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Abstract: School bus safety has attracted widespread attention with economic development and the
improvement of overall quality of the population. However, violations of school bus regulations and
school bus-related crashes often occur. Limited research has been conducted on the impact of the
school bus stopping process on surrounding drivers’ behavior. This study provides a driving simula-
tor experiment to explore drivers” behaviors during the school bus stopping process under different
traffic law awareness status, traffic volume status, and initial location status. Eight variables about
behavior decision and kinetic parameters were assessed for analysis by a logistic regression model
and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). Results show that the mean speed decreases and
the number of people complying with the regulations increases after publicizing the regulations. The
proportion of surrounding vehicles in the acceleration state increases, especially under the scenario
that the traffic volume is large and the initial distance is far. This indicates that the enforcement
of the regulations may stimulate unsafe driving behavior. The findings of this study could help
policy makers to better understand the prevalence and compliance of current school bus stopping
regulations among drivers and support improvements in the practical application of the regulations.

Keywords: school bus; driving simulator; driving behavior; school bus regulations

1. Introduction

School buses have long been a popular way for students to commute to school in
various countries. According to statistics, there are 450,000 school buses in operation in the
United States [1]. Recently, with the emphasis on child safety and the popularization of
school buses in developing countries, the number of school buses and the annual growth
rate are increasing year by year [2,3]. In China, data show that the number of school buses
has reached 164,635, serving a total of 93,495,552 students in both compulsory and preschool
education. However, the popularity of school buses also brings the corresponding safety
problems. According to statistics from the United States, approximately 140 school-age
children die and 85,000 are injured each year due to school bus-related crashes [4], and a
decade of data indicate that the increase in vehicle safety systems has not contributed to
a reduction in fatal school bus-related crashes [5]. In China, according to statistics from
the school bus website, 339 school bus safety violations were reported between 2012-2017,
resulting in 801 casualties, including 156 deaths [6]. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct
in-depth analysis of school bus-related crashes and take measures to improve school
bus safety.

According to the literature, the causes of school bus-related crashes are mainly classi-
fied into three categories: human factors, vehicle factors, and road factors [3]. Researchers
have further divided school bus-related crashes into “active crashes” and “passive crashes”
due to different reasons [7]. The occurrence of active crashes is mainly related to human
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factors and vehicle factors of school bus itself, such as the lack of safety awareness of
the drivers and passengers, as well as the safety of the school bus itself and the legality
of operation. The occurrence of passive crashes is related to poor road conditions and
other traffic environment factors such as non-compliance of school bus privileges by other
vehicles [3]. Numerous previous studies have been conducted to improve the safety of
school buses; however, most of them have focused on studying measures related to school
bus itself and school bus management. For example, some scholars focused on the design
of school buses and safety [7-9]; some scholars focused on how to use intelligent trans-
portation systems to monitor school buses and provide assistant strategies [2,10,11]; others
conducted research on the development of school bus management systems [12]. On the
whole, the above research on school bus safety has played a significant role in ensuring the
safety of passengers in school buses. Evidence has shown that school bus occupants are
at a lower risk of fatal injuries compared to other people involved in school bus-related
crashes [13-16].

However, school bus crashes caused by surrounding drivers have not been resolved,
and the consequences of these crashes are serious [3]. Results from previous research
show that the occurrence of such crashes is mostly related to the fact that the drivers
around the school bus do not understand or comply with the “school bus privileges”, thus
illegally passing the stopped school bus [4], as well as failing to maintain a safe following
distance [3]. These illegal behaviors of surrounding vehicles tend to result in traffic crashes,
such as collisions with children getting off the school bus and trying to cross the road, and
sideswipe or rear-end collisions with the school bus or other vehicles around the school
bus. A field study conducted in Florida confirmed that illegal overtaking by other drivers
is the biggest safety problem faced by school buses [1]. Hence, further understanding of
the behavior of surrounding vehicles during the stopping process of the school bus (the
process from the beginning of the slowdown to a complete stop) is crucial to improve the
safety of the school bus.

To ensure school bus safety, various countries have introduced appropriate school
bus safety regulations and policies. In the U.S., although the details of the rules vary
from state to state, generally all vehicles in both directions must stop when a school bus
stops, flashes its red lights, or displays the stop sign. These regulations and policies aim
to protect children getting on and off the bus, especially in light of the fact that younger
children may not know the rules of the road and may wander off. When a school bus starts,
turns off the red light, and puts away the stop sign, other vehicles can restart. The state
of Virginia specifically requires that surrounding vehicles must stop when the bus stops,
regardless of whether the red lights are on and the stop sign is out. Since 2012, China has
also promulgated the School Bus Safety Management Regulations, including that when a
school bus stops on a road to pick up or drop off students, it should stop on the right side
of the road and turn on its hazard warning flashers and its stop signs. When a school bus
stops on a road with only one motorway lane in the same direction, the vehicle behind
should stop and wait and should not overtake. When a school bus stops on a road with
more than two lanes in the same direction, motor vehicles behind the bus in the stopping
lane and in the adjacent lane should stop and wait, and motor vehicles in other lanes
should slow down to pass. Motor vehicles waiting behind the school bus should not sound
their horns or use their lights to hurry the school bus.

In an ideal state, law on stopping for a school bus issued by various countries can
reduce corresponding crashes. However, non-compliance with regulations often occurs.
Appachu et al. [4] identified 10,590 cases of vehicles illegally passing 3427 school buses in a
single day. Studies have shown that the potential danger posed by violations is a major
cause of road crashes [17-19]. Additionally, according to data analysis, from 2014, the
number of casualty crashes on school buses in China still increased year by year, and the
casualty and death rates of single crash increased from 3.5 and 0.75 per crash in 2013 to
13.38 and 2.25 per crash in 2016 [3]. So, are school bus regulations doing what they are
supposed to do? This is a question to ponder.
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A questionnaire survey was conducted to investigate the awareness of school bus
regulations in China, covering people from different provinces. Results from questionnaire
survey showed that only 37.8 percent of participants were aware of school bus stopping
regulations, and only 16.2 percent of those had complied with school bus regulations in
their previous driving experience. In addition, we investigated the situations influencing
drivers” willingness to comply with the regulations and found that three situations would
contribute to drivers violate the regulations: (1) when other vehicles around them do not
comply with the regulations; (2) when they are on their way to or from work, or have
time pressure; (3) when the road is congested due to the school bus. It has been suggested
that most of the crashes have been blamed on driver’s errors and violations of the traffic
regulations; therefore, complying with acceptable driving norms and regulations can have
the mobility effect of improving the overall safety of the road [20].

Therefore, in this study we want to explore three questions: (1) How does the school
bus stopping process affect surrounding drivers’ behavior? (2) Will the driver’s traffic law
awareness (knowledge of school bus regulations) affect driving behavior? (3) Will different
traffic environments affect surrounding drivers” behavior? To this end, a driving simulator
experiment is designed and conducted to study these issues.

