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Pedestrian and Passenger Interaction with
Autonomous Vehicles: Field Study in a Crosswalk

Scenario
Rubén Izquierdo, Javier Alonso, Ola Benderius, Miguel Ángel Sotelo, David Fernández Llorca

Abstract—This study presents the outcomes of empirical in-
vestigations pertaining to human-vehicle interactions involving an
autonomous vehicle equipped with both internal and external Hu-
man Machine Interfaces (HMIs) within a crosswalk scenario. The
internal and external HMIs were integrated with implicit commu-
nication techniques, incorporating a combination of gentle and
aggressive braking maneuvers within the crosswalk. Data were
collected through a combination of questionnaires and quantifi-
able metrics, including pedestrian decision to cross related to the
vehicle distance and speed. The questionnaire responses reveal
that pedestrians experience enhanced safety perceptions when
the external HMI and gentle braking maneuvers are used in
tandem. In contrast, the measured variables demonstrate that
the external HMI proves effective when complemented by the
gentle braking maneuver. Furthermore, the questionnaire results
highlight that the internal HMI enhances passenger confidence
only when paired with the aggressive braking maneuver.

Index Terms—Autonomous driving, interaction, crosswalk,
pedestrian, passenger, eHMI, iHMI.

I. INTRODUCTION

TRUSTWORTHY human-vehicle interaction in the con-
text of Autonomous Vehicles (AVs) has a fundamental

impact on the user’s sense of agency, perception of risk, and
trust [1]. These factors, in turn, are essential to avoid both
disuse and misuse of technology, which directly affect user
acceptance and safety respectively [2].

Human-vehicle interaction in autonomous driving is a multi-
user problem that primarily involves two groups of people:
those using the AV (passengers) and external road users
interacting with the AV (i.e., pedestrians, cyclists, drivers).
The absence of a driver to communicate with, from both
the perspective of a passenger and an external road agent,
alters the nature and dynamics of interactions [3], [4]. In
this new context, AVs need to communicate their intentions
to road agents that are not automated or connected, such as
regular vehicles, pedestrians, or cyclists, in the same way
that regular drivers convey their intentions using visual cues
or the vehicle dynamics itself. This communication process
becomes especially crucial in scenarios where safety-relevant
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Fig. 1. Top: schematic overview of the experiment. Bottom: actual image of
the field test scenario.

interactions may occur, such as when a pedestrian is crossing
the road in front of a vehicle.

The use of Vehicle-to-Everything (V2X) technology [5]
facilitates communication between other automated agents,
such as other connected vehicles and infrastructure, but it still
leaves humans unaware of the vehicle’s intentions. Human-
vehicle interaction primarily occurs through human-machine
interfaces (HMIs), both internal (iHMI) and external (eHMI).
The specific modality of these interfaces is tied to vehicle
technology and human capabilities [2]. The behavior of the
vehicle, i.e., its movement dynamics, also serves as an impor-
tant form of implicit communication with a significant impact
on the interaction [4], [6].

The impact of these forms of explicit or implicit com-
munication on in-vehicle users (drivers or passengers) and
other external road users has been widely studied, but always
separately, which prevents drawing holistic conclusions. From
an experimental perspective, previous work has focused on
simulated environments using virtual reality [7], or on real
environments with two main types of constraints. On one
hand, there are cases in which the pedestrian only expresses
an intention to cross without actually performing the crossing
action [6]. On the other hand, there are cases where the driving
is not truly automatic but mediated by Wizard of Oz methods
[8]. In all cases, the results are somewhat limited due to the
mismatch with real-world interaction scenarios.

In this work, we present the results of a real field study
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on human-vehicle interaction in crosswalk scenarios, involv-
ing both pedestrians and passengers. We expand upon our
preliminary study [9] by providing more details about the
experimental setup, data gathered, results, and discussion. Our
automated test vehicle [10] is not mediated by the Wizard of
Oz approach. The pedestrians do not explicitly communicate
their intention to cross (which adds the difficulty of identifying
the exact moment when the pedestrian decides to cross), but
decide to cross or not, and complete their crossing action
naturally. This approach allows us to draw conclusions that
consider both types of users who interact with the AV in a
holistic manner. It also enables us to investigate the impact of
previous interaction experience as a passenger on pedestrian
behavior and vice versa. Furthermore, we can minimize the
gap between the interactions measured in our experimental
setup and those that would occur in a real environment. We
evaluate different types of internal and external HMIs, as well
as implicit communication through vehicle dynamics, using
both behavioral and attitudinal evaluation methods.

