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SUMMARY

This study evaluated the impact of the four basic treatment
combinations of the rehabilitation component of the Virginia driver
improvement program. This was accomplished through a compariscn of
the driving records of experimental group subjects who received the
treatments with the records of control group subjects who did not.
It was hypothesized that if the treatments were successful, drivers
in the experimental groups would have significantly better post=-
treatment driving records during the full 24 months of observation
than drivers in the corresponding control groups; i.e., they would
have fewer convictions and accidents. Statistical techniques were
used to test this hypothesis with regard to (&) the advisory letter
a warning letter issued after a driver accumulates 6 points in one
year; (b) the group interview — a one-time classroom meeting held
when a driver accumulates 8 points in 1 year; (c¢) & combination of
the group interview and an advisory letter; and (d) the personal
interview-driver improvement clinic — a one-on-one interview,
usually followed by a classrcom course in defensive driving, ad-
ministered when a driver accumulates 12 points in 1 year.®

Thecoretically, should negligent drivers ccntinue *o receive
points following the perscnal interview their licenses are suspended.
In actuality, because of the heavy work load amcng driver improvement
analysts, there are very few formal suspensions. No attempt was made
to evaluate the suspension alternative.

“Drivers receive rehabilitation based upon the number of traffic
conviction points they accumulate over time. The validity of the
point system was nect directly evaluated in the study.






SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The analyses of the four types of treatment yielded the

following results.

1. PReceipt of a warning letter from the Division of Mctor
Vehicles had no effect on the subsequent driving records
of program participants. Drivers receiving warning let-
ters experienced just as many posttreatment accidents
and convictions as drivers not receiving a letter.

2. Drivers attending the group interview as their first
ccntact with the d%iva“ improvement program had signif-
icantly better posttreatment d“*v_ng reccrds than 31m-laﬂ
drivers not attendlng the interview. Thus, attendance at
a group interview resulted in reduced mlnor convictions
and increased the probability that a driver would not be
convicted of a majo” viclation for a full year after treat-
ment. However, no impact on accident experience was noted.

. Paradoxically, although the group interview alcne was ex-
tremely successful in reducing numbers of convictions, when
paired with the advisory letter it was completely ineffec-
tive. Drivers receiving this combination of treatments had
just as many accidents and convictions following treatment
as did drivers receiving the advisory letter only. It was
concluded that scme aspect of the adviscry letter emasculated
the effect of the h1"hlv successful group interview. It was
speculated that persons who had been contacted twice by the
driver improvement program, who probably had at least three
convictions in crder to qualify for treatment, and who still
had their licenses were more likely tc realize that the
driver improvement program was more lenient than the old
sanctions, under which two convictions could result in sus-
pension, than were persons who had had only cne experience
with the system.

(€]

4, The personal interview-driver improvement clinic treatment
combination was highly effective in reducing subsequent
minor convictions and in increasing the length of time a
driver remained conviction-free. Of all the treatments,
the effects of the personal interview were the most Devmaﬂen;,
lasting throughout the first l2-month observaticn period.
Additionally, when the total Z4-month pe““oc was considered,
this experimental group had fewer convicticns overall. HNo

effect was noted on subsequent accident experience.

5. When all the treatments were ccnsidered together, it was
found that drivers receiving treatment had fewer major and
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RECCMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations were made for modifying the
driver improvement program.

1. That the Division of Motor Vehicles seek legislation
to allow it to alter the driver improvement program
as it deems appropriate, without having to continuzlly
change the driver improvement sitatute.

2. That the entry level treatment program be modified.
While an attractive alternative is to simply change
the style, content, or format of the letter or to
introduce it earlier in the system, this solution
dces not address the fact that the letter reduces
the impact of other treatments. For this reason, it
is reccmmended that the grcup interview replace the
adviscry letter as the entry level treatment, since the
group interview has been shown to be a very effective
first contact. Consideraticn should also be given tfo
administering the grcup interview at the 6- rather than
the 8-point level,

. That individual treatment programs te modified to mcre
directly and explicitly deal with the issue cf accident
avoidance as well as conviction avoidance.

[#%]
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. That a minimum number of points be assessed perscns
involved in an accident. Currently, since points are
accumulated only through conviction, the main incentive
in avoiding license suspension is to avoid subsequent
convictions. In order to emphasize accident avoidance,
peint values should be assigned tc accident involvement
as well. To enhance the appearance of "fairness", persons
cenvicted of violations resulting in an accident would re-
ceive 2 peints, plus those points associated with the con-
viction itself, while cdrivers not iIncurring convicticsns
would receive 1 point to identify them as less prcbable
accident repeaters.

5. That the Division stop awarding safe driving points *o
accident- and conviction-free drivers. It has been shown
that these incentive point programs do not improve driving
behavior and often cause distor*tion and reduce the diagnostic
capability of the point system in identifying drivers who
need treatment.

<
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That the Division make every effort tc increase the
number of formal suspension hearings and increase the
proportion of drivers eligible for suspension receiving
a2 hearing. This 1s especially crucial, since fear oI
suspension is the most powerful incentive to change
driving behavior.

That the Division of Motor Vehicles establish an on-
going monitoring system to evaluate program changes
and overall impact on a continuing basis.

l.
e
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FINAL REPORT

AN EVALUATICN OF THE IMPACT CF THE VIRGINIA DRIVER
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM CON NEGLIGENT DRIVING:
24-MONTH REPCRT

by

Cheryl Lynn
Research Scientist

INTRCDUCTION

In 1975, the Virginia Division of Motor Vehicles abandoned
its strictly punitive system of dealing with traffic offenders
in fevor of a program of driver improvement. As stated under
the provisions ¢f the Virginia DPriver Improvement Act (Sen
48,1=-514,1 cf the Code of Virginial, *the purposes of this
program included:

te

N

O

o
b i"'

a6

to improve and promote greater safety upon the
highways and streets ¢f the state; tc improve

the attitude and driving habits of drivers who
accumulate motor vehicle conviction records; o
determine whether certain drivers possess mental,
physical or skill deficiencies which may affect
their ability to safely operate a motor vehicle;

tc establish a Uniform Demerit Point System which
will identify those drivers who are considered by
the accumulation of demerit pcints to ke habitually
reckless or negligent drivers and frequent viclators
cf the laws regulating the movement or operaticn of
motor vehicles, . . .

Cbviously, the program designed to meet the above objectives
em-odies a multifaceted and ccmprehensive approach to eliminating
aberrant driving, and cconsists not only of a point system for the
identification and referral of chronically negligent drivers but
also a system of remediztion designed to treat these drivers. In
Virginia, the treatments involve an adVlSOPV letter, group or per-
sonal interviews, driver improvement clinics, periocds of prchation,
and any combination of these *reatments. Among program paﬁ‘1c13anﬁs.
the cld sanctions of suspension and revocaticon of the driving privi-
leges are invoked on“y as a last rescrt, being reserved for cases
in which the extensive system of remealatlon proves unsuccessiul in
modifying unsafe driving behavior. The driver improvement program
became operaticnal in January 1975 and has DPOCPSS@d nore than
200,000 drivers.

}
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In 1977, it was decided that the program had been in operation
for a sufficient length of time to allcw for the evaluation of its
impect con negligent drivi ing. With this in mind, the Division of
lMotor Vehicles cpproacheg the Virginia Department of Transportaticn
Safety with a request that the Highway and Transportation Research
Council conduet an evaluation of the driver improvement system in
the state. This report presents the findings of the resultant
study.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose cf the study was twofold. The primary goal was
determine the lJqut of the driver 1mp”ovehvnt program on Vir-
a's traffic and safety environment in terms of accidents and
fic convictions averted as a result of appropriate trzatment.
secondary, but very impertant, function was to establish an on-
ing system of data collection to be used by the Pivieion of

tor Vehicles to continually zvaluate the effectiveness of the
improvement program after the terminaticn of the - -year
study pericd and to establich statewide norms for administrative
evaluations.
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The study was limited to an evaluation cf the driver improve-
ment system as it currently operates; 1t was not designed to -
1. determine whether point values are appropriately
assigned to each violationg
2. determine if the order in which treatments are
given is appropriate;

3. evaluate whether the criteria for receiving a
18 ™
LJ

given treatment are appro]

4. evaluate the quality of treatment offered
throughout the state; nor

5. evaluate the efficiern ncy or consistency of
the adm1nlerailon of the program, except
where the impact of the driver improvement
program 1s affected.

VIRGEINIA'S DRIVER IMFROVEMENT FROGRAF

The main purpose of the driver improvement program 1is
diagnose and offer treatment to chronically uncsafe drivers

‘.
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those drivers who incur frequent convictions and who constitute

a hazaré to themselves and cthers. Most traffic offenses menticned
in the Code of Virginia have been assigned point values intuiltively
determined to be consistent with the degree of hazard attached to
them. Drivers beccme eligible for the varicus treatments offered
in the program based upon the number of points they accumulate in

— el

a 1- or 2-year period based upon their convictions.

Figure 1 outlines the cperation of the driver improvement
program. As seen at the top of the chart, persons enter the system
as a result of being convicted of one or more violations. Cnce a
driver has accumulated a total of 6 demerit points in a l-year
period or 9 points in a 2-year period, he is subject to receiving
the first stage of treatment, the advisory letter. This letter
informs the driver that he has accumulated sufficient points to
warrant the Division's concern and warns him that if he accumulates
additional points, he may beccme eligible for additicnal administra-
tive action, possibly including suspension of his driver's license.

