs. However, they do not seem to consider
cars used in the high school program as being abused cr
mistreated. A good example of this practice is recorded in
the laws relating to Basic Requirements for Obtaining a
Connecticut Certificate of Title to a Motor Vehicle, State
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of Connecticut - Department of Motor Vehicles, dated
September 29, 1966, Page 3;

10. Driver Education Vehicles:

(a) When a dealer transfers a motor ;.ehicle to a
Board of Education or other recognized
educational agency and the vehicle is to be
transferred back to the dealer at the com-
pletion of aldriver education course, no
Certificate of Title need be applied for even
though the vehicle is regist red in the name
of the educational unit.

(b) The Statement of Origin is to be retained by
the dealer and when sold, the vehicle is to
be registered as "new" with the Manufacturer's
Statement of Origin furnished as proof of
ownership. This is by agreement between the
dealers, State Board of Education, Connecticut
Motor Vehicle Department, the towns and
various insurance companies. There is no
true transfer of title as is required by
Section 14-169a. (Opinion from Office of
Connecticut Attorney General).

It seems utterly ridiculous that a group of law makers and
safety minded individuals would condone such practices as
described above. The public should not be deceived nor mis-
led regarding the background of an automobile when purchasing
it from a dealer. The general consensus usually is that
an automobile described as being "new" has not been driven
or used prior to the sale or transaction. The mere fact
that the vehicle has been used to train high school driver
education students should be no exception to the rule. This
practice protects the dealer from taking a loss on the
vehicle and is probably designed as a motivating factor to
encourage him to participate in the high school program.
can not visualize any dealer giving such consideration to a
driving school owner who was using the vehicle for the same
purposes as the local high school.

Although the dealers are willing to furnish the vehicles for
the school program, few of them are willing to provide the
necessary liability insurance coverage for the protection of
those who might become involved in an accident or mishap.
All driving schools which are controlled by laws and regula-
tions, are required to maintain liability insurance on the
vehicles for the protection of the public. There seems to
be no established policy within the states regarding even a
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minimum amount of liability insurance on higL school driver
education cars. I call to your attention a form used by one
high school in Texas, which is self-explanatory. The
following quotation has been taken from the standard
application form:

The above named school has my full permission to
enroll my (son, daughter, ward) in a course of driver
instruction on the streets and school grounds of this
City, and I hereby waive any and all claims against
the High School and the School Instructor
for any injuries to said pupil or any damage to
property which might result from participation in
said course, and further, I assume full responsibility
for any and all damage to any person or any property
which results from my said child's negligence while
participating in the said course, and I expressly agree
to hold High School, its successors and
assigns, officers, agents and employees, harmZess from
all claims for any such damage. (1)

A good example for the need of liability insurance on a high
school driving training course was an incident which occurred
in Ontario,California, on March 6, 1967. Mr. Garland Rogers,
a driver education teacher from Fontana, California, was
killed, and four students were seriously injured as a result
of a traffic accident occurring while Mr. Rogers was teach-
ing the students how to drive. I do not know the status of
the insurance coverage of the vehicle involved. It would be
a pathetic situation indeed for the families of all parties
involved if this vehicle did not have the necessary insur-
ance coverage.

Any driving school owner cf sound mind would refuse to put a
driver training car on the streets without proper insurance
coverage. The public should demand the same protection for
all cars used for such purposes, regardless of the sponsor
of the program. Furthermore, it would appear that such
action would create a very poor attitude in the mind of
student drivers who knowingly are permitted to drive such
uninsured vehicles in states where financial responsibility
is required of other motorists. The cost of the premium of
liability on high school driver training cars would substan-
tially increase the cost of the course. It seems to be the
objective of most high schools to offer these courses at a
very modest figure. Driving schools are usually charged an
exorbitant rate for such protection. It is difficult for
these schools to compete with high school teachers using
free cars without any additional expenses. The greatest
problem of the driving school owners are the high school
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teachers "moon lighting" or teaching both teenagers and
adults for a fee which they keep for themselves. Needless
to say, the same cars are used for this purpose.

A report released by the Auto Industries for Highway Safety
(2), reveals that there were 25,719 automobiles used
throughout the nation in the high school driver education
program. Of this amount, 23,339 were provided free by the
local dealers. This figure represents 91% of the total
amount of cars in use. The conclusion reached by anyone who
cares to study this report would make it apparent that the
high school driver education program is totally dependent
on automobile dealers in order to continue the programs. It
would seem logical that the automobile manufacturers, through
their safety organizations, are in a key position to be very
instrumental in establishing policies and procedures to all
such schools who were indebted to them for the free use of
their vehicles.

Driving school owners live never asked nor expected to
receive free automobiles for use in their driver training
programs. It would seem worthy of consideration that the
automobile manufacturers would encourage students to learn
to drive either in a high school driver program or in a
private driving school. In all of the advertising and
nromotional material produced by these automobile manufactur-
ers, they repeatedly stress the importance of obtaining
driver education and training through the high school pro-
grams only. The one exception to this rule is the Ford
Motor Company, which for years has printed pamphlets urging
students to learn to drive in the high school program or at
a professional driving school. The driving school industry
is indeed grateful to the Ford Motor Company for this con-
sideration. Furthermore, the Ford Motor Company has made
available to the private driving school, all of its film
and material on the same basis as it has been given to the
high school program.

The Traffic Safety Act of 1966 made provisions for the pur-
chase of the necessary equipment to be used in the driver
training programs. It seems odd that more school districts
have not utilized a portion of their allotment for the
purchase of vehicles to be used in their schools.

The free advertising, promotion, and support for the high
school programs by the automobile manufacturers have in the
past and will continue in the future to create problems for
the driving school owners.
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In 1966 when Congress was conducting hearings preceding the
passage of the Traffic Safety Act, members of the National
Professional Driver Education Association testified before
the Interstate and Foreign Affairs Committee. During this
testimony, we stressed the importance of strengthening the
driver license tests and making a concentrated effort to
improve all driver education and driver training programs,
both in the public and in the private driving schools. Also,
we stressed the importance of rigid rules and regulations
controlling driving schools. Fortunately, the law makers
included these points in the final bill.

Immediately after the passage of the bill, various groups
engaged in a campaign to reproduce certain portions of the
bill and circulate their version to the various officials in
each state. The National Safety Council produced a rather
lengthy article and labeled it "A Summary of Congressional
Intent." (3) You will note on page 5 of this article that
all of the language relating to the commercial driving
schools has been omitted. After reading the article in its
entirety, it is interesting to note that driving schools do
not appear anywhere. This act could or could not have been
intentional. Nevertheless, we were informed on one occasion
that we were not mentioned or intended to be included, nor
participate in the newly organized Federal program. The
speaker on this occasion was relying on the article published
by the National Safety Council as the scurce of his informa-
tion. Such actions as this created additional problems for
the driving school industry.

After the Federal standards had been written, the NHSB
embarked on the task of writing the guideline manual for the
Driver Education Programs. On September 10, 1967, the first
preliminary draft was released to state officials and other
interested groups. On page 16 of this draft, we found the
following statement:

Commercial and private driver train^:ng schools should
offer driver training to anyone qualified to obtain a
driver's license who is not enrolled in Grades 10
through 12 in a public OP private secondary school.

This statement caused the driving schools throughout the
nation many problems. Even though it was only a preliminary
draft, nothing further was released by the NHSB to the state
officials until April 1968. By this time, many states had
used the September draft as a recommendation of the Federil
Government while attempting to comply with the provisions
of the Highway Safety Act.
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We held numerous meetings with the proper authorities of the
NHSB and offered recommendations for the revision of the
initial draft. The authorities appeared to be in sympathy
with our cause and assured us it was not their intent to
discriminate agairst the driving school industry. However,
subsequent drWfts of the manual continued to be confusing
and always implied or stressed that instructors teaching
teenage drivers should possess a teaching certificate.
Furthermore, they attempted to convince us that this was the
intent of Congress when the Highway Safety Act was written.
Having no other alternative, members of our association
appealed to their Congressmen and Senators, asking for
clarification of this issue. In June, 1968, Dr. William
Haddon was asked to attend a meeting called by the Legal
Counsel of the Public Works Committee, House of Representa-
tives. On June 7, 1968, Dr. Haddon release& a notice to
all governors clarifying the issue as to who the commercial
driving schools could teach. The following is a reproduction
of Dr. Haddcn's letter:

Following is a restatement of the National Highway
Safety Bureau's position in regard to training of motor
vehicle operators by commercial driving schools. It is
intended to clarify several issues which have been re-
cently raised by the National Professional Driver
Education A6sociation.

The NHSB has been assigned the responsibility to carr,.
out the provisions of the Highway Safety Act. Clearly,
the Act specifies that all facets of State highway
safety programs will be administered through the
Governor's office in each State. In line with this
provision, the adopted standard on driver education
and training leaves the minimum requirements for
licensing of commercial driving schools cnd their
instructors to the State governmental agency that has
been given such authority by either a legislative or an
appropriate administrative process.

It is recognized that over the past few months several
versions of a draft manual on driver education and
training have been given limited distribution for com-
ment by States, organizations, and individuas. In

such cases it was made dear that the draft did not
necessarily imply that the National Highway Safety
Bureau would publish the final manual in that form.
White several States may have taken action on state-
ments made in a draft manual, such action can only be a
State responsibility. The National Highway Safety
Bureau does not bear responsibility for such decisions
within a particular State or States.
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There appear to be two major issues which concern the
commercial drivin' schools. The first is related to
standards for licensing of their instructors. As pre-
viously indicate(! the NHSB has not proposed rigid rules
for the States to follow in regard to criteria or
qualifications of instructors either in commercial
driving schools or in the public sector. The most
recent draft manual on driver education and training
does, however, suggest certain minimum qualifications
for instructors. These are, however, only
recommendations.

The second issue that concerns the commercial driving
school industry involves who commercial driving schools
may instruct. The intent of the law, as reflected in
House Report No. 2700, is that opportunities should be
available for youthful and adult drivers to seek driv-
ing instruction at public and/or private facilities.
The NHSB, in its standard and draft manual on driver
education and training, has not placed a restriction on
who commercial driving school instructors may teach.(4)

On June 25, 1968, the Committee on Public Works, House of
Representatives, released a report together with the minority
views of the Committee. On p-ge 7 of this report, the
following paragraph appears:

One of the few problems that has developed in some
areas concerns driver education, and that is a matter
of misinterpretation. The House committee report on
the Hi.ghway Safety Act, made it clear that State-
regulated commercial driver training schools shc,uld be
incli4ded in the driver education program. Both the
report and the discussion during the debate in the
House, should have made it clear that the licensing of
instructors in commercial driving schools does not
require the same qualifications that the certification
of teachers in the public school system would require.
(5)

These two articles should leave no doubt that it was not the
intent of Congress nor the NHSB to require teaching certifi-
cates for instructors of private driving schools, and in
addition, that state licensed driving instructors should be
qualified to teach anyone eligible to receive a driver's
license.

The standards on driver education explain that driving
instructors should be certified in accordance with specific
criteria adopted by the State. This statement does not
imply or suggest that the requirements be the same as
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instructors in the high schooliprograms. We hear the
arguments that all programs sIduld be the same within the
State or we should adopt the single standard concept. In
most states this would apply the instructors requirements
only inasmuch as nothing else appears to be the same in the
two programs.

Past experience has proven that the certified teacher is not
as desirable in the private driving schools as the teacher
without this certification. We have found that the courses
conducted by colleges and universities are not adequate to
prepare teachers to instruct in the professional driving
schools. Consequently, th(! first thing a driving school
owner must do is train the individual how to teach the
student in the car. It would seem logical that the school
owners in each state be aLlowed to train their own instruc-
tors, following a recommended course approved by the
appropriate State agency regulating the driving schools.

The single standard policy would hinder all state programs.
Most states are having difficulty finding enough teachers to
teach in the high school programs. Some of them are using
teachers aides who are not college graduates. To require
driving schools in the same states to use only certified
teachers in the teenage program would appear utterly ridicu-
lous when the high schools are not requiring this certifica-
tion in their programs This approach in the state programs
will continue to lower the quality of instruction offered in
the driving schools and will continue to create many problems
for the driving school industry, which is forced to comply
with this requirement.

For the past thirty -five years we have been forced to live
with the thirty hour classroom and the six hour driving
courses for the teenage drivers. Year after year we con-
tinue to force this pathetic course on the young drivers.
The content of the classroom course of instruction shows
little variation year after year. The six hours of instruc-
tion in the car might or might not have been adequate in
1933. With the many complex problems encountered in todayts
traffic the 30 + 6 co'irse is not only inadequate, but it is
not appropriate to train a student properly to be a safe
and careful driver.

Recently, the Insurarce Institute for Highway Safety
released a pamphlet showing a summary of "Student Participa-
tion in Driver Education", for the school year 1967-68.(6)
In this summary, it was pointed out that throe states were
given the rating of "excellent." This rating was because of
the fact that they had successfully taught more than 90
percent of all eligible high school !;tudents the "30 + 6"
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course. These states were Michigan, North Carolina, and
Idaho. Michigan and North Carolina each taught 100 percent
of all eligible students in their state, and Idaho taught
98 percent of all eligible students. It is interesting to
note the traffic fatality records of these states as re-
corded by the National Safety Council in the December issue
of "Traffic Safety." Michigan had a 23 percent increase in
traffic deaths, North Carolina had an 11 percent increase,
and Idaho had an 18 percent increase.

It is interesting to compare these figures with other states
which taught only a small percentage of the eligible students.
Massachusetts taught only 39 percent of their eligible
students through the high school program, Tennessee taught
only 24 percent of all eligible students, and Rhode Island
taught only 3 percent of their eligible students. Again,
comparing this report with the December issue of "Traffic
Safety," we note that Massachusetts experienced a 10 percent
reduction in traffic deaths and Tennessee experienced a 12
percent reduction. Rhode Island, teaching the smallest
amount of eligible students the "30 + 6" course, leads the
nation with a 26 percent reduction in traffic fatalities.

It would appear from these figures that states offering the
least amount of the "30 + 6" courses are making a noticeable
reduction in the traffic fatalities within their states.
This could be nothing more than a coincidence. However, it
is certainly worth some thought and consideration, and
possibly these figures express more vividly than I am capable
of doing, the true value of the "30 + 6" course as it is
being administered at the present time in the high schools
throughout the nation.

If there is any importance in the facts revealed by these
two reports, we are indeed fortunate that only three states
in the nation were good enough to be given the rating of
"excellent" by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety.

It is a well known fact to the public that six hours of
driving is all that is required in the high school programs.
Driving school owners know that you cannot properly train
the average student in this limited time. They are forced
to omit part of the course or skim over all phases lightly,
which usually results in a partially trained driver who is
confused on many points. Students are usually reluctrnt to
pay for more training than the minimum requirement within
the state program. The act of forcing driving schools to
compete with the high schools who offer these courses creates
many problems for the driving school industry.
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New students enrolling in a course of instruction to learn
to drive usually have one objective in mind. This objective
is to learn nothing more than how to pass the state test
order to obtain a driver's license. There seems to exist in
the minds of these individuals a feeling of security once
they have learned to drive well enough to obtain a driver's
license.

Driver's license tests do not vary to any noticeable degree
within the various states. The test routes are designed to
keep the applicant away from heavy traffic and off the free-
ways or streets where they are forced to drive at a high
rate of speed. The average time of the driver's license
test is 10 - 15 minutes per applicant. It is most difficult
for a driver's license examiner to make a true evaluation of
the applicant's ability to drive safely on this limited
course within this time element.

One of the most frequent questions asked the driving instruc-
tor is: "How much time will it require in order for me to
pass the test for my driver's license?" It is difficult for
the instructor to ridicule or criticize the driver's license
examination since such examinations are conducted by state
employees and have the blessingS of the state department:
responsible for administering such tests. Mpst qualified
instructors could teach the average student how to pass the
driving test with 4 - 6 hours of instruction. Conscientious
school owners are not satisfied with graduating this type of
student from their schools. As a result, the instructor
must explain to the student that the criver's license test
is only a minimum requirement and is not sufficient to
qualify them to drive a motor vehicle under all traffic con-
ditions. Past experience has proven that is is difficult to
convince a student that he needs additional training once he
has passed the state test and has obtained a driver's license.

Since the passage of the Traffic Safety Act of 1966, many
states have revised their driver's license program. These
revisions include reviring birth certificates of all appli-
cants, a photograph of the applicant on the license, and a
concentrated program to deal with the problem drivers. To
my knowledge, none of the states have taken any action to
improve the quality of or to strengthen the examination
given to the applicant when he applies for his original
driver's license. Such inadequate tests will continue to
create additional problems for the driving school owners and
instructors.

What was the intent of Congress when it passed the Wqh-,:av
Safety Act of 1966, as it related to the driver education
and training courses? First, it required a significant
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expansion and improvement of all existing programs. Equally
as important, it required an evaluation of past and present
programs.

Most states have engaged in a campaign to expand the high
school driver education program. Little has been done to
improve the type of instruction offered to the students in
these courses. There have been many surveys and studies
made to determine the effectiveness of the driver education
programs, but little action has been taken to change, revise,
or improve them. It would appear that one of the greatest
weaknesses to date has been the lark of action to improve
the status quo after an evaluation has ben made of the
existing conditions. It seems logical tiv,t the time has
come for conscientious state officials to take a second look
at their present programs and to make a dedicated effort to
improve the quality of instruction offered rather than to
seek ways and means of expanding their programs and offering
the same obsolete instruction to more and more students who
are receiving less and less from such accelerated courses.

Report No. 1700, from the Public Works Ccvdriittee, House of
Representatives, which accompanied the Highway Safety Act
of 1966, made it clear that driving schools should partici-
pate in the program, and that the public should be given the
option of receiving driver education and training in the
private schools as well as the public schools. The follow-
ing statement has been taken from Report No. 1700, page 9:

In addition to the driver education course.- given in
public schools, privately operated comr;,rcial dri9er
training schools exist in moot States and ar. controlled
by regulation in about half of the States. Obviously,
the option for bot etudent2 and ao.lts to obtain
driver training tbroz.:gh private means should be ava,..1-
able, provided the quality of the .raining is required
to be maintained at a prescribed

In this report, Congress attempter' to make it clear that the
public should not be forced to accept only one type of train-
ing program in their respective states. Later, the minority
report of the Public Works Comrittee stressed the fact that
their intent was not to require the same standards for
instructors in hi.,)11 school programs as were required in the
driving school programs. It would appear that it was not
their intent to establish single standards in all programs.

The most ironic aspect of requiring that all programs be the
same in each state is the inability to evaluate the programs
adequately. cly having only one prop am and one set of
standards, we will never be able to cetermine the true value
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of the program, since we would have nothing to compare it
with. In the past the driving school owners have ha& little
opportunity to be instrumental in establishing policies in
their states. Most often when a study was made of the
existing programs, it was conducted by staunch supporters of
the high school program. As a result, they were reluctant
to point out or criticize the weaknesses of the programs.

Brigadier General Richard E. McLaughlin, Registrar of Motor
Vehicle:, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, made the following
statement during a presentation at the International Driving
School Conference in New York City, N,Arember 8, 1968. In
his presentation, General McLaughlin gave his personal
evaluation of the two programs in the state of Massachusetts
based on his past observations and experience while working
closely with both groups:

Massachusetts has a .:;eenage program which real:y hao
its beginning back in the primary grades of our school
system where practi..!ally every city and town in the
Commonwealth has a well organzed safety education
curriculum administered by a joint school department-
police department teachi,zg team, backed up by periodic
lectures and demon-;tration7 by the special safety
educators of the Massachusetts Registry of Motor
Vehicles. With reference to teenage driver education
and training, Massachusetts follows the dual system of
drier education in local high schools, at local option,
or throz4gh private or commercial driving schools char-
3.Ped by and superised by the Registry of Motor

Vehicles -- many of which .3chools are represented here
in this International Conference today.

It is my considered opinion that the co-called commer-
cial or public driving schools dc a better job, overall,
than do the ordinary public and parochial school pro-
grams in Massachusetts. For one thing, the Registry
of Motor Vehicles exercises complete jurisdiction and
supervision over the private schools, wherea, in the
public and parochial schools, the Motor Vehicle
Derartment's jurisdiction is shared with the State
Dc,,artment of Education and in Massachusetts our State
Department of Education is not staffed to handle this
aspect of school curriculum and largely ignores it.
The typcal professional driver education school is
conducted ry professionals who have quality training
and this results, together with the dynamics of free
enterprise and competition, as a primary elements in
their motivation and in their achievement. The typical
high school master has a rather indifferent attitude
toward driver educotion. Many -- if not most -- regard
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it as an unimportant program tacked on to their regular
curriculum and, to a degree, using academic hours which
could be better utilized in the main academic schedule,
as suggested generally by James Conant and Admiral
Rickover. Accordingly, the most talented teachers are
not assigned to driver education. On the contrary,
this function is most often assigned to the least
motivated, least gifted teacher on !.he faculty and is
in many cases, assigned as an additional responsibility
to an athletic coach on the faculty.

If the driving teacher n he high school does not
measure up -- if he is bored, sloppy or indifferent --
the school masts is unconcerned since driver education
is after all, a fringe subject and, more than this, the
teacher assigned to it has ife tenure in his position
and cannot be removed save for the gravest causes in
a process involving almost incredible administrative
roadblocks and difficulties.

