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Why Subjective Safety Matters

Besides crash and fatality data (objective safety), also subjective safety, i.e., how
safe road users feel in everyday traffic, is a relevant aspect of safety performance

Vulnerable road users (VRUSs), i.e., pedestrians, cyclists, motorcyclists, and e-
scooter riders, face higher objective crash risk and often experience reduced
subjective safety = but play central role in achieving modal shift targets and
Vision Zero objectives

Walking, cycling and riding the e-scooter became more popular in recent years
accompanied by an increase in crashes —> VRUs currently account for 57% of
serious injuries and 48% of fatalities in Europe

Subjective safety influences mobility choices, willingness to walk or cycle, and
acceptance of road-safety policies 2 understanding subjective safety essential
for designing safe, inclusive and sustainable transport systems in particular for
VRUs
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Distribution of police-reported serious injuries
and fatalities by road user type in the EU 2023
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Data and Methodology

« Investigation of subjective safety of vulnerable road users in
different countries in Europe

« Based on ESRA3 survey (E-Survey of Road users’ Attitudes)

« Data from 22 countries in Europe

«  Online panel surveys using a representative sample (n=1,000 per country) of
the national adult population

« 3 core questions

1. How safe do Europeans feel when using different transport modes,
particularly those involving physical exposure (VRUs) as well as how safe they
feel when using different infrastructure?

How do gender, age, and national context influence these perceptions?

How do subjective feelings of safety relate to objectively measured fatality
rates across European countries?
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Perceived Safety by Transport Mode

How safe or unsafe do you feel when using the following transport modes?

Walk or run minimum 200m down the street
Drive a hybrid or electric car

Drive a car (non-electric or non-hybrid)

Be a passenger in a car

Cycle (non-electric)

Cycle on an electric bicycle / e-bike / pedelec
Drive a motorcycle (>50 cc or > 4kW)

Ride an e-scooter (electric-kick style scooter)

Europe22

7,5
7,3
7,3
7,1
6,4
6,3
59
57
4 5 6 7 8

mean
(high score -> safe)

Reference population: all road users who used this specific transport mode in the past 12 months
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Country Differences in Perceived Safety

How safe or unsafe do you feel when using the following transport modes?

Walk or run minimum 200m down the street
Europe22

United Kingdom I : .
Denmark N .
Finland I ¢
Swilzerland I © 0
Slovenia N 7 .5
Austria I 7

Spain I ¢
Germany N 7
Portugal I .
Metherlands NG 7
Latvia I 5
Europe22 B 175
Ireland NG 7

Serbia NG

Czech Republic I 7 |
Sweden NG 7.

Bosnia Herzegovina I 7 . 1

aland NG

France N .

Belgium I S

Greece N ;. 0

[taly 8 O
Luxembourg NG
L] L] i i I

0 2 4 ] 8
mean (high score -> safe)

10

Cycle (non-electric)
Europe22

Finland I 7.
Denmark I 7 . 1
Germany I |

Netherlands N o
Sweden I - 5
Austria I - .0
Switzerland I .
Latvia I  ©
Poland I 5
Europe22 | 164
Portugal I ¢ 3
Serbia N 5.3
Slovenia N
United Kingdom I .2
France I .1
Czech Republic INEG_— 1
osnia Herzegovina I .
Spain N 5 O
taly I - o
Ireland N .
Belgium I 5 &
Luxembourg I - ¢
Greece I 5 3
] ] ] ] i

0 2 4 ] 8
mean (high score -> safe)

10

Ride an e-scooter (electric-kick style scooter)
Europe22

France I -
United Kingdom I
Switzerland I 1
Luxembourg N (
Germany -
Finland I O
Ireland I 5.
Portugal I 5. 7
Denmark I 5. 7
Europe22 B 15.7
Bosnia Herzegovina INNININININING .7
atvia I -
Austria I - 5
Eelgium NN 5.5
ain I 5.
Poland I 5.4
Czech Republic I 5 2
Sweden NG
Netherlands I 5 0
Serbia I 4 £
Italy .7
Slovenia NG G
Greece l*a.s I |

0 2 4 ] 8
mean (high score -> safe)

Reference population: all road users who used this specific transport mode in the past 12 months
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Drive a motorcycle (> 50 cc or > 4kW)

Europe22

Switzerland N 5
France I G 5
Austria I C
Ireland I .

