SECTION 3. RESULTS

FOCUS OF THE DATA ANALYSIS

The results of the visual testing did not reveal the need to treat any subjects’ data differently from
the others’.

The objectives of the experiment were to determine whether: (1) driving behavior is affected
when the driver has access to a SSGCS and to a CWS, (2) driving performance is affected by re-
ductions in visibility, and (3) driving performance is affected by variations in traffic density.
Driving-performance data were obtained from 52 drivers: 32 drove with both the SSGCS and
CWS and 20 were controls. The analyses of the data focused on the following experimental
questions:

* Does driving performance change with the use of the SSGCS and CWS?
» Is driving performance affected by the age of the driver?
* Does driving performance change when the visibility level is reduced?

* Does driving performance vary with traffic density?
To answer these questions, driving performance data were collected from 52 drivers who trav-
eled on a simulated journey of approximately 35 min. The drivers were divided into two groups.
The SSGCS and CWS were installed in the simulator vehicle for the 32 drivers in the experimen-
tal group, while these two systems were not available to the 20 drivers in the control group.

Driving Performance Measures

The performance measures listed in table 3 were collected from the experimental- and control-
group drivers during and after the 35-min journey.

Partitioning the Data

All 52 drivers experienced driving with 3 levels of visibility. At two points in the journey, there
was a gradual deterioration in visibility. Before the first of these reductions, the visibility was
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Table 3. Performance measures.

Lane-keeping measures * Steering instability.!
» Number of steering oscillations.!

Speed-control measures * Average velocity.
* Velocity instability.!
» Number of velocity fluctuations.!

Following-distance measures * Minimum gap setting/following distance
» Average gap setting/actual gap

Lane-change measures * Number of lane changes.

» Percentage of time spent in the right lane.
* Percentage of time spent in the center lane.
» Percentage of time spent in the left lane

» Size of gap accepted in a lane change.

Incursion measures * Number of incursions.
» Size of gap rejected in a lane incursion.

SSGCS activation measure Percent of time SSGCS activated

Impressions about the experiment Questionnaire responses

1 Driving-performance measures developed by Bloomfield and Carroll.(19) [A brief account describing the
development of these measures is provided in appendix 6.]

clear for 10 km (6.21 mi). The driver traveled on the expressway with this initial visibility for
10.17 min. At the end of the first section of the journey, during a 1.25-min interval, it became
foggy and the visibility decreased to 200 m (656 ft). The driver experienced driving with this re-
duced visibility for 11.67 min. Next, the second drop in visibility occurred. It dropped to 100 m
(328 ft), and stayed at this level for the remaining 11.67 min of the journey. Data were collected
from all 52 drivers throughout the journey, from the time they entered the expressway until the
end of the 35th minute, when a message was issued requesting the driver to pull over onto the
shoulder. The data analyzed here were obtained during the three sections of the journey in which
the visibility was stable. The data obtained in the two intervals during which there were transi-
tions between visibility levels were omitted from the analysis.

The data obtained from drivers in the control group for each of the measures in table 3, with the

exception of the percentage of time the SSGCS was activated and the responses to the question-
naire, were partitioned in terms of the three visibility levels only.
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However, the partitioning of the data from the drivers in the experimental group was more com-
plex. For the experimental-group drivers, in addition to the partitioning based on visibility level,
the data relating to the two lane-keeping measures, three speed-control measures, and two fol-
lowing-distance measures were also divided in terms of whether the SSGCS and the CWS were
activated. The additional categories were as follows:

* Driving-performance data that were obtained while the driver was using the SSGCS.

* Driving-performance data that were obtained while the driver was using the CWS
only, i.e., that were obtained when the CWS was activated and the SSGCS was dis-
engaged.

* Driving-performance data that were obtained when both the SSGCS and the CWS
were disengaged, but were obtained after the driver had activated the SSGCS at least
once. [Note: Data obtained when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged
but before the driver had activated the SSGCS at least once were not included in the
analysis.]

Since lane changes and incursions were not possible with the SSGCS activated, the lane-change
and incursion measures (in table 3) were partitioned by visibility level only. The SSGCS usage
data were also partitioned by visibility level only, for obvious reasons.

Organization of the Analysis

The analysis is divided into six sections. The first is a brief section that shows the result of a
cross-experimental comparison in which the driving performance of the drivers in the control
group in the current experiment is compared with the driving performance of drivers in the con-
trol group in the previous study in this series by Bloomfield, Levitan, Grant, Brown, and
Hankey.® 4

The second analysis section presents the analysis of the percentage of time the experimental
\ group had the SSGCS activated.

The third analysis section examines the driving performance of the experimental-group drivers
when they were using the SSGCS. Since this experiment was carried out in order to discover
how the driver’s performance might be affected by use of the SSGCS, it did not make sense to
include in this particular analysis the measures of lane keeping and speed control, both of which
were under the control of the SSGCS. Instead, the analysis concentrates on one velocity measure
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(the average velocity) and two following-distance measures (the minimum gap setting and fol-
lowing distance, and the average gap setting and actual gap).

The fourth analysis section focuses on the driving performance of the experimental-group drivers
when they were using the CWS alone. This analysis was conducted using the first seven mea-
sures listed in table 3 (i.e., the two lane-keeping measures, the three speed-control measures, and
the two following-distance measures).

The fifth analysis section explores the data obtained from drivers in the experimental group when
they were not using either the SSGCS or the CWS, after they had used the SSGCS at least once.
As in the third section, this analysis was conducted using the first seven measures listed in

table 3.

In the sixth analysis section, the result of the analysis of the remaining driving-performance mea-
sures, the five lane-change measures and the two incursion measures, are presented. The com-
parisons that were made were between the data obtained from the control-group drivers and the
data from those who were in the experimental group; for the latter group in this analysis, the data
collected when only the CWS was activated were combined with data obtained when neither the
SSGCS nor the CWS were activated.

In the seventh and final analysis section, the results of the questionnaire that was administered
after the participants had driven in the simulator are presented. The questionnaire contained
questions dealing with the driving simulator, the journey in the simulator vehicle, and, if the
driver had been in the experimental group, the functionality of the SSGCS and the CWS. There
was a separate version of the questionnaire for drivers in the control group.

CROSS-EXPERIMENTAL COMPARISON OF THE PERFORMANCE OF CONTROL-
GROUP DRIVERS

The performance of the control-group drivers in the current experiment was compared with the
performance of the control-group drivers in the previous experiment in the current series. The

12 control-group drivers in that experiment drove in traffic with a density of 12.42 v/km/In

(20 v/mi/ln) when the visibility was clear.(®) Although they traveled on a three-lane expressway,
the control-group drivers were only able to drive in the right and center lanes; this was because in
that experiment the left lane was reserved for automated traffic. Bloomfield et al. analyzed data
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obtained from the control-group drivers in a 9.5-min period early in the trial, after a 5-min prac-
tice period.®

Ten of the 20 control-group drivers in the current experiment also drove in traffic with a density
of 12.42 v/km/In (20 v/mi/In) when the visibility was clear. Driving-performance data were col-
lected from them during the first 10 min of the journey, while they drove on a three-lane express-
way. Unlike the drivers in the earlier study, these drivers had access to all three lanes of the ex-
pressway.

The average performance of the 12 control-group drivers in the earlier experiment and the

10 drivers in the current experiment who drove in traffic with a density of 12.42 v/km/In

(20 v/mi/ln) for two lane-keeping measures and three steering-performance measures are shown
in table 4. These data are directly compared in figure 4.

Table 4. Comparison of mean driving-performance data for control-group drivers in the current
experiment and in the previous experiment by Bloomfield et al.(®

Driving-Performance

Means for Control-Group
Drivers in the Previous

Means for Control-Group
Drivers in the Current

Measures Exgn’ment Exgriment
Steering instability 0.27 m (0.87 ft) 0.31 m (1.01 ft)
Steering oscillations 13.07 per min 14.47 per min
Average velocity 85.9 km/h (53.3 mi/h) 82.8 km/h (51.4 mi/h)
Velocity instability 4.5 km/h (2.8 mi/h) 6.0 km/h (3.7 mi/h)
Velocity fluctuations 3.09 per min 2.68 per min

Figure 4 provides a comparison of the driving-performance data that were obtained from the con-
trol-group drivers in the previous experiment by Bloomfield et al. and in the current experi-
ment.(® The five graphs shown in the figure compare: (a) steering instability, (b) the number of
steering oscillations per minute, (c) average velocity, (d) velocity instability, and (e) the number
of velocity fluctuations per minute. On all five graphs, the 95-percent confidence interval is
shown, along with the mean, for each driving measure. This allows a direct comparison of the
performance of the controls in the two experiments to be made. When each of the five graphs is

27



0.40 . o 18.0
2 0.35 £ 16.0 . .
< 0.30 . £ 14.0 =
£ 0.25 o & 12,0 .
Z 0.20 * § 10.0 ¢
z =
= 0.15 = 59
§ 0.10 ;o 4:0
0.05 '§ 2.0
0.00 4 + { % 0.04 } i
Previous Current Previous Current
@ ®)
90.0
?-: 88.0 o
= 86.0 + .
=
-§ 84.0 :
g 82.0
%" 80.0 .
Z 78.0
76.0 4 $ -1
Previous Current
©
2.50-- L 4.5 .
_ . £ 40
5 2.00-- E 3-5 .
z £ 30
“,g 1.50-- 6 -§ 2.5 ! +
i 1.00.. * . g 2.0 *
§ 2 1.5
s 0504 2 1.0
> 8 0.5
0.00 : i > 0.04 ' i
Previous Current Previous Current
@ ©

Figure 4. Mean values (with 95% confidence interval) of: (a) steering instability, (b) steering oscillations
per min, (c) velocity, (d) velocity instability, and (e) velocity fluctuations per minute for control-group
drivers in the current experiment and a previous experiment by Bloomfield et al.(8)
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inspected, it can be seen that, in each case, there is a large overlap in the confidence intervals for
the two sets of data. This overlap is consistent with the view that the driving performance of the
control-group drivers in the previous experiment and in the current experiment was essentially
the same.

PERCENTAGE OF TIME THE SSGCS WAS ACTIVATED

During the three visibility periods, each driver in the experimental group had to decide whether,
and how much, he/she wanted to drive on the expressway with the SSGCS activated. To deter-
mine the percentage of time that the SSGCS was activated, the total amount of time that the
SSGCS was activated in each of the three periods was recorded. Then, these totals were con-
verted into percentages.

Table 5 shows the percentage of time that the SSGCS was activated by the older and younger
experimental-group drivers for each of the three visibility conditions.

Table 5. Percentage of time the SSGCS was activated as a function of age and visibility level.

Visibility Age 25-34 Age 265
10 km (6.21 mi) 57.2 59.2
200 m (656 ft) 61.0 93.4
100 m (328 ft) 55.9 79.6

As can be seen from the table, visibility level had little effect on SSGCS usage for the younger
drivers: they had the system activated about 55 to 60 percent of the time, regardless of visibility
level. While the usage by older drivers was similar to that for younger drivers in clear visibility
(10 km [6.2 mi]), older drivers apparently activated the system more of the time when the visi-
bility was reduced.

DRIVING WHILE USING THE SSGCS

To determine how the driver’s performance was affected when he/she was using the SSGCS, the
performance of drivers using the SSGCS was compared with that of drivers in the control group.
Only a limited set of comparisons could be made. This was because when it was activated, the
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SSGCS itself was responsible for controlling the steering, the speed of the driver’s car, and the
distance between the driver’s car and the vehicle ahead. As a result, the comparisons were not
made with several of the measures listed in table 3, including the lane-keeping measures and two
of the three speed-control. measures. However, there were three measures of driving perfor-
mance in table 3 that could be used. When they were using the SSGCS, the drivers in the exper-
imental group selected the speed of the simulator car and the gap between it and the vehicle di-
rectly ahead, which allows the following comparisons to be made:

* The average velocity of the drivers in the control group was compared with the aver-
age velocity of the experimental-group drivers.

* The minimum following distance of the conu'ol-gfoup drivers was compared with the
minimum gap set by those in the experimental group.

* The average actual gap of the drivers in the control group was compared with both the
average actual gap of the drivers in the experimental group and with the average gap
set by the latter.

These comparisons were conducted using analyses of variance (ANOVA'’s), with the results
reported below.

Average Velocity While Using the SSGCS

The ANOVA conducted on the average velocity data indicated that two variables were statisti-
cally significant, as shown in table 6. The complete summary for this ANOVA is presented as
table 43 in appendix 7.

Table 6. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if average velocity was affected by group—whether the driver was in the
experimental group (when the SSGCS was being used) or the control group—the age of the
driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value
Age 0.0001
Visibility 0.0001

As can be seen from the table, only two variables, the age of the driver and the visibility level,
had significant effects on the average velocity. There was no evidence to suggest that the
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variation in the density of the traffic affected the average velocity. There were no significant
interactions.