The structure of the remainder of this paper is as follows. Section 2 presents the exper-
iment design and data collection. Section 3 introduces the model estimation and results.
The following section discusses the problem. The last section presents the concluding
remarks and future research directions.

2. Methods
2.1. Participants

A total of 41 voluntary application participants were recruited for this study by adver-
tising in school forums and social media. They were required to hold a valid driving license
with at least one-year driving experience. Excepting four drivers who did not complete
the experiment due to motion sickness, 37 participants were finally involved, including
21 male drivers and 16 female drivers, while they were from different occupations, such as
teachers, company employees, workers and students, which makes the experimental group
more representative of the entire driving population during the school bus travel period
of our study. Subjects of different driving ages were selected, due to the heterogeneity in
traffic behavior and the risk of road traffic crashes [21-23]. In addition, this study also
considered a balanced ratio of males to females in the selection of subjects [21,24,25]. The
drivers’ ages ranged from 21 to 46, with an average age of 28.6 years and a median age
of 27 years. The number of years since they had obtained the driving license ranged
from 2 to 18 years, with an average of 5 years at the time of this experiment. Moreover,
informed consent was obtained from each participant before the experiment and the data
were collected anonymously. This study was conducted in accordance with Chinese laws
regarding scientific research on human volunteers.

2.2. Apparatus

In this study, a fixed-base driving simulator at the Key Laboratory of Traffic Engi-
neering of Beijing University of Technology (BJUT) was used to conduct the experiment
(Figure 1). The driving simulator provides participants with a 130-degree front field of view
as well as a left, middle, and right rear-view mirror through three high-resolution display
screens [26,27]. Besides, computer speakers were used to imitate the sounds of vehicles
and roads. The participants interacted with the simulator through a set of Logitech steering
wheel and pedals, which were calibrated and verified separately before the experiment.
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Figure 1. Driving simulator.

2.3. Scenario Design

In this study, driving scenarios were designed to simulate situations in which a school
bus stops on the side of the road and to understand how traffic law awareness and the
traffic operation environment affect driving behaviors. According to a field survey and
literature research, school buses usually stop on a road with only one or two motorway
lanes in the same direction and there are few school bus stop signs on the roadside. Thus,
the experimental scenario was simulated as a typical urban road with only two motorway
lanes in the same direction, each lane being 3.5 m wide and with a speed limit of 70 km/h,
separated by a central barrier, as shown in Figure 2. To provide a more realistic environment,
the scenario included modeling of the environment around the road appurtenances and
simulation of the traffic situation in the opposite carriageway.
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Figure 2. Design of the scenarios.

Additionally, the experiment was designed as a 2 x 3 x 3 mixed factorial design with
traffic law awareness (knowing the law, not knowing the law) as a within-subject variable,
and the initial distance from the test car to the school bus (50, 100 and 150 m) as well as
traffic volume (500, 1000, and 1500 pcu/h) as between-subject variables. Therefore, the
treatments of this experiment are the initial distance from the test car to the school bus
(IDCTS) with three different settings (50, 100, and 150 m), and the traffic volume with
three different settings (500, 1000, and 1500 pcu/h). Since traffic volume affects the driving
behavior of drivers, and as traffic volume increases, the increased interaction between
vehicles leads to higher crash risk for drivers [28,29]. Therefore, traffic volume was selected
as one of the environmental variables in the study. Besides, in order to investigate the
effect of different reactions and the timing of the choice of driving behaviors, different
initial distances from the school bus were selected as another environmental variable in
the study. The selection of IDCTS parameter values mainly takes into account the driver’s
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safe following distance and safe lane-changing distance, while the setting of traffic volume
parameter values takes into account the road traffic volume corresponding to the different
departure times of school buses.

Each participant was required to individually test each of the combinations of the
two treatments separately before and after learning about the school bus regulations. The
experiment consisted of nine scenes in total, which were switched using a predetermined
experiment script. In this experiment, three identical roads were built for setting three
different traffic volumes. On each road above, three experiments with different initial
distances from the school bus were completed. At the beginning of each scenario, the test
driver’s vehicle was generated in the rightmost lane (the same lane as that of the school
bus), and at the same time, a traffic flow with an average speed of 60 km/h was generated.
The school bus would appear in front of the test vehicles and would run at a speed of
50 km/h (Chinese regulations stipulate that school buses traveling on normal urban roads
should not exceed 60 km/h). When the test vehicle traveled 200 m, the school bus began
to decelerate at a deceleration rate of 1.5 m/s? until its speed reached zero, and the entire
deceleration process lasted 65 m.

In the experimental scenario, there are two behavioral choices for the test vehicles
during the whole duration of the school bus stopping process (from the time the school
bus starts to slow down to the time it stops). One is to stop and wait behind the school bus
and the other is to overtake it. For vehicles choosing to stop, the study duration is between
the test vehicle starting the journey and the test vehicle stopping behind the school bus.
For vehicles choosing to overtake, the study duration is between the test vehicle starting
the journey and the rear of the test vehicle overtaking the front of the school bus.

2.4. Procedure

Each participant’s experiment includes three phases: pre-experiment, formal exper-
iment, and post-experiment. During the pre-experiment, each participant was briefly
introduced to the requirements of the experiment [30]. Then, they were requested to
complete an informed consent form and a background information questionnaire. Besides,
each participant was trained for 10-15 min to adapt to the simulator usage. The driver’s
ability to control speed comfortably and complete lane change as well as other driving
operations smoothly were used as the basis for ending the training and starting the formal
experiment.

In the formal experiment, the participants were advised to drive in the same lane as
the school bus. The participants were told to drive as they would drive in real life when
encountering a school bus in the process of stopping. After completing the first set of
experiments, the drivers were educated about school bus stopping regulations, after which
they were told they needed to follow the regulations to complete the second set of nine
scenarios. The order of experiments in each set was randomized in order to eliminate
learning effects. It took approximately 15-20 min to complete the two set of experiments,
with a break of at least 5 min at the end of one set of experiments. The participants could
quit the experiment at any time in case of motion sickness.