,accordingly, unless the driver educatior teacher is
utterly impossible, and obnoxious to boot, the chances
are he will remain there peddling an indifferent brand
of driver education for the rest of his career. At
$10 per working hour he is quite a luxury for the over-
burdened taxpayer.

Now different it is with the professional driving
scnools who must measure up to strict supervision and
to healthy competition within the field! 'his is where
the dynamics of free enterprise really work to the
advantage of a program and of the student. It is simply
bad business for you to run a sloppy operation or to to
tolerate incompetent instructors in your operation.(7)

Massachusetts has a unique program for the driving schools
because the school owners train their own instructors. Once
an instructor has been trained and licensed by the state, he
is then qualified to teach anyone eligible to receive a
driver's license. It has been estimated that the private
driving schools in Massachusetts save the taxpayers approxi-
mately $3,000,000.00 annually by allowing the public to
receive the driver education courses for their teenagers
through the private driving schools.

It is unfortunate if this presentation appears to criticize
or r'licule the high school program and instructors. However,
year after year, the driving school industry is forced to be
the recipient of similar ridicule in states where the
proierly licensed professional instructor is not allowed to
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teach teenage drivers without a teaching certificate. This
type of ridicule and insult has been displayed in all the
states which continue to require teaching certificates for
instructors even though they are properly licensed by the
appropriate state agency to teach driving.

Problems encountered by the driving school industry are
probably no different from problems encountered by other
businesses who are forced to compete with state and Federal
programs. It is not the objective of the driving school
industry to continue to insult and criticize others. We
are merely fighting for the right to conduct our business
under the free enterprise system and we cannot sit idly by
and see our businesses bankrupt by foolish laws and regula-
tions within the state. I feel that each of you would take
the same stand if your livrIlihood was in jeopardy and that
you would not remain silent while others engaged in a cam-
paign to de3troy or eliminate you from your chosen profession.
There is no doubt that the high school program within each
state and the concept of the high school courses, policies,
and procedures comprise the number one problem of the
driving school industry. When more States comply with the
intent of Congress, many of these problems will be eliminated.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Leon Brody

RECORDER: Joseph Casey

The members of this seminar respectfully submit that:

1. Insofar as this symposium is concerned, it would have
been desirable to limit its coverage to consideration
of the four reports on evaluation of driver education
and training prepared for the National Highway Safety
Bureau. Such limitations would have made possible
more two-way communication on the substance of these
reports as well as more detailed discussions within the
seminar groups. It also would have been helpful to
crystalize the over-all objective of this symposium.
As it is, uncertainty regarding the latter was rather
apparent.

2. If the previous conclusion is supportable, then it is
the firm feeling of the seminar participants that it
would have helped a great deal to have had all four of
the contract reports available in advance. This could
have made possible careful consideration of specific
points in the reports as well as precluding possible
.misinterpretations.

3. It follows that suggestions for resolutions of evaluative
problems and for implementation of recommendations would
have been more easy to formulate. This, of course,
includes the possibility of new alternatives being
offered.

4. Under the circumstances much of the active discussion
that did take place was concerne3 with the evaluative
nee& and programs underway independently in the states,
communities, and supporting agencies represented by
members of this seminar.

5. There was a definite indication that the participants
were looking for ideas that they could take home from
this symposium and could utilize in their professional
activities. This desire was not fully net.

6. It was emphasized in this group that the various reports
represented designs for research and that many of the
questions asked could be answered only after the research
had been carried out.

7. Despite these limitations or difficulties, members of
the seminar suggested evaluative alternatives in
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priority order as requested by the Institute for
Educational Development. We would like to have a
synthesis of the alternatives and priorities offered
by the various seminar groups.

8. In general, the participants were keenly interested in
the entire problem of evaluation of driver education
and they look forward to obtaining a copy of the four
contract papers.

9. The group appreciates the sharing of information but
does not wish to find itself in a position of furnish-
ing implicit or explicit approval of these research
reports and proceedings.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Dale Bussis

RECORDER: James Berry

One problem in evaluation of driver education appears to be
that driver education is being evaluated by the NHSB using
one criterion, whereas driver educators view their teachings
as having much broader objectives. Driver education is
designed to prepare a student for good traffic citizenship
and cuts across all of the other highway standard areas.
Attempts at isolating it are questionable.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. While the NHSB is developing criteria and acceptable
measurement devices, an immediate step to be considered
is that currently in use by the various regional accredit-
ing agencies and other existing recognized evaluation
methods. Aspects of the program, such as administration,
facilities, and instruction, could receive a more objective
and uniform appraisal. This proposed evaluative tool
should be based on performance objectives accepted and
agreed upon by driver educators.

2. It is the consensus of our group that future research
projects on driver education consider specific driver
education programs and that better attempts be made at
equating the variables.

3. It is further hoped that these research efforts
consider evaluating programs of recognized high quality
(according to the Evaluative Criteria) rather than with
standards that allow for inferior programs plagued by
low teacher certification requirements, sub-standard
teacher preparation, and inadequate state supervision.

4. The existing guidelines, as recommended by the NEA
publication Teacher Preparation and Certification,
should be used by NHSB in developing the evaluative
tool,

5. Potential funds from DOT should be used in meeting the
priority needs within driver education. Also, these
funds should be viewed as "seed-money," not as a means to
sustain programs.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Robert Chapman

RECORDER: Robert Nolan

1. We recognize that driver education which is institutionally
bound and aims to develop entry -level proficiency is nnt
the only influence on driver performance. Commensurate
attention must be given to:

a. police traffic supervision
b. better driver licensing
c. improving highway engineering
d. a better traffic court system, etc.

In many instances, driver educators are at the present
time assisting the above-named groups.

2. There needs to be a "built-in" scientific evaluation
program predicated upon what driver education really is
that will provide data for administrative decisions and
program improvement. An example of how this process
might be carried on is:

a. Undertake a sophisticated analysis of traffic-
related tasks which almost everyone engages in
at one time or another. This analysis would
include decisions people make when they are
not behind-the-wheel decisions (and other
factors) hc4ever, that influence driving
performance, such as, the effects of alcohol,
drugs, emotions, fatigue, trip planning, etc.

b. From this analysis, define instructional
objectives in precise behavioral terms, and
develop instruments to measure whether these
objectives have been attained.

c. As a result of steps one and two, we could then
be in a position to demonstrate the concepts
and skill:. (perceptual skills, as well as motor
skills) which st!dents can acquire through a
formal driver education experience.

The preceding process would provide a basis for decisions
on how much money should be invested in driver educa-
tion.

d. In the meantime, efforts should be undertaken
to relate the performance proficiencies which
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can be acquired at the completion of a driver
education course to a real-world performance
proficiency, which we suppre can only be
measured through accidents, near accidents,
and violations. This step may require the
use of intermediate proficiency criteria. If
successful in this venture, then driver educa-
tion can be evaluated in terms of its effective-
ness in the attainment of behaviors which have
been validated against real-world behavior.

We have the following qualification: To us, driver
education should be evaluated only on its power to
influence behavior within a time period of, perhaps,
five years -- and, we should emphasize, a critical
five years in the career of the young driver. To us,
driver education prgrares people to "enter" a lifetime
of driving and to help avoid the hazards, frustrations,
and trial and error that they would experience other-
wise, particularly during the early part of their driving
career.

To accomplish the preceding evaluation process, we need
the resources of the Federal government and the
competencies of the scientific community.
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SEMINAR LEADER: John Conger

RECOR)ER: James Aaron

The process of evaluation in all fields is a cc p]rx but
necessary activity. Ir the feld of drive educat'o
has been recognized for some time that evaluati(mn 7

an integral part of program development in ordel c3SCS5
the success in obtaining program goals and/or .

Obviously this has been carried on with varying jrC

sophistication.

A number of deterrents to the valid or successful evaluatioir
of driver education programs exist here in the 196U's. It
must be recognized that these deterrents need to be taken
into consideration if valid results are to be the culAna-
tion of 7.ny research undertaken. Otherwise findinc:s ale
unrelieole and tend to distort driver education as it is"
in the eyes of the general public and educators alike.

The deterrents (problems) alluded to are many, with the list
below including those that seem to be most germane to the
subject of evaluation in driver education.

1. The absence of criterion measures to assess properly
both short- and long-range goals of driver education.
(The State of Washington has a simulator project under-
way in driver licensing that may lend assistance in
this area.)

2. Lack of proper definitions of the driving task where
measurable objectives are identified. (The State oi
Illinois Task Analysis Cu-riculum project should pro-
vide an excellent basis for such definitions.)

3. Absence of adequate time element to accomplish program
goals. (30 and 6 requirements has become a stone
around the neck of the ecucator.)

4. Classroom and laboratory instruction being fragmented
and not closely integrated.

5. Inadequate teacher qualification that results in
varieties of instructional patterns and modes. (Part-
time versus full-time teachers and their relative
rffectiveness.) (Lack of in-service opportunities

teachers.)
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6. Absence of a conceptual model for teacher education
curricula, which is a prerequisite to good teacher
preparation. (Funding and lack of facilities are
primary problems in the upgrading of this area.)

7. A lack of knowledge of which driver education program
plans are most productive -- dual control, simulation,
multiple-car -- in order to establish most appropriate
instructional methods.

Additional deterrents or related observations that affect
evaluation in driver education are:

1. The need for traffic safety instruction on a K 12
and adult, basis. (Elementary teachers have no prepara-
tion in traffic safety education.)

2. The need to improve the entire highway transportation I
system. (Streets and highways, and other traffic-
related programs.)

3. The need for the development of traffic citizenry is a
goal for driver education, but is a by-product cf other
activities.

4. The need for analysis and study of the traffic iccideit
involvement of males versus females.

5. The need for a cotint..ed effort to determine causes or
traffic accidents in order to determine proper inputs
for driver education programs.

6. The need for study and validation of the role and use
of paraprofessionals in the instructional process.

7. The need for clarification of the role of simulation
systems in the driver education program. (The princi-
pal value is in development of the decision-making
process and identification of high accident potential
locations.)

8. Statement: Accident prevention is a goal of driver
education.

The National Highway Safety Bureau should be encouraged to
support the 18-semester hour requirement for driver educa-
tion as currently recommended in the 4.4.4 manual on Driver
Education. When the fifth contractor's report is available,
the group would be interested in being informed of the
results.
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SEMINAR CHAIRMAN: Harold J. Holmes

RECORDER: Richard D. Ellis

There is public and professional commitment to driver
education in American schools and colleges. It is not a
question of whether to offer driver education. The ques-
tion is what form or forms should the instruction take in
order to accomplish its objectives more effectively and
efficiently.

1. The researcher, as a theoretician, needs to acquire a
substantive background in high school driver education
and the professional preparation of high school
teachers.

2. Evaluation criteria for determining program effective-
ness and program characteristics are lacking at the
higher edlcation level.

High school driver education, as one component part of
the highway safety movement striving toward accomplish-
ment of the ultimate goal of accident reduction, has
been attempting to extend its objectives beyond this
single goal.

The program should include, as high priority, experiences
which are most likely to result in accomplishing terminal
behavioral and measurable objectives.

Experiences that are less directly related to the accom-
plishment of the jmmediate and long-range objectives should
be assigned priority on the basis of their demonstrated
relationship to course objectives.

The magnitude of the traffic accident problem necessitates
increased efforts to identify and implement processes of
integrating or correllating traffic education at all school
levels and through college for purposes of reinforcing
in truction offered in the high school course fog beginning
drivers.

4. The NHSB generated research findings in driver educa-
tion and other areas have not been communicated to
the practitioners by the Bureau within a reasonable
period of time.

5. Driver education program guidelines and manuals have
not been available to administrators and teachers in
the field on a timely basis.
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6. Some practitioners and school administrator seem to
be unaware of the availability and use of existing
NEA D6 Evaluative Criteria for use in self-evaluation
of driver education program characteristics.

7. Some investigators have pointed up the inadequacy of
current information on driver education programs, yet
there does not appear to be an attempt by the research-
ers to specify for teachers the kinds of material
needed for future driver education program evaluation
studies.

8. Ongoing in-service education of driver education
teachers has not been adequately provided in terms of
effective program characteristics.

9. The total implications of the driving task, as related
to the teaching of high Fchool driver education, have
not been outlined for the teachers of the programF.
Once this has been done, the teachers will be in a
better position to:

-Develop a curriculum enbodying the accomplish-
ment of objectives.

-Develop realistic and attainable objectives.

-Offer a comprehensive program of classroom and
laboratory instruction on a concurrent and inte-
grated basis, following sound education practices.

10. The empirical knowledge gained through years of
experience in real-world teaching of high school
driver education has not been communicated effectively
and efficiently to those conducting research in
highway safety related areas.

11. The thoughtful real-world practitioner needs to be
involved in the planning, development, and implementa-
tion of action research.

Usually the high school teacher is not proficient in the
design of experiments, nor does he know the limits of
various statistical techniques. A publication should be
developed on how to design and conduct relatively simple
highway safety research studies which could be utilized
by high school teachers.

A graduate level course should be designed to alert teachers
of driver education to research methodology applicable to
highway safety research. This course could be an elective
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in the professional in-service oCucation of enrolled graduate
students.

12. Broader communication is needed to alert school system
decision-makers to the work being done to identify
ways by which driver education programs can be evalua-
ted, with a view toward improving program effectiveness.

13. The importance of strengthening driver education pro-
grams through improved teacher preparation has been
stressed. At this point, what specifics can be
recommended to cause teacher preparation institutions
and others to achieve this end?

293
301



SEMINAR LEADER: William Lybrand

RECORDER: Patrica Waller

Our group began with the perhaps unwarranted assumption
that driver education is here to stay, and that we should
concern ourselves at this time with what might be done to
improve its quality. We took the position that initially
it is necessary to specify clearly what are the goals of
driver education defined in behavioral outcomes. The goals
we delineat3d are as follows:

A geheral ultimate instructional aim of improved
traffic citizen effectiveness, with emphasis on
improvement of the efficiency of driving as well as a
reduction in the mal-performances, including accidents.

O A terminal objective of making wise traffic citizens
in the context of today's traffic system as indicated
in the performance of driver, pedestrian, and passen-
ger behavior.

O An enabling objective of making effective use of living
space and ul,derstanding the role and need of traffic
laws.

1. Figure 1 attempts to diagram the traffic education
program as we would envision it. Samples of driver
education students are represented by S and S.
Certain information would be obtained on these students
before they begin their driver education. This wou:i
include a measure of their traffic knowledge when
they come into the class, perhaps measure of
personality, information concerning sex, socioeconomic
status, IQ, and motivation. Further information would
be obtained concerning the diver educatior teacher,
his methods, and length and kind course offered.
These input measures would be obtained primarily for the
purpose of evaluating the subsequent training in light
of the input measures. For example, it may wel3 be that
boys would respond better to a different kind of driver
education program than girls. It could well be that
students from different socioeconomic backgrounes might
benefit from different kinds of programs, e.g., students
from a lower socioeconomic background may have more
resentful attitudes toward authority, and it might be
worthwhile to investigate somewhat different approaches
to such students.
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After going through driver education programs A and B
(and these would be examples of existing programs
chosen because they differ in some major respect), the
samples of students would be evaluated according to
both behind-the-wheel performance tests and written
tests. These evaluations would be considered inter-
mediate criteria but could be used as a basis for a
feedback into the driver education program, that is,
according to the evaluation of the intermediate cri-
teria, changes could be made in the driver education
program.

Ultimate criteria would go beyond whether a student
knows how to drive and would be concerned further with
whether he actually utilizes his skills in his real-
world driving. Thus, ultimate criteria would include
his subsequent driving record involving violations in
accidents. However, this traditional information
could be supplemented by information obtained through
questionnaires. In this way, it would be possible to
determine exposure, including type of exposure, number
of trips and kinds of trips. More complete information
could be uotained concerning accidents, including kind
of accident and who was found to be at fault. Further-
more, information could be obtained concerning near
misses (or near hits). Also, it might be valuable to
obtain information concerning the kind of vehicle
operated.

2. While we feel it is realistic to hold the driver
education training responsible primarily for the im-
mediate outcome measures, that is, the intermediate
criteria, we consider the ultimate criteria important
to measure for purposes of considering new and innova-
tive approaches to the entire problem of driver
education.

3. In regard to the role of the National Highway Safety
Bureau the seminar group expressed the feeling that
money actually dispersed by NHSB is virtually incon-
sequential relative to the total funds in the highway
safetl' program. The states are more concerned with the
standards being set by NHSB, since these standards will
affect far larger sums. In this regard the feeling was
expressed that the states could use some wise guidance
and help from the experts in NHSB in making decisions
about their programs. It was felt that NHSB has a
responsibility to the state that goes beyond cost-
behefits. While the participants did not reject the
notion of standards, they did object to an over-
emphasis on disbursement of funds when there is not an
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adequate validation of the basis on which funds are
disbursed. If driver education is criticized ( and
certainly with validity) because it has not been
demonstrated to be worth its costs, then it is only
fair that such validation should be equally required
in all areas of the highway safety program. The
feeling was expressed that this was not the case at
present.

4. There was further feeling expressed that there is a
need foi greater consistency in the position of NHSB.
If stales are required to act on the basis of guide-
lines established in Washington, then NHSB has a
responsibility to maintain some consistency in its
position so that the state officials are not left with
a feeling of ambiguity and uncertainty in regard to
their own role and responsibility.

In regard to research, it was felt that if driver
education is going to have to compete for funds because
it cannot demonstrate its worth (and this is the posi-
tion expressed by NHSB representatives to the Chicago
meeting) then perhaps it would be appropriate for NHSB
to provide the funds to do the necessary investigation.
It was suggested that perhaps low priority operational
areas should be high priority research areas.

5. It was also suggested that research funds :,hould be
aimed less toward further definition of the problem
and more toward solutions of the problem. Perhaps
enough has been done in regard to def'.ning the problem,
and the time has come to go beyond this initial step
and grapple with solutions.

6. Further, in regard to research, the feeling was ex-
pressed that NHSB has not had an open door policy
regarding research proposals. Recognizing the impor-
tance of research that originates within the framework
of the Bureau, nevertheless the seminar group felt
that research ideas should originate from many sources
and not be confined to the pre-defined notions of the
Bureau.

7. It was also pointed out that the law a present says
that every state will have a research program in
driver educative. It was felt that this may not be
the most efficient approach. While some states can
handle such a requirement, others will be hr.rdput to
meet this demand. Why Lot have research coordinated
at a Federal level and have certain kinds of_ research
done in some states which could then provide the
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necessary information to all states?

8. Feeling was also expressed concerning the stated goal
of NHSB, namely the goal of accident reduction. In
this regard it was felt that this goal must be further
defined in terms of the price that is to be paid. For
example, there is reason to believe that accidents
could be reduced by much more stringent licensing. We
could refuse licenses past the age of 65 or even age
50, and probably succeed in lowering accidents; or,
we could license only the top 40 percent of driver
license applicants. Are we willing to pay so high a
price, or do we want to temper our stated goal of
accident reduction? There is some evidence that
suggests the risk taking exemplified in some traffic
accidents (certainly not all) may be an expression of
a more basic personality characteristic that has been
found to be associated with creative production. In
other words, some of the personality characteristics
that may result at times in accidents on the highways
may be the same personality characteristic that lead
men to undertake other risks such as going to the moon
or pioneering in an area where one's scientific
reputation may be at stake. It may be that to become
a nation of "safety nuts" that no longer have
accidents on the highways, will require a price that
will guarantee the end of progress in other areas.
Just what price are we willing to pay?
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SEMINAR LEADER: Fredrick McGuire

RECORDER: Robert Goff

Because of interest expressed by the group, Dr. McGuire
described his recent research report, "An Experimental
Evaluation of Driver Education" (winner of 1968 Metropolitan
Life Award). He also described how the press reports were
at variance with the actual report.

Of the many areas discussed in the seminar, several points
are summarized below:

1. The four major reports were a source of misunder-
standing. It was strongly felt that copies of
the reports should have been distributed to the
participants prior to the convening of the symposium.

It was felt that the research reports would have been
more valuable if the contractors had not been so
pressured for time. Some of the reports reflected
this time pressure. For example, the content of
the reports did not seem to reflect wide differences
among the various states. A nationwide shortage of
driver education teachers was implied in one report,
yet several states (e.g., Wisconsin and Michigan)
have a surplus of certified driver education teachers
at current certification levels. Apparently, there
is no such thing as a clear -cut teacher shortage.

Also, many of these studies were mistakenly billed
as "research," when in fact they are merely "search"
or feasibility studies.

2. It was felt by many driver education teachers that
this effort to establish evaluative techniques did
not reflect a close liaison with the practitioners
of driver education. This effort had the flavor of
a newcomer to the field coming in from the outside
and ignoring the two decades of effort on the dart
of the practitioner. Specifically, driver educators
have striven toward achieving the goals set forth
in "Policies and Practices for Driver and Traffic
Safety Education," while these outside researchers
and their reports have focused on traffic accident
reduction. Traffic citizenship (the Big E) was
accepted unanimously as a goal, a very key goal, of
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driver education. However, divergence of opinion
existed as to the proper emphasis, if any, to be
placed on accident prevention as a major goal of
driver education. This divergence of focus tended
to create an undercurrent of discontent, even resent-
ment, throughout the meeting. This confusion must
be resolved, among driver educators, government
officiarY, researchers, and public support groups.
Perhaps there should be two courses, one in driver
education and one in acffent avoidance; or should
there be one comprehensive course? There was strong
feeling that driver education is merely the 10th
grade manifestation of a comprehensive kinder-
garten through 12th grade (K-12) safety and traffic
safety education program. Not everyone accepts
the accident reduction criterion as the major
emphasis in driver education.