In addition, and most importantly, there was no evidence to show that, while the experimental-
group drivers were using the SSGCS, their vehicle traveled at a different speed compared with
the average speed of the drivers in the control group (who had no access to the SSGCS).

Age of the Driver. Table 6 indicates that the average velocity was affected by the age of the
driver. The effect is illustrated in figure 5.

As the figure shows, the older drivers drove slower than the younger drivers. The average veloc-
ity throughout the trial was 73.8 km/h (45.9 mi/h) for the older drivers and 80.2 km/h (49.8 mi/h)
for the younger drivers. It should be noted that the data shown on figure 5 are averaged over
group—over both the experimental drivers (when the SSGCS was in use) and the control-group
drivers—traffic density, and visibility level.
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Figure 5. Average velocity for older and younger drivers.

Visibility. Table 6 indicates that the average velocity was affected by visibility. Tukey’s Stu-
dentized Range test was conducted on the data post hoc. It showed that the average velocities
when the visibility was clear, when it was 200 m (656 ft), and when it was 100 m (328 ft), were
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each significantly different from each other. The effect of driving in fog, which first reduced the
visibility from 10 km (6.21 m) to 200 m (656 ft) and then to 100 m (328 ft), is illustrated in fig-
ure 6.

Figure 6 indicates that the average velocity decreased as the visibility decreased. This result was
expected. When visibility was clear, the average velocity was 84.1 km/h (52.3 mi/h). In the sec-
ond section of the journey, the visibility dropped to 200 m (656 ft) and the velocity dropped to
80.2 km/h (49.8 mi/h). The latter is 95.3 percent of the velocity in the clear condition, which is
very similar to the 93.7 percent (calculated from Hawkins’ observational data for this visibility)
that was used to determine the speed of the other vehicles present on the expressway in this ex-
periment.(19) In the third section of the journey, when the visibility deteriorated still further to
100 m (328 ft), the average velocity dropped again, to 67.3 km/h (41.8 mi/h), which is 77.9 per-
cent of the velocity in the clear condition—again, almost identical to the 77.2 percent calculated
from the data reported by Hawkins for this visibility.(16)
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Figure 6. Average velocity as a function of visibility.
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Minimum Following Distance and Use of the SSGCS

For drivers in the control group, minimum following distance was derived in the same way as it
had been in earlier experiments by Bloomfield, Christiansen, and Carroll(6) and Bloomfield,
Levitan, Grant, Brown, and Hankey.® That is, it was obtained by continuously calculating the
distance between the driver’s car and the vehicle ahead, and then applying a set of criteria to the
data to determine the minimum following distance that the driver actually selected, rather than a
shorter distance that might have been imposed on the driver by another vehicle cutting into the
lane.3

In contrast, for drivers in the experimental group who were using the SSGCS, the shortest gap
setting that these drivers selected was used as the measure of minimum following distance.4
Because the experimental-group drivers were asked to set the gap in seconds, it seemed appropri-
ate to convert the minimum following-distance measures of the control-group drivers to sec-
onds.> Table 7 summarizes the results of the ANOVA conducted to compare the minimum fol-
lowing distance of the drivers in the control group with the minimum gap set by the drivers in the
experimental group while they were using the SSGCS. The complete summary for this ANOVA
is presented as table 44 in appendix 7.

3To determine the minimum following distance for each control-group driver within each visibility level, the
following procedure was used. First, for each of the three visibility levels, the gap between the front bumper of the
driver’s car and the back bumper of the vehicle ahead was recorded at 30 Hz. Second, if the driver changed lanes,
the data obtained during the lane change were eliminated from consideration. Third, whenever the gap between the
driver’s vehicle and the vehicle ahead exceeded 440 m (1443 ft), the data were eliminated from consideration.
Fourth, if after a break in the data the gap increased continuously, the lowest point was ignored (if the gap was con-
tinuously increasing, this may have been because the driver was uncomfortable with the gap and had reduced speed
to increase it). Fifth, if before a break in the data the gap decreased continuously, the lowest point was also ignored
(if the gap was continuously decreasing, this may have been because the gap was still larger than the minimum fol-
lowing distance that was acceptable to the driver). Sixth, the lowest point was selected. Seventh, it was determined
whether there were gap data for at least 10 s around the lowest point—if there were less than 10 s of data, they were
discarded. Eighth, the gap data acquired in any period that was 10 s or more were examined—if during this 10-s pe-
riod the gap exceeded the lowest point by 133 percent, the data were discarded (this is because the lowest point may
have occurred because another vehicle moved into the lane ahead of the driver, leaving a gap that was smaller than
was acceptable to the driver who, as a result, reduced speed to increase the gap). Ninth, in the two restricted-visibil-
ity-level conditions, if the gap was longer than the visibility limit—either 200 m (656 ft) or 100 m (328 ft)}—then the
data were discarded (this is because, for any gap longer than the visibility limit, the driver would not have been able
to see the vehicle ahead). Tenth, if the data met all the criteria listed above, the lowest point was reported as the
minimum following distance for the driver within each visibility level.

4 As long as it met the eighth of the minimum following-distance criteria, i.e., that the gap setting was maintained
continuously for 10 s or more.

5When this measure was used in previous experiments in this series, and, later in this report, when it is analyzed for
experimental-group drivers when they were using the CWS alone, and when they were no longer using either the
SSGCS or the CWS, the minimum following distance is reported in meters (and feet).(6.8)
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Table 7. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the minimum following distance (in seconds) was affected by group—whether
the driver was in the experimental group (when the SSGCS was being used) or the control
group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value

Age 0.0001
Group by age by visibility level 0.0243

Table 7 indicates that the ANOVA conducted on the minimum following-distance data found
two statistically significant effects. The age of the driver affected the minimum following dis-
tance. Also, there was a significant three-way interaction among group, driver age, and visibility
level.

Interaction of Group. Age. and Vijsibility. The three-way interaction is explored in figure 7.
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Figure 7. Minimum following distance (in seconds) as a function of age and visibility for the
control-group drivers and the minimum gap setting for the experimental-group drivers while they
were using the SSGCS.
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Effect of Age. If the six columns to the left of figure 7 are compared to the six columns to the
right, the significant main effect of age on minimum following distance is clearly revealed. The
younger drivers had a shorter minimum following distance than the older drivers, whether they
were in the experimental group or the control group, at all three visibility levels. Since this main
effect is illustrated very clearly in figure 7, and because it is not meaningful to take the average
of the minimum setting on the SSGCS, which was the measure obtained from the experimental-
group drivers while they were using the SSGCS, and minimum following distance, which was
the measure obtained from the control-group drivers, the overall effect of age is not discussed in
a separate section in this report.

Effect of Group. There was no overall effect of group on the minimum following distance. The
three-way interaction occurred because, as figure 7 shows, for five of the six possible combina-
tions of age and visibility, the average minimum following distance for control-group drivers
was shorter than the smallest gap set by the experimental-group drivers. For the sixth combina-
tion, with the older drivers when the visibility was clear, the minimum following distance for the
older control-group drivers was considerably longer than the shortest gap selected by the older
experimental-group drivers: the minimum following distances were 3.6 s and 2.2 s, respectively.

Effect of Visibility. The effect of visibility is also complex. For the older control-group drivers -
there was a decrease in minimum following distance as the visibility deteriorated, when follow-
ing distance is measured in time. However, for the younger control-group drivers, there was
virtually no change in the minimum following distance across the three visibility levels, when
following distance is measured in time. Thus, although they reduced their average velocity as
visibility decreased, the younger drivers’ following behavior indicated they were being neither
more nor less cautious with changes in visibility. However, in spite of the fact that the older
drivers drove more cautiously throughout the journey than the younger drivers, their driving was
less cautious in the reduced-visibility conditions than it had been when the visibility was clear.

For both the younger and older experimental-group drivers, there was no obvious relationship
between the minimum gap setting and visibility. However, it is worth pointing out that use of the
SSGCS resulted in the average minimum gap settings being longer for the experimental-group
drivers than the minimum following distances—with the exception of the older drivers when the
visibility was clear.
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Actual Gap, Gap Setting, and Use of the SSGCS

Because the experimental-group drivers were asked to set the gap in seconds, the actual gap of
both the experimental- and control-group drivers, as well as the gap setting, were measured in
seconds for the purposes of this analysis.

There are two ways of considering the average gap of drivers who used the SSGCS. First, and
most obviously, it is possible to directly measure the actual gap between the driver’s car and the
vehicle ahead. The actual gap, while to some extent reflecting the gap setting chosen by the
driver, will also be heavily influenced by the driver’s speed setting and by the dynamic nature of
driving. For example, if a vehicle pulled into or out of the lane directly ahead of the driver, or if
the vehicle ahead accelerated or decelerated, the SSGCS may have increased or decreased the
speed of the driver’s car and changed the actual gap. Second, it is possible to measure the aver-
age gap setting. It should be noted that the average gap setting will always be shorter than the
actual gap. This is because, while at times during the journey the actual gap may be longer than
or equal to the gap setting, it can never be shorter than the setting.

Both measures are examined here. They were compared with the actual gap of the control-group
drivers, as long as that gap fell within the range to which the SSGCS was limited (i.e., it was
equal to or greater than 0.5 s and equal to or less than 5.0 s). The results of the two ANOVA’s
are summarized in table 8. The complete summaries for these ANOVA'’s are presented in

tables 45 and 46 in appendix 7.

Table 8. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the two ANOVA’s
used to determine if the average actual gap or the average gap setting were affected by group—
whether the driver was in the experimental group (when the SSGCS was being used) or the
control group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

p Value
Source Average Actual Gag Average Gag Setting
Group 0.0311 —
Age 0.0007 0.0025

The table indicates that two variables had statistically significant effects on the average actual
gap, the group that the driver was in and the age of the driver. However, when the actual gap of
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the control-group drivers was compared with the average gap setting for the drivers in the experi-
mental group, only the age of the driver made a statistically significant difference.

Group. Figure 8 illustrates the difference in average actual gaps of the control-group drivers and
of the experimental-group drivers when they were using the SSGCS.
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Figure 8. Average actual gap in seconds for the experimental-group drivers while they were
using the SSGCS and for the control-group drivers.

As can be seen in figure 8, the average actual gap between the driver’s car and the vehicle di-
rectly ahead was greater for the experimental-group drivers when they were using the SSGCS
than the average actual gap for the control-group drivers, 3.2 s and 2.8 s, respectively.

It should be noted that, in the second analysis shown in table 8, the difference between the gap
that was set by the experimental-group drivers and the control-group drivers was not significant.

The Age of the Driver. Figure 9 illustrates the difference in the actual gaps of younger and older
drivers, averaged over the control- and experimental-group drivers.

37



35

30 +
= 254
g,
= 204
g
<
f:f’ 1.5 4
5 1.0 +
05 4
0.0 ; i

Older drivers Younger drivers

Figure 9. Average actual gap in seconds for older and younger drivers.

As figure 9 illustrates, the older drivers kept their car further behind the vehicle directly ahead
than the younger drivers did. The average actual gaps were 3.3 s and 2.7 s for the older and
younger drivers, respectively.

A statistically significant difference between the older and younger drivers can also be found
when the gap set by the drivers in the experimental group is compared with the actual gap of the
control-group drivers. This difference is shown in figure 10. The averages were 3.2sand 2.4 s
for the older and younger drivers, respectively.

It should be noted that, while the average values shown in figures 9 and 10 were derived from the
experimental- and control-group drivers, only the data from the experimental-group drivers
changed from one graph to the other. The data from the control-group drivers, which were actual
gap data, were identical in both analyses. When only the data of the experimental-group drivers
are used, the average gap settings for the older and younger drivers are found to have been 3.3 s
and 2.5 s, respectively.
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Figure 10. Average gap setting for the experimental-group drivers and actual gap of the control-
group drivers as a function of the driver’s age.

Summary of the Effects of Driving While Using the SSGCS

The driving performance of the drivers in the control group was compared with that of the
drivers in the experimental group while they were using the SSGCS. The results were as
follows:

* Using the SSGCS had no effect on the average velocity.

* When the visibility was reduced to 200 m (656 ft) or 100 m (328 ft), whether the
drivers were young or old, the minimum following distance was longer for the exper-
imental-group drivers when they were using the SSGCS than it was for the control-
group drivers. When the visibility was clear and the drivers were young, the mini-
mum following distance was also longer for the experimental-group drivers who used
the SSGCS. However, when the visibility was clear and the drivers were old, the
minimum following distance was shorter for the experimental-group drivers who used
the SSGCS than it was for the control-group drivers, though it should be noted that, in
this case, the minimum following distance was still relatively large (2.2 s).