During the post-experiment, each participant needed to complete a questionnaire that
collected the subjective feelings of the experiment, including feedback on the realism of the
driving simulator and scenario experience. In addition, the participants who completed
the whole experiment were paid 200 RMB (about $30) as compensation.
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2.5. Dependent Variables

Eight key variables, including three categorical variables and five continuous variables,
were defined and extracted to evaluate the participants’” driving behavior during the
stopping process of the school bus. These variables are explained as follows:

e  Stop/Go decision (Stop = 0; Go = 1): This variable was defined as the driver’s decision
of whether to stop or go after the school bus’s brake light comes on. If the driver
continues driving after the school bus’s brake light comes on, Stop/Go decision =1,
and 0 otherwise.

e  Acc/Dec state (Dec = 0; Acc = 1): This variable was defined as the overtaking state
the drivers would take when approaching the school bus. For drivers who decide to
continue going after the school bus’s brake light comes on, if the driver is accelerating
when passing the school bus, the value of this variable is 1.

e Stop/Go bus state (Stop = 0; Go = 1): This variable was defined as the state of the
school bus at the moment the vehicle passed the bus. Stop/Go bus state = 0 if the
school bus is completely stationary while the test vehicle is passing the school bus.

e Mean speed: The average speed of the test vehicles within the whole duration of
school bus stopping process (m/s).

e Max Long Acc: The maximum value of the longitudinal acceleration of the vehicle
while traveling behind the school bus (m/s?).

e Max Long Dec: The maximum value of the longitudinal deceleration of the vehicle
while traveling behind the school bus (m/ s2).

e Max Lateral Acc: The maximum lateral acceleration of the vehicle while traveling
behind the school bus (m/s?).

e  Percentage of Following Times: The percentage of time that vehicles travel in the
same lane as that of the school bus as a percentage of total time spent driving before
overtaking the school bus (%).

2.6. Statistical Analysis

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used in this study to investigate
the effects of factors such as knowledge of school bus stopping regulations, IDCTS, and
traffic volume on drivers’ driving behavior indicators. Besides, logistic regression analysis
was applied to examine the frequencies of Stop/Go decisions, Acc/Dec state, and Stop/Go
bus state results under different driving scenarios. To ensure more reliable results, non-
significant variables were first screened out by t-tests, and a 95% significance level was
used in this study to compare statistical differences.

3. Results

During the formal experiment, 666 (37 subjects x 9 test scenarios x 2 situations) trial
were conducted in this study. The basic statistical descriptions of key variables in this study
are shown in Tables 1 and 2. In the subsequent analysis, logistic regression models were
used to analyze the relationship between Acc/Dec state and Stop/Go bus state among
various factors (Table 3). MANOVA was used to investigate the differences in driving
behavior among different factors (Table 4).
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Table 1. Description for Stop/Go decision, Acc/Dec state, and Stop/Go bus state.
Stop/Go Decision Acc/Dec State Stop/Go Bus State Total
Volume ota
Law IDCTS (m) (peu/h) Stop Go Acc Dec Stop Go
N % N % N % N % N % N % N
unknown 50 500 0 0.0 37 100.0 16 432 21 56.8 19 514 18 48.6 37
unknown 50 1000 1 2.7 36 97.3 20 55.6 16 444 18 50.0 18 50.0 37
unknown 50 1500 0 0.0 37 100.0 19 514 18 48.6 31 83.8 6 16.2 37
unknown 100 500 0 0.0 37 100.0 19 514 18 48.6 13 35.1 24 64.9 37
unknown 100 1000 0 0.0 37 100.0 14 37.8 23 62.2 17 459 20 54.1 37
unknown 100 1500 0 0.0 37 100.0 22 59.5 15 40.5 25 67.6 12 324 37
unknown 150 500 1 2.7 36 97.3 23 63.0 13 361 23 63.9 13 361 37
unknown 150 1000 0 0.0 37 100.0 21 56.8 16 432 17 459 20 541 37
unknown 150 1500 2 5.4 35 9.6 17 48.6 18 514 28 80.0 7 20.0 37
known 50 500 0 0.0 37 100.0 24 64.9 13 351 22 59.5 15 405 37
known 50 1000 4 10.8 33 89.2 2 66.7 1 333 25 75.8 8 242 37
known 50 1500 9 243 28 75.7 21 75.0 7 250 25 89.3 3 10.7 37
known 100 500 2 5.4 35 94.6 2 62.9 13 371 16 457 19 543 37
known 100 1000 3 8.1 34 91.9 24 70.6 10 294 18 52.9 16 471 37
known 100 1500 9 243 28 75.7 16 57.1 12 429 18 64.3 10 357 37
known 150 500 1 2.7 36 97.3 29 80.6 7 194 20 55.6 16 444 37
known 150 1000 2 5.4 35 94.6 23 65.7 12 343 19 543 16 457 37
known 150 1500 10 270 27 73.0 14 51.9 13 481 18 66.7 9 33.3 37
Table 2. Descriptive statistical results for dependent variables.
Factors Mean Speed Max Long Max Long Max Lateral Percentage of
(m/s) Acc (m/s?) Dec (m/s2) Acc (m/s?) Following Times (%)
T;ﬁf&f IDCTS Law Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
50 (m) unknown 13.46 1 1.97 2.62 143 2.00 1.97 2.04 1.70 0.11 0.17
known 13.451 2.18 3.29 0.78 4.73 3.63 1.61 2.06 0.24 0.31
509}1 100(m) unknown 15021 1.81 2.74 145 2.49 249 1.60 148 0.63 0.23
(peu/h) known 14451 1.57 3.30 0.92 4.79 3.39 1.61 1.50 0.61 023
150 (m) unknown 15271 2.36 2.71 147 1.94 1.86 1.78 1.81 0.68 0.22
known 14541 2.50 3.70 0.50 5.02 3.45 0.83 0.85 0.55 0.23
50 (m) unknown 14.051 2.09 2.52 1.45 2.14 2.49 1.45 1.07 0.57 0.25
known 13.82 1 2.13 3.14 1.35 425 3.32 2.65 2.61 0.46 0.23
) 100})}1) 100(m) unknown 1390 1.81 2.79 1.50 2.30 244 2.18 249 0.50 0.25
peu known 13.011 2.16 411 0.31 5.16 3.24 2.82 3.34 0.55 0.25
150 )  unknown 14201 2.76 2.85 142 2.86 2.73 1.84 1.87 0.56 0.25
known 14.131 2.65 3.02 1.26 495 3.34 1.31 1.18 0.54 0.22
50 (m) unknown 13.431 1.91 2.66 1.30 2.63 2.54 243 2.39 0.47 0.27
known 12.781 2.83 3.71 0.58 4.79 3.57 122 1.25 0.50 0.24
) 150?}1) 100(m)  unknown 13711 2.15 4.00 0.46 332 3.20 2.02 1.68 0.44 023
peu known 13911 2.16 3.79 0.56 5.31 341 1.39 1.31 0.42 0.19
150 (m) unknown 14.031 2.33 3.63 0.62 3.62 2.86 1.11 0.81 0.58 0.21
known 13.461 291 3.01 1.36 5.36 3.04 0.96 0.85 0.43 0.22

1 Speed limit 70 km/h.

Table 3. Results of logistic regression model for Stop/Go decision, Acc/Dec state, and Stop/Go bus state.

