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Executive Summary  

This report presents the overall results of a study on the regulatory situation in the Member 

States on mounting and using nomadic devices in motor vehicles. Nomadic devices comprise 

all portable electronic devices for information, entertainment, or communication that can be 

used outside of the vehicle and inside the vehicle by the driver whilst driving. Deriving from 

this context, the objectives of the study are to  

 provide an overview of the regulatory and legislative situation in each EU member 

state; 

 identify similarities and differences in regulatory frameworks applied in countries 

across Europe and group them into clusters (cluster analysis); 

 estimate the safety effects of the use of nomadic devices and related legislation on 

road safety for particular Member States. 

Following a definition and classification of nomadic devices as well as an introduction to 

regulatory options and rule compliance with regards to nomadic device related legislation, 

the study has been using two surveys as main working tools to enable a standardised 

procedure for data collection. The first survey has been focussing on gathering information 

on the regulatory and legislative situation in the 27 EU Member States (plus Iceland and 

Switzerland) looking at four different kinds of nomadic devices (Mobile phones, Personal 

Navigation Devices, music players, and TV/video players). The second survey - which has 

been conducted after the first and builds on its findings - has been investigating the safety 

impacts of nomadic device related legislation and the devices itself. 

With regards to the regulatory and legislative situation in the 27 EU Member States and 

Switzerland and Iceland, the study shows that a diversity in the countries' legislative 

approaches exist. Concerning the scope of legislation (i.e. what devices are covered by 

legislation), the study revealed that almost all countries have a mix of both specific 

legislation (i.e. articles explicitly name a nomadic device, e.g. mobile phone) and general 

legislation in place (e.g. articles address the use of a nomadic device through the broader 

issue of e.g. driver distraction or dangerous driving, etc.). The most homogenous legislative 

approach are specific regulations addressing mobile phones: all countries except Sweden 
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have adopted specific regulations on mobile phones. With regards to Personal Navigation 

Devices (PNDs), music players and TV/video players, the picture is rather inhomogeneous: 

Some countries address the use of these devices through both specific and/or general 

regulations; however, in other countries there is no legislation applicable to the use of any 

devices other than mobile phones. 16 out of the countries address the use of PNDs, 13 

states have articles in place that concern the use of music players, and 15 countries have 

legislation adopted that can be applicable to TV/video player use.  

Also concerning the level of detail of applicable regulations (i.e. to what extent the use of a 

certain device is restricted), the results indicate that the picture in the countries is rather 

variable. Although all countries (except Sweden) require the use of hands-free equipment 

for mobile phone use when driving, some countries simply require a headset or wireless 

equipment (e.g. Bluetooth) while others additionally require the driver to fix the phone in a 

mounting. With regards to PND use, in some countries legislation concerns manual 

interaction of the driver with the device whilst driving; while in others the location and/or 

the way of mounting PNDs is addressed. Concerning music player use, legislation addresses 

in most countries the use of headphones whilst driving, however, in some cases both the use 

of headphones and manual interaction with the device is affected, whereas some countries 

only address manual interaction with the device when driving. With regards to TV/video 

players, the legislation concerns in most cases both manual interaction with TV/video 

players and watching TV/video whilst driving, however, in some countries either manual 

handling or watching is addressed.  

Moreover, with regards to the sanction levels for nomadic device related traffic offences, the 

situation in the countries is also rather variable. Comparing monetary sanctions for a mobile 

phone offence, fine levels vary between 11 EUR in Lithuania to 200 EUR in Spain. Divided 

ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŦƛƴŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ όҖ пл 9¦wΣ пм-80 EUR, > 80 EUR), 11 countries cover the first 

group with fines up to 40 EUR (Group 1). Nine countries comprise the group with fine levels 

between 41 and up to 80 EUR (Group 2), and eight countries have fine levels above 80 EUR 

(Group 3).  

Finally, five clusters of countries with similar conditions in regulatory situations have been 

identified, taking into account the scope of legislation, the levels of detail and the sanction 
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levels. Out of each cluster group, one country has been chosen for the second survey to 

assess if and how drivers use nomadic devices whilst driving and how those interactions 

impact on their driving. Relating the results back to the regulations in place in the specific 

country enhances our knowledge as to the impact of that regulation, at least in terms of 

driver's perception and self-reported behaviour.  

The second survey then aimed to establish how drivers interact with their Nomadic Devices, 

in terms of how often they use them whilst driving, how often they undertake some 

predefined high-risk behaviours and the effect of these on their driving behaviour. Alongside 

this, we were also interested in how drivers perceive the distraction caused by Nomadic 

Devices, their knowledge of national legislation and their perception of the likelihood of this 

legislation being enforced. 

Mobile phones were by far the most commonly owned Nomadic Device, but the majority of 

drivers report that they never, or only rarely, use their phones while driving. Drivers believed 

mobile phones to be the most distracting Nomadic Device and that they were more likely to 

stopped for mobile phone offences. In general, drivers were knowledgeable about the 

legislation surrounding mobile phones and this is probably owing to high-profile safety 

campaigns. Higher mileage, younger drivers were more likely to text while driving and 

legislation has little impact, with drivers in the mostly highly regulated country texting as 

frequently as those in countries with no legislation. 

Amongst those who owned PNDs, around 20% of drivers used them often and in terms of 

engaging in the higher risk activity (entering or changing destinations), a significant 

proportion of drivers admitted to doing this at least sometimes. Legislation regarding PNDs 

was relatively poorly understood by drivers, likely to be partly due to the fact that there 

were more items asking about PNDs than for other Nomadic Devices, reflecting the 

complexity of legislation (it covers mounting, position and additional functions). Higher 

mileage male drivers were more likely to own and use PNDs while driving,  and those in the 

age group 25-34 were the mostly likely to engage in the high risk behaviour of entering or 

ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ /ƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻǇŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ 

high-risk behaviour, but it seems that this does not correspond to the stringency of the 
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legislation, with drivers in the most and least stringent countries undertaking similar 

amounts.  

Younger drivers were also more likely to own music players than their older counterparts, 

but the modelling was unable to identify which drivers used them while driving. It was 

possible, however, to demonstrate that the younger drivers were more likely to change their 

music selection while driving, and that drivers were willing to flout the legislation regarding 

music players, even in the highest regulated countries. 

TV/DVD players were the least popular Nomadic Device, and were predominantly owned by 

those in the 35-49 age bracket. Most drivers do not admit to having the screen visible while 

driving, with those drivers who believe this to be most distracting being least likely to 

undertake it. 

In summary the second survey is able to demonstrate that Nomadic Devices are owned by 

particular subgroups of drivers, who differentially engage in high-risk behaviours, exposing 

themselves and others to risk. Of particular interest there is a core of drivers who appear to 

be not only engaging in the higher-risk behaviours, such as texting while driving, who are 

young, or high-mileage. These drivers also admit to lower scores on the dimension of self-

reported safety, such that they are also report travelling at short headways, poor overtaking 

and exceeding the speed limit. These drivers also report high levels of skill, which could be 

interpreted as over-confidence, particularly in young drivers.  

[ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻǇŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ƘƛƎƘ-risk 

behaviour. For example, drivers residing in countries with more stringent, specific legislation 

for PNDs and music players were more likely to engage in illegal interactions. The only 

exception was for texting while driving, and this may be due to the fact that mobile phone 

legislation is the most publicised and understood across the member states. 
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1 Introduction  

Background 

The consortium of IGES, University of Leeds and ETSC has been commissioned by the 

European Commission (DG INFSO) to carry out a study on the regulatory situation in the 

member states on mounting and using nomadic devices in motor vehicles. This Final Report 

provides an overview of the results achieved by the consortium. 