Should the driver incur noc mere convictions, no further action
is taken against him. However, Wf he accumulates additicnzl points
for a total of 8 points in 1 year or 12 peints in 2 years, he be-
comes eligible for a group interview. This treatment consists of
a l-hour interview with a driver improvement analyst, with a small
group of 8 to 12 other drivers. In the course of the hour, the
analyst reviews each driver's reccrd, explains what action will be
taken should the driver earn more points, and stresses that sus-
pension can be invoked 1f needed.

Should drivers ccntinue to accumulate peints to a level of
12 points in 1 year or 18 points in 2 years, they become eligible
for a personal interview with a driver improvement analyst. This
interview is viewed as diagnostic rather than as a form of treat-
men+t in itself. Based on the personal interview, negligent drivers
are most often sent to the driver imprcvement clinic, an 8-hour course
of classrcom instruction held over a 4-week period in the violators'
communities.

Shculd the driver continue to accumulate points up to & addi-
tional points in 1 year or 12 additicnal peints in 2 years, he may
beccme eligible for a formal hearing, at which time his license
may be suspended or revoked. Traditionally,these hearings are rather
rare due to personnel limitations.

Not all drivers receive this sequence of remediation. The sys-
tem is flexible enough to allow drivers to enter the system at levels
consistent with their driving problems. For instance, should a driv=~
er become eligible for an upper level treatment, he may enter the
program at the group interview or personal interview level &nd by-
pass the advisory le*te This would allow for immediate inter-
vention in the person's dr ving problem and cculd make successful
treatment somewhat more probable.
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Virginia's driver improvement progr fairly typical of
most programs of its type, both in relation to available remedi-
ation and in the offering of a sequence of treatments for drivers
with serious problems. This is to be expected, since the design
of Virginia's system was based upon the state of the art at the
time of its creation in 1975.

This portion of the report presents a review c¢f the research
concerning the remediation of problem drivers, emphasizing those
findings applicable to both Virginia's system of driver improvement
and to this evaluation.

Considerable research has been directed toward improving
negligent driving through remediation, beginning in the mid-50's,
when the concepts of driver improvement were first employed on a
large scale. Three characteristics of these studies that diminish
their usefulness should be noted here., First, many of the studies

suffer from methodologica roblems and thus must be consider

<
suggestive rather than definitive (These methocdological pvoblams
are well documented by Peck )4> \econc, even the meuhodo;cglcQ&Ay

correct studies tend to compare the effectiveness of treatment to
that of the absence of treatment. The likelihood of abandoning an
ineffective driver 1mprovement program in favor of doing nothing
is very low; it is much more likely that a different type of treat-
ment would be instituted or, at the very least, previcusly existing
court sancticns such as suspension or revocation would be involved.
Thus, & more realistic contrcl group would receive these alternate
treatments. This flaw does nct negate the flrd;nés of a particular
piece of research. Indeed, as was the case in this S;udj, the us
of a no-treatment control group may be a necessary first step in
The evaluation or it may be unavoidable due to the existing system.
Only the types of conclusions which may be drawn from the research
are affected.

Third, it should be remembered that the impact cf a drive
improvement program may be very difficult to neasu“e, depending
upcn the criteria chosen to evaluate its effectiveness. uog_cq¢ly,
the ultimate objective of such a program, and thus its mair criterion
of perfo”mance is the reduction of accidents. However, a reduc-
tion in accident rates or frequencies may be difficult to detect
focr several reascns. First, zaccidents are rare cr infrequent events,
A very large number of participants are required for a -Ludy in order
to accumulate suificient numbers of accidents to allow for deLecL¢on
of changes, and many o 5he studies reviewed here suffer from thi
"sample size" problem. Alsc, accidents are the result of a Wa*g
number of factors cther than the behaviocr of a particular driver.

[$2)
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The state of his vehicle, the environment, and the state cf the
other vehicles and drivers involved all come together to cause

an accident, and even then chance plays a considerable roWe‘

Thus, improving unsafe driving behavior would not necessarily
result in a reduction of accidents. Additicnally, changes brouguu
about by treatment may not survive in real life situations, since
an unsafe driver is usually not "punished" for his negligent be-
havior by being involved in an accident. In effect, each unsafe
act that does not result in an accident may reinforce the con-
cept that perscns may drive in whatever manner they wish without
consequence. Also, since risk taking and cther unsafe driving
behaviors may be stimulating, pleasant, and ego enhancing, safe
driving practices which seem dull by comparison may not outlive
the ef;ects of treatment. Finally, accidents are not always reyorted
to authorities, particularly because of confusion over TPpO”Lan
criteria but also because of the de51re to avoid increases in in-
surance rates and the hope that cne's driving record will not be
worsened by the recording of such an event. While accident-free
drivers might be willing to report all accidents, drivers invclved
in several accidents may be less likely to do so, thus making the
detection of changes in their accident records even more difficult.
All of these factors mask the 1mp¢ct cf even the most successiul
driver improvement program.

Because of time limitaticns, when evaluating driver improve-
ment programs researchers usually chocse surrogate measures to
augment accident data. Cften, the measure is conviction rates or
frequencies. Conviction rates are more stable than accidents and
+thus are a mcre reliable measure. Alsc, cenvictions are less rare
than ahc1dents, and thus reduce sampling and time requlremenuu.
Chance factors and the other influences which affect accident oc-
currence play less of a role with conviction data and there is very
little self-reporting bias. Finally, conviction frequencies are
the best available correlate and prediction of accident frequencies,
outside of previou? accidents, and as such are the most accurate
surrogate measure.

There are, however, several problems with using conviction
data to measure driver improvement. First, it's possible that al-
though accidents and convictions are correlated, a treatment will
have different effects on the twoj i.e., a treatment may affect
behaviors related to convictions and have no impact on accident-
related behaviors, or vice versa. This has been postulated to be
the case in many studies that examined both accidents and con-
vietions.(%,10,11,12) Also, there is a certain amount of chance
involved in the detection of viclations, and there may be enforce-
ment biases in that police may be more diligent in one area of the
state than another or they may be more likely to enforce particular
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traffic laws, such as speeding laws on interstate highways, the
enforcement of which is federally mandated. In spite of the
problems, hcwever, conviction data remain the best available
surrogate measure of accident potential,

In summary, the studies reported in the available literature,
although flawed, can provide both an indication of the impact cf &
program and a direction for further research. There are a number
of very thorough reviews of the literature on the effectiveness of

river improvement programs, including references 13 through 16.
Because of the very complete coverage of the subject in these re-
ports, only a brief review, by type of treatment, will be presented
here,

Warning Letters

In many driver improven:en+ systems, as in Virginia's, the
trance level treatment is an oar+j warning leffer to chlse the
iver as to the state of his iving record so that he may amend
s negligent driving Denavwo“. The wa..xln&> letters vary amcng
‘cgrams, based upon centent, level cf personalizatiocn, degree of
reat, and format of presentation.

While the warning letter treatment has been extensively

studied, its existence in many programs has not been quevaoned

for seve“al reascns. TFirst, warning letters are very inexpensive
to produce compared to the cost of other treatments. It has been
generally believed that a warning letter should be included in a
driver improvement program ragard iess of the amount of improvement
it procduces because it would zlmost autcmatically be cost-effec-
tive.(9) Secona, it has been felt that because of the very low
level cof negligent driving that will cause a person to get a
Wdln-nb letter, a number of drivers receiving letters would improve
their dr1v1ng behavior without any intervention. Cases of spon‘a-
neous 1mprovement would ensure the appeaﬂ‘nce of effectiveness of
the treatment.(13) Scme of the impact of warning letters may te
due to this phencmenon, since a warning latter presented as a "last
chance" to more serious habitual offenders has proven ineffective ReYy
In any case, with increased budget tightening and fiscal account-
ability, the justifications for warning letter programs are being
clcsely scrutinized.

The results of the several studies of the effectiveness of
the warning letter are rather contradictory. In some cases, the
receipt of a waﬂnlné letter was shown to result in reduced traffic
cenvictions, ) In twec other cases, a warning letter was A,
found to be effective in reducing both accidents and convic=ions.(10,20)

~J
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In only cne case a warning letter was found to be ineffective in
reducing accidents and convictions.{(21) Except under special
circumstances, all of these reported beneficial effects lasted no
longer than 6 to 7 months. In only one study did the administraticn
of & warning letter result in a long-term or delayed reaction.