3. Because the National Highway Safety Bureau is
bound by the criterion of death and injury re-
duction, it cannot be expected to relate to all
aspects of driver education. Support should
continue to come from Public Law 89-10, the
National Defense Education Act, and the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare. Increased
leadership should be generated from HEW. Driver
education is interdisciplinary--and interdepartmental.

In spite of its potentially limited relationship
to the field of driver education, the setting of
priorities by NHSB has generated much confusion
and has hurt many state driver education programs.
NHSB should define its role in this field very
soon, anu in such a way as not to damage those
elements it may not choose to support.

4. TYe problem of communications and public relations
must be faced realistically and in a positive
manner by driver educators. Our people must learn
the basic principles of public relations and
conduct themselves accordingly during media inter-
views. We should prepare press releases and take
the initiative in public relations. We must
consider developing public relations channels
independent of the media. We cannot afford to
permit the fate of driver education to be settled
in the press, as is happening at the present time.

5. Driver and traffic safety education is interdiscipli-
nary and contains a strong behavioral science emphasis,
a fact not yet recognized by most colleges and uni-
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versities. Many schools and faculties still deny the
interdisciplinary nature and academic qualifications
of traffic safety education. As a consequence,
teacher preparation and research have lagged behind
the need, to the point where quality teacher prepa-
ration is a most critical element in driver education
today. Teacher preparation for traffic safety educa-
tion should not have less emphasis than a traditional
subject area. It should :Lie recognized as a separate
and equal subject area and instruction should be given
by full-time staff members adequately trained in and
dedicated to this specialty.

6. Most state reimbursement laws make no financial pro-
visions for teacher preparation or research in traffic
safety. Some state reimbursement laws preclude use of
funds for these purposes. There is a feeling of reed
for substantial funding of programs at the college and
university level. Scholarships and fellowships of
sufficient size and quantity, in competition with the
financial inducements offered by the scientific and
technological disciplines, would permit quality under-
graduate and graduate students to choose 'raffic
safety education as a career.

7. College and university professors of traffic safety
education have produced a few research findings to
date. Most university research on driver and traffic
safety education have come from such allied disciplines
as engineering, psychology, and preventive medicine,
not from driver educators. There is an urgent need to
develop a substantial number and support for driver
educators capable of conducting quality research studies.

8. There is a need to develop additional regional safety
centers in connection with strategically located colleges
and universities throughout the United States. These
centers should include traininq for all traffic
specialties (as outlined in the Booz, Allen and Hamilton
report), through credit courses, conferences and short
courses, field services, information and materials
services, and research.

In summary, while seminar members vigorously expressed di-
vergent opinions on many of the above points, they felt that
there was genuine value in the exchange of opinions that
transpired. In fact, this "mix" of participants seemed
unique and should occur more often as a means of preventing
the field of driver education from becoming too parochial.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Gilbert Teal

RECORDER: Richard Tossell

This group started out by talking about the purpose of
evaluation. We came to an agreement that it was a manage-
ment improvement and progress tool rather than a foam of
rating, that those being evaluated must understand and
accept the criterion upon which they are being -valuated.

We spent an inordinate amount of time attempting to define
the objectives of the conference. In our first attempt at
it, we concluded that we were to give assistance tc the
National Highway Safety Bureau with regard tc,' the new
national highway safety standards, particularly 4.4.4 in
driver education. Our later evaluation seemed to center
around the fact that we were in the process of self-
evaluation cn the basis of a new set of ground rules being
laid down by the National Highway Safety Bureau.

Relative to the problems of evaluation, we did seem to
agree, at least at this session, that we were not shooting
for zero defects, but rather to improve the "state of the
art". Some of our observations and recommendations follow.

1. Our problems were more societal than strictly
educational.

2. A block to progress and integration seems to lie in
the decisions as to whether driver education is the
domain of the Office of Education or the National
Highway Safety Bureau. Now if the main objective of
driver education is education rather than accident
prevention or the saving of lives, then why should
DOT have responsibility for it?

3. We concluded that the real objectives of driver educa-
tion, however, have never clearly been defined. I

think this is an important point. If we are going to
proceed anywhere I think we're going to have to
actually start with a clear set of objectives.

4. If driver education is concerned with accident pre-
vention and not injury reduction, then another blocK
to progress is the lag between the need for up-to-date
information for the field, and the lack of such
current information and utilization c advanced teach-
ing methods and technology. StudLnt preparation should
include, therefore, new integrations of educational
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techniques and methodology and we should not leave out
such things as learning centers for the community and
greater use of the family in the educational process
or training process.

5. We also came up with a recommendation that a way should
be found to keep the grass-root teachers of driver
education informed about changes in priorities in the
various bureaus. The National Highway Safety Bureau
can be of great value in accomplishing this. 141,.. feel
that another follow-up symposium should Ise conducted under
under the auspices of ADTSEA of NEA to update the
policies and practices of driver education teachers.
Perhaps this proposed symposium could thclude adminis-
trative leaders in education, other than driver educa
tors or supervisors of driver education. This would
generate the interchange of information and ideas.

6. We feel standards should be established for a teaching
minor in driver education, and that the gap between
teacher certification requirements and the teaching
minor should be reduced as rapidly as possible.

7. We have dual standards for high school driver education
and commercial driving schools and we feel that this
complicates needlessly the evaluation process and,
therefore, there should be a single standard for
teacher preparation.

8. We feel that evaluative critcria can and should be
constricted for the purposes of evaluating the
processes involved in driver education and not
necessarily be restricted to the end goal of
reducing injury and death.

9. And, lastly, driver education le not a microcosm
separated from the rest of the world. We need to
relate to the big picture of problems facing drivers
and others involved in traffic movement problems such
as, all types of trailers, pedestrians, bicycles,
motorcycle drivers, etc. In other words we need
comprehensive safeli education for all schools and
all stuC nts of which driver education is but a part.
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SEMINAR LEtDER: Harry Harman

RECORDER: Cissie Gieda

Tnr! reduction of traffic accidents, injuries, and fatalities
has been stated by the National Highway Safety Bureau to be
the over-all goal of the traffic safety program. With this
statement in mind, our seminar group would like to make the
following observations and recommendations.

1. We believe the ultimate goal can be thieved only by
the combined efforts of the specific programs. There-
fore, intermediate goals must be established for each
specific traffic safety program. It then follows that
each specific program needs to be evaluated on the basis
of the intermediate goals rather than the ultif:ate goal.
This generates the following questions:

A. Are there highwelt transportation system goals
that take priority over intermediate goals?

B. What are the intermediate goals that must be
achieved before the ultimate goal can be
achieved?

C. Can we truly evaluate whether or not any
specific program is achieving the ultimate goal,
or what proportion of the achievement is due
to the specific program?

D. Is there a multiplicity of factors involved in
an accident and injury causation which of
necessity demands a balanced approach?

E. Must the various programs compete with each
other rather than supplement and/cr complement
each other?

F. Does any one program have real identifiable pay
off, or is the pay off found in combinations
of programs?

G. What is the role of education (rublic, formal,
and informal) in each of the program areas, and
what aspects of this education can be included
in a driver and traffic education program at
the secondary level? What can be included at
the elementary level?
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2. The driving task in an ever-changing motoring society
must be analyzed, defined, and redefined. Objectives
of driver education can then be developed from the
task. These objectives can be used in the development
and improvement of the curriculum. Driver education
hould he geared to the driving task. Evaluation can

proceed with objective behavioral responses of the
riving task as the basis for evaluation.

3. We welcome and need researchers, although caution must
be urged. We resent the public taking as gospel a part
of a report, especially if taken out of context.
Researchers, we ask caution when entering the real world.
It should be, and must be, your responsibility to write
in a language that can be understood by all. Please
avoid vague generalities. The driver education community
must get to know from the research community.

4. In addition, we would like the researchers to identify
where the best driver education programs can be found.

5. Each safety program must be a total set. A solution to
this task will he reached only with a total program.

6. This group believes that the curriculum for driver
education should be within the province of the United
States Departir,ent of Health, Education and Welfare.
We do not believe that course content is a factor for
the direct concern of the National Highway Safety Bureau.
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SEMINAR LEADER: William Rhodes

RECORDER! Thomas Cheney

Our seminar group submits herewith seven recommendaticns
relative to the effective use of recent research findings
and practices as reported to this symposium on the "state of
the art" in driver education and driver training.

1. We recommend that there be a "multiple-standard-concept"
in driver education and training programs as it relates
to instructor qualifications and details of the course
of study. However, we believe that all driver educa-
tion an training programs should have the single goal
of performance proficiency on the part of tte end
product, that is, the graduate of the driver education
ccurse.

2. We recommend that the National Highway Safety Bureau
proceed with the development of an evaluation procedure
which will adequately neasure driving proficiency es-
sential to the real -world traffic demands. We further
recommend that the commercial driving school industry
unite in and cooperate with the validation process
which necessarily will be involved in the development
of such an evaluation procedure.

3. We recommend that research agencies utilize the infor-
mation and resources of the professional organizations
of the commercial driving school industry in developing
programs which will produce safe drivers.

4. We recommend that each individual, regardless of age,
should, prior to licensing, receive formal drier
education and/or driver training which meets the
standards set by the National Highway Safety Bureau to
meet performance criteria of real-world traffic situ-
ations and experiences.

5. We recommend that commercial driving school instructors
who are properly licensed by the appropriate state
licensing agency shall be considered qualified to
teach anyone eligible to receive a driver's license,
and that such instructors need not have a college
degree, provided the following standards of the
National Professional Driver Education Association
are met by the employing driving school:

a. Recommended NPDEA Course Content for
Education and Training Program For
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Professional Dri7ing Instructors,
which includes the concept of the
Harold Smith System.

b. Recommended NPDEA Standards For
Behind-the-Wheel Training.

c. Recommended NPDEA Driving School Laws.

d. NPDEA Code of Ethics.

6. We recommend that the offices of the National Highway
Safety Bureau be utilized to effect a meeting of the
leaders of the commercial driving school industry am
the leaders of the public school driver education com-
munity in order to establish the areas of agreement
and disagreement and in order to combine and apply to
the critical problems of highway safety the strengths
and forces of these two major segtents of the driver
education field.

7. We recommcmd the promotion and development of simple
and inexpensive teaching aids for driver education and
we further recommend consideration of the establish-
ment of a center responsible for the dissemination of
knowledge and information as to the availability of
such teaching aids.

8. We suggest the development of a statement of objectives
for driver education and training programs, as indi-
cated by the NPDEA Minimum Standards.

9. We encourage all practitioners in this field to avail
themselves of the forthcoming Federal Manual on Driver
Education and Training. We feel the driving school
industry should strive immediately to implement the
Federal standards recommended.
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SEMINAR LEADER: John Kerrick

RECORDER: Paul Halula

The seminar group agreed with nearly all of the results of
the four research studies conducted, and with the recommenda-
tion that a single set of performance criteria be estab-
3ished. However, multiple standards are necessary in the
various areas of the driver education and training field in
course content and instructor qualifications. It is unreal-
istic to require conformity of education and background for
all instructors because of the totally different areas of
training and many different needs of the public in these
areas. Some basic areas def4ned were training of teenagers,
adults, handicapped persons, military personnel, retraining
of licensed drivers, and advanced training such as skid con-
trol and commercial driving (buses and trucks). Seldom, if
ever, will any sample of a population develop the same pro-
ficiency in the same amount of time in psychomotor skills.
Therefore, both the high schools and commercial schools are
needed in the driver education and training field.

Our group made the following recommendations to improve the
driver education and training industry and to reduce traffic
accidents:

1. A mixed symposium of public high school driver edu-
cation teachers, commercial driver training school
owners and instructors and other interested agencies
should be held to agree upon problems and solutions
in this field and to achieve more cooperative relation-
ships. All three groups have much to contribute, and
more harmony is badly needed.

2. Courses should be established throughout the nation
geared to the needs of the commercial schools.

3. A greater number of periodic checks of driver per-
formance should be established with special emphasis
on emergency procedures.

4. Adranced driving courses in emergency procedures should
be established in commercial schools.

5. A series of short-range studies could be very effective
in developing better driver education and training, aAd
these studies are needed now.

6. The development of better motorcycle testing and schools
to instruct in motorcycle operation should he encouraged.
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7. Laws goveri.ing the licensing of driving schools in all
states should be more uniform and more stringent.
States with regulatory legislation have always de-
veloped a better and more stable industry.

8. Commercial driving schools instructors, properly li-
censed by an appropriate state agency, are qualified
and able to teach anyone eligible to receive a driver's
license. Restrictive legislation in some states not
allowing them to qualify teenagers for licenses is un-
realistic. We do not feel that a college degree is
necessary in order to teach a person to drive.

9. Successful models for public and private cooperation,
such as those utilized in the state of Ohio and the
Province of Ontario, should be implemented on a wider
scale.

Our seminar group discussed the following additional topics:

1. Courses conducted by Dr. Leon Brody of New York Uni-
versity and th,? need for similar approaches throughout
the nation.

2. Unrealistic thinking on the part of th' association of
high school driver education teachers in attempting
all adult driver training. Because of administrative
difficulties, they cannot meet the needs of students.

All were in agreement that this symposium is a major break-
through in the driver education and training field.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Marland Strasser

RECORDER: Heinz Naumann

1. The participants of this seminar group wish to commend
the National Highway Safety Bureau for its outstanding
efforts in the field of traffic safety in the short
period of its existence. We would encourage and recom-
mend that the National Highway Safety Bureau continue
its efforts in research to evaluate and improve the
effectiveness of all traffic safety programs.

2. We further recommend that the National Highway Safety
Bureau conduct future symposia in a reasonable period
of time that will bring together representatives of the
commercial driving school industry and the public and
private school programs and other appropriate interested
parties for the purpose of improving the "state of the
art". Such conferences are needed now to provide
guidance to all areas of the driver education and
driver train4 field. As research goes forward, re-
sults will become available which should help all
persons involved.

3. The task of driving under present real-world con-
ditions is a complex undertaking. The 1949 concept
of driver education courses (30 + 6) appears to be
inadequate with the tremendous increase of high speed
and complex traffic flow. We, therefore, recommend
that more research be initiated to determine the number
of hours of behind-the-wheel training necessary to
develop safe driving skill habits.

Course content should be reviewed by a commission com-
posed of all segments of those involved in traffic
safety, and a new set of minimum standards developed.

This seminar group, after listening intently to the re-
ports on evaluation of driver training, recommends that
the Bureau proceed immediately with the task analysis
of driving as the first step in the desired scientific
attack on the evaluation problem.

4. We feel that a single research effort may need to be
reported or announced by more than one document in
order to reach, in an understandable form, all who
should know about it. Some of these documents may be:

A. The complete research report. This includes
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project design, instrumentation, data,
analysis, conclusions, and recommendations.
This form is often required to tell the full
story for other researchers and doubters and
to fill contract requirements of the sponsors.

B. A shorter version of #1 above for journal
publication and to fill the needs of most
serious workers.

C. An informative abstract to accompany #1 and
#2 above. This i' also used in clearinghouse
publications and for storage in electronic
information systems.

D. A press release. This item, prepared jointly
Ly the author and a sympathetic and under-
sta:'ding public information officer, can aid
in avoiding misunderstanding and misquotation.

E. An interpretation of the research results
slirected toward specific changes in policies,
manuals, and specificatio-s. This document
should be written in the language of the de-
cision-maker rather than the researcher.
Supporting information should be brief with
fuller treatment carried by reference.

5. Motivation was generally conceded to be very important
for good driver performance. Finding that key motiva-
tion is the problem.

rihe various aspects of the total traffic safety movement
should not be in competition with one another. There
is room for all and plenty of work for all to do.

Our group agrees enthusiastically with the hope ex-
pressed that this symposium would be the beginning of
our working together with other elements in the traffic
safety field, such as driver licensing agencies a ld the
public high school driver education segment.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Fletcher Platt

RECORDER: Dewayne Marshman

1. It is strongly recommended that the Department of
Transportation exercise all possible haste in incorpora-
ting the findings of the five research studies into a
finalized program of evaluation. We urge the imple-
mentation of the chosen program as soon as possible.

2 It is also recommended that a "clearinghouse" be
established for translating research Into practicality
for all driver training instructors.

A thorough examination and study of current "course content" 111

should be made, extracting the content needed in the real-
world driving of today, disregarding topics no longer
deemei essential, and emphasizing areas that have become
more important to today's driving. We should strive to
reach a specific level of proficiency and redesign the term
of the course to meet this need. The decay rate of the
present course may be decreased by a new approach designed
to stimulate student interest. We should investigate the
results made by private industry (e.g., Greyhound Bus
Company, United Parcel, commercial driving schools, Bell
Telephone Company) in reducing accidents and violations.
Their types of programs must produce favorable results, or
they would be discarded quickly.

3. Laws governing commercial driving schools should be
standardized, as recommended by NPDEA. Present laws
allow too much variance from state to state.

4. We should have standardization of tne certification of
commercial driving instructors, as recommended by
NPDEA.

5. There should be compulsory driver training for all P
beginning or entrance-level drivers. The amount of
training should be determined by the level of pro-
ficiency desired.

6. We should begin an upgrading and sophisticating of
driver license testing procedures to insure that the
new drivers are capable of coping with real -world
traffic situatioas.

7. We should strive for compatible standards between
instructor, tester, and traffic enforcer. These areas
are too closely related to remain entirely separate,
ignoring common problems. I
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B. There should be more effective communication between
commercial driving schools and public school driver
education personnel. Both are working toward the same
goal: safer drivers and a corresponding reduction in
fatalities, accidents, and violations.

9. There should be a program of periodic retesting of
licensed drivers to determine the possible need for
retraining.

10. If funds are available for the improvement of driver
training instructors, they should be distributed on a
non-discriminatory basis for the use of both the
public and private driving industries.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Warren Rumsfield

RECORDER: U. Hale Gammill

1. The value of adapting methods such as those in use for
pilot screening, training, and licensing to our
driving school instruction and preparation was dis-
cussed.

It was agreed that further analysis of teaching
methods used in preparing pilots might also prove
valuable in training driver education teachers.

2. Some studies indicate that at any age drivers are per-
haps poorer when first beginning to drive. Accumu-
lating experience at any age produces more skill and
makes for a better driving record. Other studies
indicate that impulsiveness, feelings of indifference,
and resentment of authority are contr'buting causes
to teenagers having collisions. It was pointed out
that a Stanford research study indicates that the
number one safety move to cut down collisions among
young people is to let them mature a little longer
before learning to drive. It was suggested that young
people would be safer if they were at least eighteen
years of age before driving.

Although there are exceptions concerning sixteen year
olds being mature enough to drive safely, it was
unanimously agreed that waiting until a child is at
least eighteen years old might certainly be better,
from a highway safety point of view.

3. Tests to measure attitudes were discussed, as well as
the theory that a few eAys -f intensive indoctrination
of drivers might possibly change attitudes.

It was suggested that The National Professional Driver
Education Association research chairman study the
feasibility of some of our member schools assisting
with the refinement and field testing of attitude
measuring instruments.

4. One school owner mentioned that the Harold Smith System
solved his school's problem of molding reckless teen
boys into safer drivers. The hazard of their wanting
to speed was neutralized by the superior use of their
eyes in conju%ction with always having adequate space
cushioning.
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5. "Should classroom teachers have instruction in behind-
the-wheel training?" was an important question for
this group, Various examples were Given where public
school and private school classroom driver education
teachers had never taught behind-the-wheel driving.
The group concluded that classroom teachers should
have a valid driver's license with a good driving
record, and should be experienced in behind-the-wheel
instruction.

6. Another question raised was: "Wculd the quality of
our instruction be better if our teachers were certi-
fied college graduates?" Several driving school
owners, who hired high school driver education teachers
part-time and during the summer for behind-the-wheel
training, told of the enthusiasm expressed by these
teachers for the methods used by private driving
schools. One high school driver education teacher was
so impressed with what he learned from a professional
school that he arranged a workshop for his colleagues.
The driver education teachers from the castrict's
several schools were taught in the classroom and on
the road by a staff from the professional driving
school. The group concluded that at present the best
of professional driver training schools are setter
able to train their own behind-the-wheel instructors
than are colleges or universities.

7. 01,e member of the group stated that there should be a
"single performance standard," but in his opinion there
must also be "multiple types of programs and multiple
teacher qualificatiolls."

This statement was enthusiastically and unanimously
endorsed by our seminar.

8. The following question was raised: "What would be
your reaction to the Department of Transportation
financing training of your instructors in a junior
college program, with your association developing the
curric%Ilum and furnishing the teachers for the course?"
The probability that this plan would eventually result
in a two-year teacer training program at no cost to
the driving school was discusses'..

This plan could probably be sold to the profession if
the instruction was not a prerequisite to hiring and
did not delay putting the driver training teacher to
work.

q In Canada, professional driving instructors and high
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school teachers who wish to be trained as driver edu-
cation specialists are trained by safety councils
with the assistance of commercial driving instructors
and university-level course directors. Also in
Canada, departments of education authorize school
boards to contract with commercial driving schools to
perform the in-car instruction.

