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Abstract

Objective: The aim was to investigate the potential of using simulator-based training (SBT) to improve older drivers'
self-rating ability and to compare two forms of feedback; corrective versus corrective and rewarding feedback.

Method: The study was designed to study the possibility of training for self-rated driving ability in a simulator, and the
impact of corrective (errors made) feedback versus corrective (errors made) and rewarding (correct behaviour)
feedback during training. In total, 21 older drivers (mean age 78.5, SD=3.9 years) were trained and assessed in the
driving simulator. Driving performance was assessed by penalty scores as well as self and expert ratings.

Results: The average deviation from correctly rated ability (own vs. expert) changed from -0.7 (under-rating) to 0.1 at
the final training and assessment occasion; i.e., drivers ratings became more like the expert's rating or, in other terms,
better calibrated. The individuals with the largest deviations from the expert's rating initially improved their self-rating
ability the most. There were no differences between the two feedback groups in terms of their ability to self-rate, but
rewarding feedback had a positive effect on penalty scores. The SBT showed positive training effects on the ability to
self-rate one's driving ability, and rewarding feedback contributed to lower penalty scores. However, simulator sickness
was a shortcoming that needs to be adressed, and the optimal form of feedback should be further investigated.

Keywords: Older drivers, Simulator training, Self-rating, Self-regulate

1 Introduction
Maintaining safe and independent transportation mobility
is important for all persons, and even more so for older
adults. Older drivers may choose to restrict their driving
due to a lack of confidence or lack of alternative transpor-
tation options, but for many older adults, driving is seen as
the primary mode of transportation [1, 2]. However,
declining abilities due to normal ageing are not always
compensated by the cars, driving environments, or driving
behaviours [3–5].
When controlling for mileage, older drivers are not in

general overrepresented in accident statistics, according to
previous research [6]. However, as a part of the total
population of Sweden, older drivers are over-represented

among fatal injuries on the road. During 2014–2016, older
drivers represented 32% of fatalities (STRADA data), while
they represented 20% of the population [7]. Several factors
can explain this over-representation such as the lower
level of violence of the collision needed to injure or kill an
older driver than younger people. Most older drivers tend
to self-regulate their driving correctly; i.e., limiting their
exposure to challenging situations such as avoiding driv-
ing at night, in the rain, or during rush hour [8, 9]. How-
ever, not all older drivers are able to self-regulate their
driving behaviour [10]. Self-regulation alone is therefore
not sufficient to ensure safe driving among older drivers.
Awareness and insight into one’s own driving abilities

can determine the choices one makes [11]. The interac-
tions between self-monitoring, beliefs about driving, and
factors supporting driving abilities enable and influence
safe driving behaviour [11]. However, it is unknown if
older drivers have insight into their own driving abilities
or whether external factors and changes in lifestyles result
in self-regulation [4, 5]. It is often said that older drivers
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adjust their driving behaviour and habits to their age-
related changes [5]. The reason may be that they restrict
their driving due to awareness of specific impairments
such as physical or visual abilities [12, 13]. However, not
all drivers are capable of adjusting their driving due to de-
clines in cognitive abilities, medications taken, and the
aging process itself [11, 13, 14]. The key question is to bal-
ance task demand and capability; i.e., calibration [15].
Results from previous studies of self-regulation vary as to

what extent older drivers restrict their driving or what type
of self-regulation they apply [4, 16, 17]. Most studies have
simply asked older drivers if they modify their driving.
Drivers with a lack of insight are less likely to self-regulate
and may overestimate their driving ability [16, 18]. It is a
challenge to estimate safe driving correctly, both objectively
and by the drivers themselves. Some drivers over-rate their
driving ability, while others under-rate it, and some drivers
make correct estimations [19]. People who over-rate their
ability are more likely to be risky drivers, not only for them-
selves but also for others using the road [20]. These drivers
might turn up in crash statistics, but usually there is no one
single cause of an accident. Those who under-rate their abil-
ity are probably more reluctant to drive and might be more
difficult to identify unless one is searching for drivers who
have given up driving. Several attempts have been made to
find a realistic way to classify drivers in to correct, under-,
and over-raters of their own ability [21, 22]. However, a gen-
eral principle has been to compare a person’s self-assessment
with some more or less objective measure of ability [19, 22].
As crashes and near crashes are relatively rare, we usually

