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E % ABSTRACT.

This report deals .with one are% of .the evaluation and uparading

of HNorth Caro]inaJs.“range-réﬁated" driver education proaram---ihe eval- .
» « /‘: P -~ a
uation of*student performance based on the driver license examination

LY

with pmphasis on the road test portiop. A'qomparative analysis of road x
test scores was conducted for two samples of students, those being trained

on range facilities and those receiving the standard "30 and 6" training.

[ " Because road test scores represent a more immediate criterion for
< ’ /. b . ‘ »”
| knowledge and performance, of driving skills than driver histories, they

g yere chosen as a measure variable. T o T4 ’ | “
' \y// As in\earTier-studies,,]itt]é differénce was noted bétweén the twot ‘ -
L s samp1e;. IQ certain ca§es, thgre'was a trend toward’hiahgn»road tegt
v . _scores {n“th control or non-rénde sample. * This difference may not be -
< significant, howevet, due to pdss%b]eﬂbiéses in gampiina'and difference : E

. ’in attitude and exposure. L. ,
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L - JINTRODUCTIOR
S I
A’ . .
2 In 1969, the North Carolina Department of Publ4c Instruction began

to expand the -scope of its driver education program, which was traditionally

comprised of 30 hours of classroom instruction and six hours of

“behind- the-whee]" 1nstruct1on, by developing "multi-venicle range y
1aborator1es" in various schoo] districts across the state. .This nas
made possib]e a more comprehenstve program of trairing to groups of
public school students enrolled in driver education. )

' - The- Department of PubT1c Instrucn1on and the University of North
Caro]zna Highway cafety Research Center initiated a joint project in ]973

or
aimed &t evaluating and upgrading the "range-related" drivér education

- {
program.- This project includes an inventory of existing range programs,
WaquUﬁtion of student performance, and development and implementation

_of new teaching strategies. This renort deals with the second area, that of

Y
[ 7
»

- »evaluation of student performance.

Earlier project efforts in the perfor$mnce evaluation area involved, a
comparat1ve analysis.of the driving ‘records of students involved in 1n1t§qj
range training and a control group of students 1nvo]ved in the more standard

4 M L] .

non-range training (Council, Roper, Sadof, 1975). As noted iq the Sﬁmmary
. \ C

and Conc]us{ons Section of that report,. many exberts in this field

question whether or not accidents and vfb]ations‘are appropriate measures
of driver edycation program effectiveness.” As noted by Wa1ier¢(1073) and

“

others, it may be mo\e;rea1ist1c to expect dr1ver educat1on’to prov1de
f I >
a student w1th«the knowledge and sk|]1s necessary to safe dr1vzng

rather 1han to éxpect it to ‘nsure that the student does ‘drive safe]y,
s:nce...Phi§ subseQUent performance-is the resu]t of. mény factors (such as

" peer influence, hone pressure, and the student's own personality), which

« 4 : \ ¥ |7‘ ,
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are beyond the'in*luence or control of the driver education teacher..."

L]

In lihe with these comments, past research (including the.recent study

<

’ byltgunci1, et al. (]975)) has indeed indicated potent1a1 prob]ems,1n

ascertaining direct relationships between driver educatjon and accident

1
.

" reduction.

¥

For these reasons,’ this current evaluation of the effectiveness of .

-

the range-related driver education programs was-based on the performance

of, students on drivér 11cens1ng exams with emphas1s on the road test

' port1on --a much more immediate cr1ter1on based pr1mar11y on know]edge

1 o~
" and skills. The rationale for th1s approach is founded on the argument

" cited above and on the fact that a primary obJect1ve of the North Caro]1na
' 7
driver education program is to equip a nov1ce driver wiith the sk111s and
7

knowledge necessarywto operate a motor veh1c1e under normal circumstances.

e

+ Since the driver 11cens1ng program attempts to test this ab111ty, the

success of the drrver educat1on course’ in meet1ng this obJect1ve cou]d

-

be measured to a certa1n‘extent by the performance of students on theg

'

«initial test. -This report will attempt to-compare and ana]yze thes

driver 11cens1ng test performance of ranqe and non- range driver educat10n

- . 4 . ’ ~

students. .

