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This study focuses on examining the relationships between the variables within the driving education process in
Norway by aiming to answer three research questions: 1) Is there a difference between learner drivers above and
below 25 years old in time spent at different steps and between theory and practical tests? 2) Do the time spent
during different steps of the driving education, the number of attempts in the theory and practical tests differ by
demographic variables? 3) What variables predict the number of attempts to pass the practical test? Data were
extracted from two registry systems provided by the Norwegian Public Roads Administration. It included infor-
mation from a randomized sample of 452 learner driverswho took their driving license in 2017. The agemean of
the learner driverswhen they got their licensewas 24.3 andmost of them (54.6%)weremales. Independent sam-
ples t-test results showed that compared to the learner drivers below 25 years, those above 25 years old spent
significantly more time during steps 3 and 4, and had significantly more attempts to pass both theory and prac-
tical tests. In terms of the demographic variables, age was significantly and positively correlated with the time
spent during the whole driving education and the number of attempts both in the theory and practical tests in-
dicating that time spent for driving education and the number of attempts in the tests tend to increase with the
increasing age. Also, the average time spent between taking the theory test and completing step 4 was signifi-
cantly more among males than females. Test location had no significant influence on the number of attempts
to pass the practical test. Finally, two separate regression analyses were conducted to examine the predictors
of the number of attempts to pass the practical test for learner drivers both below and above 25 years old. For
both groups, the strongest predictor of the number of attempts in the practical test was time spent between
the theory test and the practical test, which indicates that as the time gap between the two tests increases learner
drivers aremore likely to fail at the practical test. Results are discussed for their implicationswhich could be use-
ful to improve the driving education process both in Norway and in other countries with similar driving educa-
tion models.
© 2021 International Association of Traffic and Safety Sciences. Production and hosting by Elsevier Ltd. This is an

open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
1. Introduction

Although the common aim of driving education is to provide the
learner drivers with the technical and safety skills required to be a re-
sponsible driver, the content and the focus of it show considerable dif-
ferences between different parts of the world. In most of the European
countries, driving education models are based on some theoretical
frameworks, such as Goals for Driver Education (GDE) [1], however, in
some other countries, such as the United States and Australia, driving
education is based on long-lasting and supervised training models
that refer to graduated driver licensing (GDL) [2]. Whereas the GDE
framework emphasizes the importance of the higher-order factors,
oglu).
n of Traffic and Safety Sciences.

nd Safety Sciences. Production and
such as motivations, attitudes, and self-assessments, for safety, the
GDL framework emphasizes the important role of driving practice on
skill acquisition.

Most of the previous studies aiming to evaluate the effectiveness of
the driving education models have focused on post-license traffic be-
haviors and crash involvement of the drivers [3,4,5]. However, relation-
ships between the variables within the driving education process, such
as the amount of training time and success rate in theory and practical
tests, are rarely examined. There are different findings regarding the re-
lationship between pass rate at the practical test and post-license acci-
dent involvement of the novice drivers. Some studies indicate that
those who fail at the practical test several times aremore likely to be in-
volved in crashes after they get their licenses. For example, one previous
study showed that those who failed the practical test at least four times
had a significantly increased risk of crash involvement later compared
to those who passed the test for the first time [6]). Similarly, Keall and
Frith [7] reported that each failure at a practical test was associated
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with a 33% increase in the injury crash involvement among elderly
drivers. On the other hand, there are also some other findings showing
that a low pass rate at the practical test is not associatedwith higher ac-
cident involvement in all cases. For example, some previous studies
show that although the pass rate for older learner drivers was signifi-
cantly lower than the younger learner drivers, later on, accident in-
volvement of the older novice drivers was lower compared to the
accident involvement of the younger novice drivers [8,9]. Therefore, it
appears that the relationship between pass rate at the test and post-
license accident involvement of the novice drivers is not so simple and
clear. It is possible that some individual factors, such as attitudes and
motivations of novice drivers, might be influencing the relationship be-
tween pass rate and accident involvement [9]. Despite different find-
ings, these studies point out that the number of attempts to pass the
practical test is a variable that tends to be associated with the future
crash involvement of the drivers. Therefore, it might be useful to inves-
tigate the variables within the driving education process that might in-
fluence the number of attempts at the practical test. The focus of the
present paper is to examine relationships between various variables
connected with the driving education process (e.g. test location, demo-
graphic characteristics of the learner drivers, time spent at different
steps, the outcome at the theory and practical tests), and how they in-
fluence the outcome of the practical test in a Norwegian sample.
1.1. Norwegian driving education model