have to rely on driving behaviour data such as time-based
safety margins like Time-To-Collision (TTC) as well as ex-
pert judgement based on observations of behaviour [21].
Educational interventions, such as updated knowledge on
traffic laws or other strategies such as transmission type,
may help to ensure the competency of older drivers [14].
Another alternative strategy is to encourage and raise aware-
ness among older drivers to self-rate their driving skills and
compare this rating with that of an independent assessor,
and thereby be able to modify and adjust one’s driving ap-
propriately [20, 23]. Thus, as some older drivers tend to
overate their own driving abilities [20, 21], there is a need to
investigate drivers’ insight and to be able to utilize more ob-
jective measures. The purpose of the present study was to
investigate the potential of using simulator-based training
(SBT) to improve older drivers’ self-rated driving ability. The
hypothesis was that SBTcould contribute to improving peo-
ple’s self-rated performance. Moreover, providing feedback,
both corrective (errors made) and rewarding (correct behav-
iour) feedback, may result in driving modifications.

2 Method
The study was designed to study the possibility of train-
ing for self-rated driving ability in a simulator, and the

impact of corrective feedback versus corrective and
rewarding feedback during training.

2.1 Participants
The first 27 volunteers were recruited from a previous
on-road study. They were found through a local senior’s
organization and the Swedish driving license register
[24]. Another 9 were recruited with help from the other
participants; i.e., husband/wife or friends. A total 36
drivers fulfilled the inclusion criteria; i.e., over 70 years
old and an active driver. However, one participant termi-
nated due to an acute illness and another 14 could not
complete the training due to simulator sickness. Hence,
21 (58%) participants were included in the final analysis
(7 women and 14 men). The mean age of the group was
78.5 (standard deviation [SD] =3.9, range, 72–88) years.
No medical or other risks related to participation in the
study were identified. All participants were informed be-
fore signing an informed consent. The participants were
told that they could stop whenever they wanted without
giving any justification. All data forms were coded, and no
individual could be identified by the researchers. All pro-
cedures were in accordance with the ethical standards of
the Declaration of Helsinki.

2.2 Procedure
Data were collected in a driving assessment unit in Gothen-
burg, Sweden. The test leader was a driving assessor
(specially trained occupational therapist). The participants
came three times, and each simulator training session
lasted approximately 1 h. The participants were randomly
allocated to two experimental conditions based on different
kinds of feedback. One group was given feedback on incor-
rect driving behaviour or errors made (corrective feedback).
The other group also learned about their incorrect behav-
iour but also received rewarding feedback (corrective and
rewarding feedback).
Initially, participants were acquainted with the simulator

by driving a 5-min route (country road). The drive was
also used to detect any signs of simulator sickness. There-
after, the actual data collection started with a “pre-training
assessment drive”, which was followed by three sessions
(Fig. 1). During each training session, the difficulty for
each of the six lessons was increased. The third session
included a final training and “post-training assessment
drive” (identical to the initial pre-training baseline drive,
from the first occasion). After each lesson, the participants
were asked “How well do you think you performed on the
driving task?” to self-rate their driving performance.