Study purpose and objectives 

The importance of a safe human machine interfaŎŜ όIaLύ ŦƻǊ ƛƴπǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

communication systems has been stressed many times by the European Commission (EC). In 

May 2008, the EC adopted a Recommendation on safe and efficient in-vehicle information 

and communication systems. This ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ά9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέ ό9{ƻtύ ƻƴ 

human-machine interface provides baseline requirements for the implementation of 

interactions between drivers and their vehicles. However, since the ESoP mainly focuses on 

originally fitted devices and does not sufficiently take into account interactions with nomadic 

devices, there have been ongoing discussions on whether an update of the ESoP would be 

appropriate and necessary. In addition, the Commission Communication on an "Action Plan 

for the Deployment of Intelligent Transport Systems in Europe" recommends the 

development of a regulatory framework on safe on-board human machine interfaces and 

the integration of nomadic devices, building on the ESoP. 

In order to enable the European Commission to assess regulatory options and eventually 

propose such regulatory or supplementing action, it is crucial to first obtain knowledge on 

the current regulatory and legislative situation in the EU member states regarding mounting 

and use of nomadic devices in vehicles. Moreover, a sound and science-based understanding 

of the impact of nomadic devices and related regulations on road safety is needed. 

Deriving from this context, the objectives of the study are to: 

 provide an overview of the regulatory and legislative situation in the EU member 

states regarding mounting and using nomadic devices in vehicles;  

 identify similarities and differences in regulatory frameworks applied in countries 

across Europe and group them into clusters (cluster analysis); 
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 estimate the safety effects of the use of nomadic devices and related legislation on 

road safety for particular member states. 

 

Task description 

Translated into concrete tasks, the study has been organised into different work packages 

(WPs), which build upon each other in a logical sequence to meet the above mentioned key 

objectives of the study. WPs 1 to 5 form the analytical basis for the compilation of the report 

in WP 6. Figure 1 shows the sequence of the different WPs:  

Figure 1: Work packages of the study 

 

 

 

 

WP 1

Classification of ND for
study context

WP 2

Regulatory options

WP 3

Assessingregulatory regimesïSurvey I

WP 4

Analysis of the regulatory situations (Cluster analysis)

WP 5

Investigation of the road safety impact of nomadic devicesand
related regulations (Survey II)

WP 6

Compilation of report



Regulatory situation in the Member States regarding   Final Report 

brought-in (i.e. nomadic) devices and their use in vehicles   

SMART 2009/0065 

16 
 

2  Nomadic devices  

2.1 Definition and c lassification  

Following the eSafety human-machine interaction working group, nomadic devices can be 

defined as follows (eSafety Forum, 2005): 

"A nomadic device is a device for information including entertainment, 

and/or communication that can be used outside of the vehicle and inside the 

vehicle by the driver while driving. It is not supplied or installed by the vehicle 

manufacturer." 

According to this definition, nomadic devices cover a wide range of electronic devices. 

Hence, current examples of nomadic devices include the following major categories: 

 Mobile phones; 

 Smart phones; 

 Portable music players; 

 Personal navigation devices (PND); 

 Personal digital assistant (PDA); 

 Portable TVs and DVD players; 

 Laptop computers; 

 Portable gaming devices. 

Given the large range of different nomadic devices on the market and the growing diversity 

of functions, it seems advisable to first provide a classification of nomadic devices according 

to their main characteristics. The classification used for this study builds on findings from the 

German Federal Highway Research Institute (BASt) and Technical University Chemnitz within 

the HUMANIST project (BASt, 2006) but is complemented by other specifics. Figure 2 

illustrates the nomadic device classification for the purposes of this study.  
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Figure 2: Classification of nomadic devices 

 

According to BASt, nomadic devices can be categorised according to three particular factors: 

Functionality, Interface and Hardware. Six classes of nomadic devices can be distinguished: 

 Personal Digital Assistants (PDAs) offer a variety of applications such as navigation, 

office software, calendars and internet functions. They usually have a larger display 

and are manipulated via touch screen. However, today the vast majority of all PDAs 

are Smartphones; 

 PDA phones are comparable to PDAs but also offer mobile phone functions. Some 

devices are manipulated via QWERTY keyboards; 

 Smartphones offer similar applications as PDAs combined with a mobile phone 

function. These devices are most commonly manipulated via touch screen, via 

QWERTY keyboard layout or via function keys. Display sizes may vary, offering rather 

large displays (e.g. iPhone) or rather smaller ones (e.g. Blackberry, Nokia E71). Email 

capability is a standard feature of these devices; 

 Mobile phones usually offer a rather limited range of applications compared to 

Smartphones. They are most commonly manipulated via "thumb keyboards" or 

keyboards with a reduced number of keys (multiple keyboard configuration); 

 Personal navigation devices (PNDs) are portable electronic devices that combine a 

positioning capability (such as GPS) and navigation functions. Some PNDs also offer 

Åall types of information, communication and 
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Definition

Å(primarily) driving related NDs (e.g. PNDs)

Ånon driving related NDs (e.g. mobile phones)

Åmultifunctional NDs (e.g. Smartphones)
Function

Åphysical

Åvisual

Åauditory

Åcognitive

Distraction
form

Ånegative effects (e.g. mobile phones)

Åambivalent effects (e.g. PNDs)
Safety



Regulatory situation in the Member States regarding   Final Report 

brought-in (i.e. nomadic) devices and their use in vehicles   

SMART 2009/0065 

18 
 

certain PDA or multimedia functions. Display sizes are relatively large and the devices 

are usually manipulated via touch screen; 

 Multimedia devices (e.g. as MP3 players, DVD and CD players ) comprise products 

that allow to present music, videos or pictures. The HMI of these devices can vary 

considerably; some devices are manipulated via touch screen, others via keyboard or 

keyboards with a reduced number of keys (multiple keyboard configuration). 

When looking at these classes it should however be noted that there is a smooth transition 

between categories. Particularly with the ongoing development of (multifunctional) nomadic 

devices it becomes difficult to clearly distinguish between categories.  

Use of Nomadic Devices 

With technological improvements and decreasing prices, nomadic devices have become 

increasingly popular in vehicles across Europe, offering a diversity of functions to the user, 

which were not specifically designed for use while driving (Humanist, 2009). Mobile phones 

are the most ubiquitous nomadic devices and are often used when driving (AIDE, 2008). In 

2008,  119% of EU population subscribed to mobile phone services (EC, 2009a). Figure 3 

shows the mobile phone penetration in the EU member states.  
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Figure 3: Mobile phone penetration per EU member state  

 
As of October 2008. Source: EC, 2009a 

Although data about the precise number of mobile phone subscribers does exist, data 

regarding the number of drivers using their mobile phone while driving are not so precise 

(Dragutinovic & Twisk, 2005). However, there are three major sources for estimating these 

numbers, although it should be noted that each of these sources has certain limitations 

(ibid.): 

 Self-reports about the use of mobile phones while driving 

 Observational studies 

 Police accident records 

A substantial proportion of drivers report occasional use of mobile phones while driving. The 

vast majority of drivers (60 to 70%) report using their mobile phones when driving at least 

occasionally (Dragutinovic & Twisk, 2005). Also according to the SARTRE 3 study, in 2004 on 

European average 28 % of drivers use their mobile phone at least once per day when driving 

(SARTRE, 2004). More detailed results from observational studies and surveys on the mobile 

phone use whilst driving in selected EU states can be found in Chapter 4.2.5.  
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Moreover, PNDs are increasingly used while travelling. Already at present, PNDs and 

Smartphones are present in nearly every second vehicle (FESTA, 2008). In Europe, navigation 

sales showed a growth from 1.76 million sets in 2003 to 18.7 million sets in 2008 (eSafety 

Forum, 2009a). Figure 4 gives an overview on both fixed and nomadic devices navigation 

systems sales rates. Concerning nomadic device systems, it can be seen that particularly the 

aftermarket PND sales have seen an rapid growth between 2003 and 2008.  

