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Preview:

Ø Knowledge into action

Ø GDL as an example

Ø Detail on NC GDL Effects

Ø Other promising directions



Elements of Intervention Effectiveness
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Trouble on the road to application:

Ø Humans difficult to change

Ø This isn’t “Rocket Science”

Ø Tendency to oversimplify
Ø 15 ≠ 17 ≠ 19

Ø Driving issues vs. behavior issues

Ø Self-handicapping
Ø Fail to use available knowledge

Ø Misuse of groups (focus & other)

Ø Association ≠ cause

… it’s harder!



Effective program …

Ø Understand phenomenon

Ø Well-supported theory invaluable 

Conceptual 

Soundness

Science, 

not folklore



Effective program …

Ø Implement with fidelity

Ø Need second-order understanding …

Ø Phenomena involved in implementation

Ø Communication complexity

Ø Dyadic, group, mass

Ø Organizational behavior

Ø Political functioning

Ø Well-supported theory invaluable !



Remembering Social Psychology



Remembering Social Psychology

B = f (p,e)

Implementation

Fidelity

Target Environment

(via Law, policy, etc.)

to reach individuals



B = f (p,e)

Remembering Social Psychology
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+ Ability limits

+ System/Environmental constraints/facilitators

+ Agency (self efficacy & responsibility)



GDL as example … Program not “Law”

Ø Provides protection (environment)
Ø Reduces exposure
Ø Lower risk exposure

Ø Feasible way to achieve needed practice
Ø Experienced drivers as mentors
Ø Free of charge

Ø Provides motivation
Ø Reward rather than punishment

Ø Works with little active enforcement
Ø Supports parents



1.00

1.50

2.00

2.50

3.00

3.50

19
91

01
19

91
06

19
91

11
19

92
04

19
92

09
19

93
02

19
93

07
19

93
12

19
94

05
19

94
10

19
95

03
19

95
08

19
96

01
19

96
06

19
96

11
19

97
04

19
97

09
19

98
02

19
98

07
19

98
12

19
99

05
19

99
10

20
00

03
20

00
08

20
01

01
20

01
06

20
01

11
20

02
04

20
02

09
20

03
02

20
03

07
20

03
12

Crash Rate Ratios for 16 & 17 vs. 25-54 
year-olds, NC 1991-2003

16

17
GDL

Passenger

Restriction



1
6
 y
e
a
r-o
ld
 N
ig
h
ttim

e
 cra

sh
e
s (9

 p
m
 –
5
 a
m
)

0

5
0

1
0
0

1
5
0

2
0
0

2
5
0

Jan-91

Jul-91

Jan-92

Jul-92

Jan-93

Jul-93

Jan-94

Jul-94

Jan-95

Jul-95

Jan-96

Jul-96

Jan-97

Jul-97

Jan-98

Jul-98

Jan-99

Jul-99

Jan-00

Jul-00

Jan-01

Jul-01

Jan-02

Jul-02

Jan-03

Jul-03

Jan-04

Jul-04

M
o

n
th

-Y
e

a
r



Multi-Passenger Crashes by Driver Age
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Note. Only about 40% of 16 yr-olds and 25% of 17 yr-olds are subject to the passenger restriction.



Time to first crash: GDL drivers better
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Future policy prospect …

Ø Eliminate early school start times

Ø Reduces exposure

Ø Of mostly inexperienced drivers

Ø May reduce fatigued crashes

Ø Secondary benefits

ØMultiple supporting rationales



Tried interventions – Proven & promising

Ø Hedlund - “Countermeasures that work” 
(NHTSA)

Ø Goodwin – “Guide to Reducing Young Driver 
Crashes” (NCHRP/AASHTO) 

Ø Both consider 

Ø Breadth of use, Conceptual promise

Ø Both find evidence to support

Ø GDL

Ø Wise enforcement

Ø Little else at present



Often tried – too simplistic

Ø “Messages” (Facts)

Ø Slogans, PSAs, myriad programs

Ø Advice for parents 

Ø Info ≠ Behavior

Ø Increasing punishment

Ø Emergency skills training

Ø Augmenting Driver Education

Ø With trivial changes



Guidance for parents

Ø NC & TN studies

Ø “Novice Driver’s Road Map”

Ø Conceptually simplistic

Ø Parents like it

Ø Many didn’t use it

ØMost didn’t use as intended

Ø No effect on parent behavior

Ø Parents & teens show little intrafamilial
agreement in reports of what transpired



Guidance for parents

Ø “Checkpoints” program

Ø Conceptually Sophisticated

Ø Some success improving parental 
behavior

Ø Parental adherence less than ideal

Ø Effect on teens crashes not yet clear



Ineffective Messaging