- » ' t‘
: . METHODOLOGY - .
. t) 5&5 .
Nineteen dr1ver license exam1ners ‘from across the sfate were

sefocted to record spec1al ‘road test information Qh all 16-17 year old

applicants, Norrh Carolina law mandates that these applicants must have
_compldted driver education. These exam1ners were chosen because the1r

locations (see map, paqe 4) made “i. ]1ke1y that they wou]d be testing '

l
¢

.. I
‘.- ’ - \
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dr1ver educat1on students who had recelved range tra1n1nq and students -
" who had “ece1ved the standard ndn-renge’ tra1n1ng To prevent bias in the \
data, the examiners were not told the purpose of the data collection nor
that there were fho groups ot.app1i§ants. \They were instructed tq

foi]ow°their stan&ard road test procedure and to continue the road test -

even if the applicant had already accumu]ated enough "points off" to
fail unless, of coursé, there was some danger present. They were also AR
instructed to collect additionai data inc]uding‘the driver education

ke L

cert1f1cate number, the year that dr1ver educat10n “was. taken and whether '

-

or.not the applicant he]d a, 1earner S perm1t (Ihe set of instructions

given to the examiners 1s shovin- in Append1x A) ¢ .
¢ . .

The co]]ect1on of road test data began on December Z, ]974 and
R
cont1nued through May 1, 1975. Data were collected’ on 3, 50? app11cants

who were 16-17 years old. Each road test application was manually reviewed *

for cons{stency with known infonmatjon on each test route, and the specific .

’info?hation was coded and keypunched. (The application used in all g
‘ . . ' ’ o .
examipations is shown in Appendix B.) “ The data taken from the application .

3

inc]uded student's age, race, sex, driver license number, performarnce on

. e -~

maneuvers, number of - 1tems missed on svgns test and ru]es test, score on .

dr1v1ng test school where Jdriver education was taken whether or not

the student had a Tearner's permit, and dr;ver education certification

nuulbor‘ P . . . v

»

A Tist of all the schools in the samp]e was compiled.’ .sn order to : ‘
determine 1f a %LhOO] offered a range program or a non-range program for
the various years under consideration, the drlver(ZEucatlon teacher at f\i\

each school in thetsample was contacted. Mith this information, it was

t
o ®

-
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- possible to cade most of the schools as range (1), or non-range (). .
However, in some cases, it was more difficult to determine the type of

© training program éiven topan individual student because of shifts from

[y
k] ] 4

training:program to trajning program wwithin a school year. For example,
iﬁ some {n;tances, tha students taking driver education in the summer -
. sessions would use a range, while those" tak1ng the program dur1ng the
regu]ar acddemic year would recelyp the standard non- range tra1n1ng
When this situation arose, the gtapus was coded as unkown {3). Any
- .

\ I x N
student t§Ling driver education from a commercial school was placed ;

’ in a separate éategor& coded as commercial (4).

g

-~

* group of studenté wh6 took drjved education at-a schpo] where all the °*

In the analyses that follow, the rédnge group is comprised of the ..
(
students received range training for a given'yeay. ) ’ '

K SR ‘ ANALYSTS AND. RESULTS . -

The data linkage operat1ons descr1bed in the previous section resu]ted

-4 in a total usable sample of scores %rom 3049 students. These, students

F are categorized by type of derer education program, permit status, ~*
'rage°and sex as shown in Table i: .
: It is nqﬁed from the table that theré,appear to be some race/sex .
differencgs bet&gén the ranée‘and npon-range éamp]es. The majof difference

noted is in race proportiong.o Just as ia thé previously cited studv~ -

concerning accident histories (Counc1l et al., 1975), there appear to ’ -

be fewer, non-white students in the range group than in the nun- range

~

B group. These differences could reflect race variations between schoo]é -
4 4

t 13
jn the two groups. -~
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. -Information on permit status by race, and sex is presented in « "
.. Table 2. Here, it is noted that while the proportion of students holding )
. . » 4" . . s . , o - . .
¢ - perﬁigs‘at.the time of licensing, and thus the progortion with some ’ -

. . e
"monitored" experience, is high for both groups, the percentage for each of

the range categories is’STightTy lower than the corresponding percentage
for the non-range grodps. This perhaps reflects either true differ-

8 ences n the composition of the two groups or possible diffgrences in

= -

"confidence" gained in the teacher programs. As noted, all the percentages .