* When the experimental-group drivers used the SSGCS, the average actual gap was
longer (3.2 s) than it was for the control-group drivers (2.9 s).
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DRIVING WHILE USING ONLY THE CWS

To determine how the driver’s performance was affected when he/she was using only the CWS,
driving-performance data obtained from drivers using the CWS alone were compared with data
from the drivers in the control group.

When the CWS alone was activated, it issued a warning if the driver approached the vehicle
ahead too quickly. Unlike the SSGCS, the CWS did not take control of any driving functions.
Driving-performance data obtained from the drivers in the experimental group while they were
using the CWS alone and from the drivers in the control group were compared using all the lane-
keeping, speed-control, and following-distance measures that were listed in table 3. These com-
parisons were conducted using ANOVA'’s, with the results reported below.

Steering Instability While Using Only the CWS

Steering instability, the first of the lane-keeping measures listed in table 3, provides a measure of
the variability in steering around the line of best fit of the track of the vehicle. The results of the
ANOVA conducted to compare the steering instability of the control group with that of the ex-
perimental group when using the CWS alone are presented in table 9. The complete summary
for this ANOVA is presented as table 47 in appendix 7.

Table 9. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if steering instability was affected by group—whether the driver was in the
experimental group (when only the CWS was being used) or the control group—the age of the
driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value
Group 0.0381
Traffic density 0.0268

As the table indicates, steering instability was affected by the density of traffic and by whether
the driver was in the control or the experimental group.

Traffic Density. The effect of traffic density on steering instability is shown in figure 11.
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Figure 11. Steering instability in meters for drivers traveling in either high- or low-density
traffic.

As the figure illustrates, there was greater steering instability when the traffic density was
12.42 v/km/In (20 v/mi/ln) than when it was 6.21 v/km/In (10 v/mi/In). The steering instability
was 0.28 m (0.92 ft) for drivers who drove in the higher density traffic and 0.24 m (0.79 ft) for
those who drove in the less-dense traffic.

Group. The difference in steering instability for drivers in the control group and those in the
experimental group when they were using the CWS are shown in figure 12.
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Figure 12. Average steering instability of drivers in the experimental group when they weré
using the CWS and drivers in the control group.

Figure 12 shows that there was more steering instability for control-group drivers than there was
for experimental-group drivers when the latter were using the CWS. The steering instability was
0.28 m (0.92 ft) for control-group drivers and 0.24 m (0.79 ft) for those in the experimental
group.

Steering Oscillations While Using Only the CWS

The number of steering oscillations is the second of the lane-keeping measures listed in table 3.
They occur whenever the track of the vehicle crosses the line of best fit. The frequency with
which they occur is measured by determining the number of times that the track of the vehicle
crosses the line of best fitymin. To compare the steering oscillations of the control group with
those of the experimental group when they were using the CWS alone, an ANOVA was con-
ducted, with the result shown in table 10. The complete summary for this ANOVA is presented
as table 48 in appendix 7.

42



Table 10. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the number of steering oscillations/min was affected by group—whether the
driver was in the experimental group (when only the CWS was being used) or the control
group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value |
' Group (G) 0.0001
Visibility level (V) _ 0.0001
Group by age (A) 0.0497
GxV 0.0044
AxV 0.0492
GxAxV 0.0225
Group by age by traffic density by 0.0395
visibility level

As illustrated in table 10, both the group and the visibility level had statistically significant ef-
fects on number of steering oscillations/min. In addition, there were three significant two-way
interactions, one significant three-way interaction, and one significant four-way interaction.
Since it subsumes all the other effects, the four-way interaction is discussed first. Then this is
followed by brief discussions of the two main effects.

Interaction of Group, Age. Traffic Density, and Visibility. The four-way interaction is depicted
in figure 13.

. Group and Visibility Effects. The two significant main effects of group and visibility can be seen
in figure 13. The effect of the group is revealed by directly comparing the 12 pairs of columns in
the figure. In each case, the number of steering oscillations was greater for the drivers in the ex-
perimental group than it was for the control-group drivers. While the magnitude of the differ-
ence between the two groups was greater in some cases than others (it was greatest for the older
drivers in the higher density traffic and the 200-m (656-ft) visibility, and smallest for the older
drivers in the higher density traffic and clear visibility), it always favored the experimental group
rather than the control group. This effect is discussed in the section below on “Group.”
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Figure 13. Number of steering oscillations/min as a function of age, density, and visibility for
drivers in the experimental group when they used the CWS and in the control group.
[HD = high density, LD = low density.]

The main effect of visibility can also be seen in figure 13. For all the control-group drivers, older
and younger driving in high- and low-density traffic, the number of oscillations decreased with
decreasing visibility. The same effect can be seen for the older experimental-group drivers in the
low-density traffic. However, this pattern is less clear for the remaining three groups: each of
them has one result that breaks this pattern. For both older and younger drivers in the high-den-
sity traffic to maintain the same pattern, the number of oscillations should have been greater
when the visibility was clear; for younger drivers in low-density traffic to maintain the pattern,
the number of oscillations should have been smaller when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft). The
effect of visibility is discussed in the section below on “Visibility.”

Effect of the Age of the Driver. The effects of age are best described in terms of the interaction
with group. For drivers in the experimental group, those who were older had more steering oscil-
lations than those who were younger in five out of six cases; for drivers in the control group,
those who were older had fewer steering oscillations than those who were younger in four out of

six cases.



Effect of Traffic Density. The effect of traffic density was mixed. In 6 of 12 cases, the number
of steering oscillations was greater for the high-density cases; in the remaining 6 cases the num-
ber of steering oscillations was smaller for the high-density cases.

Group. The statistically significant main effect of group that was mentioned previously is illus-
trated in figure 14.
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Figure 14. Number of steering oscillations/min for drivers in the experimental group when they
used the CWS and in the control group.

As can be seen from figure 14, there were fewer steering oscillations for drivers in the control
group than there were for those in the experimental group. On average there were 11.6 steering
oscillations/min for control-group drivers and 18.0 oscillations/min for the experimental-group
drivers.

Visibility. The statistically significant main effect of visibility mentioned above is illustrated in
figure 15.
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Figure 15. Number of steering oscillations per minute as a function of visibility level.

Figure 15 shows the tendency, already mentioned in the discussion of the four-way interaction
above, for the number of steering oscillations/min to decrease with the visibility. As the visibil-

ity dropped from 10 km (6.21 mi) to 100 m (656 ft), the number of steering oscillations dropped
from 15.9/min to 13.4/min.

Average Velocity While Using Only the CWS

Average velocity is the first of the three velocity-control measures listed in table 3. The results
of the ANOVA conducted to determine the effect on the average velocity of using the CWS

- alone are shown in table 11. The complete summary for this ANOVA is presented as table 49 in
appendix 7.

As table 11 indicates, the age of the driver and the visibility level both had statistically signifi-
cant effects on the average velocity. There was also a significant interaction between these two
variables, and the main effects are best discussed in terms of that interaction. In addition, there
were two other two-way interactions; both also involved the level of visibility, with group and
traffic density
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Table 11. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the average velocity was affected by group—whether the driver was in the
experimental group (when only the CWS was being used) or the control group—the age of the

driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value

Age (A) 0.0001

Visibility level (V) 0.0001
Group by visibility level 0.0254
Traffic density by visibility level 0.0495
AxV 0.0026

Interaction of Visibility and Group. The interaction between the visibility level and group is
explored in figure 16.

Average velocity (km/h)

Figure 16.

O Experimental Control group
group

10 km 200 m 100 m
Visibility level

Average velocity as a function of visibility for drivers in the experimental group
when using the CWS alone and in the control group.

Inspection of figure 16 shows the main effect of visibility on average velocity: it decreased as
the visibility decreased from 10 km (6.21 mi) via 200 m (656 ft) to 100 m (328 ft).
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The figure also shows the interaction between visibility and group. The average velocity for ex-
perimental-group drivers was greater than it was for the control-group drivers at all three visibil-
ities. However, the average velocity was only 2.54 km/h (1.58 mi/h) greater for the experimen-
tal-group drivers when there was clear visibility; whereas, when the visibility had decreased to
100 m (328 ft), the average velocity was 4.75 km/h (2.95 mi/h) greater for the experimental-
group drivers.

Interaction of Visibility and Traffic Density. The interaction between the visibility level and
traffic density is explored in figure 17. Like figure 16, figure 17 clearly shows the main effect of
visibility, with average velocity decreasing with the visibility level. It also shows that the inter-
action between visibility and density occurs because, while the average velocity was greater for
the drivers driving in higher density traffic than those driving in lower density traffic, the
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Figure 17. Average velocity as a function of visibility level and traffic density.

average velocity was only 1.74 km/h (1.08 mi/h) and 1.61 km/h (1.00 rm/h) greater for those who
drove in high density traffic when the visibility was 10 km (6.21 mi) and 200 m (656 ft), respec-
tively; whereas, when the visibility decreased to 100 m (328 ft), the average velocity was

2.59 km/h (1.61 mi/h) greater for the high-density group.
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Interaction of Visibility and the Age of the Driver . The interaction between the visibility level

and the age of the driver is illustrated in figure 18.
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Figure 18. Average velocity as a function of visibility level — older and younger drivers.

Like figures 16 and 17, figure 18 clearly shows the main effect of visibility, with average veloc-
ity decreasing with the visibility level. It also clearly shows the main effect of the driver’s age:
at all three visibility levels, the average velocity of older drivers is less than that of younger
drivers. The interaction between the two variables occurs because the difference in average ve-
locity between younger and older drivers is smaller when the visibility is 100 m (328 ft) than it is
when the visibility is 200 m (656 ft) or clear.

Visibility. The overall effect of the level of visibility is shown in figure 19.

Figure 19 indicates that the average velocity decreased with the visibility. When the visibility
was clear, the average velocity was 83.4 kmv/h (51.8 mi/h). In the next section of the journey, the
visibility was 200 m (656 ft) and the velocity dropped to 79.8 km/h (49.6 mi/h), which is

95.6 percent of the velocity in the clear condition. This is véry similar to the 93.7 percent (calcu-
lated from Hawkins’ observational data for this visibility) that was used to determine the
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Figure 19. Average velocity as a function of visibility level.

speed of the other vehicles present on the expressway in this experiment.(16) In the third section
of the journey, when the visibility deteriorated further to 100 m (328 ft), the average velocity
dropped again, to 68.3 km/h (42.4 mi/h). This time the velocity was 81.9 percent of that in the
clear condition, which again is similar to the 77.2 percent calculated from the data reported by
Hawkins for this visibility.(16)

Velocity Instability While Using Only the CWS

The second of the three velocity-control measures listed in table 3 is velocity instability. Veloc-
ity instability is a measure of the variability in velocity that occurs when the driver is driving
along the lane. Mathematically, it is the residual standard deviation of the actual instantaneous
velocities of the vehicle about the line of best fit. The results of the ANOVA that was conducted
to determine the effect on velocity instability of using the CWS alone are shown in table 12. The
complete summary for this ANOVA is presented as table 50 in appendix 7.

As shown in table 12, the group to which the drivers belonged had a statistically significant ef-
fect on the velocity instability. This variable was also involved in two significant interactions: a
two-way interaction with visibility level and a three-way interaction with visibility level and the
age of the driver.
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Table 12. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the velocity instability was affected by group—whether the driver was in the
experimental group (when only the CWS was being used) or the control group—the age of the
driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source I p Value

Group 0.0001

Group by visibility level 0.0179
Group by age by visibility level ' 0.0091

Interaction of Group, Visibility. and Age. This three-way interaction is explored in figure 20.
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Figure 20. Velocity instability as a function of age, visibility level, and group.

Effect of Group. The effect of group can be seen by comparing adjacent pairs of columns across
figure 20. The velocity instability is greater for the control-group drivers than it is for the exper-
imental-group drivers who were using the CWS alone in all six of the possible comparisons.
This main effect is discussed further in the following subsection of the report.
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Effect of Visibility and Age. The effects of the remaining two variables involved in the interac-
tion shown in figure 20 are mixed. The level of visibility has no consistent effect on velocity in-
stability. For example, for the older control-group drivers, velocity instability was greatest when
the visibility was clear; for the older experimental-group drivers and the younger control-group
drivers, velocity instability was greatest when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft); and for the
younger experimental-group drivers, velocity instability was greatest when the visibility was
200 m (656 ft).

Similarly, the age of the driver did not have a consistent effect on velocity instability; it was
higher for the older control-group drivers when the visibility was clear or 200 m (656 ft) and for
the older experimental-group drivers when the visibility was clear or 100 m (328 ft); it was lower
for the older control-group drivers when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft) and for the older exper-
imental-group drivers when the visibility was 200 m (656 ft).

Group. As mentioned above, there was a clear effect of group on the velocity instability, as illus-
trated in figure 21.

