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Driver Training Blamed

For Teen-Ager Deaths

WASHINGTON, Nov; 15 (UPI}—High'
school driver education for teen-agsrs is
increasing the highway death toll, an in-
surance industry study said today.

Laws requiring driver education as &
prerequisite for getting a driver's license
had no real effect on the nurnber of 16-
and 17-year-olds licensed, according to a
study by the Insurance Institute for High-
way Safety, which added that the net
effect of driver education was much high-- -
er involvement of teen-agers in highway
fatalities. _

“At. least 2,000 fatal crashes per year

that would not Gtherwise occur are at-
tributed. to increased licensure of 18- and
17-year-oids because of driver educa-
tion,” said Dr. Leon Robertson, co-author
of the study.
- The 27-state study found that 80 per-
“cent of the 16. and 17-year-olds who
took driver education got licenses they
. wouldn*t have been able o get unti they
-were 18 or 19.. -
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Driver Educarion

RECENT survey conducied by the [n-

surance Insdtute for Highway Safety
indicates that driver education gready
increnses the number of faral actidants,
simply because i greatly :incrzases the
aumber of licensed drivers, Furthermore.
these drivers are in the i6-17-vear-old
age group and thev are the single most
aceident prone group in the nation.

The siudy deals with the fatal crash
wvolvement of iesnagsrs per licznsed

rivers and per populadon in 27 states, as
related to the proportions of teenagers
who received driver sducation. Because
of differences in reporting systems for
property damage and aoafatal injurles.
the research was coafined w fatal acci-
Jdents.

Aceording to the report. the net 2fect
of driver =ducation is 2 much higher
death e per 10000 popuiation. on
dverage. in swtes with greaser propor-
tivas of 16-17 vear olds receiving driver
educauon. At least 2000 fatal crashes a
vear that would not otherwise accur are
attributed o wncreased licensing of 16-17
year olds because of driver education.

These findings are consistznt with
those of a recent studv n England.
There, a large-scaie controlled study of
driver education found no diference in
crashes per mile driven berween Zroups
that had various combinations of ciass-
room. simulator and off-road (ramning
and those who had no driver education.
However, the wiaf crush involvament per
person was hugher among those who had
30 classroom hours and 3 hours of on-
read traming. apparently because they
more often obained driver's licenses xnd
drove as a result of having besr in :he
driver aducanon course.

The tesearchers of the Insuranes [n-
sutute for Hignway Sarety concludad
trat it i3 obvicus that 1o oae should
operate 2 motor vehicle on public roads
without frst learning 0 Jdrive. Vost of
the busic skuls invoivad in venicle opera-
ton are usually learned 2asilv. bur the
toles of length and type of 2xperience.
atttudes and physicai and emoticnal
maturity as factors in crash involvement
are not well understood. The luck of
etfect of presently used driver education
programs shouid aor deter the search fhr
means of improving the skills, knowledgz
and attitudes of drivers. However. pro-
grams aimed at such improvemsnt

should be demonsirated 1o be aTevtive in
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BALTIMORE SUN, September 13,

1981, Editorial

~ Less Driver Education

If Baltimore county i;any guide, driver educaticn
may be a luxury many local governmeats no longer
‘can afford. What began as an honust eifort 10 train
youngsters to be competent behind the wiegl —without
any cost to them or their pareats—ius become ico ex-
-pensive for the taxpayer. Although educators have cut
expenses, a new demand for fiseal ausierity may finish
driver training io hizh schools.

The Baitimere County Council last spring cat 13
teachers and $43.000 from this vesr's driver education
budget. in <o \;umg tae councii mighe have unwit
set a precedent for other fiscaliy strapped jurisdic-
tions. The decisiva compels Baitimere County School
Superintendent Robert Y. Dubel to charge studexnts a
$25 fee if they want driver training. Some boys and
girls are willing, but the courses will not carry the
credit toward graduaticn that they nave in the pas

This action was by no means taz first by a politica
body skeptical about driver education courses. Twu
years ago, the General Assembly vnied to phas

state out of the program at the end of the 19
year. The state spent clusa o 83 m
its share of trainjng 45.383 eligible st
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land schools. That amounts to $85 a student. Add ic
that an average $106 provided by local taspayers. ang
driver education courses tecome quite a burden.