Figure 4: Fixed and Nomadic Devices Navigation System Sales 

 
Source: eSafety Forum, 2009a 

Figure 5 shows sales figures for different Western European countries for the years 2007-

2008. While in 2007 14.5 million units of PNDs were sold in Western Europe, this number 

increased to 16.6 million units in 2008, a 15% year-to-year increase in sales. 
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Figure 5: Sales figures of PNDs for Western Europe 

 
Source: eSafety Forum, 2009a 
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2.2 Nomadic devices and driver distraction  

Types of distraction 

In contrast to some originally fitted devices (e.g. In-Vehicle Information Systems), retrofitted 

nomadic devices are often not designed for use in vehicles due to e.g. small sizes of 

keyboard and displays (Gil-Castineira et al , 2009). The use of these devices while driving 

may increase driver distraction due to the additional workload to the (primary) driving task 

(e.g. Santos et al., 2005; Merat et al., 2005; Jamson & Merat, 2005). Drivers can be distracted 

by the use of nomadic devices while driving in several ways (Young et al, 2003; Breen, 2009): 

 Physical distraction: The driver has to use one or both hands to manipulate the 

device (e.g. dialling a number on the mobile phone) instead of concentrating on the 

physical tasks required for driving (e.g. steering, changing gear, etc.); 

 Visual distraction: There are three different forms of visual distraction. The first form 

occurs when the driver's visual field is blocked by objects (e.g. a PND mounted on the 

windscreen) that prevent him/her from detecting or recognising objects on the road. 

The second type of visual distraction is caused by the amount of time that the 

driver's eyes are on the nomadic device and off the road (e.g. looking at the PND 

display). The third type involves a loss of visual "attentiveness", often referred to as 

"looking at the road but failing to see". This interferes with the driver's ability to 

recognise hazards in the road environment; 

 Auditory Distraction: This form of distraction occurs when drivers momentarily or 

continually focus their attention on sounds or auditory signals rather than on the 

road environment. This can occur when the driver listens to e.g. the radio or when 

holding a conversation with a passenger, but is most pronounced when using a 

mobile phone; 

 Cognitive distraction: This form of distraction involves lapses in attention and 

judgment. It occurs when two mental tasks are performed at the same time. 

Cognitive distraction includes any thoughts that absorb the driver's attention where 

they are unable to navigate through the road network safely and their reaction time 

is reduced. Talking on a mobile phone while driving is one of the most well 

documented examples of cognitive distraction; however it can also occur when trying 

to manipulate nomadic devices (e.g. operating a PND) or when paying attention to 

information conveyed by the devices. 
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Potential safety effects 

There is by now a very large literature on the negative safety consequences of driver 

distraction with much of the literature being focussed on the safety implications of mobile 

phone use. In a frequently-cited study, Redelmeier and Tibshirani (1997) used a case-

crossover design to estimate the effect of mobile phone use on the risk of being involved in a 

substantial property-damage-only crash. Phone use by 699 drivers involved in such crashes 

within 10 minutes of the crash was compared a control period in the past. The conclusion 

was that phone use was associated with a fourfold increase in the risk of crash involvement. 

The study is open to the criticism that some of the phone calls made have been made after 

the crash τ it is notoriously difficult to pinpoint crash time τ but considerable effort was 

made in the study to minimise this bias. 

A simulator study carried out by TRL (Burns et al., 2002) benchmarked use of a mobile phone 

while driving against impairment from alcohol. Twenty drivers participated on two 

occasions. On one occasion they consumed alcohol in a quantity to put them at the UK legal 

limit of 80mg per 100ml; on the other occasion they consumed a placebo. In the subsequent 

simulator drive, the participants encountered four types of driving τ car following on a 

motorway, motorway driving with moderate traffic, driving on a curving rural road and 

driving on a dual carriageway with various warning signs and a set of traffic lights. On each 

occasion, they drove three times. On the non-alcohol occasion they drove once with no 

mobile phone use, once with a handheld mobile phone and once with a hands-free mobile 

phone. On the alcohol occasion they drove three times with no mobile phone use. The 

overall conclusion was that driving behaviour is impaired more during a phone conversation 

than by having a blood alcohol level at the UK legal limit. Speed control (adherence to a 

target speed) and response time to warnings was poorest when using  handheld phone, but 

even with a hands-free phone performance was worse than in the alcohol-impaired 

conditions.  Drivers also reported that it was easier to drive when alcohol-impaired that 

when using a phone. 

Studies of real-world driving confirm that use of PNDs can have negative safety 

consequences. The U.S. 100 Car Study conducted by Virginia Tech (Dingus et al., 2006) found 

that distraction was a major safety issue. In this study, 100 highly instrumented cars were 
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ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ƛƴ άƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƛǎǘƛŎέ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ȅŜŀǊ ƛƴ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀ. There was a particular focus on 

young drivers among the participants. Crashes (mostly damage-only), near-crashes and 

other incidents were identified and characterised by means of video analysis. Almost 80% of 

the crashes and 65% of near-crashes involved the driver looking away from the forward 

roadway just prior to the onset of conflict. Inattention, including secondary task distraction, 

was a contributory factor in 93% of the incidents with lead vehicles. It was also observed 

that the rate of inattention-related incidents decreased dramatically with age, thus 

indicating some of the problems of elderly drivers. Phone and PDA use was a major factor in 

the incidents. 

A specific analysis of the role of driver inattention as a contributory factor to crashes and 

near-crashes was carried out as part of the 100 Car Study (Klauer et al., 2006). The extent of 

various types of inattention was identified both in the incident situations (the crashes and 

near-crashes) and in comparison baseline (non-incident) epochs. One of the types of 

inattention was engagement in secondary tasks, i.e. tasks not required for the primary task 

of driving. Complex secondary tasks (defined as tasks requiring multiple steps, multiple eye 

glances or multiple button presses) included dialling on a handheld device, locating reaching 

for and answering a handheld device, operating a PDA and viewing a PDA screen. Moderate 

secondary tasks (defined as those requiring up to two glances away from the roadway or up 

to two button presses) included talking on or listening to a handheld device. It was found 

that engaging in complex secondary tasks increased the risk of being involved in a crash or 

near-crash three-fold, and engaging in moderate secondary tasks doubled risk as compared 

with attentive driving. However, the prevalence and hence the population-attributable risk  

percentages for the two types of task were different. The population-attributable risk was 

here defined as the overall proportion of incidents that could be attributed to the various 

kinds of behaviour. A behaviour may be very risky but also quite rare and thus only be a 

factor is a relatively small proportion of incidents or crashes. By contrast, a behaviour may 

be only moderately risky but also be very frequent and hence a factor in a large share of 

incidents or crashes. Dialling on a handheld device was found to be quite dangerous, 

increasing risk by a factor of 2.8, while taking on or listening to a handheld device was not as 

dangerous with a risk factor of 1.3. However, because talking and listening was more 
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common, the two types of activity were equal in terms of population-attributable risk with 

each being associated with 3.6 percent of the crashes and near-crashes. 

A more recent use of the naturalistic approach for evidence on distraction focussed on 

driving in trucks (Olsen et al., 2009). The driving studied occurred in the period 2004 through 

2007. In this study, tasks were categorised as primary (required for vehicle control), 

secondary (driving-related, but not required for vehicle control) and tertiary (non-driving 

related). Driver distraction due to tertiary tasks was observed in 71 percent of crashes, 46 

percent of near-crashes, and 60 percent of all events (as well as crashes and near-crashes, 

these included crash-relevant conflicts and unintentional lane deviations). 

Texting was the most risky behaviour identified: it was calculated to increase risk of being 

involved in a safety-critical event by a factor of 23.2. Dialling on a mobile phone increased 

risk by a factor of 5.9, whereas talking on a or listening to a mobile phone had a negligible 

and non-significant effect on risk. Use of or reaching for other electronic devices such as a 

video camera or two-way radio increased risk by a factor of 6.7. Talking on or listening to a 

hands-free phone was observed to reduce risk with a factor of 0.4 as compared with 

baseline (non-distracted) driving. 

