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•IN October 1961 , the Research and Statistics Section issued a report titled "A Con
trolled Evaluation of Group Driver Improvement Meetings" (2), in which it was con
cluded that group driver improvement meetings as conductedin 1958 and 1959 were 
an effective means of post-licensing driver control. This group driver improvement 
meeting program is commonly referred to as the DIM program and throughout the re
mainder of the present report this terminology will be used. 

During 1962, a second experimental evaluation of the DIM program was undertaken 
in a continuing effort to evaluate the effectiveness of driver control programs within 
the California Department of Motor Vehicles. The present report presents some 
findings of this second study. 

Having a Driver Improvement Analyst (DIA) meet with several (usually 10 to 15) per
sons at once is a relatively inexpensive means of altering the driving behavior of per
sons in the negligent driver category. Since its inception in 19 58, the basic. outline of 
the group meeting has remained the same. In ge11eral 1 it is an attempt to "sell" safe 
driving to a group of negligent drivers with no action being taken against their licenses. 
This contrasts with the informal negligent operator hearing in which drivers are seen 
individually and which usually results in some action against the driving privilege. It 
was felt, however, that there were some changes over this period which could have 
influenced the effectiveness of the approach. The group meeting, at the time of the 
first study, was a tightly controlled experimental program, conducted by a small group 
of selected and specially trained analysts, whereas in 1962, it was a fully operative 
program and not immune to the pressures involved in the daily functioning of a state
wide operation. Because of these factors it was decided that the program should be 
evaluated more comprehensively. 

METHOD 

The meeting and control subjects were persons selected for driver improvement 
meetings on the basis of their area of residence and driving record. The criteria were 
that they had accumulated a total of four negligent operator points in the last year and 
had not been previously contacted by DMV as part of the negligent operator control 
program. To be scheduled for a DIM during 1962, a person must have resided in one 
of 4 metropolitan areas: Fresno, Los Angeles, Oakland, or Sacramento. Convictions 
for traffic violations involving the unsafe operation of a motor vehicle and each acci 
dent for which the driver is deemed responsible counts one point. Convictions for 
major offenses, such as reckless driving, drunk driving, hit and run driving, and 
driving under suspension or revocation count double. 

After selection, each driver was randomly assigned to the meeting or control group. 
Members of the meeting group were sent a notice of a driver improvement meeting 
-wnrre-m.eml'.iers of me con-rro1 group were not conUlcted tn any way. Tne dat<~ or me 
control assignment was recorded for each driver on his last abstract of conviction or 
accident report. 

At the time of the meeting, the driver ' s r esponse to t he DIM notice determined in 
which of the following categories he was placed: 
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TABLE 1 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF SUBSEQUENT ACCIDENTS AND 
CONVICTIONS BY TREATMENT GROUP 

Number of 
Average Average 

Group Subjects Number of Number of 
Accidents Convictions 

Control 610 0.23 1. 07 
Meeting, total 1,440 0.24 0. 95 

Appeared 855 0.26 0. 91 
Did not appear 512 0.23 1. 00 
Notices returned 73 0.22 0. 96 

TABLE 2 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PRIOR ACCIDENTS 
AND CONVICTIONS BY TREATMENT GROUP 

Number of Average Average 
Treatment Group Subjects Number of Number of 

Accidents Convictions 

Control 610 0.49 3.74 
Meeting 1,440 0.36 3. 58 
Statistical z= 5.13a F= 13. 44a 

tests (df: 1; 2, 046) 

0
Significant probability of chance difference less than 1 in 1,000 (P<0.001). 

Note: For large samples U is distributed as z. 

1. Appeared category-subjects who attended the meeting. 
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2. Non-appeared category-subjects who did not attend and whose notices were not 
returned. 

3. Notice returned category-subjects who did not attend and whose notices were 
returned by the Post Office, indicating possible change of address, etc. 

Categories 1, 2 and 3 represented 59. 4 percent, 35. 6 percent and 5.1 percent of the 
meeting group, respectively. In this aspect the sample did not differ significantly from 
the expected values. Of the 3, 666 persons scheduled for the 238 DIM's held during 
1962, 59. 7 percent attended with 35. 0 percent falling in the non-appeared and 5. 3 per
cent in the notice returned categories. 