Marsh found that drivers receiving a warning letter experienced an
increase in numbers of collisions during the second year following
treat?ent that was not evident during the first posttreatment

year,

Several studies have addressed the question of which type of
warning letter is most beneficial. In general, the use of increased
threat as mctivation for improved driving has not produced the de-
sired effect, and for male offenders this authoritarian approach may
be detrimental.(10,20) There scems to be some question of whether
persconalization of the letter improves its effectiveness. Kaestner,
Warmouth, and Syring found that personalized letters reduced traffic
involvements more than did & standard letter, and that the higher
the degree of personaliza% o, the longer lasting the effect, even
beycnd the 6-month limit,. €)% 1n contrast, McBride and Peck later
found that personalization seemed to have little effect. TFinally,
Epperson and Harano found that a low threat, highly personal (
letter did not perfcrm significantly better than a standard letter.
This last study also points up the distinct possibility that com-
binations of treatments, like warning letters, informational pam-
phlets, and follow-up letters, could interact to produce either more
beneficial or more detrimental effects than single treatments alione,
and that recipients of these treatments could react differently to
remediation based upon personal characteristics such as their
previous conviction records,

RO

In summary, although the literature is divided on the exact
impact of the various types of warning or advisory letters on
negligent driving, it has been largely concluded that they have a
beneficial effect overall. Most programs still include this phase
of treatment because of the lcw cost of administration and its
potential for early intervention.

One-Time Group Meetings

In most driver Improvement systems, the short-term grcup
meeting is reserved for highly negligent drivers, rather than for
first offenders, although it may occasionally include some of them.
This type of meeting 1s analogous to Virginia's seccond stage of
treatment, the grcup interview, in that it involves a short, one-
time group sessicn. As with the warning letters, group meetings
cften vary from state to state with regard to content, length,
format, orientation, and target population.

[a]



Again, *the results of research are somewhat
Several studies have found that tendance at a s
meeting resulted in reduced eorv1ctlons (—-a42 26
one study has claimed & reduction in COlllS’ORS.( ) This study
also discovered strong differences in the effects of the treat
ment on each sex's driving behavior. Among females, a minocrity
group in most driver improvement programs, highly authoritative
meetings resulted in reduced collision experience, while for males,
a less authoritative meeting produced this effect.

Three studies of group meetings have claimed that the¥ are
successful in reducing both collisions and convictions, 7,27)
and two other studies claim that one-time group meetlncs have no
effect on either.(28,28)

It must be noted that many of these studies suffered to some
degree from methodological problems and that all dealt with separate
and distinct applicaticns of the group interview ccncept.

There is somewhat mcore agreement con the characteristics of
effective group type meeu“rés. Fcr the most part, the length cf
the meeting and the attitudinal crientation seem to make little
difference, except perhaps in the case of threatening or author-
itative meetings, which have a detrimental effect cn males.(23)

t is also agreed, as with the warning letter, that there is con-
sider able subject-treatment interaction in the group meeting treat-
ment,

.
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As noted with other types of driver improvement treatments,
there are small disagreements amcng research findings; there is,
however, considerably more consensus on the effectiveness of indi-
vidual hearings. Severa’ SQ ? 30?V€ found them to be effective
in reducing convictions, while others have found +them
to be effective in reducing COlllSLOHS.(g 12,22,31,32) 0Onlyv one
study reviewed found such & hearing tc be ineffective. (29) " as
th tﬁe group interview, some subﬂecL-trea\ment interaction was

ected, in that an individual ue:rldg was found to be a better
st conLact for females than for males,(22)
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Traffic Schools

The traffic school is one of the more variable types of
driver improvement remediation, and as such has been the subject
cf considerable research. In the Virginia driver improvement
system, the traffic school function is fulfilled by the driver
improvement clinic, Assignment to the program is usually the
result of a personal interview. Traffic schcols vary in length,
in content, in the amcunt of interaction, and in format. While
several studies dealing with traffic schools have suffered from
methodclogical problems, they have been quite realistic in their
choice of control groups, in that treatment effects have been
often compared to the effects of court sanctions. There are
some disagreements in the findings. ©No studies have claimed that
traffic schools are effective in reducing accidents alone, but
several have found reductions either in convictions(17>ll3 or in
both accidents and convictions,(32,33,3%) Also, the length of
time a driver has been found to remain conviction-free has been
increased by attendance. (17 However, several studies c¢laim to
have found no impact of attendance at a traffic school.®25,28,32,35)

Various studies have examined the question of which type of
school is most effective in reaching certain types of students. .
It would appear that the length of the course makes noc differencel38)
While cne study found that one type of course that stressed atti-
tudinal changes was no more effective than another in reducing
traffic involvements, it has been shown that several types of
courses do influence driver behavior. Interestingly, one of the
newest curricula employs concepts of transacticnal analysis, and
althcugh it hasn't been fully evaluated, there is some indication
that this approach may be beneficia (37

There appears to be very strong subject-treatment interaction
in traffic school treatments, which could account for the contra-
dictory results. However, the exact nature of these effects is a
source of disagreement. Varicus studies have found that traffic
schools are most effective for young drivers,<l7) older drivers,(33)
or both.(3%) There is alsc some interaction between treatment type
and race,(28) and between pricr driving record and treatment
success, although some studies claim that traffic schools are most
successful for persons with previous convictions,(17) while others
claim success with persons involved in a few previous ccllisions,
Again, it 1s clear that more work is reguired to define the limit
of this subject-treatment interacticn in each driver improvement
program.
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As mentioned earlier, the most realistic alternative tc a
remedial program of driver improvement is the system of early
suspensicn, revocation, and/or probtation used by most states
prior to their adoption of the treatment approach. While sus-
pension is still a part of most remedial programs, it is involved
only if all else fails. In Virginia, for instance, as few as two
speeding violations in a l-year period could result in suspension
under the old system. Currently, suspension and/cr probation are
outcomes of a personal interview and formal hearing process. Never-
theless, while suspension is not as serious as it would appear
since, conservatively, one-third to one-half of all suspended neg-
ligent cperators drive during their suspensions, it is the threat
of suspension that acts to ensure compliance with the rest of the

remedial program,(38)

Very few studies have dealt with the use of suspension or
probation as a deterrent to violations of traffic laws. While con-
sidering the full range of sanctlons, including warnings, fines, a
preobationary license, and 1mprlsonment, one sLudy found 1little or
nc relationship between the severity of punishment f ? Jfhe first
offense and the number or gravity of later offenses. 390 1t was
determined that the severity of punishment was related to the
length of time between punishment and the occurrence of the next
cffense, with more severe penalties delaying & second offense
longer than less severe ones. There was, however, some indicaticn
that the most severe punishment cculd increase recidivism.(3¢) Un-
fortunately, suspension was ncot among the sancticns considered in
this study. In this regard, Kaestner and Speight compared sus-
pension with a probationary licensing system and found that the
prebation resulted in greater reductions in both convictions and
accidents than did suspension.(38} This finding conF irms the
finding of research con traffic schcols, which was discussed in the
previcus section, in that this treatment sometimes “poved more
effective than the ultimate sanction of sus enblon.f39>

“here has been, however, a study that contradicted this find-
ing.(ug) Cn the assumption tba treatment alternatives are ccn-
sidered less harsh than suspension, 1t was found that cperators re-
ceiving driver improvement actions less harsh than their case
actually called for, including suspensicn, experienced mcre acci-
cdents, but no more violaticns, than did a group receivin% the
appropriate action or one more harsh than called for.

S ummary

Contradictoryv results from research on driver improvement
programs can probably be attributed to several factecrs. First, the
treatments themselves vary considerably. While there is some indi-
cation that different applicaticns of the same treatment concept
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{(such as varieticons in progran length from place to place) may
make no difference, it is possible that tbese cdifferences may

account for dlscrepancies in the effectiveness of the various
programs. Second, similar t“@atmento are appl;ed to vastly

different populations in different programs, and considering

the importance of subject-treatment interaction, this difference
in clients alone would account for the disparity of findings.
Sometimes the treatment used with entry-level negligent operaters
in one program is applied only to very serious problem drivers.
Also, the demographic makeup of the subjects may differ from
place to place, thus changing the probable outccme of the treat-
ment,

Finally, it is clear that because of the wide variety of
programs and their disparate use of varying treatments, each indi-
vidual program requires its own cn-site evaluation both to deter-
mine progran effectiveness and to define the program's effects on
its target populaticn.

EVALUATION OF THE VIRGINIA PRCGRAM

The availeble literature on driver improvement efforts not
only points up effective types of treatment and the need for indi-
vidual, on-site evaluation, but alsc examines various methcdologies
and problems to be avoided in designing experﬂmer The general
cdesign of this study involved the compariscn of expe imental groups
receiving treatment with control groups not receiving treatment to

determine the effectiveness of the forms of remediation in the Vir-
ginia program. A random assignment of subjects was considered
essential; however, assignment to the driver improvement program is
not discretionary in Vlrg4n€n (see Ap pendix A for the enabling legis-
lation). Special legislation had to be sought to enable the Com=-
missioner of the D1v1s1on of Mctor Vehicles to waive treatment for
randomly selected subjects, sc as to provide the control groups
needed. This legislation, which appears in App@ndvx B, was passed
by the 1978 General Assembly to Le operational fcr one year. (The
amendment was thereafter continued until the termination of the
study.)

The subjects were randomly assigned to study groups at *h
levels as shown in Figure 2, These levels correspond with ea
the three levels of treatment — the adviscry letter, the gro
interview, and the perscnal interview-driver improvement cli

(==
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The series of treatm
corresponding st dy

ars at the top of Figure 2, and the
- g
subheadings.,

e a
re described under the followir

Level 1: Advisory Letter

Once violators accumulated sufficient points to become eligible
for the advisory letter, they were randomly assigned tc the level 1
experimental and control groups. The level 1 experimental group
(EXP-1) received the advisory letter cnly, while the centrcl group
(CONT-1) received nothing. After they were assigned tc the groups,
no additional administrative actions were taken against perscns in
either group. They were allowed to accumulate points without addi-
tional contact with the driver improvement system. Their accident
and conviction “periewcec were monitored for a 24-month period
following their assignment.