II. RELATED WORK

The interaction between passengers and autonomous vehi-
cles is a rapidly evolving and multifaceted field that encom-
passes various aspects of technology, psychology, and human-
vehicle interfaces. Initially, the interaction between vehicles
and their drivers and passengers has been studied in depth
for many years by car-makers. In this way, the traditional
dashboard has become a sophisticated piece of software and
hardware to transmit a large amount of information to the
driver regarding the state of the vehicle and the environment
surrounding the car in the last decade [11].

The automation level is a key point in the study of the
interaction. For low levels of SAE automation [12] (L1 to
L3) the interaction between vehicles and passengers has been
limited to infotainment systems as drivers are in charge of
the driving task and passengers are not. However, for higher
automation levels (L4 and L5) there are no longer any drivers,
they become users or passengers. The users of the AV ser-
vice can neglect the driving task, which is associated with
higher driving comfort [13]. Another, more fundamental and
unfamiliar, aspect is the allocation of an automated system
in contrast to a human driver. To compensate for the lack
of a human driver to rely on, the AV must provide some
information related to the driving task to the passengers even
if they are not actively supervising the driving task.

Internal HMIs have the mission to interact with users to
reduce the stress [14], anxiety [15], and perception of risk
that can arise when the vehicle does not behave as the
passenger expects [16]. In this way, the use of screens to share
pictograms combined with audio messages is the mainstream
option [17]. The iHMI has the advantage of being integrated
inside the vehicle cabin and can communicate information to
passengers through visual and/or auditory clues [18]. A 16-
inch screen with audio capability has been used in this work
to interact with passengers.

The interaction of the vehicle with other external agents
has been limited to the driving indicators such as blinkers

and braking lights. Other signals like flashing lights or driving
gestures are also used but they have non-standard meanings
and can increase the potential risk of an interaction if they are
misinterpreted. Although some studies argue that pedestrians
make the crossing decision based solely on the vehicle’s
kinematics, without the need to establish eye contact with
the driver [19], others show that establishing some form of
communication between the driver and the external agent is
the best way to avoid an accident and increase the confidence
in the interaction [20]. Again, with the highest levels of
automation (4 and 5) the external agents cannot establish
eye contact with the driver because all the people inside the
vehicle are mere passengers or the vehicle can be empty. The
use of eHMIs is intended to replicate the traditional V2V
communications (i.e. light codes) but extended to all types of
road users, especially for front-of-vehicle agents. The efforts to
share information from AVs have developed several topologies
with different features [21]: anthropomorphic, textual, light
patterns or trajectory projection on the ground [22]–[24]. The
color and shape of the communication play a fundamental role
in the interaction. Messages using red color are more suitable
to indicate risk, and green ones to indicate a safe situation
[21]. This idea reinforces the theories of social constructivism
[25]. However, in [6] a turquoise LED strip is used to convey
different AV behaviors varying the light pattern but not the
color. Turquoise color is commonly used as a non-related-
to-traffic color for ”new” AV features. The most promising
kind of eHMIs are light-based. Carmakers [26] and researchers
[27], [28] are concentrating their efforts on this technology.
Also, policymakers are more willing to approve this kind
of new light features as they can follow similarities with
current light-communication codes on regular vehicles [29].
In this work, an RGB LED strip alongside the front bumper
performing solid red and solid green patterns is used to interact
with the pedestrian.

Studies used to assess human behavior in traffic scenes are
mainly based on surveys [30], [31] or direct interviews [32].
These forms of studies, however, have been criticized for the
bias people have in answering questions, and also the quality
of the questions asked in order to accurately collect the desired
information [33]. In addition, behavior can be analyzed via on-
site observation by the researcher either present in the vehicle
[34] or standing outside [35]. Naturalistic recording of the
traffic interaction (both videos and images [36], [37]), is one
of the most effective methods for studying traffic behavior.
In this method of study, a camera is placed either inside or
outside the vehicle [38], [39] or outside on roadsides [40], [41].
Recording-based studies allow data to be obtained by direct
measurement and allow certain biases to be eliminated [35].
New technological developments in combination with the use
of AVs login systems endow different modalities of recording
traffic events, such as eye-tracking [6], [42] and positioning
systems to measure the interaction in a distance and speed-
based domain. Eye-tracking [6] can be used to analyze the
focus of attention of the study subject and which factors are
most relevant. In this study, both questionnaires and internal
and external video recordings are used to analyze interactions.
In this work, surveys, recordings, and direct measures are used
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to study the interaction between the AV and the passenger and
pedestrian.

Another important element in AV interaction studies is the
vehicle itself and the existence of a person in the driver’s seat.
In the context of autonomous driving research, the Wizard of
Oz technique [43] is commonly used to replicate the behavior
of an intelligent system but its use is limited to interaction
with agents outside the vehicle. The ideal scenario is an empty
driver’s seat, but sometimes, for technical or legal requirements
this is not possible. In this study, there is a backup driver in
the driver’s seat but there were no interactions between the
backup driver and the vehicle during any of the experiments.
Moreover, the backup driver is hidden behind the sun visor.

