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PEDESTRIAN SAFETY MEASURES - PAST AND FUTURE
Magda Draskóczy and Christer Hydén
Dept. of Traffic Planning and Engineering, University of Lund, Sweden

Pedestrians represent an important part of the traffic system, especially in urban areas. Although it is very difficult to
compare their exposure with that of vehicle traffic, some studies indicate that their risk of being injured in traffic is
much higher than the risk of car drivers or passengers. Thulin (1981) has shown on Swedish accident data that while the
number of injuries per million passenger kilometres for car drivers/passengers is 0.2, it is 0.7 for pedestrians.

Safety measures are interventions in the traffic system with the primary aim to improve safety in general, or for
specific road user groups. Safety measures can be of very different level of generality from influencing all manoeuvres
and road users (e.g. speed reduction), to very specific. Or it can be put into an other dimension, saying that they can
prevent accidents by changing interactions between road users (active safety measures) or reduce the probability of
serious injury or fatality if an accident had occurred (passive safety measures). An other possible categorisation is to
distinguish the sources, the areas which have influence on traffic safety. Four main areas can be defined that contribute
to the improvement of traffic safety: vehicle technology, infrastructure, legislation and behaviour change (Evans, 1989).

1. EFFECTS OFPEDESTRL4NSAFETYMEASURES

Empirical studies carried out before and after the introduction of specific safety measures have shown that the effect of
the measures is usually different than what had been expected solely by taking into consideration the specific effect of
the measure. Several theories have been presented to explain the unexpected distortions regarding the effects of safety
measures. It is out of the scope of this paper to present the different theories in detail, but the explanation on a general
level is that when a system is changed, users usually do not ignore the change but rather respond to it by some type of
behavioural change. (Evans, 1985) This behavioural change is called by Evans human behaviour feedback. He states
that human behaviour feedback is probably a general characteristic of most systems in which humans have an
opportunity to interact with engineering changes. If the task in question is a self-paced task, as e.g. driving, change of
speed is the most common behavioural response.

Behavioural changes induced by different safety measures are quite complex reactions of a complex system
(the road user) on the change of the environment. There is no all inclusive mode! of road user behaviour by which a
good prediction of the expected behaviour change could be given. We present therefore some traditional measures
having aimed to improve pedestrian safety and their effects.

1.1. Zebra crossing

Zebra crossing is the most widespread safety measure for pedestrians all over the world. Some
studies, however, have shown that their influence on pedestrian safety is negative. Herms (1972)
observed pedestrian accidents on 400 marked and 400 unmarked pedestrian crossings and found
that relative to the numbers of pedestrians using the pedestrian crossings, approximately twice as
many pedestrian accidents occurred in the marked crossings than in the unmarked ones. As Evans
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explained it, ‘It would appear that the painted crosswalk induced a sense of security in the pedestrians using it that was
in no way justified by any increase of caution on the part of the approaching drivers brought about by the appearance of
the marked crossings.’

Brundell-Freij and Ekman (1991) arrived at very similar results and conclusions using Swedish traffic conflict
and behavioural studies, accidents and flow data.

Although most studies indicate a negative effect of zebra crossings, there are exceptions. Brundell-Freij and Ekman for
instance referred to studies that showed quite positive effects of zebras in Norway and in the UK. The main reason for
this difference is most probably that there is a distinct give way rule for car drivers in those two countries, while other
countries (e.g. Sweden and the U.S.) do not have that rule. This rule seems to have a significant effect on the car driver,
thus creating much more preparedness and actual stopping for pedestrians. Ekman (1983) has also showed in an earlier
conflict study that the safety effect of zebra crossings can be largely improved also in Sweden by raising them and
making them more conspicuous for the drivers. Part of the positive effect is, however, in this case that car drivers are
forced to slow down before arriving at the zebra crossing.

Hydén, Gårder and Linderholm (1978) found - in conflict studies - that there was a strong relation between the
location of the zebra crossings at non-signalised intersections (i.e. in principle the crossing location of the pedestrian)
and pedestrian risk. Pedestrian risks were lowest when the distance between the extension of the right side of the
parallel road and the zebra crossing was either less than 2 meters or more than 10 meters.

1.2. Refuge for pedestrians when crossing a road

Several accident and conflict studies have proven that refuges reduce the risk of being hit considerably for pedestrians.
Kulmala (1982) has found that the risks for conflicts and potential conflict situations between pedestrians and vehicles
were about 60% lower when refuges were present.

