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Research on the effectiveness of road traffic signs
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Abstract; The influence factors of the effectiveness of traffic signs were determined based on
drivers’ visual cognition process. A comprehensive evaluation system of the effectiveness of traffic
signs based on the theory on set pair analysis( SPA) was established. To improve the effectiveness of
traffic signs, an index evaluation system was formulated by using “fishbone diagram” analysis. The
weight value of evaluation indicators was calculated through analytic hierarchy process( AHP). The
contact degree of indicators was calculated via SPA to attain the comprehensive evaluation value.
The effectiveness level of the traffic signs of Yonghui-Hongshan bridge section of national highway
316 in Fuzhou was determined by the SPA evaluation model. Corresponding suggestions on impro-
ving the traffic signs were proposed in relation with the evaluation results.
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Fig.1 Drivers’ information processing
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Fig.2 Fishbone diagram of traffic signs effectiveness

evaluation indicators
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Tab.1 Weight value of traffic signs effectiveness evalua-

tion indicators
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Tab.2 Weight of selected evaluation indicators
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Fig. 3 Research scope of traffic signs effectiveness

evaluation program
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Tab.3 Membership degree of traffic signs effectiveness

evaluation indicators
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Tab.4 Grading result of evaluation indicators
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Fig.4 Radar map of traffic signs effectiveness evalu-

ation
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