Velocity instability (km/h)

1

Control group Experimental group

Figure 21. Velocity instability for the experimental-group drivers using the CWS alone and the
control-group drivers.
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As figure 21 shows, there was twice as much velocity instability for drivers in the control group
than there was for drivers in the experimental group who were using the CWS alone. The veloc-
ity instability was 4.9 km/h (3.0 mi/h) for the control-group drivers and 2.4 km/h (1.5 mi/h) for
the experimental-group drivers.

Number of Velocity Fluctuations While Using Only the CWS

The number of velocity fluctuations is the third of the velocity-control measures listed in table 3.
Velocity fluctuations are measured by determining the number of times per minute that the plot
of the actual velocities of the vehicle crossed the velocity line of best fit. The results of the
ANOVA conducted to determine the effect on velocity instability of using the CWS alone are
shown in table 13. The complete summary for this ANOVA is presented as table 51 in ap-
pendix 7.

Table 13. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the number of velocity fluctuations was affected by group—whether the driver
was in the experimental group (when only the CWS was being used) or the control group—the

age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value
Group (G) 0.0001
Age (A) by visibility level (V) 0.0496
Age by traffic density (D) by visibility level 0.0197
GxAxV 0.0381
GxDxV 0.0471
GxAxDxV 0.0230

Table 13 shows that group had a statistically significant effect on the number of velocity fluctua-
tions/min. There were also five statistically significant interactions, one of which was a four-way
interaction that subsumes all the other effects, and is discussed first. Then this is followed by
brief discussions of the main effects of group.

Interaction of Group, Age. Traffic Density, and Visibility. The four-way interaction is depicted
in figure 22.
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Figure 22. Number of velocity fluctuations/min as a function of age, visibility level, and traffic
density. [HD = high density, LD = low density.]

Effect of Group. Figure 22 shows very clearly the significant group main effect. The drivers in
the experimental group have many more velocity fluctuations than the control-group drivers.
This effect is discussed further in the next subsection of the report.

Effect of the Age of the Driver. It can be seen from figure 22 that, while the older drivers in the
experimental group have more fluctuations/min than the younger drivers in the experimental
group in four out of six cases, the older drivers in the control group have fewer fluctuations/min
than the younger control-group drivers in all six cases.

Effect of Traffic Density. The effect of traffic density is mixed. In 7 out of 12 cases shown in
figure 22 there are more velocity fluctuations with the higher traffic density than there are with
the lower, while in the remaining 5 cases there are fewer velocity fluctuations with the higher
traffic density.

Eﬂ"ect of Visibility. Figure 22 shows that, for drivers in the control group, the number of velocity
fluctuations increased as the visibility decreased. A similar pattern was seen with the younger
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drivers in the experimental group who were using the CWS alone when the traffic density was
high. However, for the younger drivers in the experimental group who drove in low-density
traffic, and for the older drivers in the experimental group who drove with both traffic densities,
there were different relationships between the number of fluctuations and the level of visibility.

Group. The large effect of group on the number of velocity fluctuations is shown in figure 23.
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Velocity fluctuations/min
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Figure 23. Number of velocity fluctuations/min for both the experimental-group drivers who
used the CWS alone and the control-group drivers.

As figure 23 shows, the drivers in the experimental group who used the CWS alone had four
times as many velocity fluctuations as the drivers in the control group. They had 13.6 and
2.9 fluctuations/min, respectively

Minimum Following Distance While Using Only the CWS
Earlier in this report, the measure of minimum following distance used for the drivers in the ex-
perimental group who were using the SSGCS was the shortest gap setting selected by these

drivers. In contrast, for the drivers in the experimental group who were using the CWS alone,
the minimum following distance was derived in the same way as it was for the drivers in the
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control group, and as it was in earlier experiments in this series.(6:8) The minimum following dis-
tance was obtained by continuously calculating the distance between the driver’s car and the ve-
hicle ahead, and then applying a set of criteria to these data to determine the minimum following
distance that the driver actually selected.®

Unlike its use earlier in this report, for the experimental-group drivers when they were using the
SSGCS, but similar to its use in the previous experiments in this series, the minimum following
distance that was used here for experimental-group drivers when they were using the CWS alone
was measured in meters (and feet).(6.8)

An ANOVA was conducted in order to compare the minimum following distance of the drivers
in the control group with that of the drivers in the experimental group while they were using only
the CWS. Table 14 shows the statistically significant main effects and interactions. The com-
plete summary for this ANOVA is presented as table 52 in appendix 7.

As table 14 shows, three variables, the age of the driver, the traffic density, and the visibility
level, had statistically significant effects on the minimum following distance. There were also
two interactions, a two-way interaction between age and visibility level and a three-way interac-
tion among age, density of traffic, and visibility level. It should be noted that there was no group
effect on the minimum following distance.

6To determine the minimum following distance for each driver whether the driver was in the control group or in the
experimental group, the following procedure was used. First, for each of the three visibility levels, the gap between
the front bumper of the driver’s car and the back bumper of the vehicle ahead was recorded at 30 Hz. Second, if the
driver changed lanes, the data obtained during the lane change were eliminated from consideration. Third, whenever
the gap between the driver’s vehicle and the vehicle ahead exceeded 440 m (1443 ft), the data were eliminated from
consideration. Fourth, if after a break in the data the gap increased continuously, the lowest point was ignored (if the
gap was continuously increasing, this may have been because the driver was uncomfortable with the gap and had
reduced speed to increase it). Fifth, if before a break in the data the gap decreased continuously, the lowest point
was also ignored (if the gap was continuously decreasing, this may have been because the gap was still larger than
the minimum following distance that was acceptable to the driver). Sixth, the lowest point was selected. Seventh, it
was determined whether there were gap data for at least 10 s around the lowest point—if there were less than 10 s of
data, they were discarded. Eighth, the gap data acquired in any period that was 10 s or more were examined—if
during this 10-s period the gap exceeded the lowest point by 133 percent, the data were discarded (this is because the
lowest point may have occurred because another vehicle moved into the lane ahead of the driver, leaving a gap that
was smaller than was acceptable to the driver who, as a resuit, reduced speed to increase the gap). Ninth, if the data
met all the criteria listed above, the lowest point was reported as the minimum following distance for the driver
within each visibility level.

56



Table 14. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the minimum following distance (in meters) was affected by group —whether the
driver was in the experimental group (when only the CWS was being used) or the control
group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value
Age (A) 0.0018
Density (D) 0.0072
Visibility (V) 0.0058
AxV 0.0022
AxDxV 0.0475

Interaction of Age, Traffic Density. and Visibility. The three-way interaction is shown in fig-

ure 24.
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Figure.24. Minimum following distance (in meters) as a function of age, visibility, and traffic

density.
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The significant age and traffic-density main effects emerge clearly from figure 24, while the
effect of the level of visibility on the minimum following distance is less obvious.

Effect of Age. As can be seen in figure 24, the older drivers had considerably longer minimum
following distances than the younger drivers at all three visibility levels when the traffic density
was 12.42 v/km/In (20 v/mi/In), and when the visibility was 10 km (6.21 mi) or 200 m (656 ft)
and the traffic density was 6.21 v/km/In (10 v/mi/In). The only exception occurred when the vis-
ibility was 100 m (328 ft) and the traffic density was 6.21 v/km/In (10 v/mi/ln); in this case, the
minimum following distances were virtually the same for the older and younger drivers. The ef-
fect of the age of the driver is discussed later.

Effect of Traffic Density. The effect of traffic density on minimum following distance can be
seen even more clearly than that of age in figure 24. In all six of the possible comparisons, the
minimum following distance was longer when the traffic density was low. This main effect will
be discussed again later.

Effect of Visibility. From figure 24, it is clear that, for the older drivers in both low- and high-
density traffic, the minimum following distance decreases with decreasing visibility. However,
for the younger drivers, there was a different pattern: for both density conditions, their longest
minimum following distance was at 200-m (656-ft) visibility.

Age of the Driver. As mentioned above, the age of the driver had a statistically significant effect
on the minimum following distance, as is illustrated in figure 25. Figure 25 shows that the mean
minimum following distance was considerably larger for older drivers than it was for younger
drivers; the distances were 47.2 m (154.7 ft) and 26.5 m (86.8 ft), respectively.

Traffic Density. The effect of the traffic density on the minimum following distance is illustrated

in figure 26. It was longer for drivers who drove in lower density traffic; the minimum following
distances were 42.6 m (139.7 ft) for the lower density and 27.7 m (90.7 ft) for the higher density.
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Figure 25. Minimum following distance in meters for older and younger drivers.
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Visibility. The effect of the level of visibility on the minimum following distance is illustrated in
figure 27.
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Figure 27. Minimum following distance as a function of visibility level.

Figure 27 shows that, overall, the minimum following distance decreased as the visibility level
decreased. This replicates the pattern seen earlier, in figure 24, for the older drivers. However,
as the latter figure also showed, the minimum following distance for the younger drivers did not
fit this pattern.

Average Actual Gap While Using Only the CWS

The average actual gap provides a second measure of following distance. An ANOVA was used
to compare the average actual gap between the driver’s car and the vehicle ahead for drivers in
the experimental group while using only the CWS and the control-group drivers, with the result
shown in table 15. The complete summary for this ANOVA is presented as table 53 in ap-
pendix 7.
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Table 15. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the average actual gap was affected by group—whether the driver was in the
experimental group (when only the CWS was being used) or the control group—the age of the
driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value
Age 0.0031

As can be seen from table 15, only one variable, the age of the driver, had a statistically signifi-
cant effect on the average actual gap. It is discussed below.

Age of the Driver. Figure 28 illustrates the effect that the age of the driver had on the average
actual gap.
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Figure 28. Average actual gap in seconds for older and younger drivers.

The figure shows that, like the minimum following distance, the average actual gap was consid-
erably longer for older drivers than it was for younger drivers—the gaps were 3.0 s and 2.3 s, re-

spectively.
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Summary of the Effects of Driving While Using Only the CWS

The driving performance of the drivers in the control group was compared with that of the
drivers in the experimental group while they were using only the CWS. The results were as
follows:

* When the experimental-group drivers were using only the CWS, their steering insta-
bility was 0.24 m (0.79 ft), less than the 0.28-m (0.93-ft) steering instability of the
control-group drivers. They also had more steering oscillations (18.0/min) than the
controls (11.6/min). The experimental-group drivers had reduced their steering insta-
bility while increasing the number of steering oscillations. They were steering more
precisely than the control-group drivers, by making more frequent steering correction
movements of much smaller amplitude than those made by the control-group drivers.

* When the experimental-group drivers were using only the CWS, their average veloc-
ity was 2.54 km/h (1.16 mi) greater than the controls when the visibility was clear,
2.81 km/h (1.75 mi) greater than the controls when the visibility was 200 m (656 ft),
and 4.75 km/h (2.95 mi) greater than the controls when the visibility was 100 m
(328 ft).

* When the experimental-group drivers were using only the CWS, their velocity in-
stability was 2.4 km/h (1.5 mi/h), less than the 4.9 km/h (3.0 mi/h) velocity instability
of the control-group drivers. They also had many more velocity fluctuations
(13.6/min) than the controls (only 2.9/min). The experimental-group drivers had re-
duced their velocity instability while increasing the number of velocity fluctuations.
They were controlling the speed more precisely than the control-group drivers, by
making more frequent speed corrections of much smaller amplitude than those made
by the control-group drivers.

* When the minimum following distance and the average actual gap of the experimen-
tal-group drivers were compared with the minimum following distance and the aver-
age actual gap of the control-group drivers, no evidence was found to indicate that
group had any effect on either measure.

DRIVING WHEN THE SSGCS AND CWS WERE DISENGAGED
So far the analysis has been concerned with how using one of the two intelligent vehicle systems

affected driving performance. In this section, the analysis shifts focus in order to determine
whether having used the SSGCS affected the driver’s subsequent performance when both
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intelligent systems were disengaged. For this analysis, driving-performance data of the control-
group drivers were compared with data obtained from the drivers in the experimental group, after
the latter drivers had activated the SSGCS at least once, but when both the SSGCS and the CWS

were currently disengaged.”

When either the SSGCS or the CWS was activated, there may have been a direct effect on driv-
ing performance. Here, when these systems were disengaged, the analysis explores whether the
driver’s subsequent performance had been affected by his/her prior use of the SSGCS. Driving-
performance data obtained from the control-group drivers, and from the experimental-group
drivers after they had used the SSGCS at least once but while both the SSGCS and CWS were
disengaged, were compared using all the lane-keeping, speed-control, and following-distance
measures listed in table 3. These comparisons were conducted using ANOVA'’s, with the results
reported below.

Steering Instability When the SSGCS and CWS Were Disengaged

An ANOVA was used to determine the effect of prior use of the SSGCS on steering instability,
with the results shown in table 16. The complete summary for this ANOVA is presented as
table 54 in appendix 7.

