
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT 

RULES OF PRECEDENCE 
AT INTERSECTIONS: 
An examination of alternatives 
f o r  Australia 

C. M. L. Quayle 

AustralianGovernment Publlshlng Serwce 
Canberra 1979 



@ CommonwcaltholAur,r;llla 1979 

ISBN064201601 I 

Document Retrieval Information 

Date:  January  1979 
Keywords 

acceptance  (traffic flow), merging  (traffic  flow),  limited  access  highways,  freeways. 

Abstract 

State  of  the  art  study,  right  of  way,  three-way  crossings,  stop  signs,  yield  signs,  gap 

The  paper  examines  the  principles  underlying  the  approaches  adopted to the 
regulation of traffic at  intersections  in  the  United  Kingdom,  the  United  States  of 
America,  Australia  and  New  Zealand  and  comments  upon  their  relevance to local 
conditions. 

It is argued  that  adoption  of  offside  priority  (giving  way to the  right  whilst 
driving  on  the  left)  rather  than  either of the  alternatives  (giving  way  to  the  left  or 
major/minor  roads)  has  proved  increasingly  inappropriate  to  modern  traffic  con- 
ditions  as  well  as  detrimental  to  urban  amenity.  Further  it  is  argued  that  the  require- 
ment  in  the  United  States ‘to yield  the  right  of  way’,  right  of  way  itself  being  defined 
as a privilege, is conducive to safer  driver  behaviour  than  the  creation  of  the  obli- 
gation  ‘to  give  way’which  applies  in  Australia. 

any  notions  that  offside  priority  is  a  viable  proposition.  A  major/minor  system  ofright 
The  Australian  experience  is  specifically  documented in the  hope  of  laying to rest 

of  way  based  on  a  ‘T’  junction  rule,  ‘Give  Way’  signs  and  ‘Stop’  signs is proposed 
instead. 

Note 
This  report is disseminated  in  the  interest  ofinformation  exchange. 
The views  expressed are those  of  the  author  and  do  not  necessarily  represent  those 

of  the  Commonwealth  Government. 
Commonwealth  Department  ofTransport 
Office of Road  Safety 
Box 1839Q,  G.P.O. 
Melbourne, Vic. 300 1 
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RULES OF PRECEDENCE  AT  IVTERSECTIONS: AN 
EXAMINATION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR 

AUSTRALIA 

1. Introduction 

In the  past  few  years  there  has  been  greater use ofslgns and  signals to allocate  priority 
at  interscctions  in  Australla,  but no consensus  has  emerged ior the adoption  of  a 
system-wide  alternative to thc  give-way-to~the-right rule. 

regulation of traffic at  intersections  in  the  United  Kingdom.  the  United  Srates of  
This  paper  exammes  the  principles  underlying  the  approaches  adopted to the 

America,  Australia  and New Zealand  and  comments upon their  relevance tn Aus- 
tralian  conditions. 

The  Austrahan  choice  of ofslde priorlty iglvlng way to the  rlght whilst driving on 
the  left)  rather  than  either  of  the  alternatives  has  had  lmporvant  implications  for  the 

The  alternatives  were  near-side  prlorlty  (giving  way to the  left)  which  would be the 
development of the  traffic system as a whole  as well as for  the  philosophy  of drivlng. 

equivalent  of the American  rule of giving  way to the  rlght whilst driving on the right: 
or  ma,jor/minorroads, as adopted i n  the  Unlted  Kingdom. 

Under  all  three  systems of right  of way, drivers  psoceedlng  straight  ahead  have 
precedence  over  drwers turnins across  their  path  and this aspect of rlght of way is 
therefore  considered only incldentallyin this paper. 

show  situations  as  they  exist,  or  would  exist,  when  drivmg on the  left-hand  slde of the 
Diagrams tn this  paper.  including  those  depictlng pracrices i n  the  Lnlted  States, 

road  (with  exception  of  Flgure 5 ). The Inverted  triangle sym bolises a 'Give  Way' sign 
ora 'Stop'signwlththemeaningofstopandgiveway. 
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2. The major/minor system in  the  United  Kingdom 

To  anyone  accustomed to the  AustralIan  emphasis on giving  way  at  intersections, a 
noticeable  feature of the U.K.. Hlghway  Code is tilc absence or any  general  rule  relat- 
ing to  priority at intersecrions.  This  has  heen  the c a , x  since the  earhest  days of motor- 
ing.  Indeed  there  was no cxpllcit body  ofrules  governing  conduct  on  the  roads In the 
U.K. until the  passage of the Road Traffic Acf  1930, the  pnnaplcs of which  were 
embodied in the  Highway  Code. 

that: 
The  principlc  adopted  from  the  beginning  in  regard lo intersectlon  operations  was 

. . it was tlmdght best to deal wlth the matter from the pomt ofvlew ofrodd import- 
ance rather than  vehicle  position because we had so many irregular l a y o u t ~ . i ~ ~ l  
The provision  contained in the  original  Highway  Code  rcad: 
No vehlcle has right of way at crossroads, but i t  IS the duty  01 the dnver in the mlnor road 
when approaching a major road to go dead slow and to give way to traffic on It. Neverrhc- 
less  when  you  are driving on a major road  always keep a sharp lookout and dnve CdUtlously 
at crossroads and road junctions.~"~ 

2.1 The Hoyal Commission on Transport, 1929 

Adoption of the major/mmor principle  came  after a degree  orcontroversy.  This 
was  not  surprising  since  the  exponents o fa  directional rule-ln thls case glving  way  to 
the  right-included  the  influential  Autornoblle  Associatlon whlch no doubt received 
support rrom those  oflike mind in thc Unitcd  States.  That  country had chosen  the op- 
poslte  directional  rule  in  their first Uniform Vehicle Code of 1926, i.e. givin& way to 
the  right  hut for driving on the  right-hand  side of the  road. 

Royal  Automobile  Club. Both n e w s  were  presented to thc Royal Cornmlssion on 
The  major/minor  concept,  however,  bad  the  support of the  equally  mlluential 

Transport  which in  I929 reported on the  Control of Trafic on Roads.~a 

Dismissing  as  irrelevant D ny comparison with thc rule of the  road at  sea,  the Royal 

in less than t'wopages oflts  report. 
Commission  in Tact disposed of the  entire  issue  of'Pnonty  of.Trdffic at Cross Koads' 

As well as commenting upon the  intransltive  situation  which would a r m  ~f four 
vehicles  arrived at a cross  intersection s~multaneously, lhc  Royal Commission ob- 

left until  such l m e  ascolllsion  was  almostinevitable. 
served  thzt  frequently  the  vehicle on thc nght  would not be visihle  to the  driver on the 

2.2 Chssificatinn of Roads 

The  Com~nissioners  opted  unequivocally  for  thc  principle  that: 
. all the roads of tlic country should be graded m accordance wit11 their degree 01 

mportance; and tha t  traffic on the Icss important road should Sive way t o  trafic o n  the 
more importdnt. The drivers on the more mpmant  roads would  not  be ahaolved from d l  
responsibdlty; I t  would  be theu duty to keep B sharp lookout and to dr~ve wlth speclal C B U -  

tlon a1 all roadjunctions, the existenceofwhichshould becommunicated to them hymeans 
orsultahle road  signs  placed sliort orthe actual Junction. They should, howevcr have pre- 
cedence over drivers entering from less important roads. 

- 7 



noted  that all the more Imporrantroads  had been  classified as Class I or Class I1 roads 
On  the matter of the  deterrnlndtion of d hierarchy  of roads the Commissloners 

and that: 
When two roads oi the same category intersecr. 11 will he the d u t y  of [he highway authont) 
to decidc which is rhe  major road. reeard b e q  had  to the amount of  traffic. We rccognlse 
that 11 will rake tunc to deal in this way  wuh all the road junctions ~n the country. but  steps 
should be taken a t  once to glve this  precedence I O  Class I roads. 

The  Commissioners  concluded  their remarks on the issue by noting with  satisfac- 
tion that  the  Mlnister for Transport  in  the  meantime  had  dccided to adopt  a  simllar 
recommendation  emanating rrom a conference  specially  summoned  to  consider  the 
matter. 

Thus  there came into being  the system whlch \vas to  provide a model for other 
countries,  even d s  far away in  time  and space as Australia. or at least  parts ofn.  almost 
halt'-a-centurylater. 

of  bus  routes.  white lines,  density of trafic and type of street  lighting. thc major/ 
Although  relying initially t'orits effect on such cues as thc ividth ofronds. presence 

minor  principlc was .found to work  quite  wcll' by the  Metropolltan  Police Traffic 
Chief in 19?3?>'1 It was subscquently  reaffirmed by Government Comnuttees in 1944 
and 1963.'?' 

2.3 Intersection  provisions in the  Highway  Code 

meaning: 
By 1954 the  wording of the  Highway Coder*]) had been  changed  but not the 

34. When approaclimg a road junctlon wherc there 1s a -Slou" sip, slow d o a n  and be 
readytojtopul,en).ougetthere. 

3 5 .  Whcrz t l~ere isa 'Hal t ' s i~n . ! .oumu~ts topa t t I~en~ajor roadaheadevenl i~hcre~sno 
traffic on I[. 

sure thatit  issafe to do so. 
36. At a road junction, look right. look Izft, then righr again Do not go on until you are 

37. A t ~ r o a d j u n c t ~ o n , ~ ~ v e w a ~ r o t r a f f i ~ o n r I ~ e m ; d n r o s d . I f ~ n d o u b t . g i v e \ r ~ a y .  
(TI1eword'~uncrwn'is used synonymously witliimtcmction' j 

slgns to reduce ambiguities d t  intersections uherc  t r a f i c  \vas considered  to  he ofequal 
In 1963, the Traffic  Signs Committee recommended the  erection of 'Gwe Way' 

importance. I t  envisaged  that  if a sign were required on  tllc minor road. a 'G~ve  Way '  
slgn should  be used'" and the latest  version o r  the Hi$u%-ay Code,  pubhshed  in 1968, 
and  reprinted in 1976.:"' contains no mentlon  of  intersections  not  marked by 'Give 
Way' and 'Stop'ugns. 

2.4 Priority at roundahouts 

Advocates  ofoffside  pnority  in  other  countries  haye  recently  made n ~ u c h  of the in- 
troduction  into the U.K. Highway Code of a provisi,>n that  traffic  about to enter a 
roundahout  should  give  way to traffic already  trweriing 11 so that  the  roundabout 
does not lock up.P In reality the traffic being given precedence is only  inadentally on 
the  right  or oflslde. The  prlnclple of the  rule is in fact similar to the  so-called ' boxjunc- 
tion'rule  introduced  around  the same time which prohibits em; into anintcrsemon 
where thls  would cause it to  become  choked 
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2.5 Summary 

The  major/minor  concept  has  therefore  remained  the  same  and is clearly con- 
sidered  by  the U.K. authorities  to he superior  to  the  directlonal  right-of-way  rules 
which  were  rejected  in 1929. This IS not  to say that it comes  cheaply in  terms of traffic 
control  devices,  but  it  does  give  legal  recognition to what will later  he  shown to  be the 
driver’s  natural  sense  of traffic priorities.  Although  conclusive  data  cannot be cited, it 
is perhaps significant  that  the U.K. has,  relative  to its vehiclc/population ratio, one of 
the  lowest  road traffic accident  fatality  rates  in  the  world[~~l  and  the  aligning of law 
and  expectancy on the  the  vital  matter of intersection  operations  may he an  Important 
factor  in  this. 

4 



3. Modifiednear-side  priority in the  United  States of 
America 

The  Amerlcdn approach. stemming as it dld from the  regular  gridiron plans of  the 
majorityof U.S. cities. could  hardly  be more ditferent from the Brltish one. 

in-the-intersection-proceeds'  rule to control  other  rhan  horse-drawn traffic became 
Very soon arter thc  motor  car  appeared,  the  inadequacy of the  common  law  'first- 

apparent.l2*'The  need  to  prevent  drivers  from  racmg for the first-in posltlon led to [he 
adoption  ofthe  followmg rule In New York City in 1903. the  firstright-or-way  rule: 

On all publlc streets or hlehways In the city all vehlcles gomg in a northerly or southerly di- 
recuonshall  haverightol.wa?o\-crall vehiclespng m aneasterlyorwesterly  direc11on.l~~~ 

represented  the  main axis o iuanha t t an  Island. T h r  was nor neccssar~ly  the casc else- 
An  element  of  priority is evident in thls  arrangement for the  north-south  direction 

wherc  and  the  practlce of givins w a y  10 the right was  _penerally adopted  throughout 

proximately  the  same t m e .  the one on the ncar-slde IS the first to clear  their lme of 
the  country.  The  rat~onale 1s simple: when two vehicles reach an Intersection at  ap- 

conflict  (Figure5 1 and 2).l'?) 

L 
t 

Fig. 1 Under near-slde prlnrity the vehicle 
accotded  the rlght o f  way does no1 e ~ e n  
have to clear thc mtersection before thc 
yieldmg vehicle can proceed. 

Flg. 2 Under oft'slde prmrity thc vehlcle ac- 
corded the rght or way 11:~s LO pass beyond 
the intersection  before the yieldmg vchlcle 
can proceed. 