Level 2: Crcoup Interview

The second level cf treatment involved the group interview,
which has two frequently uced avenues of entry. In the first, the
driver accumulates 6 points in a l-year period (or 9 pointe in a

~year period), receives an advisory letter, accumulates at least

2 more points in that year (cr 4 more points In 2 years) and 1is
assigned to group interview. This cculd be accomplished by re-
ceiving two minor speeding convictions (1 to 9 miles per hour over
thes posted limit) for a total of 6 points, followed by a third minor
speeding conviction, The second avenue of entry involved receiving
8 (or 12) points and being assigned directly to grcup ;nterview,
thus bypass~“g the advisory letter. This could be accomplished by
receiving two or more sericus convictions (such as travelling 10

to 19 miles per hour over the posted limit) in a l-year period.
These two methods of entry constitute two different treatment
groups — one receiving an advisory letter plus the group interview
and cne recpiving the group interview only. Since rather large
velumes of drivers enter group interview through these two methods,
both were evaluated,

l__J '.l.

As those S\bjeCtS having received the advisory letter became
eligible for a group interview, they were randcmly assigned tc ex-
perimental and control groups. The experimental group in this case

EXP-2A) received both the advisory letter and the group interview.
The control group (CONT-2A) received the advisory letter but rot
the group interview. As persons bypassing the advisory letter be-
came eligible for group interview, they tooc were randomly assigned
to oxper*mental and control groups. The experimental group (EXP- 238)
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received the group interview only, while the contrcl group
(CONT=-2B) received no treatment. Agein, the driving behavior

of all four of these groups was monitored for a 24-month period,
and at the end of the study period treatment groups were compared
to no-treatment groups to assess the impact cf the remediation
employad.

Level 3: Personal Interview-Driver Improvement Clinics

m

Those drivers not already assigned to a study group were eligi-
ble to continue accumulating points and could become eligible for
assignment to the personal interview and the driver improvement
clinic, As with the group interview, there are various avenues of
entry into the personal interview phase. For instance, a driver
could receive an advisory letter, attend & group interview, and
attend a personal interview (followed by some additional treatment).
The driver could enter the system at the group interview level as
described above, and then attend & personal interview; or he could
receive an adviscry letter, bypass the group interview, and go
directly to the perscnal interview level, Finally, the pewrscon
could accumulate the necessary points, be assigned to a grcup i
view, but become eligible for a personal interview before he can
attend the group session. This wculd be equivalent to entering the
system at the personal interview level. Since the numbers of indi-
viduals receiving each of these treatment combinations were too
small to allow the separate statistical eveluation of each, all
combinations of treatments including the'personal interview were
evaluated in the aggregate. As subjects became eligible for the
personal interview, independent of their previous treatments, they
were randomly assigned to experimental and control groups., In this
case, the experimental group subjects (EXP-3) received any previocus
treatments to which they were assigned, and then received a perscnal
interview along with the driver improvement clinic and/or were
placed on probation for some pericd of time. The control group
(CCNT=-2) received the previous *treatments, but did nct attend the
personal interview and were not assigned to the driver improvenment
clinic, etc. As with the other levelsg, the experimental group that
had the personal interview was compared to the control group that
did not tc determine the effect of the personal interview-driver
improvement clinic unit of treatment on driver behavior. It should
be noted, then, that all conclusions concerning the personal inter-
view phase of treatment are rased upon the assumption that the sub-
jects received both the grcoup interview and the advisory letter
treatments.

o0

In summary, eight study grcups were considersd — four experi-
mental groups, each receiving a different set of treatments, and
four corresconding control groups. The treatments received by each
group and the criteria for entry appear in Table 1.

15
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Summary of 3tudy Crcurs
~ P <~
FDT AT .rseatments
SRSV USRS SIS I S
Adviscry| Group Perscnal Interview| Criteriz
Letter |Interview|Dr. Improv. Clinic|ifeor Zntry,
Fcints
evel 1: cne TWDO
vezar Lears
i1scry Letter
EXP -~ 1 P — — 5 (2)
CoNT - 1 C -— - £ (%)
1 2: Grecup
terview
EXP - 24 X X — g 1 (12)
Xk 2: bt £
CONT - 24 X O — 3 1 (12)
EXP -~ 2B 0 X — 8 | (12)
CCNT - 2B 6] C — g | (12)
Level 3: Perscnal
Interview-Driver
Improvement
Clinic
EXP - 3 X 127 (18)
. L L. - e
CCrT - 3 (Any previous ccmbinaticn) G 12 (18)
! | |
|

Sampling Plan

Eligible subjects were randomly qss¢cned to the entry groups
mentioned previously, basec on the mi llsecond of entry of the
twansactlono maklng them eligible for selecflon' i.e., the time at

ch the conviction was entered on the driver's record. Time of
entﬂy and social security number are pseudorandom elements in the
driving record. By using time as the criterion for se1ect1~n,
problems arising from the absence of the social security number are
avoided. The subjects' assignments were equally distributed across
a l2-month period such that approximately 1/12 of those in any one

of the eight groups were persons becoming eligible in any given
month.

[a]
[e2]



Sample si were determined according to the formula and

pProcedures shown in Appendix C. As this formula indicates, sample
o=
L

sizes are related to the precision or exactness of a study in that
the more precision required, the larger the sample sizes must Le
For instance, if it is necessary to detect a very small change %
the event belng measured, say accidents, then it will be necessar
to have a very large sample size. On the other hand if less pre-
cision is requlred then a smaller sample may be used. In deter-
mining the precision of this study, the following assumptions were

made.

1. The alpha level was set at 0.0S5 (meaning that there is
less than a 5% chance of finding significant results
when in fact there are none),.

2. The Leta level was set at 0.20 (meaning that there is
less than a 20% chance of finding no significant results
when in fact there are some).

.

2. The mininmum difference that could be detected in this
evaluaticn was a 10% difference in rate. (For example,
if the accident rate for the experimental group was
15%, a difference as small as 1.5% cculd be detected.)

To ensure that the sample sizes calculated were sufficiently
large, a conservative appreach was used. Sample sizes were de-
termined for each of the criterion measures (accidents, major con=-
victions, and minor convictions) for each group, and then the largest
of these was chosen. Adcditionally, the sample sizes were then in-
flated by 25% to account for unforeseeable sources of attrition
later in the study. The final sample sizes for each group appear
i 1

e 2,

__— . .
F o dma - A mrn -
_ Lstimated ~Actual Szmple Size
[reatme Sampl z i
ment =ample Size Excerimental contro.
7Y S Ay T om e o
- «@viscry Letter Cnly L7232 b,3¢9 4,324
- ’<J“"
. ~LAViIsCry Letter ius 2.21u 2.293 2,31 %
S Loy & Lo LT3 Ly
sroup Interviews
-
b SrouUD ,:n'nr*ar T N
. cup Int 7 Only L,o3yu L,sus 4,817
b A ]
«+ rerscnel Interview 1,783 1,733 1,65
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It can be noted from Table 2 that all groups exceeded their
required sample size with the exception of experimental and control
groups 3, the groups involving the personal interview. The numbers
of persons becoming eligible for the persconal interview were smaller
than expected during the subject selection period and thus, even by
selecting 100% of the eligible subjects for these groups, the esti-
nated sample size of 1,763 was not reached. However, since this
figure was inflated by 25% at the outset, there were still adequate
numbers of subjects to allow for statistical analysis at the
originally determined levels.

LIMITATICNS

There were several limitations to this study which should be
recognized. These include limitations on the scope of the study
and limitations relating tc the treatment of the control groups.

Limitations on the Sccpe of the Study

In most experimental studies, small groups of subjects are
selected from a population to receive cgome sort of special treat-
ment. In this case, small samples of drivers were selected from
the larger population of drivers entering the driver improvement
program to receive or not receive driver improvement treatments.
The samples of drivers were randomly chosen from the populaticn so
that they would resemble the population as c¢losely as possible, and
sc that any findings of the study involving the samples would apply
to the larger population as well. However, if certain groups of
drivers in the population were not included in the study samples,
then findings of the study would not apply to them. The following
groups of drivers were not included in the study groups.

1. Persons volunteering to attend any form of
treatment or persons assigned to any treatment
by the courts rather than by the Division of
Motor Vehicles.

2. Persons convicted of violations for which no
point value is assigned, such as "driving while
intoxicated" — for which a suspension or revoca-
tion is mandatory —— or nonmoving vioclations, such
as equipment or finencial responsibility viclations.



Limitaticns Relating to Handling of Control Groups
g

From a purely research point of view, the control groups in
this study should have been allowed to accumulate additicnzl points
relating to accidents and convictions without the intervention of
the driver improvement system, sc that final ccmparisons of treat-
ment and no-treatment groups would show the true differences between
these groups. However, it was realized that this was nct wholly
practical. Because of the commitment of the Division of Mctor Ve-
hicles to preserving the safety of the driving public, extremely
high-risk drivers had to be offered some sort of remedlatlon, re-
gardless of their group assignment. For the purpose of this progecu
the term "hlch-rlsk" driver was defined as any driver accumulating
13 or more additional points in a l-year period after being assigned
to & study grcup.

