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AUTONOMOUS VERICLES

* Involved in half the number of
collisions per million miles

a8
Q“ (compared to human drivers)

Q Q s 3 * Projected to reduce collisions by
- -— up to 90%
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AVERSION TO'AUTONOMOUS VEHICLES

* Despite being safer overall,
people don't trust AVs, & are

averse to their presenc

* \Would need to appear 5x safer
than human drivers to be

f considered equally as acceptable
O






DISIIKE COMPULEN PDont unaderstand
dlJORMMSIMaking NOW AV AIGEHMIIMS
MOral GECISIONS ?% WOTK?

LOSS ol persenal

dJENCY OVEl
Situations?




RESEARCH QUESTION

e

Can EXPlANINGINECONSISTENCY OIFAV algeRtNIMS (1IN
COMPaISENONETNCONSISIENCY OifnUuman drHVeErsS)
reduce peoples: aversion to AVs?
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CURRENT RESEARCH

* 3 experiments, used moral dilemmas to

J |

and human drivers

* Base Scenario:
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CURRENT RESEARCH

Rating Scales

Bad G0o0od

Immoral Moral

Unpredictable Preaictable
Caused a Great Deal of Harm Caused No Harm
Deserves a Great Deal of Blame OO OO O OO Deserves No Blame
Actions were Unacceptable © OO OO OO Actions Were Acceptable

*Untrustworthy O OO OO OO Trustworthy
&
/ Moral Perception - Average of Bad/Good and Immoral/Moral ratings

* Study 3 only
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STUDY 1 — Vlain effects

Prlot Action

b

xplanation

Ex ion @ Explanation
T



/’ \\\ /’ \\
] e AV —A— Driver v/ o AV —A— Driver \
| B B |
! 7~ 1 7 !
> 6 w6 :
| — ) I |
8 97 ® 5- [}
8 nE 4 ol :
1 O L2 A 1 O A !
=8 3 3 :
: o 2- :: o |
| 1 . . | 1 . .
'\ No Explanation | No Explanation
Explanation / \ Explanation




STUDY 1 - Correlations

Predictability

Moral

Perception 39

Acceptability | 77 | .29

Harm | -33 | -39 | -.16

Blame | 30 | -53|-51]-.15




STUDY 2
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STUDY 2 — \Valn elfects
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STUDY 2 - Interactions
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STUDY 2 - Correlations

Predictability

Moral

Perception e

Acceptability | .84 | .20

Harm | -.66 | -.74 | -.04

Blame | 61 | -.64 | -.66 | -.08
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STUDY 38— Main elfects

Prlot Action
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OIUDY 3 - Interaction
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SITUDY 3 - Correlations

Predictability

Moral

Perception -36

Acceptability | .72 | .43

Trustworthiness| .68 | .77 | .35

Harm -.29 | -.26 | -.31 -.08

Blame | .28 | -.51 | -46 | -.52 | -.14
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CONCLUSION
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