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THE DRIVER EDUCATION MANDATE: A PRELIMINARY REPORT
J. INTRODUCTIQN

In response to the direction of the State Board of Education, staff
presented its first paper on Driver Education to the Board's Planning and
Program Committee in April 1980. Following Board discussion of two
additional staff reports, as well as the recommendations of the School
Problems Commission Sub-Committee on Driver Education and other public
testimony, the State Board of“Education adopted the folTowing-motion on
April 9, 1981. . ' : : , -

The State Board of Education recommends and supports legislation to
remove the State requirement for Behind-the-Wheel training in Driver
Education in the public secondary school curriculum. Any local district
that. chooses to continue offering a Behind-the-Wheel training program in
Driver Education shall continue to receive appropriate State Funding.
The Board directs the State Superintendent to submit and/or support
legislation consistent with this action. '

Implicit in the Tanguage of this motion was the Board's desire to retain the
classroom instruction portion of the mandate until, to use the words of the
State Superintendent, “...the proposed study §f State mandated programs in
Educaticn has been completed." (Memorandum, April 9,°1981)

-In September 1981 the State Board of Education approved a mandate study plan
including Driver Education. The following report is a major extension of
the previous staff investigations and is considerably more extensive in its
findings and recommendations. .

While retaining full responsibility for the recommendations and supporting
arguments presented in the report, staff wish to express their gratitude for
the cooperation of teacher, administrative, legislative and organizational
representatives at local, state and national levels whose assistance was

essential to the completion of this report, — T T
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II. Research Questions/Sources of Evidence

Research Questions ‘ -

A staff group conducted a review of all material on Driver Education
previously submitted to the State Board as well as the information
supporting the material. The five analytical questions in the Board's

. mandate study plan - which are specifically addressed in the Summary Section
of this report - were also reviewed and suBsequent]y used as a-basis for
deriving the specific questions to be discussed in this report. From these
initial activities it was determined that there were three questions for
general-analysis and four questions for decision as fo]]ows

General Analysis Questions

1) Whet is the historical background of the mandate?
.2) MWhat are the goals of the mandate?
3) Have they been met?

Questions for decision:

1) Should the mandate for Driver Education classroom instruction be
continued? .

2) Should the mandate to provide Behind-the-Wheel Traini?g (BTW) Be~
continued? ’ .

3) Should the~mandate on Driver Education personnel qualifications be
continued? .

"4) Should the State Board of Educatlon continue to regulate the program and
staff of selected commercial driving schools?

Sources of Evidence

This report was developed from the fo]low1ng squrces as they were re]evant
to DOriver Education.

-Statutes and rules and regulations;
-Research reports;
~Published and unpublished documents; -

-Public testimony before the School Problems Comm1ss1on and the State Board
of Education;

==




~ -A11 materials previously submitted to the State Board of Education.

~
°

-Information in the State Board's filesj' . : , p

~Correspondence with individdals in their official capacities, e.g.,
teachers, administrators, organizational representatives, etc.; and ) ¢

L}

2
Following Section V of the report is a numberéd”list of selected o
references. The text of the report contains numbefs in parentheses which -

are keyed to the references.

The report also contains an Appendix which consists of several tables
selected from national and state data related to driver education and
traffic safety. They have been included to facilitate easy reference and to
improve the flow of the report's narrative. - >
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ITI. Géneral Analysis Questidns

.d .

Y. What is the historical background of the mandate? -

In 1895 there were reported to be only four registered automobiles in the
United States. In that same year it was reported with some concern that
half of them had collided with each other in.St. Louis, Missouri}p While
this story may be apocryphaly it can servesto.date the onset of tub]ic.
concern for traffic safety in what quickly came to be called the.automotive
era. From this modest beginning Americans took to their wheels in such

numbers and with such devastating effect on each other that in 1913 the

- Natiomal Safety Council was established and, by approximatel]y 1920 (when
there were almost 10 million cars registered in the United States*),. driver
education programs entered the public schools in I1linois and other»states.fb

.

Such programs were not initially authorized by statute, were few in number,
\ varied in content, and were fiscally supported entirely at the local -level.
However, concern for traffic safety and the provision of traffic safety -
programs continued to grow during the: twenties and thirties. =
.This early period .is notable for the long range development of driver /
edu€ation in I11ino#s and in other states for three reasons. First, it was
during these years that coalitions of local, state, and national leaders.
¢oncerned with safety (including driver education/safety education programs )
- in the public.schools) were developed. "Second, the principal reason for
supporting such programs ‘then -'as now - was concern over the magnitude of
traffic accidents among the young and the belief that safety education and
driver training would help to alleviate. the situation. And third, the
spread of local programs and of support for them across levels of government
culminated in réquests for state legislative and fiscal support. .

In Octnber 1940 the I11inois Legislative Council published "State Aid for
-Driver Training Courses" (34). The report documents the early State level
. discussion of driver education in terms of three issues which have endured
' to the present day: driver education as a safety measure; the need for a
comprehensive program, i.e., one that includes classroom and practice
driving; and the need for adequate funds, mainly to support the costs of the
practice driving. -

o

qQ

- *By contrast, in 1980 I1linois alone had 7.14 million cars registered (23).
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While the Legislature did riot appropriate funds for Driver Training in 1940,
it did adopt' the Safety Education Act of 1941. This bill was essentially
permissive in nature and general in scope. The current version of it is
found in Section 27-17 of The School Code of I11inois. In terms of State
legislation the 1941 bill wgs the high water mark for those who ‘supported

- safety- education as a general topic including safety in the home, traffic
safety and health safety. . .

N
o

. Programs. for, traffic- safety education continved to grow and their supporters
‘continued to seek legislative action with the effect that in 1947 the
I11inois legislature adopted a bill mangating that a course of instruction
tn "Traffic Laws and Regulations™ be offered for at least- one hour each week

in each of grades one through nine. This bill may reasonably be considered |,

the progenitor of all subsequent Driver Education legislation,

* The historical development of driver educatian programs can be summarized as
follows. ° ” . T,

. <.

s T 8 ;o -
1903 - -~ A Boston YMCA offers what may be thé nation's earliest driver .
. training Course (38).

1916 - Possibly the first high school driver education program is offered
to students in Gilbert, Minnesota by William H. Fulton - an

! engineer also noted for his. work on ths airplane "Spirit of St.

" .Louis" (38). T L !

-

1924-26- Herbert Hoover, Secretary of Commerce, sponsors two National

"~ + Highway Conferences which recommend (among other things) that
safety and driver education be included in the curricula of all
public schopls and that a Uniform Vehicle Code (UVC) should be
adopted (38). The Code was adopted in 1926.* -

. . o .
1931 - Professor Amos E. Neyhart (sometimes called the "Father of. Driver
Education") conceives and begins to disseminate -the concept that
driver training will reduce accidents in the same way that factory-
training reduces accidents (38). . ) v

1936 - Lane Technical High School (Chicago, I11inois) introduces the
nation's first multiple phase driver education course; one which
includes classroom, simulator, off-street and on-street instruction
components (38). This remains the model-of-choice in driver

» education. : -

3

*This Code - now found in the Uniform Laws Annotated - is not a federal Taw,
but has been used as a model for %tate laws including the 1935 [11inois * -
statute cited on the next page. . .
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1949 - The NationaT Commission on Safety Education (a part of the National
~ Education Association) publishes recommendatioris, from a national
conferende»on-high school driver education, that thg program
include "...a minimum of 30 hours of classroom instruction and an
gverage minimum of 6 hours per student for actual driving..." This
0/6 approach subsequently became perhaps ‘the most typical feature
of dr1ver educat1on programs in the United States (20).

Interest1ngly, this nat1ona1 conference also recommended that: -

There should ‘be no legislation requiring schools to provide

driver education. If any state law regarding driver education

is necessary, its purpose should be to~authorize driver

o ” educatfon programs and the expenditure of educational funds to
finance them...Driver education should not be financed with

- funds, from special s0urces earmarked for th1s purpose.

1957 I11inois incorporates the 30/5 approach “in its perm1ss1ve

legislation authorizing driver education programs and reimbursement.

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) beg1ns
research and development program which cu1m1nated, in 1978, in the -
Safe Performance Curriculum ?SPC) now under test in DeKalb Cou ity,
Georgia (36).

1968

1978

*I11inois State Board of Education releases Driver Education for
I11inois Youth, the product of a four-year curriculum development
project using federal funds and involving approximately 50 local
school districts. By 1979, representatives of almost 79% of the
State's 750 public high schools had received information on thi¢
curriculum through State Board sponsored workshaps.