Once again the results in terms of population-attributable risk were somewhat different. 

Texting, while highly risky, was not all that frequent, being associated with only 0.7% of all 

events, whereas dialling on a mobile phone was associated with 2.5% of the events and 

interaction with a dispatching device with 3.1% of the events. The authors point out that 

these results highlight the need to ensure that texting does not become more prevalent. 

By combining estimates of increased risk from the use of mobile phones with observation 

data on the rate of usage of mobile phones by drivers, it is possible to calculate the overall 

number of injuries that can be attributed to mobile phone use while driving. Dragutinovic 

and Twisk (2005) carried out such a calculation for the Netherlands, albeit with only a rough 

estimate of actual usage. Based on information about usage rates in various countries, they 

estimated that, in 2004, mobile phones were being used by drivers for 3% of total Dutch 

driving time. The resulting conclusion was that 585 traffic injuries and deaths were 
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attributable to mobile phone use. This represented 8.3% of the total, and constituted 4.5 

times the estimated number for 1995.  

Overall, there is consensus about the negative impact of certain devices on road safety (e.g. 

handheld mobile phones). In contrast, some nomadic devices may have an ambivalent safety 

effect. When used properly, PNDs for instance can have a positive impact, since these 

devices can ease the task of driving and the routes followed are shorter, so that exposure to 

"danger" is reduced. However, they can have a negative impact if they are operated by the 

driver while driving or if the advantage of taking shorter routes is cancelled out if the shorter 

route follows roads with higher risk (e.g. distributor roads) (SWOV, 2009).  

 

2.3 Conclusions 

Taking into account the preliminary classification and the general increasing popularity of 

certain devices as well as the increasing popularity to use these devices while driving, the 

following nomadic devices are covered in the study: 

 Personal Navigation Devices (PNDs); 

 ("Classical") mobile phones and ("sophisticated") Smart phones (e.g. iPhone, 

Blackberry etc.); 

 Music Players (e.g. iPod etc.); 

 Portable TVs and video players. 

Thus, the legislative and regulatory frameworks of the member states has been analysed 

with reference to these nomadic devices. 
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3 Regulatory options and rule compliance  

3.1 Legal frameworks in the member states  

Research has revealed that a diversity of legislative approaches concerning using and 

mounting nomadic devices exists across the EU (eSafety Forum, 2009b; Vanlaar, 2005). This 

section will describe the potential different dimensions on how countries could design their 

regulatory and legislative frameworks concerning mounting and using nomadic devices.  

Focus of legislation 

Europe possesses a great diversity of national law and enforcement systems (GADGET, 

1999). However, many Western and Southern European countries share similar historical 

conditions in the evolution of their modern democratic systems of law and social control. As 

a general rule, the responsibility for proposing and approving laws and rules is given to 

national governments, and so are tasks for developing framework laws into practical or 

technical legislations (TiS, 2004). As a rule, a "road act" (i.e. general "umbrella" road law) is 

issued at a national level, after which subordinating rules and acts deal with specific aspects 

of these laws (i.e. focus of legislation). Most commonly, part of these subordinating rules are 

"Road Traffic Acts" or "Road Traffic Regulations" applied to general vehicle traffic and driver 

behaviour (i.e. behavioural focus on the driver). Moreover, subordinating rules focussing on 

the technical approval of vehicles or retrofitting of technical parts (such as "Road Traffic 

Licensing Regulations" or "Technical Requirements Regulations") may apply and stipulate 

requirements for the use of nomadic devices. It should be noted however that these focuses 

of legislation may vary across Europe and a certain requirement (e.g. articles stipulating the 

field of view for mounting nomadic devices on the windscreen) may be found in different 

pieces of legislation in a country. Figure 6 shows this hierarchy and focuses of legislation. 
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Figure 6: Focuses of legislation 

 

 

Specific vs. general regulations 

Taking into account these potential focuses of legislation for regulatory and legislative 

frameworks, it can be further distinguished whether these Acts/Regulations have rather 

specific or rather general articles that are applied on using and mounting nomadic devices 

(Regan, Lee & Young, 2008). With regard to mobile phone use and road traffic laws for 

instance, some countries have rather specific articles in their regulations. These specific 

articles name the device "mobile phone" and ban or restrict the use of it while driving. By 

contrast, in some other countries general rules apply on the use of mobile phones. These 

general articles address the use of mobile phones while driving through e.g. the broader 

issue of driver distraction, or careless or dangerous driving.  

Type of intervention 

Moreover, there may be different ways as to how a regulation could intervene on the use of 

a nomadic device. With regards to "Road Traffic Acts" (i.e. behavioural focus on the driver) 

and mobile phones, regulations may intervene by completely banning the use of mobile 

phones while driving, or by a technical use restriction (e.g. drivers are obliged to use hands-
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free equipment), or by situational use restriction (e.g. when the vehicle is moving), or by a 

use restriction to the function (e.g. allowed to use a hands-free phone but not to write text 

messages) and finally by the way to use a device (e.g. sound volume of music 

players/headphones). Moreover, also regarding "Road Traffic Licensing Regulations" (i.e. 

technical focus on the vehicle) and the use of mobile phones, regulations may intervene by 

completely banning the device, or by certain requirements, such as the mounting position of 

hands-free equipment in the vehicle (e.g. only dashboard, or also windscreen) or the 

technical mounting (e.g. suction cups not allowed). Figure 7 illustrates possibilities of 

interventions for behavioural-related and technical-related regulations on the use of mobile 

phones.  

Figure 7: Interventions of behavioural-related and technical-related regulations for mobile phones 

 

 

Traffic law enforcement framework 

With regards to the enforcement of traffic laws, there may be differences in the countries' 

sanction regimes. Offences related to the illegal use of nomadic devices may be treated 

under criminal or administrative law. Criminal and administrative laws differ in terms of 

sanction process and sanction type (GADGET, 1999).  

The criminal or penal system usually follows three separate stages: detection, prosecution 

and sanctions. Each stage passes through the hands of a specific competent body such that 

the sanctioning of an offence is linked by the police, public prosecutor and judge 

interventions up to the sentencing. In criminal law, a large range of penalties can usually be 
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imposed, from the loss or restriction of liberty (prison penalty) or rights (driving licence), to 

financial penalties (day-fine, fine-ǳƴƛǘΣ ŦƛƴŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦŜƴŘŜǊΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎύ ƻǊ 

alternative solutions such as community work (day-unit). Provisions of legal procedure are 

used for controlling the validity of the detection and prosecution stages.  

In administrative systems, the three sanction stages are combined into a single one. Traffic 

violators are not prosecuted and no judgement is made of the detected violation; it is 

directly administratively sanctioned. The administrative sanction cannot include loss of 

liberty but can apply the loss or restriction of rights (driving licence). It mostly uses financial 

penalties with fixed or unfixed amounts. 

However, in almost every European country the legal system for processing traffic violations 

is usually a mix of criminal and administrative procedures (Goldenbeld et al., 2000). In brief, 

the European map of legal frames of traffic law is divided into three zones (Gadget, 1999): 

 the first one, relating to the countries with an administrative law for most traffic 

offences (Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Spain),  

 the second one, where traffic law still comes strictly under criminal law (Belgium, 

England and Wales),  

 the third one, where the penal process has been superseded by the use of simplified 

procedures and sanctions (France, Switzerland).  

Sanctions 

Comparisons of fine levels for other types of traffic offences revealed that these levels vary 

considerably across Europe (ETSC, 2006). Although research has found that higher sanctions 

have a smaller impact on safety than the intensity of enforcement (SUNflower, 2002), it is 

important to assure that the sanction level reflects the accident risk of the offence. 