This practice results in professional driving schools
doing most of the behind-the-wheel training, while the
public schools teach most of the classroom phase of
driver education.

10. It was suggested that in the United States high schools
should teach only the classroom phase of driver edu-
cation, and professional driving schools should teach
only behind-the-wheel training for teenagers.

There was unanimous and wholehearted agreement that
this plan might bring about permanent "peace" to the
driver education field.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Thad Rarogiewicz

RECORDER: Miles Barker

Our group discussed many ideas concerning professional
driving schools and gave much thought to the problems in-
volved in attempting to evaluate their training programs.

1. We feel that we must look for better methods of evalua-
tion for driver training programs. One of the problems
of evaluation is defining the driving task and then
evaluating its effectiveness. A corollary would then
be evaluating the driving school program. The driving
task should be identified and procedures or measures
be devised to measure the tasks and the proficiency
of driving performance. Control states might be used
where professional school teenage student's driving
records would be compared with those of the public
high school driver training students and with those
receiving no training at all. At this time, good
evaluative criteria have not been developed and,
therefore, a finished product won't be produced.
Problems of obtaining information concerning driving
schools and the driving records of their graduates
were discussed, such as the small percentage of returns
received by the National Highway Safety Bureau on its
questionnaire mailed to the various state Motor
Vehicle Departments. The same problem would occur in
mailing questionnaires to former students.

2. Our group delved into many other problems of driver
training besides those concerned with evaluation. The
question of how far to go in reserch was raised.
Where does it end, and where do the results of its
findings, culminating in an action program, start?

3. Multiple standards were discussed regarding both the
type and kind of training for instructors and the
length of both the classroom and the behind-the-wheel
phase of the program as compared to that of the public
high school instructors and the high school programs.
The majority felt that the best instructor training
for the behind-the-wheel phase could be done in the
car, whereas the classroom phase could be done before
the inst 'uctor was hired. It was felt t ]'at in this
way, the effectiveness of the instructor training
would be much greater than teacher certification where
most of the training takes place in the classroom.
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4. We commented on the opinion ' at ninety percent of
good driving is due to correc... seeing habits, which
revolve around the space cushion method of driving.
However, until licensing standards are upgraded, (and
more stringent standards must be adopted et the
insistance of the Federal government) it w!11 be
difficult to upgrade training standards.

5. We raised the question regarding the correlation
between the road-test examination grade and the subse-
quent accident-experience ratio. As of now, there is
no evidence to prove what a poor or a good road-test
grade means. (Also, the variance in the difficulty
of the roadtest ,could have to be considered).
Caution was expressed in comparing various types of
students of commercial schools to teenagers of public
high schools. For example, can the effectiveness of
the number of hours of training a fifty-year-old widow
be compared to the effectiveness of those hours re-
quired to train an average high school teenager? It
must be recognized that many of our students come to
us after finding themselves incapable of learning from
friends, relatives, public or adult school courses.

6. The interesting idea was expressed that the teenage
driving problem could be due to early learning processes
and not to youth.

7. The definition of education was bandied about and it
was generally accepted that it was any learning
exporience, anywhere.
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SEMINAR LEADER: H. B. Vinson

RECORDER: George Hensel

Below are the summary statements of various problems
discussed by our seminar group and the proposed solutions
to these problems.

1. Lack of communication between various safety groups,
primarily the professional driving schools of America
and the various high school educators. This lack of
communication manifests itself in the two groups pull-
ing diametrically on various problems, a general dis-
trust of the other's motives, and unwillingness to try
to resolve the problems together. The end result is
that either group's casting doubts about the other
group's abilities tends to reflect upon the original
group. "If you punch holes in the front of the 'driver
training boat,' then just as surely as the front end
sinks, so shall the back."

Our seminar group felt that a committee could be
formed with representatives of each of the major groups
involved in the safety program, such as representatives
from the commercial schools, the high school group,
safety council, auto manufacturers, insurance group,
etc. This new group could meet periodically and dis-
cuss the common proolems and possible solutions.
There would be a better "inter-communication" among
various organizations working together in those areas
where possible rather than opposing each other.

2. It was felt that there was not a proper criterion by
which to measure the end results of professional
driving schools. How can you properly evaluate a
school? Is it by number c,f students passing the
driving test, or the "quality" of the student trained
(that is, how much he was taught, etc.)? It was felt
that until a criterion is developed, the schools and
various other: agencies, such as the Department of
Motor Vehicles, are "working in the dark" in regard to
professional driving schools.

This is a tough problem, but one that should be
resolved. It was proposed that a study group be
formed to ascertain if it would be possible to develop
a seL of standards which would be used to evaluate
professional driving schools. It was realized that
the National Professional Driver Education Association
has developed suel a set of standards, a;id one of the
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research firms has proposed a tentative set of
standards. It was suggested that these two proposed
sets of standards be used as a base from which to
proceed.

3. The current high school standard of "30 and 6"-- that
is, 30 hours of classroom and 6 hours of behind-the-
wheel training is a problem because the general public
is not aware that a student cannot be taught in 6 hours
of behind-the-wheel training. Parents are led to
believe that their child has been "taught to completion."
The problem is further compounded when a professional
driving school tries to give the student 15 or 20 hours
of such training, as recommended by the National
Professional Driver Education Association. The public
feels the lessons F.re being prolonged.

This symposium should yo on record as strongly
advocating aband(_nent of the so-called "6 hours of
behind-the-wheel training." A more realistic figure of
of 10, 12, 15, or 20 hours should be set. It was
further realized that all national leading authorities
in the field of driver education-driver training indi-
cate that 15 or more hours should be recommended.
Japan has a minimum of 22 hours behind the wheel.
Germany, Sweden, and England also indicate much higher
hours, and the National Professional Driver Education
Association is on record as advocating at least 15
hours of behind-the wheel training.

It was strongly felt that the high schools would have
a much better record for themselves in teaching half
the number of students they are currently instructing
with 12 hours per student, than with the current 6
hours. At least those drivers would be better trained
and more capable of taking their rightful place on the
highways of America.

4. The Department of Motor Vehicles tests throughout the
nation are far too easy. We realize that there is in
many states a budgetary and manpower problem; however,
in practically all cases the state test is a farce.
It is a wonder that the annual mortality rate on the
highways is not much higher than it is. It was strong-
ly felt that the state examiner is in a key position
to prevent incompetents from becoming part of our
motoring public.

We strongly advocate that the various state driving
tests become much more stringent. It was pointed out
that in sore states the test is :ompleted in 4 or 5
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minutes. The time element to conduct a test properly
should be much more realistic, and the charge should
be passed on to the recipient of the test. If this
necessitates doubling or tripling the cost of obtain-
ing a driver's license, it would still be a bargain in
today's society.

There seems to be a general lack of agreement on hcw
long it takes to train a person to drive a car properly,
what the public has a right to expect in terms of
number of hours of training in a high school or comp--
cial driving school course, what yardsticks should be
applied, what items should be covered, how much time
should be spent on these items and, in what sequence
should they be given. It was realized that it may
take many months to become a proficient driver, and
yet a certain standard or skill level should be obtained
before the student is licensed to drive on his own.

With all the money being spent by the Federal govern-
ment on possible solutions to safety, it was felt that
it would be a worthwhile project to undertake a survey
to answer the question, "How long does it really take
to learn to drive?" This survey would encompass hi,h
school driver training programs, professional driving
school programs, various Departments of Motor Vehicles,
and the more progressive foreign countries, such as
Sweden, England, Germany, etc. From all this informa-
tion we should be able to reach some basic conclusions
on the question.

It was felt by our study group that there should be
more symposia of this type for the purpose of dissemi-
nating information and seeking possible solutions to
some of the more outstanding problems. Our seminar
group wants to go on record as strongly advocating
that this be developed in the very near future.
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SEMINAR LEADER: Paul Hill

RECORDER: John Woods

Despite the absence of conclusive statistical evidence to
prove our position, we, as professional driver trainers,
maintain a strong conviction that the fully trained driver
is the best available answer to improved road safety and
accident prevention.

1. We believe that statistical evidence to support this
stance will develop as an improved data base develops
and research continues, and we enthusiastically support
further research and development by private and
public agencies in this area.

2. We also believe that the present and future need for
really effective driver training is of such magnitude
that neither the professional nor the secondary school
driver training systems can possibly assume sole
responsibility for the total student load. Indeed,
there is every reason to think that the volume of
students will be so great that there will be a serious
shortage of trained personnel in both systems. There-
fpre, the question becomes not one of competiti n
between two systems, but how this demand can be most
effectively managed, with primary emphasis on
measurable results, on measurable improvements in
driver performance. Cooperation and interchange of
ideas between the two systems is imperative.

3. We urge that all persons and organizations interested
in driver education and training "close the circle" in
a working relationship among the professional and
secondary school driver training systems and other
state and Federal government and non-government organi-
zations interested in driver education and training.

4. We encourage the development of both "short-range" and
"long-range" research systems and workable plans to
develop and meet higher standards for courses in
driver training and education ior the personnel enter-
ing this field.

5. The professional driving schools would welcome sugges-
tions in the area of improved teaching techniques and
methods from any source for practical evaluation.
Since NPDEA is now the source of many useful instruc-
tional and evaluative materials, we urge the widest
possible dissemination of these materials. We urge
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also that further research in the area of evaluation
be made at the earliest possible date in the specific
areas of classroom instruction, simulator u 4 the
behind-the-wheel phase of driver training ant...

7. We recommend that every attempt be made to tailor
instruction to meet the particular individual student's
needs. There is an urgent need for both the professional
and secondary school system to be released from the
archaic and inflexible imprisonment of the now obsolete
single standard 30 + 6 theory. This is necessary to
permit the flexibility required to develop multiple
training standards and to make possible the evaluation
of the practical effectiveness of the new techniques
and time standards.

8. Since present driver testing procedures are woefully
inadequate, we suggest more rigid testing. This would
force improvement in training and educational techniques.
It is a step which probably could be accomplished very
soon by state highway licensing agencies using their
present authority under existing state legislation.
Therefore, we feel this improvement is deserving of
immediate attention from all levels of governmenti-1
safety units as a first priority.
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THE HIGHWAY SYSTEMS RESEARCH CAR

Fletcher N. Platt, Manager
Traffic Safety and Highway Improvement Dept.
Ford Motor Company

Mr. Platt ii Manager of Ford Motor Company'. Traffic Safety and
Highway Improvement Department. He )oined the company in 1950 in
the Ford Division Truck Sales Department. He soon was prorated Sr
the racketing staff and later served as a product planning assistant
in the executive office.

Before doining Ford, he held executive engineering positions with
Sheer Manufacturing Company, Balser-Fleetwinge Company, and Chance-
Vought Aircraft, Inc.

Pr. Platt earned a Bachelor of Science degree in aeronautical engineering
from the University of Michigan in 1979. He is a licensed pilot.

An inventor, Sr. Platt recently designed and deviloped the Ford
Sentinel, an experimental driver aid which warns the driver If he
tecones erratic in hi. draing. Pe is credited with the development
of the time-lapse driver education Filmatrip series produced by Ford
and used widely throughout the United States. He has authored papers
on highway systems, driver behavior. and traffic characteristics. He

re a proponent of the automobile .eat belt, advocating its as fety
value and usage as early as 195). He also has gained first-hand
knowledge of foreign transportation problems through his European
travels.

Mr. Platt is Director ot the Traffic S.iety Association of Detroit
and a member of the Board of Directors of the national Safety Council.
He also is a n'Inber of the Socievy of Automotive Enginwers, Institute
of Traffic Engineers, enerSOAO Institute cS Aeronautics and
Astronautic., and Human rectors Society.

The Highway Systems Research (HSR) Car, developed by Ford's
Traffic Safety and Highway Improvement Department, on the
outside looks like any other Mercury convertible. But on
the inside it has an array of electronic equipment, sensors,
counters, and a gold-plated steering wheel that can pick up
the driver's stress and pulse.

Basic ideas for the :ISR Car have been under development' for
more than 12 years. In 1957 Dr. Bruce Greenshields of the
University of Michigan developed an instrument called the
Drivometer for measuring traffic flow. The Drivometer went
through several modifications with additional sensors being
added in order to evaluate driver as well as traffic charac-
teristics. Dr. Greenshields' work was sponsored by Ford
Motor Company and Ford Motor Company Fund in addition to a
research grant by the Federal government.

The HSR Car sensors are connected to a 20-channel magnetic
tape recorder in the trunk of the car. The recorder is
programmed so that the tape can be fed directly into a
computer for analysis of important characteristics of the
drive/ in controlling the car and the motions of the car on
the road. Thus, both physiological characteristics ane the
skill of the driver in various traffic, road, and weather
conditions also are recorded.
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The computer progra.n for data reduction provides information
periodically on a time am distance basis to fit the exp.ri-
mental design. Data from individual variables can be sub-
totaled and totaled for each test run by the operator of the
equipment in the car. In addition to printing the data, the
program provides for a card deck which ircludes driver and
trip information, subtotals and totals of the individual
variables. In addition, certain derived data, including
miles per hour and standard deviations of selected variables,
are provided.

Since November, 1967, the HSR Car has been used for a number
of research projects across the country. The first- production
unit now has been installed into a 1969 model Mercury Marquis
convertible by Chesapeake Systems Corporation, the company
now manufacturing the equipment.

Among organizations participating in the use of the 1967-68
HSR Car have been: Insurance Company of North America,
Pennsylvania Department of Public Instruction, North Carolina
State University, Texas A & M University, University of
California (UCLA), California Department of Motor Vehicles,
Iowa State University, and University of South Dakota. The
attached table provides a brief summary of the car's use by
individual organizations.

For 1969, Ford plans to carry out certain in-company studies,
to loan the car for selected research by doctoral candidates,
and to offer a lease plan for funded projects.

Several states are developing plans to purchase or lease HSR
equipment for driver education and driver licensing research.
Another state is proposing to evaluate the effects of certain
drugs on night vision.

In a recently completed contract for the National Highway
Safety Bureau, headed by the Institute for Educational
Development, the HSR equipment was recommended for evalua-
tion of driver efficiency and va.tdation of program effective-
ness. Validation of driver characteristics by the HSR
equipment not only will be meaningful in relation to driver
populations, but related variables will also be meaningful in
traffic control and highway design characteristics as well.
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HIGHWAY SYSTEMS RESEARCH CAR

RECENT STUDIES AND REVIEW

November, 1967 -- January, 1968

Insurance Company of
North America

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

- Accident Predictability of
Drivers

Development of a systematic
long-range program to dis-
criminate between good and
high risk drivers. Testing
of company personnel with
different driving records.

February, 1968

Department of Public
Instruction

State of Pennsylvania
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania

Department of Civil
Engineering

North Carolina State
University

Raleigh, North Carolina

- Demonstration

Demonstration and preliminary
discussion in the area of
traffic engineering and human
factors.

- Demonstration Tests

Traffic flow studies relative
to various functional clas-
sifications of highways

Measure the quality of fZow
on urban arterial streets.

March, 1968

Department of Psychology
Pennsylvania State

University
University Park
Pennsylvania

- Fatigue Run Demonstration
Tests

Possible use of vehicle to
study the problem of alert-
ness and attention to the
driving task.

Fatigue run from Pennsylvania
to Dearborn, Michigan
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Highway Transportation
Institute

Texas A & M
College Station, Texas

April, 1968

- Doctoral Thesis -- Freeway
Merging Research for Depart-
ment of Transportation's
Bureau of Public Roads

Investigate the feasibility
of a merging control system
for moving vehicles, to aid
freeway ramp drivers in merg-
ing without requiring them to
stop. Also test driver
visibility and related driver
comfort.

Department of Psychology
University of California
Los Angeles, California

- Comparison with UCLA Simulator,
Demonstration Tests

Driving ability as affected
by age, test learners for
comparative driving behavior,
discriminate accident-free
and high-accident drivers.

Department of Motor Vehicles - Driver Tests of High-Risk
State of California Subjects
Sacramento, California

Department of Education
Iowa State University
Ames, Iowa

Department of Psychology
Iowa State University
Ames, Iona

A pilot program for use in
area of driver licensing,
reexamination, training.

May, 1968

- Doctoral Thesis -- Warm-Up
Changes in Drivers

To gather information about
the physiological changes
that take place in a driver
during the first half hour
of driving.

- Master's Thesis -- Driver
Subtask Stress

Use adaptive auditory stressor
with drivers in the HSR Car.
Correlate physical and physio-
logical response measures as
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function of stress level and
compare with similar laboratory
tests.

June, 1968

Human Factors Laboratory
Psychology Department
University of South Dakota

- Doctoral Thesis -- Rural
Driving Patterns and Simulator
Comparison

I-1,estigation of the relation-
ship between simulator based
measurement of driver perform-
ance and on-the-road perform-
ance.

July, 1968

School of Medical Hygiene
University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, Minnesota

- Demonstrations

Demonstrations before Bureau
of Public Roads, university,
state and local officials.
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AN APPROACH TO DRIVER TRAINING

Harold L. Smith
Founder
Driver Improvement Institute, Inc.

Mt. Smith It A veteran driving instructot, and founder of the Caroni
Smith Driver Improvement institute, Inc., In San Diego, California.
Hi, ee:y9re.,nd includes training and consultation for professional
drivers employed by auch giant companies RS Ford Motor Company, Unite:
Parcel Service, American Das Association, Pell Telephone Companies,
and many other of the nation', raj., vehicle fleet operators.

Darold Smith began hi. career in the driver behavior field in lxib.
At that time, he Opened one of rttrOWa first driving schools. He
soon rea litad that the conve it 'Iona 1 means of instruction taught the
prospective driver only the rules cf the road and the mechanics of
starting. litopplog, and steering. The majority of drivers did not
learn the kind of habits that lead to years of accident-free driving.

In 1918, Smith reasoned that the eye and the rind are the instruments
which turn driving experiences into posit/NT behavior patterns. With
the accuracy cf this reasoning well eatehlished, he developed the
five basic steps to improve driver Seeing hAhits. To test his syster,

worked ter several years RS a driver training COnlin...Ent in
various trucking companiestraining truck drivera on the job. ore
at a time, in their respect lve assigned vehicle.. The results ,ere
so dramatic that the Ford Motor Company, through its Heavy Truck
Department, retained Smith to train teacher. of his system. Fence.
he worked with safety director., safety supervisors, and driver
trainers representing both common and private carriers In the trans.
portation industry. throughout the country.

The Smith System cars be described as "the ultimate in de-
fensive driving"; yet it is the most positive approach to
protecting the driver from the irregular and inconsistent
actions of other motorists. Rather than count on an
indefinite series of reactions to the unanticipated move-
ments of others, the Smith System provides the student with
a practical working formula to follow, a positive plan for
his driving pattern.

When one doesn't provide proper spacing between his car and
the one directly in front, he loses the ability to see all
that's up ahead. And up ahead is where he's going. Hope-
fully, it will not be into an unknown danger situation
because the situation is not seen. The driver who rides
the vehicle in front too closely is sitting there looking
at a big moving billboard with a couple of brake lights
that occasionally light up -- and that's the only hint he
gets of any changes up front. Such e driver's eyes are
leading his car by only one sec-Nnd -- less than three car
lengths at a mere 30 miles per :lour. This driver lives in
a world of surprises -- of the unpleasant variety --
especially when you consider that the average person has a
rea-tion time that takes 3/4 of the time in which he can
take corrective action!
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Space and visibility are the keys to no-accident driving as
I teach it. Space and visibility are not a system of car
control as such, but guide the student techniques in driving
which erovide the closest thing to an accident-free driving
guarantee that he will find. The driver who doesn't let
himself see where he's going or provide an "out" for his
vehicle in terms of space to go when the going gets rough
is making himself look bad, feel bad, and is gambling his
and others' lives and property for absolutely no reason.

My five rules for safe driving are as follows:

Rule One: Aim high in steering, The first consideration in
Space Cushion driving is to find a safe initial path for the
vehicle -- a place to put the vehicle and keep it moving in
a safe steering path. When driving a motor vehicle at 25
to 30 mph., the driver must have a steering path picked out
several hundred feet ahead. You can't throw a ball at a
given target or ride a bicycle and keep your balance unless
you are looking at the place where you want the ball or
bicycle to go. That's how it is with steering a motor
vehicle, too. Give a frequent, quick glance well ahead at
the center of your individual driving path.

Rule Two: Get the big picture. Few persons realize that
we see clearly and distinctly only through a small cone of
central eyesight. When you look 100 feet ahead, all you
can see with this central eyesight at any given moment is
an area 5 feet in diameter. At 1000 feet, this area is only
52 feet wide. There are three parts to the "big picture."
It is sidewalk to sidewalk wide and extends from your front
bumper to a full city block ahead on the street at city
driving speed. It contains both ground (things that won't
move) and objects (people, signals). In viewing the "big
picture," watch the objects up to one block ahead that will
affect you or be affected by you. To get the "big picture,"
first eliminate physical barriers that would prevent you
from seeing a full block down the roadway (buses, etc.).
Then establish a minimum of six car-lengths following distance
out front.