About 14 months after the meeting or control assignment dates, driver records were 
examined and the pertinent information was coded for analysis (Table 1). Limited 
clerical time permitted the coding of only random subsamples of 1, 440 and 610 cases 
from the meeting and control samples, respectively. All cases had license number, 
birth year, sex and marital status coded from the latest application on file. For the 
meeting group, additional data (such as date and place of hearing) were coded from the 
group meeting card. In the case of the appeared subjects, these data also consisted of 
such information as occupation, number of dependents, mileage, use of vehicle and 
driving experience. For the non-appeared subjects, the additional personal data were 
unavailable and therefore could not be coded. Since the control group subjects had no 
group meeting card, their locale was determined and coded from the abstract of con
viction containing their control assignment date. 
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Both number of accidents and countable convictions for the year prior and subsequent 
to the meeting or control date were recorded for each subject. The number of countable 
convictions was determined by the number of court abstracts of convictions on file at 
DMV headquarters that had at least one countable violation. For the prior year, failure 
to appear stops (FTA's) for countable violations were also coded as convictions; in the 
subsequent year, however, the FT A's and convictions were counted separately. In the 
event a subject fails to appear in court as promised at the time of his traffic citation, 
an FTA is attached to the subject's driver record. FTA citations have a high conviction 
rate on their eventual adjudication. The date of violation was used to place the con
viction in time, but if the violation date was not available, the date 14 days prior to the 
court action was used. Accidents were measured by the number of accidents reported 
in the subjects' DMV files, and the accident dates were determined from the reports on 
file. 

During a preliminary analysis of the data, it was determined that there was a dif 
ference between the age distributions for the meeting and control groups. (Throughout 
this study age is defined as the subject's age on his birthday in 1962.) The control 
group age distribution was then matched to the meeting group's. This was done sep
arately for males and females. After matching, no difference was found between the 
meeting and control groups on age, sex, locale or marital status. Small but significant 
differences in the prior driving records of the meeting and control groups were found of 
using a treatment by sex analysis of variance for convictions, and a Mann-Whitney test 
for accidents (see Appendix). However, this was attributed to the difference in the 
starting dates of the prior and subsequent years for the two groups. The control's 
selection dates were used to determine the interval of the periods, while the meeting 
dates were used for the meeting group. Because of delays in holding meetings, these 
two dates could vary as much as 2 or 3 months for subjects selected for the meeting 
and control group on the same day. For the meeting group, this results in a shifting 
of the prior and subsequent period forward in time. While not affecting the length of 
the periods considered, it did allow the meeting groups ' prior record to be affected 
more by regression toward the mean. 

What effect (if any} this time shift had on the subsequent driving record is unknown 
The average number of prior accidents and convictions for the meeting and control 
groups are given in Table 2. 

Although there was considerable overlap, there was also a difference in the months 
in which the meeting and control groups were selected. It was found, however, that 
within the groups there were no significant differences in the prior or subsequent rec
ords of subjects selected in different months. Therefore, it was concluded the dif
ferences in months of selection did not bias the results of the study. A between-groups 
comparison was not made because of the noncomparability of the prior records for the 
meeting and control groups. 

The major comparisons on each variable (convictions, accidents) are made between 
the contr ol and the entire meeting group (appeared, non-appeared, and notice returned), 
rather than comparing persons in the appeared category to the control group. The 
reasons for this approach are readily apparent when we consider the composition of 
the control group, and the possible differences among the appeared and control groups 
other than treatment effects. 

In the first place, we assume that if the control group had received a DIM notice, 
it would have the same proportion of subjects as the meeting group falling in the ap
peared, non-appeared, and notice returned categories. Also, even if the meetings had 
oo. eff~, tho~ persons who took the trouble to attend a meeting might differ from 
persons who did not, in respect to driving behavior. Since they cannot be identified in 
the control group, comparing only the appeared category from the meeting group to the 
entire control group might "stack the deck" against one of the groups. The same logic 
applies for the inclusion of the notice r eturned group (i.e., as a group, people who 
cannot be found by the Post Office might very well have different driving records than 
those who can) . 

