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Autonomous vehicles / 
driverless cars

Sources:
Top left: https://www.marcheslep.org.uk/government-sets-next-steps-establishing-uk-global-leader-connected-autonomous-vehicles/
Bottom left: https://www.economist.com/the-economist-explains/2018/03/05/why-driverless-cars-will-mostly-be-shared-not-owned
Top right: https://www.scmp.com/tech/enterprises/article/2112273/chinas-baidu-revs-driverless-car-race-launch-15bn-autonomous
Bottom right: https://medium.com/self-driving-cars/beginners-guide-to-self-driving-vehicles-9e9003e790b8



AVs and cyclists

Source: https://www.gettyimages.co.uk/event/uber-experiments-with-driverless-cars-
672013627#/woman-poses-with-an-uber-driverless-ford-fusion-as-it-sits-in-the-picture-id609845702



AVs and cyclists
• ‘See better’
• Reduce human 

error
• Reduce aggressive 

and impatient 
behaviour from 
drivers (more 
‘respectful’)

• Obey Highway 
Code passing 
distance and slow 
down

• Designed so doors 
will not open if 
cyclist detected?

• Will they work in 
urban areas?

• Will they be able 
to differentiate 
objects?

• No eye-contact or 
other 
communication 
with drivers

• Will treat all 
cyclists the same?

• More regulated 
walking and 
cycling?
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Background



VENTURER
The main objectives of the project were to:

• Understand the blockers and drivers to the wide-scale adoption of AV capability, 
including public acceptance.

• Develop an understanding of the insurance and legal implications of increased 
vehicle autonomy.

• Develop a range of AV technologies, including a fully immersive AV simulator.



Project partners

http://www.venturer-cars.com/

Engineering Economic Devt Law/Regulation ‘Human Factors’

http://www.venturer-cars.com/


VENTURER Trials
To deliver its objectives, VENTURER undertook a series of trials 

involving members of the public. The trials included:

Trial 1: Testing the planned handover of control between a vehicle and 

a driver.

Trial 2: Exploring the interactions between an AV and conventional 

vehicles at junctions.

Trial 3: Investigating trust in AVs during interactions with 
other road users, such as cyclists and pedestrians. 

Trial 3 also involved the UK’s first on-road demonstration of a CAV 

interacting with a bus.



Trial 3



Rating trust

Wildcat AV Venturer Simulator



Trial 3 route



Seven Trial 3 scenarios



Trial 3 participants

134 people

48 female
86 male

Ages 18 to 79 
(mean 50)

49 in driver role
45 in cyclist role and 
40 in pedestrian role

10 months to 
49 years driving 

experience

132 have 
passed a 

driving test

range from 
AV sceptics to 

enthusiasts

76 completed 2 AV 
circuits in both the 

Wildcat and the simulator





Results



Trial 3 key findings: overall
• Trust ratings were high (most common response in Wildcat was 9 

out of 10)
• Differences observed between scenarios, but no consistent pattern
• Trust scores appeared to be more sensitive to the movement and 

noise of the AV rather than the perceived risk of the scenario

Exposure to AVs in safe environments yields generally high 
trust ratings



Trial 3 key findings: role
No statistically significant differences in trust ratings given by cyclist, 
driver and pedestrian participants.

• True for both the Wildcat and Simulator trials
• Roles also had different physical viewpoints

No need to differentiate messaging for different audiences



Cyclist responses
• “As a cyclist, I appreciated its overly cautious approach when the 

bike was the obstacle- better than driven vehicles at not overtaking 
a car when a cyclist coming the other way.“

• “It was sometimes 'overcautious' i.e. stopped early and abruptly 
and waited quite a time especially the cyclist tasks”



Trial 3 key findings:
cross-platform
• For all scenarios combined, Wildcat trust ratings were slightly higher 

than the Simulator trust ratings
• Differences were only statistically significant for two of the seven 

scenarios (and likely to be due to the execution of the scenarios)

Much useful research and development can be undertaken in 
simulation without the expense and complexity of real-world 
experimentation



Trial 3 key findings: 
human vs AV driven
Trust ratings were slightly higher when the simulator was being 
manually driven as opposed to driving in autonomous mode. 
• Differences were statistically significant for four out of the seven 

scenarios
• BUT the manually driven circuit always happened last (i.e. third), 

and trust scores increased between circuits 1 and 2 also



Trial 3 key findings: 
correlation with personal 
characteristics
No statistically significant correlations between trust ratings in any of 
the scenarios and 
a) age, or 
b) driving experience.

Statistically significant correlations between the results from the ‘trust 
in automation’ survey and nearly all of the trust scores



Conclusions
• High potential for trust
• People want to know how it works before they will trust it –

cannot expect blind trust
• Cyclists no less trusting!
• Differing views on what is ‘acceptable’
• We need more trials!!!



Thank you for listening!

For more information:
https://www.venturer-cars.com/trial-3-participant-experiments/

fiona.crawford@uwe.ac.uk

https://www.venturer-cars.com/trial-3-participant-experiments/