2.3 The simulator program
The simulator hardware was built by components (steer-
ing wheel, pedals, dashboard, etc.) from a Ford Focus,
three 40-in. LCD screens, and a surround sound system
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(Fig. 2). A longer drive (12 min), with a mixed traffic en-
vironment including more or less critical situations, was
used for pre- and post-assessment drives. The program
included 6 different training lessons and each of the les-
sons had three versions with increasing difficulties:

1. Traffic light in an urban environment
2. Pedestrian crossings in the city
3. Two consecutive left turns (city) with oncoming

traffic (increasing gap)
4. Entering a motorway with traffic
5. Passing another car on a motorway
6. Navigation

2.4 Data collection
Three types of data were collected; objective data on
driving performance, participant self-rating, and expert

rating. The objective data on driving performance were
operationalised by using penalty scores representing
errors made; e.g., regarding speed, vehicle position, harsh
braking, etc. Lower penalty scores indicate better driving
performance. Participants’ self-rating regarding their
driving performance was operationalised by asking them
to answer the following question after each training
lesson “How well do you think you performed on the
driving task?”. The question was displayed on the central
screen. The participant used a rating scale from 1 (very
bad) to 5 (very well). Experts’ rating on the participants
driving performance was also collected by answering the
same question before the participants gave their answer.
Thereafter, the participant was given the feedback on the
central screen. Furthermore, if the participants explained
in words, qualitatively, the reason for a specific score,
the test leader noted the comments.

Fig. 1 Flowchart of the simulator training

Fig. 2 The simulator used in the study (left) and pedestrian crossing in city scenario (right)
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2.5 Statistical analyses
Statistical analyses (analysis of variance [ANOVA]) were
done with SPSS® (version 22.0). A p value of < 0.05 was
considered statistically significant. ANOVA was used for
all analyses between the two groups of feedback.

3 Results
The results were based on the two feedback-groups; 11
participants (7 men and 4 women) received corrective
feedback, and 10 participants (7 men and 3 women)
received corrective and rewarding feedback.

3.1 Training effect
The results are presented for all three types of data. First,
concerning the penalty scores, a small deterioration in driv-
ing performance was observed after the post-training
assessment drive (Table 1). The mean penalty scores for
the pre-training assessment drive was 22.81 and 25.35 for
the post-training assessment drive; however, the difference
in scores was not significant (p = 0.60). Concerning the self-
rating, participants gave themselves a better rating after the
post-training (3.43 vs. 3.95); however, the difference in
scores was not significant (p = 0.77). The expert ratings
were similar after pre-training and post-training (p = 0.42).

3.2 Feedback effect
There were no significant differences between the two
feedback groups concerning penalty score (p = 0.16),
expert-rated (p = 0.69), or self-rated (p = 0.87) performance
(Table 1). However, a mixed model ANOVA revealed a sig-
nificant interaction (F [1, 18] =5.00, p < 0.05) showing that
the group who received only corrective feedback increased
their penalty scores, while the group that also received re-
warding feedback deceased their penalty scores.

3.3 Self-rating ability and calibration
During the first training session (i.e., session 1; level 1; les-
sons 1–6, Fig. 1), the mean differences in scores between
self- and expert ratings was − 0.7. During the third train-
ing session, the difference was 0.1. Thus, from being
under-raters after the first session, the total group was bet-
ter able to calibrate themselves. This improvement in abil-
ity to self-rate was significant (F [1, 19]=36.92,p < 0.01) for
the total group. However, Fig. 3 shows individual

differences. Differences in scores closer to zero (0) indicate
that the expert’s and participant’s own ratings agreed.
Thus, negative differences between the expert and partici-
pant indicate under-rating and positive differences indi-
cate over-rating.

3.4 Participants’ self-perceived experience about scoring
As previously mentioned, notes were taken to capture the
participant’s thoughts about their scores; i.e., self-rating.
Some were particularly prominent for some of our partici-
pants and illustrate different kind of estimators, such as an
over-rater. For one participant (participant number 10, Fig.
3), the difference between the self- and expert rating was −
0.7, but had changed to 0 after the third session (i.e., no
difference between participant and expert). A quote by this
participant was: “I probably drove too fast, but otherwise it
went ok. I think I followed all the rules”. This participant
changed from under-rating to correct-rating.
One participant (participant number 17, Fig. 3) had a

mean self-assessment score of 3.8 after the first session,
but the expert had rated the performance as 4.7 (mean);
i.e., the difference was − 0.9 (i.e., under-rating). However,
after the third session the differences had changed to (+)
1.0 (i.e., over-rating). A quote from this person was: “I was
a bit too close to the cyclist, but in reality it is not like
that…I crossed the lane line, but it was the cyclist’s fault”.
This participant changed from under- to over-rating.
For another participant (participant number 18, Fig.