The 1eg1s1at1ve history of the program, which 1nvo]ves Chapter 122 and
Chapter 95-1/2 of the I1linois Revised Statutes as well as at least one
federal law, is summarlzed beTOw.r

‘Date ® Act1on : Statutory Reference

- o Chapter
1935 ’ Uniform Act Regulating Traffic 95-%72 - Sect1on 98
: on Highways; cited in 194/ et seq.
mandate beiow. .
.1939 . First reference to "operator 95-1/2 - Section 35d
license" (Dr1ver), set mifimum - .
‘ age at 15, _ ‘
1941 . . ‘ Safety Education Act of July 17,. 122 - Section 523 a-c

1941; authorized general course.
of safety ‘education for a minimum
§ 16 hours/year, and required -
' Normal Schools to offar an '
- elective course in safety education.
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. 1947 Courses in Traffic Laws and 122 - Section 27-24
Regulations; mandatéd instruction
of at Teast 1 hour/week in each
of -grades 1-9.

1953 Set minimum licensing age at 16, 95-1/2 - Section
‘ 15 with cause, and. 14 or 15 with 73.14
enrollment in high school Driver
Education, : o

1957 Driver Education Act, authorized 122 - Section 27-24
. classroom and Behind-the-Wheel o
v "~ (BTW) course which would be
: available to defined group;*
appropriated funds via the Driver
Education Fund; and set
reimbursement maximum at $30
dollars per pupil completing an
approved course. ’

. 1959 Reimbursement formula amended to 122 - Section 7850 .
provide separate rates for class- ‘ . :
room and BTW.

1966 Federal Highway Safety Act 23 U.S.C 402(b)
adopted; provides funds for state -
programs which among other
« things provide for comprehensive
driver training programs.

Q

<T

Mandated provision of class- - 122 - Section 27-24.2
room/BTW course to defined popu- 95-1/2 - Section 6-107
lation; linked completion of ' :

approved course to early licensing, . .
i.e.,16-17. Effective January 1, 1969.

1967

The period from 1947 through 1981 produced four major developments in driver

education programs in I1linois and other states.

1. Categorical state support for driver education programs: °‘In 1947
Delaware became the first state to adopt legislation providing special
funds for driver education (21). B8y 1957, when I11inois§ first
authorized categorical funding for a permissive-driver education program
using driver. license fees, fourteen states had adoptad similar
JDrograms. By 1979-80 at least twenty-six states:provided special state
funding; federal funds were used in at 18ast twenty-three states in
addition to or in lieu of special state financial aid (4).

>
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2. Development of Driver Educat1on program/personnel standards: State and
federal fiscal support has been invariably accompanied by the cegation
° of minimum program and personnel standards. The typical minimum program
in_I11inois and most other states of fering fiscal support is thirty
hours of classroom’ instruction and six hours of behind-the-wheel -
instruction. The typical personnel standard is a va11d teaching
certificate with driver education endorsement.

&
S

3. Llinking driver educat1on to Ticensing requ1rements for certain age
groups: In 1967 I1linois passed a law (effective 1969) providing that
no applicant under the age of eighteen could be issued a license unless
the applicant had passed an approved driver education course, which was
defined as having been approved by the Superintendent of Public o
Instruction. While similar provisions exist in other states, it should
‘be noted that at least sixteen states license drivers under age eighteen
(typically at sixteen) with or without driver education. In seven

- additional states that license drivers below 18, comp]et1ng a driver
education program reduces .the license e11g1b111ty age by six months to .
two years (e.g., 16 to 14, 17 to 15, etc.).

4, Adoption of federal legislation: The Federal Highway Safety Act of 1966
provided funds to states for expanding and upgrading driver education
programs, pr1nc1pa11y through Section 402 of the Act. A condition of
receiving grants under the Act was that each state have a comprehensive
driver training program (23 U.S.C. 402 (b)(1)(E)). In view of this
provision some states, e.g., Indiana, passed legislation which simply
accep'ted the federal law and its implementing rules and regulat1ons.~
This federal law is also credited with influencing Illinois® action
mandating the. provision of driver education in 1969.

>

Since 1969, principal developments in 1111no1s' driver education program
have included legislation to increase the reimbursement levels (1971, 1981),
curricular development at the state and local level, and the initiat1on
(1980) of research on the program by the State.Board of Education.

2. What are the goals of the mandate?

The mandate for Driver Education has several distinct parts which should be
considered as a basis for describing the goals of the mandate. The major
components and goa]s of- the mandate can be summarized as follows.

~a. To assure that all students in grades 1-8 receive a course of.
- instruction in safety -education that deals with portions of the.
I11inois Vehicle Code and Litter Control Act for at least one class

period each week in each grade, and in at least one of the years in.

- grades 10 tH?ough 12. (Ch. 122-27-23, which precedes the Driver

Education Act in the Code.)* : :
*This report does not address the elementary school component of the Driver
Education mandate, because that program is not typically operated.as a
separate course of instruction. It is usually treated as one aspect of the
general topic of safety educat1on.

i,

oy
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b.  To assure that each high school student is requ1red to take the

course described above during one of the years cited and that such

course be.at least 30 hours in duration and taught by a certified
high school, teacher who has acquvred special qualifications
pursuant to Section 27-24,2 -of the Driver Edvcation Act.

c. To assure that each schoo] district which maintains grades 3-12
- shall offer a driver education course consisting of classroom and
practice driving instruction as defined to all residents and .
. certain non-residents of the d1str1ct who are at 1east 15 but not
yet 21 years of age.
d. To provide for the approval of minimum program and personnel
o standards in public:'and certain private driver education courses
through the statute and the rules and regu]at1ons of the State
Board of Education. .

® .. e. To assure that anyone who is 16 or 17 years’old must successfully
) complete an approved driver education course in order to be
-eligible for a‘driver's license. N

f. To authorize State funding of a port1on of the costs for the
classroom and BTW portions of. the driver education course in the
public secondary schoois. :

In summary, the current driver educatwon’mandate requires that both
. classroom and BTW instruction be provided, that students must take at Teast
" the classroom portion, and that anyone between 16 and 18 years of age who
-wants a driver's license must successfully complete both parts of an -
- approved program, .
. These components. of the mandate and their h1stor1ca1 development suggest
that there are three major goals for Driver Education:

.a. . To help reduce traffic accidents through prov1d1ng for courses of
driver education in the classroom and behind=the-wheel;

o

. [ %
' @ ’ b. To provide driver education (and thus encourage its use) for- ) .
Y . non-public school students, out-of-school. youth and other :
2\v7 . individuals between 18 and 21 years of age, and ;
. \ .

s C. prov1de a_mechanism for training and 11cens1ng youth between 15
an 18 in response to the practical need for such access. '

The components and goals of the Oriver Educat1on mandate support the
conclusion that the State has perceived formal driver education to be
1mportant for some as a traffic safety measure, but not so important’as to
require it of all beginning drivers. For §¥amp1e '

-From. 1941 to 1947, the entire program was éerm?ssive;'
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-From 1941 to the present only the classroom portion has been mandated. for
all public school students; '

-The'éﬁbgram\reCéived no special State funds for at least sevente;n years .
after the initial legislative request (1940-1957); and '

-

-The behind-the-wheel trainihg'has alwa§s been, until the relatively recent .
early licensure linkage, optional to all students, . :
. o . |

3. Have they been met?

The goal of providing for early licensing has been met since 1939 .even

- though the specific preconditions for it have changed as indicated earlier
in the legislative summary. The remaining two goals of the mandate have not
fared nearly as well.- Each is discussed below. R ~

Service to non public school, out-of school youth, and certain others -
between 18 and 21 years of-age. - For almost twenty-five-years the State has
sought to increase the use of driver education by these populations through
~ expanding program availability, first in 1957.and again in 1967. The State ,
Board staff has no.formal record of the extent of their participation in : o
driver education. However, informal discussions with experienced agency : ‘
personnel suppdrt the conclusion that of the three groups, non-public school
students use the program more often than the out-of-school and over 18 .
groups,- which have never used the: program“in large numbers. -Possible )
¢ explanations for this situation include: a) that the program is not
- . .generally offered at timés convenient for the out-of-school and dver 18
‘groups; and 'b) that there has been little state or local effort to ehcourage
their participation. Nevertheless it must be concluded that this goal of
the driver education mandate has met only limited. success. ' -

Reducing traffic accidents Ehrough requiring classroom ‘instruction for all

~public school students and behind-the-wheel instruction for a selected ¥

- opulation. 1In a previous report to the ‘State Board, staff commented on_the"
% ‘assumption underlying this goal by noting that "years of research in .