Moreover, when looking at fine levels, many countries have set up a penalty point system to 

single out and discourage repeat offenders. Although the systems vary widely, the aim is 

similar, namely that repeated illegal driving behaviour eventually leads to the suspension or 

loss of the driving license. The underlying rationale is that financial penalties often have a 

low deterrent effect for high income individuals. But all drivers attach high value to their 

freedom to drive and thus fear losing their driving license even for a short period of time. 
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Penalty point systems have proven to significantly reduce road accidents, especially when 

they are combined with other tools such as warning letters and license suspension (Elvik & 

Vaa, 2004). 

Accident Investigation 

Finally, there might be differences between the countries' practices regarding accident 

investigation and the identification of driver distraction due to improper nomadic device 

use. Analysis of road accidents can greatly contribute to knowledge of the real accident 

causation factors. Independent accident investigation is of the utmost importance here. But 

even police accident investigation can reveal relevant information, which could be used to 

infer the causation factors of road accidents. The reporting practices on misuse/use of 

nomadic devices in road accidents has therefore been assessed. 

 

3.2 Traffic ru les and compliance  

Traffic laws and regulations which specify acceptable road user behaviour are an important 

element in the development of a safe road environment (Zaal, 1994). Traffic laws guarantee 

a certain amount of traffic safety by providing a framework that can be used to predict other 

drivers' behaviour (Akkermans & Orozova-Bekkevold, 2007). Non-compliance with traffic 

rules has been estimated to be the major contributory factor to road accidents and injuries 

(ETSC 1999). However, not all aberrant driving behaviour can be considered volitional. 

Reason et al. (1990) distinguished between different types of aberrant driving behaviour: 

 Lapses: absent-minded behaviours with consequences mainly for the perpetrator, 

posing no threat to other road users.  

 Misjudgements and failures of observation that may be hazardous to other road users. 

 Violations: deliberate contraventions of safe driving practice. 

With regard to road safety, violations are of particular importance. Parker (2001, p. 10) 

remarks that "the crucial differentiator between violations, errors and lapses is that 

violations, not errors or lapses, go with crash involvement". These results highlight the 

importance of rule compliance for road safety. A very substantial safety benefit would be 

achieved if road users would comply with the basic traffic rules. Estimates vary, but it seems 
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reasonable to assume that the magnitude of potential crash savings would be of the order of 

50 % (ETSC 1999). 

With regard to conditions for traffic rule compliance, Noordzij (1976) identified five 

conditions that traffic laws must fulfil in order to ensure a high-quality legislation. The law 

should: 

 Be easy to understand for all road users; 

 Be easy to follow; 

 Not be in contradiction or conflict with other laws; 

 Not be in conflict with situational prerogatives; 

 Make it easy to identify any violation of the law. 

Moreover, traffic laws have to be known and accepted by road users. However, knowledge 

about traffic rules is a necessary but not sufficient condition for rule compliance (Schlag, 

2009). Studies indicate that mere knowledge about traffic rules has only a limited effect on 

actual driver behaviour (Stern et al., 2006). This highlights the need for rule acceptance: road 

users have to understand the importance of the rule for their own road safety and that of 

others (Goldenbeld et al., 2000). A rule that is not accepted by road users can lead to 

resistance and may be costly and complex to enforce (Schlag, 2009).  

As regards rule compliance, Tyler (1990) observed that there are two perspectives on 

obedience to laws: instrumental and normative. According to the instrumental perspective, 

people are motivated by gains, losses, rewards and punishments related to obeying or 

disobeying the law (Yagil, 2005). Hence, increasing the likelihood and severity of punishment 

is viewed as an effective way of increasing compliance. By contrast, the normative 

perspective explains compliance with the law as a function of values that reflect what people 

feel they ought to do and which possesses a strong motivational component independent of 

any specific environment (Yagil, 2005).  

The following model (Figure 8) describes compliance with traffic rules, distinguishing 

between an extrinsic motivational approach that relies on negative, external factors (e.g. 

punishment, losses etc.) and an intrinsic motivational approach due to beliefs.  
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Figure 8: Compliance model 

 

Sources: adapted from Schlag, 2009; Mäkinen & Zaidel, 2003  

According to this model, legislation and enforcement first create an objective risk of 

detection for traffic offenders. The objective risk is the actual risk of detection, i.e. it reflects 

the real likelihood of detection caused by the actual level of traffic surveillance activities by 

e.g. the police. The objective risk has an impact on drivers' perceptions of possibilities of 

getting caught for traffic violations (i.e. the subjective risk). The subjective risk of detection is 

drivers' own more or less conscious and less explicit judgement of the possibility of getting 

caught for infringements. It results from the road user's perception of the intensity of 

enforcement-related activities. This subjective risk can be influenced by supportive 

measures, such as media or communication campaigns.  

However, a great difference can exist between these two risk levels. According to Zaal (1994) 

in an optimal situation the subjective risk is the same or higher than the actual risk of 

detection (i.e. the objective risk). This is due to the fact that it is the road user's perception 
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of the possibility that a breach of the law will be detected which is most likely to influence 

driving behaviour (Riley, 1991). As a result, the primary focus of most traffic enforcement 

campaigns should be on increasing the subjective risk of being caught. It should however be 

noted that the effects of legislation can also directly influence behaviour just by making road 

users aware of the norms or the codes of correct behaviour (Mäkinen & Zaidel, 2003). These 

road users want to comply with the rules simply to behave as prescribed by law τ 

compliance is a central element of their belief system.  

The subjective risk of detection functions as a motivational psychological factor if personally 

aversive consequences are expected to follow upon detection (Mäkinen & Zaidel, 2003). 

Without the possibility of a negative outcome for a traffic offence (i.e. a sanction or 

punishment), there will be no deterrence due to the objective or subjective risk of detection. 

In other words, even when the objective and subjective risk of being caught is sufficiently 

high, this would mean nothing if actual punishment was virtually non-existent. However, 

when looking at these two influencing factors, according to Bjørnskau & Elvik (1992), the 

subjective risk of detection is of greater importance for rule compliance than the subjective 

sanction severity. As regards the subjective severity of sanctions, Schlag (2009) states that 

the subjective sanction severity follows a certain hierarchy: monetary fines ς penalty points 

ς temporarily driving ban ς permanent licence revocation. Most commonly, monetary fines 

are accepted by drivers. Schlag (2009) refers to findings from Germany that show that many 

drivers commit speeding offences up to a certain speed threshold (i.e. Җ 20 km/h over the 

limit). In case of detection, offences below this threshold are only punished with monetary 

fines and not by penalty points (i.e. speeding offences > 20 km/h).  

Moreover, the link between detection of the offence and punishment has to be sufficiently 

clear in order to have any deterrent effect (Akkermans & Orozova-Bekkevold, 2007). This 

argument of immediacy of punishment has been described in studies regarding the 

psychology of learning. When too much time passes between violation and punishment, the 

link between both is extremely vague and no immediate effect can be expected because of a 

diminution in the subjective, perceived risk (Akkermans & Orozova-Bekkevold, 2007).  
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Besides this extrinsic motivational approach through deterrence social norms may also 

create an extrinsic motivation to obey the rules. Informal social norms may change τ for 

instance due to public persuasion τ and stipulate rule compliance (Schlag, 2009). Such 

changes in informal social norms stipulating rule compliance could be observed for drink 

driving in the past decades in Germany. Schlag (2009) argues that besides formal sanctions 

(monetary fines, penalty points etc.) informal social sanctions (e.g. social reprobation) can 

also influence rule compliance. For instance, negative reactions in a road user's social 

environment may increase the psychological costs of the infringement and thus lower the 

attractiveness of violating the rule (Schlag, 2009; Grasmick & Bursik, 1990).  