3.1 Eno, the Council of  National Defence Code and the Uniform Vehicle Code 

Willyam Phelps Eno. an architccr by training. has been  called  'the  father of high- 
way traffic regulation'.  He  was  responsible for the New York Code of 1903. and was 
for m a n y  years  influcnt~ai In traffic  matters  throughout  the  world. his achievements 
Including the introduction of ' roran  traffic'(i.e.  roundabouts).  In his later  years Eno 
advocated  either no right-of-way rde a t  all or  g l r ~ n g  u a\; to  thc left. the  equivalent oC 
the  pre5ent  Australian Rule (1.e oKslde pnorit? ). 

3 



of  General Highway  Traffic  Police  Regulations’ (The   CND Code).(*’) In  promulgat- 
During the  Flrst  World  War  Eno  drafted  the ‘Council of National Defence  Code 

ing it  for  general  adoption  during  the 1920s Eno  round  himself  at  variance  with  the 
formulators  of  the  Uniform  Vehicle  Code (UVC)  first cndorsed by a  national  com- 
mitteein 1926 as a modcl  for  adoption  by  the States.!8‘1 

Eno’s  main  grounds  for  the  advocacy  of offside priority  concerned traffic oper- 
ations  as  he saw them,  and  not  safety  as  such.  His  contention  was  that for vehicles 
drlven on the  nght.  giving  the  right  of  way  to  vehlclcs  approaching  from  the  left 
would  block traffic  less as  they  would  tend  to  yield  from  a  position  outside the inter- 

cannot  resolve conflicts in  the  event of the  simultaneous  amval of four  vehicles at  a 
section.!*’) Although  this  could  hold  for  Fequential  approaches orparrs of vehicles  it 

crossroad:  after a momentary  delay  they  could  cqually well start  again  and  meet  in 
the  middle  as  the U.K. Royal  Commlssion  tartly  observed.’*” 

proaching  an  intersection  simultaneously  from different directions. Generowlczi‘hl 
In fact, in the morc  common  situation of three,  rather  than  four,  vehicles ap- 

points  out  that  the  American  near-side  priority  rule  m fact enahles  all  three to proceed 
without  an  intransitive  situation  developing.  even  wherc  turning  vehlcles  are  lnvolved 
(Figures 3 and 4). In  the  case  ofarrlval  at the same  time,  the UVC  solved  the  problem 
very  simply  by  adopting  thc  old  horse-and-cdrriagc  rule of first cntry: a driver  havmg 

another drwer then  approaching  the  intersection.  (It will later be argucd  that  the so- 
entered  the  intersection was legally  protected  from  havmg to  yield  the  right of way  to 

called  ‘First-in  Rule’,  elthcr  implicit  or  cxpliat. 1s a  necessary  adjunct to a directional 
priority  rule.) 

”-+” L 
r 

Rg. 3 Undcr ncar-slde priority only two of 
the three approaching vehicles are involved 
‘A’mustgivewayto’B’irrespectlveof‘B’s’ 

pass  behind ’B’. ’C’ifturningrightcan pa’s 
obligation to ‘C’, and having yielded  can 

behlnd ‘A’. 

Fig. 4 Undcr offside  priorlty all thrce ap- 
proachingvchicles are lnvolved 
‘B’  IS totally dependent on ‘C’ but ‘A’ must 

has no control. 
correctly judge ‘B’s’ response nver which he 

If ‘C’ is turning rlght an lntransitlve situ- 
ation exists as ‘A‘ is obliged to gwe way to 
‘B’ who is required to glve way t o  ‘C’who 1s 
requred to glve way to ‘A’ who IS . . 

the  right  for  drivers  operating  on  the  right-hand  side  of  the  road,  Eno’s  remarks  as  to 
Intercstingly  enough,  on  the  allcged  safety  grounds  ofvisihility to the left and to 

6 



a superior VICW to  the left (offside) contain  a  quaint  reference  to  the (act that  'the 
drivcr's  view is not obscured by the wmdshield of his car' (emphasis  added).il'j  Pre- 
sumably  the  driver  approaching  the  intersection  looked  out  over his door, there  thcn 
being no window  glass,  the  windscreen  pillar  being vertlcal and  at  somc  dlstance  from 
him.  Thls is, of course. qulte contrary  to  the  posltion  today  where  the  sloping  A-plllar 
tends to obscure  the  vicw to the offside slnce the uLndscreen comes  around  further 
and is slanted  backwards. In fact,  the  onc piece curled  \\mdscrccn affords  excellent 
wsmn to the  near-slde,  which also happens to be  that  upon  which most information IS 

presented i n  the  form  ofdlrection and regulatory  slgns. 
More Importantly,  near-side  priority offers a wider  angle of vlew o r  vehlcles  to 

which  a driver IS requlred to give way (Figure 5 ). 

61 
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I Fig 5 Near-side pnority atTords a wider 
field of view than o h d e  priority. 
AI driving on  the right and required to give 
way ta the rlght (near-sldc pnarity) has a 
better n e u  of  A I than A2 driving on rhc left 
and required 10 gwe way to the right (offslde 
prrority) has  d B 2  

missloner of Pollce in  Detroit  wrotc to Eno. who had omitted a right-of-way rule  from 
The  eficlency of any general  rule u a s  questmned as early as 1923 when the Com- 

the rcvised C Y D  code. 
As to theomission ofthe rule forright ofnay .  I rhmk you are nghtm ornittingir, In fact. ex- 
perience  has taught  me that  a right-or-way regulauon, sa far as It  relares to street crosslngs 

right ofway always taker a greater  chance than he should. and redly Infringes an the rghts 
is always confusing and thc  cause aC more  harm than good. The party rhinklng he har the 

ofothers"'1 
_I 



3.2 The  ‘first-in’rule 

The  phrase  ‘the  party  thinking  he  has  right of way’  Illustrates well the  confusion 
which  has  persisted  ever since. over  the  apparent conflict between  the  ‘give-way-to- 
the-right’  rule  and  the  ‘first-in-the-intersection’  rule.  Edward C. Fisher in Vehicle 
Traffic Law(z9) considers  the  ‘first-in’rule  to  he  redundant: 

Incorporation ofthis dlscredited principle into the Uniform  Vehlcle Code (1956) served to 
perpetuate it in those states which adopted it, hut the courts have effectively  nullified it by 
holding it applicable only  when there is no danger of collislon. 

Fisher in his book  quotes a number of significant  judgments.  First  as  stated by the 
Supreme  CourtofIowain 1955: 

The directional right-of-way statute has meaning. It does not depend for its effect upon 
whch car first entered the Intersection, nor upon which  car  struck the other, nor at what 
point upon  the  car or In  the intersection. The statute is intended to promote safety, to give 
motorists a guldmg rule by  which rights at intersections may be determined. It  does  not 

cars approaching at right angles will colhde it  is the duty ofthe one on the  left to give  way. 
contemplate a race for the Intersection: if at thelr respective distances and speeds the two 

Rather  earlier,  in  1950,  the  Supreme Court of North  Carolina  had said 

proaching it on the other street wlthin  such distance as reasonably to indlcate danger of 
When the dnver of a motor vehicle on the left comes to an intersecuon and finds no one ap- 

collision, he is under no obllgation to stop or wait, but may proceed to use the intersection 
as a matter ofright. 
In a major  revislon  of  the UVC carried  out in 1968  the  ‘first-in’  rule  was in fact de- 

leted from the  Code, but not  without  much debate.(*’) 

3.3 The  role of the  Courts in eliminating  ambiguities  and  modifying  the  general 
rule 

The  last  phrase of the  second  judgment  quoted  above  lllustrates  particularly well 
an  important  aspect of traffic control as it  has  developcd  in  the  United  States;  as well 
as giving the  world  the directional system of right  of  way,  the  most significant feature 
of U.S. traffic control  has  been  the  progressive  eliminatmn  of  ambigumes, a process  in 
which  the  courts  have  played no small part.i**l 

In  eliminating  ambiguities, a major  factor  has  been  the  development of the  system 
of ‘through’  highways  to  which  precedence  is  assigned by  yield signs  (equivalent  to 
‘Gwe Way’ signs)  and by ‘Stop’  slgns  (with  the  international  meaning of ‘stop  and 
give way’). In the U.S.A., citles tend to be laid  out on a grid  pattern  which  docs  not 
concentrate  traffic on any  particular  route  other  than  the  main  hlghway on which 
there is perhaps  the  crossroads  at  which a town  sprang  up. So far  as  arterial  roads  are 
concerned  near-side  priority  was, In fact,  unworkable  as traffic entering  from  slde 
streets  could  claim  immediate  precedence  over  through  trafic.i”]  (Figure 6 ). 

1 1  IT Fig. traffic 6 has Under precedence. near-slde pnority entering 
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d~tures  were  made  on signs to give  prior~ty to  through  traffic In this the  courts  again 
Thls  was  recognised  and.  rather  than  change  the  general  rule,  appropnate  expen- 

played a pan   as  evidenced by thls  judgement  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  North  Dakota 
in  1947,  quoted  by  Fisher: 

‘through’ highways wlth the thought in mmd that the  user  thureof  might  and  should travel 
It seems altogether  clear that the leglslauve body ofthis state authorlsed the deslgnation of 

upon [he same  with  some  case and with a p a l e r  degree of  safety than would enst  in the 
absence  of ‘stop‘ slgns at the  crossroads. We must  belleve also from  common  experience 
and  from  frequenr  observation that nearly ever)- rnotorlst, consistent with  the legislative in- 

will not only exercm rcasonable care ~n entenng upon or  crossing the highway  but that 
tent, travels along a ’through‘highway with a fecllng oiconfidence that uscrs oicrossroads 

such  users will  not enteror cross a highway  wlthoul  coming to a stop as the  law  requires.:?’l 

mlght use ‘through’  highways is surely  significant in mew of the  negative  attitude to 
That  the  Court  should  recognise  the  ‘fcellng of confidence’ with  which  drivers 

theintroductlon  ofsimilar  systems  in  Australla  whlchpersisted  into  the 1970s. 
The  use of‘Stop’  and  ‘Yield’  (Give Way) signs  has  now  reached  the  stage  where. 

with  almost all Intersections marked  ovcr  most of the  country,  the  directional rule is 
rarely  Invoked  in  the U.S.A. One  applicanon is where  -4-way’  Stops.  marked by a sep- 
arate  ‘4-way’plate  below  the  ‘Stop’ sign. are  cons~dered necessary as a  holdlng  oper- 
ation  before  signalisat~on  or  where  the  priority  situatlon at a particular  intersection  is 
in process of being  reversed  from  one  street  to  the  In  such  cases  drivers  are 
guided by the  sequence of arrwal  in  resolvmg  who  should  proceed. 

3.4 Near-side  priority at ditided highways 

The situation  at  intersections  along  divided  highways  operating  under  near-side 
priorityis by no means  the  mirror  image  ofthat which applles under offside priority. 

Under  offside  priorlty  a  defdcto  priority  road  can be created by providing  a  con- 
tinuous  median.  However,  the  expectation  of  priority  thus  created is denied at any  in- 
tersection  where a break is provlded  for cross-street  traffic  to  pass  through  the  me- 
dlan.  Thisis  not  the  case  under  near-side  prionty. 

In the  United  States a  driver  approaching  an  uncontrolled  intersection  would be 
required to yield the  right  ofway  to  the  traffic  strcam  furthest  from h ~ m  (Flgure 7). 

L 
Fig 7 Near-side  prionty at  uncontrolled 
incersection. 
A has  pnority over B and D. C has  pnoriry 
overAandD 
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crossing  through  a  median or turning  through  a  median is required  to  yield  the  right 
The  advantage of this  at  divided  highways is immediately  apparent  as  traffic 

of way  to  all  traffic  encountered so that  the  ambixuity  which  exists  under offside pn- 
ority is absent  under  near-side priority (Figures 8 and 9). 

C c 

Fig. 8 Near-slde priority at  uncontrolled 
divided  highway intersections IS conslsrent 
for crossing  and  turnmg  vehlcles. 
A has pnorlty over B and D: C has priority 
overA and D. 

_1 

7 
c -  

4 i 

I 
I 

* B 

Fig. 9 Offside  priority at uncontrolled  div- 
ided highway intersection creates ambigu- 
ous situation at  the median. 
A must  glve  way to B and D; C must  gwe 
way to A, but  has priority over D. 

3.5 Developing  priority  roads  lrom  near-side  priority 

Although It has  been  noted  that  the  adoption of near-side  priority In the  United 
States  virtually  dictated  the  development  of  a  system  of  priority  roads,  near-side pri- 
ority  in  fact  represented  a  better  starting  pomt  for  the  development of a  motorised 
road traffic  system. 

For Instance,  the  change  from  the  normal  rules  of  precedence  which  apply  at  a 
priority  road affects the  driver on the  minor  street  as soon as he  reaches  the  intersec- 
tion. Normally, a  driver  in  the  United  States  would  expect traffic on his left to  yield to 
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hlm  (the traffic stream  nearest to him), 4 t  a ‘Stop‘slgn or a  ‘Yicld’sign  the  rcvcrse 1s 
the case. (Figure I O ) .  