Rule Three: Keep your eyes moving. It is unnatural for
our eyes to stop moving, and yet the most natural things in
the world to a driver sitting at a red light is to stare at
it. Since staring and fixation of the eyes is an unnatural
condition, it certainly hampers one's ability to see outside
the three degree cone fixed on the traffic light. Always
look right and left before starting up at intersections.
And, while you're moving your eyes over the scene in front
of you, don't neglect your rear-view mirror. It should be
checked every five to eight seconds.
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Rule Four: Leave yourself an "out." Don't ever let your
wheels get ahead of your eyes. Too few drivers recognize
that speed can be too fast forconditions on a clear and
bright day in light traffic.

Rule Five: Make sure they see you. The horn, the lights,
and eye contact are your communication tools with other
drivers and pedestrians. Use these tools positively in a
controlled approach -- not a last-minute panic -- so that
the other fellow knows you are there and has a good idea of
your intentions. When you see a person who is threatening
to enter your path and you must depend on that person to
stay put until you have safely passed that point, tap your
horn in a friendly manner, and do it early enough so that
you will get an eye contact from the person with whom you
are communicating. The proper use of the horn seems to be
a lost art. The horn is used too little to express a
friendly message, too often to express wild alarm or to
deliver an angry blast. Communication to those in back of
you can take the form of hand signals, soft brake taps to
warn of slowing, and the turn indicators that are virtually
standard equipment on cars today.

The proven rules of the Smith System will help the student
only if he remembers them and applies them. He should
read and reread them until they are firmly imprinted in his
mind.
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CLOSED CIRCUIT TELEVISION IN A MOBILE VEHICLE IN TRAFFIC

Alfred C. Finch, Manager
Motor Transportation Department
National Safety Council

Mr. Finch is Manager, flotgr Transportation Department, 7:sting-lad
Safety Council, where he is responsible for the operation of the
Council's services to motor fleets throughout the United States and

Canada. Ye supervises staff work for the Motor Transportation
Conference and its three sections comprising commercial vehicle,
transit and school transportation operations.

Mr. Finch joined the National Safety Council in 1917 and has
instituted a iety of program services including supervising the
creation of the Meter Fleet Safety Manual, the first text of its kind
in the fleet field. He designed a computer program to process the
quarter Million Safe Driver awards issued each year to the one-half
million drivers enrolled in the Council's fleet pregram.

He le a graduate of Northveetern University and Cae assistant
Superintendent of Safety for United Airlines before joining the
National Sal ety qcomei 1.

He designed and supervised the system to use Closed circuit television
in a vehicle in traffic to record action and driver reaction. Through

his efforts, a dormant system of judging following distance, called
'Timed Interval was popularized and is feet beccmind a standard
method of measuring folloving distance.

The council's popular defensive driving course was created in his
department, and he supervised the pilot testing of the proarar as
it was introduced to the metering public. The course, is an alspratic,
of the concept of training developed by the National Safety uounoil
to make expert drivers Out of professional fleet driver..

Tie television program we are about to see is a video-tape
replay of a closed circuit television test program conducted
in 1968 by the National Safety Council to study the feasi-
bility of CCTV in a motor vehicle in traffic.

The test program, the first of what we hope will be a fore-

runner of future in-depth studies, was a low budget pilot
investigation.

Although inexpensive by comparison to some studies that
have been made, we were able to carry out the basic work and
to arrive at some definite conclusions concerning the
properties and benefits of video recording and its instant

playback features.

Initial funds for the project were donated by members of the
National Professional Driver Education Association. To each
of the dollars totalling $3500.00 that were contributed, the
National Safety Council added, on a matching basis, tw( for

one out of our operating funds.

In addition, the Dodge Division of the Chrysler Corporation
provided a van-type vehicle for the test, and Sony and Pana-
sonic loaned equipment for the tests.
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The feasibility study was conceived in order to assist the
work of the Motor Transportation Department of the National
Safety Council, responsible for training aids and improve-
ment programs to aid the driving task for professional
drivers. Technical assistance was contracted for at the
University of Wisconsin, with Frazier Damron, Director of
Research and Driver Education, and Lynn Yeazel, Director of
Instructional Television, as co-investigators earmarked
to carry out the program. The system was designed jointly
by the staffs of the Motor Transportation and Research
Departments of the National Safety Council and the cc-
investigators,

The purpose of the study was to see if closed circuit tele-
vision could accurately mirror the driving task and effec-
tively record traffic actions and driver reactions. Through
the facility of instant replay, it was possible to test these
factors.

We know that people develop driving habits that are deep-
seated, and, often, unless they can see these driving errors,
it is hard for them to realize the need for improvement. A
study conducted in early 1960 by Dr. James Malfetti, of
Columbia University, helped us to establish the fact that a
driver, even though he knows he's being tested, cannot con-
ceal bad driving habits for long. If these bad habits are
televised, we can obtain a permanent record.

Specific objectives listed in the feasibility study were as
follows:

1. Does a video tape recroding system (VTR) accurately
depict the real traffic scene and driver responses?
Can the camera see enough of the traffic picture
to be useful?

2. Is video tape recording "hardware" mechanically
and electronically reliable when used in a motor
vehicle in traffic and when operated on power
provided by the vehicle?

3. How does a basic video tape system compare with
a conplex system?

Again, the two questions asked were

A. Reliability of monitoring and,
B. Mechanical and electronic reliability

A basic system consisted of one camera, one recorder, and a
monitor for replay.
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A complex system consisted of two or more cameras and the
electronic gear to show two or more cameras on a single
monitor.

The complex system selected consisted of two phases. In
Phase 1, two cameras were superimposed on a single screen,
and in Phase 2, the screen was split to allow one camera to
occupy 70 percent of the screen for traffic and the other
camera tL occupy the balance of the screen to record
electrically instrumented driver reaction. Sony and Pana-
sonic cameras, monitors, video tape recorders, etc. were
used for the basic and complex systems.

The television systems chosen required the least power
consistent with stable picture replay.

In comparison with more expensive and complex television
systems, picture quality was acceptable.

During the test, both cameras were mounted in a fixed position,
and the traffic camera picked up an arc extending 45 degrees
far out in front of the vehicle. The camera was set as close
as possible to the eye level of the driver and with a zoom
lens we were able to adjust the picture to relate ,s close
as possible to the image recr:ived by the eye of the driver.

For the most part, tests were conducted in fair weather. How-
ever, some of the tests were conducted with overcast skies and
during rainy weather. Usable nictures were obtained under
all types of weather conditions encountered.

The automatic features of camera and recording decks gave
consistent results regardless of the direction of the
vehicle in traffic. The test course provided an opportJrity
to head the vehicle in all four directions of the compass.

For purposes of this test, a single driver drove the test
course which consisted of approximately 30 minutes of all
forms of traffic conditions in the city of Madison, Wisconsin.
The route was selected to include as many types of traffic
situations as possible, such as streets in the central city
business section, residential neighborhoods, school streets,
boulevards, expressways, suburban and rural streets, and
highways.

Twenty errors were purposely performed in each test run
completed. Thirteen runs were man-made on the superimposed
picture complex; eiglit test runs were made on the split
screen complex. The driver attempted as nearly as possible,
with regard for the safety of the vehicle and others, to
perform the driving errors at the same location in traffic
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for each test run. Density of traffic and problems encountered
at the specific time of the error caused some slight varia-
tions in the timing and the place that the event occurred.

Driving errors were selectee to give us as representative a
sampling as possible, with some mistakes subtle and some
obvious. Of course, since this was filmed live in traffic,
each test run was subject co conditions that existed at
the time of the run. Some unintentional errors occurred
during the test run, bu-. as a rule these were kept to a
minimum.

The feedback we wishd to obtain from the test consisted of
several types of viewing by various types of people. We
chose students at the University, driver education instructors
at the University for stammer seminars, commercial driving
school trainers, and fleet safety supervisors. We assumed
at the start of the tests that there would be some
differences in judgmental ability of the persons chosen to
provide feedback of the system. This was obvious as the
tests were conducted, and statistical means were used to
establish controls that would minimize the effects of personal
judgment differences.

For every test run made, one or more in-vehicle observers
were asked to identify driving errors as they occurred.
This group was also given a chance to review within twenty-
four hours a test tape on a TV studio monitor. They again
were asked to record driving errors seen on the television
monitor. Another group was asked to give us feedback by
viewing the television monitor in the studio only. Both
groups were given an opportunity to react also to a delayed
viewing of the televised tape replay.

Although a much more detailed report of the statistics in-
volved in the feasibility study will appear in tY.e National
Safety Council's Research Journal, and there has been an
introductory story in the Council's Traffic Safety magazine,
we will briefly describe the comparative results of the tests.

We chose a 75 percent error recognition factor as a possible
cut-off point to evaluate feasibility. It was encouraging
to note that the data revealed, in all instances, a 75 per-
cent factor or more on an average as a recognition level.

In Phase 1, the control group recognized 96 percent of the
errors they identified live versus those they identified
during the initial video tape viewing. The Phase 2 control
group scored even better.

Since the control group in both phases represented the real-
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life or ideal observation, all other scores were compared with
these mean scores. Standard deviation for Phase 1 from the
mean did not exceed 3.67 and had a 2.61 average. The live
mean averaged 15.9 out of 20 errors. The replay averaged
15.2 errors. Standard deviation for Phase 2 did not exceed
3.27 and averaged 2.34. The live meiln in Phase 2 averaged
11.8 out of 20 errors. The replay averaged 16.2 errors.

The conclusions we have reached in a report being prepared
on the feasibility study are as follows:

1. A basic video system reproduces the real traffic
scene with sufficient accuracy to obtain at least
a 75 percent recognition of driving errors.

2. A complex system with screen splitting capability
reproduces the real traffic scene to obtain 82
percent recognition of driving errors, which is
better than the basic system of 75 percent,

3. The TV only observers from Phase 1 who were given
equal observational experience to the delayed TV
group by a second TV exposure scored higher (81 per-
cent) than the delayed TV group (77.4 percent) with
live in-van experience.

4. The TV only observers for Phase 2, when given
equal observational experience to delayed TV group
by second exposure, scored the same or 96.4 percent
as delayed television group with in-van experience.

5. Observational experiences, related to the recog-
nition of driving errors, can be elicited best from
live in-van experience when followed by immediate
television playback.

6. Present "state of the art" systems conforming to
the specifications of the study are mechanically
and electronically reliable co the extent that
it is most practical to use them in mobile
vehicular activities.

The feasibility study should be followed by in-depth studies
using guest drivers so that application of the principles
discovered in the study can be applied and measured.
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STATE TESTS, RULES, AND REGULATIONS FOR

COMMERCIAL SCHOOLS AND INSTRUCTORS

This phase of the program provided an opportunity for an
informal report and discussion of the variations in state
regulations regarding the licensing of commercial driving
schools. Three panel mer'bers representing different parts
of the country first presented an overall view of the
regulations in their particular states, and then answered
questions from the audience.

JOHN S. WOODS--MASSACHUSETTS
President, Professional Driver Education Association

of Massachusetts

r. Woods was educated in the Quincy. Massachusetts, school system,
Ne served in the United States Navy for three years during World
War II. After his discharge, Mr. Wood. entered tht driver education
business as a part-tine driver education teacher, and suhseguertly
am ful'-time instructor for about ten years.

In 1959, Sohn Woods and hi. brother, William, formed their own dri,,n,
school., Woods. South Shore Auto :school, inc., In Braintree,
Massachusetts. nuring the rest ten year., they have expanded to four
locations, which include@ offices and classrooms. The school has l0
automobiles for driver education pororsem, and employs 20 people.

Mr. Woods is a member of the Braintree Rotary, president of tte
Braintree Business S Professional Association, President of the
Professional Driver Education Association of massacnosetts, and
serves on the Hoard of Directors of the National Professional Driver
Education Association. Prior to serving am the President of the
Etat. Association, Sr. Woods we. its Vice President for two terns.
Fre has been an advisor on state legfslatiOn with regord to traffic
safety for many years.

Massachusetts first began licensing commercial schools in
1953, at which time a separate department within the Registry
of Motor Vehicles was established for their control. All
schools were required to keep a single entry ledger of names
and addresses and a lesson record card on each pupil receiving
instruction from the school.

In 1957, the Registry granted the right to the commercial
schools to participate in the 30 and 6 driver education
program with the same benefits in insurane deductions that
were being received from the course given in the secondary
schools. The Department of Public Safety required that
each commercial school classroom comply with all safety
standards required of any school classroom (fireproofing,
lighting, etc.).
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Until two years ago, a high school could issue a certificate
on its own letterhead. Now, high school certificates of
course completion must be issued by the Registry. These
certificates allow the students to get their licenses at
16 1/2 years of age instead of 17, and give them Rr insurance
discount until age 25.

Th*.s year we are recommending to the state changes in conduct
and the regulation of commercial schools. One such recommen-
dation will be a change in program requirements. We are
asking for a program requiring 30 classroom hours and 8 hours
of behind-the-wheel instruction a two hour increase in
on-the-road instruction. Some other improvements we hope
to implement include a definition of a driving school that
classifies the school as to the types of services it offers
(e.g., a full program or only behind-the-wheel instruction).
We also want to define the term "driving instructor" to show
whether he is a classroom or a behind-the-wheel instructor.
At the present time, the behind-the-wheel instructor is re-
quired to complete a state-approved 45-hour course in driver
education, and an additional advanced course of 45 hours is
required to teach in the classroom. We have recommended that
the classroom instructor be required to have a minimum of 60
college semester hours along with the above courses.

This past year, 66,000 teenagers received their certificates,
and approximately 50,000 of these were received from
commercial schools receiving no subsidization.

341

353



THAD RAROGIEWICZ--OHIO
Midwest Regional Director, NPDEA

r- Parogievicz is rresenily the cr and ,resident, respectively,
of two professional driving schools:

s,nt'

the n-Easy Method-National
Driving School located in Canton, Ohio, snich has teen in business since
November, 1954, and the A-Academy DriV;,q School, 'cc., loingted in
Akron, Ohio, which 'las teen in buriners since October, 1964.

Driver education courses et the University of Houston, the University
of Texts, and at Ohio University have been completed by Mr. Parogievics,
Who hay also graduated farm the 40 hour Smith System teacher training
course given by Harold L. .itmgth. In his own communities he has given
voluntarily of his tire frr defensive driving clinics, driver
improvement lectures, al other traffic safety projects.

hr. Rarogiewicr was the charter Secretary of the National Professional
Driver Education Association Se' 'ing in this capacity for four years,
and he was also the charter President of the Ohio Professional Drives
Education Association serving for period ..f three years. He is
presently the Midwest Regional Director of the NPDEA, and the dice
President of OPDEA. He is one of four persons on the North American
continent to hold a place on the NPEEN National Commission on Driving
School Management as veil as being one of four members to hold a
litetime seat on the NPDEA Board of Direct Ors. Serving on the NPDEA
Curriculum Policy Committee, he helped develop the New Driver's Guide
and the NPDEA Recommended Course Content Standards.

5cute of his professional et filiation., include being a member of many
years standing of the American Driver s Treffic Safety Association, the
Ohio Driver a Safety education Association, the Council for Sosic
Education, and the National Safety Council.

The Ohio licensing law, rules, and regulations went into
effect on January 1, 1956. The commercial schools were placed
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Highway Safety
and under the supervision of the State Highway Patrol. When
the rules and regulations first went into effect, the com-
mercial school owners were alarmed because of fear of police
supervision and because no one had attempted to explain the
need for such regulation. However, within 18 months the
school owners were calling for stiffer regulations.

Three types of schools were set up under the licensing law.
Type "A" schools could teach behind-the-wheel and in the
classroom; type "B" could teach behind-the-wheel; and type
"C" could teach only in the classroom. The law calls for
the owner or manager of a commercial school to have completed
a college safety course, and all instructors in our schools
must have 40 hours of in-service training before they may
apply for an instructor's license.

In January of 1967, we finally were able to get a revision
in our rules and regulations. The original "A, P, C" school
concept was eliminated. We now have "A," "B," "C," and "D"
classifications, but on a different rating scale. Today,
the class "A" school must give both behind-the-wheel and
classroom instruction, the class "B" school gives motorcycle
training only, the class "C" school gives truck driver train-
ing only, and the class "D" school is a truck driver training
school whose home office it, located outside,. of Ohio. Our
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time standard was changed to require eight hours of in-car
and eight hours of classroom work. All class "A" schools
must comply.

On July 1, 1969, another change will go into effect. A
mandatory "under 18" law will require each youth to finish
a state-approved course in order to get his driver's license.
The approved commercial driving school course will consist
of eight hours of in-car plus 10 hours of classroom work.
The high school course will consist of 36 hours of class
work, 18 hours of observation time in the car, and six
hours of driving time.

We have a program in Ohio whereby public schools can contract
with commercial schools to do the behind-the-wheel work,
provided that credit isn't given toward graduation. When
a commercial school contracts for this work, it must comply
with the course content standard of the high school.

The biggest problem of the driving school industry in Ohio
is a lack of enforcement of the present laws, which is due
to inadequate manpower in our State Highway Patrol.
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RICHARD DOOTSON--CALIFORNIA
Past Chairman, Driving School Association of California,

Los Angeles Chapter

Mr. Dootson graduated from the University, of Washington maloring
in economics and business. He also studied at Ocergs warhinoton
University, Washington D.C., and at the univvrsity of Southern
California, Los Angeles.

While artending the University of Washington. he taoght drver train-
ing at the Seattle Driving School and While attending thee niaoisity
of Southern California. taught driver training for the White Crivind
School in Long beach, California. After finishing school hp
purchased the White Driving School in Long Peach and estatIrehed the
Wright Driving School, in Santa Ana, Riverside, I omen a, and
Whittier, California.

In 1964 all offices were combined under roe me, 'T.odaso Driving
Schools' and outlying offices were franchised Talc oresently
consists of ten offices, seven franchised and three eon by the home
office in Temple City, California. The Dnotson chain hia teen eroaged
for driver education and driver training by the Ihrewn Military
Academy, California State Vocational Rehabilitation Center, and six
other private and parochial secondary schools.

Mr, Dootson is mast Chapter Chairman of the Los Angeles Chapter
of the Driving School Association of California and is erescotly
chairman of the textbook committee for the National hrefassiordal
Driving School Association.

I would like to give you a brief view of some of our laws
and regulations by acquainting you with the process one must
go through in order to open a driving school in California.
The location of the school must be commercially zoned and
approved. The Department of Motor Vehicles must do a com-
plete character check, a driving record check, and a
criminal record check. An applicant must have a certifica-ve
of insurability, an eye ExaminatIon, a comprehensive exami-
nation on the complete vehicle code, and an inspection of
facilities and vehicles must be made, checking for things
such as dual control, adjustable seats, lights, etc. The
owner of a school must keep a complete record of every hour
of instruction, showing the date, the type of instruction,
and the amount of time devoted to each type of instruction.
In addition, one applying for a school owner's license must
have taught in California for a total of 1000 hours. There
is no reciprocity in the 1000 hours stipulation for those
who have taught in other states, unless the individual has
a teaching certificate. Only on this condition will the
requirement be waived.

I feel that these strict rules and regulations,arc, needed
in order to select as school owners only those men who want
to devote a lifetime to the profession. We are working
toward even stricter standards, such as requiring 2000 hours
of instruction rather than 1000, and requiring a security
bond of an owner before he can open a school. We also would
like to incorporate stricter instructor requirements into
our'laws.
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A PUBLIC-COMMERCIAL SCHOOL RELATIONSHIP

Donald E. Erugyeman, President
Ohio Professional Driver Education Association

Mr, Bruggeran is a native of Cleveland, Ohio. en recnikonl his B.A.
degree from Western Michigan University in 19511, majoring in cial
studies and minoring in psychology and education. The next fosour

Years were spent teaching history, social studies and de o,- educa-
tion in the public schools of Cleveland and Ladoword. During the
summer of 1960, he studied at Oriel College, Oxford University,
England.

In 1962, Mr. BruggeMan made an unsuctessful hid for ejection to the
Ohio House of Pepresentatives. He spent the following year workic,
toward al M.A. At Cass-Western Aeserve iniversity. It was durion
this year that he Lacs"e interested in the field of prrfcs,ioral
driver education And opened his first commercial driver tiainida
school.

Kr. Bruggeman feels that he is able to look at driver education and
training from all angles. He has worked as a high school teacher
in driver education programs, both with and without simulators. He
has wotked as a professional driving instructor and now is the ekner
of two commercial driver training schools. At the present tire his
schools are handling the behinn-the-wheel training for throe public
school systems in Northeastern Ohio. They will t, tesponsible for
training BOO to 1000 high school students during the 19E6-69 school
yer.

Mr, Bruggeran WAS recently elected to a second term as FrPlIdert of
the Ohio Professional Driver Education Association. Ho Is also a
member of the Board of Directors of the National r:Cire551,,l1 Tri.er
Education Association.

First, let me explain that there is a dual standard in
Ohio's "under-18" requirements. For the high schools,
36 classroom hours are required, with 18 hours of observa-
tion and 6 hours of behind-the-wheel instruction. For the
commercial school, the requirements are 8 hours of class-
room and 8 hours of behind-the-wheel training.