By contrast, in the model's intrinsic motivational approach, rule compliance is achieved due 

to the belief of the road users in obeying the laws. The intrinsic perspective focuses on 

voluntary compliance with rules rather than compliance as a response to external rewards 

and punishments (Yagil, 2005). Voluntary compliance may result from the belief that the 

authorities have the legitimate right to dictate behaviour. Moreover, over the past decades, 

under the combined influences of new laws, police enforcement and public persuasion 

(media campaigns etc.), many drivers have come increasingly to accept the rule of "no 

drinking and driving" as a strict, personal norm (ERSO, 2008). This shows how at first rule 

compliance may be extrinsically motivated by the aim to avoid punishment. Later on, 

however, road users may actually change their personal belief about what is the right 

behaviour and internalise traffic rules. 
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4 Nomadic device related legislation in Europe  

4.1 Objectives  & Methods  

The primary objective of this part of the study is to provide an overview of the existing 

regulatory frameworks across the 27 EU member states with respect to using and mounting 

nomadic devices in vehicles. The secondary objective is to identify similarities and 

differences between the member states' regulatory situations and group the members 

states into clusters. However, due to the low number of cases a statistical cluster analysis 

has not been feasible; hence, a qualitative cluster analysis is provided according to the 

characteristics of the typology.  

Moreover, some other relevant aspects of the usage of nomadic devices are assessed at 

country level, covering issues such as police enforcement, sanction regimes, accident 

investigation or prevention campaigns.  

With respect to the legislation in force, all relevant legal texts must be identified and 

assessed in order to provide a comprehensive understanding on how the usage of nomadic 

devices is regulated.  

In order to meet the objectives of this part of the study, a literature review of existing 

studies was performed. Following this review, a survey aiming at assessing current 

regulatory regimes by evaluating their legislative, regulatory and enforcement frameworks 

on the basis of the findings of WP 1 and WP 2 was carried out. This survey was the core part 

of WP 3 and also aimed to take into account ongoing political and public debates in the 

member states on the use of nomadic devices in vehicles. The survey was conducted 

through standardised electronic questionnaires with forms and fields. The information 

obtained was further complemented via phone interviews with national respondents.  
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The survey used a three-step approach: 

1. In a first step, a "pre-filtering" through a first concise questionnaire (Q1) was 

conducted. Taking into account the five types of nomadic device, this questionnaire 

looked at whether targeted legislation is in place and whether this legislation has a 

behavioural (i.e. driver) or technical (i.e. vehicle) focus. The additional aim was to 

identify the expert on legal questions to whom the second detailed questionnaire 

should be addressed; 

2. In a second step, considering the results of Q1, a tailored (and shorter) questionnaire 

Q2 containing just the relevant in-depth questions for the respective country was 

sent to national experts at relevant ministries and other institutions; 

3. In the third step, telephone or personal interview took place with the experts 

providing answers to the detailed questionnaire Q2.  

The survey started with sending questionnaire Q1 to representatives from the countries, 

most commonly from the respective ministries responsible for legal questions related to 

road traffic. In most cases, those correspondents were civil servants at the Ministry of 

Transport and Ministry of Interior. Two persons were identified in each member states as 

the recipients of questionnaire Q1. Questionnaire Q1 was sent at first to one expert only, 

while the second expert was contacted as a substitute in case of non-reply, or other 

difficulties. Questionnaire Q1 provided a rough overview on the existence of regulations 

with respect to four groups of nomadic devices and identified a legal expert at ministerial 

level to whom the more detailed questionnaire Q2 would be addressed. The relevant parts 

of questionnaire Q2 were then sent to these identified experts. Moreover, a separate 

questionnaire addressing the enforcement framework and questions related to accident 

investigation was sent then out to a separate group of respondents, consisting mostly of 

traffic police officials and road safety practitioners. A list of contacts for the questionnaires 

as well as the three questionnaire forms are available in the annex. 
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4.2 Comparative a nalysis   

In the following section the results of survey I are provided. It should however be noted that 

these results are not yet fully comprehensive and not yet fully approved by the respective 

national experts. 

4.2.1 Scope of legislation  

With regards to the scope of legislation (i.e. what devices are covered by legislation), the 

analysis indicates that all countries have a mix of both general and/or specific legislation that 

might be referred to using and mounting nomadic devices in vehicles. All countries have 

general legislation in place, addressing the driver or the driver's behaviour, e.g. fitness to 

drive, the responsibility of the driver to dedicate his/her full attention to the driving task or 

to avoid dangerous or careless driving. Moreover, some countries have also a rather 

technically-focused general legislation in place, referring to the vehicle or technical parts of 

it (e.g. condition of the vehicle must allow a sufficient field of view for the driver). These 

general requirements are most commonly contained in Road Traffic Acts and have been in 

place in member states for decades. However, according to the replies of the interviewees, 

in several member states this general legislation might apply only limited or partly to 

nomadic devices in vehicles and it often remains legally unclear if concrete requirements to 

using and mounting nomadic devices can be derived from these articles (e.g. Sweden). The 

following Table 1 shows an overview of the legislative scopes and device categories covered 

by legislation in the countries.  
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Table 1: Scope of legislation and device categories covered 

Country 
Mobile 
phones PND 

Music 
player 

TV/video 
player 

AT Specific n/a n/a General 

BE Specific n/a n/a n/a 

BG Specific n/a n/a n/a 

CY Specific Specific n/a Specific 

CZ Specific General n/a n/a 

DE Specific General General General 

DK Specific General n/a General 

EE Specific n/a General General 

EL Specific General Specific Specific 

ES Specific Specific Specific Specific 

FI Specific Specific Specific Specific 

FR Specific General General Specific 

HU Specific n/a n/a n/a 

IE Specific n/a n/a n/a 

IT Specific General General General 

LT Specific n/a n/a n/a 

LU Specific Specific Specific n/a 

LV Specific n/a n/a n/a 

MT Specific General Specific n/a 

NL Specific General n/a General 

PL Specific n/a n/a n/a 

PT Specific General Specific General 

RO Specific n/a n/a n/a 

SE n/a n/a n/a n/a 

SI Specific General General General 

SK Specific General General General 

UK Specific General n/a Specific 

     CH Specific General General General 

IS Specific n/a n/a n/a 
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Mobile phone use and legislation 

When looking at the four different device categories and relevant legislation, it becomes 

obvious that the most homogenous legislative approach are regulations addressing mobile 

phones. Out of the 27 EU member states, 26 countries have specific legislation on mobile 

phone use in place. The specific legislation explicitly mentions mobile phones and/or 

communication devices, and stipulates concrete requirements such as the use of hands-free 

equipment. Sweden is the only EU member state that doesn't have any legislation directly 

focusing on the use of phones and similar devices. In Sweden, requirements on the use of 

mobile phones while driving can be derived from a general caution requirement in Chapter 

2, Section 1 and Chapter 3, Section 1 of the Road Traffic Ordinance. Chapter 2, Section 1 

states that "to avoid accidents, road users shall observe care and attention that the 

circumstances demand". Chapter 3, Section 1 addresses issues such as health, alertness, 

soberness and concentration of the driver. However, since there is no penalty clause in 

Chapter 2, Section 1, this means that a driver who doesn't observe the rules in this section is 

only punishable when the lack of care and attention is so severe that the action can be 

punished as negligence in traffic in accordance with Section 1 of the act on punishments for 

certain road traffic offences (e.g. reckless driving). 

PND use and legislation 

With regards to PNDs, 12 EU countries and Switzerland stated to have general legislation in 

place that might apply to some extent to mounting and using PNDs. These requirements can 

either be derived from general articles on driver behaviour (e.g. driving without due care and 

attention) or general articles on vehicle's condition (e.g. vehicle's front window/windscreen 

must allow a clear view).  