Hydén, Gårder and Linderholm (1978) have got similar results on ground of conflict studies in 115
intersections in Sweden. They found that refuge decreases pedestrian risk to approximately half

1.3. Traffic signals at intersections

Studies (TOI, 1989) indicate a 20-40 % reduction of accidents in general after signalising an intersection, with highest
reduction for crossing accidents and pedestrian accidents. Linderholm (1984), however, also found that the effect on
pedestrian accidents may vary considerably. Solutions that produce ‘unexpected’ walking against red (e.g. because of so
called channelised green for pedestrians or other solutions that may mislead pedestrians to walk against red) may turn a
positive safety effect into a negative one. Ekman (1983) showed in his accident study referred to above, that signals in
general showed a higher risk (police-reported injury accident per passing pedestrian) than locations without any
pedestrian facility, at similar conditions.
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1.4. Mid-block signalisation for pedestrians

There are not many studies indicating the safety effects of mid-block signalisation. The most comprehensive one, a
Nordic study of pedestrian mid-block signals (Vejdatalaboratoriet, 1982) showed a reduction of 35 % on pedestrian
accidents. A careful analysis of the results (Hydén, 1987), however, showed that it was very questionable whether there
had been any positive effect at all. The most relevant conclusion from that study must be that a mid-block signalisation
was only safety beneficial for pedestrians in the most extreme cases with regard to traffic and environmental conditions,
e.g. very heavy car volumes and very wide roads.

The main reason for the non-positive safety results of mid-block crossings is, again, walking and driving against red,
especially the first. It gives an additional perspective to the conclusion above, namely that at ,,non-critical” conditions it
is very difficult to prevent pedestrians from walking against red.

1.5. Speed reduction at intersections

Different traditional safety measures exist by which speed can be reduced at intersections. The most common are
different regulations of priority that makes it necessary for vehicles arriving at the intersection to slow down.

Traffic conflict studies comparing safety of pedestrians at high- and low-speed (mean < 30 km/h) non-
signalised intersections have shown that the risk of an accident is approximately twice as big at high-speed intersections
than at low-speed ones (Hydén, Gårder, Linderholm 1978). Studies with specific speed reducing measures (humps,
four-way stop signs, mini-roundabouts) at intersections all have proven that risk for unprotected road users at
intersections is much dependent on approaching speed of the cars. Local reduction of injury risks for pedestrians in the
range of 50-80% has been most common in before and after studies when approaching speeds have been reduced
considerably (Hydén, 1988. Hydén, 1989. Almqvist, 1989.)

2. PROBLEM AREAS AND SAFETY MEASURES BASED ON ROAD TRANSPORT INFORMATICS
(RTI)

The vast majority of the pedestrian accidents happen in urban areas. One needs, therefore, primarily focus on urban
traffic when defining safety measures for pedestrians. Urban traffic is characterised by the coexistence of different
travel modes, different travel speeds and different level of vulnerability of traffic participants. Moreover, the function of
the urban public places is diverse, different human activities take place on the streets. That means that some traffic parti-
cipants (especially pedestrians) share their attention between participating in traffic and other activities (social, being
together, shopping, playing, etc.).

Pedestrians in urban areas usually have separate space on the roads so they share the road with vehicles only at
specific places where they ‘cross the road’. The majority of those actions and the majority of pedestrian accidents
happen at intersections.

Vehicles in urban traffic have usually lower speeds than on rural roads which are designed for and used by
motor vehicles first of all. Urban roads, especially intersections mean high bad of information and demand of attention
for the drivers even at the bower urban driving speeds. It
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means that there is a very limited possibility to improve safety in urban areas by providing drivers with more
information as well as tutoring them in situations when they have very little spare capacity of attention.

In spite of the fact that the national accident statistics contain very few details on pedestrian accidents, some main
problem areas can be defined using smaller scale and in-depth accident analyses, traffic conflict- and behavioural
studies, etc.

2.1. Crossing the road outside intersections with no special facilities for pedestrians

Four years of accident statistics (1987-1990) from the city of Malmö in Sweden has shown that
about half of the urban pedestrian casualties occurred outside intersections when pedestrians
crossed the road without any pedestrian facilities. Although those places might be very different in
many respects, the common characteristics in situational/behavioural terms is that the presence of
pedestrians on the road is unexpected for the drivers. The fact that about 70% of that type of
casualties occur between pedestrians and vehicles coming from the left means that car drivers are
not prepared to react on pedestrians who are just stepping on the road. Besides some pedestrians
step on the road without watching out for cars.