95% C.I. for EXP (B)

Factors B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp (B) Lower Upper
Stop/Go decision
Law (reference level: unknown)
own —2.500 0.536 21.788 1 0.000 0.82 0.029 0.235
IDCTS (reference level: 50 m) 22.957 2 0.000
00 m —2.242 0.549 16.681 1 0.000 0.106 0.036 0.312
150 m —1.277 0.389 10.762 1 0.001 0.279 0.130 0.598
Constant -1.129 0.217 27.070 1 0.000 0.323
Acc/Dec state
Law (reference level: unknown)
known —0.609 0.166 13.480 1 0.000 0.544 0.393 0.753
Stop/Go bus state
Gender (reference level: female)
male —0.484 0.175 7.678 1 0.006 0.616 0.437 0.868
Volume (reference level: 500 pcu/h) 11.592 2 0.003
1000 (pcu/h) —0.304 0.212 2.064 1 0.151 0.738 0.488 1.117
1500 (pcu/h) 0.405 0.206 3.869 1 0.049 1.499 1.001 2.243
IDCTS (reference level: 50 m) 28.247 2 0.000
00 m 1.084 0.219 24.408 1 0.000 2.957 1.924 4.547
150 m 1.001 0.221 20.574 1 0.000 2.721 1.766 4.194
Constant —0.995 0.220 20.550 1 0.000 0.370
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Table 4. Results of MANOVA for dependent variables.

Factors df F Sig. 7
Law 1 5.887 0.016 0.009
Volume 2 8.179 0.000 0.025
IDCTS 2 5.868 0.003 0.018
Mean Speed (m/s) Law * Volume 2 0.011 0.990 0.000
Law * IDCTS 2 0.192 0.825 0.001
Volume * IDCTS 4 3.434 0.009 0.021
Law * Volume * IDCTS 4 1.107 0.352 0.007
Law 1 33.532 0.000 0.049
Volume 2 9.360 0.000 0.028
IDCTS 2 9.813 0.000 0.029
Max Long Acc (m/s?) Law * Volume 2 6.128 0.002 0.019
Law * IDCTS 2 4.035 0.018 0.012
Volume * IDCTS 4 2.993 0.018 0.018
Law * Volume * IDCTS 4 6.394 0.000 0.038
Law 1 98.030 0.000 0.131
Volume 2 3.743 0.024 0.011
Distance 2 2.738 0.065 0.008
Max Long Dec (m/s?) Law * Volume 2 0.717 0.489 0.002
Law * IDCTS 2 0.039 0.962 0.000
Volume * IDCTS 4 0.459 0.766 0.003
Law * Volume * IDCTS 4 0.402 0.807 0.002
Law 1 0.216 0.643 0.000
Volume 2 2.550 0.079 0.009
IDCTS 2 10.992 0.000 0.038
Max Lateral Acc (m/sz) Law * Volume 2 6.878 0.001 0.024
Law * IDCTS 2 2.157 0.117 0.008
Volume * IDCTS 4 0.421 0.793 0.003
Law * Volume * IDCTS 4 3.249 0.012 0.023
law 1 5.070 0.025 0.009
Volume 2 15.864 0.000 0.054
Percentage of Following IDCTS 2 1.010 0.365 0.004
Times (%) Law * Volume 2 0.150 0.861 0.001
Law * IDCTS 2 2.480 0.085 0.009
Volume * IDCTS 4 0.610 0.655 0.004
Law * Volume * IDCTS 4 1.539 0.190 0.011

* denotes the interaction effect between two variables.

3.1. Categorical Variables

For each test scenario, drivers need to make Stop /Go decision and accelerate/decelerate
decision while the school bus slows down and stops. These decisions can reflect the drivers’
behavioral trends toward school bus stopping. The percentages of drivers” Stop/Go deci-
sion, Acc/Dec state, and Stop/Go bus state under different test scenarios are presented in
Table 1.

Overall, before the regulations were introduced, on average, only 1% of drivers chose
to stop in each scene. Among drivers who chose to overtake the school bus, 52% were in
an Acc state and 42% were in a Dec state while approaching the school bus. When the test
vehicle overtook, the school bus had stopped completely in 58% of the cases. However, after
the regulations were introduced, 12% of vehicles chose to stop, which is a slight increase.
Among drivers who chose to overtake the school bus, 66% of drivers were in an Acc state
and 34% were in a Dec state while approaching the school bus. When the test vehicle
overtook, the school bus had stopped completely in 63% of the cases. Furthermore, it can
be inferred from Table 1 that with the knowledge of the regulations, the percentage of Stop
decisions at the same IDCTS increased as the traffic volume increased—for example, when
the IDCTS was 150 m, the percentage of Stop decisions at a traffic volume of 1500 pcu/h
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(27%) was greater than at 500 pcu/h (2.7%). At the same time, the percentage of Stop bus
states also shows an increasing trend—e.g., at an IDCTS of 150 m, the percentage of Stop
bus states was greater than 500 pcu/h (55.6%) at a traffic volume of 1500 pcu/h (66.7%).

Furthermore, three logistic regression models were established to investigate the
significant variables. In general, the regression models were statistically significant for the
Stop/Go decision (chi-square = 64.362, p < 0.001), Acc/Dec state (chi-square = 175.763,
p <0.001), and Stop/Go bus state (chi-square = 175.763, p < 0.001). The results of the
Hosmer and Lemeshow test showed that the logistic regression models have high goodness-
of-fits for the Stop/Go decision (chi-square = 0.0390, p = 0.843 > 0.05) and Stop/Go bus
state (chi-square = 7.366, p = 0.392 > 0.05). Table 3 shows the results of three logistic
regression models.

For Stop/Go decision, the results suggested that both traffic law awareness and IDCTS
have significant effects on the decision. The variable “know law” (B = —2.5) had a negative
relationship with the Stop/Go decision, and IDCTS also had a negative effect on the
Stop/Go decision. For Acc/Dec state, knowing the traffic law increased the probability
of drivers accelerating while overtaking the school bus. For Stop/Go bus state, gender,
traffic volume, and IDCTS were all found to be significant factors. The variable male and
moderate traffic (1000 pcu/h) had a negative relationship with Stop/Go bus state, while
other factors (1500 pcu/h and IDCTS) were found to be positively correlated with Stop/Go
bus state. These results indicated that high traffic volume and large IDCTS might increase
the difficulty for drivers to judge the state of the school bus.

3.2. Continuous Variables
3.2.1. Mean Speed

The results of the MANOVA (see Table 4) suggested that the drivers’ mean speed
while approaching the school bus before overtaking was significantly different before
and after learning about the stop regulations of the school bus (F = 5.887, p < 0.05), for
different traffic volumes (F = 8.179, p < 0.001), and for different IDCTS (F = 5.868, p < 0.05).
Besides, the drivers’ mean speed after learning about the regulations (M = 13.686 m/s,
S.D. =2.42m/s) was lower than the mean speed before learning about the regulations
(M=14.112m/s,S.D. =2.13m/s).