As mentioned earlier, for some countries it is not fully clear to which extent these general 

articles apply to the use of PNDs. For instance in Sweden, the relevant general articles on 

driver behaviour do not stipulate a concrete prohibition for the driver to manually interact 

with a PND when driving, as long as no other road user or traffic is endangered or the driver 

doesn't behave recklessly. Other countries (e.g. France, Italy, Slovenia) have ruled from 

these general articles on driver behaviour that manual interaction with a PND is not allowed.  
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With regards to mounting PNDs, many countries have general articles in place stipulating 

that the vehicle windows/windscreen must allow a clear and undistorted view (e.g. such as 

in the Slovakian Road Traffic Act 8/2009 par.7, art. 1 (i): άDrivers must assure before starting 

the journey and during the journey that no objects are placed in the view field that could 

ƻōǎǘǊǳŎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǎŀŦŜ ŘǊƛǾƛƴƎέ). In some countries legal requirements have 

derived from these rather universal articles. For instance in Switzerland, the Zurich municipal 

police and the Federal Roads Office (ASTRA) have issued a guideline that PNDs may be 

mounted on the lower edge of the windscreen in order to be in line with the relevant articles 

71 (4) and (5) of the of the Swiss ordinance on the technical demands for road traffic vehicle 

(Verordnung an die technischen Anforderungen an Strassenfahrzeuge).  

Countries with rather specific legislation on PNDs comprise Spain and Luxembourg. In 

Luxembourg, article 46 (2a) of the road traffic act (introduced in April 2009) states that 

mounting any accessory devices such as PNDs is only allowed on the lower left side of the 

windscreen. The maximum allowed width of a PND is 20 cm. The article contains a clear 

guideline on where to mount a device, as shown in the Figure 9 below: 

Figure 9: Allowed mounting of a PND according to the Luxembourgish Road Traffic Act 

 

 

In Spain, the Road Safety Law (Ley de Seguridad Vial) introduced in 2009 contains a specific 

article 65.4.g on the use of PNDs. It is prohibited to operate the device when the vehicle is 
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moving and the device must be mounted where it can be easily seen by the driver without 

obstructing his field of view.  

Music player use and legislation 

With regards to music player use, six EU countries and Switzerland stated to have general 

legislation in place that might apply to manual handling of music players and/or the use of 

headphones. For instance, the Slovakian Road Traffic Act 8/2009, I par.4, art. 1 (c) states that 

the driver must fully concentrate on driving and carefully watch for the traffic situation. 

According to the Slovakian Ministry of Transport, a ban on handling music players while 

driving can be derived from this article. In other countries, these general articles stipulate 

that the driver's hearing must not be impaired while driving. In some countries, this has led 

in practice to the fact that headphone use is only allowed up to a certain sound volume.  

With regards to specific legislation, six countries have adopted rather specific articles in their 

road traffic acts, precisely referring to sound devices or headphones. For instance in Greece, 

Article 13 of the Road Traffic Act explicitly states that it is prohibited to use headphones 

connected to portable radios, tape recorders and similar sound-devices. Also the Spanish 

Road Safety Law stipulates in Article 65.4 (f,g) that it is forbidden to use headsets or 

headphones connected to receivers or sound producing apparatuses.  

TV and video player use and legislation 

Concerning the use of TVs and video players, most commonly general legislation is applied. 

For instance in the Netherlands, according to the Ministry's of Justice response, watching 

TV/video while driving would incur a fine as a case of careless or dangerous driving according 

to Article 5 of the Road Traffic Act. In some countries however (e.g. Sweden), the use of 

these devices is not necessarily prohibited as long as the driver doesn't cause any danger.  

Cyprus, Finland, France, Greece, Spain, and the UK stated to have rather specific legislation 

in place on using TVs and video players. In the UK, under Regulation 109 of the Road 

Vehicles (Construction and Use) Regulations 1986, it is an offence to drive a vehicle if the 

driver is in such a position as to be able to see, whether directly or by reflection, a television 

screen.  
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Similar rather targeted articles are in place in France. The Road Traffic Act Article R412-6-2 

states that "placing any functioning device with a screen, which does not provide driving or 

navigation assistance, in the view field of the driver of a moving ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ƛǎ ŦƻǊōƛŘŘŜƴέ.  

4.2.2 Level of detail  

Also with regards to the level of detail of legislation (i.e. to what extent the use of a certain 

device is restricted), the results indicate that the picture in the member states is rather 

variable. Concerning mobile phone legislation (Table 2), all countries (except Sweden) 

require the use of hands-free equipment when driving (i.e. either as soon as the vehicle's 

engine is running or when the vehicle is moving). With regards to hands-free, most 

commonly a headset or wireless equipment (e.g. Bluetooth) is sufficient in the countries, as 

long as the driver doesn't hold the phone in his/her hands while driving. However, some 

countries additionally require that the phone must be fixed in a mounting (Greece, Italy, 

Luxembourg, Malta, Slovenia).  

Furthermore, some countries (e.g. Luxembourg, Slovenia, and Greece) have rather highly 

intervening regulations in place that restrict using mobile phones or mounting mobile phone 

cradles in several ways. In these countries, for instance, the use of additional phone 

functions (e.g. texting) is prohibited.  

In some countries, (e.g. Germany) hands-free devices must be used for using any function of 

a mobile phone (e.g. GPS). In Estonia, the use of hands-free is only mandatory when driving 

in built-up areas.  
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Table 2: Legislation on mobile phone use 
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FI   X   X X   X X   X       
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HU   X X   X   X             

IE   X X   X   X             

IT   X   X   X X X X         

LT   X X   X   X X   X       

LU   X   X   X X   X X     X 

LV   X   X X   X   X         

MT   X   X   X X             

NL   X   X X   X X           

PL   X   X X   X X           

PT   X   X X   X X X X       

RO   X   X X   X             

SE                           

SI   X   X   X X X X X       

SK   X   X X   X X           

UK   X X   X   X X           

                            

CH   X   X X   X X X         

IS   X X   X   X             
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With regards to legislation on PND, some of the responding countries indicated that manual 

interaction with device is prohibited when the vehicle is moving (Table 3). Moreover, France, 

Italy and the UK responded that it would be prohibited to use the media player function of 

the device. Finally, in some countries there derive requirements on the use of certain PND 

functions from specific bans on radar warning equipment: in Germany for instance, it is 

prohibited to use PND's "Points-of-interest" function (POIs) that indicates stationary speed 

cameras. The POI data/software must be deleted from the device's memory.  

Concerning the mounting of PNDs, the majority of responding countries have either general 

or specific legislation in place that affects the location of mounting devices (e.g. field of 

view). Furthermore, Germany, Greece and Luxembourg have requirements on the way of 

fixing the devices.  
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Table 3: Legislation on PND use 
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With regards to music player use, out of the countries that state to have use restrictions in 

place, in five of these countries the legislation is affecting the manual handling of the devices 

(Table 4). In these five countries (Finland, Italy, Slovenia, Slovakia, Switzerland), manual 

interaction with music players is considered to be not allowed for the driver when the 

vehicle is moving. Moreover, nine countries have legislation that concerns the use of 

headphones while driving. In seven of these countries, headphone use is not allowed, 

whereas two countries have limitations of the sound volume in place that affects the use of 

headphones. The regulations of Italy and Slovenia intervene rather severe, they affect both 

the manual handling of music players and the use of headphones.  
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Table 4: Legislation on music player use 
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Finally, out of the countries that state to have either general or specific legislation in place 

affecting TV/video players, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Slovenia, and Spain are 

intervening rather severe on their use (Table 5). In these countries, both the manual 

handling and watching TV/video is addressed. For the driver, both manual interaction and 

watching TV/video are prohibited when the vehicle is moving. If TV/video players are used 

by passengers, there are requirements that the device's display must not be visible to the 

driver (e.g. Italy, Spain; Portugal).  
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Table 5: Legislation on TV/Video player use 
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4.2.3 Sanctions  

With regards to the monetary sanction levels, substantial differences between the countries 

can be found (Figure 10).  