The Norwegian driving education model is based on the Goals for
Driving Education (GDE) framework,which emphasizes the importance
of developing higher-order skills, such as self-assessment and risk
awareness, for safe driving [1]. GDE includes four hierarchical levels,
which are 1) vehicle maneuvering, 2) mastering traffic situations,
3) goals and context for driving, and 4) goals for life and skills for driv-
ing. The first two levels, which are vehiclemaneuvering (controlling the
vehicle) and mastering traffic situations (adapting to demands of the
traffic situations), are important for operating a car in traffic. The third
level focuses on the important role of planning, trip-related goals, and
driving context for safe driving, whereas the fourth level in the hierar-
chy focuses on lifestyle and motivational factors for safe driving. In
2010, a fifth level called “social environment” was added to the model
[10]. This level was added to cover aspects of the social environment,
such as culture, group values, and norms, that influence driving. All
levels in themodel are important for safe driving, and there are interac-
tions between the levels, thus changes at both higher and lower levels of
the hierarchy affect the whole system [1].

Based on theGDE framework, theNorwegian driving education is di-
vided into four steps (see Fig. 1). The learner driver is supposed to reach
thegoals for each stepbeforemovingon to thenext. Toensure this, there
are mandatory assessments after step 2 and step 3. During these assess-
ments, learner drivers are supposed to discuss to what extent the goals
have been met based on their performance [11]. The purpose of these
Fig. 1. Step-by-step tr
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assessments is to develop learner drivers' ability to assess their strengths
and weaknesses. An additional aim of the assessments is to support the
learning process [12]. This self-assessment is pointed out as one of the
main columns in the GDE-matrix [1]. There are some differences in the
training process for the learner drivers above and below 25 years old.
Learner drivers above 25 years old are exempt from some parts of step
1. They only must complete the dark driving and first aid training from
step 1 but exempt from the rest of the basic traffic course.

Different frommanyother countries thatoffer aquick route to theac-
quisition of thedriving license, drivingeducation inNorway is extensive,
systematic,andcomprehensive[13].Theagelimit fordrivingeducationis
15 years for step 1 and 16years for step 2. Oneof the reasons for this is to
provide learner driverswithmore experience before starting driving on
their own. Themain purpose of driving education in Norway is to help
learnerdriversachievedriver competence.Driver competence is defined
astheknowledge,skills,attitudes,andmotivationneededbydriverstobe
abletohandlethetrafficenvironmentsafely[11,p.10].Someof theteach-
ing objectives intended to contribute to this competence cannot be
included in a practical test for different reasons, such as being too time-
consuming to measure in a test. To ensure that these subjects are
nonetheless included in the training, mandatory courses have been
established in theNorwegian driving trainingmodel [11]. These courses
focus on topics that are represented in the higher-order levels of the
GDE framework, such as road safety attitudes andmotivations. Student
activity is a precondition for developing higher-order skills, and this is
emphasized as a goal in the curriculum [11].

In terms of testing the learner drivers, Directive 2006/126 / EC of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 20 December 2006 on driv-
ing licenses sets the minimum requirements for the driving test, both
the theoretical and practical part [14]. The Directive, part 18, empha-
sizes ensuring a more objective evaluation of driving license applicants
and achieving a greater harmonization of practical tests. Still, the practi-
cal test differs a lot in the European countries, both in time and content
[15]. The Norwegian theory test is a standardized digital test of 45 ran-
domized questions. The theory test is supposed to assess the knowledge
and rules related to driving, liability, regulations, signposts, road mark-
ing, and the vehicle. In the Norwegian practical test, the examiner shall
assess whether the candidate has sufficiently achieved the goals set for
education set in section 11–1 of the Regulations and the Curriculum for
driving license Category B [16]. The applicant shall possess the skills and
knowledge, self-insight, and understanding of risk required to drive in a
manner, which is safe, provides proper interaction, promotes efficient
traffic flow, is in compliance with regulations in force, and shows con-
sideration for health, the environment and the needs of others.
1.2. Variables that might influence the driving education process

1.2.1. Training time
Previous research [17,4,5] has shown that amount of both formal

(i.e. training with the professional teacher) and informal training
aining [11,p.14].
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(i.e. training with a lay instructor) among the learner drivers is related
to several important outcomes, such as safety attitudes, self-
assessment skills and behaviors in traffic. Although there are some
differences between the effects of formal and informal training [17],
overall the previous findings indicate that a higher amount of training
during the driving education process leads to increased driving skills
among the learner drivers and consequently contribute to the reduction
of further crash involvement [4]. Except from only a few previous find-
ings showing a weak association between the amount of training and
pass rate at the practical test [17], little is known about the relationship
between the amount of time used for driving training and outcome at
the theory and practical test.