- »

are quite high, and this added experience gained-with a permit might

- "

well overshadow any original differences between the range-and non-rarnge o

teaching programs. Because of these factors, subsequent analyses were

.':, conducted separately for the group holding permits and for‘those.w?thqut

-

-

+permi ts.

The analyses conducted fall into three basic types: (1) comparison
1 > . . .
of failure rates, (2) comparison of mean scores, and (3) analysis of

. variance c¥lculations. Each of these three is discussed in the following :
‘ L8 .

» narrative. The reader should note at this point that each application
-~ - . I o
was assigned two scores: (1) the "score off" as noted by the driver
A Lo ) * [ i . - v A .
Ticgnse examiner in his determination of whether the applicant passed *

& -

-

or fa%ied, and (25“a recalculated “percentage correct" score. The
first of these scores is based on the Qeighted "points off" as shown in
Appe;dif B, and is ésseﬁtia]]y indépendent of the test route. -That

. ., s to say, while there are differences in the tcsf routes from 1ocapion

to location and thus, differences <in the number of possible maneuvers and
M * ’

the  type of wareuvers present, all examiners used the same criterion

for failure of the road test -- greater than thirty (30) "points off."

‘- hd . - s -
. ‘ ¥
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Table 1. Road test data categorized by train-

ing, permit status, race, and sex.-
} . '
(3 .. Range °
Permit- . < No Permit Unknown !
n 3 n i n - -
White male " 339 43 . 63 53 14 54 . :
White female 33F . 42 42 , 35« 6 23 .
Non-white male - .55 T 9 8 4 15
Non-white .female - ¥ 66 ‘8 5 4 2 _8,
. Tota] L %97~ 100 119 .10 26 100
e * Permit. Unknown
.n 3 no
White male 692 37 57 . 46 )
White female ¢ 688 . 37 50 40
Mon-white male’ 220 12 9 7
Non-white female / 266 14 .9 7
Total 1866 100 £ <116 101 125 100
¢ v
A
N S Table 2. Number and percentage with permit
' : , by training, raced and sex.
- J ) . .
t .
:’ Range .~ Noh-Range
; ) " Number Nuﬁber
’ Total  With Permit " Total  With Permit “
White male 416 339 81.5 803 692 . 86.2
White female 385 ' 337 87.5 769 688 39.5
Non-white male 68 55 . 80.9 - 251 220 87.6
Non-white female 73 66 90.4 266 93.7
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The ;econd score was calculated in an attempt at nbrma11zat1on 'The
.score for each of the possibie 48 maneuvers was "weighted" on a three
paint scale (1-poor, 2-fair, 3-gocd), andsthe total possible score for p
each apé]ipant was caTcu]aeed, based on the number of_maneuvers graded

by the examinéﬁ€z2.e., total possible score = 3 x no. of maneuvers).

The normalized score for an applicant was then calculated by dividing

the sum of the individual maneuver ratings by the %ota] score. In

the following discussion, this normalized score will be reﬁerred »

_to as the "néw score.” —
e 3 . ,

Analysis of Failure Rates

In an analysis similar to Freeberg's (1972),'5ubiects froﬁ each

L2

race, sex, and training category were first contrasted as to passing or

. 7
failing the rodad test based™on the EBxaminer's “"points off" score. , The

F 3

, results are shown .in Table 3. 1In the group with permits, the range-

trained subjects had a slightly higher percentage pass1ng, whereas the
non-range subjects w1thout permits h;h\a higher percentage passing (80. 8”
for range-trained versus 77.1% for non-range-tra1ned), wheraas foe!the
group without permits, éhe non-range students hed a higher percentage of
passing (85.3% compared to 79.0%). There seems to be a tfeﬁd toward a
Tower percentage passing in the range-trained females in comparison fo

their non-range-trained counterparts. It is noted in the combined group

( ermit + no permit + unstated permit status) that the range group had &

3

*

slightly higher percentage of applicants passing (80.8 as ccmpered to 77;9).