I would like to trace briefly the history of the commercial
school-public school relationship from its inception in
1958 to the present. In 1958 the first public schools
contracted with commercial schools to do the behind-the-
wheel phase of their driver training program. In 1966, the
Federal Highway Safety Act called for each state to develop
comprehensive driver education programs, The "Little Hoover
Commission" report in Ohio recommended in 1967 .hat school
boards contract with commercial driving schools to do the
behind-the-wheel phase. That same year, Ohio passed the
Omnibus Highway Safety Bill that required all persons under
18 years of age to take a driver training course from
either a commercial driving school or from a high school
prior to obtaining a drivers' license, and it required the
State to reimburse school systems a maximum of $30.00 for
all regularly enrolled students who completed the course.
It stated that a school system could contract with a
commercial school that had been in business at least two
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years to do all or part of the driver education program.
However, it stipulated that certified teachers must be used
for the classroom phase. The bill required that commercial
schools follow the course content set forth by the State
Board of Education. It did not, however, give the Board the
power to establish requirements for instructors; they are
licensed under regulations set up by the Department of
Highway Safety.

In May of 1968, the Board of Education decreed that com-
mercial instructors teaching in high school programs must
take a two-semester-hour college course in driver education
to be offered at State University before starting to teach.
When it became obvious in June of that year that the
designated course would not be available, the school owners
filed an objection on the grounds that the Board of Educa-
tion overstepped its authority. The Common Pleas Court
ruled in favor of the Board. However, in January of 1969
the Appellate Court reversed the decision of the lower
court, and the college course requirement was dropped.

At the present time, twenty-five to thirty high school
districts are contracting with commercial schools in Ohio.
The school superintendents involved seem very happy with
the program. The high school driver education teachers'
attitudes vary from indifference to resentment. For
example, we have asked the teachers what grading criteria
they would like us to use. They have given us no answers,
and generally don't even ask us for the student's grade
in behind-the-wheel instruction. I know of only one instance
in which a school system has reverted to using certified
personnel entirely after having used a commercial school.
In this particular case, someone "sold" the school board on
a program involving simulators.

4 t,
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JAMES E. AARON

Dr. Aaron reccivad his B.S. degree form the University of Illinois in 1950, and hilt M.S. from the same
institution in 1951. Pa die advanced graduate work at both the University of Illinois and Purdue, and
did doctor., not` at New York University from 1556-59, receiving his Eg.D. in nafety education in 1560.

HO taught driver education at Granite City Sigh School from 1951-56. at NYC from 1956-57, and has been
teaching driver and safety education at Southern Illinois University since 1957. Me in a member of the
graduate faculty at Southern 11:i.ois University.

Dr. Aaron is currently President of the American Driver and Traffic Safety Education Astiociation--NtA.
He was President of the Illinois Driver EdUctition Association in 1956, snd Vice Prenldent in 1955. Ne
served at a delegate to the President's Safety Conference in 1956, 1958, and 1961. He is a member of the
G overnor's Official Traffic Safety Coordinating Committee, State of Illinois, a consultant to the Office of
Public Instruction of the State of Illinois, and member of many other commitkeet ant board dealing with
driver sad traffic safety education.

Sore of Dr. Aaron's writing., include: Aaron, J., Shatter, A., The Police Officer and Alcoholism
Charles Thomas, 1961; Aaron, J., Strainer. M., Driver and Traffic Safety EduZiti-orit Content, Methods and
Organization, The Macmillan Company, 1966; Aaron, dames E., 'The Real Cause ofrecidentsf, Popular
Medicine, ?opal", Medicine Publishing Company, Inc., January 1962, pp. 70-74.

Nis professional affiliations include The Higher Education SellocitIon. the Illinois High Sch, 1 and College
Driver Education Association, the National Fafety Council -- Driver Education Se.:10,-Flgher Education
Section. Phi Delta kappa, and the American Academy of Saftty felt esti on.

MULES V. BARTER

Mr. krker is President Of the 1 Lake. 'river Training School of Madison, Wisconsin and is serving bus
S ec year as President of the Wi.conaln Professional Driver Education Association. Ne is also serving
his and year on the Board of Directors of toe National Professional Driver ftucation Association.

He attended the University of Chicago for one year and then attended Iowa State University for two years,
majoring in engineering. After spending two year in the kimy, he returned to lows State. He graduated
In 1947 with s E.S. degree in industrial economics and a minor in paychologc. His supervising professor
in his minor was Ale.' P. Laver, Chairman of the Psychology Department and one of the Pioneers in driver
education.

In 1947 he began ani nt with the Wisconsin Sapid. Gas and Electric Company and City Ca. Service
Inccroortmi la : , r and retailer Of liquified petroleum gas aid gas appliances). He attained the
rank of Exect'ive vice ttelident an 1957. a position he held until 1960 when the companies were sold.
Between 1954 ,3 1961 he served on the botrd and held various offices in the Wisconsin Liquified Petroleum
Gas AssociatIno, serving as president in 1958. He remained in various managerinl capictties for three
yea" order the new ouner.t., In 1964 he became eget/elated with an iniestment banking firr and in 1965
became very interested it the comrercial driver training school industry. and started the 4 Lakes Driver
Training. School in Madison, Wisconsin.

JAMES R. BERRY

Mr. Bert,. is Director of tne Tra ortattOn ',!-ty Jam at the University o1 Iowa. He joined the
Unikersi- I Iowa in 19611 .k develop rose pr:; ram in transpogtetion safety. Prior to this assign-
tent, Or. ,ry senoed as Program Director of .ducation and Train,/ for the lnnurance Institute for
Highway Si .ty. t served eevon ye.r. with that national highwai safety organization in Wathington, D.C.

Ne graduated from the University of Northern Iowa. and holds a ma 1 r' degree in safety education
from New York urAvarzity. He is s member of the National Safety ccancil's Education and Training
Committee, the Advisory Committee io the Driver improvement Program, s ' is Past National Chairman el
the Council's Drivel Elutation Section. konodl and College Conference.

SlAIS__En._111155

Dr. 9uW1! received the A.B. degree from Calvin College in 1950. and the B.D. from Princeton Theological
Seminary in 1954. Pr was gianted the Ed.D. degree in 1961 from Teacher* College-Columbis University,
vtere to majored in the teaching of speech and minorad in higher education.

Prior to joining TED, Dr. Bunis was an Asoi.tant Profe... of Speech and Director of Student Studies from
1962-64 at Princeton Theological Seminary. Fres 1964 -66 hr was Research Associate at Studies in nig ,er
iducation In Philadelphia, an organiition which Offered oirAultant services to independent colleges and
divinity school.

Sr. Buaais lo.red the staff of the Institute for Educational Development in June 1966 as a Program
Alanciate. he later nerved as Assistant Secretsry and now hells the position of secretary of the
corporation. He h.. worked ciostly with many of the projects in which IFD has been engaged, primarily the
eatbll element and mansgenent of the ant vereity.b.sed evaluation and re re sr ch centers for Project Mead
Start, and tne comprehensive planning for higher education in the Stole of Vermont and in the State of
Maine. Dr. Paisis VSS a member of the TED Stilly Group for the developrent of a Flan for evaluating the
effeottveneSe of driver education and .raining programs.

JOSEPH C. CASEY

Mr. Case) is Director of Driver and traffic Safety Education at 1...kewood High School in Lakewood, nhIo.
and is on the faculty at Cleveland State hnivermity. tie received a P.A. at the Pnivegairy of Northern
Iowa, and M A. in driver education at Michigan State University in 1162. Ne received a fellowship in
driver and traffic Palely from New York Cnivetnity in 4965.

He has contributed to several textbooks in driver edudttlon. he is past President of the Ohio Driver
and traffic Safety Education Association, and is currently nerving as this association's Second Vice
President and SS editor of it. newnletter. Pe his also served on the Aetna Education11 System. Curricular
Advisory Committee.

Last year Mr. Casey won the recipient of the Berths. olden Jeinkrig teacher aw.rd, end this year he ran
tionen as the Lakewood Jaycees Outstnding Young Educator Award winner.
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THOMAS M. CHENEY

Yr. Cheney has recently been elected to serve s second term as President of the National Professional
Driver Education AScociation. He acted leir Secretary to this Association for four year. prior to being
elected President.

He has been engaged In the [told of education since 1936. After graduating from UCLA in 1935 with
7.A. degree LA political science, he received a M.S. dogree in education from USC in 1916. He received
his administrative crodentlal. and in 1940 he moved to Trona as school administrator to guide the design
of a building for unified school district. At this time he vas active an the California School
Adadnlatietors' Association, where he served as President of Section 22 and was s menter of the State
Representative Council. While in Trone, he was a member of the California Association of Public School
Superintendents, National Education Association, the mallfornla Teacher,' Association, and the National
Association of Public School Superintendent.

He joined his two brothers in the drIvin, school business in the 1940'.. Ye is a cast President of the
Driving School Association of California and has beer actin, for mazy years in Sacrarento working for good
itgialation for the driving School industry. In the last few years he nas also made numerous contributions,
as a member of NVDLA legislative coranittee, to federal legislation relating to traffic safety. He
ova chairman of the NPDEA Textbook Coraittee and worked closely with hr. Strasser and Dr. Aaron. in producing
the New Driver's Guide, the textbook written especially for the private professional driving schools and
endorsed by NPLEA.

PICKARD D. ELLIN

Mr. Ellis is Director n! the Traffic Education Program and Assistant Professor in the Professional
Preparation Program of Traffic Education at the State University at Albany, Albany, tu.y, He received
Bachelor and Master of Science degrees and certification in health end physical education from the State
University of New York at Cortland in 1951 and 1954, respectively.

From 1961 to 1966, Mr. Ellis served as the rev York State Supervisor Of driver and Safety Education for the
State Education Department. Prior to tide, he spent one year as a Research Assistant in the Safety Research
and Education Project at Teacher. College, Columbia University; ne year teaching the general safety
education end the teacher preparation courses at Teachers College,

n
Colurbia; and eleven years teaching

high rioncal and adult traffic safety education in Whiteattoro. New York.

Mr. Ellis is an active member of the Driver and Safety Educators Association of New York State (he was
President of this Association from 1960-19631: a narber of the Board of Directors of the kterican Driver
and Traffic Safety Education Association, NFA, 1962-1965; and was President of the Arerican Driver and
Traffic Safety Education Association, PEA, from 1967-1960.

Among his published articles are: 'What is a Driver Educatorr. a Naticaal Safety Cc.. 11 Safety FAucatich
publication. and "A Professional Critique of Research on Effective Fracrice Driving Reaching,' which
appeared in the National Tomrission on Safety Education's Journal. News and vies,.

ROBERT T. FILED

Dr. Filep i Director of Studies of the Insitlaue for Educational Development where he is responsible for
major studies and the Weamern Peoional office. At the present time he is directing the Supermarket
Discovery Center, an educational program for three Ind four year old. and their parents; heading two
innovative symposia for the National Highway Safety Boreal; nod analysing and designing a model in-service
teacher education program for the State of California.

Prior to Dr. Filep's affiliation with IED, he was an Education Systems Scientist for System DeveltTnent
Corporation where he directed a number of sprite. requirement, feasibility, and research studies dealing
with the hutaniatic (Jae of computer. in education. In 1959, Dr. Filep was appointed Dean of Admilesiona and
Financial Aid at Mills College of Education in New York City, He later became Secretary of the Center
for Droop...m.7i Instruction, Inc., in New York City. In 1963, Dr. Filep received an appointment as Associate
Investigator of the Circe, Research Division at the Onivertlty of Southern California, where he taught and
periodically teaches qsduate end undirgrduate level course. He received his Ph.D. f'rm U.S.C., his
Ps A. from Callable( University and his B.S. from Putter. Iniveraity.

Dr. filep is currently President-elect of the National Society for Programmed Instruction, and is nerd,er
of the America, Educational Research As...la:ion. American Psychological Association, American Association
for the Advancement of Science, American Personnel and Guidance Association, the Educational Media Council,
EDCCCM Itnterunivermity Communications Council/ Task Force on Continuing Education, and Phi Delta ',app.

U. HALE GAMMILL, II

Mr. Gar. ill received his Pachelor of Arts degree in education in 1953 from the Arizona Sate University,
where he also received his raster's degree in public school administration in 1959. Genrill was safety
director of Phoenix school district from 1953 through 1965. The driver education programs at Brophy
Prep College. St. Mary's H.oh School, and elvier H,gh School err all started by Cammill during 1 :,n rid.
fifties, and are still in oTeratiOn.

The Aries, Folic,' of OcivIrg was .tarted in 1910. s part-tire operation while cemmill was !riving for
I local bun company. This cart-tire operation Of the driving ;school continued until 1965 when he

r eellrolas safety director of the Phoenix school district. In July of 1961 he purchased the International. San
Francisco, and Continental Prising Schools in Northern California. Mc and his eon. 1% Isle Carnill 111.
have the largest driving ethool operations in Ari tone and Northern CI I fcrria.

The talents. Chapter, &met ten Society of Safety Megireers, elected him. President fon the two terra of 1 9,

and 1967. Gristmill served on Oa Steering Committee for the Annual Anircal safety Congress during the years
1966. 1569, end 1161, In .967, he represented Governor tack Willi., of Aritrre in raging a rresentstion
at the Annual Western Safehy Congreria in Lc4 Angeles, ifernl. rr. Gerrit is a charter mender of the
Natirnal Prof...lona'. Elise, Education Asstoivica. Me has served on the ?noir!! of tirortois elmdet since
its Oreanleiftlon.
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CISSIE F. G/SDA

Mrs. fueda, a resident of Fulton, Maryland, has teen a high school teacher cf driver education for over
twenty }Tars. She has also teen safety coordinate, and adult advisor to the Montgomery County Teen-Age
Safety Council Since its organization. She wa one of the charter members of the Driver Education Teachers'
Association of Maryland. She is life renter <1 the SEA and the Maryland State Teachers' Association.
Present at the first national conference and founding of American Brio, (nr1 Traffic Safety Education
Association, she is presently a mender of the Board of,Directors of this association, representing the
Northeast region.

A piercer in the field of driver and traffic safety. she has been the recipient of many share and national
awards. Must recent/p, she Was selemted to attend end participate in a Top-Leve/ Conference Critical
issues Affecting the Schncls in an Era of Change.

Yrs. Cieda receis.vd a Sc.P. degree from Dickinson College, Carlisle, Pennsylvania, and completed graduate
work at Rutgers, Columbia, and The American t'nive rsity.

POPERY D. GAFF

Mr. Goff received B.A. in political science from the c',_versity of Wisconsin in 1940. h Master of hots
in political science vas granted him by the Univeraity nf Utah in 1963. He is currently working toward
hl doctoral degree at the same institution.

Inspired by Amos Neyhart while a'tending a driver education workshop at the University of Wisconsin in
1931, he since fas participated in graduate lwvel workshops and e/niter, in traffic safety education at the
tniveisities of California, Utah, Washington, Utah State, Pennsylvania State, tows State, Michigan State,
New York. and San Jose State. He has attended over IS national and regional conferences in traffic safety.
llom New York to California. He is a member of the American Driver a Traffic Safety Education Association,
:Di has attended if out of 11 ADTSEA national conferences. He is currently Secretary of their Research
rivision.

Mr. Goff has taught teacher preparation courses at the University of Utah for 29 quarters avid taught for
two years in the Job Corp.. He has had articles published in the Caldea Calendar and Traffic Safety.
He has written weekly newspaper column, and s five-year arrics of daily raTZTrtiffiFiiiifl5FFissages.
Who's Who in the West, and the Dictionary of international Biography both list Mr, Goff.

PAUL P. BALCLA

Mr. Palula is presently President of the American Universal Driver Training Schools of Son Francisco,California. He holds the office of the Secretary for the National PrcfessiOnal Driver Tducaticn Association,inc., and is Vice President of the Driving School Allsocieion of California.
He is also the edit, of the

APDLA Newsletter, which has distribution throughout the United States and Canada. A graduate of St. VincentCollege of Pennsylvania with a B.A. degree in Fngllib. Mr. Helula will
receive his M.A. degree from SanFrancisco State College in educational psychology.

While on the legislative committee for the Driving School Association of California, he au/witted various
proposals to the Department of Motor Vehicles on recommended laws for regclatlng private driving

schoolsand instructora' credentilling for private driving schools.

in June '.768, he formed the Driver Education and Training Center,
nonprofit corporation devoted to drivereducation and driver improvement. Its objectives aret to foster, promote, and encourage traffic safety

through public adu,at", and driver training, and to disseminate information on traffic safety and drivereducation through publications and lectures.

GEORGE A. HENSEL

Mr. Hensel is President of the California Safety Center, inc., which owns snd operates the California
Driving School. From its Loa Angel.s office at Its peak, it operate,' A fleet of 12 fully dual-controlledcare and is staffed by over 100 emplOyeea. fn addition to the Los Angeles office, there are trench offices
In Bakersfield and San Diego, California.

Mr. Renee', who has bachelor's degree in business, has been head of the fire for 16 years. Be is also
past president of the Driving School Association of California, active in legislative

affairs In California
for the Driving School association, and a past member of the National Profellaional Driver EducationAssociation Board of Directors.

Sore of his other responsibilltiell include being President of tht Hensel investment Company and VicePresident of the East Los Angeles investment Corporation and the Country Club 'InvestmentCorporation.He is a ember of the Board of the Pio Rondo Publishing Company and of the Advisory
Board for WoodbvtyCollege. Mr. Mengel Is trial rsn of Assemblyman deck Fenton's Legislative Committee on Transportation,

amember of the American Driver Education Astociation, an associate member of the California Driver EducationAssociation, and member of the Lee Angeles County Driver Education Association and the American trivetand ...filo Safety Education association.

PAUL F. HILL

By, Hill 15 presently the Assistant General manager cf the National Safety Cornoil and supervilos traffic,
school and college, home and recreational safety programs. Prior to his present position, he was Manager of
the Counnil'. field ...vice program and prier to that, served as a District Director for the Western states.

Before 'ninth' the Council is 1645, Mr. Hill served for 31 months an Educational alanntng Officer in
the ash Naval District. Prior to his Naval eery/et, he directed the Traffic Safety Program for the
State of lows 1193, to 19111. Alter graduating from the University of Northern /ova In 1,34, Jr. Will
taught for five yeara in the Tipton and see Moines City Schools. Nis graduate work ass taken at the
Cniversley of rove, Iowa City, and the Ices State University, Mee. Mr. Mill has also token specie!
management courses at Stanford, University of Santa Clore, and Northwestern University. Pe is presently

participating instructor in the traffic management cOurses being offered ty Nev fcrk Crsiveralty-T9e
Center for Safety.

since lark, Mr. Bill hes served in many alvisory and consulting naperities for White House conferences
and state conferences,
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HAROLD J. HOLMES

Mr. holmes has been Director of Driver Education of the National Safety Council since 1967. His education
includes naval aviation at Monmouth College, Loras Colle5e, and the University of Iowa. Being commissioned
at HAS Pensacola in 1945, he served in U.S. Naval Aviation as fight-, and jet pilot until 1962 /active
duty and reserves/. He received a B.S. degree froa the University df Minnesota in 1949, and an M.Ed. in
1950. A certificate in Traffic Safety Management was granted him by New York University in 1960. He
attended the Institute for Organizational Management at Syracuee University in 1951.

In 11956 and 1950 Mr. Holmes was Special Representative to The President's Committee for Traffic Safety
IPCTSI. He joined the National Safety Council staff as district director for Illinois and Indiana in
1956. The year 1960 he was promoted to manager of the church department of SSC, serving until 1965.

He serves as PERT analyst and as an Instructor In the Council's new systems course. He I. MSC's aviation
aefety consultant. He holds a commercial and chief flight instructor license in aviatini IS and MIL).

Mr. Holmes has published articles on driver education, safety, and aviation. He recently authored five
articles on aviation for en aerospace encyclopedia. Other article. include, "Does Your School Have
Driver Edumation7'nuth Dakota Education Association Journal, March, 1155; 'A Background Papor--Traffic
Safety' in Concern, Division of Temperance and Generil Welfare, The Methodist Church, 1962; 'Aviation
Psycholony Manuel for Flight. Instructors,' Chicago Teacher. College, 1961. be assisted in writing the
FM Instructor's Handbook in 1964.

JOHN L. PENNEDY

Cr. Pennedy, a Vice President of the Institute for Educational Development, has broad interests and
experience in the areas of psychology and the behavioral sciencea and has held important poets in
administration and research and development in the academic world, government, and nonprofit groups.

After educational preparation which included an A.S. in psychology, at Stanford University, en K h. and a
Ph.D. Cr. psychology in 1917 from brown University and a two-year rest- doctoral fellowship at Stanford,
he vas appointed assistant professor of psychology at Tufts Uriv4.4ity. He became head of the Psychology
Department at Tuft. in 1945 and also founded and headed the Institute of Applied Experimental Psychology,
a research center for human engineering.

nr. Pennedy was the first probes.. 41 psychologist to join the Social Science Division of the RANI,
Corporation, Santa Monica, California in 1951 and headed the Systems Research Laboratory there ultil 1957.
In 1954-55, he was s member of the first group of Fellows at the now Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences.

In 1957, Dr. Pennedy became Dorman T. Warren Professor of PsichOlogy at Princeton University and, in 1955,
he became Chairman of the Department of Psychology at Princeton Urn:enmity, a p- -Scion he left to loin
the newly-chartered Institute fir Educational Development in 1966.

Dr. Pennedy wan a member of the Accident Prevention Study Section, National Institutes of Health, from
1961 -67, and was cheirran of Up'. study group on the evaluation of driver education and training. He
to currently chairing ILO's group dealing with evaluation of driver licensing practices and I. the director
of the two national symponia on evaluation of driver education and ti aiming.