+ * I1linois and other stateschas failed to supply conclusive evidence in’
support’ of the assumption." . . ' ' St

\

In support of this statement staff described research ré?ﬁ]ts as » -
inconclusiéve, contradictory and based on faulty methodology. .The following
quotation places. the transformation of research conchsions, from generally

R *

positive to inconclusive, in an historical perspective (31). -

Since the eardy years of driver education in the 1920's, its proponeﬁ;s .
.have claimed- safaety benefits. - Scores of nonrandom controlf groyp studies -
conducted around the middle of the century (American Auto obile W
- Association, 1945, 1955, 1959; Association of Casualty and Surety RS
Companiés, 1955; National Education Association, 1957) appeared tol
-coafirm such benefits, sugggsting<reductions in violations and.crdsh. -
~._  involvement of 50% or more’for drivers receiving driver educat sy .
N These results, together with the face validity of educating, beginning
> drivers, contributed much to the status of driver education as one of
the nation's prigary traffit.safety measures. - . )

s




The validity of the early studies of the safety effectiveness of driver -
education has been questioned. Haddon, Suchman, and Klein (1964)
pointed out that none of these studies included random assignment or
statistical controls for inherent differences between students who chose
to enroll in driver education and those who ‘did not. Other studies
.(Conger,-'Miller, and Rainey,.19665 Ferdun, Peck & Coppin, 1967; Rainey,
Conger & Walsmith, 1961) showed that driver education students differ in
a number of important’ respects from students who do not enroll.and that .

' these variables could account for the differences in the driving records-
of the two. groups. - o

-

When researchers attempted to control for these selection biases using
statistical methods, they found much smaller differences in subsequent
.crash and violation rates between driver education and non-driver: <
&ducation groups (Conger et-.al., 1966; Coppin, Marsh & Peck, 1965;
McGuire & Kersh, 1969). In an extensive study of this type, Harrington
(1971) found a 5% lower crash involvement rate among females who took

driver education, but no such difference for male students.

Harrington attempted to control for biographical, attitudinal, and
personality differences by using analysis of covariance techniques.  He
emphasized the limitations of these methods and the need for
experimental studies using randomized groups. Without such studies, it
is impossible to be sure what benefits, if ‘any, are produced by driver
education. -

Perhaps the most recent, and certainly most widely publicized, entry into
.the debate has been the 1981 report "Teens and Autos: A Deadly Combination®
(17). Published by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety - which, from
1947 to 1968 issued annual awards for Driver Education Achievement (4)-the
report summarized the results of several studies te support its .assertion
that the majof public health problem for teenagers is “injuries associated
.with automobiles. O0ne of -several policy options offered in the report was
the elimination of high school driver education. : .

It is essential to note that the Institute's report is less an attack on

» driver education per se, than on its use asja vehicle for extending the age
of Ticensing downward. Points .more pertinent to the question are made by
Seaver,-et al. in a later portion of the article cited above (31).

In summary, it-appears that the net éafety éffect of drivér eduéationi
may be slightly positive, zero, or possibly even negative. QOnsiqerably

-and/or magnitude of this effect. . Also to be considered in.any social—

evaluation, howevergvis the value of mobility to persons under the age - . .-
A%

of 18 (and to'society as a whole) as well as the value of the training
function that driver education provides parents. In view of existing
circumstances, it is unlikely that driver education should (or even
could) .be discontinued at this point. Nevertheless, a reevaluation of
its funding sourcés may be in order if insignificant safety benefits are
found in subsequent objective evaluations. :

ay
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In January 1979, Dr. William Haddon, President of the Insurance Institute of
Highway Safety, presented his conclusions concerning high school driver
education in "Options for the Prevention of Motor Vehicle Crash Injury", a
Keynote Address to an international conference on this topic. Following is
an_excerpt from the published abstract of his address (6).

No favorable'results from high school driver training have been shown
even for drivers over 18. The contribution of alcohol abuse, when
~sought, has been found in-every country...The motor vehicle safety
programs introduced in the U.S. in 1966, when the number of deaths was
5.3/10,000 registered vehicles, reduced the fatalities to 4.25 in 1973,
A further drop to 3.3, associated with the speed limit reduction to 55
miles/h (89 km/h), occurred by 1976. It has been estimated that the
initial standards prevented the loss of 28,000 lives during the period
1966-74...Tests of ‘safety pamphlets in California and'television."

¢ programs urging seat belt use have been proved cineffective. In

contrast, requiring motorcyclists to wear crash helmets and drive with
headlights on at all times reduced motorcycle crash injuries.

The impression the staff is left with after reviewing past as well as
current research focused on the safety effects of driver education is that
it has failed to produce conclusive positive results and thus has also_

failed to provide an effective rationale for the typical (i.e., 30/6) driver

education program - mandated or not.

-12-1 5 |




~ IV. Questions for'Decision
- .

1. Should the mandate to provide Behind-the-Whee1 (éTN),Training be
continued? i ) . IR

o

No. The State Board of Education (April 1981) adopted a resolution which
among other thing; supported the elimination of this portion of the mandate.

k)

In its present form the‘mandate requires the provision of a service to the
children of parents/quardians, and to certain other individuals who are:

a. wiIIing‘to'(or must, because of their personal situation) assume
whatever risks may be inherent in early Iicensing;

b. "AbIe.to assume the added insurance burden for a youthful driver;

€. Wish to be eligible for possible reductions in the cost of
insurance; and who .

d. Wish to have the program supplement or supplant their own education
efforts. " : :

As a service it is extremely convenient, confers an immediate/ benefit and is
provided without direct cost to the users. .

At the same time it is important to consider that: this 2nroliment Tevel is
linked to the requirement to complete it as a condition of early licensing;
a requirement adopted in 1967 at least in part on ‘the bdsis of research
strategies and results which have been seriously challenged and in part as a
response to the provisions of the federal Highway Safety Act. .

1Because of the persistent and appropriate emphasis on traffic injury and

fatality data it has generally gone unnoticed in the discussion of the need
to mandate driver education that for decades both young and old drivers in
overwhelming numbers have performad safely. That is, while it_is_true that
certain age groups are usually proportionally over or under-representad in

being involved in a reported accident is decidedly. atypical of drivers both
within any age group -and between several age groups (13) (23).

For_axamp 59,692 reported accidents in I11inois,

This number is 6.6% of the State's 7.0 mi1lion }icensed drivers. Orivers
~under age 25 represent 1.6 million or ?
sake of this example that all of the accidents involved only drivers under
age 25; then 30% of these drivers had_accidents, while 70% did not.

Further, if a1l of the drivers involved in fatal accidents had been under 25

. they would represent only .17% of the drivers in that age group.

2% of the total (23). Assume for the
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For three decades (1939-69) I11inois recognized the valus, indeed the
necessity - given the limitations. of mass transportation - of mobility for
youth by extending eligibility first to 15 year olds and later (1957) to 16
year olds without the present requirement to complete a course including BTW
instruction. Their performance over these years merits State confidence- in
the. abilities of their parents and/or friends as teachers and in the
parformance of youth as responsible.drivers. »

In this context there does not appear to be a compelling State interest in
maintaining a mandate which uses funds from three separate sources (local
property taxes, General State Aid, and the Driver Education Fund) to provide
a_service which has no conclusively demonstrated safety effect;. i$ used only
by a select population (a significant number of whom must use it); and which
results in having the public sector assume a parental and private sector’
task in a way which restricts parental and private sector alternatives

without persuasive evidén;e-of the need to do so.

Therefore, the provision of the previous Board resolution calling for
elimination of the Behind-the-Wheel mandate should be retained and extended
to call for the elimination of the requirement that such a course be
completed as a condition of early licensing.

2. “Should the mandate for Driver Education classroom instruction be
‘continued? v o : -

No. As far back as 1940 proponents of driver education have contended
that the secondary school classroom instruction should be. integrated
with practice driving, i.e., both should be taken concurrently or at
least consecutively (34). S L
The present mandate has three principal components which have the
following deneral effects. . ‘ ) '
- A11.pubTic school students who complete the eighth grade are a
: required to have had classroom safety education instruction
o including portions of the Motor Vehicle Code and other safety
related topics, for the equivalent of one class period each week,
in each grade from one through eight (Ch. 122, Section 27-23).
- A1l public secondary ;chool students must receive an.additional 30
"~ hours of driver education c]assrqom instructionAat some ti

me during

———grades 10-12.Thi

persons.on request.

- By interpretation of the 'statutes and rules all youth between 15
and 18 years of age who seek early licensure must successfully
comp]ete approved classroom and behind-the wheel courses.

. | 17

-18-
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* The secondary schodl program‘is now generally organized and operated

. The driver education literature in I1linois and other states contains °

-programs and personnel that serve

kY

primarily to serve those students who wish to take both courses and
secondarily to-provide the classroom course mandated for all students. at
some point during grades 10-12. As presently operated then, Oriver
Education is fundamentally a service program for those who want to be
eligible for early licensing. ’ ,

IS

Given the integrated nature of tﬁe program it follows that the previous
tate Board recommendation to eliminate the mandats to provide practice
driving should be extended to include tﬁe'classroom.component as well.