When the "new scores" were conputed, the criterion used was a score of

70 or higher (as described earlier) and the distribution changes are shown

/

14

»
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Table 3. Percent of subjécts passing the road test:by training,
permit status, race, and sex -- "peints off" criteria. -
Permit
> L3
) Range > Non-Range
Total n 7. - Total n A )
White male (229) . 298  87.9 (692) 566  81.3
White female (337) 265 78.6 - (688) 544 79.1
Non-white male (55) 44 80.0 A (220) 161 73.2
Non-white female (66) 37 86.1 (265) 168 -63.2
Total (797) 644  80.8 (1866) a3 77.1 :
L4 > )
No Permit
Range Non-Range 7
Total n < % *  Total n -7
White male (63) 49 77.8 {54) 48  88.9
: White female (42) 34 81.0 (31) 25 80.6
© Non-white male (9) . 8 88.9 - (22) 20 90.9 -
_Non-Kh%te female _(5) 3 60.0 (9) 6 66.7 -
’ Total o (119) 94 *79.0 (116) 99  85.3
v Combined T N
Range Non-Range
Total n il Total no %
, White male (416) 361 86.8 (803) 661 82.3
“ White female : -(385) 304 79.0 (769) 614  79.8
Non-white male (68) 55  80.9 (251) 187 74.5
Non-white female (73) 41 56.2 (284) 179 63.0
fotal . o) e ans o) 160\ 77.9
. / I 4
/ s
. Pt .—-\ y
!
/ 15 -
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in Table 4. Here, it is noted that the non-range students have a
higher percentage passing the test than the permit aroup, the non-pe%ﬁﬁt\_.

group, and-the combined population; but again, the differences are ver§g
: r

small. In these tables, as in Table 3, the ¥emales receiving the range

training nge lower percentages passing?than do their non-range counter-
d%;'7 parts, and the non-white females have the lowest proportions under both \"
criteria. The range-trained white maies pa§§‘more frequently with permits,

) : . and the non-range-trainéd white males pass more frequently without

-

permits. However, these small percentage differences in samples may not
{ /
L +eflect true population differences. Lo g , -
Table 5 shows the p?oportion of subjects in each training, race, and’ '

-~ -~

sex category that did not complete the roéd téﬁf due to a violation or
‘ /

unsafe maneuver (i.e., "flagrant" failures). Little Qifference is noted

between range and non-rangF subjects under this cZiZérison. ’ ’
Oné additional analysis was conducted concerniné the propon}fﬁﬁ‘of T

‘qujects in each group who fai[ed the road test more than once Lased

on/the éxéminer's ?points of f" criteria, and the results are fouhd in

Table 6. ] ‘

) The chi-square test indicates the d]‘/f‘ference' shown %n the pergcentages

i ~, is not significant at thé .05 level aithBugh the,non—ranée group appears
tO’hJVé almost double the percentage failing the test twice or more.

£ Thus, little difference is found between rangé and ﬁ%n—range students on

the stia of fu}fﬁre rates.
/

"

Analysis_of Mean Scores

SS A

/ /
The second major type of analysis involved comparing the feans of

£




Total

11
t <
~ * M
fable 4. Percent of suhj@ELs passing the road lost A ‘
cateqgorized by training, permit status. o -
race, and sex -- "new score" of Zg\or greater. TN
. . & . . .
; j‘/ > [
. Permit - ,
Rarige * Non-Range
Total + n 4 Total n B
White male .((339) 322 ., 95.0 (692) 650 & 93.9
White female ©(337) 305 -90.5 (688) 646 93.9
Non-white male R (55) 51 . 92.7 , (220 200 90.9,
Non-white female - (66) . 52 78.8 (266) 236  88.7
Total (797) 730  .91.6 (1866) 1732 92.8
) 1
, " Mo Permit ¢ T
¢ p Range v . Non-Range .
? Total . n % Total. n %
“White male (63) 56 _ 88.9 (54) 52 96.3
White female (42) 38 90.5 (31) 29 . 93.5
Non-white male (9) 5 88.9 (22) 22- 100.0 .
Non-white female (5) 4 . 80.0. (9) 8 8.9 -
Total T (119) 106 89.1 ©(116) 111 95.7
3 k”
-4 ‘ N .
Combined .
R Range 7 - Non-Range
‘ Total n % . Total o . %
; |
White.male (416) - 391 94.0 (803) 756 94.1
White female (385) . 349 90.6 (769) 728 94.0 -
Non-white male (68) 63 92.6 (251) 230 91.6 v
Non-white ‘iemale (73) 58 79.5 . .~ (284) 252  88.7