3), the mean self-rating score from the first session was
3.3 versus the expert-rating of 4.7, resulting in a rather
large difference of − 1.4 (i.e., under-rating). After the
third session, there was only a smaller change; the differ-
ence was then − 1.0 (i.e., under-rating). An example of a
quote from this participant: “I saw the yellow car behind
me, but when I began to pick up speed, I began to wobble
– it was bad! Poor timing when I drove on the highway...
I don’t know if I had chosen another speed in real life”.
This participant remained an under-rater.

4 Discussion
In this study, the objective was to investigate the poten-
tial of using simulator-based training to improve older
adults’ self-rated driving ability. The drivers’ average de-
viation from the expert assessment decreased after

Table 1 Results (mean and standard deviation) of the pre-training assessment and post-training assessment drive; penalty scores,
expert’s rating, and self-rated performances

Corrective feedback, n = 11 Corrective and rewarding feedback, n = 10 Total group, n = 21

Assessment Pre-training
assessment drive

Post-training
assessment drive

Pre-training
assessment drive

Post-training
assessment drive

Pre-training
assessment drive

Post-training
assessment drive

Penalty score Mean, (SD) 18.45 (10.30) 27.00 (15.64) 27.60 (17.85) 23.33 (15.24) 22.81 (14.78) 25.35 (15.17)

Expert’s rating Mean, (SD) 3.64 (0.81) 3.45 (0.82) 3.50 (0.71) 3.70 (0.48) 3.57 (0.75) 3.57 (0.68)

Self-rating Mean, (SD) 3.45 (0.52) 4.00 (0.77) 3.40 (0.97) 3.90 (0.74) 3.43 (0.75) 3.95 (0.74)
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training, with those participants who deviated the most
initially improving substantially. All drivers with a differ-
ence more than − 0.7 showed positive changes (i.e. their
ratings came closer to being “correct” in their estima-
tion). This shows the potential of a simulator training
programme in helping people to better calibrate their
driving abilities.
At the first training session, all participants underesti-

mated their performance. This may be due to their lack
of acquaintance with simulator driving, since none of
them had used a simulator and older drivers seldom play
videogames. As a group, they changed their performance
from under-rating to over-rating, but their self-rating be-
came closer to the expert’s rating. This may suggest that
this form of training may be more relevant for persons
who under-rate their abilities than for those who over-
rate their abilities (i.e., the training made them perceive
themselves in a more positive and correct way).
Providing feedback is a concept that has been used in

previous studies to improve performance and provide
insight of one’s own behaviour [25]. A simulator setting
offers an opportunity to let drivers experience situations
where both overrating and underrating might manifest
itself in different behaviours; e.g., making a left turn at
an intersection with either too short of a time gap or be-
ing too hesitant. Feedback can be an effective means to
both improve performance and provide insight into one’s
own behaviour. Thus, to help the drivers to a better self-
rating, we used both corrective and rewarding feedback

during the training. Only the group with rewarding feed-
back reduced their penalty points despite an escalating
degree of difficulties. They did not, however, asses their
performance better than the other group.
Rewarding feedback may be more relevant to under-

raters but negative to over-raters. The results suggest
that training, rather than rewarding feedback, does more
to improve accurate self-rating. In order to change
under- or over-raters’ assessments, attitudes towards
training must change, suggesting that training gives one
self-confidence and a better self-rating. Rewarding feed-
back, on the other hand, gives them a better perform-
ance that may convince them that they will drive safer
after the training. Many women stop driving too early,
possibly due to degraded confidence [2]. Training in a
simulator might help them improve their self-rating and,
with rewarding feedback, also attain better performance.
How to address the person who over-rates themselves
might be better achieved by other type of feedback. This
needs to be further investigated [26].
Driving is a cognitively demanding task [13, 27] and

some older drivers have insight into their abilities and
might compensate and change their driving behaviour.
However, not all have insight into their declining skills
and are not able to adapt their driving behaviour [11].
Even if the deviant self-assessment could be seen as a
personal trait that persists into growing older, we might
see other causes for an incorrect self-assessment, such
as lack of understanding age-related functional declines.