Remedial measures

The sort of improper behaviour mentioned above can happen everywhere on the road network, therefore no local
technical solution of the problem can be found. Detection of pedestrians intending to step on the road is impossible
because they are mixed with other pedestrians even at the kerb. The only remedy that enables drivers to avoid accidents
is to reduce speeds in general on those areas where many pedestrians, especially children and/or elderly people are
present. Lower speeds give the possibility for both partners for a better cooperation. It would be possible to define areas
with a certain minimum probability of crossing pedestrians. At those areas - only covering a small part of the total road
network - a special warning function could be operating ensuring that speeds actually are decreased there.

2.2. Crossing at non-signalised urban intersections

Conflict studies have proven that signalised intersections and bow speed non-signalised intersections have about the
same risk level for pedestrians, while high-speed non-signalised intersections have about twice as big risk (Hydén,
Gårder & Linderhobm 1978).

One quarter of the accidents at non-signalised intersections occur when the motor vehicle is entering the intersection
while three quarters occur when the vehicle is leaving it. Approximately half of the accidents occur at zebra-marked
crossings while the other half occur at locations without any special provision for pedestrians (Hydén 1981).
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The major problems in behavioural/situational terms can be described as follows:
• Car drivers react on the presence of pedestrians differently than on the presence of another vehicle. One of the

explanations is that the drivers actually do not see the pedestrians because the latter are ‘covered’ by other road
users, difficult to see behind the corner, etc. Another -closely related - explanation is that a pedestrian has ‘low
priority’ in the perception of drivers. The driver may see a pedestrian but does not give the information big enough
priority, expecting that the pedestrian will take the necessary action to avoid the accident. Even in situations where
pedestrians have the formal priority, the informal rule is very often that pedestrians yield because they are more
endangered and they are able to stop or even step back much quicker than vehicles. (Howarth-Lightbum, 1980) Car
drivers rarely act at interactions with pedestrians; only when they must do it because they otherwise are going to
overrun the pedestrian. Studies in Sweden, referred to above, indicate that it does not matter whether there is a zebra
crossing or not. It is reasonable to believe that at many of the interactions that lead to critical events, the driver has
seen the pedestrian well in advance, but he has not expected that the pedestrian actually may cross in front of him.
Studies in Sweden showed that in interactions between car drivers and children this kind of situation was very
frequent. The drivers did see the children well in advance but took it for granted that ,,as the child had seen the car”
he or she would not start crossing in front of the car (Sandels, 1977).

• Another aspect of less preparedness on the driver’s side might be that other road users are demanding a big part of
his attention. The fact that three quarters of all accidents occur when the vehicle is about to leave the intersections is
a clear indication that pedestrians at the far end of an intersection can be easily overlooked when the information bad
is heavy. The same is true for pedestrians crossing at an intersection. Studies have shown that if pedestrians are
crossing very choose to the parallel road at intersections (< 2 m) then the risk of being hit by a car is 2-3 times
smaller than if the pedestrian is crossing 2-10 meters away from the parallel road. This highlights the problem of
pedestrians being ,,anonymous”. The closer to the ‘point of action’, the more clearly are they seen, the more are they
actually observed and the more are they considered as a ‘real threat’ by car drivers. The result is also more action
from the car driver’s point of view and much less accidents and injuries (Hydén, Gårder & Linderholm, 1978).

