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Performance indicators calculation

Dozza et al. "Chunking: a procedure to
improve naturalistic data analysis”
Merge Pl Accident Analysis & Prevention, 2012.
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Statistics and verification
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Methodology for the
guestionnaire analysis
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AIms

To develop a set of questionnaires to
characterise and measure drivers acceptance
of and trust In the In-vehicle systems under
evaluation and the workload experienced
when driving with these systems.

Harmonisation of the questionnaires between
the VMCs was envisaged

The common guestions allowed and overall
evaluation and a comparison of results

between the VMC related tests. eur—»

FOT
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Acceptabllity/acceptance
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Trust

Trust is often used interchangeably with
acceptance, but users:

& sometimes use automation that they are suspicious
of (perhaps because they do not have the time or
workload capacity to do otherwise) and

& sometimes do not use automation they believe is
competent (perhaps because they enjoy doing the
job themselves).

& Trust changes over time, increasing as users
experience a reliable system, diminishing whe eur-)
they experience system failures Fi;'r
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Questionnaire items

1. Workload 11.Behavioural intention
2. Usefulness 12.Exp. with vehicle
3. Satisfaction technology
4. Social acceptability 13-5;%%2&%?“”
: ?:L?tdabmty 14.Attituc_|e to target
_ behaviours
7. Effectiveness 15.Demographic data
8. Egse . “¥ 16.Personality
7 MISL.Ise./abUS & N fngravel patterns
10. Social infl =y

Iving behaviour
eur-)

19.User practice FC/T
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Questionnaire procedure

Screening questionnaire:

& focused on demographics, personal data, travel patterns
Questionnaire 1:

& administered prior to system exposure

& measured driver attitudes, accident records
Questionnaire 2:

& determined pre-trial acceptability, workload and behaviour
Questionnaire 3:

& acceptability and workload measures

& administered during the Treatment phase and at repeated

time points

Questionnaire 4:

& acceptability and workload in more depth

Debriefing questionnaire : eur~
& reflected on safety-critical scenarios FL; ’T
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Introduction

Explsin background and objectives of the study
Describe the phases and structurs of the FOT
Describe the participant’s and contact person’s roles
Encoursage completion of the FOT and explsin when they
need to make contact

Privacy issuss

Screening

Diriving experience
Travel patterns 1
Demaographics

Heslth impairmant issuss
Availsbility

Interview 1

Travel patterns 2

Accident record

Driver attitudes and behaviour

Bensation sesking

Former experience with technology and similar systems.
Acceptability expectations of the system (perceived
effectivensss, perceived ussfulness, satisfsetion, socisl
scceptability, affordsbility, trust, intention, socisl influence)
Subiective mental workload

Briefing and training
on the system

Explzin the vehicle, general devices and contrals,

Explain the system{s) under investigation, functions of main
interest in the study, how to apply and to interact with them.
Exercises, e. g. during training drives

Instructions

S

Familiarisation with measuring eguipment in the car

Explanation on how to complete questionnsires during the FOT
Instructions on how to perform the FOT (e.g. safety instrections,
switch off function during bassline, time table for contacts)
Instruction on how to behave and what to doin case of special
incidents (. g. technical failure, accident)

Baseline

ng

Interview 2

System scceptabilty (perceved effectivensss, peroeived
usefulness, satisfaction, socisl scceptsbility, sffordsbility,
trust, intention, secial influence)

‘Subjective mental worklosd

Interview 3

Driver attitudes and behaviour

System scceptabilty (perceived effectivensss, perceived
usefulness, satisfaction, socisl scceptsbility, sffordsbility,
trust, intention, secial influence)

‘Subjective mental worklosd

Debriefing

KK EN

Clarify issues and deseribe gyrgF OT aims
Evaluation of FOT administration
Paymsant where appropriste
Dissemination and future contact

11 27 June 2012

euroFOT Final Event — Brussels

Harmonised
guestionnaires

All test sites used the same core
guestionnaires (same scales,
items etc) with flexibility for
additional items

eur—)
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Analysis procedure
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8 Functionalities
28 Partners
1000 Vehicles

1 Field Operational Test
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