A pullback of state and local funding would meap
thousands of 5 going without iicenses unless
they pay for their traininz. In Maryland, a5 in many
states, you must he 13 to E,-.t a driver’s license, but are
elxgxbie ab 16 or 17 if you have taken driver ed.

Still, the two—gear delays could prove a biessing in

disgmise. In Conneciicur, o finsneing to

whers nnb

© train youngsiers was drosped, a study showed substan-

tial redeetion in 16- and 17- vear-gld drivers, despite
tae decision bv some local communiies to finance
tiieir own programs. hiore important was the concur-
rent reduction, oo a per cacita L-a.-;._-,, of sericus auto ac-
cidents in that age greup. The study was periormed by
Dr. Leon Robertson of Yale uuv.e-snv for the Insu--
ance Instituie of Highway Sajetv and seems io support
similar findiags elsewhore,

Tae primary factor in deciding the fate of driver ed-
ueation has become the cosic ﬁuz the zccident rate
among 15- and 17-vear-oids is a key factor that must
not l:ie_ ignored. )
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Barbara Malc, a 4fu-
_ det—griver at Fair
baun High'Sheliay,

~

used for by ‘Joseph
Lomonico, . driver
education coordinator
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* ByROBERTP.KALTER -

. Instead of promoting traffic safety as it was intend-
ed to do, 'hi%l; school driver education (HSDE).is now
Itat;llieved to be adding to New Jersey's highway death
oll,

“A recently completed study by Dr. Leon S. Robet-
son and Dr. Paul L. Zador of tle Instirance Institute
for Highwa} Safety found that driver education for
teenagers greatly increases the number of licensed
drivers “‘but is failing to reduce driver involvement in
fatal crashes.” ‘ i .

The new study examined HSDE results in 27 states,

- including New Jersey, where local school districts

spend millions of dollars a year on hit-or-miss driver
education programs that get almost no supervision
from the state. %

“At least 2,000 fatal crashes per yéar that wouid
not otherwise occur are attributed to increased licen-
sure of 16-17 year olds because of driver education,” the
researchers said,

They said the study indicates that *‘80 per cent of
the 16-17 year olds who took driver education, obtained

 DRIVER EDUCATION

‘Study challenges record on safety

/;?//5’/7'?

licensés when they would otherwise not have obtained.
licenses until they were at least 18 or 19 years old.”

If the licensing age were raised to 18, the study
found, “‘the adverse effects of driver education would be
remaved. However, driver education would not be of
any demonstrated benefit in reducing crash involve- -
ment.: If driver education is continued without raysmg
the age of licensiire to 18, any possible benefits obtaine
from having younger teenagers learn to drive will con-
tinueto be gained at a large cost in human life.”

The findings are particularly significant for New
Jersey, where a new state law authorizes the issuance
of a special learner’s permit at age 16 to persons enroli-
ed in a course of behind-the-wheel driver education,
lopping six months from the old age limit.

Many schools, however, are finding it difficult to
juggle schedules to- accommodate younger students,
and some driver ed instructors say they will not give
behind-the-wheel training to anyone under 16%.

The legislation, which became effective in Septem-

(Please turn fo Page 20)



ber, requires that each “driver ed” course be approved
by the State Department of Education.

But the department has been without a driver
education consultant since Sept. 15, 1975, when Paul W.
Selby of Cranford was reassigned as a school program
coordinator.

And Selby says there has never been a “irue evalu-
ation” of the program in New Jersey “because of a lack
of records.” : -

Studies by the federal government and others, how-
ever, have failed to produce evidence that HSDE is
effective in reducing crashes. But until release of the
Robertson-Zador report, none indicated an adverse ef-
fevt. '

The researchers said that raising the licensing age
to 18 or eliminating driver education, “separately or In
combination, would prevent at teast 2,000 faial crashes
per year in the United States,” adding that this "is a
very eonservative, minimum estimate.”

¥ % % '

The researchers said it is likely that driver educa-
tion “‘has led to increased licensure because parents
have been misied to believe that driver education de-
creased the risk of their children’s invelvement in
créshes.” '

. They said that apparently in statés where driver
education is less prevalent, parents have less often
allowed children under 18 to obtain licenses. .

The report added:

“Studies of practice-driving on multiple-range
driving courses and of commercial schools of driver
training have found resultant crash rates similar to
those of students who learned to drive in high school
driver education courses. There is no evidence that so-
called advanced driver education has any effect on
crash involvement.