Current studies of AV are very limited and most of them do
not perform real interactions [44], [45]. In [6] a Wizard of Oz
study analyzed the interaction between an AV and a pedestrian
in a crosswalk but the pedestrian never crossed in front of the
vehicle, totally removing the actual exposure to risk with the
already exposed problem [1]. The study concluded that the
use of an eHMI and a slow pace of driving contribute to an
increase in the pedestrian’s willingness to cross.

III. EXPERIMENTS DESCRIPTION

The goal of the study is to determine which factors including
the internal and external HMIs and the behavior of the AV
itself contribute to improve the level of confidence perceived
by both pedestrians and passengers when interacting with an
AV in a crosswalk area. With this goal in mind, a total of five
experiments, four interaction experiments plus a control one
were designed.

Our hypothesis is that the use of internal and external
HMIs could help to increase the confidence of passengers
and pedestrians when interacting with an AV. Furthermore, we
believe that the AV’s behavior plays a crucial role in instilling
confidence. The smoother the behavior of the AV, the greater
the confidence it imparts to both passengers and pedestrians.

The tests were designed in accordance with reproducibility
standards, aiming to guarantee uniform interactions between
the AV and all the participants. Following this criteria, the
vehicle was programmed to change its speed profile at a
specific point depending on the distance to the pedestrian, or
more specifically, the distance to the edge of the crosswalk
area. This mechanism enables the replication of a consistent
behavior among all participants. The activation of the external
and internal HMIs also relies on identical distance thresholds.

The experiments were conducted using the autonomous and
automated platform of the INVETT research group [10], [46].
This platform is a commercially available vehicle, modified to
be externally controlled by a computer. It is equipped with a
comprehensive setup for environmental detection and allows
Real-Time Kinematic (RTK) positioning based on GPS [46].
For the experiments conducted in this study, we used the
front RGB camera and the GPS-based positioning system.
Additionally, an internal camera mounted above the HMI was
used to record the passengers’ reactions. As shown in Fig.
2, the experiments were conducted with a backup driver for
both legal and safety reasons. We also used a person seated
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Fig. 2. View of the vehicle’s passenger compartment. 1) The subject is seated
in the passenger seat. 2) The backup driver is present but no action is required.
3) The system supervisor is seated in the rear. 4) Internal HMI.

Fig. 3. Schematic representation of the experiment use case.

in the rear seats to supervise the operation of the automated
systems at all times. However, all subjects were duly informed
that neither the backup driver nor the system supervisor were
intervening during the vehicle’s autonomous operation.

A. Use case scenario

The use case evaluated in this study is a complete stop at
a crosswalk yielding to a pedestrian that approaches, stands,
or crosses the crosswalk. The vehicle drives at a constant
speed and at a specific point, (depending on the experiment)
reduces its speed to finally stop before the crosswalk, even if
the pedestrian chooses not to cross and stands at the limit of
the sidewalk. The fact that the vehicle is going to stop under
any circumstance is deliberately omitted to the subjects of the
experiment to preserve the perception of risk. Fig. 3 shows
a schematic representation of the interaction between the AV,
the passenger, and the pedestrian.

The ground test site must meet certain requirements. First,
the pedestrian must not be influenced by any other vehicles.
Therefore, a single-lane road is necessary. There must be a
crosswalk to perform the tests for the use case. A low-traffic
area is also desired so as not to block the road during the
trials and not to have other vehicles queuing. Based on these
requirements, tests were carried out in the vicinity of the
Polytechnic School within the Technological Campus of the
University. Figure 4 shows the designated area. The red arrow
shows the trajectory of the AV, the green arrow the pedestrian’s
path, and the yellow circle marks the crosswalk area. While
Google Maps aerial images indicate an empty parking area, it
was, in fact, occupied by cars during the test. The crosswalk in
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Fig. 4. Location of the experimentation area (40°30’58.1”N 3°20’40.6”W).
The red arrow represents the traveling direction of the automated vehicle, the
green arrow the path of the pedestrian, and the yellow circle the interaction
area over the crosswalk.

question is linked to another one where potential interactions
with vehicles moving in the opposite direction may occur.
Participants were instructed to only cross to the central island
and avoid proceeding further to remove undesired interactions
and maintain the pedestrian focus on the experiment.

B. Vehicle communication setup

The vehicle is equipped with two HMIs to interact with
the passenger inside the AV and the road users. The external
HMI (or eHMI) is called GRAIL [10]. It is a directionable
RGB LED strip located in the front bumper of the vehicle to
interact and communicate with the road users. The internal
HMI (or iHMI) consists of a 16-inch audio-capable screen
located on the dashboard in front of the co-pilot to interact
with the passenger. Both the eHMI and the iHMI devices are
explicit communication tools. In addition, vehicle dynamics
are considered as an implicit communication tool and are
consequently explored.