Fig. 3 Mean differences (score) between self- and expert ratings on the first and third training sessions (n = 21)
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Ageism is also a factor that can promote a driving style
that is subjectively viewed as very competent (e.g. to
choose a higher speed) [28]. General (prejudicial) attitudes
in society of older drivers as risky drivers might also con-
tribute to an unrealistic degraded self-assessment. We can
see ourselves as both higher and lower performers com-
pared to what we actually are. Defensive driving, often
promoted for older drivers, can have side effects such as
unrealistic beliefs of being able to master critical situations
or loss of self-confidence. Those drivers who do lose con-
fidence in difficult driving situations tend to avoid those
situations when possible [16].
SBT has previously focused on technology, but much re-

mains on educational and didactic issues [29]. Questions
such as: “How should the training be designed?”, “How
much and for how long?”, “Should feedback be used and
how?”, “Direct augmented feedback?”, or “Can several
sense modalities enforce impact?”. In summary, SBT can
be used to improve older drivers’ ability to assess their
own performance, and feedback plays an important role,
but should be further investigated. A limitation with the
current study is that it did not include a control group.
Thus, we cannot rule out the influence of extraneous fac-
tors as the actual cause of the observed change. However,
as the study was a before/after study the participants
serves as their own controls. Furthermore, the main pur-
pose was to investigate improvements in self-assessment
not the actual driving performance per se and the drivers
did not get any feedback on their assessment, i.e., how
they compared to expert assessment only on their per-
formance. The difficulty of the lessons increased for each
session and thus, assessment could be more difficult. In
summary, a change from being less confident to over
confident and specifically closer to the expert assessment
could be seen as a real improvement even if it needs to be
further investigated by the inclusion of a control group.
Moreover, simulator sickness, as observed in this study,
might hamper the use of simulators, specifically with older
drivers, and further work is needed to decrease this prob-
lem. A high proportion of our participants could not con-
tinue due to simulator sickness, although a driving
simulator appears to be a safe and cost-effective method
for assessing driving performance. Several studies have re-
ported similar results and also showed a significant differ-
ence between older and younger adults [30]. A problem
with the simulator, which may increase simulator sickness,
was that many of the participants experienced difficulties
with manoeuvring (i.e., the steering wheel) and thought it
was too “sensitive”. This is a limitation and needs to be ex-
amined and adjusted. Another important observation
made by the test leader was the participants speed adapta-
tion during the first training. They were all inexperienced
with simulator driving, which made them drive very
slowly, and might have caused fewer driving errors.

5 Conclusions
Being able to rate your own performance can be vital for
maintaining the safe mobility of older drivers. Incorrect
self-rating can lead to an increased risk of being involved
in a crash or unjustifiable restriction in mobility. SBT
showed positive training effects on the ability to self-rate
one’s driving ability, and rewarding feedback contributed
to less penalty scores. However, simulator sickness is a
shortcoming that needs to be addressed, and the optimal
form of feedback should be further investigated.

Acknowledgements
Our sincere thanks are expressed to those who participated in the study.

Authors’ contributions
BP coordinated the study and designed the methodology together with HS
and CS. HS collected the data and BP performed the data analysis. The draft
manuscript preparation was made by BP and HS. CS and TDW contributed
to the writing of the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final
manuscript.

Funding
The research was funded by the Swedish Innovation Agency (Vinnova), the
Region Västra Götaland and the Vehicle and Traffic Safety Center (SAFER)
and Region Västra Götaland. No conflict of interest exists between partners.