Table 16. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if steering instability was affected by group—whether the driver was in the
experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) or the control
group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value

Group 0.0269
Group by age by visibility level 0.0111

As can be seen from table 16, group was the only variable that had a statistically significant main
effect on steering instability. It was also involved in a significant three-way interaction with the
age of the driver and the visibility level.

Interaction of Group, Age. and Visibility. The three-way interaction is depicted in figure 29.

7Data obtained when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged, but before the driver had activated the SSGCS
at least once, were not included in this analysis.
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Figure 29. Steering instability in meters as a function of age and visibility for drivers in the
experimental group (with the SSGCS and CWS disengaged) and in the control group.

Effect of Group. Inspection of figure 29 indicates that the effect of group on steering instability
is not clear cut. There was more steering instability for the control-group drivers in four combi-
nations of conditions—for the older drivers when the visibility was clear and when it was 100 m
(328 ft), and for the younger drivers when the visibility was clear and when it was 200 m

(656 ft). In contrast, there was less steering instability for the control-group drivers in the two
remaining combinations of conditions—for the older drivers when the visibility was 200 m

(656 ft), and for the younger drivers when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft). Because of the am-
biguous nature of the relationship between group and steering instability, and in spite of the fact
that there was a statistically significant effect of group, a figure showing steering instability as a
function of group (averaged over the other variables) has not been included in this report.

Effects of Age and Visibility. The effects of age and visibility were at least as mixed as those of
group. As figure 29 indicates, there was less steering instability for older drivers than there was
for younger drivers in four out of six cases. And, as far as visibility is concerned, there was less
instability when the visibility was clear for older control-group drivers, less instability when the
visibility was 200 m (656 ft) for younger experimental-group drivers, and less instability when



the visibility was 100 m (328 ft) for older experimental-group drivers and for younger control-
group drivers.

Steering Oscillations When the SSGCS and CWS Were Disengaged

The effect of prior use of the SSGCS on the number of steering oscillations was explored using
an ANOVA. The results of this procedure are shown in table 17. The complete summary for
this ANOVA is presented as table 55 in appendix 7.

Table 17. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the number of steering oscillations was affected by group—whether the driver
was in the experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) or the

control group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source I p Value

Group 0.0001

Visibility level 0.0001

Group by age 0.0072

Age by visibility level 0.0050

Group by age by visibility level 0.0046
Age by traffic density by visibility level ’ 0.0393
Group by age by traffic density 0.0166

Table 17 shows that two variables, group and the visibility level, had statistically significant
main effects on the number of steering oscillations. In addition, there were two significant two-
way interactions and three significant three-way interactions. The three-way interactions are dis-
cussed first.

Interaction of Group, Age, and Visibility. The three-way interaction of group, the age of the
driver, and visibility level is illustrated in figure 30.
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Figure 30. Number of steering oscillations/min as a function of age and visibility for drivers in
the experimental group (with the SSGCS and CWS disengaged) and in the control group.

Effect of Group. The effect of group on the number of steering oscillations/min can be seen by
comparing adjacent columns in figure 30; in all six cases, the number of steering oscillations was
smaller for drivers in the control group than it was for drivers in the experimental group when the
SSGCS and CWS were disengaged. The main effect of group is discussed in the subsection
“Effect of Group” under the section on the “Interaction of Group, Age, and Traffic Density.”

Effect of Visibility. The main effect of the visibility level on the number of velocity fluctuations
is less clear, as figure 30 shows. For both older and younger control-group drivers, the number
of steering oscillations decreased as the visibility level deteriorated. For older drivers in the ex-
perimental group, the largest number of oscillations also occurred when the visibility was clear,
but the order for the two fog conditions was reversed compared with the control-group drivers.
And for younger drivers in the experimental group, the smallest number of oscillations also oc-
curred when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft), and the order for the two higher visibility-level
conditions was reversed compared with the control-group drivers. The main effect of visibility is
discussed in the section on the “Interaction of Age, Traffic Density, and Visibility.”
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Effect of the Age of the Driver. Figure 30 shows that there were fewer steering oscillations for
older drivers in the control group than there were for younger controls. There were also fewer
steering oscillations for older drivers in the experimental group in the 200-m (656-ft) visibility
level than there were for the younger experimental-group drivers in the same visibility level.
However, there were more steering oscillations for the older drivers in the experimental group in
the clear- and 100-m (328-ft) visibility levels than there were for the younger experimental-group
drivers in those two visibility levels. )

Interaction of Age, Traffic Density. and Visibility. The three-way interaction among the age of
the driver, the traffic density, and the visibility level is shown in figure 31.
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Figure 31. Number of steering oscillations/min as a function of age, visibility, and density.

Effect of Visibility. The main effect of the visibility level, already seen in the previous subsection
dealing with the interaction among group, visibility, and age, can be seen again in figure 31. For
older drivers in both high- and low-density traffic and younger drivers in low-density traffic, the
number of steering oscillations was greatest when the visibility was clear. And for younger
drivers in both the high- and low-density traffic, the number of steering oscillations was fewest
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when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft). And, as mentioned above, the main effect of visibility is
discussed later.

Effect of the Age of the Driver. The effect of the age of the driver, already seen in the previous
subsection dealing with the interaction among group, visibility, and age, can also be seen in fig-
ure 31. There were fewer steering oscillations for older drivers who drove in high-density traffic
in the 200-m (656-ft) and 100-m (328-ft) fog, and who drove in low-density traffic in the clear
and in the 200-m (656-ft) fog. And, there were more steering oscillations for older drivers who
drove in high-density traffic in the clear, and who drove in low-density traffic in the 100-m
(328-ft) fog.

Effect of Traffic Density. The effect of traffic density can be seen by comparing the adjacent
columns in figure 31. There were more steering oscillations for the high-density traffic than for
the low when older drivers drove in the clear and in 200-m (656-ft) fog, and when younger
drivers drove in the 200-m (656-ft) and 100-m (328-ft) fog. In contrast, there were fewer steer-
ing oscillations for the high-density traffic than for the low when older drivers drove in 100-m
(328-ft) fog, and when younger drivers drove in the clear.

Interaction of Group, Age. and Traffic Density. Figure 32 illustrates the third three-way interac-
tion, among the age of the driver, the traffic density, and the visibility level.

Effect of Group. The effect of group on the number of steering oscillations/min is as clear in
figure 32 as it was in figure 30 (where the three-way interaction among group, age, and visibility
was shown): the number of steering oscillations was smaller for drivers in the control group than
it was for drivers in the experimental group when the SSGCS and CWS were disengaged.

Effect of the Age of the Driver. As figure 32 shows, for three of the possible comparisons be-
tween older and younger drivers—those for both the experimental and control-group drivers
driving in low-density traffic, and for the control-group drivers when they were driving in high-
density traffic—there was a similar pattern for both age groups, with the number of steering os-
cillations for the older driver being slightly less than the number for the younger drivers. How-
ever, for the remaining comparison—that for the drivers in the experimental group driving with
the SSGCS and CWS disengaged—there were significantly more steering oscillations for older
drivers than there were for younger drivers.
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Figure 32. Number of steering oscillations/min as a function of age and density for drivers in the
experimental group (with the SSGCS and CWS disengaged) and in the control group.
[HD = high density, LD = low density.]

Effect of Traffic Density. Like figure 31, figure 32 indicates that the effect of density was mixed.
The number of steering oscillations was higher when the density was 12.42 v/km/In (20 v/mi/In)
than when it was 6.21 v/km/In (10 v/mi/ln) for older drivers in the experimental group and
younger drivers in the control group; in contrast, it was lower when the density was

12.42 v/km/In (20 v/mi/In) than when it was 6.21 v/km/In (10 v/mi/In) for older drivers in the
control group and younger drivers in the experimental group

Group. The main effect of group on the number of steering oscillations, which could be seen in

the two figures (30 and 32) showing the interactions involving group, is shown in figure 33. The
number for the drivers in the control group was 11.6/min, which was significantly lower
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Figure 33. Number of steering oscillations/min for drivers in the experimental group (with the
SSGCS and CWS disengaged) and in the control group.

than the number for the experimental-group drivers, who had 20.5 steering oscillations/min.

Visibility. The main effect of the level of visibility on the number of steering oscillations, dis-
cussed in connection with figures 30'and 31, is shown in figure 34.

Figure 34 shows that, on average, the number of steering oscillations decreased when the visibil-
ity level decreased. There were 18.0 oscillations/min when the visibility was clear; this dropped
to 12.7/min when the visibility was 200 m (656 ft), and to 12.2/min when the visibility was

100 m (328 ft).

Average Velocity When the SSGCS and CWS Were Disengaged
An ANOVA was conducted in order to determine whether prior use of the SSGCS had an effect

on the average velocity, with the results shown in table 18. The complete summary for this
ANOVA is presented as table 56 in appendix 7.
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Figure 34. Number of steering oscillations/min as a function of the visibility level.

Table 18. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the average velocity was affected by group—whether the driver was in the
experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) or the control

group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value

Age 0.0015
Visibility 0.0001
Group by traffic density by visibility 0.0362

Table 18 indicates that the age of the driver and the level of visibility had statistically significant
effects on the average velocity. The visibility level was also involved in a three-way interaction

with traffic density and the group.

Age of the Driver. The effect of the driver’s age on the average velocity is shown in figure 35.
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Figure 35. Average velocity as a function of age.

As figure 35 illustrates, younger drivers had an average velocity of 80.6 km/h (50.4 mi/h),
greater than that of the older drivers, who had an average velocity of 72.0 km/h (44.7 mi/h).

Interaction of Group, Traffic Density, and Visibility. The three-way interaction among group,
traffic density, and visibility level is shown in figure 36.

Effect of Visibility. The significant overall effect of visibility on the average velocity can be seen
clearly in figure 36. In all four of the possible comparisons, the average velocity decreased as
the visibility deteriorated. Specifically, the drivers in the control group, driving in either high- or
low-density traffic, had a relatively large drop in velocity when the visibility dropped from

200 m (656 ft) to 100 m (328 ft); whereas, for drivers in the experimental group, those who drove
in high-density traffic had a relatively large drop in velocity only when the visibility dropped
from clear to 200 m (656 ft), while those who drove in low-density traffic had a consistent drop
in velocity over all three visibility levels. The overall effect of visibility is discussed further be-

low.

Effect of Group. The effect of the group to which the driver was assigned can be determined by
comparing the adjacent pairs of columns in figure 36. In two cases, with high-density traffic in
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Figure 36. Average velocity as a function of density and visibility for drivers in the experimental
group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) and in the control group.

clear or 100-m (328-ft) visibility, drivers in the experimental group have a higher velocity. In the
remaining four cases, with high-density traffic in 200-m (656-ft) visibility, and with low-density
traffic in all three visibility levels, the drivers in the experimental group have a lower velocity.

Effect of Trajﬁc Density. When each of the set of six columns on the left side of figure 36 is
compared with the equivalent column in the set of six columns to the right, it can be seen that, in
every case, the average velocity is higher for the high-density condition. The effect is relatively
small, with the exception of the combination of experimental group and 100-m (328-ft) visibility,
where the average velocity was 7.3 km/h (4.6 mi/h) faster for the high density than for the low.

Visibility level. The overall effect of the level of visibility is shown in figure 37.
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Figure 37. Average velocity as a function of visibility.

Figure 37 shows the overall effect of the level of visibility on the average velocity. As the visi-
bility deteriorated, the average velocity dropped. When the visibility was clear, the average ve-
locity was 82.3 kin/h (51.1 mi/h). In the second section of the journey, the visibility dropped to
200 m (656 ft) and the velocity dropped to 76.8 km/h (47.7 mi/h). The latter velocity is 93.3 per-
cent of that in the clear condition, which is almost identical to the 93.7 percent (calculated from
Hawkins’ observational data for this visibility) that was used to determine the speed of the other
vehicles present on the expressway in this experiment.(16) In the third section of the journey,
when the visibility deteriorated still further, to 100 m (328 ft), the average velocity dropped
again, to 65.8 km/h (40.9 mi/h). The velocity in the third section was 79.9 percent of that in the
clear visibility. Again, this is very similar to the 77.2 percent calculated from the data reported
by Hawkins for this visibility.(16)

Velocity Instability When the SSGCS and CWS Were Disengaged
The results of the ANOVA conducted in order to determine whether prior use of the SSGCS had

an effect on velocity instability are shown in table 19. The complete summary for this ANOVA
is presented as table 57 in appendix 7.
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Table 19. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if velocity instability was affected by group—whether the driver was in the
experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) or the control
group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value

Group 0.0001

Group. Table 19 indicates that the only variable to have an effect on velocity instability was the
group to which the driver was assigned. The effect is shown in figure 38.
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Figure 38. Velocity instability for drivers in the experimental group (when both the SSGCS and
the CWS were disengaged) and in the control group.