1) External HMI (eHMI): The external communication
device (GRAIL [10]) was configured with three possible states;
off, solid red, and solid green. When the state is off the LED
strip looks like a black strip on the black bumper of the vehicle
and it is practically not visible. When GRAIL is actively used,
the strip emits a solid red or green light. The solid red state is
used while the vehicle is traveling at its cruising speed. The
solid green state is used when the vehicle changes its behavior
and starts to slow down. Note that the goal of the eHMI is not
to establish a target-based communication with the pedestrian,
but to convey the vehicle´s intentions. Fig. 5 shows the two
active states of the GRAIL device. The sequence of the eHMI
state when it is used in the experiments is: off → solid red
→ solid green → off.

2) Internal HMI (iHMI): The internal communication de-
vice is a 16-inch audio-capable screen located in front of the

  

Fig. 5. External HMI (eHMI) - Left solid green state and right solid red
state.

co-pilot over the dashboard. It has four possible states; off,
autonomous mode, manual mode, and pedestrian detected. Fig.
6 shows the four possible states of the iHMI. The default
state is off, and the screen remains black with no sounds.
When it is actively used the screen shows different images or
video sources together with audio messages. The autonomous
mode plays the sentence ”autonomous mode activated” once
at the time the screen changes to its corresponding static
image showing the text AUTONOMOUS MODE in the Spanish
language. When the state changes to manual mode the sen-
tence ”autonomous mode deactivated” is played at the time
the screen changes to its corresponding static image showing
the text MANUAL MODE also in the Spanish language. The
state pedestrian detected is triggered at a specific distance
based on the experiment requirements playing the sentence
”pedestrian detected” while the exterior camera video stream
is reproduced on the iHMI together with a red bounding
box over the detected pedestrian and a flashing red rectangle
around the limit of the screen. The sequence of the iHMI state
when it is used in the experiments is: off → autonomous mode
→ pedestrian detected → manual mode.

3) Vehicle Dynamics: Vehicle dynamics can be used as
an implicit way of communication. In these experiments, the
message to be communicated is the intention of the vehicle to
stop (or not) at the crosswalk and to yield to the pedestrian.
Two alternatives have been proposed to explore this kind of
communication.

The gentle braking maneuver. This braking maneuver is
characterized by a smooth and early deceleration. This situa-
tion replicates the performance of early detection systems that
can provide sufficient anticipation by detecting and predicting
the intention of the pedestrian. Consequently, the anticipation
of the breaking maneuver leads to increased comfort and safety
for both passengers and road users.

The aggressive braking maneuver. It is characterized by a
delayed and stronger deceleration, in opposition to the early
braking maneuver. This situation replicated the performance of
classic Advance Driver Assistance Systems (ADAS) or last-
second reaction systems. The delayed initiation of the braking
maneuver causes a stronger deceleration to stop the vehicle at
the limit of the crosswalk compared with the gentle braking
maneuver.

For practical purposes, these two braking maneuvers have
been generated following a constant acceleration (deceleration)
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Fig. 6. Internal HMI (iHMI) states: top left off, top right pedestrian detected,
bottom left autonomous mode, and bottom right manual mode.

movement according to the desired distance to the stop point at
the limit of the crosswalk area. The trigger distances to the stop
point are 40 meters for the gentle braking maneuver and 20
meters for the aggressive one. The vehicle travels at 30 km/h
before the initiation of the braking maneuver. Consequently,
the constant acceleration is -0.86 m · s−2 and -1.73 m · s−2

for the gentle and aggressive braking maneuvers, respectively.

C. Test configuration

Following the definition of the use case and the possibilities
to use the explicit and implicit ways of communication, several
tests have been proposed to evaluate how each of these features
affects the passenger’s and pedestrian’s experience interacting
with the AV. Note that the iHMI and the eHMI are independent
devices that produce independent effects on the passenger and
the pedestrian, respectively. The passenger does not perceive
the eHMI and the pedestrian does not perceive the iHMI, and
more importantly, none of them has the ability to affect the
behavior of the other. For this reason, the combination of the
three sources of variability is reduced to two, resulting in a
total combination of four experiments. Table I summarizes
the configuration for each test. In addition to these four
experiments, a preliminary test denoted by test 0 was added
to create the illusion that the vehicle could cross through the
crosswalk without stopping or yielding to the pedestrian.

Tests from 1 to 4 were performed in random order. Test 0
was always performed first. The experimental subjects do not
know the order or configuration of each test with the exception
of test 0.