From another standpoint, a comparison of the control group and the entire meeting 
group is not only scientifically correct but also very practical. If one were trying to 
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decide whether to continue or terminate the DIM program in its present form, it would 
be important to know the overall effect of the program. In other words , one would want 
to know whether the entire process of sending out notices and conducting meetings re
duced accidents and violations 1

• It would not be enough to know that accidents and viola
tions were reduced for those persons who attended the meetings, if accidents and viola
tions actually increased among persons who received the invitations but did not attend. 
Because of the importance of this consideration, the primary approach of this study has 
been to evaluate the DIM program as a whole, rather than to investigate only the effects 
of the meeting on those who attended. It should be noted, however, that we !rave made 
supplementary comparisons of the appeared, non-appeared, and notice returned groups, 
as well as a comparison of males, females and age groups. 

After tabulating the frequency distributions for each subgroup as well as the overall 
sample, the means (averages) were computed for each group and statistical tests were 
used to evaluate the significance of the differences found. All null hypotheses assumed 
no differences among the groups, with significance level at 0. 05, unless otherwise 
noted. 

RESULTS 

Accidents 

Regarding accidents, the only statistically significant difference among all the com
parisons was found between the average number of prior accidents for the meeting and 
control group. However, this was dismissed as an artifact of the previously mentioned 
"time shift" (Table 2). 

As for the subsequent driving performance comparisons, statistical tests indicated 
that all differences could be attributed to chance (Table 3). Thus, this study cannot 
provide any evidence that the program as presently conducted results in any overall 
reduction in accidents . 

In order to explore the possibility of the DIM program exerting a differential effect 
(interaction) on various segments of the population, the samples were broken down by 
sex (Table 3) and age (Tables 4 and 5). No difference in the program's effectiveness 
was found between sexes. In fact, for females the mean of accidents for the meeting 
group, though not statistically significant, is in the wrong direction. In addition, there 
is no compelling evidence that the DIM program was more effective with one age seg~ 
ment than another (Tables 4 and 6 and Appendix). 

An analysis of the meeting group by response categories (appeared, non-appeared, 
and no contact) only serves to reinforce suspicions as to the ineffectiveness of the pro
gram in reducing accidents (Tables 7, 8, and 9). Statistical tests (Kruskal-Wallis) of 
the differences among the 3 response categories did not detect any significant difference 
in the number of prior or subsequent accidents for males , females or both sexes com
bined. All other differences in prior accidents not related to the time shift were 

TABLE 3 

MEAN (AVERAGE) NUMBER OF SUBSEQUENT ACCIDENTS BY 
TREATMENT GROUP AND SEX 

Sex Control Meeting Test of Difference Probability of 
Group Group Between Groups Difference 

Total 0.23 0.24 z = 0. 06 p > o. 50 
Male 0.24 0.24 z = 0. 49 p > 0. 50 
Female 0.17 0.28 z = 1. 52 p > 0.10 

1The authors acknowledge the fact that there may be other practical considerations in the evaluation of 
the DIM program, such as its fulfillment of a need for administrative justification of subsequent actions 
based on a series of progressively more forceful departmental contacts. 
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TABLE 4 

MEAN NUMBER OF SUBSEQUENT ACCIDENTS BY 
AGE AND SEX 

Meeting Group Control Group 
Age 

Mean Standard Mean Standard 
Deviation Deviation 

Male, total 0.240 0.508 0.235 0.462 
Under 26 0.271 0.548 0.215 0.442 
26-40 0. 240 0.493 0.213 0.448 
41-tiO 0.203 0.480 o. 313 0.520 
Over 60 0.214 0.520 0.235 0.437 

Female, total 0.278 0.526 0.171 0.416 
Under 26 0.350 0.533 0.235 0.437 
26-40 o. 197 0.401 0. 154 0.464 
41-60 0.327 0.647 o. 174 0.388 
Over 60 0.222 0.667 

TABLE 5 

STATISTICAL TESTS OF THE DIFFERENCES IN 
THE NUMBER OF SUBSEQUENT ACCIDENTS 

AMONG AGE GROUPS BY SEX AND 
TREATMENT GROUP 

Treatment Male Female 

Group x2 Probability x2 Probability 

All cases 0.49 p > 0. 50 4.49 p > 0. 20 
Meeting 2. 91 p > 0. 40 2.99 p > o. 30 
Control 3.95 p > o. 25 1. 73 p > 0. 50 

Note: H is distributed as x2 for large samples. 