In addition, there was a significant interaction between traffic volume and IDCTS on
drivers’ mean speed (F = 3.434, p < 0.05). To further explore the interaction between traffic
volume and IDCTS, pairwise comparisons were also conducted. The results in Table 5 re-
vealed that the mean speed of vehicles at 100 m IDCTS for a traffic volume of 500 pcu/h was
significantly higher than that for a traffic volume of 1000 pcu/h (M.D. = 1.277 %, p < 0.05)
and a traffic volume of 1500 pcu/h (M.D. =0.937, p < 0.05); for 150 m IDCTS, the mean speed
of vehicles at 500 pcu/h was significantly higher than that at 1500 pcu/h (M.D. =1.321,
p < 0.001). The mean speed of vehicles at 500 pcu/h with IDCTS of 50 m was significantly
lower than the mean speed of vehicles with IDCTS of 100 m (M.D. = —1.275, p < 0.05) and
150 m (M.D. = —1.447, p < 0.001).

In order to thoroughly demonstrate the driving behavior of drivers while approaching
the school bus, the speed profiles of all drivers were analyzed in detail. Linear interpolation
and 1 m interval were used to deal with the speed data of different distances from the
vehicle and the school bus at 1 m intervals. Figure 3 presents the speed profiles of all drivers
under the influence of three factors, traffic volume and IDCTS, before and after learning
about the school bus stopping regulations. The vertical dashed line, called the overtaking
line, represents the overtaking position (the position when the relative distance between
the front of the test vehicle and the rear of the school bus was 0 is the overtaking line).
Figure 3 shows that the drivers’ speed fluctuation in the process of approaching the school
bus before learning about the regulations is significantly smaller than that after learning
about the regulations. It reflects the fact that after the driver knows the school bus stop
regulations, there is a significant decrease in the speed value in the process of approaching
the overtaking line and a significant increase in the speed value near the overtaking line
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(within 10 m to the left and right of the vertical dashed line). Besides, the speed increases
greatly when the IDCTS is 100 m and the traffic flow is 1500 pcu/h (Figure 3b). In addition,
after learning about the school bus stopping regulations, the driver’s speed decreases and
the distance of deceleration increases gradually as the IDCTS increases (Figure 3b,c).

Table 5. Result of pairwise comparisons.

Factors Mean Difference Std. Error Sig.
Mean Speed (m/s)
IDCTS 100 m (Volume 500 pcu/h) and IDCTS 100 m (Volume 1000 pcu/h) 1.277 * 0.373 0.002
IDCTS 150 m (Volume 500 pcu/h) and IDCTS 100 m (Volume 1500 pcu/h) 1.321* 0.373 0.001
Volume 500 pcu/h (IDCTS 50 m) and Volume 500 pcu/h (IDCTS 100 m) —1.275* 0.373 0.002
Volume 500 pcu/h (IDCTS 50 m) and Volume 500 pcu/h (IDCTS 150 m) —1.447 * 0.373 0.000
Max Long Acc (m/ s?)
Know law and IDCTS 100 m (Volume 500 pcu/h) and IDCTS 100 m (Volume 1000 pcu/h) —0.809 * 0.261 0.006
Know law and Volume 1000 pcu/h (IDCTS 50 m) and Volume 1000 pcu/h (IDCTS 100 m) —0.967 * 0.216 0.001
Know law and Volume 1000 pcu/h (IDCTS 100 m) and Volume 1000 pcu/h (IDCTS 150 m) 1.090 * 0.216 0.000
Know law and Volume 1500 pcu/h (IDCTS 100 m) and Volume 1500 pcu/h (IDCTS 150 m) 0.781* 0.261 0.009
Max Lateral Acc (m/s?)
Know law and IDCTS 50 m (Volume 500 pcu/h) and IDCTS 50 m (Volume 1000 pcu/h) —-0.327 0.150 0.090
Know law and IDCTS 50 m (Volume 1000 pcu/h) and IDCTS 50 m (Volume 1500 pcu/h) 0.474 * 0.152 0.006
Know law and Volume 1000 pcu/h (IDCTS 50 m) and Volume 1000 pcu/h (IDCTS 150 m) 0.483 * 0.145 0.003
Know law and Volume 1000 pcu/h (IDCTS 100 m) and Volume 1000 pcu/h (IDCTS 150 m) —0.509 * 0.148 0.002

* denotes there is significant difference.
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Figure 3. (a) Mean speed profiles under IDCTS = 50 m; (b) mean speed profiles under IDCTS = 100 m; (c) mean speed
profiles under IDCTS = 150 m.
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3.2.2. Longitudinal Acceleration/Deceleration

The results of the MANOVA (see Table 4) showed that the effects of traffic law aware-
ness (F =33.532, p < 0.05), traffic volume (F = 9.360, p < 0.05), and IDCTS (F = 9.813, p < 0.05)
on the driver’s maximum acceleration are significant. Traffic law awareness (F = 98.030,
p < 0.001) and traffic volume (F = 3.743, p < 0.024) have a significant effect on the maximum
deceleration of the driver.

The maximum acceleration (M = 3.541 m/ s2,8.D.=1.361m/ sz) and maximum deceler-
ation (M = 4.930 m/s?, S.D. = 3.354 m/s?) of the driver after learning about the regulations
were significantly greater than the maximum acceleration (M = 2.948 m/s?, S.D. = 0.985 m/s?)
and maximum deceleration (M = 2.587 m/s?, S.D. = 2.567 m/s?) before learning about the
regulations. The maximum acceleration (M = 2.991 m/ s%,8.D. = 1.259 m/s?) and maximum
deceleration (M = 2.587 m/s?, S.D. = 2.567 m/s?) at an IDCTS of 50 m were significantly
smaller than those at an IDCTS of 100 m (M = 3.456 m/s?, S.D. = 1.119 m/s?) and 150 m
(M = 3.152 m/ s2,S.D. =1.218 m/ 52) cases. For different traffic volumes, the maximum
acceleration and maximum deceleration showed an increasing trend when the traffic volume
increased from 500 pcu/h to 1500 pcu/h.

The MANOVA results showed that there was a significant interaction between traffic
law awareness, traffic volume, and IDCTS on drivers’ maximum acceleration (F = 1.107,
p < 0.05), while there was no significant interaction between these factors on drivers” maxi-
mum deceleration. The pairwise comparison result of maximum acceleration in Table 5 re-
veals significant group differences for multiple combinations of traffic volumes and IDCTS
with knowledge of regulations. In particular, the maximum acceleration for a traffic volume
of 500 pcu/h (M = 3.299 m/s?, S.D. = 0.184 m/s?) when the IDCTS is 100 m is significantly
smaller than that for a traffic volume of 1000 pcu/h (M = 4.108 m/ s2,5.D.=0.184 m/ sz).
In addition, with an increase in traffic volume and IDCTS, the maximum acceleration of
the driver also showed an increasing trend.