3. Should the mandate on driver education personnel qdalifications be

continued in its present form? ' \

No. In previous reports to the State Board it has been hoted that. I11inois’
requirement that driver education teachers be fully certified, i.e., have a
college degree with appropriate amounts of specifie. courses, is not shared
by all other states. Tables from the 1980 Oriver Education Status Report of
the National Safety Council (4), document the variety of personnel
qualification standards now in effect among the reporting states (See
Appendix). \

\\
assertions that a "quality driver education program" requires a teacher who
has a college degree; teaching certificate, and specific training in the:
subject. Staff finds no research evidence to-support this assertion.
Rather, it appears to be .the result of assuming that the quality of a
program is automatically improved by raising the level of formal education
required for eligibility to work in.it. The existing and unchallenged
alterpative standards in other states (See Appendix) suggest that the

-present standard is different from and more costly, but not necessarily
‘better than other approaches (4). e

The present driver education personnel certification standards for public

and private secondary schools should therefore be amended to provide bot

sectors with greater flexibility. = s

4. Should the State Board of Education continue to regulaté the program and
staff of selected commercial driving schools? '

-Legislation requires State Board app?ova] of commercial driviﬁg school

23 Fl e
Sl

-been— Hated—into-regutations which—inessence seek to transform a

“private enterprise (previously administered solely 5y the Secretary of

State) into a public one. Under the-general assertion, discussed above,' v
that a high quality driver education program requires a fully certified
instructor and that standards for the commercial schools serving youth

should thus ‘be identical to public school standards, the legislation and the

regulations imposed identical personnel and substantially identical program

.Standards on the commercial schools serving youth under 18. .

A




b
There is no compelling evidence for imposing these requirements on !
“commercial driver training schools. Regulation of such schools should be
the province of a more appropriate State agency. T
\\‘
\\
- R
o ‘i
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V. Suﬁmary and Preliminary Recommenda ons

Summary

This report is based upon a review of materials previbusly submitted to the
State Board of Education as well as a review of additional material related

to the mandate for driver education in I11inois. In particular, this report”

., differs from previous papers in that the specific questions addressed in

this paper were derived from the five questions which make up the framework

for analysis included in the Board's mandate study plan. These questions,

gn? a brief response to each as it concerns dr iver education, are presented

elow. T : '

. T What'desirablg condition or outcome is called for by the mandate?

The driver education mandate i$ intended to produce at least the
. following conditions: classroom instruction for all public school

- students; successful completion of an approved course as a condition for
early licensing (thus retaining a _long standing goal of providing youth
under 18-access to the privilege of driving); and encouragement of
certain other -individuals to take driver education by requiring ‘that it
be 'made available to-them upon request.
The desirable outcome of the driver-education mandate has been that it
should make a significant contribution to traffic safety in I1linois.

2. Is there evidence that ¥h-the absence of the mandate the condition -or

’ TN s

outcome will not be achieved? : T

One can assume thdt.in-the absence -of a mandate some school districts

may choose not to offer driver education.

-There is no evidence to demonstrate that failure to offer the program
has or will significantly affect the level of traffic safety in I1linois.
. ‘ ' . ““‘“‘\ P

3. As pnesenf]y defiﬁed does (can) the mandate yield the desired result?

As présent]y dzfined” the mandate produces the desired conditions, but
its existence has not been c]earlx_connected to producing the desired
result.

4. Could the mandate’ be defined.and/or implemented differently and yield —

e - —Lhe-—desiredresuylt?2 - . -~ e e

It has been suggested that the minimum 1icensing age he raised to :
eighteen (17). 1In 1980, 35.8% of all I1linois drivers involved in fatal
accidents were under 25 years of age (23). This represents only .06% of

-..1icensed drivers in that age group. These and other data support the,
““conclusion that raising the licensing age would create an unwarranted

hardship for the over 200,000 licensed drivers in I11inois who are under
18 years of age ‘ahd who have in the main performed safely.

M
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It is conceivable that a driver education program capable of producing a
significant and positive effect on traffic safety could be developed.
However, the’magnitude of the change needed (as suggested by the DeKalb
_County Project) would be very large indeed.* Further, there is
insufficient evidence concerning what will work and little reason to
suppose that such information will become available in the years ahead.

It is not possible then, to.state with confidence how the pre!ent
mandate could be defined differently in order to yield the desired
“result.”’ : :

5. Does the mandate féf]eéf a pompelling‘state interest?

There is unquestionably a compelling state interest in promoting traffic
safety. There is not, however, a compelling state interest to mandate a
program which:may be only marginally effective or even marginally
ineffective iﬁ terms of its contribution to traffic safety.

Given the responses to these questions as well as to the questions discussed
in earlier sections of this report, the task force presents the following
summary conclusions. T

. The public secondary school driver education prdgram is essentially an
early licensing service program-with an indeterminate safety effect -
its ‘users -should be able to choose it. s

. Teachers in the pubﬁic secondary and selected commercial school driver
. programs are required to be fully certified teachers - this is not
warranted. E '

. Early licensing is conditional on successful completion of the 30/6
program - this is not warranted. v ‘ Ty

7. There is no compelling interest for the State to continue the Driver
Education mandate in its present form. - . '

¢

\

~
.

~

. . \\ilt' -

——— =" “*Thg Safe Performance CurricuTam ¢cal s for 35 hours of classroom :

instruction, and 17>hours of simulation, and 17_hours of off-street driving
and 3 hours of on-street driving.. In short, the total program time is
doubled (from 36 hours td.72 hours) and the ratio of classroom to practice
time is also drastically changed from 5:1 to .95:1 (36). As previously
reported to the State Board, a-final report (including data on costs) is not
expected until late 1982, ' ¥ )




Prelimina

ry Recommendat1ons

It is re~n

].

2.

Finally,
]l

. Education shall continue to receive appropr1ate State funding.

ommended that the State Board of Education support legislation to:

'Repea1 the State requirement for classroom and Behind- the-wheel

training in the public Secondary’ schoo] curriculum, -

Amend the early 11cens1ng prov1s1ons of the statutes to provide
that 'such licensing shall be available to those who are at least 16
years old and who have demonstrated such knowledge and skills as
the Secretary of State may deem necessary.

Amend the statutory prov1s1on concerning personnel certification
requirements to provide alternative professional training programs
for rng1strat1on of. those who wish to provide driver education
1nstruct1on in-a public or private setting.

Amend the statutes to authorize e11g1b1e school districts .to
provide a comprehensive driver education. program directly or
indirectly through contract, which contract may include provision .
of public facilities; and to offer the program in these
circumstances dur1ng any period of the year and to all beg1nn1ng
drivers.

have the sole responsibility of licensing and supervision as it .
relates to all commerc1a1 driver training schools. .

|
. : |
Amend the Statutes to provide that the Secretary of State shall ,
it is recommended that'l
The State Board. of Educat1on request .that the Governor establish an
interagency commission charged to investigate the relative costs’
and effects of traffic¢ safety measures proven to reduce traffic .
accidents; to recommend allocations of State funds among such S
programs and to report by a’ date certain. o ae

13

Any local district that chooses to cont1nue offering Driver _;#;w

o
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|
i \
e !

. STATE cunmcuwm GUIDESANDLLICENSING AGES \
’ T e s T ’ H 4
‘ 85‘325";558"" G ewembuse Gnre " HICENSING AGE
1)
CURR. G . " CONSERVATION? CURR. GUIDE WITH na ED._WITHOUT 0R. e,
CURR. GUiGE —_— —_
FAILED TO REPORT ' :
1974 v X XN v 15 \ 18
1975 - ' X . " MSF ' - "’
X  MSF* 15 ' 18
1978 X 1980 .1 18 .
1979 X MSF* 16 | 16 a
1973 X ° MSF° 16 18 )
1950 X 1978 .. - 16 18 :
1970 X ) B . S 18 18
NO INSTRUMENT WITH WHICH TO OOLLECTDATA . “ o |
FAILEDTOREPORT » .
FAILEDTOREPORT = ° ) . ) )
1980 . . X - 977 - ; 1 18
1978 . X 1973 - 18 18
- 1974 T 161 186 .
N X X T e, v
1971 . . x o0 1975’ y . " 18
W X : : : 14 14
179 Toeox ' 1 18 s :
FAlLsoronsppnr ' B
1968 X 15 1”7 ‘.
1970 . x NA | NA .
1970 X . 108 17 -
N WX wr . AT T IO Y - .
FAILED TOREPORT . oo 5
19079 : X ° . 15 ' s
NO STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICE OR SUPERVISION OF DRIVER EDUCATION ' ‘ o
1973 . L 3 . 1977 e .15 18 : ¥
1980 X o o oo 18 16 .
S e : : A 16
1974 x / . 1980 R 18 18
Q ) I
ot X . { 17 17
1973 . . 1973 5 .18 LT
1969 L X , . 17 18
1965 X 16 1f
1974 X MSF* 7 18 .
< o - .
OH % 1980 . X - 1980 1 18 .
oK LT B : X, ) 1971 (I N R 1 - -8
OR e . - s . . A S 16 18
. PA 1972 . X . 1074 ’ ‘18 16
. Ri 1974 - X 1979 A 18 18
SC ' - FAILED TOREPORT ) ’ LT ‘
SD 4 “978 . : . o . 14
TN, . FAILPDTOREPORT '

s i FAILEDTOREPOHT e e : o .