* “Proposals {o increase motorcyclist education in
high schoeols would likely worsen the present situation
substantially. Motorcycles and mopeds {small motorcy-
cles with pedals) have death rates per vehicle substan-
tially in excess of those of cars. If motorcyclist educa-
tion increased the use of these vehicles without reduc-
ing erash involvement to the substantial degree neces-
sary to offset the effect of increased licensure, as driver
education has done, deaths would soar.”

The researchers said it was *obvious” that no one
should operate a vehicle without first learning to drive.

“Most of the basic skills involved in vehicle opera-
tion,” they said, “are usually learned easily but the role
of length and type of experience, attitudes, and ?hysical
and emotional maturity as factors in crash involvement
are niot well understood. o

“The lack of effect of presently used driver educa-
tion programs should not deter the search for means of
improving the skills, knowledge, and attitudes of
grivers. However, programs. aimed at such.improve-

~~thent should B denioristrated totrs &if i
cally well-designed experiments before they are adopt-
ed for widespread use . . .

~ “Programs that increase confidence that risk has
been reduced, when in faet it has not, are far worse
than no programs at all. Such is the case with driver

- education.”

o Phota by Richard Tashiian
Ken Murray, coordinator of driver education at
Mountain High School in West Orange, gives in-
structions to David Gansz, 16, on an aute simulator

people who question the value of a high quality driver
education course.” , & .

Those who are close to the subject lament that
there are very few high quality courses available in the
state’s high sehools. :

Some individual school districts, working without
direction fragh the state, have developed outstanding
courses, it bthers have been described as only margin-
ally acceptable. ‘

. “New Jersey,” Selby said, “has the lowest driver
ed certification in the nation.”
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Traftic Safe{y Education Association as “tragically
misleading.”

The organization’s executive director, Dr. William
D. Cushman, said the report’s conclusions are both
speculative and selective — and are not supported by the
eviderice.

In their report, Robertson and Zador prefered this
comment on previous studies: ;

“‘An advisory committee of the U.S. Department of

Health; Edication dnd Welfare said in-1968.that-‘no-one .

has yet produced clear proof that driver education, at
least as presently constituted, has a significant favora-
ble effect upon driver attitudes, motivations, perform-
ance or other achievements.’

“A review of driver education by the Highway
Research Board of the National Academy of Sciences/
National Academy of Engineering concluded in 1969 *. .
. that at th(;fresent time it is impossible to draw valid
scientific inferences regarding the impact of driver
education on subsequent driver behavior and perform-
ance, particularly as measured by accidents and traffic
law violations.’

A 1975 report to the Congress by the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration drew similar
conclusions. _

“Recently in England, a large-scale randomized
experimental-control study of driver education found no
difference in subsequent crashes per miles. driven be-

tween those groups that had various combinations of
classroom, simulator, and off-road training and those
who had no driver education.” ‘

¥ ¥ =

Other. recent studies agree that driver educationis

costly, perhaps the single most costly subject taught at
publie school. : '

It is also among the most popular subjects — with |

school kids and their parents. And it carries the approv-
al-and active support of the safety establishment, in-
cluding the National Safety Council, the American Auto-
mobile Association (AAA) and the Insurance Institute
for Highway Safety, which, ironically, employs Robert-
son and Zador.

Noting that critics of HDSE are few, the AAA

concedes there are “sincere people who believe the cost |

is too high and that it takes the student’s time which

could be better devoted to other subjects.”

There are others who question whether the state |

‘should assume responsibility for driver education, in-
sisting this. is something individuals should ebtain on

their own. State responsibility, they say, should be |
limited to testing an applicant’s fitness for driving — ‘

the function of a good licensing program.
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- Looking at Driver Education

In the June 26 Detroit News, John
W. Porter, Michigan superintendent
of public instruction, was reported as
criticizing my study of driver
education (“‘State school chief touts
driver education”). In my study,
driver education was found to
increase early licensure of 16 to 17-
year-old drivers without reducing
crash involvement per licensed
driver.

Porter mistakenly attributed the
reduction in deaths per vehicle-miles
over the last 25 years to driver
education. Actually, excellent

research has found the reduction to
be the result of improved roads,
improved safety standards for cars,
and the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit.
I believe that the adverse effect of
driver education is the result of
claims that it is effective, which have
misled parents to allow licensure of

theiy teen-agers earlier than they

would otherwise. Porter's statements
are in that unfortunate tradition.