TABLE I
CONFIGURATION OF EXPERIMENTATION TESTS

Test Braking Explicit Stop

Number Maneuver Internal External

0 - - - No

1 Gentle - - Yes

2 Aggressive - - Yes

3 Gentle HMI GRAIL Yes

4 Aggressive HMI GRAIL Yes

D. Participants

Participants were recruited from university staff, friends,
relatives, and others. They must be over 18 years of age.
They were informed of the purpose of the study and what
was expected to occur during the study. To formally comply
with legal requirements, an informed consent and an informed
consent statement were developed to record evidence of the
user acceptance and to anonymize the participant’s personal
information by assigning an anonymous ID.

Participants were instructed to participate in couples and
to play both pedestrian and passenger roles. Firstly, one of
them performs the passenger role while the other performs
the pedestrian role. After finishing the complete set of tests,
the participants swap roles to perform the complete set of
tests again in the same random order. With this mechanism,
we can observe differences in the perception of the interaction
between those who were first passengers or pedestrians in case
those differences exist.

A total of 34 people joined the experiment but two of them
could not complete the whole set of tests due to technical
problems and their information was discarded. The number
of subjects is N = 32 (18 men and 14 women) with an age
distribution µ = 39.7 and σ = 12.6 years.

E. Briefing

Participants were given an explanation of what to expect
and what to do in the experiments. This information was
repeatedly without variation to all the subjects with the goal
of not introducing any external source of change in the
experimentation. The participants received an explanation for
the tests conducted as a passenger and another as a pedestrian.

As passengers, they were told:
1) There is an HMI which consists of a screen that can

display images and reproduce messages.
2) There is a webcam recording the co-pilot seat area.
3) There is a backup driver just to comply with legal

requirements.
4) The backup driver is instructed not to intervene unless

critical and imminent damage.
5) The vehicle will drive itself autonomously and interact

with the pedestrian.
As pedestrians, they were told:
1) There is an HMI consisting of an LED strip that could

be off, red, or green (all three modes are displayed to
the pedestrian prior to testing).

2) If the LED is off there is no information about the
behavior of the vehicle. If the LED is red, it means
that the vehicle is driving at its cruising speed. If the
LED is green, it means that the vehicle has detected
something in its path and is acting accordingly (note
that the specific behavior of the vehicle is not stated).

3) There is a camera on the vehicle that can see you and
record you.

4) There is a backup driver just to comply with legal
requirements.

5) The backup driver is instructed not to intervene unless
critical and imminent damage.
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6) The vehicle will drive itself autonomously and interact
with the pedestrian.

Three staff members and two participants are required to
conduct the experiment. The participants interact with the
vehicle as a passenger and as a pedestrian and the staff is
responsible for (1) backup driver, (2) commanding the tests in
the AV software, and (3) letting the pedestrian know when to
start moving into the interaction area. The pedestrian stands on
the sidewalk backward to the crosswalk with no information
about the traffic status. At a specific position of the AV the
pedestrian is requested to turn around and walk towards the
crosswalk area generating a proper and credible interaction.

IV. EXPERIMENT EVALUATION

The experiments were evaluated using two different sources
of information. Questionnaires are one of the sources of data
used for the analysis. With these elements, the analysis was
made using subjective information about the interaction from
the participant’s point of view. Direct measures recorded from
the AV’s sensors are also used to complete the data for
the analysis. This information is objective and allows us to
objectively analyze the interactions.

A. Questionnaires

Two questionnaires were developed to record the par-
ticipants’ opinions. The first questionnaire records general
knowledge about AVs, past experiences and interactions with
AVs, and expectations. This questionnaire is filled out by
participants before and after the experimentation. The goal
is to verify with a manipulation check if the participants
correctly understood that they have interacted with an AV and
to evaluate how their experiences and expectations about AVs
have changed after the experimentation.

The second questionnaire is designed to assess passenger
and pedestrian confidence and feelings about the interaction
with the AV after each test. These questions were formulated
using the 7-step Likert scale when possible. Right after each
test and before starting the following one all the questions
were answered. This questionnaire has three questions that
are answered when interacting as a pedestrian and four for
passenger interaction (see Appendices A and B).

B. Direct measuring

Different sources of information are needed to directly
measure the interaction between the AV and the participants
in addition to the questionnaires. For each experiment, the
following information was recorded by the AV software:

• AV logging file including vehicle position, speed, and
distance to the pedestrian.

• In-vehicle external video and time logging.
• Internal video of the co-pilot area and time logging.
• Communication log between AV and HMI systems.
By processing video and data information it is possible to

determine when and where the pedestrian decides to cross
through the crosswalk. This event is of utmost importance
because it is ultimately affected by the type of interaction

Fig. 7. Crossing event example. Vehicle lane is defined by road marks
unequivocally for all the experiments.

between the AV and the pedestrian and can reveal how the
eHMI and the implicit communication affect the interaction.