Figure 10: Monetary fines for a mobile phone offence in Europe (in EUR)  

 

Sweden is not shown because hand-held phone use is not prohibited 

The average monetary fine for a mobile phone offence in the EU27 plus Switzerland and 

Iceland is 68 EUR. However, the fine level varies from 11 EUR in Lithuania to 200 EUR in 

Spain. Divided into three fine level ƎǊƻǳǇǎ όҖ 40 EUR, 41-80 EUR, > 80 EUR), 11 countries1 

cover the first group with fines up to 40 EUR (Group 1). Nine countries2 comprise the group 

with fine levels between 41 and up to 80 EUR (Group 2). Eight countries3 have fine levels 

above 80 EUR (Group 3).  

However, a comparison of monetary fine levels that simply takes into account the absolute 

levels of fines may be misleading. Differences between the countries in income levels and 
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purchasing power make it difficult to compare an absolute monetary fine of a certain value 

across the 27 EU Member States: for instance, a monetary fine of a value of 50 EUR would 

mean something different to an average driver from e.g. Bulgaria than to a driver in e.g. 

Luxembourg. Thus, it is less the absolute level but rather the ratio of fine and capacity to pay 

that should be used for comparing fine levels of the different countries. To get at least a first 

impression of this possible distortion, we calculated for every country the quotient from 

monetary fine and a country's per capita consumption expenditure. The latter, per capita 

consumption expenditure (for 2006), was used as a proxy for capacity to pay.4 After that we 

multiplied these ratios with the average per capita consumption expenditure in the EU 27 

(simply to present absolute values instead of ratios). Figure 11 shows these values that can 

be interpreted as monetary fines with standardised capacity to pay. When looking at these 

fine levels, it can be seen that adjusted fine levels in some Central and Eastern European 

countries are actually higher than the absolute fines. 

Figure 11: Income-adjusted monetary fine levels for a mobile phone offence in Europe (in EUR)  

 

Sweden is not shown because hand-held phone use is not prohibited 

                                                      
4
  Other indicators for the concept of capacity to pay could be used as well, e.g. average household income. 
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Finally, Figure 12 shows the fine levels of countries taking into account both monetary fines 

and penalty points.  

 

Figure 12: Levels of monetary fines and penalty points 

 

Sweden is not shown because hand-held phone use is not prohibited 

Although having general penalty point systems in place, several countries5 ŘƻƴΩǘ sanction 

mobile phone offences with penalty points. However, when looking at those countries6 

having a penalty point system introduced that covers also mobile phone offences, it can be 

seen that the relative points for a mobile phone offence (i.e. percentage of points until 

licence withdrawal) vary between 6 per cent in Germany and 25 per cent in the Czech 

Republic, Italy and the UK. Moreover, many of those countries without general penalty point 

system have rather high monetary fine levels in place (BE, PT, SI, NL).  
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4.2.4 Qualitative clustering  

In the following, we briefly explain the clustering that has been used in the study. The 

general idea of establishing clusters of countries is to identify homogenous groups of 

countries, i.e. the difference between countries within a group should be smaller than the 

difference between groups, in order to classify countries in a simple way and to explain 

behaviour differences (of drivers) by different legislative frameworks.  

In this study, we have not used statistical methods for clustering, mainly for three reasons: 

 Since we have only 29 observations, we have a small number problem; 

 Legal rules can not simply be treated as variables and values - several interpretative 

steps are necessary and these steps involve inevitably subjective judgements. To 

combine this with a ς seemingly ς precise statistical method would only create some 

kind of spurious precision; 

 The substantial differences between the legal frameworks results inevitably in a kind 

ƻŦ ŘƛǎǘƻǊǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ƭƻƴƎ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǘǿƻ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ όά²Ƙŀǘ 

ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ƛǎ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘΚέ ŀƴŘ άLƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀȅ ƛǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘΚέύ ƛƴǘƻ 

account, since several countries have no rules for some nomadic devices. 

Method 

We used a qualitative clustering that takes into account the categories "Scope", "Level of 

detail" and "Sanction levels" shown in Table 6 to Table 8. At the end of each Table 6-8, a 

ranking of countries is shown for the respective category (highlighted in light orange).  

Scope: Countries that have adopted specific legislation covering all four device classes were 

ranked "Highest". On the contrary, countries that have only general legislation in place that 

applies only limited the four device classes, were ranked "Lowest".  

Level of detail: With regards to mobile phone legislation, countries having legislation in 

place that intervenes substantially on the use of mobile phones by stipulating 

comprehensive use requirements were ranked "High". On the contrary, countries having 

hardly any requirements in place on the use of mobile phones, were ranked "Low". Mobile 

phone related legislation has been chosen due to best data availability for all countries (i.e. 
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mobile phone legislation is adopted in almost all countries). As an alternative, the average 

number of requirements per nomadic device covered by legislation could be used.  

Sanction level: With regards to the monetary sanctions for a mobile phone offence, 

countries of fine level group 3 (i.e. above 80 EUR) were ranked "High". On the contrary, 

countries of fine level group 1 (i.e. up to 40 EUR) were ranked "Low". Monetary sanctions for 

mobile phone offences have been chosen due to best data availability and comparability 

between countries. 

Finally, these three rankings were merged into a single table that classifies the countries into 

different groups (see Table 9).  

Many countries can be subsumed according to the assigned values of each category. This is 

e.g. the case if countries have identical values in the categories (e.g. "Medium, Medium, 

Medium") or have a deviation in only one value of the categories (e.g. αIƛƎƘŜǎǘΣ aŜŘƛǳƳΣ 

aŜŘƛǳƳά).  

However, with regards to subsuming different combination of values (e.g. "Highest, Medium, 

Low"), points are assigned to each value of a category7. Table 9 shows the clustering of 

countries, according to the sum of the assigned points multiplied by the category weight 

("Scope"= factor 2, "Level of detail"= factor 1, "Sanction level"= factor 1).  

Finally, a sensitivity analyses was carried out. The first analysis taking into account changes 

in the category weight shows that only Belgium and the Netherlands depend on the category 

weight. If "Scope" is weighted higher (i.e. by the factor 2) according to our preference, both 

countries fall in group IV. If all categories would be weighted the same, both member states 

would fall in group III. The second analysis looked at possible shifting between groups due to 

changes in sanction levels. If income-adjusted monetary sanction levels are used and all 

categories would be weighted by factor 1, Poland would be the only country that would shift 

from group IV to group III.  

                                                      
7
 Assigned points, depending on number of values:  

"Scope":  lowest=1, low=2, medium=3, high=4, highest=5; 

"Level of detail" and "Sanction level": low=1, medium=2, high=3 
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Hence, with regards to the country selection for Survey II, the following five countries are 

taken into account: 

 Group I:  Italy 

 Group II:  Spain 

 Group III:  UK 

 Group IV:   Poland 

 Group V:  Sweden 
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Results 

Table 6: Scope of legislation 

 Country 
Mobile 
phones PND 

Music 
player 

TV/video 
player 

Ranking 
scope 

SE         Lowest 

BE Specific 

   
Low 

BG Specific 

   
Low 

HU Specific 

   
Low 

IE Specific 

   
Low 

IS Specific 

   
Low 

LT Specific 

   
Low 

LV Specific 

   
Low 

PL Specific 

   
Low 

RO Specific       Low 

AT  Specific     General Medium 

CY Specific Specific 

 

Specific Medium 

CZ Specific General 
  

Medium 

DK Specific General 

 
General Medium 

EE Specific 

 

General General Medium 

LU Specific Specific Specific 

 
Medium 

MT Specific General Specific 

 
Medium 

NL Specific General  General Medium 

UK Specific General   Specific Medium 

CH Specific General General General High 

DE Specific General General General High 

EL Specific General Specific Specific High 

FR Specific General General Specific High 

IT Specific General General General High 

PT Specific General Specific General High 

SI Specific General General General High 

SK Specific General General General High 

ES Specific Specific Specific Specific Highest 

FI Specific Specific Specific Specific Highest 
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Table 7: Level of detail 

 

1-3 = low, 4-6 = medium, 7-8 = high 




















































































































