VA ms.eoronspom ' o o .
. - waA Lo ’ : S , 1975 16
. wv L v S - 18

. WE ¢ FALEDTOREPORT = * g :

WY . FALEDTOREPORT o N o

. Rmsla onnuany an ine locol lo el o : ' .
“yse meteriais amxom by fhe Motoreycle Safety Foundation - '

. .
. . ’ . hd .
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STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN ORIVER EDUCATION
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NM 4 8 24500 1549 . 28,049 20495 . 550 21,045 20,201 545 20,746
NY 16 any 20017 561 257,638 106,464 27,683 134,147 105398 24,582 '129,9680
NC 15, 810 . NA NA 110,765 104,548 ms 105327 = 95,045 701 95,748
ND 1 9 S NA - NA 11,151 NA NA NA NA -~ NA 8.882

oH 159 NA 175,000° NA 175,000' 175,000° NA Y 175,000° 175,000* NA 175,000*
oK o 158 10 46,265 802 47,087 43571 435 44,066° 42002 - 480 42,482
oR . 15 NA 39858 1,846 41,704 18,675 828 19,303 18,353 620 18,983
(T3 15 10 " 177928 20000° 197,928 124863 3208 - 128,067 89762 3,11 92873
Rl 15 10 1 14200 2,200 16,900 14525 2,075 18,600 1445 2,082 16,397
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sD R NA 12094 962 13056 2 NA NA " NA 8694  T255 . ag49
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<
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"~ -TYPESOF PROGRAMS OFFERED AND HOURS REQUIRED

ON:STREET PRACTICE DRV SIMULATION INSTRUCTION * RANGE INSTAUCTION
HOUR uast UAST

. SCHOOLSASC SCHOOLS . ° CLASSROOM INSTRUCTICN IN-CAR  MINIMUM
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AR an . -] i NA NA 30 NA NA ] NA NA 4:1 NA NA NA 0 36
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co 230 s 230 55 cs 229 83 ¢€B 135 ¢ 41 8 0 2 NA * 38
cT 130 7 . 130 7 30 130 37 [ ] (] NA 0 0 NA (] 3
DE a2 1 32 1 30 32 17 6 10 (] NA 0 0 NA 6 38
D¢ L 3 0, ‘s -0 0 1 o 6 1 o 3] 0 0 NA NA -
FL NO INSTRUMENT WiTH WHICH TO COLLECT DATA ' : ’ :
GA FAILED TO REPORT
M FAILED TO REPORT - ~ . . S .
1] . 184 1° 105° 1° 30 105° 1 [] 0 0 1 8 o0 1 12 48
"n 727 16 727 16 30 r 16 ] NA NA 4:1 NA NA 21 12 B
N s 4 . NA NA i 30 NA NA ] NA NA 41 NA NA 21 12 73
7 “re 2° “r’ 2* 30 “z* 2° € " n°. o " an @ 0 21 NA 36
KsS 7 7 370 7 30 370 7’ 6 5 [ &1 B 0 21 12 36
Xy 260 26 260 28 30 260 26 6 X (] 4 2 0 3 1] 90
LA FAILED TO REPORT : : .
ME 123 1] 13 18 0 123 18 [} 2 0- 4 2 0 3 ) 36
MD 165 19 165 19 30 185 19 (] 92 (] 41 2 0 (] 38
MA 10°* L, 3 10°* 31 ‘30-* no* A [} 0 0 NA 0 0 NA 6 . 42
Mt . s NA 524 as 30 524 35 s 2 (] 3 1S 0 21 0 38
MN FAILEDTO REPORT ,
MS 276 70 261 64 30. 261 & - 6 100 (] 4 “ 0 12 3%
MO NO STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICE OR SUPERVISION OF DRIVER EDUCATION
MT 153 5 © 153 5 42 15 s [ 2 0 1 0 0 NA 12 60 -
NB 2 NA 312 ~ NA 30 2/2 - NA 6 8 NA 41 1 NA NA 0 B
NV 49 2" " NA NA 30 NA NA 6 NA NA 41 NA NA NA NA B
\ NH 93 15 [ ] 15 30 93 7 15 [ ] 1 0 41 0 0 NA 0 238
"N 265 148 34 4 30 264 148 6 713 s &1 2 Y0 21 12 © 8
NM 128 10 128 10 30 128 9 6 5 (] 4 4 0 11 9 0]
NY 380 Pors NA 'NA 2 NA  NA $§ NA  NA 1 NA NA @1 18 ]
NC us i 2 02 30 402 2 6 [ (] 4 20 0 4 12 54
ND N2 j n = n 0 2 n 6 s 2 4 7 1 21 6 38
OH .5 (] 751 (] s 751 (] 6 28 (] .61 6. 0 NA " 60
oK o488 [ 485 ‘s 30 485 s 6 158 0 41 5 0 21 4 38
OR 219 8 219 8 7 1 8. 6 4« 4 0. 0 NA 6 3
PA 537 6’ - sa 70 30 537 . s 42 0 3 13 0 3 6 38
m ) [ 10 29 T I 4« -0 o 1 0 0 NA NA NA o 30
FAILED TOREPORT. | L o o .
2 I 172 9 30 172 9 6 .10 \;e a 0. 0 NA 618 -~30
FAILED TO REPORT - . : 1 .
1,100 . 32 * 1,100 2 32 1,100 - 22 ] NA NA 41 NA NA 21 6 3
2 (] 92 .0 92 (] 6 39 (] 41 B 0 =21 ‘'@ 38
FAILEDTOREPORT  ° X
FAILED TOREPORT | ) . .
04 \ 8 304 cs 304 6 c8 40 (] NA $ 0 NA NA ‘ca
183 1 163 - 1 7] 183 1 [ 12 0 3 20 4 1218 8290
FAILED TO RERORT = '
FAILED TO REPORT ' i
10763 835 9.688 664 9544 647 2129 162 4“1 )
A-PuBlicS y Scnools (g 912) * . School Disiicts (ot included in 1otals) .
8-Pivateap s y Senool ' -Esumates - " ;
€ - Pudlic Jumer Hign Scnaols CB-Competency-based : N

'D- Prvate & Parcchial Jumor Migh Schoots
"" " LS 5

R
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TABLE Vi

TION INSTRUCTORS )
SPECIAL TAAINING  NO. COLLEGES OFFERING COURSES

TEACHER CERTIFICATION AND TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAMS
MININUM REQUIREMENTS FOR ORIVER EOUCA

%

1"

SPECIAL VALID TEACHING 9 .
TEMPORARY  CERIIFICATE W/ SEMESTER QUARTER  TO INSTAUCT
STATE CERTIFICATION O.E. ENOORSEMENT MAJOR MINOR  HOURS HOURS HANDICAPPED BASIC AOVANCED PROFESSIONALS
AL FAILED TO REPORT -
AK X 1 1 1
AZ X 4 3 0
AR x X s i ' 7 7 °
CA X X 9 [ ] 2
co X X _ 18 ‘2 2 0
cr i X . 3 2 2 2
DE X ) - 0 0 0
oc S X X " 0 0 0
FL NO INSTRUMENT WITH WHICH TO COLLECT DATA
GA  FALEODTOREPORT
(1] FAILED TO REPORT .
10 X 2 2 0
i X X 16 15 ) NA
IN X . s 2 0.
1A x X 18 4 0 0o’
KS X [ 4 2 0
KY X X . 12 X 4 4 0
LA FAILED TO REPORT ' )
ME- X [ 5 5 0
MD NA NA NA NA NA
MA . X ¢ X 3 0 0
(7] X s [3 3 NA
MN  FAILED TOREPORT
MS : X X 12 7 2 )
MO NO STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICE OR SUPERVISION OF DRIVER EDUCATION
MT X X 30 3 2 0.
NB X /8 (] (] 0
NV X 2 1 1 0
NH X X 812 X 1 1 0
NJ X b 3 4 3 0
NM X 12 s s 0
., NY X X s 9 L] NA
NC NA NA X 120 X 3 ‘3, 0
ND X X. 2 (] [ 0
OoH X 5 15 18
oK X X - X 9 9 9 : 0
OR X X 1?2 3 "3 3
PA X o ‘; X 10 3 - 0
“AE X 3 X 1 NA NA
sc FAILED TO REPORT o
s : X s s 4 0
™ FAILED TO REPORT
™ : . X- s 8 19 10 19
ur X X 2¢ 2 2 2
vr FAILED TO REFORT
VA FAILED TO REPORT .
WA ] 2 X 12 3 3 3
wv X x 1248 .. 2 0
wi FAILED TO REPORT - .
wy -FAILED 70 REPORT N -,
TOTAL ° 7 38 2 ;8 194 133 57