TABLE 6 

MEAN NUMBER OF PRIOR ACCIDENTS BY AGE AND SEX 

Meeting Group Control Group 

Age Standar d Standard 
Mean Deviation Mean Deviation 

Male, total 0.354 0.556 0.491 0.592 
Under 26 0.351 0.561 0.443 0.559 
26-40 0.372 0.576 0.494 0.608 
41-60 0.316 0.497 0.545 0. 614 
Over 60 0.357 0.577 0.529 0. 514 

Female, total 0.395 0.550 0.500 0. 613 
Under 26 0.600 0.591 0.412 0.618 
26-40 0.262 0.513 0.615 0.637 
41-60 0.365 0.525 0.391 0.583 
Over 60 0.556 0.527 0.750 0. 957 
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TABLE 7 

MEAN NUMBER OF PRIOR ACCIDENTS BY SEX AND TREATMENT GROUP 

Total Male Female 
Treatment Group 

Mean Standard Mean Standard Mean Standard 
Deviation Deviation Deviation 

Control group 0.492 0.596 0.491 0.592 0.500 0.631 
Meeting, total 0.358 0.555 0.354 0. 556 0.395 0.550 

Appeared 0.361 0.549 0.362 0.554 0.355 0.517 
Non-appeared 0.350 0.550 0.332 0.539 0.533 0.625 
Notice returned 0.384 0.659 0.409 0.679 0.143 0.378 

TABLE 8 

MEAN NUMBER OF SUBSEQUENT ACCIDENTS BY SEX AND 
TREATMENT GROUP 

Total Male Female 
Treatment Group 

Mean Standard Mean Standard Mean Deviation Deviation 

Control group 0.228 0.457 0.235 0.462 0.171 
Meeting, total 0.244 o. 510 0.240 0.508 0.278 

Appeared 0.256 0.515 0.248 0.509 0.309 
Non-appeared 0.229 0.509 0.231 0.514 0.200 
Notice returned 0.219 0.449 0.212 0.448 0.286 

TABLE 9 

STATISTICAL TESTS OF THE DIFFERENCES IN 
NUMBER OF ACCIDENTS AMONG RESPONSE 

CATEGORIES BY SEX 

Prior Subsequent 
Sex 

x2 Probability x2 Probability 

Total 0. 26 p > o. 50 1. 51 p > o. 25 
Male 1. 08 p > 0. 50 0.68 p > o. 50 
Female 4.22 p > 0. 10 1. 50 p > o. 25 

Note: H is distributed as x2 for large samples. Each of the 
tests in this table has two degrees of freedom. 

Standard 
Deviation 

o. 416 
0.526 
0.554 
0.457 
0.488 
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TABLE 10 

MEAN (AVERAGE) NUMBER OF 
SUBSEQUENT CONVICTIONS BY 

TREATMENT GROUP 

Sex Total Meeting Control 

assumed to be random sampling variations. 
The. subsequent accident performance of 
the appeared group is not significantly su -
perior to the others and furthermore is 
not even in the proper direction. 

Although both the response category and 
control-meeting comparisons are subject 

Total 
Male 
Female 

0. 98 
1. 02 
0. 70 

0.95 
0.99 
0.64 

1. 07 
1.10 
0.84 

to certain limitations which will be explored 
in full later , together they present a dis -
appointing picture of the accident-reducing 
power of the present group program. 

Convictions 

In contrast to accidents , a significant 
difference in subsequent convictions was found between the meeting and control groups 
[meeting vs cont rol (male and female): F = 5. 1 (df: 1; 2, 046), P < O. 05. ]. The 
appropriate statistical analysis was performed on the conviction data to evaluate treat
ment effects (meeting vs control), and treatment by sex interaction (see Appendix). 

It may be seen from the results of the statistical analysis of the data presented in 
Table 10 that the meeting group had significantly fewer convictions in the subsequent 
period than the control group. The treatment by sex interaction was not significant, 
however , indicating that the DTh1 program is equally effective with both sexes [sex 
by treatment interaction: F = 0. 33 (df: 2; 2, 046) P > 0. 50] . The only significant 
sex difference occurred in the subsequent period and was in favor of the females. This 
fact , in combination with the lack of any treatment by sex interaction, indicates that 
females display a greater amount of natural regression than do males, but are affected 
by the meeting to about the same extent. 