1.2.2. Location of the driving training and the practical test
The location of the driving training and the practical testmight also

be related to the test outcome. During the driving training, learner
drivers often drive on different types of roads, including urban and
rural roads, to acquire the necessary skills to handle the car in different
traffic environments. However, still, there might be considerable differ-
ences between different locations, where the learner drivers take most
of their training and the practical test, in terms of environmental condi-
tions (weather and road conditions) and traffic volume. A learner driver
who has taken his/her driving training in a small town with fewer cars
might find it challenging to drive in a big city with a high traffic volume
and more complex traffic system. Hence, there is a common conven-
tional belief that taking the practical test in a small townwith less traffic
rather than a big city increases the success rate in the practical test.
Therefore, it seems that from the learner drivers' perspective location
of the practical test is important. However, little is known about
whether the location of the practical test has indeed a role in the out-
come of the practical test. Although there are a few previous studies
reporting time of training in different road and weather conditions
[17], to our knowledge there is no previous study examining whether
the characteristics of the location where the practical practical test
takes place (size of the city, traffic volume, etc.) are significantly associ-
ated with the outcome of the test (number of attempts). Therefore, in
addition to the time spent during different steps of driving education,
the present study will also examine the relationship between test loca-
tion and outcome.

1.2.3. Demographic characteristics of the learner drivers
Previous studies examining the gender and age differences in crash

involvement clearly show that being male and young are positively as-
sociated with driving violations and crash involvement [18,19,20], and
young male drivers are more prone to show higher sensation-seeking,
risk-taking, and lower traffic risk perception [21,22,23]. Based on
these previous findings it could be expected that demographic charac-
teristics, such as age and gender, could also have an influence on the
performance of the learner drivers during the driving education process.
Studies examining the relationship between demographic characteris-
tics of the learner drivers and driving education process-related vari-
ables, such as training time and outcome at the theory and practical
test, are limited. A few previous studies examining the gender differ-
ences in the outcome of the practical tests show that compared to
males, female learner drivers practice driving in a more structured
way andperformbetter on the theory test [24,25]. In termsof age effects
on the outcome of the practical tests, it appears that older age tends to
be negatively associated with the pass rate at the practical test, espe-
cially above a certain age. For example, Groeger and Brady [17] have re-
ported that the age of the learner driver did not make a significant
difference at the practical test outcome up till the age of 30 years old;
however, above the age of 30 years old those who passed the test
were significantly younger than those who failed. This is in line with
the literature related to the age-related differences in motor-skill learn-
ing, which shows that motor performance tends to decline with aging
especially in complex tasks [26,27]. Since learning to drive a car is a
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highly complex task, older drivers with decreased motor-learning skills
likely need a longer time to develop the skills required for driving a car.

1.3. Aims of the present study

The main aim of the present study is to examine the relationships
between the variables within the driving education process, which are
training time, training location, the demographic profile of learner
drivers, the number of attempts in the tests (how many times the
learner driver attends a test before he/she passes the test), in a Norwe-
gian sample of learner drivers. An additional important aim is to exam-
ine the predictors of the number of attempts to pass the practical test.
The specific research questions are:

1) Is there a difference between learner drivers above and below 25
years old in time spent at different steps and between theory and
practical tests?

2) Do the time spent during different steps of the driving education, the
number of attempts in the theory and practical tests differ by gender,
age, and training location?

3) What variables predict the number of attempts to pass the practical
test?

2. Methods

2.1. Data collection

The data were extracted from two registry systems, Autosys and
TSK, belonging to theNorwegian Public Roads Administration. Both sys-
tems include information related to learner driverswho take driving ed-
ucation in different regions of Norway. TSK is the register formandatory
courses and Autosys contains data for the theoretical and practical prac-
tical test. Information from a randomized sample of learner drivers who
took their driving licenses in 2017 was used for the present study. The
specific variables extracted from the systems for the present study
were: gender and age of the learner drivers when they got their driver's
license, traffic station where the learner drivers took their driving li-
cense, dates for completing the mandatory courses and steps, dates for
the theory and practical test, and finally the number of attempts to
pass the theory and practical tests. It should be noted that learner
drivers are defined as those who have not passed the practical test yet
even if they have completed the driving education. Before accessing
the data, ethical approval for the study was taken from the Norwegian
Center for Research Data (NSD).

2.2. Sample characteristics

There were a total of 452 cases included in the study. Two hundred
forty-seven (54.6%) of them were male and 205 (45.4%) of them were
female. The age meanwas 24.3 (SD= 8.15). Most of the learner drivers
(43.6%) took their practical test in a medium-sized townwith a popula-
tion of 20.000 to 100.000 inhabitants.Whereas 30.2% took the test in big
cities with a population of more than 100.000 inhabitants, and 26.2%
took the test in a small-sized town with a population of fewer than
20.000 inhabitants.

3. Results

3.1. Differences in time spent at different steps between learner drivers
below and above 25 years old

In order to answer the first research question of the study “Is there a
difference between learner drivers above and below 25 years old in time
spent at different steps and between theory and practical tests?”, indepen-
dent sample t-test analyses were conducted.



Table 1
Average time (days) spent on different steps of the driving education process and number of attempts in the theory and practical tests.