TABLE VI

fl.[LL AND PART-TIME DRIVER EDUCATION INSTRUCTORS AND PARAPROFESSIONALS

CERTIFIEQO IGH SCHOOL  CERTIFIED MIGH SCHOOL DAIVER  CERTIFIED HIGM SCHOOL DRIVER MAY PARAPROFESSIONALS
. ORIVER EOUCATOR EDUCATION INSTRUCTORS "EDUCATION INSTRUCTORS 8E USED?
SIAIE INSTRUCTORS TEACHING FULL-FIME® . TEACHING PART-TIME- NO YES CLASSROOM IN-CAR SIMULATION
AL “FAILED TO REPORT : SO
AK » , & - 30 X X x > X
. AZ 3% 70 200 x
- AR 410 4,161 406 X X X
' CA 5331 1,998 4133 X X X
co 430 80 T a0 x ,
cr 460 K] 2 x b3
DE 80 1] 2 X
oc . 2 v -] ) 0 X
FL 'NO INSTRUMENT WITH WHICH TO COLLECT DATA :
GA FAILED TO REPORT
. Hi; s+ - FAILEDTOREPORT
: 0 438 16 22 X
: 18 NA NA © NA X
R I AN ) NA NA x
1A To1,087 a7 724 b
KS I 68 186 ) " X° NA NA NA*
KY i 268 150 13 x
- LA FAILED TO REPORT
ME ; 215 v 188 x
MD NA NA NA x - x
MA 430 o 10 420 c ke X
MI 4 L 4080 NA NA X
* MN ~ FAILED TO REPORT
"MS : 380 NA NA x
. MO -NOSTATE DEPARTMENT OFFICE OR SUPERVISION OF DRIVER EDUCATION .
Mt HES -] ' " 281 x .
NB S ] NA - NA X
) NV NA. : NA NA x )
NH 275 NA NA X x X x
NY NA 328 . NA x
NN "ws 28 9 NA~
. NY 280% 2,300 400 X
: NC 1029 m 258 X
ND NA ] an X
OH 2,400 1440 %60 X S
oK 79 AR N I x
. ; oR 620 . as 525 X x X
o PR AN00 e e G007 s0 | X x
" . %) 1 .82, X .
\ ‘s8¢ FAILED TO REPORT , . . p
R sD 248 2 - -1 X
¥ ™ FAILED TO REPORT . :
™ L3814 2847 087 x* S ¢
uT 196 ] . 124 X S S
VT FAILED TO REPORT
VA FAILED TO REPORT. s :
; WA . 1,070 © o 332507 X x x
wv T 156 - 130 x
Wi FAILED TOREFORT
wy FAILED TOREFORT
) g - e -
. TOTAL +31,019 13,220 12,765 24 13 3 no,
KEY: *8 or mora class piriods par day - ®

+ full limes;in summaer programs anty (nol included in folal)

! expenmental spproval

_*during summer.ang atter school (not includedintotal)”

T




COMMERCIAL DRIVING SCHOOL INSTRUCTORS

o

TABLE Xl

-

. : NO. LICENSED I.INI.IEEONSED R%(I)Elelgisll)“&ll LICENSING EDUCATIONAL
P TAT 0R CERTIFIED UNCERTIFIED CR BTW  AGENCY MEOWREMENTS .
AL FAILEDTOREPORT , : \ : |
AK n 0 b b oPS 40-ni. course e college work In Or. €. . i
AZ FAILED TO REPORT b
AR 4 3 X X DOE Yas, unspecified
CA NA NA NA NA DMV Nene , ¢
co - <.} NA X } DMV H.5. dipiome or GED plus 40-nr, course for sech phase (CR, BTW)
cT N -0 X X DMV HS. dipioma of equiv. Plus 31, course. Advanced 3-hr. course stter 3y7s.
DE FAILED TO REPORT » o ' {
nc NA NA NA HNA NA NA
FL 245 NA X X DMHS BTW end classroom instruction
GA % - NA x x oPS Writteh exam '
Hi FAILED TO REPORT - . 7
10 10 ] X X DOE Same o3 H.S. Instnuctors
[N . NA 0 X X DOE College minor, tretlic safety -
IN NA® NA X X DMV & DOE H.S.cisioma ,
.'_ 1A o NA X X DOE Same o3 HS. instructons | .
KS 1* 0 X X DOE . course in Or. Ed., 3he. general safety .
KY ar NA NA NA SP H.S. #ipiomi or GED
LA FAILED TO REPORT : ;
* ME R 119 ] X X DOS ¢ Same ssHS.instructors
MO Y 268 NA X x oMV CR-College degres pius G4, safaty ed.: STW.H,S. diploma plus 40nour course
MA - “ 1,200 -0 X X %ﬂev‘mw [~ senoot course .
Mo 4,020 ) 0 X X 00S s&r. course in Or. €4, !
MN FAILED TO REPORT : :
MS FAILED TO REPORT S
MO ] v NA NA NA NA
MT ] ] NA MNA ‘NA NA
N8 14 ] X X DMV Nene
NV FAILED TO REPORT H .
NH 250 . ] X X DOE Same as H.S. instructors
NJ 679 ] X X DMV Nene
NM L1 ] X X DOE Same a3 N.S. instructors
NY 2921 ] NA X DMV 30-hr. pre-service instruction
NC 108 0 X X DMV 24w. teacner ed. Course
, ND [ ] 0 X X SP Yes. unspacilied
OH - 1500 - NA b ¢ X DHS 400r coursse '
oK FAILED TO REPORT .
- - OR 23 . NA X X DMV MA. dgipioms

PA - .. A8 - - 0 . R - DOE CR-124r. 07, Ed. R
A NA ‘NA NA "X B _ 341,01 E4.0lus 250 hr. exparience {for owners only)

: .C FAILEDTO REPORT .
t0 TNA - NA NA NA NA NA
Ti FAILED TO REPORT
™ 349 . .0 X X oPs . Tescners olus Or. £d.
uT - 18 0. X X DPS Y. AN Egurae or euiv. siperence
vT 13 ] } X ‘DMV . A besic end an sdvanced Or. EG.cdurse
VA - FAILEDTO REPORT . )
WA 04 NA X X e . Commaerziet license
wv 0 o NA' X X DOE Seme o3 H S. instructors
wi FAILED TO REPORT .
wy FAILED TO REPORT

. TOTAL - 12693 3 2 ]

KEY:.  .DOE -Deot. ofEducation/Dept. pf Pudlic instruction SP - State Police

DPS-Dept. of Public Sataty -7
DMV . Dept. ot Motor Vehicies
DHS . Dept. of Highway Salety.

DOS -Deot. of Stale . .
L8 - License Bosro ‘ :

5
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COSTS OF CANCER, VEHICLE INJURIES, CHD AND STROKE R

i ) : - ) TABLE 1—Annual Incidence of Cancer, COronary Heart Diseasr, Motor Vehlch injuries, and
: . : Stroke by Age and Sex, Unned Statés, 1975
. U.S. General Coronary Heart Motor Vehicie *
Population, 1975 Cancer Dissase injunes Stroke®
. T
- N : Males : m ’ -
. - O-14 years ‘27,365,000 3,585 119 © 275,520 354
15-24 20,375,000 4,661, . 500 997,434 502 @ .
- 25-34 15,355.000 6,150 5,939 492,651 ) 962
35-44 11,153,000 11,210 - 34,730 229,600 2,322 : . :
45-54 11,491,000 37,954 81,184 185.693 9,512 .
55-64 9,345,000. 80.555 150,464 127,720 26,086 . o o
65-74 6,027,000 104,340 80,043 73,346 43,191 AN
o o &75 3.145.000 83,366 47,269 34,188 47.589 : l .
. Total Males 104,238.000 331,821 410,248 2,416,152 130,518 1
Females . ‘ . . ' : L ]
0~14 years 26,284.000 294 23 227,905 206 : ‘ :
\ 15-24 19,913,000 . 4,502 99 657,827 274
25-34 15,580,000 10,876 . 1,218 342,609 564 .
35-44 11,671,000 22,888 . 7345 196,149 1,353
45-54 12,280,000 54,891 ° 28,514 . 179.422 3.805
55-64 - 10,435,000 73.974 82,082 - 131,884 22,837
65-74 7.847,000 80,312 77.261 76,430 ‘33,348
=75 5,382,000 78,472 63,136 42,017 59,961
Total Females 109,392,000 328,859 249,678 1,854,243 122,348
Total Population 213,630,000 - 660,680 . 659,926 4,270,395 252,866

*Stroke incidence figures do not include Transient ischemic Attacks.

males for those under 25 and over 55. For the other three
impairments. incidence among males exceeds that among fe-
males at younger ages and trails at older ages (although in-

- each case the rate of incidence—incident events per 1,000

population—remains higher for males).

Dlsaggrcgauon of the four impairments by dub-
categories, as shown in Table 2, sheds further.light on pat-
terns of incidence: mean age at incidence is younger—by
three decades—for motor vehicle injuries than for the three
diseases: males tend to have cancer at a somewhat older age
than lhcy first show coronary heart disease. while the re-
verse is true for females: for both sexes. the mean age at first
stroke is. at close to 701ycars. grca;cr than that for the other
conditions. : ~
~ The final column of Tablc 2 mdxcatcs the breakdown be-
tween male and female .incidence. Women tend to have_

_}vas(ly more, cancers of the rcproducnvc sys(cmrduc Iargcly

have slightly more cancers of other sites and cases of APU.