LEQN S. ROBERTSON

DETROTT NEWS, June 26, 1979, Page 4-B.

~ State school chief touts driver education

LANSING — (AP) — Driver education
programs can promote better driving by
teen-agers, despite a recent study to the
contrary, Michigan Supt. of Public
Instruction John W. Porter said yesterday.

Since Michigan enacted a package of
traffic safety measures in 1955, including
mandatory driver education for those
under 18, Porter said auto fatality rates
have dropped from 7.1 persons killed per

100 million miles of travel to 3.08 persons
killed.

He said that the number of vehicles,
drivers and miles has doubled since 1955,

Porter criticized a recent study by a
Yale University professor and a statisti-
cian from the Insurance Institute for
Highway Safety. The study showed teen-
agers who take driver education have no

better driving records than those who| |
don't.

State Board of Education surveys show
that less than 5 percent of the state's
driver education graduates are involved in
accidents or violations during the first
three years after completing the program,
Porter said. He also cited an insurance
company's study in favor of driver
education,
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|s Driver Education Program Enough?

WASHINGTON (NEA) — In the
vears since World War II, it has be-
come a ritual element of American life:
The teen-ager comes home from high
schooi one day and requests his or her
parents’ permission to enrol in the
school’s driver education program.

The parents readily agree, assuming
that the course is far superior to either
the commercial instruction offered by
driving schools or the blind-leading-the-
blind alternative of learning from a
friend or relative.

The teen-ager, however, often has a
hidden agenda: In many states, 16- and
17-year-oids c¢an be licensed to drive
only after successfully completing a
driver education course. Others must
wait until 18, and for an adolescent,
that additional year or two can be an
eternity.

(In Tennessee, a 16-year-old can ob-
tain a driver's Mcense, regardless of
whether he has had driver education.
However, having had driver education
generally means lower insurance rates
— THE EDITOR.) .

But now a Washington-based safety
organization with impeccable. creden-
tials has produced a meticulously re-
searched study conclusively demon-
strating that the driver education-early
license approach leads to thousands of
unnecessary highway fatalities each
year.

Even more startling, the authors of
the study conclude that even if early
licensing is eliminated, high school
driver education “would not be of any
demonstrated benefit in reducmg crash
involvernent.” .

In Washington

Martha Angle and
Robert Walters

The study of the effect of driver
education in 27.states during the late
1960s and early 1970s was conducted by
Drs. Leon S. Rebertson and Paul L.
Zador.

Both are affiliated with the Insur-
ance Institute for Highway Safety, a
highly respected independent crganiza-
tion that has been in the forefront of
efforts to improve the nation’s roads,
cars and drivers.

The care with which the study was
done is demonstrated by the state-by-
state adjustment of the computations to
také into account two relatively ob-

scure factots that contribute heavily to

fatal crashes — rural roads and. wet
pavements,

Robertson and Zador even consider-
ed the possibility that accident rates
might be higher among 16- and 17-year-
olds because they are new and inexperi-
enced drivers.

But the research demonstrated that

the rate of -fatal crashes among those .

who didn't take driver education

courses and waited until 18 or 1% to be'’

licensed differed little from their early-
licensed peers who had the benefn: of
two years' experience.

(Connecticut, Delaware, lowa,

Maine, Maryland, Michigan, New York,
North Carelina, Pennsylvania, Virginia
and Washington are among the states
that issue eariy licenses to graduates of
driver education courses.)

In 1975, approximately 4000 drivers
who had not reached their 18th birthday
were involved in fatal crashes. In about
half of those accidents, only one car
was involved — thus eliminating the’
possibility of blaming the “‘other
driver” or some other external factor.

“Parents have been misled to be-
lieve that driver education decreased
the risk of their children’s invoivement
in crashes,” the authors conclude.
“The estimate of 2000 fatal crashes that
would be prevented (annually) if per-
sons under 18 were not licensed in a
very conservative, minimum
estimate.”

_ Robertson and Zador properly refuse
to go beyond their data, stating that
“physu:al and emotional maturity as
factors in crash involvement are not
weli understood.” But that may indeed
be the key to the disproportionate num-:
ber of auto accidents involving young:

- drivers.

Caution, a sense of their own limita--
tions, an understanding of the unpre-
dictability of others' behavior and an:
awareness of their mortality simply are-
not among most teenagers’ assets.