(942) - 861  91.4 (2107) 1961 9.1
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Tabﬁe 5. Percent of subjects categorized by training,
race, and sex not aliowed to complete the road test.

d

“@ . R
. .» Range ®  Non-Range
.o . Total "n % Total n- %
. ¢ :
5 yhite male 416 4 1.0 - 803 15 1.9
- White .female & 385 7 1.8 769 13 1.7
Non-white male w 68 0 .0 251 5 2.0
Non-white female g3, 2 2.7 284 2 0.7
Total : 942 13 1.4 2107 35 1.7
K <
‘..; -
A Table 6. Percent of subjects categorized by training
C ‘ who failed the road test more than once.
‘" Total n 4
Range (942) . 14 1.48 .
_ ' Non-Range==  (2108) 52 2.47
» FLe g ,f
; N #




the normalized "new stores” for the various range and non-range subgroups. B

%

&)

The§e°average scores are presented in Table 7. Assuming a normal ‘ . .
distribution for th€~scores, a.two-tai1ed t-test was used to deterwine *
significant differeqces between subgroups. (fn each case the assumpt{oq - ‘
“of equal varjaﬁces was eiamined using the F statistic at the .01 level and ~
the appropriate t-statistic was employed.) ‘

The results of the tests on these means indicated that permit holders , .

o ' .

did not consisfently score higher than their non-permit holding counter-

pafrs, a fﬁnding in contrast with what might havé'been expected due to ’
their‘increaséd=monitored exposure and practice. The two differences which .
were noted as significant Qere in opposite directions, with white male
permit holders ‘scoring higher than their coungerparts; while non-white

male applicants not holding a permjt,spored h%gher than théir counterparts.

The second analysis, and the more important one, involved comparisons
. "‘ ¥

v

of the range and non-range sagmples on the basis of ayerage score. As
indicated in Taple 8, the only sigﬁificant’differé;ce at the p <.05
level in the mean scores was in the permit holding non-white fema]e,
populaéion, where thé ﬁon-range grogﬁ scored higheq than the range group’
(84.2 as compare& to 80.5 for -range). Thus, just as in thé\anaTysis of © o
failqre rates, Tité]e differenceQZS noteq between randz,and ﬁbn-range

samples. Coe ) ' ¢

g\ﬂajysi s of Variance

Qe - - ’
An anaTysis qf variance was carried out in order to further examine >

the interactive effects of training, race, apd sex on the.score. The

~ . 2 "o . . . . . ;
data were examired in‘a four factor design. The analysis involved the ~

. 7 -

subset of drivers that completed the road test, either passing or failing., -

.
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White male
**White female

Non-white male

Non-wiite female

White male
White female |,

> Non-white male
Non-white female

e

Table 7. Mean score on road test for subjects
categorized by permit or non-permit
holders, training, race, and sex.’

<

Range
;o Permit ) No Permit
n  Mean Score n  Mean Score
H . )
333 b 883 62 .851
330 .864 - 40 .876
v 55 .861 9 1343
64 .805 5 *‘“xxj .746
. Poes “
b \
L T . d )
' Non-Range v
' Permit No Permit
n  Mean Score Y n Mean Score
678 .877¢ 54.. .875
677 .876. 30 .875
216 .864 22 .894
64 .842 9 .843
4
"
23() ™
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Table 8.

g White male
White female
Non-whi te male
Non-white‘féma]e

White'male
!  White female
* Non-white male
Non-white female

Y

Mean score on road test for subfects categorized _

by permit:or no permit, training, race, and sex. -
Permit -
: Range Non-Range N ‘

n ~ Mean Score n Mean Score p
333 883 678 877 . . on.s.
330 864 677 876 . am NS,
56 .. .861 . 216 .864 " n.s.
64 .805 | 264 .842 ) <.05

¥ ' T
No Permit . Tt
Range Non-Range

n Mean Score . n Mean Score [

. 62 - .85 " 52 875 n.s.
40 - .876 ) 30 .875 . n.s.