A 
1 r 
Fig. 10 Under near-slde pdorq  a ‘Glvc 
Way’siSn changes thc rule orprecedence a1 
the entrance ofthe  ~ntersectlon. 

By contrast,  under offslde prionty no change of behaviour is required with  respect 
to the  nearest  stream of traffic so that the immediate effect of the .Stop’sign or ‘Give 
Way‘sign  is to  merely  reinforce  the  exlsting  obllgation to give way to the  ofkde (Fig- 
ure I 1 ) and thus  the  impact or the ‘Stop’slgn or‘Givc  Way’signis  dimlnlshed. 

FIE. I I Undcr oiislde prlority the rule of 

intersectlon-give way to thc  first stream. 
precedence is the same at the  entrance to the 

To establish  priorlty  control at a  divided h~ghway  under  near-side  prlorlty IS also 
simpler  as  there  is no need for ‘G~ve  Way’or‘Stop’signs to be located on thc  median. 
or indeed for road  markings to be  provided  therc.  to  indlcate the change  In  the rules 
of precedence  (Figure 12) By contrast. it is at the  median  tl~at signs are  requlred 
under offside  priority.  by  which  time  the crosslng dnver has negotlated  half  rhe  inter- 

well. (Figure 13 ) .  
section under the  normal rules of precedence and may well  expect  priority  there as 

I I  
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Fig. 12 Priority  control at divided  highways 
under  near-side  priority  requlres  only  place- 
ment of'Give Way'slgns in  normal  location 
plus road marluxg 

1 1- "" D 

Fig. I3 Prionty control at divided hlghwdys 
under offslde prionty requires 'Gwe Way' 
signs on medlan plus road markings (other 
signs and road markings only reinforce  nor- 
mal obligations). 
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3.6 Righl-of-way as a pririlege 

mains to be commented upon-this finds  expression In the inclusion of the  following 
One  major  contributlon  of  the  Unlted  States in thc lield of traffic regulation re- 

definition of  rlght of  way m the  Unlform Vehicle Code  of  1962  (replacing  the  earlier 
definition'the  privilege  orimmedlate use ofthe highway'). 

Sec. I-ISh-Rlght of Way-The nght ofone \chicle or pedestrtan to proceed in  a lawful 
manner In preference to mother vehicle 01 pedestrlan approachtng under iuch clrcum- 
stances of  direction, speed and proximity as to glie rue to danger ofcollismn unless  one 
grants precedence to the other. 

Fisher's  comments from his  artlcle In Tr@c Digest urld Reuen: November 

N-otice that the Fdvoured drlver or person  must  be  proceedlng In a lawful manner in order 
to enjoy precedence. This is on the  simple  prenuse that  one cannot gain  preference or legal 
nght by unlawlul conduct. This  has  been the rule in court  decisions  for many many years. 
Incorporating 11 into a SYdtUCory dcfinltion does not g1r.c 11 life or validlty. 11 merely recog- 
nises what has been the  rule all thc time. 

1967"3', are  most apt: 

dant  and  none appearm the  Unliorm  Vehlcle Code."b'He says: 
Flsher  even  considers  specific  provisions  ior  rorhture ofnghr  ot'way  to be redun- 

Such  provisions serve only to emphasis? an  esssnual element ofright ofway that one must 

. . one cannot forfat what he ncver had I n  thlr connzctmn.  perhaps  the  most  Im- 
be proceeding in a lawful manner or he  does  not h a w  right of  way  to sran with 

ing, this  does not transfer the prererencc to the other. In such sltuatlons neitherofthem has 
portant consideration IS that  even  when one may lose hlr preferred starus by unlawful d n v -  

It. 

eacll dnver is under the  obligation to exerclse due care to avoid the collision-the  common 
When iorreiture occurs. there is no nght of way recognisable in nther.  and in  such cases 

law rule. 

3.7 Trdffic signalr as  mechanised policemen 

and cllaracter of auromatlc traffic control signals. As Fisher puts it ‘Automatic slgnals 
In  the  Unlted  States.  there  has  never  been ;In? coniusion  concerning  the  runction 

simply  replaced  the  old-time  corner policeman'.'": 

the  world's first traffic  signal  tower  was  erected 111 Detroit  in 1922 as a direct  develop- 
In Ins  book The S l o q  of Higt1wu.y Traflc Corlirul. 1899-1 939, Eno describes  how 

ment o r  the traftic 'crow's  nest'  put  there in 19 I ?  in uhich a policeman  placed  some 

copled  shortly  after in New York.l?al In 1922,  ths  Comnussioner of Police in Detroit 
7' 6" above  the  ground  operated  semaphore  arms  inscribed  'stop'and 'go'. This was 

wrote  of  the first traffic signals. 

inade with the universal danger signals all o \ c r  the morld-a green light  presented 10 the 
I t h ~ n k  tha t  our latest type oitower in this c q  and our arrangement oflyhts. whlch  co- 

driver giving the nght o l  way, and the red I q h t  stopping-is so much  superior to the  New 
York Idea, that it ought to be called to the attentmn of European  cities, ifthey are gomg to 
t r y  the tower system 

That no mention 1s made in Amencan  legislation o i  anythmg  but  the  duty of 
drlvers to obey  the slgnals, and  to allow [raffic lawrull) w th in  the Intersection [o clear 
it, is clear  evidencc  that  different  rules  arc  considered iittlng for  differem situations, 
whlch they thengovern  to  the exclusion ofallotherrules. 

13 



3.8 Summary 

It  is  clear  that by design.  instinct or good  fortune  the  formulators  of  the  Unlform 
Vehicle  Code got the  basic ground  rules  right  in 1926 from  the  point of view of 
developing  a  sound  philosophy  of  driving.  The  UVC’s  concept  of  right of way  as  a 
privilege  dependent upon lawful  behaviour,  combmed  with  helpful  ruhngs by the 
Courts  with  regard  to  the  ‘first-in’  rule  and  forfeiture  provisions,  would  appear  more 
conducive to safe  driver  hehaviour  than  the  creation of an  obligation  ‘to  give  way’ 
which  applies  in  Australia. 

The  limitations  of  any  directional  system of right of way to cope  with  arterial 

made on signs  and  signals.  although  the  safe  operatlon or divlded  highways was 
traffic flows were  recognised  early  in  the  Unlted  States  and  approprlate  expenditures 

facilitated by the near-side  priority  rule.  Similarly  in  those  situations  where the rule 
applies,  the U.S. driver  can  observe  through  the  windscreen  those  vehicles to  which  he 
1s required to give  the  right  ofway  rather  than  past  the  blmd  spot  ofthe  A-plllar. 

Combined  with  a  system  of roads whose  standard of access  control  matches  their 

low  accident  rates. 
actual  status  in  the  hierarchy it is  not  surprising  that  the  United  States  achieves  such 
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4. Off-side  priority: The Australian  experience 

Intersection rules in  Australia  can be questioned on a number  of  grounds: effec- 
tiveness  in  preventing  accidents (as opposed to asslgning  blame  once  they  occur); 
concurrence  with  natural  expectancies;  and  approprlateness to Australian  condtttons. 

4.1 Comparative accident rates 

The first of the  pomts  noted  above is difficult 10 assess on an  internatlonal  basls, 

of  all  road  casualties  in Australla."' Taking  urban  intersectlous  separately,  thelr  con- 
however, it is known  that  accidents  at  intersections ilccount for  more  than 45 percent 

tributlon to fatalities  is more than  twice  that  in the U.S.A.. Canada.  France or Bel- 
gium,  whilst.  expressed as a rate  per million population.  the  Victorian figure for  1970 
was 86.2 compared  with  32  in  the  United  States?'Although no Indices of  exposure 

urban  accident  rates can be explained  in  term, ofthe  standard  of  the road facilities 
are  available on an internattonal  bms, i t  is improbable tltat so large a dtsparity In 

themselves.  Even In Los  Angeles  with a populatton in excess of  7 000 000  the  800 
kilometres of freewayi6:) c a r q  only 60 per cent  of the trafiic"'1 still leavtng  perhaps 
fifty  times  as  much  other  road  mileage  riddled  with  intersections.  often on a gridlron 
pattern. 

ation  since  then  has  been  affected by theintroduction  ofcompulsory  seat-belt weanng 
The  year  1970  has  been  taken as a baselme  for  statistical  comparisons as the  situ- 

m  Australia  and New Zealand.  This  secondary  safety  measurc has influenced  the 
severity,  not  tbe  number.  of  accidents  tu  those  countnes  where it applles. Thls  renders 
subsequent  cornpanson even more  difficult  than  would  otherwlse be the case 

On a more  general  level,  Australia's  fatallty rate per 10 000 vehicles was. u n t d  

the  ratio  of vehicles to  persons). The fatallty  rate per 10 000 vehicles is in Cact an  in- 
1970,  among  the  highest in the  world  having  regard to I ~ S  degree  of  motorisation (1.e 

dicalor  of  the  safety  of  the  mafic  system slnce in  Australla, the Unlted  Kingdom  and 
the  Untted  States  motorvehicles  tend  to  average  about 15 000  kilometresperyear.  Its 
validlty  as a n  indicator is not greatly affected  by the  degree  ofmotortsatlon !!nsn**'l 

Internattonal  comparisons  need to take thls Into account  although  the  reasons  behind 
However.  the  fatalit)  rate per 10 000 vehicles tends to fall as motorisation rises. 

thIs tendency  are  not well-understood.l'B1 
Should the rise in  motorisation  not be matched by an improvement In the  per- 

formance  of  the  traffic  system (as measured by the Eatality rates  noted  above),  the 
road  accident  mortality  rate  (farahtles  per  100  000  population) rises. Tlus occurred  in 
Australia  and by 1970 this  country  had  the  third or fourth  lughest  road  accident mor- 
tallty  rate  in  the  world,  depending upon whether  Luxembourg  (with 132 road acci- 
dent  fatalitles  that  year) was Included  ahead  ofWeslern  Germany  and Austria. 

Since  1970  the  Australian fatalit! rates  have fallen dramatically under  the 
Influence  oCcompulsoq  seat-belt  wearing.  the  continued  lmplementatlon of vehicle 
safety  features  through  the  Australtan Design Rules for Motor Vehicle Safety,  the 
wider  use  oftraffic  control  devices.  and  road  improvements  such as suest  lightlng  and 
the  provtslon  ofdivlded  highhays. The comparable 1976 data for the  above  table  are 
3583,  5.4.  492  and  26.4. As It happens. a simllar  improvement  has  raken  place  in  [he 
United StateslB51 where  the  figures  for 1976 were  46 150. 3.2. 663 and 21.5 respect- 
ively,  under  the  influence of factors  arising  from  the rue1 crisls of  1974  including  the 
adoptionofthe 55 m.p.h.  speed  limit. 
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been  that It  leads  very  often to amblguour  situatmns  when  the  fundamental  need IS 

for a  rule  or  rules  which  can be Instantly  acted upon by drlvers ror the  prevention  of 
colllsions. 

Perhaps  the  most  dangerously  ambiguous situations encouraging risk-taking are 
those  whlch  occur  where  heavy  two-way  traffic tlo\r.s develop  and  main  road  drivers 
are  normally  shielded  from  side-street  traffic by the presence of oncoming vehicles. 
(Figures  14and l~) .AstheExpertGrouponRoadSaf~t! 'pointedout in  1972: 

. . . when a vehlcle on the right attempts to enter ( t h e  m a n  road)-contrary to [he 
driver's prmrlty expectations-an unexpected hazard is created 'x6;  

Rg. 14 In the absence of oncoming traffic Fig. 1 5  Oncoming traffic 'C' shlelds ' A '  
'A'mustgivewayto'B'. from having to givew'ay to'B'. 

Moreover,  where  three  vehicles  approach  any  intersection  from  different  direc- 
tions  at  approximately  the  same  time  the  dnver  who  has  another  vehicle  precedlng in 
the  opposite  direction to him  must  assess  corrcctly  whether  the  driver on his nght will 
give  way  to  the  thlrd, oncommg, vehicle. If the  third  vehlcle  turns left, or  the  second 
driver fails to give way,  the  first  driver is consldered  to be at  iault  although  he  has no 
control  over  the  second  driver's  actlons  (Figure 4).  A similar  sltuatlon is created 
wherever  the Stop sign  does  not  have  the  mternational  meaning  of  'stop  and give 

In the  urban  arterial  road  situation  where  BlundenP  noted  that'lt is more  danger- 
ous to stop  too  qulckly  than to  follow  too  close'.  Bryantl'dlobserves  that  when  perhaps 

value to adjure  the  drivers  that  they  must  exercise  special  care  and  where  appropriate 
20 percent  of  vehlcles  are  travelhng at speeds  in excess of  the  speed limits  'it IS of little 

drive  at a reduced  speed  when  approaching  anintersection'. which is what  the  NRTC 
now  requires  in  sub-regulation ( I j at  Regulation 602. 

This  sub-regulation  was  introduced  into  the  Code in 1969 when it became  evident 
that  the  situatlon  was not adequately  covered by theoriginal provisions ofthe  Code. 