• In view of the problem that the action to avoid conflicts with oncoming cars is usually left to the pedestrians it is
interesting to see that accident involved pedestrians quite often seem to have made a very poor judgement of the
existing time gaps in the vehicle streams. There may be different reasons for this: For many people - especially
elderly pedestrians - it is a difficult task to estimate the gaps correctly, especially when the speed variance in the
vehicle flow is high. Crossing at an intersection might mean for the pedestrian that gaps and speeds of car streams
from more than two directions should be evaluated and crossing decision made. The road width and the number of
lanes is a very important factor in this case. The fact that a median island reduces pedestrian risks considerably
indicates very clearly that the task of finding relevant and safe gaps may be a too difficult task. Another reason for
‘misjudgements’ may be that pedestrians simply overbook the presence of a vehicle. If the pedestrian does that when
he is about to decide to cross the road, then a vehicle may be rather distant at that moment and still represent a big
threat to the pedestrian once he has stepped out into the street and reached the point of interaction.
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• There are - from a pedestrian’s point of view - different rational reasons for why he may make this kind of fatal
‘misjudgements’. The pedestrian walks most of the time without any threats from motor vehicles. He can then think
about any other matter than traffic, he can be involved in discussions with other people and he can of course just
‘walk and enjoy the environment’. In situations like these it is easy to understand that he easily may miss the right
moment to do the correct collection of information and may easily make incorrect interpretations (‘habitual walking’
compared to ‘habitual driving’). From the ear driver’s point of view the pedestrian suddenly appears on the scene.
The driver may have got no very visible signs that the pedestrian that he has seen well in advance actually is going to
cross the road, and besides, to cross right in front of the vehicle.

Remedial measures

Vehicle drivers in general must be made aware of the fact that pedestrians may be present and also may start
crossing in front of the vehicle. Very often the intersections are crowded with different kind of road users. It is then
impossible to assist the driver with information about the presence of specific road users - the driver would
immediately be overloaded with information. The information to the driver must be much more of a general nature.
The moving of the pedestrian crossing location ‘closer to the parallel road’ is an example of how to increase ‘the
awareness’ of vehicle drivers about the presence and ‘potential threat’ represented by pedestrians. In principle the
same kind of ‘increased awareness’ effect could be introduced through some kind of warning function where the
drivers’ understanding of the importance of taking the pedestrians seriously into consideration is improved.
The fact that pedestrians often make ‘misjudgements’ and, from the driver’s viewpoint seem to appear very suddenly
and very unexpectedly, and the fact that drivers have a ‘too bow’ preparedness for ‘active’ interaction with
pedestrians, calls our attention on vehicle speed. The most efficient way of treating these problems - booking at it
from the ‘vehicle side’ -  is to lower the speed. Lower speed automatically gives more time for the driver to detect
pedestrians and interact with them, and also means a higher probability of being able to stop when conflicting
pedestrians are detected very late. Many experiments with lowered speeds in the relevant kind of environments show
clearly that the positive outcomes of a lower speed seems to be much stronger than the negative ones.
Legal priority at zebra crossings is unclear in many European countries, including Sweden. This is probably one
reason why the actual driver behaviour at this kind of location does not differ from the behaviour at other kind of
locations: In Norway for instance, the give-way rules are much more clear. Vehicle drivers have to give way for a
pedestrian that is about to cross, even if he is just standing at the curb. Such a rule seems to create a much better
safety standard for pedestrians at zebras, and a much higher comfort as well. Such a rule should also be much more
easy to enforce. Besides, an efficient tutoring function could also be based on such a distinct rule. If the presence of
pedestrians could be detected, then a feed-back could be given to drivers who did not comply with the rule.
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2.3. Crossing at signalised urban intersections

The major problems in behavioural/situational terms can be described as follows:

• Pedestrians walking against red light. Walking against red is a complicated problem to treat. The interpretation of the
signal is different if it is a specific pedestrian signal or pedestrians comply with the ear signal at an intersection. In
principle there is always a large proportion of pedestrians that start crossing against red, as fast as there is a big
enough gap in the vehicle stream. And as long as the ear traffic is not congested, the chance of finding such a gap is
fairly high, presupposed that the signal is of ‘normal’ design and not specially designed so as to take special care of
pedestrian problems. Another aspect of poor signal timing is the fact that ‘sophisticated’ phasing may cause a lot of
confusion for pedestrians and also create very hazardous behaviours. ‘Sophisticated’ signal phasing may be vaguely
defined as a phasing that is unusual and non-logical for the pedestrian. For instance so called ‘channalising of
pedestrians’ (initially green man on only one half of the road) and ‘split green’ (green in one of two vehicle flows
that originally has green at the same time while the other flow gets red) are examples on ‘sophisticated’ signal
phasing that has caused increased red-walking. A magnifying problem is that pedestrians are often very little aware
of the fact that they are crossing against red in those cases, as our interviews with pedestrians having traffic conflict
when crossing against red have revealed (Draskéczy, 1990). This makes the ‘preparedness for problems’ of
pedestrians small, and in view of ear drivers’ generally low degree. of preparedness for problems with pedestrians, it
can create very critical situations.