At the risk of alienating those for
whom securing a driver’s license is an
important part of the rites of passage to
adulthood, we would suggest the con-
clusion is obvious: Licenses should be
restricted to these 18 and older — with

_or without a driver education course.




Seen Increased by Driver Trainin

By Celias W. Dugger
Washington Post Staff Writer

When Connecticut eut driver train-

ing courses from its budget in 1976,
the teen-age accident rate changed
dramatically. It went down.
" A Yale researcher attributed those
startling results to numbers. Driver
training courses increase the number
of 16--and 17-year-olds who are on the
road, and—driver training or no
driver fraining—they get in a lot of
accidents,

Connecticut prohibits 16- and 17-
year-olds from driving “unless they
have completed driver training or
have their parents’ permission. And

parents, «researchers believe, are
tough to convince. “I suspect*that par-
ents may worry that their 16-year-old
is not mature enough to drive, but
driver education may convince reluc-
tant parents that it's all right,” said
Leon S. Robertson, author of a study
of the Connecticut driver education
situation. :

Each year more than 3.5 million
high school students nationwide take
driver ed at a cost to the public of
more than $300 million dollars. Of
those Connecticut drivers who hit the
road on their 16th birthdays, one in
five will be in a crash by his or her
18th birthday, according to Robertson.

“The question is whether the tax-
payer ought to be charged for a pro-
gram that increases the probability of
death and injury,” he said.

The study by the Center for Health
Studies at Yale compared communities
in Connecticut' that eliminated driver
ed with those that continued to offer
courses financed locally. Robertson
totaled up the number of “years”
driven by 16- and 17-year-old motorists.

deon- wWashmglon

vout

gt 7y 1952 Pﬁ AL,
Number of Teens on Road, Accidents

In communities that eliminated the
course, the number of “years” driven
by this age group dropped 57 percent,
and the total number of crashes drop-
ped by 63 percent.

In communities that continued the
program, the accident rates did not
change, Robertson said.

State governments currently Ppro-
vide about 95 percent of the funding
for driver education. The federal gov-
ernment provides the rest. Since the
inception of federal support for state
programs in 1967, the federal govern-
ment has invested $114 million in
driver education, says Dewey Jordan,

‘chief of program operations at the

Traffic Highway Safety Division of
the Transportation Department,

The federal government paid for,
among other things, teacher training
and what the driver and pedestrian
education division of the Transporta-
tion Department calls simulators and
multiple car driving ranges.

A multiple car driving range “looks
liké* a large parking lot but it isn’t”
says Gary Butler, highway safety man-
agement specialist in the division.
“It's pavement and has tratfic lanes.
There may be as many as 10 or 12 cars
interacting on it at the same time,” he
said.

Leroy Dunn, director of the Trans-
portation Department’s driver and pe-
destrian education division, dismissed
the results of the study as obvious.
Naturally, he said, there will be more
accidents if there are more drivers on
the road. “If you teach someone to
cook, they’ll cock. If you teach some-
one to drive. they’ll drive. Driver edu-
cation is the best method T am famil-
iar with for training people to drive,”
he said.

The preliminary findings of a study
sponsored by Dunn’s division may un-
‘dercut his assertion that driver ed pro-
duces better drivers. After eight months
of studying 18,000 students in Georgia's
De Kalb County, the division has found
that while driver ed students had fewer
traffic violations than students who had
not taken the course, there was “no dif-
ference” in their accident rates, said
Clay Hall, the De Kalb project diree

udy also has produced
consternation at the Washington lob-
bying headquarters of driver educa-
tion teachers , group, which is sup-
ported by a long list of corporations,
prominent among them major auto-
mobile and insurance companies.

William Cushman, the director of
the American Driver and Traffic
Safety Education Association, says he
has not yet seen Robertson’s study,
but that he will be coming out with
a criticism as soon as he obtains it.
The study is published in the June
issue of the American Journal of Pub-
lic Health.

Another group, also fmanced by in-
surance companies, is more sympathe-
tic to the study's findings. The Insur-
ance Institute for Highway Safety
provided Robertson with a grant for
his sfudy

#] don’t think that the public i is well
served if it thinks that driver educa-
tion will reduce death and injury, be-
cause it won't,” says Ben Kelley, sen-
ior vice president of the institute.