The question remained, however, as to whether the group program was differentially 
effective by age, and this was determined by testing for age by treatment interaction. 
The interaction was not significant [age by treatment interaction: Males - F = 0. 48 
(df: 3; 1, 810), P > 0. 50], indicating that the various male age groups were about equally 
affected by the group program (Table 11). A parallel analysis was performed for the 
female age groups, and again no significant age by treatment interaction was found in 
the subsequent period [age by treatment interaction: Females - F = 0. 96 (df: 3; 224) , 
P > O. 25]. The sexes were similar in that neither displayed a treatment by age inter-

TABLE 11 

MEAN NUMBER OF SUBSEQUENT CONVICTIONS BY 
AGE AND SEX 

Meeting Group Control Group 

Age 
Standard Standard Mean Deviation Mean Deviation 

Male, total 0.99 1. 18 1. 10 1. 16 
Under 26 1.11 1. 31 1. 20 1. Z2 
26-40 1. 03 1. 19 1. 13 1. 16 
41-60 0.77 0.97 0.90 1. 12 
Over 60 0.62 0.85 1. 12 1. 11 

Female, total 0.64 0.91 0.84 0.96 
Under 26 0.65 0.98 1. 06 1. 20 
26-40 0.62 o. 88 o. 77 0.86 
41-60 0.56 0.83 0.83 0.94 
Over 60 1. 11 1. 27 0.50 0.56 
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action. Thus, there is no evidence that the effects of the meeting on convictions are 
not homogeneous over age. Appropriate tests showed that males over 40 in both the 
meeting and control groups had consistently fewer convictions than the younger men. 
Contrary to the males, the driving performance of the females was not differentially 
affected by age. 

As was the case with accidents, an anlysis of the response categories (Tables 12, 
13, and 14) indicates that the appeared, non-appeared and notice returned subjects do 

TABLE 12 

MEAN NUMBER OF PRIOR CONVICTIONS BY SEX AND TREATMENT GROUP 

Total Male Female 
Treatment Group 

Mean 
Standard Mean Standard 

Mean Standard 
Deviation Deviation Deviation 

Control group 3.74 0.78 3.76 0.78 3.60 0.69 
Meeting, total 3.58 1. 01 3.59 1. 02 3.48 0.95 

Appeared 3.57 0.98 3.59 0.98 3.45 0.98 
Non-appeared 3.56 1. 07 3.57 1. 08 3.49 0.89 
Notice returned 3.73 1. 02 3. 71 1. 03 3.86 0.90 

TABLE 13 

MEAN NUMBER OF SUBSEQUENT CONVICTIONS BY SEX AND 
TREATMENT GROUP 

Treatment Group 

Control group 
Meeting, total 

Appeared 
Non-appeared 
Notice returned 

Mean 

1. 07 
0. 95 
0.91 
1. 00 
0.96 

Total 

Standard 
Deviation 

1. 14 
1. 16 
1. 08 
1. 27 
1. 24 

TABLE 14 

Male 

Mean Standard Mean 
Deviation 

1. 10 1. 16 0.84 
0.99 1. 18 0.64 
0.96 1. 11 0.63 
1. 03 1. 36 0. 71 
1.03 1. 28 0.29 

STATISTICAL TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN NUMBER OF 
CONVICTIONS AMONG RESPONSE CATEGORIES BY SEX 

Degrees Prior Subsequent 
Sex of 

Female 

Standard 
Deviation 

0.96 
0.91 
0.82 
1. 14 
0.49 

Freedom F Probability F Probability 

Total (2; 1, 437) 0.85 p > o. 25 0.89 p > o. 25 
Male (2; 1, 275) 0.55 P >O. 50 0.58 p > o. 50 
Female (2; 159) 0.59 p > 0. 50 0.67 p > 0. 25 
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not differ significantly in terms of the number of prior or subsequent convictions on 
their driving records. As with accidents, all other variation in prior convictions not 
related to the time shift was attributed to sampling fluctuation. The analysis was broken 
down by sex, as well as making an overall comparison, because it was felt that differ
ences in the sex distributions might mask any difference within the sexes. It should 
also be noted that there were also differences in the age distributions among the re -
sponse categories within sexes. Although subject to certain limitations, the data lead 
one to question the contribution of the group meeting process toward modifying subse
quent driving performance. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Effectiveness of DilVI Program 