On  rural  highways a simllar  dangerous  situatlon exists. Speeds  are  hlgher  and a 
grave risk may  exist  at  every  intersectlon, to which drivers tend to become  Inured. A 

Give  Way  and Stop slgns in  such  situations.",'~ 
New  Zealand  study  over  twenty  years  ago  showed  the  benefits of priority  control by 

It is small  wonder  [hat to American eyes a greater  degree  ofaggresstveness  should 
be  evident  in  Australian  drivers  schooled In the  give-way-to-the-right  rule  that  applies 
here.  After a visit in 1969 PdtrickC'2'commented on this and  said  that  'the  main  cause 
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Coppin(") in  1977  before  the  House of Representatives  Standing  Commlttee on Road 
for  concern is the  glve-way-to-the-right  rule'.  Similar  commcnts  were  made by 

Safety  following  a  year's  experience  of  driving  in  Australia. 
More  recently,  evidence  presented  by  Browning  and  Wilde"')  at  the  Seventh  Inter- 

national Conference on Alcohol,  Drugs  and  Traffic  Safety  indicated  that  one of the 
major effects of  over-indulgence in alcohol is to increase  the  propcnsity to take risks. A 
driving  situation  which  abounds  in  ambiguities is a  particularly  dangerous  one in 
which to  drive  after  consummg  alcohol to  excess. 

practical,  thus  affecting the  psychology  of  driving  in  Australia. 
Ambiguities in  fact manifest  themselves  at a number  oflevels.  both legislative and 

4.4 Legislative problems 

Difficulties  at  the  legislative lcvcl came  to  a  head in the  Victorian  controversy  re- 
garding  the  comparative  appllcability of the  general  and  'first-m'  rules  durmg  the 
mid-  1960s. 

section  operations by deleting  thc  'first-in' provision which  formerly applied  in  assocl- 
Victoria In September  1964  had  fallen into  line with  the NRTC relating to mter- 

ation  with  a give-way-to-the-right rule: 
The driver of a vehicle about to entcr an  intcrsection shall give the right of way to any 
vehicle whlch has entered or is upon the intcrscction. 
H a r p e P )  in  1967  concluded  that  this  change  led  to  an  increase  in  certain  types  of 

intersection  accidents. 
The  fact  that  NRTC  Regulation 602 has  always  contained  the  phrase ' has  entered 

or is approaching'  appears to introduce  an  ambiguity  not  present In the U S .  Uniform 
Vehicle  Code (UVC).  - -~ ~~~ ~ 

, 

safer  and fal, ,&o* 

especially  those rrilth good  sight  distances,  a  driver  with  a  speedy  reaction  time  who 
tries  to  comply  with  the  obligatlon  to  give  way  may  in  fact  be  simply  ensuring  that  he 
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has a colllslon. On the  other  hand, a driver w ~ t h  a slower  reaction tlme may avoid 
collision by passing  through the collision  zone before he  applies  the  brakes. It is clear 
that  an  implicit  or expllcit .first-m' rule is a necessary  adjunct to any  dlrectional rule. 

4.5 The Winneke Judgment 

Justlce Winneke In 1966 m a Victorian State Appeal case. Paync v. West, rn whlch a 
A major  influence on intersection  operations  in  Australia  was a  judgment by Mr 

defendant  was  held 10 be l ~ a b l e  to give way  to the right  even thougll the other  party 
had  drlven  through  a  Stop sign.'ej) (At  this tlme  the  Stop  sign  had the meanlng  ofsrop 
and then proceed  in  accordance with the g~\-e-a-a~~to-tl~e-rigIht rule, a uniquely Aus- 

except  in  Tasmania), -4s the  Victorian  provision was In h e  with the NRTC the sig- 
tralian  meaning now retained only In Quccnsland'.  hut  then  applying  everwhere 

tcrpretatlon h u n g  applied. As Bryantc"'comments: 
nificance of this view  was  rar-rcaclung alrhougl~ other  Stares  did  not see so strlct an  in- 

In Vstor~a. at Icast. the rule of givrng w.1 to the  right is very strong and a drlver thouzh 
breaking every other rulc I n  the book m a y  yet retnin his nght to cxpccr another to give way 
to him. 

tamty, where there  had  been  none  before,  as to the right o fway  dispensed by traffic 
To make matters eve11 worse  the  judgment also had the effect ofcreatmg uncer- 

control signals.  AustralIan  aulhormes  enthusiastically  accepted  these  devices  hut  the 
phdosophy behind them  did not find its way  into the XRTC even  though  the 1956 
Victorian  Road  law^^: was  qulte  clear  on  the  point: 

The ind~cations glven by these signals are equlvalenr to rhe hand  signals ofa  policeman and 
should bc aslmplrcltly obeyed. 
It  was  not until 1973 that  lntcrsections  controlled by traffic  signals  were 

specifically exempted in the NRTC liom  the  give-wa~~-to-rhe-r~gllt rule In  the light of 
their  genealogy as mechanised  policcman it 1s rncredlble  that  the  status at the rlght of 

Australia. 
way  dispensed by traffic signals  could for so long  have  been a matter  for  debate In 

point  of  the case was  whether rhe prmr entry Into the rnrersectmn ofthe  defendant  re- 
In a later  Victorian case. also a State  Appeal.  Schuett v. McKenzie. the  ostensible 

moved  his  obl~gatlon to give  way to the  right: as it could  not,  the  magistrate was ruled 
to be  in  error in dismissing  the  informanon on this ground  and  the State's appeal was 

came  before  the  court  for the very reason  that  the  driver of the  vehlclc on the  right 
upheld.'") However.  the  more  significant  aspect of the case was  that  the  defendant 

was  unable to stop his vehicle and  collided  with the defendant so glvlng rise to the 
assumption  that  the  defendant  failed to  give w a y  -4s the  Chief  Justlce  remarked, i t  
was  quite  irrelevant  n-hcther  the  driver on  [he  right was travelling  at an excessive 
speed  or  not.  Following  upon this case  slmilarjudgments  were  made  in cases  in sub-  
urban  magistrates [*?: This  interpretation of obllgations a t  Intersectrons con- 
trasted  disastrously  with the American tradition  where  right of way IS not recognlsed 
where  the  approach IS made at an excessive speed.  although  of  course iris not  trans- 
ferred  to  the  other  party  either. 

to conlmlt  hlnisclf to turning  in the  absence of a  'give  and rake '  tradition where  an 
The  driver  turning irom the centre of the road, is also  vulnerable and 1s reluctant 

oncomlng driver t n~gh t  ease up to permit  the  turning  drwer  to cross. In the United 
States. by contrast. an oncoming  driver is not  permitted to pur the  turning  drlver in 
legal  Jeopardy by approaching h m  at an excessive spesd: by dome so he  would  not 

* Q u c e n ~ l * n d u ~ l l ; ~ d u p ~ t h e ~ n ~ c r ~ ~ a u o n ~ l m ~ ~ n ~ n ~ r r u m  I July 1979 
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be  ’proceeding i n  a  lawful  manner’  and  could  not  claim  to  have  had  the  privilege  of 
right  ofway In the  event of a colhslon. 

4.6 Visual angle and  speed of approach 

It is a  matter of simple  geometry  to  show  that  two  vehicles on a colllslon course 
will maintain  thc  same  visual  angle  to  each  other if their  speeds  remain  constant,  but 
not  necessanly  identical.  Clearly It 1s desirable on safety  grounds  that  there  be  a 
change i n  the  relative  rate  of  approach so as to alter  the  visual  angle;  thls is achieved 
in  complying  with  a  ‘Stop’  slgn or a  ‘Give  Way’sign. 

Moreover, in  order  not  to  be  obscured by the  windscreen plllar it  can  he  shown 
that  the  rate  of  approach o f a  vehicle on the  rlght  must  he  slower  than  that o f the  sub- 
ject vehicleiB,; if i t  is approaching  at twlce  the  speed  it WIII be observed  only  obliquely 
through  the  side  window  and  at  higher  speeds  only In peripheral vision. Indeed  the 
more excessive is the  speed  of  the  vehlcle on the  right  relative to that  on  the  left the 
greater  is  the  chance  that  the  driver on the  lcft will be  involved In a collision for  which 
he  could  he  cited for failing  to  give  way.  This  accords  with  Richardson’s  finding  noted 
earlier. 

4.7. Risk-taking  behaviour at  intersections 

Data  from  the  in-depth  study  of  accidents  in  Adelaide  during  1963-1964  showed 
that  only 19 per  cent o r  drivers  approached  intersections  at  such  a  speed  that  they 
could  hope  to  avoid  all  vehicles  approaching  from  then right.(Gi~ The  intervening 
period  has  not  seen  any  improvement  in  behaviour  at  uncontrolled  intersectlons. As 
part of the  analysis  of  data  from  thc  second  in-depth  study of accidents in  Adelaide 
conducted  durlng  1976-1977, McLean(s3l calculated  safe  approach  speeds  at  Intersec- 
tions  where  accidents  had  occurred.  These  averagcd  14  km/h,  ranging  from  3  km/h 
to  29  km/h,  for vehicles approachlng  from  the  direction  of  the  vehicle  which  should 
have  yielded in  the  accident  studied.  Actual  approach  speeds  ranged  as  high as 64 
km/h  with  a meanof  3 I km/h ,  twlce  the mean  safe  approach  speed. 

Similar  results  had  been  reported by Harper(”]  who  showcd  that  in  a  middle- 
suburban  Melbourne  residential  area  the  85th  percentile  operating  speed  between  in- 
tersections  was 5 1 km/h ,  yet in  the  same  area  safe  approach  speeds  at  lntersections 
varied  from 10 km/h to  40 k m / h  with  a  mean  of 18 km/h. Data from  that  study 
indicated  that  one in every 9000 potential conflicts at  a  particular  intersection  resulted 
in a  collision. 

Expenments  conducted  in  Melbourne  by Lovegrovei4’1 demonstrate  that  drwers 
excced  the  safe  approach  speed  when  the  probabillty  of  another  vehicle  approaching 
from  the  rlght is low.  He  hypothesises  that  in  such  cases  drivers  are  relying on taking 
evasive  actlon  in  order to avoid  a colllslon, McLean(5’) however.  has  shown  that by the 
time  most  drivers  become  aware  of  the  other  vehlcle  approaching it is  too  late  to  take 
any  effective  avoiding  action. 

Bryant  has  demonstrated  that  where  two  drivers  are  approaching  an  lntersectlon 
at  right  angles  the  driver  on  the  left will i n  one-third  of  cases bluff his  way through; 
this is the  most  protitable  strategy  given  that  drivers  have  a  preference  for  not 
stoppmg.~14) 

A  study by Rubln,  Steinherg  and  Gerrein  has  gone  further  and  demonstrated  a 
strategem  for  gaimng  the  right of way  when  one is not entitled  to it.F  The  mechanism 
for this  was basically to avoid  eye  contact  with  the  other  drlver.  Certainly  there  can  be 
no better  way to do  this  than  to  bear  down on the  hapless  victlm  at  an  excessive  speed. 

The  practical utility  of the  give-way-to-the-right  rule  in a sltuation  where 81 per- 
cent  of  dnvers  exceed  the  safe  speed of approach is at  best  questionable. It is certainly 
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lndlcative of a high  degree of rlck-taklng,  either  inrentlonally or  out  of  ignorance 
Eithersltuationis  Intolerable. 

4.8 Saving  clauses 

The  apphcation of game  theory to rile sltuatlon  demonstrates  the lack of respect 
for  others  which  the  Australian  sltuatlon  generates. 

As Brq'ant"41 has  observed  'give  way  has a punitive  rather  than a rewarding  conno- 

ofjudgment'.  Indeed It could be said  that a weapon has  been placed In the  hands of 
tation  and wilful behavmur IS no more  reprchcnslble  and  blameworthy  than  an  error 

the  'highway  bully'  wlth  which to gain  precedencc over his victlm. 
In an  endeavour  to at least  partly  redress rhls whole  situation a provision,  Regu- 

lation 602 (4) ,  was ~nserted i n  the  NRTC In 1973 slmilar to one first appeanng In 
South  Australian  legislatlon. 