To better understand the acceleration/deceleration under different influencing fac-
tors, the acceleration/deceleration of the driver while approaching the school bus from
different initial locations for each scenario are plotted in Figure 4. It indicates that, with an
increase in traffic volume and IDCTS, the values of vehicle acceleration and deceleration,
as well as the duration of acceleration and deceleration states, are significantly higher.
Besides, the acceleration states are more obvious in two situations: before the vehicle’s
lane changing when it is far away from the school bus, and when the vehicle is within or
beyond the overtaking line. However, the deceleration state is mainly distributed in the
lane change process.

3.2.3. Lateral Acceleration

Among the 666 observations, 579 drivers chose to change the lane while driving
behind the school bus. The MANOVA results (see Table 4) show that the drivers’ maximum
lateral acceleration is significantly influenced by IDCTS (F = 10.992, p < 0.001). Specifically,
there is a decreasing trend in lateral acceleration as IDCTS increases. By contrast, the
knowledge of regulations (F = 0.216, p = 0.643) and traffic volume (F = 2.550, p = 0.079) does
not have significant effects on lateral acceleration.

The results of MANOVA also show significant interactions between knowledge of
regulations, traffic volume, and IDCTS (F = 10.992, p < 0.05). The results of pairwise com-
parisons are presented in Table 5. With knowledge of regulations, the lateral acceleration
of the drivers at an IDCTS of 50 m with a traffic volume of 1000 pcu/h (M = 2.637 m/s?,
S.D. = 0.011 m/s?) was significantly higher than that at a traffic volume of 500 pcu/h
(M =1.677 m/s?,S.D. = 0.012 m/s?) and 1500 pcu/h (M = 1.323 m/s?, S.D. = 0.012 m/s?).
Besides, for 1000 pcu/h traffic volume, the lateral acceleration of the drivers at an IDCTS
of 50 m (M = 2.637 m/s?,S.D. = 0.011 m/s?) and 100 m (M = 2.719 m/s?, S.D. = 0.011 m/s?)
was significantly greater than that at IDCTS of 150 m (M = 1.299 m/s?, S.D. = 0.010 m/s?).
1.299 m/s?,S.D. = 0.010 m/s?).
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Figure 4. (a) Mean longitudinal Acc/Dec profiles when IDCTS = 50 m and volume = 500 pcu/h; (b) mean longitudi-
nal Acc/Dec profiles when IDCTS = 100 m and volume = 1000 pcu/h; (c¢) mean longitudinal Acc/Dec profiles when
IDCTS = 150 m and volume = 1500 pcu/h.

Figure 5 shows the driver’s average lateral acceleration during the approach to the
school bus from different positions in the lane. It indicates that, with an increase in traffic
volume and IDCTS, the variation of average lateral acceleration gradually decreases, while
the duration of the lane change progress becomes longer. When the IDCTS and the traffic
volume are small, the average lateral acceleration fluctuates relatively a lot (Figure 5a),
which is related to the driver’s completion of lane change at a short distance and a high
speed. However, in the case of sufficient lane change distance and speed reduction due to
large traffic volume, the average lateral acceleration of the driver when changing lanes is
smaller (Figure 5b,c).

3.2.4. Percentage of Following Time

The MANOVA results (see Table 4) suggested that traffic law awareness (F = 5.070,
p < 0.05) and traffic volume (F = 15.864, p < 0.001) have significant effects on the percentage
of following time, and there is no interaction between the factors. The percentage of follow-
ing time after learning about the regulations (M = 56.27%, S.D. = 24.75%) is significantly
lower than that before learning about the regulations (M = 51.58%, S.D. = 23.23%). Besides,
the percentage of following time tends to decrease as the traffic volume increases. The
reason might be that the higher the traffic volume, the more the drivers tend to change
lanes earlier after observing a school bus in front of them. The detail of the percentage of
following time in each scenario is shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. (a) Percentage of following time after learning about the school bus regulations; (b) percentage of following time
if the school bus regulations are not known.

4. Discussion

The results of the study showed that there is a significant difference in drivers’ behavior
before and after learning about the school bus stopping regulations. The driving behavior
of the subjects in the experiment before they were aware of the regulations remained largely
consistent with what we observed in reality, with the vast majority of drivers overtaking
the school bus after it had stopped. It is clear from the test data that the average speed of
the driver after learning about the regulations decreases significantly and the proportion
of drivers who choose to stop after the school bus increases significantly. Simultaneously,
the maximum deceleration of drivers increases significantly, which is coherent with their
need to comply with law on stopping for a school bus. Changes in drivers” behavioral
characteristics reflect their increased awareness of the “privileges” of school buses, which
are also considered to be one of the key factors influencing road safety [31]. Therefore,
raising the level of driver awareness of school bus regulations is beneficial to improving
the safety of school buses and surrounding vehicles.
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Another finding is that after learning about the regulations, the percentage of both Acc
state and Stop bus state increases. This indicates that although the publicity of regulations
allows some drivers to comply with the law on stopping for a school bus, other drivers
still choose to overtake the school bus to smoothly and quickly pass the school bus section.
Evidence shows that driver motivation plays an essential role in choosing to drive in
a certain way and can promote or prevent risky driving behavior [32-34]. Drivers are
motivated to drive faster when there is time pressure to get to their destination on time,
when they are more confident in their driving ability, and when they believe that they
have more driving experience than others [35-37]. Thus, they increase their acceleration
to overtake the school bus if they find that there is an opportunity to overtake before the
school bus stops completely. This is the reason why the maximum acceleration of drivers is
significantly higher after learning about the regulations. However, due to varying traffic
volume and initial distance, as well as the fact that the school bus does not show the stop
sign, it is difficult for drivers to judge whether the school bus has completely stopped. This
might be the reason why the proportion of school buses in a stopped state while other
vehicles overtake them has increased. It is worth noting that the increase in this behavior
poses a safety hazard for school buses and surrounding vehicles, since urgent acceleration
and deceleration are also part of unsafe driving behavior [20].

In addition, the results suggested that there are significant differences in the effects on
the driver’s driving behavior under the combined scenarios of different traffic volumes and
initial distances from the school bus. Specially, some scenarios have great crash risks. Since
most school buses do not stop at a harbor and with no school bus stop sign on the side of
the road, surrounding drivers driving behind the school bus do not know the specific stop
location. According to the results, when the IDCTS was 100 m and 150 m and the traffic
volume was 1000 pcu/h and 1500 pcu/h, the driving process had a higher frequency of
sharp acceleration and deceleration. There might be two reasons: (1) some drivers chose
to slow down but, when approaching the school bus, found that the school bus had not
stopped, so they took the action of speeding up and overtaking; (2) some drivers directly
chose to accelerate to overtake the school bus, but when approaching the school bus, they
found that they could not overtake the school bus before stopping, so they began to take
emergency braking actions. This, however, occurred in the context of relatively high traffic
volumes and is consistent with the findings of Sevin Mohammadi et al. (2021), that the
likelihood of acceleration of the subject vehicle is higher when there are more surrounding
vehicles and when the difference in speed between the subject vehicle and the surrounding
vehicles is small [38].