The crossing decision event is defined as the moment in
which the pedestrian makes the mental decision to cross. We
follow the hypothesis that the decision to cross is a hidden
state with an external and delayed manifestation that can be
observed. The delay between the decision and its external man-
ifestation can vary depending on the person and the situation.
Alternatively, to the crossing decision event, we propose to use
the crossing event as the metric to evaluate the behavior of the
pedestrian using direct measurements in the experiments. The
crossing event is defined as the frame in which the pedestrian
enters the vehicle lane and physically exposes his/her body to
a potential and real injury. The background idea is that an early
crossing decision will produce an early crossing event and a
late crossing decision will produce a late crossing event. The
main difference is that the crossing event is not a hidden state.
It is directly observable and can be unequivocally identified
when the vehicle lane is defined using the road marks. Figure
7 shows the vehicle lane boundary at the crossing event frame.
It is defined as the moment the pedestrian enters the area
of the vehicle’s lane. See figure 11 for a crossing sequence
description example.

Several physical variables can be directly used or computed
to represent the interaction such as the distance between
the AV and the pedestrian, the approaching speed which is
equal to the vehicle speed as far as the pedestrian travels
perpendicularly to the vehicle trajectory, and a combination
of them which is the so-called Time To Collision (TTC). The
TTC is a magnitude measured in seconds that represents how
many seconds the vehicle needs to hit the pedestrian if the
vehicle continues at the same speed. Its calculation is simple
and it is the quotient of the distance to the pedestrian d over
the vehicle speed v.

TTC = d/v (1)

TTC is a vehicle-centric variable that depends on the
vehicle’s speed and the distance to the pedestrian. It can effec-
tively measure the potential risk perceived by the pedestrian.
However, if we analyze the interaction from the pedestrian
point of view, and more specifically from the optical point of
view, the volume of the vehicle (or its solid angle) must be
included to correctly measure the potential risk perceived by
the pedestrian.
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Fig. 8. Schematic representation of a simplified moving vehicle and its
observation from the pedestrian’s point of view.

Figure 8 shows a representation of a vehicle simplified by
a rectangular parallelepiped with dimensions L × W × H
(Height, Width, and Length) driving towards a crosswalk area
at a distance d(t) with a given velocity v(t). The constant
DLC represents the distance from the pedestrian standing
point to the vehicle’s lane center. The pedestrian observation
angle α(t), formed by the vehicle’s moving direction, and the
pedestrian observation line is computed according to eq. 2.

α(t) = tan−1 DLC/d(t) (2)

Given the observation angle α(t), the apparent distance d′(t)
between the vehicle and the pedestrian can be computed as it
is shown in eq. 3.

d′(t) = d(t)/cosα(t) (3)

Ω(t) is the solid angle represented by the vehicle being ob-
served from the pedestrian’s point of view and it is computed
as:

Ω(t) =
A(t)

r(t)2
=

H (W cosα(t) + L sinα(t))

d′(t)2
(4)

The change rate of the solid angle, dΩ(t)/dt, is often used
as a parameter to measure the reaction to a moving object.
Usually, 0.2 rd/s is considered the threshold to visually trigger
a reaction.

C. Experiment samples

Figs. 11, 12, and 13 show different instances of one of the
test from three different perspectives. Figs. 9 and 10 show
different calculated variables for the same experiment.

Figs. 11 and 12 show the four main states of the pedestrian
during an interaction with the AV. First, the pedestrian is
standing back to the crosswalk (fig 11a). Then, the pedestrian
turns around (fig 11b) and walks towards the crosswalk (fig
11c) and observes the vehicle approaching (fig 11d). The
pedestrian decides if it is safe or not to cross and delays the
action if it is not safe enough (figs 11e, and 11f). Finally,
the pedestrian feels confident enough to cross through the
crosswalk (figs 11g, and 11g).

Fig. 13 shows different instances of the passenger inter-
acting with the iHMI while the AV is interacting with the
pedestrian at the crosswalk. It can be observed how the iHMI
draws the passenger’s attention when voice messages are
played (figs. 13b and 13d).

Fig. 9 shows some recorded variables such as the distance
to the pedestrian, the speed of the vehicle, and the calculated
TTC. On the time axis, there are two time-events marked,

Fig. 9. Observed Time To Collision based on the distance to the pedestrian
and the vehicle speed for one of the experiments.

one at t = 0 which corresponds with the labeled crossing
event (exemplified in Fig. 11f) and another at t = −2.3
approximately, corresponding with the trigger of the braking
maneuver. Fig. 10 shows the recorded variable distance to the
pedestrian and the computed solid angle Ω(t) and its temporal
variation dΩ(t)/dt for the same experiment. Time marks are
the same as for Fig. 9. By combining the recorded and
computed variables with the crossing event a set of statistics
related to the interaction can be generated. For this example it
is known that the pedestrian enters the vehicle lane when the
vehicle is at 8 meters distance, driving at 14 kph, representing
a 0.5 sr solid angle with a change rate of 0.4 sr/s.