Germany N 3
Latvia: I - 2
Portugal I ;. 1
Belgium I G |
Finland N . 1
Denmark I 1
Sweden I .0
Luxembourg I O
59

Europe2? B
Italy I 5.C
United Kingdom I 5 7
Netherlands N 5.5
Czech Republic INEGEG_——— .5
Spain I 5
Serbia NG 5 4
Slovenia NG -
Bosnia Herzegovina I 5.2

oland I -
Gregce I 5 1
" I ' 1 I I
10 0 2 4 ] 8
mean (high score -> safe)
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Age and Gender Differences in Perceived Safety

How safe or unsafe do you feel when using the following transport modes?

Age groups
Walk or run minimum 200m down the street Cycle {(non-glectric)
Europe22 Europe22
1g-24y [ ' 18-24y [ - 5
2534y 25-34y I -
35-44y N * 5 3544y [ - ¢
4554y | 7 5 4554y | s 2
56-64y [ 7 4 s5-64y | . 1
65-74y [ 7 5 6574y [ ez
] 1 [} ] ] ¥ 1 1 ] 1 1
Q 2 4 & 8 10 1] 2 4 [ 8

mean {high score -> safe)

Ride an e-scooter (electric-kick style scooter)
Europe22

1e-24y | - 5

25.34y [ -

35-44y | s

45-54y |5

5564y (s 0

65-74y [ 7
] ] ] [
—

4 6
mean {high score -> safe)

I 1
10

mean (high score -> sale)

Drive a motorcycle (> 50 cc or > 4kW)
Europe22

1e-24y [ > 5

25-34y [ - o

35-44y | s

45-54y [N -

56-64y s 8

65-74y e 2
o

1 ' 1
2 4 6
mean (high score -> safe)

Reference population: all road users who used this specific transport mode in the past 12 months
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Gender
Walk or run minimum 200m down the street Cycle (non-electric)
Europe22 Europe22

1 ' ' " ' ] 1 1 1 1
2 4 G 8 a 4] 2 4 B B 10
mean (high score -> safe) mean (high score -> safe)

-

Ride an e-scooter (electric-kick style scooter)

10 Europe22
Male
Female

Drive a motorcycle (> 50 cc or > 4kW)
Europe22

] 1 (] L ] ] " [ [ i W
2 4 6 B 10 0 2 4 & B 10
mean (high score -> safe) mean (high score -> sala)

==

Reference population: all road users who used this specific transport mode in the past 12 months
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Pedestrians: Perceived vs. Actual Safety
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Motorcyclists: Perceived vs. Actual Safety

7.0 Moped riders /
motorcyclists
Switzerland  Aystria France
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&
o
g Denmark
+ 6.0
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16 April 2026 KFV | Subjective Safety of Vulnerable Road Users from a European Perspective SAFETY FIRST! \ 8



KFV™

>

Cycling: Perceived vs. Actual Safety

8.0

Cyclists

Finland

7.5
Denmark Netherlands
i i German
L Y Poland Latvia

Gweden Switzerland O

=~
o

feeling safe as cyclist
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wun
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6.0
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5.0
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road fatalities as cyclist per million inhabitants

bubble diameter: proportional to the percentage of reguiar cyclists (at least a few days a month)
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E-Scooters: Perceived vs Actual Safety

16 April 2026
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E-scooters

France

6,5
Switzerland O
Luxembourg

G Germany Q
Ireland Q

@ ............. B.eigﬂ,_'m ...... _”_.E}II'OPG].Z : :
557 AN O
benmark ............ .

Poland

6]

feeling safe as an e-scooter rider

O
O

Italy Slovenia

4
0,0 0,1 0,2 0,3 0,4 0,5 0,6 0,7 0,8 0,9 1,0
road fatalities on a motorised micro-mobility device per million inhabitants

Note: A motorised, micro-mobility device includes devices such as an e-micro-scooter, but also segway, a monowheel or a self-balancing unicycle. The device should have at least one
wheel, be designed for one person, and have an electric motor that can achieve a maximum speed of up to 25 km/h.
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Infrastructure Safety: Motorcyclists

PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -
MOTORCYCLIST OR MOPED RIDERS
Thoroughfares and high-speed roads within cities

Denmark
Switzerland

As a motorcyclist or moped rider, how would you rate the roads that you regularly use in terms of safety?

PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -
CYCLISTS
Rural roads and roads connecting towns and villages
with cycle lanes

PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -
MOTORCYCLIST OR MOPED RIDERS
Other streets and roads in urban areas

Europe2?2

Switzerland I 5 G
Denmark I (O 26

Europe22

I, 22 8%

Europe22
. 7049

Germany I 7 5. 1%

Germany I 77 3% United Kingdom I .5 %
I S
France —— 0 9% S . Tt Netherlands. (1%
Netherlands I 73.5% Metherlands _?2'9% Austria I 55, 3%
Belgium I 5. 0% Austria I 7 1 o, Finland I 52 0%
Europe22 Q1o Latvia —— .G Germany NS 65.9%
Sweden I 5. 19 SWitZB‘rland _54‘4% FTEHGE I S, G
Ireland I 5 60 France M - 55 Sweden I 557
Latvia [ 5.0 % Europe22 | G2 % Belgium I 7 2%
Austria I 533 Czech Republic I ¢ 5 Europe22 45.5%
Spain I 53 .2% italy I (). 1% pain I | 3. 6%
Porlugal I S0 1 %) Poland I S5 0% Latvia N .G
Finland E— .9 United Kingdom IE—_— 5 (% Czech Republic N 0.2 %
Czech Republic N 38.6% Slovenia I - 9.0% Foland N 35.2%
[taly I G50 Belgium — £ .5 % [taly I 4 3%
Poland I 35:3% Luxembourg I 4.7 % Luxembourg I 30 4%
Slovenia NN 32.1% Spain I 44 3% Slovenia I °5 0%
Luxembourg I 29.3% Ireland I 3 .0% Portugal I 21.7%
Greece I 22 1% Portugal I 1.5% Serbia W 17.6%
Serbia I 18.2% _ Serbia I 31.3% Greece I 13.9%
Bosnia Herzegcuina . 17 .6% Bosnia Herzegovina NN 25 4% Bosnia Herzegquina B 10.E%
i i 1 i i recce I 74 6% i i i i i
0 25 50 75 100 ! ! ! ! 0 25 50 75 100
% safe 0 % 50 19 % safe
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% safe

Reference population: motorcyclists and moped riders at least a few days a year who regularly use this specific infrastructure
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Infrastructure Safety: Cyclists

KFV™

As a cyclist, how would you rate the roads/cycle lanes that you regularly use in terms of safety?

PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -
CYCLISTS
Rural roads and roads connecting towns and villages
with cycle lanes

Europe22

Gﬂrm.'sl'ly I 75, 1%
Swaden I
Finland I | 3. 2%
Nslharli-ml:_is I O
Austria I 7 1.5
Denmark I O 5
Latvia I 5 %
Switzerland I 4%
France I -7 f
Europe22 162.6%
Czech Republic I .55
Italy I 0.
Poland I 5
United Kingdom N G 0%
Slovenia N 0%
Belgum I
Luxembourg I . 7
Spain I 4 3
Irefénd | . 0%
Partugal I 1 5%
Serbia I %1.3%
Bosma Herzegoving I 25 4%
resca I_'24.6%

0 25 50 75
% sale

PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -

CYCLISTS

Rural roads and roads connecting toewns and villages

without cycle lanes

Europe2z

Matherlands I 15 4%
Denmark I 2 40
United Kingdam L ExE
Garmany I %
Firdand I 3.0
Avsira G O 2
Europe22 ks
ain I 27 .7%
Switzerland IEE_—_— . R0
Poland I G G
Swaden I 5.5 %
France I 5 1%
Ireland I 25 0%
Forugal K 24 %
Belgiom M1 9%
Czech Republic M 21.7%
atvia I 19.5%
Italy I 19.3%
Greece I 16.7%
SEl_h!ia . 15.0%
Bosnla Herzegovina I 14 0%
Luxemboury B 12.2%
Slovenia '_11.?"%

1]

PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -
CYCLISTS
Streets and roads in urban areas with cycle lanes

Europe22

Molhorlands I F 1 0%
Finland I 75
Denmark I 751
Latvia I 75 . | 5
Auslria NI 727 %)
Sweden I 1%
Switzerand I 0.5
Germany I 7 .
Poland I 7%
Czech Republic I 5 5%
Eurape? o B4.5%
United Kingdom [ 2 2%
France I 1 05
Slovenia I -
Spain I i E
Ireland IEG—_— i, (0
Italy I .
Belglum I 57 £
Luxembourg N . %
Porugal I 9. 3%
Serbia NG 5 )%
Grepce I (1%
Bosnia Herzegovina FSE.E‘.‘& 1

]
| 0 25 80 75 100
b0 % safe

Reference population: cyclists at least a few days a year who regularly use this specific infrastructure
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PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -
CYCLISTS

Streets and roads in urban areas without cycle lanes

Europe22

Netherlands I | 3. 5%
Denmark I 5.2
Finland I 0 .0%
Poland N 33 1%
Ausira I 2 O
Swilzeriand I 0.5
Sweden NN 0. 3%
United Kingdom I 2. 3%
Czach Republic I 0t 0%
Europe2? § 8 253%
pain I 2 .3%
Germany I 23 3%
Irefand I 1Y%
France I 21.7%
Latvia I 1 7%
Fortugal N2 1.0%
Slovenia IR 17.9%
llaly 17 3%
Belgium M 6. 2%
Serbia T 136
Luxembourg M 12.9%
Bosnig Herzegoving EEME.1%
resce I-?.ﬁ%
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Infrastructure Safety: Pedestrians

As a pedestrian, how would you rate the roads/sidewalks that you regularly use in terms of safety?

PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -

PEDESTRIANS

Rural roads and roads connecting towns and villages

Germany
Switzarland
Meatherlands

Finland

Denmark

Sweden

Czach Republic

Austria

Europez

Uniled Kingdom

Lalvia

France

Spain

Slovenia
Luxembour
Polan

Balgium

taly

fretand

Partugal

Sarbia

) Greece

Bosnia Harzegovina

with sidewalks

Europe22

I 21
kR
I, G0
I T
7 . 2%
— FERLE

PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -
PEDESTRIANS
Rural roads and roads connecting towns and villages

without sidewalks

Denmark
Metherlands
Swilzerland

Finland

Spain

Belgium

France

United Kingdom

Sweden
Garman
Europe?

Paland

Ausiria

ftaly

Slovenia

Partugal

Ireland

Lalvia

Czech Republic

Luxemboury

Greece

) Serbia

Bosnia Herzegavina

I-.S.E“a‘a'
o 20 40

Europe22
e EFEN

I 11.0%

% sale

Metherlands
Denmark
Germany

Swilzeriand

Auslria

Finland
Sweden

Crach Republic
Pl?:land

Latvia

Sr}ain

Ireland

Liniled Kingdom
uropa22
Slovenia
Luxembourg
France

Italy

Balgium
Partugal

Sarbia

Graece

Bosnia Herzegovina

PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -
PEDESTRIANS
Streets and roads in urban areas with sidewalks

Europe22

I 5 3%
I L.
I CC ()
I -1 %
[ ©0).B%
I .1
I 7 S
KRR
] {0 51

H 25 50 75 100

Reference population: pedestrians at least a few days a year who regularly use this specific infrastructure
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PERCEIVED SAFETY OF INFRASTRUCTURE -

PEDESTRIANS

Streets and roads in urban areas without sidewalks

Metherlands

Denmark

Finland

Swilzerfand

Sweden

Auslria

linited Kingdom

pain

Balgium
German
Eurapa2

Czech Republic

Poland

Lalvia

Ireland

France

Slovenia

Porlugal

Luxembourg

aly

Serbia

Bosnia Herzegovina

recce
L]

Europe22
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Key Findings

« VRUs — and cyclists, motorcyclists and e-scooter riders in particular — in Europe perceive substantially lower safety
than occupants of enclosed vehicles, with pedestrians feeling safest and motorcyclists and e-scooter riders feeling
least safe (in line with ESRA1 and ESRA2)

« Female VRUs feel less safe than male VRUs; perceived safety for cycling and riding an e-scooter decreased with age
— for cycling this is line with ESRA2 also indicating in this direction as well as also shown for Germany in the latest
German Cycling survey (Sinus Institute, 2023)

« Subjective safety correlates negatively with fatality rates for pedestrians and motorcyclists; for cyclists an inverse
relationship is observable (which is in line with ESRA2) and countries with greater cycling exposure (and more
advanced cycling infrastructure) show higher perceived safety despite higher per-capita fatality rates

« Level of perceived safety by cyclists and pedestrians on urban and rural roads is lower if pedestrian and cycle

infrastructure, i.e., cycle lanes and sidewalks, are not present (for cyclists this is also shown for Germany in the
latest German Cycling survey (Sinus Institute, 2023); motorcyclists feel least safe on urban roads
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Conclusions and Policy Implications

« Riding an e-scooter and driving a motorcycle are across the least safe transport modes in Europe and perceived
safety for VRUs (aside from pedestrians) is substantially lower than for car drivers

« Higher level of perceived safety by cyclists for urban and rural roads with cycle lanes as well as by pedestrians for
urban and rural roads with sidewalks

« Future focus: increasing safety of cyclists (and e-scooter riders) especially by facilitating bicycle infrastructure (e.g.,
cycle lanes, cycle paths) for cyclists as well as further increasing safety for pedestrians by attractive infrastructure
design, particularly at rural roads

« Subijective safety indicators can usefully complement traditional crash statistics, i.e., insights into confidence and risk

awareness among VRUs - continuous monitoring and longitudinal assessment to better understand temporal trends
and impact of interventions needed - ESRA4
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Thank you!
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Gerald Furian | gerald.furian@kfv.at
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