• Turning vehicles hitting pedestrians walking against green on a zebra crossing. This is a similar interaction problem
as at non-signalised intersections.

• Vehicles running against red. This running against red can be of two principally very different kinds. In most of the
cases the driver is aware of the fact that he is driving against red. Usually this occurs just after the change of the
traffic light to red when the driver takes a chance of reaching the signal before it turns. Sometimes the driver is not
aware of the fact that he is running against red. The offence can then happen at any time during the red phase. This
latter kind is much more critical for pedestrians. This kind of driving against red is very infrequent -seen from an
individual pedestrian’s point of view. It is therefore very unexpected for the pedestrian and can therefore create very
critical events for him if he is not particularly careful.

Remedial measures

• Primarily ‘better’ pedestrian behaviour can only be achieved by improvements of the signal timing from the
pedestrian’ s viewpoint. This must include improvements for the pedestrians ‘paid for’ by the drivers. It must also
include a higher degree of logic from the pedestrian’s point of view. Today signals very often keep red light for
pedestrians even if there are big enough gaps to cross. This is difficult for a pedestrian to understand as he has a
perfect overview of the location and easily can scan the whole place and of course also detect the gaps. The main
option for being able to improve the signal timing for pedestrians lies in the option of using Road Transport
Informatics for detection of pedestrians at signals. One would thereby be able to direct the signal timing based on
the actual presence of pedestrians. That could lead to a very significant increase of the logic of the system and to
significant increases of pedestrian priority when there is a demand and no priority at all when pedestrians are not
present. It might therefore be advantageous even from the system’s point of view. Another option is to detect ,,the
whole traffic situation” so as to be able to predict possible gaps that will be ,,too attractive during red” for
pedestrians. The signal strategy could in this case include the
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safety strategy to avoid walking against red. This sub-strategy should then of course be ‘competing’ with other sub-
strategies, such as minimising time delay for cars, the same for pedestrians and cyclists, etc. The knowledge today is
very limited regarding the possible benefits of such a sub-strategy. It is, however, important to increase the
knowledge about both possible benefits and other important relations. For instance is it very important to clarify how
this sub-strategy ‘copes with’ other sub-strategies, such as co-ordinated signals (‘green waves’) and other car-
oriented strategies.

• The problem with conflicts between turning vehicles (driving against green) and pedestrians (also against green)
should also be treated with a tutoring function. In this case it could, however, be made stronger in the sense that it
sees to it that the driver actually complies with the absolute rule of giving way to pedestrians on the zebra.

• The problem with cars running red light should be treated with some very strong tutoring function or even
automatic policing. The tutoring could be made effective both if the driver is aware or not aware of the fact that he
has been running a red light.

2.4. Crossing at the vicinity of a pedestrian crossing

Observational studies and some accident analyses have shown that the vicinity of intersections as well as the vicinity of
pedestrian crossing facilities are especially dangerous places for pedestrians. The explanation of the problem is that
drivers expect pedestrians crossing at the assigned places but much less outside them and therefore realise their presence
too late or expect them to yield and therefore do not take avoiding actions until it is too late.

Some conflict studies revealed similar problems at pedestrian crossings which were situated farther from the
intersections and were more dangerous than the usual near crossings where the drivers expected pedestrians crossing the
road (Hydén-Gårder-Linderholm, 1978.)
The problem mentioned above has some relevance to the problem of RTI aided driving in general. Providing drivers
with information through channels built into the vehicle needs some spare capacity of attention of the driver when he is
checking an inner display and looses his contact with the outer environment even if for very short time periods. Urban
driving, however, is full of unexpected encounters even when the environment seems to be quiet and the distraction,
when danger is not expected, might be dangerous.

Remedial measures

Some warning function in the vicinity of pedestrian facilities that proved to be dangerous can be applied. The warning
should not mean actual presence of pedestrians but the possibility of crossing pedestrians in general. It might improve
the level of expectancy as well as the preparedness to interact with eventually crossing pedestrians.