The solid angle represented by the vehicle follows an
opposite trend as the distance and the speed. While speed
and distance decrease when the vehicle is approaching the
pedestrian the solid angle increases. The change rate of the
solid angle dΩ/dt has a different behavior. It is similar to
the solid angle ω at far distances, but as a result of the
vehicle deceleration, it starts to decrease while the solid angle
continues growing. This inflection point can be observed in
Fig. 10, approximately at t = 1s. It can be observed that
the crossing event, which is a posterior manifestation of the
crossing decision, is produced 0.8 seconds after the change
rate of the solid angle reaches the 0.2 sr/s threshold.

V. RESULTS

This section presents and analyzes systematically for each
type of interaction with the AV the responses to the ques-
tionnaires in subsection V-A and the measured and derived
variables in subsection V-B. Descriptive statistics and the
Wilcoxon signed-rank test for paired samples have been used
to conduct the analysis of the questionnaires. On the other
hand, the Student t-test has been used to extract information
from the direct measured and computed variables.
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TABLE II
ANSWERS’ FREQUENCY BY TEST AND QUESTION

Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4 Question 5 Question 6 Question 7
Test n◦ 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

A
ns

w
er

co
de

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 31 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 32 1 1 32 32 1 1
1 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 7 10
2 1 2 0 1 5 0 9 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 9 9
3 4 4 1 3 9 0 7 3 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 15 12
4 5 11 1 4 14 21 13 18 0 1 2 5 2 9 1 5 20 7 25 11 0 0 6 7 0 0
5 7 5 4 7 0 11 0 10 0 0 8 5 9 13 6 11 0 19 1 17 0 0 10 11 0 0
6 6 5 12 11 0 0 0 1 0 0 9 11 10 3 12 10 0 5 0 3 0 0 8 6 0 0
7 9 5 14 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 5 11 5 13 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 0

Fig. 10. Observed vehicle solid angle and its temporal change rate calculated
based on the distance to the pedestrian for one of the experiments.

A. Questionnaire Results

This subsection presents the results of the surveys conducted
before and during the experiments. These results are summa-
rized in table II employing the frequency of the response to
each of the answers and experiments. Note that for the test-
0 the answers have been omitted for representation purposes.
For question number 7 the answer code is interpreted as 0 -
not detected, 1 - visual, 2 - audio, and 3 - both. The mode is
represented in Table II with bold values and the median can
be easily computed.

The responses of each participant are now evaluated against
tests, by means of the alternative hypothesis matrix. Using
the Wilcoxon signed-rank test the answers provided by each
participant are evaluated to find differences with statistical
significance among the interactions. For the significance level,
a parameter α=0.05 has been selected. The alternative hy-
pothesis matrix systematically evaluates the null hypothesis
of the specific test against others. As the null hypothesis, we
propose H0 : µi ≤ µj and as the alternative hypothesis, we
take H1 : µi > µj . A checkmark in a specific cell in the
matrix means that H0 is rejected and H1 is accepted when
comparing the answers provided in test i (row) with test j
(column). In this specific context, the rejection of H0 means

that there is a difference with statistical significance between
the answers for tests i and j, and the answers for test i have
a higher score in the Likert scale than for test j.

Table III shows the alternative hypothesis matrix. Cells with
a checkmark represent cases in which the null hypothesis H0

is rejected and the alternative hypothesis H1 is accepted. This
table will be used in section VI to interpret the effect of
the different test configurations on the participants and their
confidence on the AV.