There were essentially two ways of dealing with high-risk
rs in the two control groups in question:

1. To remcve those drivers judged as high-risk from
both the experimental and control groups, ol
comparisons between the two groups would n
distorted; or

O 4]

. to remediate the high—ri X drivers in the control
group and leave them in their appropriate group for
analysis.

Both of these alternatives contain an element cf bias con-
cerning removing high-risk drivers from both the experimental and
control groups. If drivers removed from the experimental group were
essentially the same as those removed from the control group, then
the drivers remaining in both groups would still be ccmparable,
However, high-risk drivers in the experimental grcups would be re-
moved only when they accumulated points after remediaticn, while
high-risk drivers in the control group would be removed when they
accumulated the necessary points without remediation, Thus, drivers
removed from the two groups might, and probably would, cdiffer from
one another, and if they were v mvvea the remaining group would
not be comparable. In this case, the strength, and even the direc-
tion, of this group distortion would be unknown.

Cr the other hand, if h
remediated and left in D
rnative 2, some distortion i g oups wculd still be present,

e 1ntroduc1ng remediation to this small greup of control ““b ects
d contaminate the control grcup in question. However, th
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tiorn of this group distortion would be known. The e_fect of
ternative 2 would be to make proving a significant difference
een experimental and control groups somewhat more difficult.
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Thus, any effect of the precgram that is found under this alter-
native would be known to truly represent the impact of the program.

According to the experience of researchers at the California
Department of Motor Vehicles, the distortion produced by choosing
the first alternative would actually be more than the impact of the
treatment itself, while the known distortion in alternative 2 would
be less than 5%. TFor these reasons, alternative 2 was chosen as
the method for handling high-risk drivers in control groups. The
driving records of control group subjects who fell into the high-risk
category, and who were not already under suspension for conviction of
an offense during the data collection period, were manually reviewed
and the subjects given appropriate treatment, if deemed necessary,
and left in the appropriate ccntrol group for analysis.

RESULTS

The analysis of the first & mcnths of data from the driver
improvement progrem was completed and published in April 1921, (42D
At that time, information available on subsequent convictions and
crashes was suitable only for chi square analysis of sample fre-
quencies for paired experimental and control groups. Alsc at that
time, it was noted that while drivers receiving the upper level
treatments (the group interview only and the personal interview-
driver improvement school combination) had better subsequent driving
reccrds than those not receiving these treatments, their counter-
parts receiving an advisory letter cr a letter paired with a group
interview did not have significantly better subsequent reccrds than
drivers not receiving these treatments. lHowever, these data were
contaminated by two factors: (1) there were a few preexisting
differences between randomly &ssigned experimental and control groups
which occurred by chance, and (2) there were systematic differences
between experimental and control groups which were inherent in the
procedures creating those groups. These two confounding factors are
discussed below.

Two preexisting demographic and driver-history-related dif-
ferences between groups appeared after the subjects were selected.
While all other pairs of experimental and control groups were
essentially equivalent demographically and with regard to previous
driving reccrds, those groups involving the personal interview dif-
fered on age and number of previous convictions, In terms of age,
the experimental group receiving treatments including the personal
interview tended to be somewhat ycunger than the control group re-
ceiving treatments not including the personal interview. Basically,
there were more experimental group drivers in the 16-to-20-year-old



category and fewer in the 2l-to-25-year category than in the
control croua. The two groups were essentially equal in the

other age categories. Also, the experimental group drivers

had experienced significantly more convictions during the year
preceding their entrance into the study. Thus, by chance, the
experimental group drivers seemed to be poorer drivers at the
cutset of the study. This finding is in agreement with the dis-
cevery of age differences, in that it has been shown that younger
drivers tend to have more accidents and receive more convictions
than do their older counterparts.

Crdinarily, differences in preexisting traits between groups
are considered to be blaSlng factors. Such is the case in this
study; hcwever, and qulue fertunately, these dlALerences inter-
Jemed a conservative bias, in that it is more difficult to demcn-
strate the positive impact of treatment on a more "hard C“re" ex-
perimental group. In this case, even before applying statistical
controls, the study was biased against the treatment effect, thus
ensuwlng the VdL;d’ty, and probably the underestimaticn, of those
eifects which were found.

ﬁ
e

The second set of grcoup differences had to do with exposure

to accidents and violations. As demonstrated in Table 23, the ex-
perimpntal groups receiving the group interview only or the per-
sonal interview had their licenses suspended for significantly more
days than did their corresponding contrecl groups. This difference
can be explained by a procedural characteristic of the system.
When negligent operators fail to attend an cSSlgued treatment and
co not reqcbeduTe, their licenses are automatically suspended until

hey comply with theilr treatment assignment. This is the case with
experimentaL group subjects, who are assigned to treatments, but
not with the control group subjects, who are not.

M1

‘hus, the experimental group subjects wers likely to have
their license suspended more often and for longer periods of *ine
than were contrcl group subJec s. Theoretically, the experimental
subjects had less exposure time to collect traffic convictions and
accidents than did their control group counterparts. While it is
known that license suaoen810ﬁ does not always have the desired effect

cf removing selected drivers from the trafflc environment, it nmust
be assumed that "failure to a“pear" suspen31ons and their corres-
ponding reduction in expecsure for the experimental groups only would
ma3k fke effects of *treatment,



Table 3

Differences in Exposure Rates for Group Interview
and Personal Interview Study Groups

Incident Tyne Experimental Group Control Grcup
Average major ccnvictions 0.1510 0.20u3
Average mincr convictions L0718 0.083¢C
Average days of suspensicn Lg 37

Personal Interview

Incident Type Experimental Group Control Group
Average major convictions 0.1831 0.233%
Average days of suspension g8 77

Because of thece two sets of biasing group differences, steps
were taken to control both for age, conviction frequency prior *o
entrance into the study, and for differential exposure to accidents
and convictions throughout the analysis of the first 12 and 2u
months of observaticnal cata. This was dcne using the application
of covariance analysis on all group comparisons and controlling
fer age, previous convictions, and number of days of posttreatment
suspension.

The resultant analysis sought to answer several basic ques-
tions concerning Virginia's driver improvement program:

1. Is The Program Working? Do experimental group
drivers who receive treatment have better subse-
quent driving records than control group drivers
not receiving treatment? This question was
answered by performing an analysis of variance
cn (&) the number of posttreatment mandatory
convictions, such as driving while intoxicated,
manslaughter, etc.; (b) number of postireatment
major convictions, for which drivers are awarded
6 points; (c¢) number of posttreatment minor con-
victions, for which drivers are awarded 3 or U
points; (d) total number of posttreatment con-
victions; (e) number of posttreatment accidents;




and (f) where there were significant differences
in accidents, numbers of fatal, injury, and property
damage cnly accidents.

[R]

. For Whom Does The Program Work Best? Do persons who
did not incur ciB@equen_ convictions during the 12-
month period {("survivecrs") differ from persons who did
incur convictions ("non-survivers") on preexisting
traits? Can a discrimination be made between survivors
and non-survivers and can subjects be predictively classi-
fied into these two groups based on demographic and driver-
related characteristics? Can these characteristics be
used to predict which persons will be able to pcstpone,
perhaps indefinitely, incurring additional ccnvictions as
a result of attending the program? These questions were
answered using chi square analysis, discriminant function
analysis, and regression analysis, respectively.

3. lHow Long Do Individual Treatments Keep Working? Is there
a p01nt at which the effects of treatments subside? Ov
do improvements in driving b@Hav*or have a more long-
lasting effect? These questions were answered through
the construction of "survivorship" curves and an analysis
cf the attributes ¢f these curves,

These sets of questions were examined for each of the following

treatments individually: (1) the advisory letter, (2) the advisory
letter plus group interview, (3) the group lngevv1ew only, and (4) the
perscnal interview=-driver 1mprovement clinic.

Adviscry Letter

s noted iIn the earlier project reports, during the first 5
mocnths of observation, there were no d¢~-ererces between
i“ixg records of the experimental group subiects who repe*v@?

the advisory letter and the control group subjects who di

A rigorous anaTycvs was conducted on the 2b-month data by avﬁ’\i
aralyrls of variance and controlling for numbers of previcus con-
victions, number of days of postireatment suspensiocn, and age.®
The analysis was conducted for each quarter separately and for the
24-month pericd as a whcle. The results of these analyses appear
in Tatle 4,

#It should be noted that the impact of all of these covariates was
significant with respect to all criterion variables except numbers
of accidents, which was unrelated tc number of days of posttreatment
suspension.

23
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No si gn;:;cant differences were noted in mandatory con-
victions, major convictions, minecr ccnvictions, delay in subse-
quent offenses, or in accidents. With regard to su”vivo"ship,
there were nc more survivors in the experimental group than in
the control group, which indicated that receiving an advisory
letter did not increase the probability of remaining conviction-
free for a 24-month period. Since there were no differences be-
tween the advisory letter experimental and control groups, the
discriminability and predictability of treatment outcomes were
not evaluated. For these reasons, further multivariate tests
were not performed,

Finally, an analysis of program effectiveness cver time was
rerformed. To partially address the question of dura*tion of program
impact, survival curves representing the number of persons remaining
conviction-free at various S5-day time periods were generated. The
slcpes of the survival curves for experimental and corresponding
control groups were then compared. If the slopes of these curves
were found to be different, then it would be conclucded that the two
groups were "losing" conviction-free subjects at different rates.