" Many of the insurance companies .
that support the institute, however,
also give substantial rate breaks fo
individuals who take driver ed. They
say individuals whe take the course -

are better risks. :
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:Driver Education for Teen-Agers -
Seen as Cause of More Accidents .

 : By DAVID WESSEL

- NEW HAVEN — A Yale University
researcher says high school driver edu-
cation courses lead to more accidents,
not fewer, because they encourage 16-
year-olds and 17-year-olds to get driv-

Cer’s licenses. o .

. Leou S. Robertson of Yale's Center

" for Health Studies reports that after the
General Assembly cut funding in 1976
for local high school driver education
classes, there were fewer aceidents in-

-volving teen-age drivers in {owns that

- discontinued the classes.

*In the June issue of the American
,Journal of Public Health, Robertson
_compares statistics for nine school sys-
tems that dropped driver education
-with nine that kept it despite the legis-

lature’s action, .

“In communities that eliminated
high school driver training, the report-
ed crashes (per 100 16-year-old and 17-
year-old residents) ... decreased 63
percent from 1975 to 1978, compared to

- no change in communities that retained

. the course,”.said Robertson, whose
work was financed by the Insurance In-
stitute for Highway Safety.

By law, a person.between 16 and 18
can get a driver’s license in Connecticut
only after completing a high school or
commercial driver training course or
presenting a certificate signed by a par-
ent, guardian or spouse older than 18
who has trained the teen-ager.

In towns where high school driver
education was dropped, teen-agers gen-

erally did not take the other options, but
: waited until 18 to get a license, Robert-
. son found. ; 3

. In Connecticut, about one in eve'l;y"

five drivers who gets a license at age 16
will have a crash causing injury or
more than $400 in Eroperty damage be-

" fore his or her 18th birthday, he said.
“Persons who take high school driver

education are often found to have fewer .

reported crashes per licensed driver
than persons trained by other means ~—
and this is true in Connecticut — al-
though it is not necessarily the training
thgzé makes the difference” Robertson
said. i

But the overall numbers of crashes
involving teen-age drivers is primarily
determined by the percentage of teen-

Driver Education Linked

Continued from Page 1

agers with licenses. And where high

school driver education isa’t offered,

fewer teen-agers get licenses.
Robertson said his findings, support-

ed by research done elsewhere, raise
the question whether 16-year-olds or
17-year-olds should be allowed to drive
at all. .

“Many state laws do not allow per-
sons less than 18 to vote, sign contracts,
play pinball machines and the like, and
yet persens apparently considered in-
sufficiently mature for such activities
are licensed to assume responsibility
for operating vehicles that so common-
ly kill and maim,” he said. -

To Accidents Among Teens

Those in favor of licensing the teen-
agers argue that “the mobility afforded
these young drivers is worth the price,”
hesaid. - ;

“That contention is a subject worthy
of far more intelligent public debate
and decision than it has thus far re-
ceived,” Robertson wrote.

The school systems in Robertson's
study that dropped driver education
were Bridgeport, Cromwell, East
Haven, Middletown, New Haven, New
London, Portland, Waterbury and Re-
gion 13 (Durham and Middlefield).

Those that kept the courses were
East Windsor, Hartford, New Britain,
Norwalk, Putnam, Shelton, West Hart-
ford, Wethersfield and Region 18

(Lyme and Old Lyme).



% Tidensed to drive.

\
By DAN EAFERLE
Staff Reporter

The elimination of driver-education
programs iir nine state school districts
in 1975 led to a significant declipe in
the number of serious accidents in-
volving 16- and 17-year-olds over a
three-year pmod, a Yale researcher
has found. :

Leon 8. Robertson of Yales Fnstita-
tion for Social and Policy Studies re-
ported in the June issue of the
American -Journal of Public Health
that the eurtailment of state-suppert-
ed driver education in the school
districts drastically affected the num-
ber of teen-agers who received
driver’s licenses. The net res¢lt was a
corresponding decrease in the number
o’l.the.age mpinvulved in serious
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NEW HAVEN REGISTER, page 1

June 12, 1980

‘End of driver education
led to fewer accidents

{Continued from page 1)
“The number of students who eum

neeived&roughbumeorcnmercm
— declined by 56562, The

The licensing of 16- and 17-year-olds

decreased by 57 percent during the three-
year period in the distrieta that eliminat-
ed the program, while’ there was a §
percent decrease in the districts that
kept the program.
In communities that eliminated high
school driver training, a 63 percent
reduction in serfous accidents involving
the age group was . The districts
that kept the program did not experience
a reduction in the crash rate._

Based on his study, a similiar Brifish
experiment and earlier research on the
subject done in 27 states, Robertson con-
claded that “driver educatien in high
schools is a major centributing facter to
the early licensing of teen-agers to drive
and as a resnlt of this early exposure,
ﬂ:eirmremdiavdmtasdﬂvmm

- serious crashes.”