In summary, the stopping of school buses has a great influence on the behavior of
vehicles following in the same lane. Although some drivers will drive more carefully after
learning about the regulations, there are still some drivers who will find ways to pursue
speed and time efficiency. There might be three reasons: (1) there is a mismatch between the
increasing speed of school bus ownership in developing countries and the popularization
of school bus-related laws and the intensity of law enforcement; (2) part of the time of
school bus operation overlaps with the morning and evening peak hours, which exacerbate
traffic congestion; (3) there is a “dilemma zone” for surrounding vehicles due to the lack of
harbor and stop signs, which makes it difficult for them to judge whether it is safe to pass
the school bus.

5. Conclusions

In this study, a driving simulator-based experiment was conducted in which a series
of combined scenarios with different traffic volumes and IDCTS were designed using
a driving simulator, and driver behavior data were collected. Accordingly, the driver’s
performance during the school bus stop was investigated under various scenarios, such
as whether they were aware of the school bus regulations, different traffic volumes, and
the initial position of the school bus. The results show that after the promotion of laws
and regulations, the speed of drivers dropped significantly, and the number of people
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who abide by the regulations increased, which indicates that legal education can, to a
certain extent, increase the drivers’ awareness of school bus privileges. However, knowing
the school bus stopping regulations also poses driving risks that cannot be ignored. The
regulations will stimulate the driver to a certain extent to increase their rapid acceleration
and deceleration behavior in pursuit of time efficiency. It was found that the driver’s speed
fluctuations increase significantly when approaching the school bus, and the probability of
accelerating and overtaking events increases, especially when the traffic volume is high
and the initial position is far.

The findings of this study will help policy makers better understand the prevalence
of and compliance with current school bus stopping regulations among drivers. Under
the influence of various factors in developing countries (such as the current road environ-
ment, law enforcement, as well as the drivers’ traffic law awareness), school bus stopping
regulations may not be known and complied with by all drivers within a short period
of time after enactment. Therefore, there is a transitional period before the regulations
are fully implemented (the regulations are not enforced). Our research can provide a
basis for policy makers to assess the potential safety benefits and risks associated with
the mandatory implementation of the regulations. As a result, it can help policy makers
to develop management and education measures for the transition phase to reduce the
driving safety risks associated with the mandatory implementation of the regulations.

Additionally, there are still many limitations that need to be addressed in the follow-
up studies. First, sociological factors are not considered in this study. The influence
of different drivers’ social attributes (age, education, family situation, distance/speed
perception, etc.) on driving behaviors might be a useful perspective for finding strategies
from education. Second, in this study, only drivers aged 21-46 years were recruited, and
the age was concentrated between 23 and 30 years. Future analysis will be conducted on
an expanded sample. Third, although we randomly select scenarios to avoid participants’
expectations of the experiment, it might still have a learning effect. In future experiments,
events such as school buses decelerating but not stopping can be set to reduce the impact
of learning effects. Furthermore, it is worth exploring whether the provision of school bus
stop location information to vehicles around school buses through roadside stop signs and
pre-stop warning signs for school buses, as well as the provision of school bus stop warning
information to vehicles around school buses through Telematics early warning technology,
could be an effective measure to improve the safety of school buses and surrounding
vehicles in the future.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Y.G., Y.C. and X.G.; methodology, Y.G. and X.G.; software,
Y.G. and Y.T,; formal analysis, Y.G., Y.Z. and X.G.; investigation, X.G.; data curation, Y.G. and B.C,;
writing—original raft preparation, Y.G.; writing—review and editing, X.G., Y.G. and Y.Z. All authors
have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Beijing Postdoctoral Research Foundation and Transportation
Engineering of Beijing University of Technology (2020BJUT2T01).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Ethical review and approval were waived for this study, due
to this study not involved human physiological and psychological data, which was not within the
scope of review by the Beijing University of Technology Ethical Review Committee.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: The authors acknowledge the assistance provided by graduate research assis-
tants at the Beijing Key Laboratory of Traffic Engineering.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The authors were responsible for all
content and editorial decisions related to the research and development of this publication.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 12538 16 of 17

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Hinch, J.; McCray, L.; Aloke, P,; Sullivan, L.; Willke, D.; Hott, C.; Elias, J. School Bus Safety: Crashworthiness Research; Research and
Development at the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration: Washington, DC, USA, 2002.

Zhenwu, P; Junling, Z.; Runjia, H.; Lingzhi, Z. The Design and Research on School Bus Safety Monitoring and Management
System. Comput. Telecommun. 2017, 12, 14-16.

Lijun, P.; Ximei, L. Countermeasures for Normalization of School Bus Safety Operation Based on a Security Accident Perspective.
J. Hunan Inst. Eng. (Soc. Sci. Ed.) 2019, 29, 7-10.

Appachu, D.; Elias, A.M.; Stephens, B.; Wallace, C.E.; Gan, A. Identification of Critical Issues Involving School Bus Safety; National
Technical Information Service: Gaineville, FL, USA, 1999.

Donoughe, K.; Katz, B. Evaluation of fatal school bus related crashes and near-term crash mitigation strategies. Iatss Res. 2015, 38,
135-141. [CrossRef]

School Bus Network. Available online: http:/ /www.xiaoche001.com /xcxw (accessed on 17 December 2020).

Li, Z.; Li, R.; Zhang, H.; Jiang, N.; Feng, G.; Qi, X. Development of a School Bus Restraint System Model and Its Application in the
Evaluation of Designed Protective Strategies on Child Neck Injury in Front-End Crash. Int. J. Crashworth. 2020, 1-10. [CrossRef]
Gunter, L.; Davis, J.; Abulhassan, Y.; Sesek, R.; Gallagher, S.; Schall, M. School Bus Rear Emergency Door Design Improvements
to Increase Evacuation Flow. Saf. Sci. 2020, 121, 64-70. [CrossRef]

Avilés-Gonzalez, ] .F.; Mora-Vargas, J.; Smith, N.R.; Cedillo-Campos, M.G. Artificial Intelligence and DOE: An Application to
School Bus Routing Problems. Wirel. Netw. 2020, 26, 4975-4983. [CrossRef]

Yaqub, R.; Lule, K. A System for Real-Time Notification of Student’s Pickup and Drop-off by School Buses. In Proceedings of the
2019 SoutheastCon, Huntsville, AL, USA, 11-14 April 2019.

Ammar, K.; Jalmoud, M.; Boushehri, A.; Fakhro, K. A Real-Time School Bus Tracking and Monitoring System. In Proceedings of
the 2019 IEEE 10th Annual Information Technology, Electronics and Mobile Communication Conference (IEMCON), Vancouver,
BC, Canada, 17-19 October 2019. [CrossRef]

Li, J.; Zuo, L. Comparative Analysis of School Bus Management Mode in China and America. In Proceedings of the International
Conference on Financial, Management and Education Science, Beijing, China, 19-20 May 2012.