JOHN C. YLPRICR

Mr. Yirrick is Director of the Drive: Sez 'ices Divibelon of the American Association of Motor Vehicle
Administrator.. He has served in this position since the AVM first inaugurated a specialized Driver
License Program early in 1960.

Before joining the AAMVA staff in Washington, Mr. Derrick had bent officially connected with motor ven.ole
ad.Annitration, primarily in the field of driver licen.ing, in the state of Oregon for 11 year.. Ht.
!service included 14 year. -A ,snager of the Oreg., Driver License Division. Within this period he planned
and immlemented the Stan... .4t Driver Improvement Program. He has written drivers' manuals and manuals
foe driver license examiners.

tang active in AmeriCan Adaocistion for Motor Vehicle Adelni.trator., Mr. Derrick served for three ytare as
chnirman of the Association'. Committee on Driver Licensing and he has served on many other national
committee. appointed to consider special problems in rotor vehicle administration.

His present position involve. working with licensing agencies in all etetes.and in all Canadian provinces
with an objective of continuously Improving the quality and the effectivenesa of driver control through
liceraing procedure., and doing no in a manner that is recognised as equitable and fair to all.

DEWAYNE T. MAPSIMM

Mr. Marshman is presently the PzesiCeni. of Minnesota brining School, Inc. He is also the President of the
Minnesota Professional Driver Training Association and a member of the Bernd of D rector. of the National
frofeasional Drivsr Education Assoolstion, serving a. Chairman Of the Standard. and Lthice Committee.

Re has been Imolved with delver training for the past Seven years, with background in all ph..., from
field inatructot to management-. He b.e been active at both city and state levels In tb Teasing of
lzofslatiOn for improved driver training and traffic safety.

Prier to bis driver training Interest, Mr. Marahran spent six It., In reatautent manager s,' and twelve
yeers AS A computer ptosrammer and system analyst load diapatcrer for Northern testes So,er Cnrcaty.
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FRDDFRICR L. McGUIRE

Frederick L. McGuire has been an ...Societe Professor of Medical Psychology Ac the University of California.
Irvine, College of Medicine since 1965. He received hi. Ph.D. :tom New York University in 1951.

Prior to hi. present posit... at the University of California, Irvine, Dr. McGuire wax Associate Professor
of rsychietry and Head of the Division. of Psychology at the Univeraity of Mississippi School of Medicine
from 1960-1965. He was Project Director at the Naval Medical Heuropayohiatric Pe-e6rch Unit in nin Diego.
California, from 1951-1960. From 1951-1961 he was head of the psychology nerertment of the U.S. Havel
Hospital in San Diego, and he held the lame position at the U.S. Naval Hospital in Philadelphia f,orn 19.,-
1957. From 1913-1955, he was head of the Psychology Department at the U.S. Naval Medical Field peseartut
Laboratory In Camp Lejeune, North Caron.. and from 1952-1953 he was a Staff Psychologist at the 6,.A.
Naval /1,tpital at bethesde, Maryland.

Dr. McGuire has teen engage( in accident research since 1952. He teceiv6d the wetropclitan Life Award of
Honor for Research in Accident Prevention in 1969, He presently serve as Chief of Research for the
Metropolitan State Hospital. 110 is a member of the Peseatch Committee,

s

American Society of Safety Engineers,
Chairgen of the Committee on Accident Research, Division 22, American Psycholog.cal Association, and is an
active member of several committees of the National Accident Society.

HEINZ NAUMANN

Mr. Naumann is Preaideit of the Central driving School Limited. Toronto. Ontario, Canada. Re is also
leaving as Vice Praaident and Canadian Regional Director of the National Professional Driver Education
Association. He received his education in Germany where he was granted hi. Senior Matriculation. and
subsequently attended busineas college where he studied banking and personnel adminiatration for two year..
P erot. emigrating to Canada in 1951, he held positions with the U.S. Army Headquarters as Personnel
Asaistant, et which time he took futthet curers in lob Instruction and relation, training. he was also
with the American [apt... Company a. branch manager.

Prior to the opening of hi. driver training school in 1961, Mr. Naumann occupied position. with the Royal
B ank of Canada in banking and personnel administration. He has since completed several certificate course.
for instructor. in driver aed traffic education under Dr. Harry Fletcher and Professor Ames Peyhsrt. Peun
State University Traffic Safety Institute. and has graduated fiom the teacher preparation °ourse in dither
education offered by the Ontario Department. of Transport and Education. He has lectured on many driver
education, instructor and teacher courses at the Ontario Safety League, Ryerson Institute, and other
organirations. He actively participates in ...ciation work in the driver education field across the
United State. and Canada. He is Past Chairman 0 the National Commlnnion on Driving School Management
which conduct. aemi nat. in both countrie.. Mr. Naumann al.o nerve. as a Director of the Ontario Pro fen. ional
Drivel Education A..0CiatIOn.

WILLIAM T. PHODES

Dr. Rhode., Professor of Education in the Health and Phy.lcal Education Department at tie Oriveraity of
Houston, Rae helped mane the University u driver education program one of the most outstanding in the state.
Po htsa been directing the Testi. Safety EduoatIou Program since he received a doctorate in education at tee
University in 1950. (While wotking on hi. doctor's degree, he served as football lice coach at the
u niversity of Houston in 1141-t9.

He received a bachelor'. degree from the University Of Tees. in 1940 and a ,a.fer'a degree fr., the +.74
University in 1917. Heil..., the baotelor's degree and the nester'. degree he nerved in the United States
Navy four year. as phynical and mtlitaty frIstruotr for naval aviation cadets. .pecialiring aurvita1;
land, sea and air.

Active in education on the city, State. and national as ia.I as the uni-eralty level, Pr. FATooes is a
member of the Board of Director. of the Texas Driver and Traffic safety Flotation Ascoriation, a m.crier
of the COCCI State Teacher. AsilociatiCn and the National Educeeicn Association. He is the Chairman,
Emergency SI6ada, American Del Cross, Flotilla Commander of thw U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary, renter
Phi Delta [apps, (education honor fraternity) and American Society of Safety Engineer.. The University
of Hotaton educator also as list. state and national profesaleral driver education aseaciationn a. sell DA
the local achools ice a coheu1tane on ciericuLto and research in traffic safety.

SIARLAND Kt STRPSSER

Dr. St...... is Coordinator of Safety and Driver rducation at San de. State College, San Jose, Calf.orn1a.
H. has been s Professor at S. Jon* State mince 1159.

He received his A.A. from the University of relifornia (2, raeley1 in 1911 and wag( awarded his M.A. from
the acne institution in 1919. He received hl. Eti.D. free the Center fcr Safety Education at New Yolk
University in 1950.

Prior to him present position, Or. Strasser was employed by the accident prevention department of the
Association of Canun1ty and Surety Companies in New YOrt. City. Pe was A$.1Staint IdacatIOnal Cirector from
1141 to 11,1 and Educational Director from 1149 to 1151. From 1951 to 1959 he was field eeptesentatIve
for tne eleven Seaters state., operating out of the San francinco office of the Ailsoclotion. In the"
position. he consulted 06th ntate and local officieln in the field of traffic eatety.

Dr. St ..... r nerve. a. Pre.dnnt of the California Driver Education new:0.ton and Chairman of the Driver
Education Section of she National Safety Council. He is a fellow of the Ameri,an Academy 0 Safety
V, tire and a .ember of the American Driver and Traffic Safety Ed6cation Asfeciat:on. Dr. St rrrrrr is
presently principal icveotigto. in a research study being conducted cn traffic- violator driver irproverent
school..
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RICHARD TOSSELL

Dr. Tossell received his B.A. in psychology from the University of California. a. Los Angeles, his M.A. in
safety education from New York University. and his Ed.D. in safety education :rom rev York Uniuereity.
He is presently an Associate Professor of safety education and the Assistant Director of the Safety
Education Center at Central Missouri State College where he is responsible for curriculum development.

He served ea Craduate Aasi.,ant with teachinr responalbilitiee at the Center for Safety Education, New York
University. He has been Assistant Director of the Easo Safety Foundation, Manager of Esso'. Department of
Highway Traffic, end Asoittant Director of the New York State Citizen's Council on Traffic Safety. Other
experience includes being Asilietant ['rector of the President's Committee for Traffic Safety and Special
Aallietent to the [[rector of the Office of Safety Manpower, Motional!. Highway Safety Bureau, U.S. Department
of Transportation. Dr. TOnsell im presently on the Executive Committee, Higher Education Section, National
Safety Council. During the two year period 1967-69, ,e is serving as Chairman of the Research hiitrion,
ADTSEA, NBA.

Dr. Toessl' balda menberthip in the following prnfessional associations: National Education Association,
American Driver and Traffic Safety Education Association. American Society of Safety Engineers, Missouri
State Teachers Association, Phi Delta Rappa, 7S...11,90,7T1 Driver and Traffic Safety Education Association,
National Safety Council.

PnTRICLA F. WALLER

Dr. Waller completed her A.B. in psychology end zoology and her II S. In psychology at the University .t
m,ami, Coral Gable., Florida, and her Ph.D. in psychology at the Jeiveraity of North Carolina. She spent
.958-1960 on a United State. Public Health postdoctoral reirear6, fellowship at the P.R. Jackson Laboratory
in Bar Harbor, Paine. From 1961 through 1962 she was a staff psychologist at the V.A. Hospital in Brockton,
Kaelachueeit.. Returning to Chapel Hill In the fall of 1962, she has taught at the University of North
Caroline from 1962 to the present. In addition to lecturing in peycholOgy, since 1967 she has been a staff
...elate with the University of North Carolina Highway Safety Research Center.

Some of her mffiliations include the American Psychological Amrociation, Division I (Experimental),
Division 22 (:linlcalli and Division 28 IPsychopharmacologyi. She is also a member of Eastern Psychological
Association, Southeirsterh Psychological Association, North Cero'ina Psychological Association. rSecretary-
Treasurer), Sigma A., American Aireorlstion for the Advancement of Science, and society for Projective
Techniques. She is listed in American Men of Science end Leader. in American Science.

Dr. Waller has published in Journal of Projective Techniques, Journal of ConJulting_plycVology, journal
of the Experimental Analyei. of Behavior, and Psychological Reports, as welt as atff,gier7iPorts published
'i-iTFIUniversity Of Noral Carolina Highway Satiety Research -tenter.
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ti

PARTICIPANTS AT THE NATIONAL DRIVER EDUCATION
AND TRAINING SYMPOSIA

(D) . . Attended the December Symposium
(J) . . Attended the January Symposium
* . . Attended both Symposia

James Aaron (D)
Coodinator of Safety Center
Southern Illinois University
Carbondale, Illinois 62901

Leonard Albano (D)
Office of Supt.
Cook County Schools
Clark & Washington Streets
Chicago, Illinois 60602

George Albrecht (J)
North Share Driving School
4935 W. Foster Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60630

Marie Anderson (J)
Owner, Aurora Driving School
2348 Dayton Street
Aurora, Colorado 80010

Merrill Anderson (J)
Twin City Driving School
27 W. Lake St.
Minneapolis, Minn. 55408

William Anderson (D)
Teachers College,
Columbia University
New York, New York 10027

Harold Archibald (J)
Amer. Driver Educ. Institute
724 1/2 Echo Park Avenue
Los Angeles, Calif. 90026

Russell Arend (D)
Assit. to Director, Traffic
Instit., Northwestern Univ.
1804 Hinman Ave.
Evanston, Illinois 60201
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Samuel Atkins (J)
Owner, Atkins Driving Sch.
35 Thomas Road
Inverness, Florida 32650

Jack Baldwin (J)
Safe-Way Driving School
4610 W. Kennedy Blvd.
Tampa, Florida 33600

Gale Barkalow (J)
North Shore Driving School
4935 W. Foster Avenue
Chicago, Tllinois 60630

Miles Barker *
President, Four Lakes
Driver Training School
3301 University Avenue
Madison, Wisconsin 53700

Michael Bass (J)

Safeway School of Driving
554-62 G-wer Street
Los Angeles, Calif. 90028

Alfons Behnke (J)
Owner, Alpine Driving School
7109 W. Capitol Drive
Madison, Wisconsin 53216

James Berry (D)
Director, Transportation
Safety Program, Accident
Prevention Laboratory
University of Iowa
Oakdale, Iowa 52319



Julius Bero (J)
Garfield Heights Driv. Sch
14103 Broadway
Cleveland, Ohio 44125

Tommy Bertone (D)
Consultant, Booz Allen
& Hamilton
1625 Eye Street
Washington, D.C. 20006

Richard Bishop (D)
Florida State University
Tallahassee, Florida 32306

Noel Blankenship (D)
Instructor, Driver Education
Kent State University
Kent, Ohio 44240

Lamar Breland (J)
Driving School Owner
946 Parlange Dr.
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70300

Robert Brenner *
Deputy Director, National
Highway Safety Bureau
U.S. Dept. of Trans.
Washington, D.C. 20591

Gilbert Brewer (D)

Pres., Ideal Driving School
533 Des Peres Avenue
St. Louis, Mo. 63112

Gene Bristol (D)
Sec. Ed., Minnetonka Schools
Minnetonka, Minn. 55331

Benjamine Bogue (J) Leon Brody *
Nat'l. School of Safe Driving Director of Research
3002 N. Laramie Avenue Cntr. for Saf., New York Univ.
Chicago, Ill. 60641 Washington Square

New York, New York 10003
Edward Bonessi (D)

Chm, Traf. Saf. Ed. Dept.
So. Conn. State College
N ?n, Conn. 06515

Charles Boright (D)
Consult., Dept. of Educ.
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Clifford Boyce (D)
Dir. of Safety Education
State Dept. of Education
Olympia, Washington 98501

Richard Boyer (D)
Super., Driver Education
Allstate Plaza
Northbrook, Ill. 60062

G.B. Brown (D)
Chairman, Driver Education
Jefferson High School
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52404

Harry Brown (D)
Super., Saf. Ed., Bd. of Educ.
226 N. 1st Ave., East
DI luth, Minn. 55802

Russell Brown (D)
Safety Management Institute
1900 "L" St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Donald Bruggeman (J)
Owner, A-A-Auto Driving School
3458 Mayfield Rd.

Don Bray (D) Clcveland Hts., Ohio 44118
Coordinator, Driver Education
Royal Oaks Public Schools Charles Buffona (J)
1500 Lexington Ave. Field Super., Hwy. Saf. Prog.
Royal Oaks, Michigan 48067 14 Beacon St., Rm. 1,5

Boston, Mass. 02108
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Eugene Burd (D)
Dir. of School Traffic Safety
Rm. 225, State House
Indianapolis, Ind. 46204

Ray Burneson (D)
Sect'y., Traf. Educ. Train.
Comm., Nat'l. Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Ill. 60611

Dale Bussis (D)
Sect'y., Instit.for Ed. Devel.
52 Vanderbilt Ave.
New York, N.Y. 10017

Allan Cafferty (D)
Consult., St. Dept of Educ.
Statehouse
Boise, Idaho 83797

Leonard Cain (D)
Supervisor, Safety Education
P.O. Box 771
Jackson, Mississippi 39200

Tnomas Campagna (J)
Atkins Driving School
1 Farmingdale Rd.
West Babylon, N.Y. 11702

Jcseph Casey (D)

Dir. Dri. & Traf. Saf. Educ.
Lakewood High School
Lakewood, Ohio 44107

Robert Chapman *
Director of Studies
Institute for Educ. Devel.
17651 Iron Bark Way
Irvine, Calif. 92664

Thomas Cheney (J)
Owner, Cheney Bros. Dri. Sch.
6021 York Blvd.
Los Angeles, Calif. 90042

Louis Chickos (D)
Supervisor, Driver Education
822 City Hall
Buffalo, N.Y. 14202

Maren Christensen *
Study Assistant
Institute for Educ. Devel.
999 N. Sepulveda Blvd.
El Segundo, Calif. 90245

Thomas Comer (J)
Driving School Owner
717 Main Street
Waltham, Massachusetts 02000

John Conger *
.V.Pres. for Medical Affairs
Univ. of Colorado
4200 E. 9th Avenue
Denver, Colo. 80220

Dean Cook (D)

Admin., Aetna Life & ,lty.
151 Farmington Ave.
Hartford, Conn. 06115

Harvin Cook (J)
St. Super. of Pub. Inst. Off.
325 S. 5th St.
Springfield, Illinois 62700

William Covert (J)
Michigan State University
527 D. Spartan Village
E. Lansing, Mich. 48823

J.B. Angelo Crowe (D)

Consult., St. Dept. of Educ.
State Office Bldg.
Atlanta, Georgia 30300

Edwin Darland (D;
Asst. Pro., San Jose St. Coll.
125 S. 7th Street
San Jose, Calif. 95114

Mce Dollinger (J)
Owner, Academy Drivinc Sch.
7117 Pacific Blvd.
Huntington Park, Calif. 90255

Richard Dootson (J)
Owner, A&A Dootson Dri. Sch.
9417 Las Tunas
Temple City, Calif.91780
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Gerald Driessen (D)
National Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, 60611

L.L. Dunlap (D)
St. Dept. of Education
Columbia, S.C. 29201

LeRoy Dunn *
Acting Chief, Dri. Ed.
Training Division
National Highway Safety Bur.
Washington, D.C. 20591

Francis Dunnigan (J)
Dir., Office of Driver Train.
State Highway Bldg., Rm.116
St. Paul, Minn. 55101

John Eales (D)
Consult., St. Dept. of Educ.
721 Capitol Mall
Sacramento, Calif. 95814

Francis Eckerman (D)
Dir. of Safety
A A A--Wisc. Division
433 W. Washington Ave.
Madison, Wis. 53701

Roy Edgerton (J)
Asst. Dir., Hwy.Research Bd.
2101 Constitution Ave.
1,,,ashington, D.C. 20418

Dorothy Edwards (D)
Assoc. Dir., Acc.Res. Cntr.
Amer. Instit. for Research
8555 16th St.
Silver Springs, Md. 20910

Ivan Eland (D)
Northern Iowa Univer.
1428 Maplewwod Drive
Cedar Falls, Iowa 50613

Fred Ellis (J)
Ontario Safety League
208 King St., West
Toronto 1, Ontario Canada

Richard Ellis (D)

Dir., Traff. Saf. Ed. Prog.
State Univ. at Albany
Albany, N.Y. 12203

Joe Farmer (D)
Dir., Driver Training
P.O. Box 1300
Richardson, Texas 75080

Robert T. Filep *
Director of Studies
Inst3.tute for Ed. Develop.
999 N. Sepulveda Blvd.
El Segundo, Calif. 90245

Alfred Finch (J)

Mgr., Motor Trans. Dept.
National Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Ill. 60611

L.R. Fink (D)
Insur. Instit. for Hwy. Saf.
2600 Virginia Ave.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Thomas Fitzgerald (J)
Owner, Fitzgerald's Dri. Sch.
1350 Deer Park Ave.
N. Babylon, N.Y. 11703

A.E. Florio (D)
Prog. Dir. for Saf.&Dri. Ed.
University of Illinois
212 A Geo. Huff Gym
Champaign, Ill. 61820

T.W. Forbes (D)
Professor of Psychology
Michigan State University
E. Lansing, Michigan 48823

Charles Foreman (J)
Owner, Foreman's Driv. Sch.
3206 West Vernon Ave.
Los Angeles, Calif. 90008
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Ray Frick (J)
Frick's Driver Educ. School
347 Lincoln Way West
South Bend, Indiana 46600

Robert Gagne *
Professor of Educ. and Psych.
University of California
Berkeley, California 94700

Shelby Gailien (D)
Professor, Dri. & Saf. Educ.
University of Wisc.
Milwaukee, Wisc. 53201

Phil Gram (D)
Traf. Saf. & Hwy. Impro. Dept.
Ford Motor Co.
The American Road
Dearborn, Michigan 48121

Walter Gray (D)
Assoc. Prof. of Health & Saf.
Indiana St. Univ.
Terre Haute, Indiana 47809

Kenneth Gromacki (J)

A-Arcade Drivers Sch., Tnc.
759 N. Piankington Ave.
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53203

U. Hale Gammill (J)
Owner, International Sch.Driv.George Gruner (J)
3502 Geary Blvd. Asst. Mgr., Fleet Cperations
San Francisco, Calif 94100 American Motors

14250 Plymouth Rd.
David Gantner (J) Detroit, Michigan 48232
Pres., North Star Dri. Sch.
291 Snelling Ave.
St. Paul, Minn. 55104

Mel Gard (J)
North Shore Driving School
4935 W. Foster Ave.
Chicago, Ill. 60630

Jess Gardner (D)

Assoc. Prof. Coll. of Ed.
University of Kentucky
Lexington, Kentucky 40506

Clarence Gawer (D)
Driver Education Instructor
Owensville High School
Owensville, Missouri 65066

Cissie Gieda (D)
Safety Coor. Montgomery Co.
Pindell School Road
Fulton, Maryland 20759

Robert Goff (D)

Univ. of Utah
1899 Sycamore Lane
Salt Lake City, Utah 84117

3ames Gumm (D)
Dir. of Safety, State Dept.
of Education
132 Cordell Hull Bldg.
Nashville, Tenn. 37219