As figure 38 shows, the velocity instability for the control-group drivers was more than double
that of the drivers in the experimental group when both the SSGCS and the CWS systems were
disengaged. The velocity instability was 4.9 km/h (3.0 mi/h) for the control-group drivers and
1.9 km/h (1.2 mi/h) for the experimental-group drivers.
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Number of Velocity Fluctuations When the SSGCS and CWS Were Disengaged

The results of the ANOVA conducted to determine whether prior use of the SSGCS had an effect
on the number of velocity fluctuations are shown in table 20. The complete summary for this
ANOVA is presented as table 58 in appendix 7.

Table 20. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the number of velocity fluctuations was affected by group—whether the driver
was in the experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) or the
control group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source Value
Group 0.0001

Visibility level 0.0001

Age by visibility level 0.0046

Group by visibility level 0.0002

Traffic density by visibility level 0.0052
Group by age by visibility level 0.0041

Age by traffic density by visibility level 0.0001
Group by traffic density by visibility level 0.0146

Group by age by traffic density by
visibility level 0.0001

Table 20 indicates that two of the independent variables had statistically significant effects on the
number of velocity fluctuations: group and the level of visibility. In addition, there were three
significant two-way interactions, three significant three-way interactions, and one significant
four-way interaction. The four-way interaction subsumes all the other effects, and usually would
be discussed first. However, in this case, in some cells the sample was too small for this to be
valid. Instead, the three three-way interactions are discussed first, followed by comments on the
two main effects.

Interaction of Group, Age. and Visibility. The first of the three-way interactions is illustrated in
figure 39.
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Figure 39. Number of velocity fluctuations/min as a function of age and visibility level for
drivers in the experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) and in
the control group.

Effect of Group. 1t is very clear from figure 39 that, for all six combinations of age and visibility,
the control-group drivers had far fewer velocity fluctuations than the experimental-group drivers
when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged. The Group main effect is discussed in the
section below on “Group.”

Effect of Visibility. There was a significant main effect of visibility; however, inspection of fig-
ure 39 does not clarify its effect. For the older and younger control-group drivers, the number of
velocity fluctuations increased slightly as the visibility level dropped. However, for drivers in
the experimental group there were many more fluctuations, with the smallest number occurring
when the drivers were driving in the 200-m (656-ft) fog.

Effect of Age. Figure 39 shows that, when the control group is considered, the number of veloc-
ity fluctuations was a little higher for younger drivers than it was for older drivers. In contrast,
for the experimental group, an opposing and stronger effect was found—the number of velocity
fluctuations was considerably higher for the older drivers than it was for the younger.
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Interaction of Age, Traffic Density, and Visibility. The second of the significant three-way inter-
actions obtained from the analysis of the number of velocity fluctuations is explored in figure 40.
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Figure 40. Number of velocity fluctuations/min as a function of age, visibility, and traffic
density.

Effect of Visibility. Earlier, figure 39 did not give a consistent picture of the effect of visibility
on the number of velocity fluctuations. However, when its interaction with traffic density and
the age of the driver is explored in figure 40, a more consistent view of the relationship with the
number of velocity fluctuations seems to emerge. In all cases, the most velocity fluctuations oc-
curred when the visibility was 10 km (6.21 mi). In addition, the fewest fluctuations occurred
when the visibility was 200 m (656 ft) in three cases out of four. The exception occurred when
the older drivers drove in high-density traffic—then the fewest fluctuations occurred when the
visibility was 100 m (328 ft).

Effect of Age. In figure 40, the effect of the driver’s age is mixed, as it was in figure 39. Here,
there were more fluctuations for older drivers when the visibility was clear; for older drivers in
the higher traffic density when the visibility was 200 m (656 ft); and for older drivers in the

lower traffic density when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft). And, there were more fluctuations
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for younger drivers in the higher traffic density when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft); and for
younger drivers in the lower traffic density when the visibility was 200 m (656 ft).

Effect of Traffic Density. Figure 40 shows that the effect of traffic density on the number of ve-
locity fluctuations was also mixed. There were more fluctuations associated with the
12.42-v/km/In (20-v/mi/In) density for older drivers when they drove in the clear and with 200-m
(656-ft) visibility, and for younger drivers when they drove in the clear and with 100-m (328-ft)
visibility. In contrast, there were more fluctuations associated with the 6.21-v/km/In (10-v/mi/In)
density for older drivers when they drove with 100-m (328-ft) visibility, and for younger drivers
when they drove with 200-m (656-ft) visibility.

Interaction of Group. Traffic Density, and Visibility. The third significant three-way interaction

that was obtained when the number of velocity fluctuations was analyzed is explored in fig-
ure 41.
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Figure 41. Number of velocity fluctuations/min as a function of density and visibility level for
drivers in the experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) and in
the control group.
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Effect of Group. Figure 41 shows that the control-group drivers had far fewer velocity fluctua-
tions than the experimental-group drivers when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged.
The effect of group is discussed again later.

Effect of Visibility. Figure 41—Ilike figure 39, but unlike figure 40—does not clarify the effect
of visibility on the number of velocity fluctuations. In this figure, there were three cases where
the most velocity fluctuations occurred with the 100-m (328-ft) visibility, and three where the
fewest fluctuations occurred for the 200-m (65-ft) visibility, quite unlike the picture that emerged
from figure 40. Because of the overall lack of consistency in depicting the relationship between
the level of visibility and the number of velocity fluctuations, the overall effect of visibility is not
discussed further in this report.

Effect of Traffic Density. Like figure 40, figure 41 shows that the effect of traffic density was
mixed. There were more fluctuations associated with the 12.42-v/km/In (20-v/mi/In) density for
both the experimental- and control-group drivers when they drove in the clear; for drivers in the
experimental group when they drove with the 200-m (656-ft) visibility; and for drivers in the
control group when they drove with the 100-m (328-ft) visibility. In contrast, there were more
fluctuations associated with the 6.21-v/km/In (10-v/mi/In) density for drivers in the control group
when they drove with the 200-m (656-ft) visibility; and for drivers in the experimental group
when they drove with the 100-m (328-ft) visibility.

Group. As shown in figures 39 and 41, the group to which the driver was assigned had a clear
effect on the number of velocity fluctuations. This effect is illustrated in figure 42.

Figure 42 shows that, when they drove with both the SSGCS and the CWS disengaged, drivers in
the experimental group had four times as many velocity fluctuations as drivers in the control
group. They had 13.8 and 2.9 fluctuations/min, respectively.

Minimum Following Distance When the SSGCS and CWS Were Disengaged

Up to this point, minimum following distance has been measured in two different ways for
drivers in the experimental group. First, for the experimental-group drivers who were using the
SSGCS, the measure was the shortest gap setting selected by these drivers. Second, for the ex-
perimental-group drivers who were using the CWS alone, the minimum following distance was
measured in meters (and feet). The second way of measuring minimum following distance
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Figure 42. Number of velocity fluctuations/min for drivers in the experimental group (when both
the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) and in the control group.

was used again for the analysis of the experimental-group drivers when the SSGCS and CWS
were disengaged.

An ANOVA was conducted in order to determine whether prior use of the SSGCS had an effect
on the minimum following distance. Table 21 shows the statistically significant main effects and |
interactions found in this analysis. The complete summary for this ANOVA is presented as

table 59 in appendix 7.

Table 21. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine whether the minimum following distance was affected by group—whether the
driver was in the experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) or
the control group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value

Age (A) 0.0227
Visibility level (V) 0.0081
AxV 0.0169
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Table 21 indicates that the age of the driver and the visibility level both had a statistically signifi-
cant effect on minimum following distance. In addition, these variables were also involved in a
two-way interaction. It should be noted that there was no evidence to show that the minimum
following distance was affected by whether the driver was in the experimental group (when both
the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) or in the control group.

Interaction of Age and Visibility. The two-way interaction is illustrated in figure 43.
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Figure 43. Minimum following distance in meters as a function of the visibility level for both
older and younger drivers.

Figure 43 clearly reveals the significant main effects of age and visibility level, and both are dis-
cussed further in the next two subsections.

The interaction between the two variables occurred because the minimum following distance was
approximately 24 m (79 ft) greater for older drivers than younger drivers when the drivers of
both ages drove in the clear and in 200-m (656-ft) fog, but only 16 m (52 ft) greater when they
both drove in 100-m (328-ft) fog.
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Age of the Driver. Figure 44 shows the effect of the driver’s age on the minimum following dis-
tance. The minimum following distance was considerably longer for older drivers than it was for
younger drivers. On average, the distances were 54.5 m (178.6 ft) and 32.0 m (103.3 ft), respec-
tively.
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Figure 44. Minimum following distance in meters as a function of age.

Visibility. Figure 45 shows the effect of visibility level on the minimum following distance. |

Figure 45 shows that the minimum following distance decreased steadily with visibility. The
average minimum following distance dropped from 54.2 m (177.6 ft) when drivers drove with
clear visibility, to 41.6 m (136.3 ft) when they drove in 200-m (656-ft) fog, and then to 23.2 m
(75.9 ft) when the visibility dropped to 100 m (328 ft).

Avemge Actual Gap When the SSGCS and CWS Were Disengaged
As mentioned earlier, the average actual gap is a second measure of following distance. The re-

sults of the ANOVA that was used to compare the average actual gap between the driver’s car
and the vehicle ahead for control-group drivers and for experimental-group drivers when both
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Figure 45. Minimum following distance as a function of visibility.

the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged are shown in table 22. The complete summary for
this ANOVA is presented as table 60 in appendix 7.

Table 22. Summary showing only the statistically significant effects found by the ANOVA used
to determine if the average actual gap was affected by group—whether the driver was in the
experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) or in the control

group—the age of the driver, the density of traffic, or the level of visibility.

Source p Value

Age (A) 0.0003 '
Visibility level (V) 0.0030
AxV 0.0491
Group by visibility level (G x V) 0.0182
GxAxV 0.0074

Table 22 shows that two variables had statistically significant effects on the average actual gap;
they were the age of the driver and the level of visibility. There were also two two-way
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interactions and one three-way interaction involving age, visibility, and group. The three-way
interaction is discussed first, followed by a discussion of the main effects.

Interaction of Group. Age, and Visibility. The three-way interaction of group, the age of the
driver, and the visibility level is examined in figure 46.

40 - O Control group Experimental group

% 3.0 &4 § §

go 25 + § §

% 20 &4 \ \

%0 15 + § § §

Z 104 § § §
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Figure 46. Average actual gap in seconds as a function of age and visibility for drivers in the
experimental group (when both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged) and in the control

group.

Effect of Group. As figure 46 shows, the effects of group are mixed. The older drivers in the
control group had a larger average actual gap than the older drivers in the experimental group
when the visibility was clear, and the younger drivers in the control group had a larger average
actual gap than the younger drivers in the experimental group when the visibility was 200 m
(656 ft) and 100 m (328 ft). In contrast, the older drivers in the experimental group had a larger
average actual gap than the older drivers in the control group when the visibility was 200 m
(656 ft) and 100 m (328 ft), and the younger drivers in the experimental group had a larger aver-
age actual gap than the younger drivers in the control group when the visibility was clear.
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Effect of Age. In figure 46, for all six combinations of group and visibility, the older drivers had
a larger average actual gap than the younger drivers. The age main effect is discussed in the sec-
tion below on “Age of the Driver.”

Effect of Visibility. In figure 46, for all four combinations of group and age, the average actual
gap was shortest when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft). For the older control-group drivers and
the younger experimental-group drivers, the average actual gap was longest when the visibility
was clear; for the older experimental-group drivers and the younger control-group drivers, the
average actual gap was longest when the visibility was 200 m (656 ft).

Age of the Driver. Figure 47 illustrates the effect that the age of the driver had on the average
actual gap.
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Figure 47. Average actual gap in seconds as a function of the driver’s age.
As figure 47 shows, the average actual gap was longer for older drivers than it was for younger
drivers. The gaps were 3.2 s and 2.5 s, respectively.

Visibility. Figure 48 illustrates the effect that the visibility level had on the average actual gap.
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Figure 48. Average actual gap in seconds as a function of visibility.

Figure 48 shows that the average actual gap decreased with visibility. As the visibility dropped
from 10 km (6.21 mi) to 200 m (656 ft) and then 100 m (328 ft), the average actual gap de-
creased from 3.05 s to 2.75 s and then to 2.55 s.

Summary of the Effects of Driving When the SSGCS and CWS Were Disengaged

The driving performance of drivers in the control group was compared with that of drivers in the
experimental group, after the driver had activated the SSGCS at least once, but when both the
SSGCS and the CWS were currently disengaged. The results were as follows:

* When the steering instability of drivers in the experimental group—after the driver
had activated the SSGCS at Jeast once, but when both the SSGCS and the CWS were
disengaged—was compared with that of drivers in the control group, the results were
mixed. There was more steering instability for the experimental-group drivers than
for the controls in two combinations of conditions—for older drivers when the visibil-
ity was 200 m (656 ft), and for younger drivers when the visibility was 100 m
(328 ft). In contrast, there was less steering instability for the experimental-group
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drivers than for the controls in four combinations of conditions: for older drivers
when the visibility was clear and when it was 100 m (328 ft), and for younger drivers
when the visibility was clear and when it was 200 m (656 ft).