It shall he a defence to a charge Tor an  oflence offa~ling to g v e  way to the  rlght  to prove 
that the defendant was not aware ofand could not by the exerase of reasonable Care have 
bccome aware orthe  approachofthe other vehlcle. 
It is of  interest  to  note  that  the 1954 P r o p s  Report  thc  Australlan  Road  Traffic 

Code  Cornmlttee.'e, whilst rejecting  the  creauon  of priority roads.  had  recommended 

clause to be along  the  llnes ofa  New  South Wales regulation which read: 
lhat  a  general  'savmg  clause' be included in the  motor traffic laws in all States.  such a 

No person shall be llable to a penalty for any offence under these regulationsifhe proves to 

could not have heen avoided by an). reasonable effortson his part. 
the satlsfactlon oithe Court hearing the case that such offence was the result ofaccident. or 

In the  light of subsequent  events;  especially In Victoria,  it is a pity that  this  admir- 
able  recommendation  did  not find expression in the  NRTC 

4.9 To givenay  or give the  right of way 

merely  recognlsed  that one must be proceedlng  in a lawful  manner In order  to  have 
It would of course have  been  more .just. and loglcal. in  the first place to have 

right ofway  a t  all. In  the  United  States,  right o fway  is construed i n  the  context ofone 
driver  yielding  precedencc to another  for  the  purpose of preventing  accidents  from 

whenever  anyone  happens to loom up on the  driver's  right.  Victorian  law.  at  least, 
happening; it has  never  been  regarded as an  arbitrary  obeisance to be pald to the law 

encouraged  drlvers on the  right to wdly-nilly consider  themselves  to bein the right 

substituting for 'give  the  nzht ofway'  the  expresslon 'give way'-falled  precisely be- 
The  attempt to curb  thls  arrogance  by  leglslatlng  risht  of  way  out  ofexistence-by 

cause  the  creation  of  an  absolute  ohligatlon to gl1-e u-ay  has  as its concornitan1  an ah- 
solute  right to proceed, so arriving back at  the  situation which the neu rerminology 
was  supposed to cure. It is unfortunate  that  the .$ye way. usage also found its way 
into  the  1968  United  Uatlons  Convention on Road  Trai7ic.p 

4.10 Amhiguilies in thedriringsituation 

At the  practical  driving level. even if the basic rule  had been formulated 
dlfferently.  the  practlce of driving on the left and p i n g  way on the  right  leads to a 
number  ofambiguous  situatlons  which  would not arise if  nght  of  way  were  accorded 
to the  left or if  a  majoriminor  system  operated.  Some  orthese  situations  concernmg 
the  relative  precedence  accorded  to  the  second as opposed to the first traffic  stream 
have  already becn commented  upon.  This is not to say that Ausrralia  should  necess- 
arily  have  changed to a gve-way-to-the-left  rule. 
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identlfied  and  resolved by the usc ol‘ signs  and by modification of the  rules in the  di- 
Rather,  the  ambiguities  which  necessarily  arise  under offside priority  needed  to be 

rection ofa major/minor  system. 

4.1 1 Reinforcement of the  driver’s  major/minur  concepts 

Despite  objections  to  the  major/minor  concept in Australia,  the  give-way-to-the- 
rlght  rule  in fact has  the  effect  of  reinforcing  the  major/minor  expectancies  of  drivers 
so that  Australia  could  well  have  had  the  worst of both  worlds.  Having  rejected  the 
British  major/minor  system in favour  of  the  Amencan  system of directional  right  of 
way,  the  decislon to give  way  to  the  right  [rather  than  the left,  which  would have  been 
the  equivalent  of  the  American  rule)  merely  served  to  reinforce  the  driver’s  major/ 
minor  expectancy,  which  the  American  application of the  rule does not  do.  Under 
near-slde  priority  a  drlver  is  not  shielded by oncoming traffic  rrom  hls obligation  to 
give  way:  under  offside  priority  he is. Moreover, on arterial  roads,  the  presence or ah- 
sence of oncommg traffic becomes  the  major  determinant or the  need  to  give  way. 
(Figures  14and 15 . )  

As  Cameron  points  out: 
Although this  aspcct o f the  system is not well known, theintentionol‘preservmg contlnuuy 
of hlgh volume flow in thls way IS qulte deliberate, and IS vlewed by some traffic engineers 
as a means of obtaining S O ~ C  of the advantages of a major/minor system  without accept- 
ingitsdlsadvantages.l”l 

ducted for the  Hlghway  Research  Board by De  Leuw.  Cather*>)  whlch  mvolved  a 
However,  the folly  of thls  easy  way  out  is  evldent  from  the  findings  of  a  study  con- 

detailed  examinatlon  of  drlver  behawour  at a number  ofmtersections  in  New York, 

plays  a  large  part in determmng  the way i n  whlch a street  or  road  is  used;  surely  one 
Chicago, San Francisco  and  Toronto. A major  findmg  was  that  the  type  of  control 

of the  most  significant  forms  of  control  is  the  open  intersectmn  right of way  rule.  A 
further findmg was that  drivers  respond  to  the  implied  character of a street or road,  as 
gauged  from  deslgn, traffic flow and  presence  of  stop  signs  facing  cross traffic,  by 
assuming  priority  at  mtersections.  Moreover,  the  authors  state  quite  firmly  that,  in 
using  the  equations  developed  in  the  study,  a  careful  exammation  must  he  made to 
determine  whether  the  character o r a  street  fitsits official designation. 

It is manifestly  dangerous  to  create  the  expectatlon of priority by the  application 
of the  general  right of way  rule  and  then,  when  drivers  respond to the  imphed 
character of a  street or road,  to  deny  that In most  situations  one  street is major and the 
other  minor.  The classic case is of  course  the  divided  highway  whlch  has  few  medlan 
openings.  As  noted  earlier  the  give-way-to-the-nght  rule  grants  precedence  to traffic 
on the  divided  highway,  thus  creating an  expectation  ofpriority,  whlch  is  denied  at an 
intersection  which  breaks  the  median,  unless  priority is changed by a sign. This  situ- 

vehicle  approachmg  through  a  wide  median is turning  right-and  therefore  must  glve 
ation. as has  also  been  noted, 1s compounded since  a  driver  may  not know whether a 

way-or  is  crossing and  must  he  allowed  to  proceed’  (Flgure 9 ). 
a  matter  of  principle,  traffic on divided  highways  should  have  precedence  over 

other  traffic SO that the ambigulties,  brought  about by normally  yielding to the  first 
rather  than  the second  traffic stream,  may be avoided. 

sca IO ~ e n m r  cilplams as bcmg only sllghlly craner than  the n g h t M ? h m y  rule here (lournal of Nnu~gailon, Vol 29, No. 4, 
*The nurhors mdebfed to lames O’Dry ibr drawng icttentmn 10 s n  elghleenlh e n l w y  cvnuenhon oigvmg r a y  at 

p.342,rcFccn.) 



4.12 Theearly  usageof Give Way  signs 

'Give Way'slgns  were used durlng  the 1960s  to  change  priorities on divlded high- 
ways in particular  but  elsewhere  the hasls Cor use was often  unfortunate,  The polrcy I n  
Victorla.~~q'  for  example.  was  to usc 'Glvc Way' signs 'where  there is a Iugh  approach 
speed  from  the  side  street . . ., Interruption to the flow of traffic on the  niam 
street  cannot he tolerated. and the  intersection is . . . caslly identlliahle'. In 
other  words, In high volume  sltuations wlJere delays  would be greatest.  considerations 
of flow were  allowed  to  donunate;  yet  where  \olume  was lower and gaps more llkely 
to  occur  naturally (or by  the action of signals  installed on a warrant  for  'merruptlon 
ofcontinuous  Row') thc concept ofpnority was  rejected on the basis ofdelay 

dlcation of  any  change to the rules  oiprecedence came from local knowledge or  from 
There were  also grave dangers  in  the  initial use of'Givc Way'signr as  the only in- 

a  glimpse of the hack of the 'GIW Way'  ngn. This  was  hardly  an effectwe means of 
communicating  vltal  inrormatlon.  Appropnate  road rnarklngs are  now  Included In the 
Manual of Uniform  Traffic Central  Dcviccs.,~i' (The manual ir in  facr an Australlan 
Standard.  A revision of the  manual was recently  complcred b y  the Australian  Com- 
mittee on Road Devlces which  included  representatives  of  Starc and Territory road 
and traffic  authorities. and  other  intercsted  bodies.) 

have  the meanlng !stop and  give  way'. On logical  grounds alone. there seems very 
In the context of removing  ambiguities it is also clear  that  'Stop' signs need  to 

little  point In bringing  two  vehicles to a halt  when  one  has  already  been  requlred to 
stop anyway. In 1966. McGil1,"~'made the point  that: 

It IS apparent that'stop' and  'CLVZ W a y '  s i p s  conform 10 rl~e n,qor/mmor cxpcctancics. 
However. 'Stop' signs do not Iczdise the behartour they encourage. 'Clve Way' signs, 
although legallrlng thls heha\iour. do  so wllhoutinformingdn~ers ofthe change. 

4.13 Delays at 'Stop'signs and 'Give Wag' signs 

As  to  the  delays  which would he  involved for side  street  trafic  under  a  priority 
system-a  major obstacle habitually  raised by Australlan traffic authorities-the 
nomographs  developed In the  De Leuuh. CatheP ' s tudy  refsrred  to carher envisage  a 
maximum  dclay  of 1 1  seconds  under  'Yield' control and 16 seconds  under  'Stop' 
(and Give  Way)  control under U.S. conditions. 

signs meaning  'stop  and gwe wa!' confirmed  these  findlnss  under  Australlan 
The  more recent  study ofthe Western  Australian  expenence wl th  the use of'Stop' 

condltlons.i'S1 With  medium trafic average  vehicle dclay \vas 19 seconds and  with 

p n o r q o n c e  the  route 1s entered 
heavy  traffic 50 seconds. Elther  period IS surely a small price to pay for subsequent 

Nevertheless it is important tll'lt adequate  opportunities  he  provided  for  traffic  to 
cross and  enter  major roads since  there IS probably a hmit  to  the  patience  of minor 
road dnvers.  The  installation of traffic control cign:ils on a warrant for the Interrup- 
tion of continuous Row. or &Imply to  provide  the  necessary  gaps. w 1 1 l  have  both sile 
and  system benefits. 

4.14 Street  patterns and intersectionpriority 

A  major question slill remams: whether  a  glve-way-to~thc~right  (or e\-en the lelt) 
rule was  ever  approprlate  at a 1 1  or most mtersectlonsin .Australla. 

The presence  of dliTerent street  patterns 118s been noted as r l n  in1portant  determi- 
nant i n  the  differing a p p r o ~ c h e s  to right  of way adopted in rhe Unmd Kmgdom and 
the  United  States. 
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pattern itself  offered no guide by which  to establish a rule  for  arbitrarily  according 
The American  system  developed  largely because the  characterlstic  grldlron  street 

precedence  to one of two  vehicles  whlch  would  collide  unless one yielded  precedence 
to  the  other.  However, 111 tllc  ncw suburban  areas  the  grldlron  pattern  has  been 
replaced  by  what Marks,(‘R’ in  his  pioneer  study  in  1957,  called  ‘limited  access’  sub- 
diwsions  wherc  junctions  rather  than  cross-intersections  predominate.  Marks’  study 
drew  attention to  the  much  better  safcty  rccord  of ‘T‘ rather  than cross-intersections 
and this  he  attributed to three  factors:  the first belng  that  the  need  of  the  emerging 
driver  to slow down  merely in order to turn  reduces  opcratlng  specd to a level nearer 
the  safe  approach  speed;  the  second  that  there  are  many  fewer  potential  conflict 
pointsin a three-legged  intersection;  and  the  third,  as  stated by Marks: 

Anothcr  built-in advantage  01’T’lntersections IS the  automatlc  assignment ofnght ofway.  
Vehicles  enterlng the mtersectlon from  the  dlscontlnuous  leg  must  slow  down to turn lert  or 
right; they  normally  expect to yield  to traffic on the continuous strcet whlch IS automatlcally 
assigned nght of way.  This elminates the  usual  indeusron as to which  vehlcle has nght of 
way whichis typical ofthe uncontrolled  four-Ieggedintersccnon. 

has  legal  precedence  over  dnvers  in  the first traffic stream.  (Flgure  6). 
Thls  statement  carried  the  more  weight  because  in  the  U.S.A.  the  emerglng  driver 

study.(“’)  Subjects  on  the  continuous  street,  Irrespective of their  knowledge  of  the 
Expermental  confirmatmn o f  ;Marks’ statcment IS provlded In a recent  Swedlsh 

(same)  general  rule,  did not obey  this  rule in at least 19 or the 23 intersections  where it 
applled.  Moreover, all ofthe  subjects  approaching on the  dlscontlnuous  leg  drove  as 
iftheyshould  givcway. 

It is remarkable  that  these  principles  were  not  acted upon in Australia  where  thc 
unco-ordinated  devel?pment of the  world’s first suburban  nation  has In fact resulted 
In local  street  systems  of  the  limlted  access  type with a preponderance  of‘T’mterscc- 

junctions  at  at  least 75 per  cent  orall  intersectionsin  the five mainland  State  capitals. 
tions.  Data  from  the  Commonwealth  Bureau of R o a d ~ ~ ~ ~ ]  place  thc  proportion of’T’  

Street  System’conducted by Harper whllst  he  was ChlefEngineer  ofthe  TrdfficCom- 
Marks’ findings  regarding  safety  were  confirmed In a study  ‘Design of the  Local 

mission,  Victoria.l”l A  sllghtly  later article:”) in 1968, showed  how  Sydney’s  sub- 
urban councils  werc  using  street patterns to reduce  acadents: In one, Holroyd. all 
Intersections in new  subdlvisions  were  to  be ‘T’ junctions  and in older  areas of the 
municipality  the  council  was  improving  gridiron  pattern  areas  by  closlng off roads. 
Such  measures  have  since  become  common. 