For instance, if Lbe slope of the experimental group curve was less
. ’ g - -

than that for the co“rcspondlng control groum, it could be concluded
that perscons receiving treatment were incurring their first convic-
- haY

tion at a slower rate than persons not receiving treatment, and thus
that the treatment was having a positive effect on survivership.
(Slopes for all survival curves for all quarters appear in Appendix
N

D.)

Reér8351ons were run cn the corresponding treatment and no-
treatment survivcrship curves for each cf the four treatment ccmbina-
tions under study on & quarterly, a semiannual, and an annual basis.
Ihe lcwest value of 0.84 for the coefficient of determination, or
indicated that the regression explained 84% of the variance in
survivership data. Outsicde of this one case, all other r? values
L1 between 0.98 and 0.S9.

ot FO]
[
bt (Do
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The survivership curve and result regr ss'on information
for the advisory-letter-cnly groups appear in 5Lre 3.(Survival
curves based upon the percentage c¢f drivers rpmalﬁlng convicticn-
free appear in Appendix E. These are presen;ed in order *to compare
survival trends for disparate groups.) During the first quarter
fo’lﬁw5ng treatment, the adviscry-letter-only treatment group in
curred first cenvictions at & slower rate than its correspending
no-treatment group; the sliope for the experimental group was -28.68°¢
while that for the contrcl group was -31.68. This essentlally
means that for each 5-day pericd in that first quarter, the grcup
receilving the adviscry letter "lost" an average of 29 subjects to
new convictions, whereas the control group lost about 32. Addi-
tionally, during the same period, the experimental group was re-
duced by an average of (.539% each S5-day period, while the control
group lost 0.65% of its population. This would indicate that, at

U j-2e
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least for the first 3 mcnthe, there was some slight impact asso-
ciated with the receipt of the advisory letter. However, during
the remainder of the 2-year period of observaticn, the slopes were
essentially equal for both groups, which indicated that there was
no further effect of the treatment upcn survivorship.

In summary, as was the case with the 12-menth eva“ua*ion, the
results of this evaluation indicate that Virginia's advisory letter
does not reduce the probability of first contact between the cffender
and the driver imprcvement programn.

Advisory Letter Plus Group Interview

During the first 12 months of observation, it was noted not
only that the adviscry letter alone was largely ineffective in re-
ducing subseqguent accidents and convictions, but also that the
letter teamed with the very effective group interview produced no
significant effect. Upon initial 1T~-srec‘(:lon, it seemed as though

cscme aspect of the receipt of an adviscry letter was sabctaging

the significant effect of the group interview. It was hypothesized
that the strong and immediste impact signaled by the group interview
alone was absent when it was preceded by the letter, and it was al-
most as though the subject realized that the driver improvement
system was less strict than the old svstem of sanctions, since the

driver had been involved with the program twice and still retained
Lis license,

The results of the 1l2-month analysis are repeated in the 24~
mcnth data (see Table 5), Again, there were no significant dif-
ferences between experimental and control group drivers with regard
tc mandatory convictions, major and minor convictions, survivorship,
accidents, or the time period between the receipt of treatment and

the next offense, if any.® Also, there were no significant differ-
ences in the distribution of survivors and non-survivors, those
persens not acc”ulng subsequent coenvictions during the 24-month

periocd vs. those incurring a subsequent conviction {(see Tigure U4},
Again, Since no uJor impe cf treatment was noted in the criterion
measures, additional mult riate analyses were omitted.

From these data, it can be ccncluded that the advisory letter-
group interview treatment combination was nc more effective in re-
ducing subsequent accidents and convicticns than its correspending
noc~-treatment ccndition or *than the adviscry letter only.

mz
en-
e

*Several of these figures did prove significant, specifically
convictions in quarter 2 and toctal and property damage accide
quarter 5. Since these effects were felt late in the study D
without earlier 1rpac; being evident, and since 5 tests wcould b
expected to be significant by chance alone when this many tests
are run, these late impacts were considered spurious.
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Grouv Interview

As noted in the Interim reports on the first 6 and 12 months
of observaticn, subjects receiving a group interview had better
subsequent driving reccrds than those not receiving the treatment.
This finding was confirmed after 24% months of cobservation (see
Table 6). Experimental group drivers incurred significantly
fewer major, minor, and total convictions than their control group
counterparts. Also, as ncted in Table &, there were significantly
mere survivors, or persons not incurring subsequent violations dur-
ing the 24 months of observation, in the experimental group re-
ceiving the group interview than in the control group not receiving
treatment.

No impact on accident involvement was noted except in the case
of fatal accidents, where experimental and control group differences
were significant. It is hypothesized that these differences are
largely due tc the erratic behavior of the data on rare events such
as fatal accidents.

It is interesting to note that the durati
the group interview treatment on different typ
varied quite a bit. The impact on major convi
the fourth quarter of observation, while the im
total convictions lasted only 6 months. No effe
accident experience were noted after 12 months.

on of the impact cf

es of convictions
ctions lasted through
¢t on minor and

ts on conviction or

n
]
t
P

M cf 3 Hh Fh

i
a
c

Since significant differences were noted with regard to several
of the performance measures, additional multivariate analyses were
conducted. To determine whether study grcup and surviver group
memberships were related to preexisting charvacteristics such as age,
sex, race, and previous driving history, a discriminant function
analysis and multiple classification analysis were run. It was
found that study groups and survivership groups could not be dis-
criminated based upon this set of demographic and driving-related
variables. Additionally, regression analyses were conducted to de-
termine whether group membership, number of posttreatment accidents
or convictions, and delay time between treatment and the first subse-
quent conviction could be predicted based upon driver characteristics.
Coefficients of determination were sco low that it can be concluded
that there was no systematic predictive relationship between the
criterion variables and characteristics of the subjects.

Lastly, survivorship curves for the group-interview-only sub-
jects and the corresponding control group were examined (see Figure
5). For the first 6 months of the 2-year period, experimental
group drivers incurred their first posttreatment violations at a
slower rate than did control group drivers. During the third quarter,
the slopes of the survival curves were equivalent; while in the fourtr
quarter, the experimental group loss rate exceeded the rate for the
contrcl group. DPuring the fifth and quarters, the experimental
group again lost fewer subjects and a smaller percentage of subjects
to convictions than did the control group, again reflescting some
nonsignificant distinction between groups. However, no further
impact was noted in the last two quarters of the 24-month period.
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It can Dbe concluded from th sarvaticns that the grcup
interview was instrumental in significantly reducing subsequent
convictions during the first € months of posttreatment experience.

No impact was noted with regard to accident reduction. Paradoxi-
cally, whereas the combination of the group interview and the advisory
letter was unsuccessful in reducing subsequent convictions, the

group interview alone was highly successful., From this it would ap-
pear that not only is the advisory letter an *neffective treatment,
but it also emasculates the otherwise highly effective group inter-
view. It was hypothesized in an earlier repcrt that the receipt of
two treatments without license forfeiture leads the offender to the
realizaticn that the driver improvement program is less punitiv
than the old system of sanctions, since under the old system tw

oL
c

e
o}
common convictions often led to suspension. In any event, 1t appears
that the grcup interview may be a more effective first contact be-
tween the negligent operator and the driver ;mp“ovement system than

the adviscry letter.

Fersonal Interview~Driver Improvement Clinic

In only one instance did study results after 12 and 24 months
of observation differ from those noted after 6 month In the case
of the personal interview, after € months 81gp1F$cqnt dL‘Ler@ncef
between the experimental and control groups were found for subsequent
major convictions but not for subsequent minor convictions. In the
ZM-monLn analyses, however, ex per*menta; group drivers had signifi-
cantly fewer minor convictions, while differences in major convic-
tions were significant only when the 2-year data were considered on
the whole and nct when ceonsidered on a quarter- ~-by=-guarter basi
(see Table 7). There are several explanations for the discr
but the most likely one is that *he 12- and 24-month analyse o
trolled for preexisting differences in both age and prev‘ouc con
tions whereas the 6- month analysis did not. LH¢S covariance an
weuld be eupected to preduce la differences in the personal
view group, where there were si cant pretreatment discrepancies,
in other groups, where the ere none. It 1s alsc expected
the covariance ana1yc4 j25a a more accurate and mcre sensi-
evaluation even in cases where there were no cignificant pre-
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atment biases. Subsequent convicticns among experimental group
vers were delayed longer than those for the control group sub-
s As with other treatment types, no differences were nocted

ard to accidents.
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Since significant differences between treatment and no-
treatment groups were noted, a discriminant function analysis was
conducted to cetermine whether both survivor and study group mem-

.

Lerships were discriminable based upon preexisting variables.
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Very low level discriminability was found, which indicated that
there was no systematic Y‘ﬂ].a‘c*on.," ip betwecn s*udy group and
survivorship group memberships and the characteristics ¢f the sub-
jects. Regression analys“s was then run to retest the pred1c+1ve
ability of the preexisting variables on survivorship, group member-
thp, numbers of posttreatment accidents and ccnvictions, and numkber
of days between treatment and the next offense. The very low co-
efficients of determination indicated that there was very little

crecdictive ability.