When the number of steering oscillations for drivers in the experimental group—after
the driver had activated the SSGCS at least once, but when both the SSGCS and the
CWS were disengaged—was compared with the number for drivers in the control
group, drivers in the experimental group were found to have had more steering oscil-
lations (20.5/min) than the drivers in the control group (11.6/min).

When the average velocity of drivers in the experimental group—after the driver had
activated the SSGCS at least once, but when both the SSGCS and the CWS were dis-
engaged—was compared with that of drivers in the control group, the results were
mixed. The drivers in the experimental group had a higher velocity than the drivers
in the control group in two cases: with high-density traffic in clear or 100-m (328-ft)
visibility. And, drivers in the experimental group had a lower average velocity than
drivers in the control group in four cases: with high-density traffic in 200-m (656-ft)
visibility and with low-density traffic in all three visibility levels.

The velocity instability and the number of velocity fluctuations of drivers in the ex-
perimental group—after the driver had activated the SSGCS at least once, but when
both the SSGCS and the CWS were disengaged—were compared with those of
drivers in the control group. The velocity instability of the experimental-group
drivers was 1.9 km/h (1.2 mi/h), less than the 4.9 km/h (3.0 mi/h) velocity instability
of the control-group drivers. The experimental-group drivers also had many more
velocity fluctuations (13.8/min) than the controls (only 2.9/min). The experimental-
group drivers reduced their velocity instability while increasing the number of veloc-
ity fluctuations. They were controlling the speed more precisely than the control-
group drivers, by making more frequent speed corrections of much smaller amplitude
than those made by the control-group drivers. '

The minimum following distance of drivers in the experimental group—after the
driver had activated the SSGCS at least once, but when both the SSGCS and the CWS
were disengaged—was compared with that of drivers in the control group. There was
no evidence that there was any difference in the minimum following distance of the
two groups.

When the average actual gap of drivers in the experimental group—after the driver
had activated the SSGCS at least once, but when both the SSGCS and the CWS were
disengaged—was compared with that of drivers in the control group, the results were
mixed. The older drivers in the experimental group had a larger average actual gap
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than the older drivers in the control group when the visibility was 200 m (656 ft) and
100 m (328 ft), and the younger drivers in the experimental group had a larger aver-
age actual gap than the younger drivers in the control group when the visibility was
clear. In contrast, older drivers in the experimental group had a smaller average ac-
tual gap than older drivers in the control group when the visibility was clear, and
younger drivers in the experimental group had a smaller average actual gap than
younger drivers in the control group when the visibility was 200 m (656 ft) and 100 m
(328 ft).

THE LANE-CHANGING AND INCURSION BEHAVIOR OF DRIVERS WITH
INTELLIGENT VEHICLE SYSTEMS

In this analysis section, the analysis of the five lane-change measures and the two incursion mea-
sures is reported. These data were partitioned only by visibility level. The lane-change and in-
cursion data could be collected from the experimental-group drivers either when the CWS alone
was activated, or when neither the SSGCS nor the CWS were activated. [It is to be remembered
that the SSGCS automatically kept the vehicle in its lane. If the driver wanted to change lanes,
he/she had to deactivate the SSGCS; one way to do this was to turn the steering wheel. Thus, a
lane change or attempted lane change (an incursion) could occur only if the SSGCS was deacti-
vated.]

The analysis of the SSGCS usage measure is also reported in this section of the analysis.
Number of Lane Changes

In this experiment, lane changing was completely under the control of the driver. Each driver
chose the lane in which he/she was traveling at all times throughout the 35-min journey, and de-
cided if, and when, he/she would move from one lane to another on the three-lane expressway.
Some drivers changed lanes quite frequently; others chose not to change lanes for long periods of
time. Some drivers traveled in the same lane throughout complete segments of the journey; in
such cases, there were no lane changes and there was no lane-changing behavior that could be

associated with the visibility level in that segment.

A total of 308 lane changes was made at some time during their journey by the 32 drivers who
were in the experimental group, while a total of 140 lane changes were made by the 20 drivers in
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the control group. Table 23 shows the average number of lane changes that were made during
the journey by both older and younger drivers in each visibility level.

Table 23. Average number of lane changes (rounded to one decimal place) for younger and
older drivers in the control and experimental groups for all visibility levels.

Control Group Experimental Group
Visibility Level Age 25-34 Age 265 Age 25-34 Age 265
10 km (6.2 mi) 3.4 2.0 2.6 1.3
200 m (656 ft) 3.4 0.5 4.8 1.6
100 m (328 ft) 3.2 1.5 7.0 2.0

To determine whether there were any dependencies in the lane-change data, they were regrouped
into two 2 by 2 contingency tables for chi-squared analyses. Since the averages were too small
to allow that statistic to be run, the total numbers of lane changes were used instead. Tables 24
and 25 show the rearranged data. For group by visibility level (table 24), the chi-squared test on
the data was significant (32[2] = 17.4; p < 0.001). Thus, group and visibility level were related

Table 24. Total number of lane changes for each group by visibility-level combination.

Visibilis_z Level Control Groug Exgrimental Groug
10 km (6.2 mi) 54 62
200 m (656 ft) 39 102
100 m (328 ft) 47 144

Table 25. Total number of lane changes for each age by visibility-level combination.

Visibilig Level A§e 25-34 Age 265
10 km (6.2 mi) 76 40
200 m (656 ft) 111 30
100 m (328 ft) 144 47
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to each other. Based on the averages (shown in table 26), it appears that, whereas visibility level
had little effect on the control-group drivers, there was an increase in the average number of lane
changes for the experimental-group drivers as visibility decreased.

Table 26. Average number of lane chafxges (rounded to one decimal place) for each group by
visibility-level combination.

Visibiliz Level Control Groug Exgrimental Groug
10 km (6.2 mi) 2.7 1.9
200 m (656 ft) 2.0 3.2
100 m (328 ft) 2.4 4.5

For age by visibility level (table 25), there was also a significant interaction (32[2] = 6.1;

p <0.05); the average numbers of lane changes are shown in table 27. Based on the averages, it
appears that the older drivers did not modify their lane change behavior as a function of visibility
level, whereas the younger drivers made more lane changes on average as the visibility level de-
creased.

Table 27. Average number of lane changes (rounded to one decimal place) for each age by
visibility-level combination.

Visibilig Level A§e 25-34 Age 265
10 km (6.2 mi) 2.9 1.5
200 m (656 ft) 43 1.2
100 m (328 ft) 5.5 1.8

Percentage of Time Spent in the Left, Center, and Right Lanes

During each visibility period, the drivers could drive in the left, center, and right lanes of the ex-
pressway. The total amount of time that drivers spent in each of the lanes was recorded. Then,
these totals were converted into percentages.

Figures 49 and 50 show the percentage of time spent in the left, center, and right lanes for each
of the three visibility conditions by drivers in the experimental and control groups, respectively.
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Figure 49. Percentage of time the control-group drivers were in the left, center, and right lane as
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Figure 49 shows that, for drivers in the control group, as the visibility decreased from clear to
100 m (328 ft), the amount of time spent in the left lane increased, the amount of time spent in

- the center lane decreased, and the amount of time spent in the right lane remained relatively un-
changed.

Figure 50 shows a different pattern for the drivers in the experimental group. For them, as the
visibility decreased from clear to 100 m (328 ft), the amount of time spent in the left lane re-
mained constant, the amount of time spent in the center lane increased, and the amount of time
spent in the right lane decreased.

Size of Gap Accepted in Lane Changes

In addition to recording the number of lane changes, the size of the gap that the driver moved
into was determined for each lane change that occurred. For each lane change, the size of the
gap was the distance between the back bumper of the vehicle ahead and the front bumper of the
vehicle behind in the adjacent lane, at the time that the first wheel of the driver’s car crossed the
white line to enter the adjacent lane.

No statistical analyses were done on these data. When the visibility was 10 km (6.2 mi) and

200 m (656 ft), lane-change gaps longer than 350 m (1148 ft) were omitted; when the visibility
was 100 m (328 ft), lane-change gaps longer than 200 m (656 ft) were omitted. For the remain-
ing gaps for each group at each visibility level, the number of lane changes in each 25-m (82-ft)
range was divided by the total number of lane changes examined to get the frequency within that
range. Then, cumulative frequencies were determined across the entire range of gaps that were
plotted. The cumulative frequencies of gap sizes accepted in lane changes (subject to the con-
straints indicated above) are shown in figure 51 for the three visibility levels.

» At each visibility level, the shapes of the plots for the experimental and control groups
are very similar, indicating that their behavior did not differ substantially from each other
at any given visibility level. (Although it appears that there is a tendency toward longer
gaps for the experimental group than for the control group at 100-m [328-ft] visibility, the
lack of statistical analysis makes it impossible to tell whether there is a real difference.)
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Figure 51. Cumulative frequency of gap size accepted in a lane change by the control and
experimental groups. [In the key, n is the number of lane changes plotted. (1 ft=1m x 3.28.)]

* Asvisibility decreased, the size of the gap into which the driver was willing to make a
lane change also decreased. For example, when the visibility was 10 km (6.2 mi),
50 percent of the lane changes were into gaps of about 126 m to 150 m (4133 ftto
492 ft); when the visibility was 100 m (328 ft), 50 percent of the lane changes were into
gaps of about 26 m to 75 m (85.3 ft to 246 ft). This tendency seems sensible: With
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reduced visibility, the two vehicles constituting the ends of a gap would have to be closer
together to be simultaneously visible.

For each group for each visibility level there was a cluster of gaps at the small end of the respec-
tive ranges (determined from the raw data, which are not shown in the report). These apparently
represent the smallest gaps that were acceptable under the conditions of this experiment. The
ranges of gap sizes included in these clusters are shown in table 28, both in meters (feet) and,
given the group’s average velocity, converted to seconds. It is to be noted that the gap sizes in
seconds are strikingly similar across visibility conditions and between groups. Whether these
times are indicative of general driver behavior cannot be concluded on the basis of a single ex-
periment, but the data are very suggestive.

Table 28. Smallest acceptable gap sizes in lane changes.

Control Grou Experimental Group
Size of Average Size of Size of Average Size of
Visibility Smaller Velocity, Smaller Smaller Velocity, Smaller
Level Gags, m (ft)| km (mi)/h Gags, s Gags, m (ft) | km (mi)/h Gags, s
10 km 40 through 83.3 1.7 through | 40 through 83.3 1.7 through
(6.2 mi) 55 (51.7) 24 55 (51.7) 24
(131 (131
through . through
180) 180)
200 m 35 through 78.9 1.6 through | 33 through 78.9 1.5 through
(656 ft) 55 (49.0) 23 55 (49.0) 23
(115 (108
through through
180) 180)
100 m 29 through 67.1 1.6 through | 29 through 67.1 1.6 through
(328 ft) 35 41.7) 1.9 44 41.7) 24
(95 through (95 through
115) 144)
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Number of Incursions

Lane incursions can provide useful information about the minimum acceptable gap for changing
lanes. A lane incursion was defined as an occasion when the driver began to change lanes but,
for some reason, did not complete the maneuver and instead returned to the lane from which
he/she started. Lane incursions can also provide useful information about the minimum accept-
able gap for changing lanes. In the 35-min journey, during which the driver encountered three
levels of visibility, there were a total of 187 incursions. Table 29 shows the average number of
incursions per driver for younger and older drivers in the control and experimental groups for all
three visibility levels.

Table 29. Average number of incursions per driver (rounded to one decimal place) as a function
of group, age, and visibility level.

Control Group Experimental Group
Ages 65 and Ages 65 and
Visibili!_z Agc 25-34 Older Age 25-34 Older
10 km (6.2 mi) 1.5 2.6 1.4 2.0
200 m (656 ft) 1.0 0.7 1.0 1.1
100 m (328 ft) 0.8 1.0 0.9 0.6

To determine whether there were any dependencies in the incursion data, they were regrouped
into two 2 by 2 contingency tables for chi-squared analyses. Since the averages were too small
to allow that statistic to be run, the total numbers of lane changes were used instead. Tables 30
and 31 show the rearranged data.

Table 30. Total number of incursions for each group by visibility-level combination.

Visibility Level Control Grou Experimental Grou
10 km (6.2 mi) 41 54
200 m (656 ft) 17 33
100 m (328 ft) 18 24
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Table 31. Total number of incursions for each age by visibility-level combination.