Below 25 years old (n = 298) Above 25 years old (n = 154)

Mean SD Mean SD t-value

Step 1 - Basic traffic coursea 55.91 289.53 NA NA –
Step 2 – Basic vehicle and driving competenceb 761.60 449.93 995.76 1454.41 –
Step 3 – Proficiency in traffic 96.34 127.72 256.84 579.01 −4.57⁎⁎⁎

Step 4 – Final training 45.79 79.34 230.40 688.51 −4.54⁎⁎⁎

Time difference between step 4 and step 2 141.84 152.36 486.38 878.15 −6.58⁎⁎⁎

Time difference between the theory and practical test 76.24 56.97 104.88 115.33 −3.53⁎⁎⁎

Time difference between practical test and level 4 61.98 163.32 242.84 641.73 −4.54⁎⁎⁎

Number of attempts in the theory test 1.47 0.98 2.03 1.88 −4.18⁎⁎⁎

Number of attempts in the practical test 1.15 0.42 1.29 0.72 −2.56⁎

⁎ p < 0.05.
⁎⁎⁎ p < 0.001.

a Those above 25 years old are exempt from the basic traffic education.
b Time spent for step 2 is calculateddifferently for the two groups. For those below25 years old it is the time period between the dates for completing the Step 2 and Step 1. However, for

those above 25 years old it is the time period between the dates for completing step 2 and first aid course.

Table 2
Predictors of number of attempts to pass the practical test for those below 25 years old.

Step Variable Beta R2 Change in R2 F

1 0.02 0.02 2.36
Gender 0.07
Age 0.16⁎

Traffic Station −0.02
2 0.16 0.14 5.49⁎⁎⁎

Time spent during basic traffic
course time

0.06

Time spent during step 2 −0.15⁎

Time spent during step 3 −0.07
Time spent during step 4 −0.08
Time difference between practical
test and step 4

0.04

Time difference between practical
test and theory test

0.33⁎⁎⁎

Number of attempts in the theory
test

0.10

⁎ p < 0.05.
⁎⁎⁎ p < 0.001.
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Results are shown in Table 1. Compared to the learner drivers below
25 years, those above 25 years old spent significantly more time during
step 3, step 4, between step 2 and 4, between step 4 and practical test,
and between the theory and practical test. Besides, learner drivers
above 25 years old had significantly more attempts to pass both theory
and practical tests, compared to the learner drivers below 25 years old.

3.2. Differences in the variables of the study by age, gender, and test location

In order to answer the second research question of the study “Do the
time spent during different steps of the driving education, the number of at-
tempts in the theory and practical tests differ by gender, age, and training
location?”, several statistical analyses were run. First, independent sam-
ple t-tests were conducted to examine whether time spent for different
levels of driving education and the number of attempts in the tests differ
by gender. No significant gender difference was observed in the vari-
ables of the study except the time difference between taking the theory
test and completing the whole driving education. Results show that the
average time spent between taking the theory test and completing step
4 was significantly more amongmales (M= 67.9, SD= 484.5) than fe-
males (M=−7.1, SD= 273.9), [t (439) = 1.96, p < 0.05]. This finding
indicates that compared to women, men take the theory test signifi-
cantly later in the driving education process, often after completing
step 4.

Secondly, to examine the relationship between age and time spent
on different steps of driving education and number of attempts in the
tests, Pearson r correlations were conducted. Results show that age is
significantly and positively correlated with the time spent for step 2
(r=0. 48, p< 0.01), step 3 (r=0.13, p< 0.01) and time spent between
step 2 and step 4 both for those below (r=0.67, p < 0.01) and above 25
years old (r = 0.10, p < 0.05). In addition, age is significantly and posi-
tively correlated with the number of attempts in the theory (r = 0.18,
p<0.01) andpractical tests (r=0.13, p<0.01). Overall, these results in-
dicate that time spent on driving education and the number of attempts
in the theory and practical tests tend to increase with the increasing age.

Finally, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the effects of
the test location (small-sized town, medium-sized town, and big city)
on the variables of the study. The only significant difference was ob-
served in the time spent for the whole driving education for those
below 25 years old [F (2,447) = 3.90, p < 0.001], which shows that
the learner drivers spent more time to complete the driving education
process as the population size of the location where they took the prac-
tical test increased.

3.3. Predictors of number of attempts in the practical test

In order to answer the third research question of the study “What
variables predict the number of attempts to pass the practical test?”, two
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separate hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted for
those below and above 25 years old. The number of attempts in the
practical testwas entered as the dependent variable. In terms of the pre-
dictor variables, gender, age, and location of the practical test were en-
tered in the first step, whereas time spent in different steps and the
time difference between the two tests and between the practical test
and step 4 were entered in the second step. For the learner drivers
below 25 years old, age and time difference between the theory and
practical test were significantly and positively related with the number
of attempts in the practical test, whereas time spent during step 2 was
significantly and negatively related with the number of attempts in
the practical test (see Table 2). For those above 25 years old, on the
other hand, the only significant predictor was the time difference be-
tween the theory and practical test, it was positively related to the num-
ber of attempts in the practical test (see Table 3). For both age groups,
time spent between the theory and practical test was the strongest var-
iable predicting the number of attempts to pass the practical test, which
indicates that as the time gap between the two tests increases the num-
ber of attempts in the practical test tends to increase.