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1The Swedish National Road and Transport Research Institute (VTI),
Gothenburg, Sweden. 2Rehabilitation Medicine, Department of Clinical
Neuroscience, Sahlgrenska Academy, University of Gothenburg, Gothenburg,
Sweden. 3Sweco Society, Gothenburg, Sweden. 4SAFER Vehicle Research
Centre, Chalmers University of Technology, Gothenburg, Sweden. 5The
Swedish National Road and Transport Research Institute (VTI), Linköping,
Sweden.

Received: 24 October 2018 Accepted: 12 June 2019

References
1. Dickerson, A. E., Molnar, L. J., Eby, D. W., Adler, G., Bedard, M., Classen, S.,

Foley, D., Horowitz, A., KerschnerH, P. O., Silverstein, N. M., Staplin, L., &
Trujillo, L. (2007). Transportation and aging: A research agenda for
advancing safe mobility. Gerontologist, 47(5), 578–590.

2. D'Ambrosio, L. A., Donorfio, L. K., Coughlin, J. F., Mohyde, M., & Meyer, J.
(2008). Gender differences in self-regulation patterns and attitudes toward
driving among older adults. J Women Aging, 20(3–4), 265–282.

3. Wang, C. C., & Carr, D. B. (2004). Older driver safety: A report from the older
drivers project. J Am Geriatr Soc, 52(1), 143–149.

4. Molnar, L. J., Eby, D. W., Charlton, J. L., Langford, J., Koppel, S., & Marshall, S.
(2013). Driving avoidance by older adults: Is it always self-regulation? Accid
Anal Prev, 57, 96–104.

5. Devlin, A., & McGillivray, J. A. (2014). Self-regulation of older drivers with
cognitive impairment: A systematic review. Aust J Ageing, 33(2), 74–80.

6. Hakamies-Blomqvist, L., Raitanen, T., & O’neill, D. (2002). Driver ageing does
not cause higher accident rates per km. Transp Res F Psychol Behav, 5(4),
271–274.

7. Statistics Sweden (2017) Swedish population by age and gender SCB. www.
statistikdatabasen.scb.se. Accessed 19 Oct 2018.

8. Kantor, B., Mauger, L., Richardson, V. E., & Unroe, K. T. (2004). An analysis of
an older driver evaluation program. J Am Geriatr Soc, 52(8), 1326–1330.

Selander et al. European Transport Research Review           (2019) 11:35 Page 6 of 7

http://www.statistikdatabasen.scb.se
http://www.statistikdatabasen.scb.se


9. Sullivan, K. A., Smith, S. S., Horswill, M. S., & Lurie-Beck, J. K. (2011). Older
adults’ safety perceptions of driving situations: Towards a new driving self-
regulation scale. Accid Anal Prev, 43(3), 1003–1009.

10. Fildes, B. N. (2008). Future directions for older driver research. Traffic Inj Prev,
9(4), 387–393.

11. Anstey, K. J., Wood, J., Lord, S., & Walker, J. G. (2005). Cognitive, sensory and
physical factors enabling driving safety in older adults. Clin Psychol Rev,
25(1), 45–65.

12. Cotrell, V., & Wild, K. (1999). Longitudinal study of self-imposed driving
restrictions and deficit awareness in patients with Alzheimer disease.
Alzheimer Dis Assoc Disord, 13(3), 151–156.

13. Kowalski, K., Love, J., Tuokko, H., MacDonald, S., Hultsch, D., & Strauss, E.
(2012). The influence of cognitive impairment with no dementia on driving
restriction and cessation in older adults. Accid Anal Prev, 49, 308–315.

14. Selander, H., Bolin, I., & Falkmer, T. (2012). Does automatic transmission
improve driving behavior in older drivers? Gerontology, 58(2), 181–187.

15. Kuiken, M., & Twisk, D. (2001). Safe driving and the training of calibration.
Leidschendam: SWOV Institute for Road Safety Research.

16. Baldoc, M. R., Mathias, J. L., McLean, A. J., & Berndt, A. (2006). Self-regulation
of driving and its relationship to driving ability among older adults. Accid
Anal Prev, 38(5), 1038–1045.