Thus  the  proportion of ‘T’junctions  is rismg a l l  the time, yet  the built-in advan- 
tages of automatic  assignment  of  prionty, in  line  wlth  driver  cxpectanaes,  whlch 
could  have  ellminated  conflict  at  many  intersectlons  arc stlll being  largelyignored in a 
zeal  for  standardisatron  at  times  Imposed. it would  seem,  for Its own  sake.  What IS 

inherently  safe operation of ‘T’  intersections  by  creatlng  uncertainties  where  none 
more.  the  emphasis  placed on the  requiremcnt  to  give-way-to-the-right  lnhlblts  the 

need  exist. 
It  would  appear  reasonable to amend  the right of way  rules to provide  that  traffic 

approaching  an  uncontrolled  ‘T’intersection  along  the  stem  ofthejunction  should  he 

own  sake  and also  for the  manner in which it would  enable  the  development of a  pri- 
required to give  precedence to all  traffic on the  contlnuous  leg.  Thisis  important  for its 

orlty  system  wlth  a use of far  fewer  signs  than  have  prevlously  been  thought  necess- 
ary.  Such a provision  was In Fact adopted  in  Western  Australla on 1 June 1975: the  re- 
sults ofthls  change  are discussed  later.  It is ofinterest  that on I January 1966  Western 
Australia  had  deleted  a  rule  requiring  vehicles  turnlng  right  to  give  way  to all other 
traffic, presumably to bring  its  law into line with the NRTC.IIII 

24 



4.15 Freeway  operations  under oflside  priority 

At the other  end of the road hierarch) fronl the local street  system,  even  frccway 
drivlng sufers as a result of the  Australian  conditionmg It has been commented  upon 
that  Australian  drivers  are  much  more  aggressive  than  Ainerlcan dnvers:l’l and that  
the  absence  of a ‘give and take’  tmditmn 1s particularly noticeable in  the  freeway 
merging  situation.  This is. o f c o u r ~ e .  only one more  rnanifestatlon of the  lnappropri- 
atcness to modern conditlons of the Ausrralian  drcislon to opt for ofslde  prionty. 

United  States.  The  obhgations with regard to priority as between the frrceway dnver 
Freeway  on-ramps  are mosr usually  located on the near-slde. both  here and ln the 

and a driver  mcrging from a ramp are therefore  reversed ;I$ between  the two 
countries. 

The  American  drlver  trdvellmg  along a freeway  towards a junctlon wirh a n  on- 
ramp is conditioned to give way to the  driver  mcrgmg from his nght.  Moreover. of the 

since  the  ramp  drlver would normally be looking behind  him as lie approaches  the 
two  dnvers i t  1s the  freeway drlver who  generally has  the better view of the situation. 

end  ofthe  ramp to judge his entry into a gap  between two vehicles. 

kerb lane with  the  expectation  that  the  oncomms  driver ~ 1 1 1  ease up slightly to let the 
The  merglng driver in the Amencan situation  can,  however. rime his entry  Into  the 

merge  take  place as smoorhly as  posslble and wlth as llttle deLt)- or  dlsruptlon or 
delay to all concerned. mcludlng followng drivers as  well. As tlle  roles of all the par- 
ticlpants  are  frequently  reversed i r ~  the course of a day’s dr iv~ng.  what makcs hie 
easier for one docs so for the other as w l l .  In  the  Unlted Stares 11 has been estlmated 
that as many as 80 percent of local passenger cars appearon  freewaysin  the  coursc o f  

conditionmg. 
a weeh.i’Sl Such a ‘golden rule‘  approach is not encouragcd by the  Austrdhan 

In  Australia  the  merging driver is In the posltlon of having to gibe way absolutely 
to hls right  and  the  freeway d m e r  can Ignore his  need to merse; to do  otherwise 
would  confuse  folloutng  traffic  and  indeed  the  merging  dnver  himself. w,ho could be 
legally  at  fault should a collision O C C I I ~ .  

This  reversal ofobligarions at freeway oo-ramps would appear to be a factor  in 
explaining, at least In part.  the  discrepancy  between  freeway~merglng-ramp  capacmeh 
set  out in the U.S.  Higliwa?  Capacity  Mdnual ! I965 I and  the  theoret~cal  capacity cal- 
culated  for Austrdian conditions by Smnh and Swred.1’11 These  authors  admit.  how- 
ever,  that  they were ‘ofcourse quite unaware ifpresent  Amencan or Australian driver 
practices are  based on the  same gap acceptance perfoorniancc’. I t  IS hardly  surprising 
therefore  that  their  simulation  model  provided onl! for J ‘forced merge’if the  ramp 
drlver misjudged the available  gap.  It w:is noted t h a t  thls would have a ‘highly dlr- 
ruptive cffect on kerb lane flow’. but ncverrheless the kerb How was not simulated. 
This ommion  mirrors the lack of co-operative  interaction  under  the .Australian 
conditions. 

4.16 T h e   i n h e n c e  of turning reh ick   oos imsla t ions  

On the  surface  street s)stem the  importance of co-opwarion betwcen dnvers  in 
increasing  capacity was conrmentcd  upon by Blunden:l”l who saw the  traffic  stream :IS 

equally for right-turnlng vehicles mai t ing  gaps in the oncomln$ traHic stream as ir 
a scrles ofgaps  punctuated by \-ehlcles rather  than the othel way around  Thls  applles 

does for drivers crosmg or merging. 

tcrsection  operations. The simularion of a four-waj~ inrersecrion  operating  under 
Because of this  simulations  tend 10 produce  an  mmmplere \,isw of real  world In-  

offside,  ncarsldz  and  major/mlnor condmon5 conduced b? Forward  and  Pretty’”: 
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ignored  turnlng  vehicles. In view of  the  signlficance  of  turning  vehicles  in  creating  in- 

conclusion  that  offside  priorlty  would  give  the  highest capacity."" 
transitive  situations("),  pointed  out  earlier,  their  exclusion  made It almost a foregone 

4.17 Not one  rule  but a hierarchy of rules 

tive,  echoing in its condemnation  of  the  give-way-to-the-right  rule  the  thoughts  of  the 
The  paper by Generowicz"n)is  also  ofinteresr  from  the  point  of  hlstoncal  perspec- 

U.K. Royal  Commission of 1929 wlth  rcgard to intransitive  situations. 
Gumming""] also  comments  that  the  lack  ofappl~abihty  of  the  give-way-to-the- 

right  rule  to all hut  thc  simplest two-vehicles-at-right-angles situation in fact  necessi- 
tates  the  development  of  a  hierarchy of rules. Bryant('"  has  detalled  these rules and 
observed  that  the  behaviour  ofvehicles  subsequent to the  initial  resolution  ofintransi- 

probable  that  the  order  in which the conflicting  vehicles  clear the intersection IS 
tive confllct is not in accordance  with  the  various rules of right of way;  rather 'it is 

entirely  contingent on their  opportunity  to  move  safely'. 

simple  and easily understood.  GenerowicP~l  in fact went  further  and  ended his con- 
This  sltuatlon  makes a mockery  of  any  claims  that  the  give-way-to-thc-right  ruleis 

sideration  of  priority  at  unslgnalised  road  intersections  in  Australla  with  the  comment 
that: 

In conclusion, it should be sald that the success in persuading no fewer than  seven (sic) sep- 
arate Ausrralian State governments to adopt a legislation so contrary to all logic and so ob- 
livlous to fundamental  phenomena of traffic flow must rank as a truly outstanding 
achicvement. 
The fact is,  of  course,  that it did nor happen  quite like that.  No other  country rellcs 

on  offside  priority  the  way  Australia does  and so there IS little rcsearch  evidence  com- 
paring  one  rule  with  another.l"l  Other  countries  appear satisfied with  their  rules: in 
Australla  there  has  been  continual  controversy.  'Perhaps'as  HarpePBI  commented In 
1972 'we  are so used  to  indlgestion  that  we do not  know  what  good  food  islike'. 

4.18 ORsidepriorityfor  capacity  rather  than  safety 

A  major  pant in the  advocacy  of  the give-way~to-the-right rule In Australla  has 
always  been that  it provldes  [he  greatest  capacity  with the minimum  number  ofsigns 
and signals.Pl 

was  being  framed  as  a  model  for  State  and  Territory legislation, yet  only  a  year or so 
The  give-way-to-the-right  rule was obvlously firmly entrenched  when  the  NRTC 

earlier  the  Senatc  Select  Committee on Road  Safety (1960)~-.1 had  reported  having 

that  the case dcserved  close  study.  What  has  happened  down  the  years  has in  fact 
been gwen thought-provoking  evidence In favour of near-side  priority  and  considered 

been a sacrifice  of  safety  for  capacity. 

factors  other  than  safety  that  offside  priority  has  been  advocated.  Worse still, even  the 
Indeed.  almost  from  the  beginning  of traffic regulation,  it  has  been  on  the  basis of 

baslc advocacies such as that by Eno have  been  shown to he  incomplete or based on 
premises no longer  relevant  to  the  modern  drlvlng  environment. It 1s unfortunate  that 
the first Superintendent  of Traffic  Police in Sydney,  Alfred  Edward.  should  have  been 
a disciple  of  Eno on offside  priority'21', especially since  Sydney  has a n  irregular  main 
road  layout  following  the  ridges  of  high  ground.?  Such a pattern  has  more in com- 
mon  with  English  than  American cities and  could  have  formed a logical h a m  for a 
major/minor  priority  system. 

The  continued  advocacy of offsidc  priority by the  Comite  International  pur la 
Priorite  a  Gauche  (ClPAG)  has also tended  to be on the basis of intersection  ca- 
pacity,l"1 supplemented by  critlcal comments such  as  Foldvary's  about  major  road 
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driver  attitudes  and  the  alleged effect on journey tlmes  of  delays  encountered  when 
crosslng main roads.!'oJ The  former criticism  denies the reality o i the  situatmn  whlch 
exists  already,  encouraged.  as il happens. by offside  priority;  the  latter  assumes  a  con- 
tinual  crossing of maln  roads  which  simply  does not occur on a properly planned 
~ourney .  

Greater  derail  on  Foldvary's  positlon IS given m the  Review of Intersection Prl- 
ority  in  Relation to Road  Safety by Sinclair  and KnightFZl 

access  Fachtation and  capacity-increasing  measure  when  other  traffic  management 
Clearly,  however. I t  is inappropriate to promote a general  interscction  rule as an 

tools  exist to carry  out  these  functlonsin  a more efficient and  Integrated  manner. 

major factor in enablmg governments  in  Australia to copc wirh the  communq's  ex- 
In the  wlder  context of urban  mobility. i t  is like]! that  offside priority has been a 

pressed  deslre  for moblllr!; wlthout  slgnificant  construction of high standard  road fa. 
cilities The  dearth of such facilities was commented  upon by Webb as far  back .u 
I 9631911 and  reiterated by Lfathews  in 1968.1"~ 

4.19 Metropolitan traffic managenlent and the  local  qtreetspstenl 

In  their review of Town Planning in Relation  to  Road  Safety.  Loder  and Bayly'a" 

lector. As already  pointed  out.  one  of  the  deliclencics of the  Austrahan  approach is 
noted  that In a grid  design every street  potentlally  serves  as an access road  and a col- 

that it causes local streets to be used for  through  traffic. 

Because of the  deletenous  erect on residential streets ofdrwers usmg  them to by- 
pass traffic signals and  then  force  their entr): onto  main  roads, Harper'"' at  the 
Natlonal  Road  Safety  Symposium  went 50 far as to say that: 

From an amenity point of n e u  alone a cllauge in rhe priority rule for intersections  would 
probablybejustiiiedinordcrroremovetrafficfromlocalsrreets. 

of residential  streets  additional  capacity  must be provided  elsewhere. As one munlci- 
Such  a  move  cannot,  however,  be raken In isolation and if traffic IS to he taken  out 

pal  council  in  Melbourne  concluded  after  an  expenmental  program  ofstreer closures 
and  lntersectlon  capacity  improvements on the  bordering  arterials:(iil 

The root of the problem her i n  au Inadequate metropolitan  transport system. 

Negus  and  Barton  tabulate  street  classification critena at  four levels: local, collec- 
tor, arterlal  and  cxpressway '571 In place of the  latter  category.  Australian  cltles  charac- 
teristically  have  what  might be described as 'hyper-nrtenals'.  m  the sense that  they 
are  over-active.  Although this situation arises in part  from  the fact that  the  Inner  and 

orityrule which by now  has  saturated the entire  road  syrtem with volumes oftraffic all 
middle  suburbs pre-date [he motor  car. it has also been influenced by the oRside  pri- 

but  ~rnpossible to handle even on the 'hyper-arrends'.  Moreover thebe surface 
arterials  are often of  the most dangerous type: four-lane, undivided. with  no  control 
of access.["] 

It is  curlous  that  those  who oppose the  construction of new  high  standard  Ilmited- 
access urban traffic artenes which  would  ultimately  improve  resldentral  amenity 
throughout  the  community  tend to ignore  the  sdfety  and  other  benefits of lieeways 
seeing  them  only  in  terms of reduced  journey times for  their users"!: Insread of an 
essential  part  of  the  complete  hierarchy  of  roads  necessaq to cope  with  a rate of 
motorisation  approaching  one  vehlclc forever): tuo  persons. 
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4.20 Mass mobility in ‘Austerica’ 

The fact  that  the  give-way-to-the-right  rule  has  imposed  obllgatlons  at  variance 
with  the  expectancies  it  creates  and  stultified  the  provision  of  an  adequate  road  net- 
work conforms  wlth  the  observations  of  the  late  architect-commentator  Robin  Boyd. 
In 1969 Boyd(”) noted  an  Australian  pattern  of  putting  sports  cars  heforc  freeways 
and  the use of repressive  measures  that  keep  problems at hay  while  takmg  nothing 
from  the  publicpirse. 