4. Discussion

Despite some studies examining the connectionwith the driving ed-
ucation process and risky behaviors and crash involvement of the nov-
ice drivers [3,4,5] there is a lack of studies examining the relationships
between the variables within the driving education process, such as
training time at different steps, demographic characteristics of the
learner drivers and number of attempts at the theory and practical



Table 3
Predictors of the number of attempts to pass the practical test for those above 25 yearsold.

Step Variable Beta R2 Change in R2 F

1 0.02 0.02 0.95
Gender −0.11
Age 0.05
Traffic Station 0.09

2 0.08 0.06 1.16
Time spent for step 2 0.06
Time spent for step 3 −0.13
Time spent for step 4 −0.07
Time difference between practical test
and step 4

−0.02

Time difference between practical test
and theory test

0.19⁎

Number of attempts in the theory test 0.06

⁎ p < 0.05.

Ö. Simsekoglu and E. Suzen IATSS Research 45 (2021) 382–388
tests. The present study focused on examining the relationships be-
tween the variables within the education process (e.g. training time,
training location, number of attempts at the tests) and predictors of
the number of attempts to pass the practical test in a sample of Norwe-
gian learner drivers.

The first research question of the studywaswhether there were dif-
ferences between learner drivers above and below 25 years old in time
spend at different steps and between theory and practical tests. Results
show that compared to the learner drivers below 25 years those above
25 years old spent significantlymore timeduring steps 3 and4, between
the theory and practical test, and had significantly more attempts to
pass both theory and practical tests. The second research question was
whether the time spent during different steps of the driving education,
the number of attempts in the theory and practical tests differ by gen-
der, age, and test location. The only significant gender difference
shows that the average time spent between taking the theory test and
completing step 4 was significantly more among males than females.
Male students tend to take the theory test much later in the driving ed-
ucation process than female students. Age was significantly and posi-
tively correlated with the time spent for step 2, step 3, and with the
number of attempts in the theory and practical tests. In terms of the
test location (small-sized town, medium-sized town, and big city), the
only significant difference was observed in the time spent between
step 2 and 4 for those below 25 years old showing that learner drivers
spent more time between step 2 and 4 as the population size of the lo-
cation where they took the practical test increased. The final research
questionwaswhat predicts the number of attempts to pass the practical
test. For the learner drivers below the 25 years old, age and the time dif-
ference between the theory and practical test were significantly and
positively related with the number of attempts in the practical test,
whereas time spent during step 2 was significantly and negatively re-
lated with the number of attempts in the practical test. For those
above 25 years old, only the time difference between the theory and
practical test was significantly and positively related to the number of
attempts in the practical test.

In terms of the demographic characteristics of the learner drivers,
age appeared as a significant and important variable as the results
showed that time spent at different steps and the number of attempts
both in the theory and practical test increase with the increasing age.
Besides, differences between the learner drivers below and above 25
years old clearly indicate that learner drivers above 25 years old spend
longer time in all steps of the driving education and on average have
more attempts to pass both theory and practical tests. There might be
several explanations for these age-related differences. One likely expla-
nationmight be related to the lifestyle differences between younger and
older learner drivers. Younger learner drivers mostly include students
who have a higher chance of training with their family members. They
might focus on driving education more as they are likely to have more
spare time to use for driving education compared to the older learner
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drivers, who are likely to have a more demanding lifestyle due to
work and family life. Also, since most of the younger learner drivers
are students, they are more trained and used to learn and memorize
new information,whichmight shorten the time spent on driving educa-
tion. Another reason might be related to the decreasing cognitive abili-
ties andmotor-learning skills due to aging, whichmight lead to a longer
time required for developing the skills required for driving a car among
older learner drivers [26,27]. When interpreting the differences be-
tween learner drivers below and above 25 years old, it should be kept
in mind that, compared to the learner drivers below 25 years old,
those above 25 years old are more heterogeneous. Thus, it is likely
that they have more various motivations for getting a driving license.

