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Risk at work zones
● Most of the collisions occurred at clear weather, daylight

conditions, dry surface and straight highways with high
speed limits. Risk twice as high (Akepati & Dissanayake, 2011; Silverstein, Schorr,
& Hamdar, 2014)

● Males and drivers with age ranging from 25 to 65 years
were overrepresented at work zones’ crash statistics

● High speed for the current road situation, but not extreme
speed or DUI (Norwegian Public Roads Administration, 2011)

● Higher speed than posted speed limits at work zones, 
especially before the activity area (Benekohal & Wang, 1994)

● Speed variance is a safety problem (CEDR, 2013)

Background



Objective

● The aim of this study was to investigate

– (1) speed choice for different work zones scenarios (with 
and without visible work activity)

– (2) assessment of reasonable speed limit

– (3) attitudes towards speed limits at work zones and 

– (4) assessments of common risks for work zones

Background



Videos of two work zones in Norway
Design



Procedures

– Participants were randomly drawn from an existing panel 
of a survey bureau

– Each participant watched 2 videos of work zones 
(randomly presented), followed by questions about:

• Preferred speeds (in km/h)
• Reasonable speed limit for the road
• Attitudes towards speed limits of work zones
• Assessment of risk for work zones
• Other background variables (demographic, driving 

frequency, etc.)

Method



Participants

● 815 drivers (seven were excluded)

● Mean age: 45 years (SD = 13)

● Gender: 52% males; 48% females

● Driving experience: M=26 years (SD=13)

● The majority drove 16.000 km or more (25%) last year

Method



Speed choice
Results
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Speed choice
Results
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Attitudes towards posted speed limits for work zones
Results
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Assessment of risk for work zones
Results
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Correlation



Main findings
● Preferred speeds were lower for the scenarios with visible 

work activity

● Why drivers don’t comply with speed limits?

– Drivers do not recognise the motives of the reduced 
speed limits or do not take into account the risks 
resulted from their speed (Berge & Vaa, 2003)

– Most of the time, when driving through work zones, 
drivers do not see any work activity and, consequently, 
tend to choose a speed they perceived is appropriated for 
the situation (Haworth et al., 2002; Ullman & Brewer, 2014)

● The significant relation between attitudes, risk assessments 
and speed choice indicates potential topics of intervention

Discussion



Advantages
● Videos offers a greater ecological validity via the use of 

realistic stimuli, compared to the use of photos or text

● Highly controllable: participants receive the same stimuli

● Maybe less influenced by socially desirable response (not 
directly reflect intentional rule breaking)

● Possibility to investigate issues that it would difficult to 
explore with alternative methodologies (possibility to 
collect additional information of drivers)

● No-intrusive method, thus more ethical

● Low-cost compared to the use of simulators

Discussion



Limitations

● Difficult to maintain all variables constant 
• Vehicle’s speed was constant
• No car queue
• No curves or bad visibility conditions
• No visible speed limit signs
• With/ without visible roadwork activity

● External validity (no auditory feedback/ kinesthetic cues)

● Videos offers a greater ecological validity via the use of 
realistic stimuli, but questionnaire items are more 
convenient to administer

Discussion



Implications for studies of drivers’ behaviour at 
work zones

● Work zones involve activity on the road or its surroundings 
that can influence safety of drivers and workers 

● Use of experimental methods to investigate safety 
measures at those sites can have side effects in form of 
increased information processing. This can, in turn, 
influence reaction times and, at worst case, increase crash 
risk

● The use of videos allows us to avoid exposing drivers to 
potential dangerous situations and get valuable information 
of their behaviours at work zones  help to plan 
countermeasures 

Discussion
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