Robertson said the study ‘raised a
Yquestion of moaral " whether
taxpayer funds should be for some-

mmmwmzummurrw
someone.
He said that statistically it has been
proven that the 16 to 17 age group has a
.aceident rate per miles driven
mainly because of m(matunty) and

lack of experience.

“Miy State Jaws do not allow persons
leumistommmmpmy
mmmmummg
persons conatdered :
cently mature “for such activities are
licensed to adsume for

operating ‘vehicles that so, kill
and maim,” Robertson said.
“In Coanecticut, with one of the lower

serious crash .rates among the states,
about one in five drivers licensed to drive
on their 16th birthdays will be the driver
of a vehicle in a crash causing injury or
more than $400 fn property damage be-

fore their 13th birthdays.

“Proponents o[mlyﬁemrehave
armﬂihtﬂ:emobﬂxtyaﬁordedthue
ymgmmhmthﬂ:e mm_
contention is jact of far
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posslbla to cut state nmf toeai
00 miltion, . reduce your ' auto
insuraihce codts: substantiully slash the heed .
~to import milliofis-f Barrels of OPEC oil, eliminate .
fountless guto accidents and injuries, plua save the
tved of 3,500 péople in 1981 alone.,

: All those goals could be achieved 4t rig cost,
What‘a needed is smply to raise the age at Which a -
person cfn get & driver's license from 18 to 18, but.
“not,ond Statehis donb o, Instead, 14 states have-

. Tajsed the age at which lighior tan be bought. New

% me moved fronh 18 to 19, Massachusetts and
. Maing to 20, end Ilifols and Michigan from 18 to 21. .
- But even in’ Michigan, there was only a 5% drop in’
aceidenlhp That's helpful, but notoverwhelming. -

y hot consider moving the drivipg dge up: 0
ﬁ’ We don't believe adolescents’ judgment is sound -
Euwgh for them to vote; sign contracts or bet on a
‘horbe_tace. Yet we blithely . gnmble every thme we,
- band them fhé car keys,

Unfortutiately, there are too mm losers n thg
" “Fhinble, The death Fate among Anerican adolesconts™
-and young sdults is rising sharply—in stark contrast
“to;all othér age groups. Between 1960 and-1978,
‘iwlille the_overall US. death tate plunged 20% %
.jhﬂt up, 11% emong young people. And the leadfng
“tausé of deaths among those aged 15 to 24 is motor .

‘Velhiﬂbﬁ:e erits, - . : :
| “WHaps mofe tragic; b cotise; 8 that iwer falt ot

Hho‘e Killed in aecidents invblving teenage drivers

¢ iard ot t!:e dﬁvers themselves--but lnnocent \rl

v

' To savesl es, ﬁiofré and énergy:

Hngh SChdol driver education should be abohshed

timn hit by the feenngérd ‘of !huse ririnlg wlth ﬂletm
© For years, we've heard .the statistics on those
- killed over holiday weekends, nd out minds nunib
1 to it all. Ovét the New Years d, there

‘New Britain, Harﬂ’ord und others simply, added
“ more local funds to retain:the program, Between
1075 and 1977, there Were 7,550 fewer students belng

<wera 580 deaths ot the ﬁlgmwy And if past ‘trenids
hold up, 16- to 17-year-olds were responsible for a
. tisproportionate number of them—-B% although
- teenagérs are only 3.3% of all drlvérs
Why has there beeti rip moPy to- misk up tﬁe age

"6t licensing? A large and effective lobby has

* misled parents, school boards and administrators, . .