The only significant gender difference showing that compared to fe-
male students,male students took the theory testmuch later in thedriv-
ing education process is in linewith the previous studies indicating that
female students are more structured in following the steps of the driv-
ing education process than the male students [24]. Test location did
not have any significant effect on the number of attempts in the practi-
cal test. Therefore, this result falsifies the expectations of some learner
drivers that taking the practical test in a small townwith less traffic vol-
umewould increase the pass rate at the test. This could be explained by
the fact that learner drivers in Norway most often take their practical
test in the areaswhere they already train and get familiar during the ed-
ucation. The only significant difference in terms of the test location was
that the learner drivers below 25 years old spentmore time to complete
the driving education process as the population size of the location
where they took the practical test increased. It is likely that in towns
with bigger populations there are more learner drivers and conse-
quently traffic schools are busier. Therefore, there might be longer
waiting times between different training sessions and obligatory
courses. In addition, learner drivers are more likely to be university stu-
dents who live away from family and thus have a limited possibility of
training with a lay instructor in bigger towns. Moreover, in rural areas
of Norwaywhere there are smaller towns with limited public transpor-
tation services, the bigger need for a driving license might motivate the
learner drivers to finish the driving training in a shorter amount of time.

Regression analysis results showed that the time difference between
the theory test and practical test was significantly and positively related
to the number of attempts in the practical test for the learner drivers
both below and above 25 years old. This indicates that as the time gap
between the two tests increases the learner drivers tend to fail at the
practical driving test more. There might be several explanations for
this finding. First, it is possible that when the learner drivers pass the
theoretical test, they can assume they are done with theoretical knowl-
edge. If neither the driving instructor nor the lay instructor challenge
this knowledge during driving training and do not contextualize it, the
theoretical competence can become weaker over time. Following the
driving model in Norway, the learner driver can accomplish the theory
test at the age of 17½years old. This can be too early in the learning pro-
cess, where the learner driver still doesn't get the chance to contextual-
ize the theory to practical traffic situations. Social situations and human
activity constitute each other, and all communication requires a context
to be comprehensible [28]. Another explanation might be connected
with the age-related lifestyle factors among learner drivers. Longer
time between the two tests is associated with getting the practical test
at an older agewhen it might bemore difficult to prioritize driver train-
ing due to a more demanding and busier lifestyle. For instance, com-
pared to a learner driver at the age of 18, a learner driver at the age of
30 might find it more difficult to focus and prioritize driver training
due to work and family life. Furthermore, learner drivers above the
age of 18 years old might have less possibility for lay instructor training
as they aremore likely to live outside their parents' house andwithout a
car in the household. Based on the present data it is not possible tomake
strong arguments explaining why the time difference between the two
tests varies for different learner drivers. However, it is very likely that
above mentioned age-related lifestyle and social factors influence the
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motivationsof the learnerdrivers toget their license ina shorter or longer
period. On the other hand, it should also be noted that in the Norwegian
driving education process there are certain steps learner drivers must
complete before they can take the practical test, and often there is clear
guidance from the traffic schools and driving instructors about when to
take the practical test. Thus, although some individual and motivational
factors might influence when the learner drivers take the tests, their
role is not so big as the process is mostly structured and predetermined.

For the learner drivers below 25 years old, agewas positively related
to the number of attempts in the practical test, which is in line with
some previous studies showing that older age, especially being above
30 years old, is negatively related with the pass rate at the practical
test [17]. In addition, time spent between completing step 1 and step
2 was negatively related with the number of attempts in the practical
test for this age group, indicating that as there is more time between
these two steps learner drivers are more likely to pass the practical
test with fewer attempts. The focus of step 2 is to help the learner
drivers to develop the technical skills and competence required for han-
dling the vehicle. Thus, spending a longer time with training in step 2
might explain why students tend to be more successful at the practical
test. However, it should be noted that the time spent between step 1
step 2 might also include a period of no progress or waiting time
when nothing happens. Some of the learner drivers might have com-
pleted step 1 at high school and had to wait for starting step 2. There-
fore, without knowing exactly how much time the learner drivers
spent for training and waiting it is difficult to bring an explanation for
why time spent between these two steps is negatively associated with
the number of attempts at the practical test. Further research is needed
to have a better understanding of how the time between steps 1 and 2 is
spent and what is the role of training on the number of attempts at the
practical test.

4.1. Implications of the study

The present study has some implications that might be useful to im-
prove both the success rate at the practical test and the driving educa-
tion process. One of the main findings of the present study shows that
the time difference between the two tests was positively related to
the number of attempts in the practical test. This finding implies that
a longer amount of time between the two tests has a negative influence
on the success rate of the drivers at the practical test. Thus, putting a
shorter time between the two tests might be an advantage for the
learner drivers. However, to have a clearer suggestion, we need to
gain more knowledge regarding what is associated with a longer
waiting time between the two tests for the learner drivers. Besides,
our findings indicate that there are reasons to look deeper into the
focus and needs of older learner drivers above 25 years old. There
were clear differences in time spent between different steps and two
tests between younger and older learner drivers. Older learner drivers
may have different needs in terms of training time at different steps.
Currently Norwegian driving education model has a focus on young
drivers; however, to make it function successfully for all age groups it
could be adjusted considering the needs and social and cognitive char-
acteristics of the older drivers. In terms of the time spent between dif-
ferent steps, especially the shortest amount of time spent between
steps 3 and 4 attracts attention. This is in contrast with the original
plan of the educationmodel that intends to allocate the longest amount
of time for step 4, which is critical for developing safety skills and atti-
tudes needed for being a responsible driver. Current data only indicates
that time spent for step 4 is shorter than it is intended to be thus further
investigation is needed for explaining the reasons for that.