Visibility Level Age 25-34 Age 265
10 km (6.2 mi) 37 58
200 m (656 ft) 26 24
100 m (328 ft) 22 ' 20

For both group by visibility level (table 30) and age by visibility level (table 31) the chi-squared
tests on the data failed to reach significance ()2[2] = 1.2 and 3.3, réspectively; both p’s < 0.05).
Thus, neither group and visibility level nor age and visibility level were related to each other
with respect to number of incursions.

Size of Gap Rejected When Incursions Occurred

No statistical analyses were done on these data. When the visibility was 10 km (6.2 mi) and

200 m (656 ft), incursion gaps longer than 350 m (1148 ft) were omitted; when the visibility was
100 m (328 ft), incursion gaps longer than 200 m (656 ft) were omitted. For the remaining gaps
for each group at each visibility level, the number of incursions in each 25-m (82-ft) range was
divided by the total number of incursions examined to get the frequency within that range. Then,
cumulative frequencies were determined across the entire range of gaps that were plotted. The
cumulative frequencies of gap sizes rejected in incursions (subject to the constraints indicated
above) are shown in figure 52 for the three visibility levels.

* At 10-km (6.2-mi) and 200-m (656-ft) visibility, the shapes of the plots for the experi-
mental and control groups are very similar, indicating that their behavior did not differ
substantially from each other at those visibility levels. At 100-m (328-ft) visibility, there
appears to be a tendency toward longer gaps for the experimental group than for the con-
trol group; the lack of statistical analysis makes it impossible to tell whether there is a
real difference.

» As visibility decreased, the size of the gap into which the driver attempted to make a lane
change also decreased. When the visibility was 10 km (6.2 mi), 50 percent of the incur-
sions were into gaps of about 151 m to 175 m (495.3 ft to 574 ft); when the visibility was
100 m (328 ft), 50 percent of the incursions were into gaps of about 26 m to 50 m (85.3 ft
to 164 ft).
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Figure 52. Cumulative frequency of gap size rejected in a lane incursion by the control and
experimental groups. In the key, n is the number of incursions plotted. [1 ft =1 m x 3.28.]

As with the lane-change gaps, there was a cluster of rejected gap sizes at the small end of the re-
spective ranges (determined from the raw data, which are not shown in the report) for each group
for each visibility level . These apparently represent gaps that were just below the threshold for
acceptability under the conditions of this experiment. The ranges of gap sizes included in these
clusters are shown in table 32, both in meters (feet) and, given the group’s average velocity, con-
verted to seconds. It is to be noted that, like the smallest gap sizes accepted in lane changes, the
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Table 32. Smallest gap sizes rejected in incursions.

Control Group Experimental Group
Size of Average Size of Size of Average Size of
Visibility Smaller Velocity, Smaller Smaller Velocity, Smaller
Level Gags, m (ft) | km (mi)/h Gags, s Gags, m (ft)| km (mi)/h Gags, S
10 km 40 through 83.3 1.7 through | 30 through 833 1.3 through
(6.2 mi) 50 (51.7) 2.2 53 51.7) 23
(131 (98 through
through 174)
164)
200 m nal nal nal 30 through 78.9 1.4 through
(656 ft) 51 (49.0) 23
(98 through
167)
100 m 29 through 67.1 1.6 through | 23 through 67.1 1.2 through
(328 ft) 47 (41.7) 25 39 “41.7) 2.1
(95 through (95 through
154) ' 115)

! na means not applicable. There was no clear cluster for the control group at this visibility
level. The smallest rejected gap was 30 m (98 ft), which converts to 1.4 s at 78.9 km/h
(49.0 mi/h).

rejected gap sizes in seconds are very similar across visibility conditions and between groups.
Interestingly, however, the rejected gap sizes are not remarkably different from the accepted gap
sizes, though one might have expected them to be noticeably smaller.

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

There were two versions of the questionnaire used in this experiment: one for the experimental
group exposed to the SSGCS and the CWS, and another for those driving in the control condition
(i-e., those not exposed to any systems). Questions 1 through 6 were the same for both question-
naire versions. Questions 7 through 24 were given only to those drivers who were exposed to the
collision warning and automatic speed, steering, and gap systems. A copy of each questionnaire

is presented in appendix 5.
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A scale ranging from O to 100 with negatively and positively worded anchors at the ends was
provided for each question. Drivers were asked to rate their response as a whole number be-
tween 0 and 100. A space was provided next to the question and scale. Question 23 was di-
chotomous, requiring drivers to check a box indicating either yes or no; this item was scored as
zero for no and one for yes.

Simulator Realism

The first six questions of the questionnaire were intended to elicit drivers’ opinions on the real-
ism of the Iowa Driving Simulator. The average responses for all questions were above 50, indi-
cating positive attitudes toward the simulator. ANOVA’s showed only one statistically signifi-
cant difference for the first six questions—question 3. The data for the other five nonsignificant
questions were averaged across age, gender, group, and traffic density. These results appear in
table 33.

Responses to 3 of these 6 questions were strong, with means above 70, suggesting that drivers
enjoyed driving the simulator (question 1), found the sounds in the simulator to be realistic
(question 4), and felt fine while driving the device (question 6). The response to question 5 was
moderately strong, suggesting that drivers found the vehicle motion to be realistic. A near-neu-
tral average was reported for question 2, indicating that drivers did not find the simulator very
different or very similar to driving in their own car.

As just mentioned, an ANOVA yielded a statistically significant difference for question 3. Re-
sponses indicate a positive attitude toward the simulator; however, the magnitude of the response
was dependent on group and traffic density. Specifically, drivers exposed to the SSGCS and
CWS rated the view out of the windshield as more realistic than drivers not exposed to these
systems. Similarly, drivers who drove in low-density traffic rated the view out of the windshield
as more realistic than drivers in high-density traffic.
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Table 33. Simulator realism (questions 1 through 6).

Question Overall Mean

1. How much did you enjoy driving the simulator?

0. Not at all 775
100. A lot
2. How did driving in the simulator compare to driving
in your car?
0. Very different 53.2

100. Very similar

Experimental] Control

Question group group

3. How realistic was the view out of the windshield in
the simulator?

0. Very artificial 78.75

100. Very realistic

62.0

Low Densig High Densig

79.4 65.1
Question Overall Mean

4. How realistic were the sounds in the simulator?
0. Very artificial 71.3
100. Very realistic

5. How realistic was the vehicle motion in the simulator?
0. Very artificial 66.5

100. Very realistic
6. While driving the simulator, how did you feel? _
0. Did not feel well 74.9
100. Felt fine

Automatic Control
Questions 7 through 10 referred to the automatic control of the collision warning and autormatic

speed, steering, and gap systems. An ANOVA was carried out on each question. The only sta-
tistically significant finding was for question 8, where older drivers indicated that the speed at
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which they drove under automatic control when there was fog was faster than usual, while
younger drivers indicated that the automated speed with fog was somewhat slower than their
normal speed. The average responses for questions 7, 9, and 10 are collapsed across age, gender,
group, and traffic density. The results, reported in table 34, indicate that the velocity that the

Table 34. Automatic control (questions 7 through 10).

Question Overall Mean

7. 'When your car was under automatic control, how did
the speed at which you drove when there was no fog
compare with the speed at which you usually drive on
the highway? 54.5

0. My speed was much slower than usual
100. My speed was much faster than usual

Question Younger Older

8. When your car was under automatic control, how did

the speed at which you drove when there was fog
compare with the speed at which you usually drive on
the highway? 46.3 61.4
0. My speed was much slower than usual
100. My speed was much faster than usual
Question Overall Mean
9. When your car was under automatic control, how did
the distance between your car and the vehicle ahead
when there was no fog compare with the usual

distance you keep when driving on the highway? 537
0. The distance was much shorter than usual
100. The distance was much longer than usual

10.When your car was under automatic control, how did
the distance between your vehicle and the vehicle
ahead when there was fog compare with the usual
distance you keep when driving on the highway? 512

0. The distance was much shorter than usual

100. The distance was much longer than usual
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drivers traveled at while under the control of the SSGCS was close to the speed at which they
usually drive on the highway (question 7). Responses also indicated that drivers felt that the
distances between their cars and the vehicles ahead in the automated lane was similar to the dis-
tances they usually keep when driving on the highway, irrespective of the presence or absence of
fog (questions 9 and 10).

Attitude Toward Systems

Questions 11 through 20 referred to drivers’ attitudes toward the two in-vehicle systems. An
ANOVA was conducted on each question. Statistically significant differences were found for
questions 15 and 16. The means for the nonsignificant questions (questions 11 through 14 and
17 through 20), reported in table 35, are collapsed across age, gender, group, and traffic density.

Table 35. Attitude toward in-vehicle systems (questions 11 through 14 and 17 through 20).

Question Overall Mean

11. If you had the same collision warning system on your
vehicle that you had in this experiment, would you use it?
0. Never 71.1
100. All the time

12. If you had the same automated speed, steering, and gap sys-

tem on your real vehicle that you had in this experiment,
would you use it?

77.8
0. Never

100. All the time

13. If you had the same collision warning system on your

vehicle that you had in this experiment, how would it affect
our safety?

Y v - 66.6

0. It would decrease significantly

100. It would increase significantly

14. If you had the same speed, steering, and gap system on your
real vehicle that you had in this experiment, how would it af-
fect your safety?

70.3
0. It would decrease significantly

100. It would increase significantly
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Table 35. Attitude toward in-vehicle systems (questions 11 through 14 and 17 through 20)
(continued).

Question Overall Mean
17. If you had the same collision warning system on your

vehicle that you had in this experiment, how would it affect
the speed at which you drive? 6.6
0. My speed would be much slower ’

100. My speed would be much faster

18. If you had the same speed, steering, and gap system on your
real vehicle that you had in this experiment, how would it
affect the speed at which you drive?

0. My speed would be much slower 4.7

100. My speed would be much faster

19. If you had the same collision warning system on your real
vehicle that you had in this experiment, how would it affect
the distance between your vehicle and the vehicle ahead?

0. The distance would be much shorter
100. The distance would be much longer

50.2

20. If you had the same speed, steering, and gap system on your
real vehicle that you had in this experiment, how would it
affect the distance between your vehicle and the vehicle
ahead? 52.3

0. The distance would be much shorter
100. The distance would be much longer

Average responses of over 75 for questions 11 and 12 indicated that drivers would use the same
CWS in their own vehicle if they had one (question 11) and would use the same SSGCS
(question 12) in their own vehicle if they had one. Drivers felt that the same CWS (question 13)
and SSGCS (question 14) would increase their safety, as evidenced by the average responses of
66.6 and 70.3, respectively. Although the average responses indicated desires for a somewhat
faster velocity and larger intra-string gap distances, drivers expressed neutral opinions about how
the CWS and SSGCS would actually affect their speed (questions 17 and 18) or intra-string gap
distance (questions 19 and 20).
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ANOVA’s yielded interactions between age and traffic density for questions dealing with the
stress of using these systems on their own vehicles. In question 15, reported in table 36, older
drivers in the low-density traffic condition and younger drivers in the high-density traffic condi-
tion anticipated a greater reduction in stress from the use of this system on their own vehicles
than that reported by older drivers in the high-density traffic condition and younger drivers in the
low-density traffic condition. Similarly, as reported in table 37, older drivers in the low-density
condition and younger drivers in the high-density traffic condition expressed that the same speed,
steering, and gap system installed on their real vehicles would decrease stress more than that re-
ported by older drivers in the high-density condition and younger drivers in the low-density traf-
fic condition (question 16).

Table 36. Attitude toward in-vehicle systems (question 15).

I Question

15. If you had the same collision warning system on your

real vehicle that you had in this experiment, how
would it affect the stress of driving?
0. Would greatly decrease stress

100. Would greatly increase stress Younger Older
' Low Density 44.4 28.8
High Density 21.9 38.1

Table 37. Attitude toward in-vehicle systems (question 16).

Question

16. If you had the same speed, steering, and gap system
on your real vehicle that you had in this experiment,
how would it affect the stress of driving?

0. Would greatly decrease stress

100. Would greatly increase stress Younger Older
Low Density 50.0 27.5
High Density 21.9 36.9

Cruise Control. Questions 23 and 24 referred to the use of cruise control. Results for these ques-
tions are presented in table 38. Statistical analysis using ANOVA indicated that significantly
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Table 38. Cruise control.

Question : Younger Older
23. Does your vehicle have cruise control?
0. No 0.44 0.93
1. Yes
Question Overall Mean
24. How often do you use the cruise control on your
vehicle?
0. Hardly ever 80.2
100. Almost always

more of the older drivers had cruise control in their vehicles than did the younger drivers (ques-
tion 23). Question 24 asked drivers with cruise control how often they use this feature. No sig-
nificant differences were found. The mean reported for this question is collapsed across age,
gender, group, and traffic density, and indicates that those drivers with cruise control use it quite
frequently.
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