Any conclusions drawn from the differences between the subsequent records of the 
meeting and control groups rest on speculations about the nature of differences found 
in their prior records. The authors assumed that (a) the bias found in favor of the 
meeting group's prior record did not represent any real difference between the subjects, 
but was entirely due to the difference in the criteria for the assignment of the meeting 
and control dates; and (b) the resulting displacement of the subsequent period in time does 
not favor the meeting or control group. It is the authors' opinion that if the time shift 
had any effect on subsequent performance it would be very slight and would tend to re
duce the number of accidents and convictions for the meeting group. Our reasons for 
this relate to aspects of the regression-toward-the-mean concept which are beyond the 
scope of the present discussion. It is also assumed there was no systematic difference 
in the reporting of accidents or maintenance of records related to the treatments. 

In addition, one should use considerable caution in interpreting any of the results, 
since subsequent to the meeting or control assignment date neither the meeting nor con
trol group received a pure treatment. In other words, since a uhands off" policy was 
not followed, members of both groups received departmental actions during the subse
quent year. An action was imposed after an informal hearing, and it could range from 
a warning letter to revocation of the subject's license. It is known that the 1, 440 mem
bers of the meeting group received 85 subsequent actions as compared to 79 for the 610 
controls, resulting in 0. 06 and 0. 13 actions per subject, respectively, for the two 
groups. Because the controls' subsequent driving records were slightly worse than 
members of the meeting group, the control's rate should have been only slightly higher 
than the meeting group's, instead of over twice as high. This is attributable to the fact 
that, despite instructions to the contrary, the members of the meeting group were al
lowed to accumulate more negligent operator points before a subsequent informal hear
ing was scheduled. Collectively, the meeting group received 20. 7 points per action, 
compared to 10. 3 for the controls. If the DIM program ia better than no treatment at 
all, this type of differential handling of cases could reduce its apparent effectiveness. 
Therefore, one cannot evaluate these results in any absolute framework, but only in 
regard to the DilVI's value in the overall driver improvement program. Consequently, 
the control condition has been viewed by the authors as the treatment the subjects would 
have received under existing departmental procedures had there been no DilVI program. 

It was felt that within these assumptions and qualifications, the data support the fol
lowing conclusions: 

1. There is no indication that any reduction in accidents can be attributed to the DIM 
program. 

2. The DIM program is an effective means of reducing traffic convictions among 
persons who are eligible for the program. 

3. With regard to both accidents and convictions, there is no evidence that the DIM 
program is more effective for one sex or age than another. 

The first conclusion is strengthened by the finding that the control group's sample 
mean for subsequent accidents was actually lower than the mean of the meeting group. 
A significant reversal of this trend by increased sampling is highly improbable, con
sidering the size of the present sample. 
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Effects of Attending a Meeting 

Although not subject to the previously mentioned time shift qualification, there is a 
much more serious limitation with respect to the interpretation of the data regarding 
the meeting group response categories (appeared, non-appeared, and no contact). 

There is considerable evidence in the behavioral sciences that persons who voluntar
ily consent to an imposition tend to differ from persons who do not cooperate. In the 
present study, this is borne out by the fact that persons who attended the meeting dif
fered significantly-in age, sex, and area of residence-from persons who did not at
tend. Among members of the appeared category there were proportionally more women, 
more men over 40, and more persons living in the Los Angeles area than in the rest of 
the meeting group. These differences tend to favor the appeared category's record, 
since women of all ages and men over 40, in both the meeting and control groups, had 
fewer convictions. 

Because of this situation it is impossible to determine whether subsequent perform
ance differences (or lack of) are a function of treatment (meeting) effects or pre-existing 
differences which determined the composition of the groups. 

The interpretation of the data is further complicated by the fact that the appeared 
category received more negligent operator points per subsquent action than the non
appeared and notice returned categories. On the average, persons who attended the 
meeting were allowed to accumulate 22. 0 points, while those who did not attend were 
allowed to accumulate only 19. 1 before an action was taken. Although the difference 
is not as dramatic as the one between the meeting and control groups, it could possibly 
suppress differences in subsequent accidents and convictions. This problem may be 
circumvented, however, through the use of qualifications similar to the ones employed 
for the previous conclusions, in that the investigators regarded the liberal criteria used 
for considering actions against people who attended the meeting as an integral part of 
the meeting-treatment itself. Therefore, our interpretation of the data is restricted 
by this definition. Considering the foregoing qualifications, and the absence of any 
significant differences among the response categories, the authors conclude that among 
persons being sent DIM notices, there is no evidence that attending the meeting results 
in a better subsequent accident or conviction record. 