4.2. Limitations of the study

Despite being the first study that focuses on the relationships be-
tween different variables within the Norwegian driving education
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process using a fairly representative sample, this study has also some
limitations to mention. The data used for the present study, which
was taken from the Public Roads Administration registry, was rather
limited. It included some demographic information, dates for complet-
ing different steps, and the number of attempts for the theory and prac-
tical tests for the learner drivers within a certain period. However, it did
not provide information about how much time exactly the learner
drivers spent on training sessions and for waiting in some cases. Thus,
the findings obtained based on the data were mostly descriptive but
not so explanatory. In addition, since the present data could not provide
us with possible individual factors (e.g. motivations, attitudes and life-
style of learner drivers), it is not possible to make strong arguments
explaining the differences in time spent at different steps and between
two tests. Further research using more detailed data related to learner
drivers and the driving education process is needed to provide a more
clear and better understanding of factors influencing the pass rate of
the learner drivers at the practical test. In addition, in future studies re-
lationship betweenpass rate in thepractical test and later crash involve-
ment of the novice drivers could be examined to see whether these two
variables are related.

5. Conclusions

The focus of the present study was to examine the relationships be-
tween different variables related to the driving training process and
learner drivers and how these variables predict the number of attempts
in the practical test within the Norwegian driving educationmodel. Re-
sults indicate that time spent at different steps and the number of at-
tempts in the theory and practical tests tend to increase as the learner
drivers' age increases. Also, time spent between the theory and practical
test appeared as an important predictor of the number of attempts in
the practical test indicating that as the time gap between the two tests
increases learner drivers are more likely to fail at the practical practical
test. Findings point out that demographic characteristics of the learner
drivers and variables related to the training process, such as time
spent at different steps, are related, and they have a role in predicting
the number of attempts in the practical test. The present study provides
findings only related to the driving education process and test out-
comes. How the variables within the driving education process, includ-
ing test outcomes, might be related to the traffic behaviors and accident
involvement of the novice drivers are planned to be investigated in a
further follow-up study.

Declaration of Competing Interest

Authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

[1] M. Hatakka, E. Keskinen, N.P. Gregersen, A. Glad, K. Hernetkoski, From control of the
vehicle to personal self-control; broadening the perspectives to driver education,
Transp. Res. F 5 (3) (2002) 201–215.

[2] E. Keskinen, K. Hernetkoski, Driver education and training, in: B.E. Porter (Ed.),
Handbook of Traffic Psychology, Academic Press 2011, pp. 403–422.

[3] N. Beanland, P.M. Goode, M. Salmon, G. Lenné, Is there a case for driver training? A
review of the efficacy of pre-and post-licence driver training, Saf. Sci. 51 (1) (2013)
127–137.

[4] D.R. Mayhew, Driver education and graduated licensing in North America: past,
present, and future, J. Saf. Res. 38 (2) (2007) 229–235.

[5] T. Tronsmoen, Associations between driver training, determinants of risky driving
behaviour and crash involvement, Saf. Sci. 48 (1) (2010) 35–45.

[6] S. Boufous, R. Ivers, T. Senserrick, M. Stevenson, Attempts at the practical on-road
driving test and the hazard perception test and the risk of traffic crashes in young
drivers, Traffic Inj. Prev. 12 (5) (2011) 475–482.

[7] M.D. Keall, W.J. Frith, Association between older driver characteristics, on-road driv-
ing test performance, and crash liability, Traffic Inj. Prev. 5 (2) (2004) 112–116.

[8] E. Forsyth, Cohort study of learner and novice drivers. Part 1: learning to drive and
performance in the driving test, TRL Research Report, (RR 338), 1992.

[9] G. Maycock, Novice driver accidents and the driving test, TRL Report (TRL527),
2002.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0045


Ö. Simsekoglu and E. Suzen IATSS Research 45 (2021) 382–388
[10] E. Keskinen, Education for older drivers in the future, IATSS Res. 38 (1) (2014)
14–21.

[11] The Norwegian Road Public Administration Curriculum for Driving Licence Category
B, Manual V851, https://www.vegvesen.no/_attachment/2325553/binary/
1262318?fast_title=Manual+V851+Curriculum+for+Driving+Licence+Catego-
ries+B%2C+B+Code+96+and+BE.pdf 2016.