The personal interview-driver improvement clinic survivership
curves appear in Figure 6, During the first four quarters cf ob-
servaticn, the rate at which the experimental group incurred their
first posttreatment convictions was lower than the rate for the
contrcl group. This would indicate not only that the personal
interview was effective in reducing the posttreatment convicticn
rate during the first 6 months, but also that that effect continued
threoughout the first year of cbservation. However, thisc difference
aid not centinue during the first 6 months of the second year, dur-
ing which time *the control group ccnviction rate was less than that
Zor the experimental group. Clearly, the perscnal interview is the
most consistently long-lasting of *he treatments studied, but i*ts
impact did not extend beycnd a year.

in general, then, the personal interview-driver improvement

¢ combination was successful in recducing subsequent convictions,
ially minor convicticns, and in increasing the period over
participants remained conviction~free, However, the perscnal
iew was not instrumental in reducing subsequent accidents.
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All Treatment Combinations

» in the analysis, all treatment groups wer
ined, as were &ll no-treatment ccntrol groups, and comparisons
ade ci *the posttreatment driver histories. It was ncted that
program as a whole was successful in reducing both major and
convictions, as well as in increasing the time pericd over
subjects remained free of convictions (see Table 8),

It should be noted that since there were more subjects in the
ry-letter-only and group- -interview-only study groups tkar in
groups in this analvsis, these treatments are mcre heavily

epresented. It was also noted that, as & wncle, experimental group
érivers experienced fewer injury accidents *than their control group

t

counterparts. (Again, it should be noted that no anact was noted
for accidents as a whcle and that when numerous statistical
are performed on the same data, 1 test in 20 will be signif
chance factors alcne.) Sub4ectc receiving treatments were n
ly to be survivors, or conviction-free drivers. Again,
subject~-treatment interact;on, in that no one subgroup of
responded better tc treatment than others.
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As seen 1 which
subjects tc th

that for no-treat

observation. In quarter 4 tJe experimental
the control group rates slightly. However,
subjects lost znd the percentage which were
for the exyer*mental than the contrcl group
general, it can be conclucded that the total

the firs

conviction was l
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in reducing ccnvicticns, especially during the first 8 months

following treatment.
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ISCUSSICH

The conclusicns which can be drawn from this examination of
24 months of observational data are the same as noted for the
l2-menth analysis. First, there clearly is a problem involving
the advisory letter phase of treatment. Not conlyis the letter
largely ineffective in reducing subsequent accidents and ccnvic-
tions, but it also appears to emasculate *the eifect of the highly
successful group interview when paired with that treatment. There
are several possible ex planat ons for this. There may be something
about the content or the format of the letter that reduces its
credibility with program paerticipants. The timing of the letter,
coming only after the expenditure of the driver's safe-driving
pcints, may also reduce its impact. However, neither of these
hypotheses explains why receipt of the advisory letter subverts
the impact of the group interview. A more likely explana tion,
one that is consistent with the rest of the study findings, relates
the individual offender's percepticn of the system. AQ hypoth-

O
f.

3
R

as four convictions fcr a total of 11 or 12 points pr:o” to
/en receiving an advisory letter. If it is assumed that the fear
suspensicn is *the underlying cower that drives the driver Iim-
vement apparatus, the remcval of this threat may \nderm:ne the
1 w*tem. Cn the cther hand, the individual receiving a
aiter two convictions may view the sacrifice
s +iﬂe, arnd the subsequent emcticnal
g, as scmewha® ccrmiparable to i
cn — dl feren* but 51mllar in severity.
or the effectiveness of cone treatment and the
tivensss of the other. This is alsc consistent with oth
findings, in that the further the offender has advanced in
system and the closer he is to license suspension, the more
likely the treatment is to be effective.

+
esized in previous reports, an cfiender receiving an adviscry
letter requiring nc action cn his part may come to the realizaticn
that the current system is nowhere near as strict in terms of
license suspension as the older o/s em of sanctions. Perscons re-
ceiving a subseqdent group interview can then conclude that sirce
they have had two separate cccasions to pa”t: ipate in the driver
iﬁprcvpmonu progran and still retain their licenses, the program
again is more lenient in terms of suspensiocn. mh*s would be
especially true 1f the persons had expended the 5 safe-cdriving
points in advance of being contacted. They may have accrued as
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There ars several possible a
problem. Since the letter is i
and dist rlbute, retaining it wi a different rmat or wfﬁh dif-
ferent wording seems an attractive alternative. However, thi

coes nct deal with the problem of dilution cof the susncn51on threat
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by multiple levels of treatment including the advisory letter.
Since the group interview has been shown to be a more effective
first contact with offenders, a more direct solution may be to

do away with the advisory letter altcgether, or to send it out

as a warning when a person has expended all of his safe-driving
points or as a congratulatory letter upon receipt of new safe -
driving peints. It may also be appropriate to introduce the

group interview at the 6-point level as an immediate intervention.
In this way, the negligent operators become subject to one of the
Division of Motor Vehicles'! more potent treatments as soon as they
enter the system and intervention in their driving prcblem is

more likely. Also, this would help simplify the system. Of course,
arrangements should be made to reevaluate any of these changes
prior to their institution.

A second, and possibly more serious, problem detected through
this evaluation is the driver improvement program's inability to
affect the subsequent accident involvement of participants. Clearly,
the system 1s designed to reduce convictions only inasmuch as they
lead to accidents. Granted, it is extremely difficult to detect a
change in accident-related behavicr because of the many factors
independent of driving skill that go into causing crashes. However,
attempts can be made to tailor the program to more directly affect
accident causation on & specific level. For instance, the various
interviews and clinics can be restructured tc stress accident rather
than conviction avoidance. However, this does not address the prob-
lem of lack of incentive. lNegligent operators in the driver improve-
ment program can be assumed to change their driving behavior to
avoid the negative outcome of license suspension. Again, it is the
fear of suspension that provides the impetus fcr change in driver
behavior. However, persons do not lose their licenses because
they've been involved in an accident; they lecse them because they
have incurred convictions on their record. The incentive here,
then, is to avoid convictions rather than accidents, and in that
the program is quite successful. (It may be argued that accident
and conviction avoidance go hand in hand since faulty driving leads
to both convictions and accidents, but this is not necessarily true.
The bulk of convictions do not come from accident involvement but
rather from such events as speed traps. In fact, most property
damage only accidents do not result in convictions.) In order for
the program to reduce subsequent accident involvement, it must
provide some incentive to avoid accidents. One simple way of dcing
this would be to develop a scheme to assess points for accident in-
volvement similar to that currently used in California.

Lo



There are two distinct forms this scheme can take: (1) &
system can be develcped for assessing points based upon fault,

or (2) a scheme can be develcped for asse531ng povnts regardless

cf who was at fault. There are impressive and equally valid
arguments on both sides of the issue. From an intuitive peint

of view it would be fair for persons who theoretically cause an
accident tc receive more points than persons who are not at

fault. However, this is & very difficult determinaticn to make

in most circumstances, and if the decision is made by the investi-
gating officer it has legal implications. Also, there is some
evidence that whether the driver is at fault in an accident has

very little to do with driving behavicr, in that persons who are
at fault in accidents have no mo”e seﬁlous dPlV’ﬁg reccords than
persons whe are not at fault. 1lan concluded that "it is

probably extreme y rare for Lhe”e to be a completely innccent
victim (in an accident)."(4#3) Synier concluded that there is a
close connection between the active and the passive agents in an
cci a§n 3 whg were found not to differ on personal cbarac*e“is—
tlcs Finally, Shaw found that the extent tc which a dr ver
could be considered blamewocrthy was largely irrelevant in
tinguishing the 2cc1qent repeatar from the non-repeater.<'
Sirce the point system is designed to identify the likely acc

t appears that whether the driv
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actored into the point structure
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dent repeater fcr treatment,

was at fault does not have tc £
to adequately diagnose repeat enders. Clearly, the objectives
of treatment are not only to teach drivers nct fo cause accidents,
but also to teach them not to be involved. This can be most
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clearly il%ustrated by the classic example of the driver whe is

repeatedly rear enced because he stops at the mouth of an on ramp

before merging into traffic. This is not "at fault" behavior;

however, it does result in accidents, and it is behavior that has

To be unlearned and can be corrected in treatment. The point system

should icdentify this driver as a possible accident vepeater as well
in

g the at-fault drivers, and should channel both into

Taking all cf these facts into aCCCih_, the following scheme ic
proposed. When an accidernt cccours, all of the f“rties inveclved re-
ceive 1 point. The officer investigating the accident dces not
decide who is at fault. Rather he decides whether a viclation has
been committed. 1If a conviction is forthcoming, the perscn receiving
the convicticn could be assessed an additional point for being tech-
nically &t fault, 1f that is deemed an approprizte part of <*he
toint system. (Ziagnostically, this extra point is unnecessa 3, but
it does gle an aura of fairness tc the program.) Thus, the tec
nically at-fault driver would receive 2 points fcr being in the
accident and would also receive conviction points, while the not-
at-rault driver would receive 1 point to identify him as a potential
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accident repeater. This system would make accident avoidance as
well as conviction avoidance the goal of the driver improvement
program. Again, a change of this type should be evaluated
carefully to see if the desired outcome of increased accident
avoidance is reached.