9 .843 .22 .894 n.s.

5 .746 9. .843 né§.
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4

Therefore, the subjects Qhose tests had been stopﬁed‘by the examiner

for safety reasons (the "flagrant" failures) were deleted from this

analysis. - ' ,

r . s

, ~

‘The analysis of variance of the mean road test score indicated
significance in ‘the main effects of rdCe, sex, and training, but not

. permit status (Table 9). : The deviation and direction of variation from

the estimated‘pop&iétion mean are'§hown'in'Tab1e 10. Vhite, male, and

non range subJects scored higher than the mean for the population with r .

A
significance levels s‘f\own v . . ﬁ -

The most important s1gnific nt (.05 Tevel) ;ecoﬁdiofdersinteractions
to_the major dreekof concern-jé:e range/nOn-range scores--involved the
'sex[training‘and,the race/training Jinteractions. The ‘nature of the sex/
training interaction wae %pat Ere difference betﬁeen range/non-range ‘
means was greater for females than males. That is, while there was
very little d¥fference between tﬁe training means for the male subjegtg .

in the,ﬁange and non-range groups, there were large differences between

Ll

female rarige and female™hon-range scores. Similarly, the difference . o
between range/nOnnkange means vas greater for non-whites as ref]ecte? . -

- «
1n the s1gn1f1cant second order 1nteract1o? of race/training. No significance v

o

was noted in h1gher order interactions at the .05 level.

»

SUMMARY\AND CONCLUSIONS »t

lln su&mary, the ana]yseé‘conducted indicate yPry‘TittTE diffe;ence
between the range and non-range 5amples In the cases where s1gn1f1éant
‘differences do exist in botlh the analysis of variance and the analysis of
subgroup means, a trend Loward s1ightly higher road tes@ scores in the

_control or non-range-trained sample is notedt Obviously, these differences,

“ " .
R H -
. s y
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7 : Table 10, Deviation from mean of
; population on total score
| . for the road'¢fest.
f ’ . Overall mean (grand mean) .86814
| ‘ " ' . Deviation = o« °
PR . \ 3 - :
*  White , +0.578 001
[ - s Non-white - =1,972 T
L " . Male ,+0.539 oo
Coa, ~ © . Female -0.542 ’
. ' ) ) Range — -0.371 03 \
' ’ Non-range +0.171 : !
IRt Permit +0.026 s
* "~ No permit -0.291 "I
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. even though smal], are not in the direction hoped for by range, advocates.

F ¥

It is, of course, difficult to directly attribute these differences

to the training factor alone, ‘since biases in the results could arise

-

‘ from differences in attitude, socio-econumic level (gnd thus, exposure _ @

or practice) between the two samples. The reader js referredkfo the -

-4
companion study by Council et aj. '(1975) for a more detailed discussion

of such possﬁg]e biases. Howevers, it‘must‘be poteq that this current °
study overcame some prob]ems of the preceeding study in that more.current .
students were used as sgbdectsf The use of road tesi score as a measure ' ‘
vériable_cqn be questioned, but it.doés repreéeni an unbiased quantitative

assessment of basic driving skills with résbect td the rangg/non-range

-

k - - .
N dimension. As nqifg earlier, the acqu1s1t1on of these basic skills 1s ‘ '

one prlmary goa]éof the driver educat1on as vie know it.