. .  

In his hest known  book The Australian Upliness. Bovd(”, also Drovlded  a  soclal ~~ 

context  Into  whlch  the  uniquely  Australian  traffic  system fits as snugly as  any  of  the 
other  aspects of our  way  of life of  which  he  was  cntlcal.  Apropos of the  comments  of 
the  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Road  Safety  concerning  near-side  priority. it is a pity 
no one  saw  the  relevance  ofBoyd’s  observation  that 

, . , the essential thmg to bc  noted about AmericaninfluenceinAustraliaisthat, unlike 
the  English, it never  survives  the ocean crossing intact. The most rnesmerised  imitators of  
Amerlca  always add  a touch orAustralian accent and subtract a measure ofsophistlcation, 

Austcrica , , . found In any country, lncludlng parts of America.  where  the  austenty 
tending contlnuously to  transform Australia Into a State whlch  can  be  called 

version ofthe American dream overtakes an indigenous culture. 
The  way  in  which  Australia  has  become  one of the  most  motorised  nations  on 

witness to this  view, quite  apart  from  the  transplantation of the  give-way-to-the-right 
earth  with so little  provision of specialised racilities  to provide  mobility  with  safety is 

to the  other  side  ofthe  road.  Boyd  further  comments  that: 
The most fearful aspect of Austerlcanlsm . . . IS a terrible kind of smugness, an  ac- 
ceptance of the  frankly secondhand and the  second  class, a wallowing m the  kernel  of  the 
cultural underdog. 
That a State  Minister  of TransporV76# could  claim in 1968 that  ‘The  give-way-to- 

the-nght  rule IS the best availahle’is  testimony  to  the  accuracy of Boyd’s observa tm 
which,  although  dlrected  mainly  at  the  visual  shaping  of  the  Australian  environment, 
was  tragically  true  for  the traffic system as well. 

As to  the  undoubted  need to change  the  rules  ofprecedence  Pretty  perhaps  might 
provide  the  last  word: 

Australian authorities should . . . at least ponder why so many  countries  have a pri- 
ority rule in theu regulauons  but dnve to a majorimmor system.9‘1 

, ,  
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5. Modified offside  priority  in New Zealand 

The rules of precedence  at  intersections in New  Zealand  represent a hybrid  ofsysrems 
discussed so far  The  Ne\\  Zealand  approach corn bines elements of the  niapr/mmor 
system  yet retains; to a much-lmired  degree. offside priority. 

In terms  ofpreventing  vehicle conflicts the  most  slgnificantrule in New  Zealand is 
probably  that whlch requires  drivers  turning right (both to leave  a  road  and to merge 
into  a  road) to glve way to all  other  traffic.  With  a high proportion  of'T'junctions. as 
in  Australia,  pnority especially in rurill areas IS effectively controlled  at  most  intersec- 

signs (having the  international  mcanlng) 
tions without the  use  ofslgns  although extcnsiw use is made  oi 'Give  Way'and  'Stop' 

Tdiiing the  more  motorlsed nations o f ths  u-orld into  account;  New  Zealand. r ek -  
tivc  to  its  vehlcle/population  ratio.  bas  traditionally  had  a  road rraffic acadent  fatal- 
ity rate  lower  than  other  countries  apart  from Norwa!, Sweden  and  the  United King- 
dom.('*) In the  last  year  for  whlch  even  approximately  comparable  data  were 

to have  resulted  from  failure to  give way a t  intersecrions  compared  with 2 8  percent i n  
available, 1971, only 20 5 percent  ofreported  dccidents in New  Zealand  were  stated 

New  South  Wales in the  same y e a r . ~ 6 ~ ' ~ ~ ~  

all  vehicles  that  are not turnlng. In all other  situations  the  rule is to  give way  to  traffic 
The  rule on giving  way at Intersections  states  that  turning  drivers must glve way to 

crossing or approachmg  from  the  right. 

The rules  were  in  fact  sllghtly  modlfied  from I February 1977 to  clar~fy  obli- 
gations  where  both  vehicles  were  turning  and  where  one iaaced a 'Give  Way'slgn  and 
the  other a 'Stop'sign.('*l  The  potential conflict between  Iefbturning  and  right-turnmg 
vehlcles has in fact  been  resolved  in  favour  of  the  right-turning \ ehiclc, as is the  case 
in Victoria.  Where one turning  driver  faces  a  'Stop'sign  and the other  a  'Give Way' 
sign, the  latter has precedence  as he faces the less rcstrictlve devlce. 

curved  intersections: If a  road is marked wlth a centre  line or a line to show the normal 
An Interesting  clarification  has  also  been  included in  the new rules In respect of 

path of traffic. a  driver  is  consldered to he turnlng  if he leaves  the pat!l of this  line 
This takes  care of the  awkward  situations  which arise where  the maln route  diverges 

claim  precedence  over  the  main traffic stream by \-irLue o i  being on the  right (Flgures 
but  a  road  continues  stralght on and  drivers  cuntinuting stralght on might  otherwise 

16and 17) 
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Fig. 16 In New Zealand if the markcd 
centre 11ne cumes, ‘A’ who 1s golng stralght 
ahead must glve way to ‘B’who is following 
the centrc  linc. as must ‘C’. 

Fig. 17 In New Zealand ‘A’ who is leaving 

way to ‘B ’. 
the  path ofthe marked centre line  must  glve 

Clearly  there  are  important  lessons  for  Australia in the New Zealand  experience 
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6. Recent developotents in Australia 

Australian  experlence  up to 1970 and pointed to alternatwe  models which  could have 
So far  this  paper  hi~s  documented the case agalnsr offside  priority  based on the 

been  more  profirably  adopted. 
In the pas1 few years.  houever. rhere h.ls been a greater use of s i p s  and  slgnals to 

allocate priority at intersections as groulng  traffic  volumes m a k  the weaknesses o f  
the give-way-to-the~right  rule  all too nb\lous. Xeverrheless  no  commltment  has  been 

.4usrralin. 
made to the  adoptmn of a system  wlde  alternative to offslde priority  throughout 

6.1 Priority roads 

The first devlce to be  sanctioned 111 the SRTC as altering priorities ar intersections 
was the 'Glve Way' sign alrhougll its use u as  often to reinforce exist~ng obllgatlons 
and thercfore not In accordance u ~ t h  European  or Amerlcm practice 

'Gwe Way'  signs and thelr record In reducing  accidents was I n  Tas- 
In Canberra.   houwer,  a h i r e d  number  ofprioriry routes  were cctablished using 

mania, where the 'Stop'sign  has  always meant 'stop  and glve way '. a de  facto  system 
of p r i o r q  roads  operated  protecrms  rural  and  urban  arteriai  routes.  Inwrest  in 
cstablishing  protected artenal road sysrcms spread to Vlctoria following the success of 
the  Perth system  Implemented In 1970  and  the Yew South Walcs declslon to exper- 
iment  along Victoria R o ~ l  in  Sydney in  1972.  Moreover. I n  Victoria, the  number of 
casualty  accidents  occurnng at intersections  had  risen by 30 percent between 1966 
and 1970  compared wlth an increase of 16.7 perccnt in all accldenrs.:*" 

It was. however, the experience In Perrh whlcll represented the wrershed In prl- 
ority control of intersections  in  Australia.  The  priority  road  system \VAS first estab- 
lished in Perth  usins only 'Givc Way '  slgns  sincs 'Stop' slgns retained thelr unlquely 
Australian  meaning.  On one routein  particular.  Shepperton  Road.  an Increase in acci- 
dents at intersections w ~ t h  poor sight  &stance>  formerly  controlled b! 'Stop' signs 
caused  gravc mlsgtumgs. The solution to the problem  was  clear-change  the  nlcanlng 
or  the  'Stop 'sign. This wds done  and  subsequent srudles have shown a high level of 
observance  of'Stop' signs hoth with resl rd t o  >tvppmg  and givlng w ; q  reducuon In 
accidents  also occurrcd.,Qsl 

reducing hoth journey  times  and  accidents.  the  latter by 9 percent  compared with a I6 
Around  the same rime  Sydney's  Victorla Road esperiment  proved successful 111 

percent rlse elsewhere. and plans  were madc  t o  clvwerr other routes i n  Sydney.1'4' 
Priorlty  routes have becn csrablishcd in  Adelaide  and arc now  operating  In d l  

capital  cities  except  Brlsbane.  but most estensively  of all in Llslbourne. Vlctorta. Pri- 
onty routes are also bcmg establlshed in the country a r c x  of most Stare>. 

6.2 Metcon/statcon 

In 1972. the decision was  taken 111 Vlctona to adop: tile international mcanlng o f  
the 'Stop' sign and to inform  drlvers  of the chanze i n  prionty  cnndltmns ar 'Stop' 
signs and 'Glve W;ly' signs by mednc of the intcrnarion;iI prlor1t)- intersec[ion slgn.lq4: 
These complementary  signs  became Anown a i  'rochct signs' and.  bemuse  ofthc  un- 
fortunate  connotations or  tlus.  the future o f  priority raads i n  ILlcmria was In some 
doubt,  apart drogethcr from tile profusion in which the priorlr? lntersectmn slgns 
would  have  bccn  required. 
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nounced that Vlctoria  would change to the  major/minorroad system operating  in  the 
Late in 1974, following  an  overseas vlsit, the  Victorlan  Premier, Mr  Hamer,  an- 

United  Kingdom.”4l  Wlth commendable  enthusiasm,  havmg  regard to the  previously 
guarded  attitude  to  replacing  the  give-way-to-the-right rule, the  Road  Safety  and 
Traffic  Authority  embarked on the  METCON  (Metropolitan  Intersection  Control)- 
and  now  STATCON  (Statewide  Intersect~on  Control)-program.  Under this am- 
bitious  program  all  intersectlons  along  arterial  and  sub-arter~al  roads  are to be pro- 
tected by ‘Stop’ signs. ‘Give  Way’ slgns or traffic control  signals. At a few locations 
where  signals WIII  later  be  installed,  a  unique  ‘Give  Way to Kight’sign  is  used to indl- 

itially ~ncluded some isolated ones as  well,  road  markings  are used  to  indicate  the pri- 
cate  that  the offside prlorlty rule still applies.  At  all  treated mtersections,  which i n -  

ority  condition  to  the  major  road  driver.  Ultimately all intersections wdl  be 
controlled,  with  a  posslhle  change  to  the  law a t  ‘T’  intersectlons  slmilar to that 
adopted In  Westcrn Australia.1141 

At  low  volume  cross-intersect~ons,  roundabouts  are  also  comlng  Into  mcreaslng 
 use.(^ So as  to  make it clear  that a location IS In ract operating  as  a  roundabout,  as 

introduced in Vlctoria.  This  sign will ultimately  define. by  its  presence,  whether  the 
opposed to a scries of  separate  Intersections.  a  unique  roundabout  slgn  has  been 

roundabout  rule  applies  to  a  particular  locatlon.  The  slgn  takes  the  form  of  an 
inverted  red  triangle  similar  to  a  ’Give  Way’  slgn  but  with  the  three-arrow  round- 
about  symbol I n  place  of  the  ‘Give  Way’legend.  It  has  been  adopted on the  hasis  that 
drivers  have  come to expect  that  intersections on the classes  of road  concerned will 
have  ‘Give  Way’  signs.  ‘Stop‘  signs  or traffic signals  controllmg  them.  The  Victorian 
traffic  regulations  were  also  amended  from 27 November 1978 to  require  a  driver 
entering  a  roundabout  to  give  way to any vehicle  which IS withm  the roundabout  and 
approachlng  that  driver  from  the  right.  thus  covering  mergmg  movcments  within  the 
roundabout  as well  as  entering  movements. 