Along the same lines, another change in the point system is
recommended. Given that the point system is designed to identify
anéd diagnose negligent drivers, a direct correspondence between
driving behavior and points awarded is necessary. The award of
safe-driving points for both accident- and conviction-free drivers
distorts this diagnosis in several ways. First, drivers of the
same ability may have differing numbers of safe-driving points
based on experience or attendance in a defensive driving course.
Thus, one driver would be assigned to treatment while an equally
needy driver would not. Also, as stated earlier, a person starting
with the maximum of 5 safe-driving points could accumulate 11 points
before even receiving an advisory letter. This creates a situation
where the driver can accumulate a number of convictions with impu-
nity, which makes the driver improvement program appear extremely
lenient. In light of the very small number of suspensicns prccessed
each year, the program does not need to appear any mcre lenient than
it already does. Studies have shown that the award cf safe-driving
peints does not constitute a positive incentive for drivers, and,
in that these bonus points distort diagnosis, it is recommended
that safe-driving points not be awarded.

"

Finally, with regard to suspensiocn, the small number of formal
hearings and license suspensions and revocations found resulting
from the driver improvement program was quite surprising. In that
fear of suspension 1s both a powerful incentive to program partic-
ipants and the focus of the program, more effort should be invested
in processing suspensions, if possible.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECCOMMENDATIONS

In general, the results of this study indicate that the Virginia
driver improvement program has been effective in reducing subsequent
convictions among participants. The group interview and personal
interview-driver improvement clinic have proven to be highly success-
ful. The personal interview proved so successful that its impact
continued to be felt during the first 12-month observation period.
On the cther hand, the advisory letter had nc effect on convictions
and seemed to drastically reduce the impact of the group interview
when the two treatments were paired. No treatment had any effect
upon accident involvement,

=
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he twe most press ssues facing

iver improvement gram are the

vel tr e_tment ard the need to medify

am as a whole to more directly address accident av01dance.

so felt that the diagnostic elements of the program should

ncre ri gorous and that the Division of Mctor Vehicles should

adept a more active stance with regard to suspensicns. Toward these
~d

following recommendations were put forth.

That the Division of Mctor Vehicles seek legislaticn
to alliow administrators to alter the driver improve-
ment program as they deem appropriate, without having
to continually change the driver improvement statute.

That some modification cf the entry level

program be made. While an attractive alternative is
to simply change the style, content, or format of the
advisory letter, or to introduce it earlier in the
system, this solution dces not address the fact that
the letter reduces Lne impact cf cother treaimentes.
For this reason, it is recommended that the grcup
interview replace the adviscry letter as the entry
level tresatment, since the group interview has been
shown to be a very effective first c
sideration should alsoc be given to a
group interview at the 6~ rather tha
level.
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That a minimum number of points be assessed
perscns involved in an accident. Currently,
points are accumulated only through conviction
maLn incentive in ﬁvowﬁ‘hg license QLQDPHSIOH
avcid subseguent convicticns. Tc erpras;z:
avcidance, point values shculd be assigne

involvement. To give an appearance of fa ess, persons
convicted of violations ”eouLtlng from an acc¢ﬂent would
”eca*ve 2 points (plus those points ascociated with the
conviction itself), while drivers not Incurring con-
vieticns wculd receive 1 point tc Zdentify *Hem 23 less

probable accident repeaters.
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That the Division terminate the prccedu“e of awarding
Sa-E‘u”“”Pg roints to accident- and cenviction-free
drivers. It has been shown that these incentive point
pregrams do not improve driving behavior and often cause
distortion and reduce the diagnostic capability of +he
point system in identifying drivers whc need treatment.



That the Division make an effort to increase the

number of formal suspension hearings and increase

the proportion of drivers eligible for suspension

that receive a hearing. This is especially crucial,
since fear of suspension is the most powerful incentive
to change driving behavior.

That the Divisicn of Motor Vehicles establish an on-
going monitoring system to evaluate program changes and
overall effectiveness on a continuous basis.
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DETAVTTY A
APPENDIY A

§ 46.1-514.1 CODE OF VIRGINIA § 46.1-514.5

ARTICLE 1.

General Provisions.

§ 46.1-514.1. Short title. — The short title of this chapter is the “Virginia
Driver Improvement Act.” (1974, c¢. 453.)

§ 46.1-514.2. Purpose; educational and training programs; rules and
regulations; appeals. — (a) The purpose of the Virginia Driver Improvement
Act is to improve and promote greater safety upon the highways and streets
of this State; to improve the attitude and driving habits of drivers who
accurnulate traffic accident and motor vehicle conviction records; to determine
whether certain drivers possess mental, physical or skill deficiencies which may
affect their apility to safely operate a motor vehicle: to establish a Uniform
Demerit Point System which will identify those drivers who are considered by
the accumulation of demerit points to be habitually reckless or negligent drivers
and frequent violators of the laws regulating the movement or operation of
motor vehicles; to provide uniform educational and training programs for the
rehabilitation of persons identified as habitually reckless or negligent drivers
and frequent violators; and to suspend or revoke the license of those persons
who do not respond to the rehabilitation programs.

{b) The educational and training programs shall be developed to improve the
knowledge and skill of drivers in the operation of motor vehicles and to help
eliminate their aggressive driving attitudes and habits or other driving problems
through the media of advisory letters, group interviews, personal interviews and
driver improvement clinics.

{c) The Commissioner shall, subject to the provisions of § 46.1-26, adopt those
administrative rules and regulations which he deems necessary to carry out the
provisions of this chapter. The Commissioner shall publish all administrative
rules and/or regulations which he adopts to carry out the provisions of this
chapter and shall furnish them to any person requesting them.

{d) Any person receiving an order of the Commissioner to suspend or revoke
his driver’s license or licensing privilege or to require atiendance at a driver
improvement clinic may, within thirty days from the date of such order file a
petition of appeal in accordance with the provisions of § 46.1-437. (1974, ¢. 433.)

§ 46.1-5314.3. Designation of driver improvement analysts; analysts to
conduct group interviews, personal interviews and driver improvement
clinics. — The Commissioner shall designate, appoint and empower such persons
as ne shall see fit to act for the Division as driver improvement analyvsts to
examine and evaluate the driving records of the problem drivers and to conduect
group interviews, personal interviews and driver improvement clinics. (1974, c.
+33.)

y 46.1-514.4. Section 46.1-418 not applicable. — The provisions of §
45.1-418 shall not apply to any person whose license or other priviiege to operate
a motor vehicle is suspended or revoked in accordance with the provisions of this
chapter. (1974, c. 453.)

§ 46.1-514.5. Persons included within scope of chapter. — f{a) Every
person who possesses a driver’s license issued by the Division regardless of
whether such person is a resident or nonresident is included within the provisions
of this chapter.

{b) Every resident of this State regardless of whether such person possesses
a driver’s license issued by the Division is included within the provisions of this
chapter. (1974, c. 433.)






A Act to armend the Code of Virginia by adding in Chapter 6.1 or
Title £6.1 a section numberced 26.1-514.21, relating to evaluation
of the driver improverment prograrn.

[H 608}
Approved 3/25/78

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia:

1. That Chapter 6.1 of Title 46.1 of the Code of Virginia is amended
by adding a section numbered 46.1-514.21 as follows:

§ 46.1-514.21. Notwithstanding the provisions of §§ 46.1-514.9
through 46.1-514.12, the Commissioner may waive the action usuialiy
taken by the Division in order to conduct an evaluation of
effectiveness of the driver improvement program. This evaluation,
when conducted, shall be performed in accordance with generally
accepted sctentific principles such as the establiishmernt of control
groups and comparisons of driving records betweern groups
receiving the treatment and the conitrol groups.

2. That this act shalli cease to be effective on and after July one,
nineteen hundred seventy-nine.

President of the Senate

Speaker of the House of Delegares

Approved:

Governor
B-1






SAMPLE SIZE CALCULATIOCIHS

The necessary sample sizes for the study groups were compute

using the fcrmula
(2 + 7. ) Pg
. 1 - a “1 . p’ PS Nn
n N -l B
d

where

Zl a = normal value corresponding to *the aipha level
(i.e., the probability of finding significant
results when there are none);

Z. b = normal value corresponding to the beta level

- (i.e., the protability of firding no significan
results when there are some);

T = prcbability of currence of the event ultimate
being measured (ln this case, accidents or con-
victions);

q = (1 - p);

d = the ninimum detectable change In the event bein
measured;

N = pcpulation sizey

n = sample sizey and

Mn .. - . .
T = the correcticn for a finite population size.
In these calculations, the follcwing assumpiticns were nade.

1. The alpha level was set at 0.05% (meaning that there is
less than a 5% chance of finding significant resu
when iIn fact there ars ncne).

2. The beta level was set at 0.20 (meaning that there is
less than a 20% chance of finding no significant results
when in fact there are scme).

2. The minimum difference that could be detected in this
evaluation was a 10% difference in rate. For example,
if the accident rate for an experimental group was 15%,

a difference as small as 1.5% could be detected.
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