[12] K. Smith, Professional development of teachers - a prerequisite for AfL to be success-
fully implemented in the classroom, Stud. Educ. Eval. 37 (2011) 55–61.

[13] M. Rismark, A. Sølvberg, Effective dialogues in driver education, Accid. Anal. Prev. 39
(3) (2007) 600–605.

[14] Directive 2006/126/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 Decem-
ber 2006 on Driving Licence.

[15] CIECA final report to DG TREN of the European Commission concerning contract n°
ETU/B27020B-E3-2002-CIECA-S07.18488. Towards European Standards for Testing.
FINAL REPORT. Analysis of the contents, the location and the duration of the practi-
cal practical test for obtaining a category B licence.

[16] Norwegian Regulations on traffic training and practical test, etc.§29–6, https://
lovdata.no/dokument/SF/forskrift/2004-10-01-1339?q=forskrift%20om%
20trafikkoppl%C3%A6ring

[17] J.A. Groeger, S.J. Brady, Differential Effects of Formal and Informal Driver Training,
2004.

[18] B.A. Jonah, Accident risk and risk-taking behaviour among young drivers, Accid.
Anal. Prev. 18 (4) (1986) 255–271.
388
[19] D.L. Massie, K.L. Campbell, A.F. Williams, Traffic accident involvement rates by driver
age and gender, Accid. Anal. Prev. 27 (1) (1995) 73–87.

[20] J.C.F. De Winter, D. Dodou, The driver behaviour questionnaire as a predictor of ac-
cidents: a meta-analysis, J. Saf. Res. 41 (6) (2010) 463–470.

[21] D.M. DeJoy, An examination of gender differences in traffic accident risk perception,
Accid. Anal. Prev. 24 (3) (1992) 237–246.

[22] P. Ulleberg, Personality subtypes of young drivers. Relationship to risk-taking pref-
erences, accident involvement, and response to a traffic safety campaign, Transp.
Res. F 4 (4) (2001) 279–297.

[23] C. Turner, R. McClure, Age and gender differences in risk-taking behaviour as an ex-
planation for high incidence of motor vehicle crashes as a driver in young males, Inj.
Control. Saf. Promot. 10 (3) (2003) 123–130.

[24] A. Nyberg, N.P. Gregersen, Practicing for and performance on drivers license tests in
relation to gender differences in crash involvement among novice drivers, J. Saf. Res.
38 (1) (2007) 71–80.

[25] M. Wiberg, Gender differences in the Swedish driving-license test, J. Saf. Res. 37 (3)
(2006) 285–291.

[26] C. Voelcker-Rehage, Motor-skill learning in older adults - a review of studies on age-
related differences, Eur. Rev. Aging Phys. A. 5 (1) (2008) 5–16.

[27] R.D. Seidler, J.A. Bernard, T.B. Burutolu, B.W. Fling, M.T. Gordon, J.T. Gwin, ... D.B.
Lipps, Motor control and aging: links to age-related brain structural, functional,
and biochemical effects, Neurosci. Biobehav. R. 34 (5) (2010) 721–733.

[28] G. Bateson, Steps to an Ecology of Mind, Paladin, London, 1973.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0050
https://www.vegvesen.no/_attachment/2325553/binary/1262318?fast_title=Manual+851+urriculumor+riving+icence+ategories+%2C++ode+and+E.pdf
https://www.vegvesen.no/_attachment/2325553/binary/1262318?fast_title=Manual+851+urriculumor+riving+icence+ategories+%2C++ode+and+E.pdf
https://www.vegvesen.no/_attachment/2325553/binary/1262318?fast_title=Manual+851+urriculumor+riving+icence+ategories+%2C++ode+and+E.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0065
https://lovdata.no/dokument/SF/forskrift/2004-10-01-1339?q=forskrift%20om%20trafikkoppl%C3%A6ring
https://lovdata.no/dokument/SF/forskrift/2004-10-01-1339?q=forskrift%20om%20trafikkoppl%C3%A6ring
https://lovdata.no/dokument/SF/forskrift/2004-10-01-1339?q=forskrift%20om%20trafikkoppl%C3%A6ring
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0386-1112(21)00021-2/rf0125

	What predicts the number of attempts to pass the driving test? A case from Norwegian driving education model
	1. Introduction
	1.1. Norwegian driving education model
	1.2. Variables that might influence the driving education process
	1.2.1. Training time
	1.2.2. Location of the driving training and the practical test
	1.2.3. Demographic characteristics of the learner drivers

	1.3. Aims of the present study

	2. Methods
	2.1. Data collection
	2.2. Sample characteristics

	3. Results
	3.1. Differences in time spent at different steps between learner drivers below and above 25 years old
	3.2. Differences in the variables of the study by age, gender, and test location
	3.3. Predictors of number of attempts in the practical test

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Implications of the study
	4.2. Limitations of the study

	5. Conclusions
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	References