17. Charlton, J. L., Oxley, J., Fildes, B., Oxley, P., Newstead, S., Koppel, S., & O’hare,
M. (2006). Characteristics of older drivers who adopt self-regulatory driving
behaviours. Transp Res F Psychol Behav, 9(5), 363–373.

18. Wong, I. Y., Smith, S. S., & Sullivan, K. A. (2012). The relationship between
cognitive ability, insight and self-regulatory behaviors: Findings from the
older driver population. Accid Anal Prev, 49, 316–321.

19. Ackerman, M. L., Crowe, M., Vance, D. E., Wadley, V. G., Owsley, C., & Ball, K.
K. (2011). The impact of feedback on self-rated driving ability and driving
self-regulation among older adults. Gerontologist, 51(3), 367–378.

20. Freund, B., Colgrove, L. A., Burke, B. L., & McLeod, R. (2005). Self-rated driving
performance among elderly drivers referred for driving evaluation. Accid
Anal Prev, 37(4), 613–618.

21. Marottoli, R. A., & Richardson, E. D. (1998). Confidence in, and self-rating of,
driving ability among older drivers. Accid Anal Prev, 30(3), 331–336.

22. Horswill, M. S., Sullivan, M. S., Lurie-Beck, J. K., & Smith, S. (2013). How realistic
are older drivers' ratings of their driving ability? Accid Anal Prev, 50, 130–137.

23. Molnar, L. J., Eby, D. W., Kartje, P. S., & RM, S. L. (2010). Increasing self-awareness
among older drivers: The role of self-screening. J Saf Res, 41(4), 367–373.

24. Dukic Willstrand, T., Broberg, T., & Selander, H. (2017). Driving characteristics
of older drivers and their relationship to the useful field of view test.
Gerontology, 63(2), 180–188.

25. Owsley, C., Stalvey, B. T., & Phillips, J. M. (2003). The efficacy of an
educational intervention in promoting self-regulation among high-risk older
drivers. Accid Anal Prev, 35(3), 393–400.

26. Dukic Willstrand, T., Broberg, T., Stave, C., Paris, J. C., Peters, B., & Marin-
Lamellet, C. (2015). What ADAS are the most promising for our future older
drivers? Evidences reported from France and Sweden. Göteborg: Paper
presented at the 3rd conference on Future Active Safety Technology
Towards zero traffic accidents.

27. Anstey, K. J., Windsor, T. D., Luszcz, M. A., & Andrews, G. R. (2006). Predicting
driving cessation over 5 years in older adults: Psychological well-being and
cognitive competence are stronger predictors than physical health. J Am
Geriatr Soc, 54(1), 121–126.

28. Selander, H., Lee, H. C., Johansson, K., & Falkmer, T. (2011). Older drivers: On-
road and off-road results. Accid Anal Prev, 43(4), 1348–1354.

29. Vlakveld WP (2005) The use of simulators in basic driver training. Workshop
in Humanist TFG on the Application of New Technologies to Driver
Training, Brno, Czech Republic. 2005. Available at: www.researchgate.net/
publication/228996846_The_use_of_simulators_in_basic_driver_training.

30. Kawano, N., Iwamoto, K., Ebe, K., Aleksic, B., Noda, A., Umegaki, H., Kuzuya, M.
, Iidaka, T., & Ozaki, N. (2012). Slower adaptation to driving simulator and
simulator sickness in older adults. Aging Clin Exp Res, 24(3), 285–289.

6 Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Selander et al. European Transport Research Review           (2019) 11:35 Page 7 of 7

http://www.researchgate.net/publication/228996846_The_use_of_simulators_in_basic_driver_training
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/228996846_The_use_of_simulators_in_basic_driver_training

	Abstract
	Objective
	Method
	Results

	Introduction
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	The simulator program
	Data collection
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Training effect
	Feedback effect
	Self-rating ability and calibration
	Participants’ self-perceived experience about scoring

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