6.3 The  terminatingstreet law 

On I June 1975 a  law  unique to Western  Australla  was  introduced  requiring 
drivers  approaching  a  three-way  junction  along  the  terminating  road to  give  way  to 
all traffic on the  continuing road.(qhl This  exception  to  the  glve-way-to-the-rlght  rule 
had  been  canvassed in  the first report of the  Expert  Group on Road  Safety  in 1972 
and  was  recommended in Its second  report In I 975.fi’’ 

junctions it IS clear  that the terminating street law  allows pnonty  roads to be created 
As the  vast majonty of lnterscctlons along urban  and rural  arterial roads are ‘T’ 

at a fractlon of the  cost  whlch  would  bc  required If it were  necessary to erect  ’Gwe 
Way’or  ‘Stop’ signs a t  every  intersection. In Western  Australia it has been  estimated 
that on rural  highways  and  main  roads  around 85 percent  ofintersectlons  are  covered 
by the  terminatingstrcctlaw. 

cally  slgnlficant  changes  with  respect to acc~dents.  although  [here  was  some  lndlcation 
A  study  into  the  cfects  of  the  law.  coverlng 200 intersections,  indicated no s t a t i m  

that  the  new  law  may  have  reduced  rear  end collisions on the  continuing road.c’hl 
The  study  revealed  that  prior  to  the  new  regulatlon  the  majority of drivers  were 

already  adopting  the  major/minor  road  concept.  This  driver  behaviour  pattern  was 

to  smoothness of traffic Aow. The  previous  conflict  between  law  and  expectancies  was 
strengthened by the  new  regulation  and  hesitancies  have  been  reduced  with  benefits 

illustrated by  the  fact  that  whrlst  only 4 percent of terminatlng-road  drivers  forccd 
their  right ofway herore  the  change, 20 percent  ofcontlnuing-road  drivers  who  had to 
decide  whether  to  give  way to the  right  in fact attempted to do so. After  the  change 
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only 2 percent of terminating-road  drivers  attcmpted  to  gam  the  right of way. 1 1 -  
legally.  and only I percent  of  continuing  road  drivers  attempted  to give way to the 
riglit. These results mrror   the Swedish  findings under the  opposlte  general rule.? 

The aligning of law and expectancy, of course, also benefits the law enforcement 
authority  which  is  not now compelled to enforce a regulation with whlch at lcast 80 
percent ofdrivers faded to  comply. 

terms such increases are considered to be only margmal. At  one rite wit11 a tlou on the 
Delays for  drivers on the  terminat~ns  road may have increased.  but in absolute 

contlnulng road of 1300 to I500 vehicles per hour,  the  average  delay,  although 
doubled,  was still only 16 seconds. A s  noted  earher. this 1s a small p r m  for  sub- 
sequent  prlorlty  along  the  arterial  route  once It 1s entered 

6.4 The Monash Stud? 

drivlng  population o i a  large  metropolitan clty, Melbourne,  the  effect of a n  extenslve 
The lutroduction of METCOb- also  provldcd a n  opportunlty to establish for the 

change  in  the rules of  precedence at mtersectwns. A study by McKclvey e1 al‘lll of 

the  introduction ofMETCOh- and  a year later: and also wlth hehavmural  measures  of 
Monash Unlverslty deals  with the understandme and perception  oipriority  rules at 

intersection nept la t lon before and after  the  change-over. 
The  rour-part  study  shows t l u t  there was a partlal appreclatlon of.rhe princlples of 

the  new  system  before I ~ S  introduction  but that in the practlcnl drivlng situation there 
was, not unexpectedly,  Inconustent  behaviour. In fact under the glvc-way-to-the-right 

under any arcumstances. 
rule some 20-25 percent  of maln road drlvers Failed to give way to slde  road  drivers 

Comparlson  between  ‘before‘ and ‘aficr’ quest~onnaire results  indicated  that on 
the pencil and paper simulation o f a  lnam road journey there was an Increase  in  over- 

results  post-METCOIi  show  generally  reduced  uncermnry. 
all  driver  consensus In the allocation  of  mtersectmn  priorities.  The  field  observafion 

The  authors  noted.  however,  that  with a reduction In the threat  ofuntlmely entry 
from the  nght.  there w a s  an  increase in overtahng. not always  optmally Lane mark- 
ing was seen as desirable to contain traffic w i h n  the  centre  line on suhurban  roads 
wide  enough for four lanes oftraffic. 

The authars also  observcd that  there w a s  a tendcncy for responses ;Ippropriatc t o  

junctions. It 1s therefore  clear  [hat once t 1 ~  process  orreducing the applicabilq of the 
the streets  treated  under METCOY to carry oyer to  untreated  streets, expeaally at ‘T’ 

give-u,ay-to-the~riglltrule has commenced i t  should  he  completed as soon as possible. 
In  the  past. a conditionins  to  give-wa)-~tii~the~nght has been imposed o n  the natu-  

ral  major/minor  expectancler Once o i i i c ~ ~ l   r e c o p i t i o n  1s accorded to h e x  major/ 
mlcorexpectancier  they  should not be denied I n  situations  where the natur:~l response 
can be readdy  accommodated. For instance. tile change proposcd to [he law In re- 
spect  of‘T’junctlons  should be Introduced as m integral  parr o i t k  inma1 process o f  
establishing ruture systems. 

6.5 Left-tumlright-turo conflicts 

which  Vlctorian law requlreb left-turnlng  drrvers 10 give way to right-rurnmg  drlvers 
McKelvey er ni also included In their study a conslderarlon  of the s ~ t u d t m n  in 

Respondents In their surve!~ spht fift!-lif[y as 10 urho should proceed. l i  

Althougll the ~ntcntidn is to clexr the  centre of’ :lie road as soon ;I\ pos\lhle. a n  
advantage  where tranls are operdtme.  the  nght-turn~ns  driver is uirlc;1lly &pendant 
upon approacluns drivcrs not inadv?rtendy  leaving :he11 k f l - tu rn  ~ndic:~tors o n  
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There IS considerable  potential  for  confusion in a sltuation  where  movements  back to 
the  left  after  overtaking  or diverging around  an  obstruction  are  requlred to be slg- 
nalled.  The  need  for  thls  might be Investigated. 

In the  hght  of  the  Monash  survey  and  the  amblguities  Inherent in  the  arrange- 
ment,  there IS strong  reason for Victoria  to fall into  hne  wlth  the  remainder of 
Australia  and  require  right-turning  drivers to give  precedence  to  left-turning  dnvers. 

6.6 Legislative changes 

whilst in 1973 an amendment  had  been  made  whlch  guaranteed  the  status  of  priorlty 
As notcd earller  the  meaning  of the ‘Stop’slgn in  the NRTC was  changed in 1974 

‘Give  Way’signs  were clarified in  the  NRTC  in 1974. 
accorded by  traffic control  slgnali.  The  obligations  of’turning  dnvers  faclng  ‘Stop’or 

way to the right that  thc  defendant  was not aware  and  could  not by the  exercise of 
As noted  earlier  the  NRTC  now  contains a defence  to  a  charge  of failing  to  give 

reasonable  care  havc  become  aware of the  approach  of  the  other  vehlcle,  but  this  has 
not  been  adopted  outside  South  Australia  where it originated,  although  recent  case 
law tcnds to  embrace  this p r i n c i p l c . ~ ~ ~ ~  

6.7 Thequestion oicos t  
It was  often  argued  in  favour  of  the  give-way-to-the-nght  rule  that  adoption of the 

and  Highways  Branch of the  Vlctorian  Dlvismn  of  the  Instltutlon  ofEngmeers  gave  a 
major/minor  alternative  would  bc  too costly. In February 1972  the  Transportatlon 

dramatic  rebuttal  to  this contention.’4’> In a  public  statement  ‘Give  Way to the  Right’ 
it was  polnted  out  that If the  ‘T’  junctlon  rule  were  applied In Melbourne  only 25 per- 
cent of  the  40  000 or so intersections  would  remain to  be treated by  signs  and  signals. 
I t  was  estlmated  that  the  cost of implementing  the  proposed  major/minor  system, 
plus malntenance  charges,  would  he  recouped  within  ten  years if only 2 percent of 
angle collisions at  intersections  were  prevented.  The  costing  glven,  however.  appears 
not to have  taken traffic control  signal  requirements into account. 

At  the tune thc  METCON/STATCON  program  was  announced in 1975  the  cost 
of treatlng all intersectlons  was  estimated  at  $37.17 m~lhon ,  of which  $15.02  million 
was  for  signals.(“) So far  the  component  for slgnals has  been  hlgher  and  that for  signs 
and  marks  rather lower than  these  estimates.?I  Nevertheless,  the sums involved rep- 
resent  only a fraction  of  the  amount  expended on roadworks  and  could  have  been 
reduced  had  it  been  considered  opportune to Introduce  the  ‘T’junction  rule. 

6.8 Bencfit/cost  analysis 

The  total cost of road traffic accidents in Australia  has  been  estlrnated  to  be in 
excess of $1000  million  per  year.  Bearing In mlnd  that  more  than 45 percent of casu- 
ally  accidents  occur a t  intersections.  the  scope  for  savings from the  general  appli- 
cation  of  the  STATCON  approach  is  considerable.  This  is  recommended on the  ba6s 
of the  benefit/cost  analysls  which  follows. 

tions in  the  State of Victoria was  estimated  at  160 000.14’1 Over  the  remainder  of 
At  the  time  the METCON program  was  commenced  the total  number  oflnterscc- 

Australla  there  would by now  probably be no more than  four  tlmes  thls  number to be 
treated,  with  around  80  percent  being  ‘T’Junctions to  which  the  terminating  street 
law  could be applied. 

about  $16.64  million. 
At $65  per  approach  at  cross  intcrsectlons.  the  initlal  cost  of  treatment  would be 
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6.10 Implementation 

‘Give  Way’ signs, ‘Stop’ signs and traffic signals  werc eligible projects  under  the 
Commonwealth’s  Traffic  Engineering  and  Road  Safety  Improvement  Program in 
1973-74 and  assistance  towards  their  provislon is contmued  under  the Minor Traffic 
Engmeerlng and Road  Safety  Improvements  (MITERS)  category of the  subsequent 
Roads  Grants  leglslation.  Already,  a  number  of  priority  road  schemes  have  been 
funded  through  MITERS. 

The  machmery cxists through  the  ATAC  structure for the  orderly  implementation 
of STATCON-type  prlonty  control on a  national basis. Acceptance  at  the  same  time 
of the  termmating  street law ror the  principle  that no new unslgnallsed cross  intersec- 
tions  he  created  would  cnahlc  the  change-over to he made  with  a  minimum  ofcost. 
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7. Summary 

In two  quotations,  the first from  Fishcr.'?9'the second from McG~l l ? '~ '  
From a philosopluc  standpoint. the underlying  thrust of this paper is summed  up 

Traffic laws are supposed to iollow and toddy common  custom  not to impose  human con- 
d u c t  by fiat. 
Tasks tend to be performed Fasler and more accuratelyrd1en  they require responses whrh. 
inview  ofpast experience. are thc most expected ornawral ones 
The  otfside priority  rule operntinrg in Australla srands condemned as hawng 

proved  Increasingly  inappropriate  to  modern driving conditions.  Moreover. II has 
contrlbuted  directly  to the urban  moblllty ,ind residential  street  amenity crisis now 
faclng  Australian cities by enabling  the sprendlng over both local and arterial street 
networks ofvolumes oftraffic wluch i n  tict  required  the  construction of Iinuted-access 
road facilities for theu safe and efficient movement. 

form  the  base of a hierarchy  has nor been  cxplolted.  except  in  Western  Australia 
Even  the  slmple  crpedienl  of  making use ofrhe high  proportion  ol.'T'junctions to 

massive ambiguities i n  the  operation  ofinrerscctlons  under orside priorlry.  has  led  to 
The absolute nature of the  obl ipt ion to ~ive-way-to~the-right.  combmed with  the 

aggrcssive. rid-taking,  driyer  behaviour.  Australia  has a higher proportion of inter- 
section  accidents than  comparably  motorlsed  countries  and n morralityrn~e  from  road 
traffic ncadents amonrgsi the  highest  in  the  world.  The  parsimonious  achievement of 
capaclty a t  minunurn cost to the public  purse  isin fact a false economy. 

couraging. Slmllar systems should he adopted throughout  Australia. 
The success of  the LIETCON/STATCON program I n  Victorla, however. is en- 

cept  ofgiving  the right ofway.  which itself'should  be defined as  LI privilege dcpendanr 
A new set of obligat~ons at  intersections  5houid also be  dcfined,  based  on  the con- 

upon  lawful  behaviour. 
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8. Conclusions 

I .  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6. 
7. 

8. 

9. 

In defining  the ohligat~on to grant  precedence at intersections,  the usage ‘to gwe 
way’should  he  replaccd by‘to-gwe-the-right-of-way’. 
Rightofwayshouldbedefined(asi t ismtheUVC)as:  

The right of  one vchiclc or pcdcstriau t o  procccd 111 a l a w i d  rnanncr  in preference to 
another vchiclc or pedestndn approaching undc; such c~rcurnstances of drrcction. 
speed  and prournllv as tc glve rise to danger ofcolllsioo unless one grants precedencc 
to the other. 

Traffic control signals should be rccognised  as  standmg In place of point-duty 
policemen  and  dispensing  the  right ofway with  the  same  authonty. 
At ‘T’junctions traffic on the  terminating  street should give the  right ofway to the 

TraHiic crossing or  turning o f a  divided  hghway should give the  nght of way to 
traRicon  the  continuing  strcct In the absence ofmd~cat~on to  the  contrary 

The‘Stop’s~gnshould1~avethemcan~ng’Stop;~ndyieldthcr ighto~way’.  
lraflicon the divided  highway in the  absence  oflndlcation  tn  the  contrary. 

In  the  interests of nalmnal consistency rlEht-turning traffic should yield to left- ~- I 

turning trafic. 
Programs of trafiic management  should bc complemented by selectlve construc- 
tion of freeways and expressways. 
The  give-way-to-lhe-right  rule slrould become simply a I:Ist resort  provision  appli- 
cable only in emcrgencies. 
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