-

Thus, these results tend to support those cited in the'bompanion ' "y

' . L S :

v ) study where no differences Ln‘acc1dent*h1stor1es wepe found. These ,
h SN . [ '

results further point out the need for continued- improvement of the range e

L .

curriculdm and continued efforts in increasing usage of the ranges”.
/ ¥
. «through increased innovative programs. The recommendations made in the ,

. * " companion study stil] sta 4 - - . . :
’ « 4 -,

* 1. Increase usage of ‘existing facilities.. As noted tn the cost- :
effect1veness section, it does not appear that student output has
experienced a proportional increase in relation to cost 1ncreases
The uepartment of Public Instruction and the local school d1str1cts
should Took into 'the possibility,of increased usage of the ranges
by including additional surround ing schools in the program and by
actively working to convince other driver €ducation groups (e g.,
adult classes) that they can and should use the existing facility.,
Increased usage must be accomplished in a well-planned, coordlnated
- . manner. For example, bringing another school into the.range program )
in which a range coordinator or lead teacher does the teaching will C
not provide additional benefits unless the teachep time freed.up at .
the home school is used fully in driver education or ‘other areas. e
Perhaps part-time instructors could be used to teach ¢lassroom: and - .
on-road seguents while the range based instructor would .e responsible ~.
R tor all range trajning.” (This, in turn, may require state. (D.P.I. )y .
T or local, tunding of the range coordinators, funding which is no .
longer provided by the Governor's Highway Safety Program). Infreased

'

'Q . :‘ 1 . }
/ v’ 20 * 3 ’
. L - . . .




usage may also be the resu]t of add1t1ona] types of usage, as
indicated in 3 below. . .

4 x -,
[} S .

2. Continually monitor other national ~curriculum development programs,
research and evaluation efforts, and revise the existing curriculum ~
based on these outputs. North Carolina’'s range program cannot be, AN
o _ faulted for past efforts, in range training curriculum upgrading,
singe very little has been done in this area nationally. However,
more emphasis is now being placed on ‘Fange training, and developments
in driving task a@nalyses, cmergency skills develp mentp and other
areas- are-being brought to 1ight. Because of the imhefent difficulty
of doing this monitoring if one hds other teach§ng duties, the
possibility of designating one individual at a dtate level to conduct
.this work, and to systematically d1str1bute the irformation to the
teachers should be exp]gred It is noted that with the deniise of
Better Driving, a publjcation designed to help meet the need of -
communication to teachers, there will be ai even greater need- for a
N new information distribution system. .

“

N

* training procedures. Increased and "upgraded” range training cduld
result from novel uses of the range. It is recommended that new
programs be attempted on a piloti. basis on these facilities such that
meanrngfu] evaluation can be carried out before stateW1de implemen-
\ tation is attempted._ It is anticipated that two such programs ’ «
will be attempted during the next project year--(1) a program involving.
emergency skills training for novice drivers, and.(2) a motorcycle
driver education program for novice riders. The results 6f these
“two programs may well suggest other areas for future use (e.g. .
bicycle education for children.dnd adults). Other novel uses which
should be considered by D.:P.I. and the local units include cooperative ,
\ - programs with other departments of government, both state and locai.
. For example, N.C. may wegll have a motorcycle driver licensing reqtire-
' ment within two years. If-so, there will be,a need for off-road T
: ; testing of riders; and use of the existing ranges in this program ) T
might be feasible and could save the state some safety dollars. N
Again, good coordination and p]ann1ng would be requ1red ‘

i/(//ﬁ. Modify the current range’asage prggram to include_ﬁew, innove ive s

Tr

As stated above," through continued efforts in curr1cu]um development,

innovative usage, and increased student output, North Carolina's driver

educition program will continue to be one of the best in the nation. -
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APPENDIX A.

Instructions to Examiners

1.

2.

3.

4.

Use you} regular recad test route {or routes) in the usual way.
Do not change your route.

Collect standard road test information on the back ofsthe appiication.

Mark every item which your particular route allows. Some items
may be unanswerable owing to your test route; for example,,if your
route has only ope right turn on it, you would not be able to answer
the "Right Turns’, Second Turn" questions--just leave them blank.

'Do a complete road test even if a person has accumulated more than
cnough failure points unless you feel you must stopsthe test If you
do stop the test, write "VQID"in the “"Remarks™ space. Leave

"Dr1v1ng Test Score Dff" Blank.

If fhe person passes the test and has a driver educaticn certificate,
attach ‘your copy of the certificate to the application and send

to DMV. In-the "Remarks" space write "PERMIT" or "NO PERMIT,"

the name of the school where he took driver education, the v year

he took driver education, and the certificate number. If you have

to stop the test (as in 3 above) also write "VOID" in this space.

22
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