This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that, while not significantly different, the 
appeared category's sample means for accidents were consistently higher than those 
of the non-appeared, and even though the response bias tended to favor the appeared 
categories, no significant difference in convictions could be detected among the re
sponse categories. There is no existing evidence that the female appeared category 
was favored by a response bias. 

Of course, some speculation is involved here because of the previously mentioned 
response bias factor. In other words, one could argue that the appeared subjects, as a 
group, are more difficult to rehabilitate than are those who refused to appear. To the 
authors, such an assertion does not appear tenable, especially in view of the fact that 
the age and sex breakdown of the groups favored the subjects who appeared. 

Unresolved Issues 

If the assumptions about the effects of the time lag and the response bias are inac
curate, the interpretation of the data could be changed in either direction. No doubt, 
the qualifications of the conclusions will leave many readers unsatisfied; some may feel 
the authors were too conservative and others will hold the opposite view. The investi
gators have tried to hold the middle ground and believe that they pursued the most fruit
ful lines in this regard, though it is by no means a closed question. Finally it must be 
stressed that these conclusions only apply to the DIM program as it was administered 
in California during 1962, and do not extend to all possible group driver improvment 
approaches. 

If the authors' interpretation of the data is accepted, two pertinent questions are 
raised by this study: 

1. Since there was no apparent difference between the effect of receiving a DIM 
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notice and attending the meeting, might not the same reduction in convictions result 
from a warning letter approach? 

2. In view of the fact that the DIM program does not appear to reduce accidents, 
which is the primary goal of the driver improvement concept, should the department 
modify the present approach or adopt some alternative program(s) in an attempt to 
achieve this goal? 

Recommendations 

In order to answer the preceding questions and. resolve some of the ambiguities of 
the present study, the authors recommend that: 

1. Further research be conducted in order to determine what type(s) of program(s) 
might be effective in reducing accidents, as well as convictions, among those persons 
now scheduled for DIM's; and 

2. The research be in the form of a tightly contro1led, comprehensive study, com
paring the DIM program, other established departmental programs, some new alterna
tives, and one or more control groups. 

This type of research is a necessary adjunct to enlightened decisions regarding lhe 
retention and modification of current programs or the adoption of new ones. 
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Appendix 

SELECTION OF STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES 

In view of the studies by Norton (reported by Lindquist, 4) and Boneau (1), it was 
decided that the use of the usual parametric analysis of variance (F statistic) was appro
priate for testing differences in subsequent convictions, despite differences in variances 
and obviously non-normal (J shaped) distributions. In the case of accidents, however, 
it was felt that these problems together with the extremely restricted number of ob
served values recommended the use of non-parametric statistics. The Mann-Whitney 
and Kruskal-Wallis rank order statistics, corrected for ties, were used to evaluate dif
ferences in the number of accidents. 

INTERACTION 

Interaction is the variation in the relative effect of treatments at different levels of 
another variable. For example, if the difference between the meeting and control re
mained the same for males and females, the treatment by sex interaction would be zero. 
If there were a large change in the difference between the meeting and control groups 
resulting from the consideration of the males and females separately, the value of the 
treatment and sex interaction would be large. A 2 by 2 analysis of variance design, 
incidentally, was employed for the isolation of interactions and main effects. Unequal 
cell size and the time shift made a comprehensive treatment by sex by period analysis 
unfeasible. 

AGE BY TREATMENT INTERACTION FOR SUBSEQUENT ACCIDENTS 

Since nonparametric statistics provide no direct test of the age by treatment interac
tion, an indirect analysis was attempted, taking advantage of the fact that no overall age 
differences were found when the meeting and control groups were combined for the 
means and the results of the Kruskal-Wallis tests. It seemed safe then to assume that, 
if there were no significant age differences within the meeting and control groups, then 
no significant interaction existed. No age differences were found within the meeting or 
control group for either sex. This conclusion was supported by parametric analysis of 
variance (F test), which showed no significant age by treatment interactions for men or 
women. 