Robert Gustafson (D)
Asst. Prof., Mich. St. Univ.
Rm. 70, Kellogg Center
E. Lansing, Mich. 48823

Clifford Hahn (D)
Dir. Accident Research Cntr.
Amer. Instit. for Research
8555 16th Street
Si]ver Springs, Md. 20910

Paul Halula (J)
A:ner. Univ. Driver Train. Sch.
2296 Geary Blvd.
San Francisco, Calif 94100

Harry Harman *

Dir., Off. of Comput. Sciences
Educational Testing Service
Princeton, New Jersey 08504
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John Hartman (D)
Board of Public Education
341 S. Bellefielld Ave.
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15213

Wesley Hartzell (D)

Pres., Bd. of Ed., Dis.207
Cook County 445 N. Michigan
Chicago, Illinois 60611

John Hassett (J)
Wash. Rep., NPDEA
1629 "K" St., N.W. Rm.534-A
Washington, D.C. 20006

Earl Heath *
Contract Manager,
National Highway Safety Bur.
Washington, D.C. 20591

George Hensel (J)
Pres., A-Calif. Driv. Sch.Inc
111 W. Pomona Blvd.
Monterey Park, Calif. 91754

Paul Hill (J)
Asst. General Manager
National Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60611

Arthur Hillenburg (J)
North Shore Driving School
4935 W. Foster Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60630

Barbara Hodge (J)
Harold Hodge (J)

A-Safeway Driving School
860 University Ave.
St. Paul, Mirr. 55104

Harold Holmes (D)
Director, Driver Education
National Safety Council
425 N. Mighigan Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60611
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Edward Holsinger (J)
Dir. of Driving Schools
5353 Claremore_ Ave.
Oakland, California 94600

Gordon Hough (D)
Institute for Educ. Develop.
80 Christie Hill Rd.
Darien, Conn. 06820

Emanuel Hreha (J)
Pcasylvania Driving Sch.
348 E. 27th St.
Erie, Pen' 16500

Louis Hull (J)
Garber's Auto Driving School
1406 Beacon St.
Brookline, Massachusetts 02000

Marshall Hungness, Jr. (J)

MSH Driv]Ag School
3413 Auburn St.
Rockford, Illinois 61100

C.W. Imhoff (D)

Dir., Driver Improve. Prog.
National Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60611

Paul Irick (D)
Highway Research Board
2101 Constitution Ave.
Washington,D.C. 20006

Ralph Jackson *
Allstate Insurance Co.
Allstate Plaza
Northbrook, Ill. 60062

Don Janowski (J)

North Shore Driving School
4935 W. Foster Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60630

John Janzaruk (J)

Janzaruk of Driv. Ed.
1901 Frances Ave.
Elkhart, Indiana 46514
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Curtis Job (J)
ABC Driving School, President
1607 East Lake Street
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55400

Billy Johnson (D)
Super, Dri. Educ. St. Bd. of Ed.
1322 E. Grace St.
Richmond, Virginia 23216

Duane Johnson (D)
Assoc, Prof., Saf. & Traf. Saf.
No. Illinois University
DeKalb, Illinois 60115

Delbert Karnes (D)

Grad. Asst., S.W. Cntr. for Saf.
Oklahoma St. Univ.
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074

Francis Kenel (D)
Chm., Traffic & Safety Ed.
Illinois St.. Univ.
Normal, Illinois 61761

John Kennedy *
Vice-President
Institute for Educ.
52 Vanderbilt Ave.
New York, N.Y. 10017

John Kerrick (J)
Dir. , Drivers Services Div.
Amer. Assoc. Motor Vell. Admin.
404 Madison Blvd.
Washington, D.C. 20001

Norman Key (D)
Exec. Secretary,
National Educ. Assoc.
1201 16th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Harvey King (J)
Secondary Consultant
Pouch F
Juneau, Alaska 99801

John Kinzer (D)
Nat'l. Highway Safety Bur.
6820 La Tijera Blvd.
Los Angeles, Calif. 90045
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Edward Klamm *
Accident Prevention Mgr.
Allstate Insurance Co.
Northbrook Plaza
Northbrook, Ill. 60062

Philip Klein (J)
U.S. Auto Club, Pres.
404 Jay St.
Brooklyn, New York 11200

Michael Koch (J)
3229 W. Montrose
Chicago, Illinois 60618

William LaPietra
Universal Driving School
5421 N. Harlem Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60656

M. Larson (D)
Amer. Society of Saf. Eng.
Park Ridge, Illinois 60068

Carl Laybourn (J)
Dir. of Safety Education
Dept. of Transportation
Queens Park
Toronto 5, Ontario,Canada

Ruth Link (J)
Safeway Driving S-hool
7454 N. Harlem Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60648

Evaret Lesser (J)
Univ. Driving School, Inc.
5241 N. Harlem Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 69656

J3seph Luty
Nmer. Easy-Way Driv.Sch.Inc.
471 Maple Ave.
Hartford, Conn. 06114

William Lybrand *
oDir.& Prin. Invest., DETRI
The American University
5185 MacArthur Blvd., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20016



Gary McAvoy (D)
Super., Dri.&Traf. Educ.
Evanston Township H.S.
1600 Dodge Ave.,
Evanston, Ill. 60204

William McCluskey
Owner, A-Arcade Dri. Sch., Inc.
759 N. Plankington Ave.
Milwaukee, Wis. 53203

John McGinley (J)
Owner, AA Indiana Driv. Sch.
420 Emerson Ave.
Indianapolis, Ind. 46219

Frederick McGuire (D)
Univer. of Calif., Irv3'.ne
Irvine, Calif. 92664

James McLarry (D)
Dri. Ed. Specialist
State Dept. of Education
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Gene MacDowell (D)
Exec. Secey., Dri. and
Safety Educators Assoc.,N.Y.
142 Middle Road
Horseheads, N.Y. 14845

Raymond Magwire (D)

Coord. Health,Saf. & Phys.Ed.
Dept. of Education
Montpelier, Vt. 05602

Alvin Malone (D)
Super., Adult Driv. Ed.
Jackson, Mississippi 39200

Sidney Harland (D)
Pres., inst. for Ed. Develop.
52 Vanderbilt Ave.
New York, New York 10017

Robert Marshall (D)

Dir., Safety Educ. Center
Central Mo. St. College
Warrensburg, Mo. 64093
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Dewayne Marshman (J)
Minnesota Driving Sch., Inc.
520 Lowry Ave., N.E.
Minneapolis, Minn. 55418

Ray Martinez (D)
Asst. Dir., Driver Improve.
National Safety Council
425 V. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60611

George Mathis *
Dir. of Safety Educ.,
Office of Public Instr.
325 S. 5th Street
Springfield, 62700

Howard Matth:i;iF. (J)

Highway Traffic Saf. Cntr.
Michigan State Univ.
E. Lansing, Michigan 48823

Linda Memmler (J)
Universal Driving School
5241 N. Harlem Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 69656

Jack Millard (J)
Pres., United Truck Dri.Sch.
12551 E. Telegraph Rd.
Santa Fe Springs, Calif. 90670

Larry Milligan (J)
A.Arcade Drivers Sch., Inc.
759 N. Plankington
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53200

Peter Monday (J)
Pres., A-1 Drivers Sch.,Irc.
3431 W. Villard Ave.
Milwaukee, Wis. 53209

Hemby Morgan (D)
Super., Safety Educ.
La. Dept. of Educ.
Capitol Building
Baton Rouge, La. 70804



Robert Murphy (J)
North Shore Driv. School
4935 W. Focter Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60630

Heinz Naumann (J)
Reg. Dir., Canada, NPDFD.
253 Bloor St. East
Toronto 5, Ontario, Canada

Donald Parker (J)

Janice Parker
Pres.,Interstate Pro. Dri.Sch.
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15216

C.A. Perkins (J)
A-1 Peck Driving School,Owner
1419 Sylvania Ave.
Toledo, Ohio 43613

John Noe (D) Fletcher Platt (J)
Super., St. Dept. Pub. Instr. Mgr. Traf. Saf.&Hwy.Impro.Dpt.
Raleigh, North Carolina27600 Ford Motor Company

The American Road
Robert Nolan (D) Dearborn, Mich. 48121
Assoc. Prof.,Hwy. Saf. Cntr.
Michigan State University
E. Lansing, Michigan 48823

John Noonan (D)
Sales Promotion Manager
General Motors Corporation
Detroit, Michigan 48200

Ted Oakland (J)
Owner, ABC Driving School
6 E. Exchange St.
Akron, Ohio 44300

Charles O'Day (3)

Owner, O'Day's Sch.of Driv.
3494 Sheridan Dr.
Eggertsville, N.Y. 14226

Philip O'Leary (D)
Consult., Dept. of Educ.
P.O. Box 420
Lansing, Mich. 48902

Arthur Opfer (D)
Automotive Safety Found.
200 Ring Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20006

B.E. Parker (D)
University Safety Center
Baylor University
Waco, Texas 76703

Richard Plum (D)
Ed. Con.,Amer. Auto.Assoc.
1712 G St. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Warren Quensel (D)
Asst. Prof. Traf. & Saf. Ed.
Illinois St. University
Normal, Illinois 61761

Thad Rarogiewicz *
A-Easy Method Nat.Dri.Sch,Own.
408 McKinley Ave., N.W.
Canton, Ohio 44702

Neal Rathjen (D)
Consult., Kenosha Schools
6347 46th Ave.
Kenosha, Wisconsin 53140

Leonard Raymond (J)
Mobil Research & Devel. Corp.
150 E. 42nd St.
New York, New York 10017

John Reedy, Jr. (J)

Lord Ashley Driver School
3422 Rivers Ave.
Charleston, S.C. 29405

Raymond Regan (J)
Universal Dri/. Schools, Inc.
5241 N. Harlem Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60656
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Joyce Reid (J)
North Shore Driving School
4935 W. Foster Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60630

William Rhodes (J)
Univ. of Houston
Cullen Blvd.
Houston, Texas 77000

William Richards (D)
Director of Driver Education
Dept. of Public Instruction
126 Langdon St.
Madison, Wisconsin 53700

Michael Right (J)
3917 Lindell
St. Louis, Mo. 63108

Dale Ritzel (D)
Instr., Safety Center
Southern Illinois Univ.
Carbondale, Ill. 62901

Warren Rumsfield *
Owner, No. Shore Dri. School
4935 W. Foster Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60630

Ann Russo (J)
Thomas Russo
Mich. Assn. of Pro.Dri. Sch.
20243 Keating
Detroit, Michigan 48203

Mercie Salgados (J)
Penn. Driving School
348 E. 27th St.
Erie, Pennsylvania 16500

Angelo Scalet (D)
Ohio Driv&Saf. Ed. Assn.
129 N. Grant
Wooster, Ohio 44691

William Schmitz(D)
Nat'l. Hwy. Users Conf.
30 N. La Salle St.
Chicago, Illinois 60602

Rose Schrock (J)
Owner, Schrock Driv. Sch.
574 Courtland Ave.
Lima, Ohio 45801

Jay Scott (D)
St. Dept. of Public Inst.
120 E. 10th St.
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Paul Selby (D)
Consult., N.J. Dept. of Ed.
225 W. State St.
Trenton, New Jersey 08600

William Sell (D)

Supervisor, Driver Educ.
Ohio Dept. of Ed.
65 Front St.
Columbus, Ohio 43215

James Shea (D)
Asst. Prof.,St. Univ. College
at Buffalo
Williamsville, N.Y. 14221

Leslie Silvernale (D)
Michigan State Univ.
Kellogg Center
E. Lansing, Mich. 46823

Harold Smith J)
Harold Smith Dri. Impr. Inst.
1460 Rosecrans Dr.
San Diego. Cali!. 92106

Lawton Smith *
Office of Civic Affairs
Chrysler Corp.
Detroit, Mich. 48231

Ray Smith (0)
Moline Public Schools
1411 28th Ave.
Moline, Illinois 61265

James Standifer (D)
Prof.,Texas Christian Univ.
Dept. of H.P.E
Fort Worth, Texas 76129
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Reinhard Stern (J)
Opr., Stern-Fybel Dri. Sch.
8558 W. 3rd St.
Los Angeles, r.iif. 90048

George Stewart (D)
Dep. Dir., Program Liaison
Ex. Office of Hwy.Saf. Plan.
Lewis Cass Bldg.
Lansing, Mich. 48913

Marland Strasser (T)
San Jose St. College, Prof.
1600 English Dr.
San Jose, Calif. 95129

Harold Sullivan (D)
American Bar Association
8333 Lincoln Ave.
Skokie, Illinois 60076

Robert Sundermeier (D)
Consul., Colo. Dept. of Ed.
201 E. Colfax Ave.
Denver, Colo. 80203

H.H. Tielke (D)
Heights Driving Sch., Inc.
26 Front Street
Berea, Ohio 44017

William Timberlake (D)
The Traffic Institute
1804 Hinman Ave.
Evanston, Illinois 60201

Raymond Timney (J)
V.P., Dri. Trainer Pro.Ltd., Inc.
2399 Summer Street
Stamford, Connecticut 06901

William Todd (D)
Slper., Memphis City Schools
2597 Avery Ave.
Memphis, Tenn. 38112

Richard Tossell (D)
Asst. Dir. Saf. Educ. Cntr.
Central Missouri St. Coll.
Warrensburg, Mo. 64093

Stephen Toth (J)
Francis Svarc (D) Regulation Driving School
Super -, Saf. Ed., Chic. Bd. Ed.597 Sport Hill Rd.
228 N. La Salle St. Easton, Connecticut 06425
Chicago, Illinois 60601

M.D. Tracy (J)
William Tarrants * Harold Smith Dri. Impro. Inst.
Acting Dir., Off. of Saf. 333 N. Michigan Ave.
Manpower Development Chicago, Illinois 60611
National Highway Safety Bur.
Washington, D.C. 20591

Gilbert Teal *
Dir., Cntr. for Acc. Prey.
Dunlap E. Assoc.
One Parkland Drive
Darien, Conn. 06820

Richard Thorstens (J)

Owner, A-1 Driving School
2579 Metairie Rd.
Metairie, Louisiana 70001

Travice Tice (D)
St. Dept. of Educ.
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73100

Robert Ulrich (D)
Asst. Prof., Saf. Educ. Cntr.
Central Missouri St. Coll.
Warrensburg, Mo. 64093

H.B. Vinson (J)
Owner, Texas Driving School
1625 N. Industrial Blvd.
Dallas, Texas 75207

Fred Wahl (J)
Owner, Tri-Valley Driv. Sch.
9763 Mason Ave.
Chatsworth, Calif. 91311
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Patricia Waller (D) William Woods (J)
Res. Assoc., Hwy. Saf.Res.Ctr.Woods So. Shore Dri. Sch.,Own.
Univ. of N.C., VETS Club 357 Washington St,
Chapel Hill, N.C. 27514 Braintree, Mass. 02184

Joseph Welch (J)
Pres., Michael's Dri. Schl.
106 E. Lake St.
Addison, Illinois 60611

Richard Whitworth *
Asst. Dir. of Driv. Educ.
National Safety Council
425 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, Illinois 60611

Peter Wilk (J)
Owner, Academy of Dri. Train.
15032 Grand River
Detroit, Mich. 48227

E.R. Williamson (')
Dri. Ed. Super.
Northern State College
Aberdeen, S.D. 57401

Dean Wilson (D)
Coord., Dri. & Traffic Educ.
Pontiac Public Schools
1051 Arlene Street
Pontiac, Mich. 48055

James Wilson (J)
A-1 Auto Driving Sch., Inc.
5221 N. Elston
Chicago, Illinois 60630

Albert Wollenberg (J)
Wollenberg Driv. School
247 Park Ave.
Bristol, Conn. 06010

W.H. Wood, Col., USAF (D)
Directorate of Aerospace Saf.
Norton Air Force Base
California 92409

John Woods t.T)

Wood's So. Shore Dri.Sch,Own.
357 Washington street
Braintree, Mass. 02184

John Wynia (J)
A C M E Driving School
650 King Star East
Kitchener, Ontario, Canada

Sam Yaksich *
Asst. Dir. Traf. Eng.&Saf. Dept.
Amer. Auto Assoc.
1712 G. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

William Yarish (J)
Driver Trainer Prof.Ltd, Inc.
2399 Summer Street
Stamford, Connecticut 06901

John Young (J)
A-Arcade Drivers Sch., Inc.
759 N. Plankington
Milwaukee, Wis. 53202

Cecil Zaun (D)
Los Angeles City Schools
1200 N. Cornwell St.
Los Angeles, Calif. 90033
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October 17, 1968

Dr. Eugene Conahan
7259 E. Laketree Street
Madison, Wisconsin 53700

Dear Dr. Conahan:

Many individuals and organizations are actively concerned
with effective driver education and training and you must
certainly be included in this group. In order to provide
a forum where you can receive information on selected new
programs in driver education and also share your experiences
with others, you are cordially invited to attend a national
driver education and training symposium from December 1st
through tn., Ith, 1968.

The symposium will be conducted by the Institute for
Educational Development under the sponsorship of the
National Highway Safety Bureau for the purpose of reporting
the progress of selected research and evaluation programs
in driver education, and, utilizing the experience and
cooperation of representative educators, contributing to
the effective implementation of recent research findings
in this field.

The scope of the symposium will include presentation of
the "state-of-the-art' in driver education and related fields;
the communication of plans, policies, and programs of the
National Highway Safety Bureau to members of the driver
education community; and an exchange of information between
the Bureau and the professionals associated with driver
education programs in public and privet. schools.

This meeting is being designed to provide maximum opportunity
for individual participation and "two-way communication' by
all who attend. Seminar settings, discussion groups, and
questions from participants will be 'in". Your ideas and
opinions will be actively solicited by the seminar leaders
and you will be asked to discuss the real world issues in
this field.

The symposium will be held at the Drake-Oakbrook Motel
located in a lovely countryside setting only fifteen
minutes from Chicago's O'Hare International Airport.
Since the number of participants in such a symposium mast,
by its very nature, be limited, I would encourage you to
let us know as soon as possible if you plan to attend.
A preliminary program and a return postcard for your
reply are enclosed.

We look forward to your paiticipation.

Sincerely,

JLKIpl
Enclosures
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November 22, 3.966

Mr. Ralpl Jackson
225 E. 46th Street
New York, New York 10017

Dear Mr. Jackson:

You must certainly be included in the group of individuals
who are actively concerned with effective driver education
and training. In order to provide a forum where you can
receive information o% selected new programs in driver
education and also share your experiences with others, you
are cordially invited to attend a national driver education
and training symposium from January 26th through 29th, 1969.

The symposium will be conducted by the Institute for
Educational Development under the sponsorship of the National
Highway Safety Bureau. The purpose -- to report the progress
of selected research and evaluation programs in driver
education, and, to utilize the experience and cooperation of
commercial gEFool operators and educators, thus contributing
to the effective use of recent research findings and
practices.

The scope of the symposium will include presentation of the
"state-of-the-art" in driver education and related fields;
the communication of plans, policies, aAd programs of the
National Highway Safety Bureau to mambers of the diver
education community; and an exchange of information between
the Bureau and the professionals associated with driver
education programs in commercial driving schools.

This meeting is being designed to provide maximum opportunity
for individual participation and "two-way communication" by
all who attend. Seminar settings, discussion groups, and
questions from participants will be "in". Your ideas and
opinions will be actively solicited by the seminar leaders
and you will be asked to discuss the real world issues in
this field. Alternative solutions to major problems in this
field will be explored.

The symposium will be held at the Drake-Oakbrook Motel
located in a lovely countryside setting only fifteen
minutes from Chicago's O'Hare International Airport.
Since the number of participants in such a symposium must,
by its very nature, be limited, I would encourage you to
let us know as soon as possible if you plan to attend.
A preliminary program and a return postcard for your
reply are enclosed.

He look forward to your participation.

Sincerely,

n L. Xenge:11714,
ce-President

JLKIpl
Enclosures



NATIONAL DRIVER TRAINING AND EDUCATION SYMPOSIUM

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

1. What did you expect to gain from attendance at this Symposium?

2. '04ere your objectives achieved?

Well Achieved Moderately Achieved Not Achieved

3. Please rate the value to you of the various parts of the Symposium:

Much Some Little None

Luncheon and Dinner Speeches:
Morning Presentations:
Discussion period after Speeches:
Seminars:
Informal Discussion Groups:
Preconference Materials:

4. The speeches, presentations, or seminar sessions MOST INTERESTING OR
USEFUL for my purposes were:

5. The speeches, presentations, or seminar sessions LEAST INTERESTING OR
USEFUL for my purposes were:

6. What did you like most about the organization and procedure of the
Symposium?

7. A suggested change or improvement in organization or procedure would
be:

8. What new topics might well be added to a future similar Symposium?

9. Who was the leader of your seminar group?
Please rate this seminar according to the following scale:

A(extremely valuable): B(moderately valuable): C(of little value):

10. For future symposia, do you think: A(more): B(less): C(same amount)
of time should be spent in seminar groups? :

11. A suggested change or improvement in the organization or procedure of
the seminars would be:

12. In general, how would you rate this Symposium?

Excellent Good Fair Poor

(PLEASE USE THE BACK OF THE PAGE FOR FURTHER SUGGESTIONS OR COMMENTS)

385

3/0



SYMPOSIA STAFF

PRINCIPAL

John L. Kennedy

CO-PRINCIPAL

Robert T. Filep
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COPY EDITOR
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