3. CONCLUSIONS

Pedestrians are present first of all in urban areas and the vast majority of their accidents occur there.
Their very presence in the urban areas means that the urban traffic system is inhomogeneous and
interactions between road users are more complex, less foreseeable and less predictable than e.g. on
motorways where the system is much more clearly organised and simplified. Sophisticated
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technology is much less apt to be applied in such an inhomogeneous system, partly because only some participants can
be equipped and partly because such a system always tends to work less factory-like, less according to formal rules.
Traffic conflict and behavioural studies have shown that conflict-free action in inhomogeneous traffic situations seems
to be made possible not so much by mechanically applied rules and automatic control, rather by the mutual flexible
interaction of the partners.

In spite of the difficulties mentioned in the previous paragraph, there are possibilities to improve pedestrian safety by
RTI technology and it is also possible to take it into consideration that RTI functions implemented for the sake of ear
traffic do not deteriorate pedestrian safety.

The main areas of RTI application that might positively influence pedestrian safety are intelligent traffic signals,
local speed reduction where and when needed, warning and tutoring functions.

Traffic signals will be much less accident producing for pedestrians if they can prevent walking against red. To achieve
this the signal timing must be more ‘pedestrian friendly’, i.e the waiting times for pedestrians must be reduced, and the
number of time gaps in the ear traffic stream - while red for pedestrians - must be minimised.

Local speed reduction - through physical measures like humps - has proven to be very safety efficient both at
intersections and at e.g. residential streets. The same principle can preferably be used by the help of RTI. Speed
reduction by the help of RTI can be obtained in different ways: Drivers can be warned on a local speed limit, they can
be tutored if they do not keep speed limits, or they can be enforced when it was detected that they were speeding. Or,
even more, keeping speed limit can be ensured by an automatic speed limiting function built in into the cars. This makes
the choice of solution flexible and possible to adjust with regard to other priorities. The important thing is that the speed
reduction actually is obtained.

Warning functions: Warning drivers on the presence of some danger is useful only if the driver has spare capacity to
attend to the warning, realise the danger and decide on the optimal avoiding action, or if the situation is so unanimous
that one predefined avoiding action (e.g. braking) can be applied with high certainty. Urban traffic in general does not fit
into the category mentioned above, therefore the possibility to warn on actual danger, e.g. on a pedestrian stepping
suddenly on the road, is very limited. Apart from that, hazard warning, if one can not ensure that every hazard is noticed
by the system and the driver is warned for them, has a general problem of compensatory effect. If the driver has an
equipment that is said to warn him if there is any danger present, the driver need not concentrate so much on danger
detection any more.

The main conclusion is that in urban areas warning on pedestrians should be applied in a more general way,
warning before the driver arrives in an area where pedestrians or eventually specific high risk groups (schoolchildren,
elderly people, etc) can be expected. There are traditional ways to warn drivers on the probable presence of vulnerable
road users by traffic signs, but RTI technology could fit more to the actual situation, giving warning only when the
presence of e.g. school children is really probable.
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Tutoring in general might be a very efficient way of influencing driver behaviour. Tutoring means in this respect that
the driver is informed about mistakes and violations he has made immediately and consequently. This sort of tutoring
might play different roles. It might inform the driver who is not aware of the mistake or violation, e.g. driving with
speed higher than the local speed limit or unsafe in a given situation, running against red, etc., or it might warn the
driver who behaves in a particular way habitually that his behaviour is not safe. The value of the tutoring function is
highly dependent on the intelligence of the system, i.e. if it is able to realise mistakes in a sophisticated way, and on the
behavioural rules built in the system, i.e. what sort of behaviour is expected from the drivers when he e.g. interacts with
vulnerable road users and what sort of behaviour is defined as mistake. One way of tutoring with regard to actual
hazards drivers are involved in, is to use the conflict concept. Serious conflicts have been found to be a good indirect
measure of accident risks and presupposed that hardware and software can be made sophisticated enough to actually
record these serious conflicts, they can be used to tutor the driver. The driver should in addition be assisted - as far as
possible regarding technical limitations as well as other limitations that exist with regard to what could be transferred to
the driver while he is actually driving -  so that he draws the right conclusions regarding his own behaviour and his own
possibilities to reduce risk at a ‘similar event’ in the future.

The real safety effect of the different functions is, however, much dependent on some fine details of the man-machine
interface. And besides, RTI application is far from being a pure technical process. Decisions about priorities and values
are mediated by the technique, be it priority of different road user groups or priority of different goals, i. e. efficiency,
safety, etc. The safety effect of RTI technology on pedestrians is dependent on those decisions as much as the
intelligence and details of the technical solution.
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