Male predominance is most marked among cancers of the

respiratory system. buccal cavity. and urinary tract, among
all coronary heart disease but APU, and mong motor vchlclc

“fatalities and scvcrcly injured non-fatalities.

Mortality P

Monallt’y effects are displayed in Table 3. The average -

life expectancies of persons with various impuairmerits are
compared with those of’.sge- and sex-matched persons of the
general population, The differences are given in the third set
of columns as the average number of life years lost per pa-:
tient. This shows that all groups of cancefs and all forms of

coronary heart disease but APU are to be tuken seriously =

with an average loss of 10.5 years for all cancers and 9.1
vy ’
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- as many life ycars as did fcmalcs »

years for coronary heart disease. In contrast, initial events of

-stroke and MVI are associated with expected losses of 6.6

and 0.5 life years. the last being low because of the relatively
low case fatality rate for MVIs.

Multiplying the incidence by the expectedidoss of years
per impaired person gives the total life years lost associated
with incident events in 1975, as shown in Table 3. Among the
four impairments, the total life years lost by affected individ-’
uals are greatest for cancer (6.94 million). second greatest for
CHD (3.43 million), third greatest for MVI (2:01 million),-.
and least for stroke (1.68 million). Comparing thése totals by
sex, we see that there was a greater loss in life years among

women than men with. cancer and stroke, while males with «

-_heart-disease and motor vehicle injuries lost more than (wucc
¥

lndirec( Cosls ¢

“The economic sngmﬁcancc of Ios( hfc vcars dcpcnds on’
their productive potential: very young and very old life years
have less economic significance, although their noneconom-
ic aspects are important. Productive years lost well in the
future are—~due to discounting—less valuable than those lost
soon. In this perspective. lost life vears due to stroke are
relatively less valuable than years lost due to heart disease:
for motor vehicle injuries, conilicting effects are at work: the
life years lost are among the most productive, yet many are

lost so far in the future that they have small présent value

due to the discounting effect.

These conditions are brought togetherin calculating the
present value of expected future. eamnings, PV(EFE), for.in:
dividuals with each of the four impdirments (Table 4). There
we see, for instance, in the first line, that a boy under 15
years of age who gc(s cancer has PV(EFE) of only $40,542: if

e

I3

B




HARTUNIAN, ET AL.

TABLE 2—Estimated Incidence of Diseases and

injuries, Average Age at incldence, and Pro-

portion of Incidence That is Male by Impairment §ubcategorles. United States, 1975

< . Average Age al.Incidence

Diseasesinjury incidence - Male

: Proportion bl incidence
Female Eoth Sexes That Is Male

Cancer. . + v : !
Digestive System 168,411 66.8 68.6. 67.7 . .522
Respiratory System 99,869 64.0 63.2 © 638 .796
Buccal Cavity : 23,562 61.9 61.7 61.8 710
Reproductive System 214,758 699 598 62.7 . 283"
Urinary System . 43577 65.7 66.3 65.9 .696
Nervous System 10,570 48.5 48.0 48.3 548
Leukemias - ’ ’ 21,293 58.4 606 593 .568
Lymphomas 29,338 56.4 60.5 58.3 542 . ¢
Other Sites - 49,282 583 §7.7 58.0 .460
AllCancers 660,680 64.7 62.2 63.5 .502
R Caronary Heart Disease . .
#y Sudden Death 68,967 §9.1 68.4 62.2 671
5 g. . _ M . .231842 613  §6.1 62.4 777
- e cl . 75151 569 640 597 610
} . * APU : 283,966 60.6 65.0 - 629 .486 .
i %, AlICHD 659,926 603 65.5 623 .622 '
3 - Motor Vehicle Injuries L o ) ;
8 : Fatalites 44995 338 +37.0 247 734
ot T *MAIS 1 ' 3,053,035 28.7_) -30.4 - 29.5 555
H ’ *MAIS 2 - 702,923 30.4 "33.0 315 : .565 .
*MAIS 3 353,569 314 397, . 347 .602 .
ke *MAIS 4 87262+ 304 346 318 .678 -
*MAISS 28,611 26.8 29.7 29.0 739
All MV} 4,270,395 29.3 31.6 303 . .566
Stroke , - . _
° Hemorthage . 35485 613 - 637 . 625 . 518
. Infarction 217,381 713 74.7 72.9 516
All Stroke** : 252866 69.9 73.1 715 516

| -

*MAIS 1 through MAIS S injuries that are non-falalities.

**Stroke incidencs fi rgures do not lm:ludo Transient Ischemic Attacks.,

I .
he gets heart disease, this value is $71.199: if a motor vehicle
injury, $129,152; if a stroke. $48.660. Subtracting the

. PV(EFE)s of patients from- those of the general population

yields forgone earnings, presented in Table 5—the expected
future productivity lost when a person sustains a motor ve-
hicle injury or acquires one of the three diseases.

Table § combines subcategories of the four impair-
ments. Because non-serious.motor vehicle injuries are vastly
more numerous than more serious ones. the average forgone
earnings of MVIs are a rekuiively low $2,263 per injured per- .
son. Average eamings forgone per person amounted to
$25.334 for cancer. $17.010 for-heart dnseasc and Sl6 102 for |,

" stroke’ . v

Direct and Total Costs .

’ Direct costs, defined as expenditures for goods and
services necessitated by each of the four impairments, are
shown in Table 6 along w(h the total of direct .md indirect
costs. The first column shows the ‘costs of treaiment in the
first year—primarily the costs of treating the initial ¢pisode
of ‘that condition. Costs of subsequent treatment. present-
valued at a discount rate of 6 per cent, are given in the se¢-

ond column. Other costs—pnmurily insurance administra-

<

1254 .

tion. but also, for motor vehicle injuries. Iegai and court

costs—appear in_the third column. The fourth column con-"

tains the sums of the three components of direct costs, while

. the fifth presents forgone earnings. seen in Table 5 on a per

person basis, but here broken down by gotals per sub-
category of a condition, The sum of all direct and indirect
costs is.given in the final column of Table 6 and is also pre-
sented graphically in Figure 1.

Among cancers, the types leading-to both grea(esl direct
and indirect costs are those of the digestive, respiratory, and
reproductive systems—primarily due to their greater in:)
cidence. Sudden death in coronary heart disease causes little
direct cost but lasge forgone earnings. Since both APU and

"TIA are¢ considered of (iemselves non-life-threatening, their

indirect costs are il_ncurred solely in earnings Jost while seek-
ing treatment or in recuperation. l'hesc are, accordingly.,
small.- Among motor vehicle injuries, the four least severe
categories (MAIS | to MAIS 4) account for 6. per cent of ail
MV1 direct costs but foronly 8 per cent of the indirect costs,

.indicating their responsibility for exun\we short-term medi-

cal expenses, but their limited impact on “longsterm produc-

tivity. Critical but not immediately fatal injuries tMAIS §)

have greater direct costs thun any other subcategory of MVI.

ASPH December 1980. Vol. 70. MNo. 12
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COSTS OF CANCER, VEHICLE INJURIES, CHD AND STROKE \

TABLE 6—Estimated Direct and Indirect Costs Assoclat'éé with the Incidence of Cancer, Coronary Heart Disease, Molor Vehicle
Injuries, and Stroke, United,51at$s. 1975 (Discounted at 6 Per Cent)

]

-- Direct Costs : :
{miltions §) Indirect Costs Total'Costs
. {millions $) {milions §)
Treatment during Future Total
Disease; Injury First Year Treatment Other* " Qirect . Forgone Eamings
Cancer - . : , :
Digeslive Systern $1,172 $ 207 $ 62 $ 1,441 $ 3569 $ 5.010
Respiratcry System . 690 102 36 828 3.760 4,588 -
Buccal Cavity 182 a3 12 287 - 593 880
Reproductive System 1111 1,030 96 2,237 3.711 5.948
Urinary System 267 . 137 18 422 781 1,203
Nervous System : 87 49 6 142 917 1,059
Leukemias 157 50 9 216 944 1.160
Lymphomas . 198 133 15 346 1.383 1,729
Other Sites 266 205 - 21 492 1,079 1,571
AllCancers 4130 ¢ 12005 . ., 276 6,411 16,737 23,148
Coronary Heart Disease . . o ’
Sudden Death 7 0 0 7 3,891 3,898-
M 974 459 64 . 1,497 5.369 6,866
Cl . 329 248 26 603 1,958 2,561
APU" r 77 290 17 384 7 391
AlCHD A 1,387 997 107 2,491 11,225 13,716
Motor Vehicle Injuries _ ,
Fatalities ) 50 0 126 . 176 . 7,052 7.228
MAIS 1 ‘ 561 s 0 71 - 632 m 743
MAIS 2 * - 674 0 123 797 180 977
MAIS 3 : 727 15 228 970 314 1.284
MAIS 4 434 422 109 665 206 871
MAIS S 412 733 388 1,533 1,798 3,331
Al MV 2,858 870 1,045 4,773 9,662 14,435
Stroke . :
Hemorrhage 165 €3 10 239 1,470 - 1,709
Infarction * 1,345 583 87 2015 2,602 4,617
. TIA 3 16 93" 5 114 16. 130
All STrokes A 1,526 740 102 2,368 4,088 . 6.456
All Conditions S : 9.901 4,612 1,530 16,043 4,712 " 67,755

*“Qther" costs include i mswance admmasualuon cos!s and. in the case of motor vehicle i m;unes legal and count costs as well. For motor vencle njunes, l1égal and

com cosls cons:.iJle $878 millon ot the $1.045 milion.in “'other--costs.

proach rather -than the prevalence upproach. we compared
our results with those calculuted by Berk™ following the
prevalence approach. Berk estimated the annual cost of -
stroke to be $6.84 billion—in contrast with our incidence- *
based estimate of $6.46 billion. For cancer, Berk calculated

" $22.36 billion in annual costs vs our figure of $23.15 billion.