‘state legislatures  and the . U.S.. Congress. Who?:
Teachers of .driver training, - They -have 1éd the
public to spend $300 million a}muallg to give dfiver
traininig to 3 million high school students a year on
«i the theory that the training would make them safer

ﬂrlvers. Nice theory, but it's wrong. Dead wrong.
MAJOR STUDLES. prove thit drivet

e

training leads to more~—nbt-fewer—accidents

"Higli school driver education leads: to increased
+Numbers of licensed teenagets, which in tum in-

Q,, tréases. the total crashes for that age group,” says

Dr, Leoti Robertson of Yale Unlversity. He locked at
the statistics of 27 states that require drivet {raining
before granting & licensé at ages 16 or 17, What he
found: wis that maiiy téenagets would not have
* gotten their licenses beforé 18 if driver training had .
" hot been available,' A :‘s!m Eduent.study in Connec-
ticut provided further; conclusive scientifie proof:
“1In 1975, Connecticut' discontinued stats aid fof
driver ed. Middletswn, Waterbury_dnd six other

.. towns drnpped the progl;sm 54 resu'ﬁ But Norwilk, .
sintations

and deaths fot & slmple and profound reasomn. .

: f.eenagé driver.™

\when driver, ed was dropped in. -eight
communﬁes, however, sdme 1,928 gol trattied by

+ their parents or tommercial ‘firms. But whut's
* Important ig that th¥ee quatters of those “who could
“be expected to hiive been lidended if they Had thkeh
‘high-schoo] driver édueation waited until théy. were
18 or older to b licensed,” said Robertson's study.

And reported crasheb involving those 18- and
" 1T.year-olds plunged 83%, There was no coinparable
.change in Norwalk, New Britain, eté,, where dfiver
ed continued.

- What those! nmm p‘row 1s tHat atolescent p!er
pressul:e to’ drive: can be overcome ‘by- parental
"pressure forbidding premature driving—if schools
"have got'the guts to eut out a progranr whlch has
some support. Such courage igrare.: o o

~After reading the'report, National Highw!y Trn!
fic Safety Administrator Joan Claybrook-said; “We

- now ‘requiré driver ed as part of highway. safety
programs, but I am tecommending that it be deleted.
< Whether it will see the light of day in thamew
“administration remains to be seen.” -

"\ Robertson deserves the last word: ot msﬂtu ne
-seise in an§-public philosophy I kiiow oi--wiether
+ Democratic, Republicdn or Socialist--tc expend. the
“taxpayer’s money to increase his risk of being killed
or injured or of hnving his property darnageﬂ by a

(Michaet 7. ‘McMaﬂu.w .8 Comecticuf-bnseﬂ
. Writer specializing in Nnrtheaatm uffﬂiﬂJ e




"he tcp‘élgo driver controversy"
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NEW HAVEN, Conn.—Every time
the Connecticut driver education
study is mentioned in a newspaper,
letters that distort the results arrive
from driver educators. So it was with
Richard P. Ovington’s Voice of the
People letter that says Connecticut
took ‘‘the driving privileges away
from 16- and 17-year-olds.” The state
did nothing of the sort.

Many people are worried about why
Johnny can’t read. Apparently, his
driver education teacher has a prob-
lem in that department as well.

Connecticut stopped funding high
school driver education with taxpay-
‘ers’ money, and nine communities
dropped the course from their curri-
cula. The students could still be licen-
sed by certification that they had
been trained by an adult licensed
driver or by a commereial school.
Nevertheless; in three of every four
cases, the students or, more likely,
the parents decided to wait until age
18 for the youngster to begin driving.
The result was a big drop in auto
accidents of 16- and 17-year-olds in
those communities.

Driver education increases the
licensure of 16- and 17-year-olds but
several studies indicate that it does
not reduce auto accidents per licensed
driver. Drivers in that age group kill
two other people for every one of
them who dies. What philosophy of
public policy can telerate the taxpay--
er being charged to support a pro-
gram in the public schools that in-
creases the taxpayer’s risk of being
killed, not to mention nonfatal inju-
ries and property loss?

Ovington interprets the fact that 82
percent of 16- and 17-year-old drivers
in fatal accidents have no prior con-
victions for violations as evidence
that they are “‘good and responsible
drivers.” Since they killed themselves
or someone else that is a silly view.

The obvious point is that identifica-
tion of beginning drivers by court
records is not possible because they
get in serious trouble before they

evelop a recerd. _ .

Leon S. Robertson, Ph.D.

Senior Ressarch Associate,
Canter for Heaith Studies,
e e e————— Yaie UnIVEfSiW