Council, N. The Relative Risks of School Travel, Transportation Research Board; Transportation Research Board of the National
Academies of Science: Washington, DC, USA, 2002.

National Center for Safe Routes to School, Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center. Selecting School Bus Stop Locations: A Guide
for School Transportation Professionals; National Center for Safe Routes to School: Washington, DC, USA, 2010.

Mcgeehan, J.; Annest, ].L.; Vajani, M.; Bull, M.].; Agran, P.E.; Smith, G.A. School Bus-Related Injuries among Children and
Teenagers in the United States, 2001-2003. Pediatrics 2006, 118, 1978-1984. [CrossRef]

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Traffic Safety Facts: School Transportation-Related Crashes (2001-2010 Data);
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration: Washington, DC, USA, 2012.

Davey, ].; Wishart, D.; Freeman, J.; Watson, B. An application of the driver behaviour questionnaire in an Australian organisational
fleet setting. Transp. Res. Part F Traffic Psychol. Behav. 2007, 10, 11-21. [CrossRef]

Oz, B.; Ozkan, T.; Lajunen, T. Trip-focused organizational safety climate: Investigating the relationships with errors, violations
and positive driver behaviours in professional driving. Transp. Res. Part F Traffic Psychol. Behav. 2014, 26, 361-369. [CrossRef]
De Winter, J.C.F,; Dodou, D. The Driver Behaviour Questionnaire as a predictor of accidents: A meta-analysis. J. Saf. Res. 2010, 41,
463-470. [CrossRef]

Atombo, C.; Wu, C.; Zhong, M.; Zhang, H. Investigating the motivational factors influencing drivers intentions to unsafe driving
behaviours: Speeding and overtaking violations. Transp. Res. Part F Psychol. Behav. 2016, 43, 104-121. [CrossRef]

Lee, S.E.; Simons-Morton, B.G.; Klauer, S.E.; Ouimet, M.C.; Dingus, T.A. Naturalistic Assessment of Novice Teenage Crash
Experience. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2011, 43, 1472-1479. [CrossRef]

Akaateba, M.A.; Amoh-Gyimah, R. Driver attitude towards traffic safety violations and risk taking behaviour in Kumasi: The
gender and age dimension. Int. ]. Traffic Transp. Eng. 2013, 3, 479-494. [CrossRef]

Popken, A.; Krems, ].E. Drivers’ reliance on lane keeping assistance systems: Effects of different levels of assistance. In Proceedings
of the European Conference on Human Centred Design for Intelligent Transport Systems, Lyon, France, 3 April 2008.

Feng, F; BaO, S.; Sayer, ].R.; Flannagan, C.; Manser, M.; Wunderlich, R. Can Vehicle Longitudinal Jerk Be Used to Identify
Aggressive Drivers? An Examination Using Naturalistic Driving Data. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2017, 104, 125-136. [CrossRef]

Prato, C.G.; Toledo, T.; Lotan, T.; Taubman-Ben-Ari, O. Modeling the Behavior of Novice Young Drivers during the First Year
after Licensure. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2010, 42, 480-486. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Wu, Y.N.; Abdel-Aty, M.; Park, J.; Zhu, J. Effects of Connected-Vehicle Warning Systems on Rear-End Crash Avoidance Behavior
Under Fog Conditions. Transp. Res. 2018, 95, 481—492. [CrossRef]

Wu, Y.N.; Abdel-Aty, M.; Park, J.; Selby, R.M. Effects of Real-Time Warning Systems on Driving under Fog Conditions Using an
Empirically Supported Speed Choice Modeling Framework. Transp. Res. Part C Emerg. Technol. 2018, 86, 97-110. [CrossRef]
Brackstone, M.; Waterson, B.; Mcdonald, M. Determinants of Following Headway in Congested Traffic. Transp. Res. Part F Traffic
Psychol. Behav. 2009, 12, 131-142. [CrossRef]

Hamzeie, R.; Savolainen, P.T.; Gates, T.J. Driver Speed Selection and Crash Risk: Insights from the Naturalistic Driving Study. J.
Saf. Res. 2017, 63, 187-194. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1016/j.iatssr.2014.12.003
http://www.xiaoche001.com/xcxw
http://doi.org/10.1080/13588265.2020.1858644
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2019.09.007
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11276-019-01985-w
http://doi.org/10.1109/IEMCON.2019.8936199
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2006-1314
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2006.03.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2014.03.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2010.10.007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2016.09.029
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.02.026
http://doi.org/10.7708/ijtte.2013.3(4).10
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2017.04.012
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2009.09.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20159070
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trc.2018.08.01
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trc.2017.10.025
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2008.09.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2017.10.007

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 12538 17 of 17

30.

31.

32.
33.

34.
35.

36.

37.

38.

Zhang, Y.; Yan, X.; Li, X. Effect of warning message on driver’s stop/go decision and red-light-running behaviors under fog
condition. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2021, 150, 105906. [CrossRef]

Bener, A.; Crundall, D.; Haigney, D.; Bensiali, A.K.; Al-Falasi, A.S. Driving behaviour stress, error and violations on the road: A
cross-cultural comparisons study. Adv. Transp. Stud. 2007, 12, 5-14.

Koornstra, M.J. Risk-adaptation theory. Transp. Res. Part. F Psychol. Behav. 2009, 12, 77-90. [CrossRef]

Summala, H. Towards Understanding Motivational and Emotional Factors in Driver Behaviour: Comfort through Satisficing; Springer:
London, UK, 2007.

Zuckerman, M. Sensation Seeking and Risky Behavior; American Psychological Association: Washington, DC, USA, 2007. [CrossRef]
Fuller, R.; Hannigan, B.; Bates, H.; Gormley, M.; O'Dolan, C. Understanding inappropriate high speed: A qualitative analysis.
Drivers 2008.

Schmidt-Daffy, M.; Brandenburg, S.; Beliavski, A. Velocity, safety, or both? How do balance and strength of goal conflicts affect
drivers’ behaviour, feelings and physiological responses? Accid. Anal. Prev. 2013, 55, 90-100. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Simons-Morton, B.; Lerner, N.; Singer, J. The observed effects of teenage passengers on the risky driving behavior of teenage
drivers. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2005, 37, 973-982. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Sm, A.; Ra, A.; Ajk, A; Sc, B. The role of drivers’ social interactions in their driving behavior: Empirical evidence and implications
for car-following and traffic flow. Transp. Res. Part F Traffic Psychol. Behav. 2021, 80, 203-217.


http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2020.105906
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2008.08.002
http://doi.org/10.1037/11555-002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2013.02.030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23523895
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2005.04.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15921652

	Introduction 
	Methods 
	Participants 
	Apparatus 
	Scenario Design 
	Procedure 
	Dependent Variables 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Categorical Variables 
	Continuous Variables 
	Mean Speed 
	Longitudinal Acceleration/Deceleration 
	Lateral Acceleration 
	Percentage of Following Time 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