The most significant discontinuity in impairment costs

“as a function of uge at incidence occurs for males at retire-

ment. We _accordingly examined the effects of having as-
sumed 70-year-old males to be representative of all males
between 65 and 74, Using yeur-by-year mterpol.mons. we
found. for instance. that among thuse with stroke. this ana-
Iytic assumption led to a 4.7 per cent underestimation of for-
gone earnings for this-group—an error of roughly $7 milliun.
For other groups and fur direct costs. the errors intruduced

. by assuming the representativeness of persons-of midpoint

O

EMC NPN mccmw 1930 Vol. 7o No. 12

ages are considerably smaller. .

Our sensitivity analyses indicate that the current state of
the artin estimating the economic costs of illness has limited
numericygl precision. For many decisions involving com.

,pnrisons across health conditions, the numerical accuracy

i L - . . &

b
-
-

can be kept within acceptable boupds. provided that care is
taken to maintain methodological commenc) For other de-
cisions. useful guidunce on the size of likely errors may be
derived from sensitivity* analyses. In this way. applications
of economic cost estimates can be restricied to those for
which their .precision is adequate.
‘ v e, T
, - . ) . N &
Discussion— .- .
As wnﬁ muny forms of .m.nlysns. rhc pmemml for misun.
dem'\ndmg and abusing the economic costs of diseases and

injuries is great. Economic costs., ay hits been often noted., do,

not capture pain and sutfering, griel, the value of leisure
time, or the symbolic aspects uf iliness. Economic values of
specific persons moreuver misstate true societal valuations:
our society does not value men relitive to women. or the

rich relative to the pour, or dilTerent ethnic groups. or the .

retired relative to the employ ed in the ratius of their wages.
These shortcomings to ecunumic valuatiuns should be hept
in mind.

N\
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10 -\(_EAH T_RE_:NDS IN ILLINOIS TRAFFIC*

- .

*

MOTOR VEHICE’ES REG!STEFIED”

*1980 compared with 1971 :
. “*Does notinclude trailers and erm-traners
- or dealer and.in-transit vehicles.
”'Method of obtaining vehicle miles traveled was -
revised in 1973, so diract cdmparisons to previous
years can not be made. .
+Preum6nary eatimate (subject to revlslon)

3

" (MILLIONS)-UP 29.1% ,}
1971 1972 | 1073 | 1974 1975 [ 1976 [ 1977 |1978 1879 1980
553 [ 6.78 | 6.167| 6,34 | 6.49 | 6.71 | 7.22 | 7.60 | 8.3 | 7.14

LICENSED DRIVERS (MILLIONS) - UP 16.9%

1971 | 1972 | 1973 | 1974 | 1975 | 1976 | 1977 | 1978 [ 1579 | 1980
599 | 615 | 6.30 | 6.53 | 6.39 | 6.55 | 6.74 | 6.85 | 6.93 | 7.00

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED (BILLIONS)*** o
197111972 | 1973 | 1974 | 1975 | 1976 | 1977 | 1978 | 1979 | 1980
57.39|59.38 [60.77 | §9.21] 60.94| 64.41 | 66.95] 65.83| 64.93 [64.767] -

DEATHS (HUNDREDS) - DOWN 16.9% |
1971|1972 | 1973 | 1974 [1975 | 1976 [ 1977 [ 1978 [1979 1980 -
24.00] 22.54| 23.69 [ 20.07 [20.84 [20.73 [21.70 [ 21.66 |20.48 [19.94

INJURIES (THOUSANDS) - UP 11.9% c
1971 | 1972 | 1973 | 1974 | 1975 1976 [1977 [1978 [ 1970 [1980
148.83154.06)168.46/160.55/172.44|181.93197.47]198.20|187.74 1 66.59

ACCIDENTS (THOUSANDS) - UP 16.8% | |

| 19711972 |1973 |1974 | 1975 | 1976 |1977 | 1978 |1970 | 1980

393.67]449.88/500. eo|4as 61 51‘13.as|525.47 [673.06/587.08[568.71[459.69]

MILEAGE DEATH RATE | '

 (PER HUNDRED MILLION vewm.s MILES)**

1971 | 1972 | 1973 §475|1976 | 1977 | 1078 | 1979 [1980
4.2 - 3.8. . 3.9 32 |32 | 33 |32 |31




* q

. CAPSULE OF 1980 TRAFFIC ACCIDENT STATISTICS

Tt et e

The1980Toll = | 1980 Versus 197¢

PersonsKilled 1,994 R Travel Decrease0.3% .
Persons Injured  1€6,590 Reported Accidents Decrease 19.2% - n
Economic Cost 1,790,000,000 Fatalities. - Decrease 2.6%

N

Travel-Death Rate =~ Decrease 3.1%

| Estlmated Costof All
Reported Traffic Accidents -

- There were 459 692 reported accidents of which 111 878 were
. . personalinjury and 346,023 were property damage accidents

1 94 persons were killed in 1 791 fatal accudents for an average
of1.71 deaths per fatal accide

Traffic deaths fell below 2000 for the first time snnce 1962

f all drivers involved in fatal accidents, 15.0 percent were under ,
0 years of age, and 35.8 percent were under 25 years of age.

or each person killed, there were 84 persons in;ured
fall fatal accidents. 28.6 percent occurred at mtersections

3 O percent of all fatal accidents occurred 6n rural roads, but only
1.7 percent of all accidents occurred on rural roads

ne traffic accident was reported every 69 seconds.

:One erson was killed every 4 hours and 24 minutes as a result of
‘atraffic accident.

| Gne person was injured every 3 minutes and 103econds
ina traffic accident )

The 1980 pedestrian death toll was 367 persorrs This isan-- - . .

increase of 42 deaths from the 1 979 .total. .
For each pedestrian killed there were 29.4 injured

Of all pedestrians killed, only 22 8 percent were kilied crossmg at
intersections. t .

29 2 percent of all pedestrians kiiled were under 20 years. and
26.2 percent were 65 years of age.orolder.

- Children under the age of 1 5 accounted for 53 7 percent of the

L . pedalcycilst deaths.




. NET NUMBERS OF LICENSED DRIVERS IN STATE ~
' AGE GROUPS - | . TOTAL—ALL CLASSES,
' e MALE | FEMALE [ TOTAL |
o ] e | e MR A
1. 16.years o 50,125 | 43913 | 94088 -|° ‘
2. 17 years . _ | 78937 espez-| iaimm | -
3.-18years | 90,879 | - 79,204 [ 170,173 IR
4. 19 years - . , 98743 | 87515 | 186258 |- |
5. 20 years L, - 97,175 ] 86,439 | 183,614 “%
6. 2lyears 102298 | . 91,912 |- 194,200 )
7. 22 years | 103,152 | 92,816.| .195968 |
8. 23 years. .o 99,108 | 89,049 | 188,157
9. 24.years IR 100,864 | .. 90,976 [ 191,840 | _
10. 2529 years .| 471,894 | 432183 | 904077 | . .
11. 30-34 years o 426,701 399,534 1 826,235 T
12. 35-39 years® | 332645 | 313,257 | 645,902 | "N
13. 4044 years | - 275969 [ 255018 | ss0982 | .
14. 4549 years - _|. 252,678 | 226,686 | 479359 |
'15. 50-54 years | 266460 | 232055 | 498,515 S
16. 55-59 years - __| 260,200 | 220806 | 481006 |. .
17. 60-64 years | 218,192 | 180,866 | 399,058 L
18. 65-69 years . | 171,240 | 135715 | 306,955
19. 70 and over _ ‘ /226,407 152,563 | 378,970
1 TOTAL 3,723,662 | 3,279,554 | 7003216 | ..
Courtesy of }llinois Department-of Trhns;ortation, 1980. - oo
- 24 ¢ = 49