TABLE III
WILCOXON SIGNED RANK TEST FOR QUESTIONS Q1-Q6

H1 : µi > µj Test number j
1 2 3 4

Te
st

nu
m

be
r
i

Q
1

1 – ✓
2 –
3 ✓ ✓ – ✓
4 ✓ –

Q
2

1 –
2 ✓ – ✓
3 –
4 ✓ ✓ –

Q
3

1 –
2 –
3 ✓ ✓ – ✓
4 ✓ ✓ –

Q
4

1 – ✓ ✓
2 –
3 ✓ – ✓
4 ✓ –

Q
5

1 –
2 ✓ – ✓
3 ✓ –
4 ✓ ✓ –

Q
6

1 –
2 –
3 ✓ ✓ –
4 ✓ ✓ –

Another investigation is whether participating first as a
passenger and then as a pedestrian or vice versa has any
effect on the interaction experienced with the AV. Table IV
follows the same alternative hypothesis matrix analysis of the
responses provided by the subset of participants being first
passengers and the subset of participants being first pedes-
trians. No consistent differences have been found between
these two groups. Only two different questions in two different
experiments show differences with statistical significance in
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)
Fig. 11. Example of vehicle-pedestrian interaction - exterior camera. (a) Initial position of pedestrian back to the crosswalk. (b) The pedestrian turns and
faces the crosswalk. (c) The pedestrian starts walking and sees the vehicle approaching. (d) At this point, the pedestrian hesitates to cross. (e) The pedestrian
is still waiting for the vehicle’s reaction. (f) The pedestrian does not feel comfortable crossing while the vehicle is moving. (g) The Pedestrian decides to
cross when the vehicle is almost stopped. (h) The Pedestrian crosses the crosswalk.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)
Fig. 12. Example of vehicle-pedestrian interaction - in-vehicle camera. Images from (a) to (h) correspond to the same frames and descriptions as in figure
11.

TABLE IV
WILCOXON SIGNED RANK TEST FOR QUESTIONS BEGIN FIRST

PASSENGER VS PEDESTRIAN

H1 : µpass > µped Test number j

1 2 3 4

Q
ue

st
io

n
nu

m
be

r 1 ✓
2
3 ✓
4
5
6

their responses.
The previous and after-experimentation questionnaire shows

the change in general confidence when interacting with the
AV as a pedestrian and passenger. Tables V and VI show
the transition matrix for the responses to questions QBA3
and QBA4, respectively. The red area of the table represents

transitions in which the answer has a higher value after the
experimentation than before. The blue area represents a lower
value for the answer after the experimentation and the green
one represents no change in the answer. It can be observed that
the general confidence as a user of an AV has been increased
after the experimentation (Tab. V) with 18 increases in the
confidence versus 1 decrease. The confidence interacting with
an AV as a pedestrian has also increased with 24 responses
with a higher confidence value after the experimentation versus
1 with a lower confidence (Tab. VI).

B. Measurements Results

This subsection analyzes the direct measures recorded dur-
ing the experimentation and the variables computed from
them. The recorded measures are the position and the speed
of the AV which endows the calculation of the distance to the
pedestrian, the TTC, and the solid angle and its change rate.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)
Fig. 13. Example of vehicle-passenger interaction - Internal video of the co-pilot area. (a) The passenger, just before the start of the test, looks forward. (b)
“Autonomous mode on” displayed on the screen and played back on the speakers. (c) The test begins and the vehicle starts to move forward. (d) Outdoor
video with detections displayed on the iHMI and ”Pedestrian detected” played on speakers. (e) The passenger looks at the pedestrian after the interaction
with the iHMI. (f) The passenger follows the pedestrian with his eyes as s/he crosses the road.

TABLE V
QBA3 - ANSWER TRANSITION MATRIX

Answer Code After
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

A
ns

w
er

C
od

e
B

ef
or

e 1
2
3 1 2
4 4 8 2
5 4 5
6 1 5
7

TABLE VI
QBA4 - ANSWER TRANSITION MATRIX

Answer Code After
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

A
ns

w
er

C
od

e
B

ef
or

e 1 1
2
3 4 2 1
4 3 6 4
5 1 6
6 1 3
7

In contrast to the questionnaires, these variables are ana-
lyzed using the Student-t test and the alternative hypothesis
matrix. The confidence parameter is also set to α =0,05. Table
VII shows the systematical analysis of the variables along
experiments.

There is a special consideration in table VII. The distance,
speed, and TTC are decreasing monotonic variables, at least

TABLE VII
STUDENT T-TEST FOR DISTANCE, SPEED, TTC, Ω AND dΩ/dt AT THE

CROSSING EVENT

H1 : µi > µj Test number j
1 2 3 4

Te
st

nu
m

be
r
i

D
is

ta
nc

e 1 – ✓ ✓
2 –
3 ✓ ✓ – ✓
4 –

Sp
ee

d

1 – ✓ ✓
2 –
3 ✓ ✓ – ✓
4 –

T
T

C

1 – ✓ ✓
2 – ✓
3 ✓ ✓ – ✓
4 –

Ω

1 – ✓
2 ✓ – ✓
3 –
4 ✓ ✓ –

d
Ω
/
d
t 1 – ✓

2 ✓ – ✓
3 –
4 ✓ ✓ ✓ –

until the crossing event in most of the cases. The TTC starts
to grow at a specific point that can take place before or after
the crossing event. However, the solid angle is an increasing
monotonic variable, and its change rate is also an increasing
monotonic variable until a point that usually takes place after
the crossing event. This opposite behavior of the study vari-
ables produces that the responses have the opposite difference
and the alternative hypothesis matrix shows complementary
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results for these two variables. It can be observed clearly
at the column of test number 3 in table VII. None of the
null hypotheses are rejected in the column of test number 3
according to the distance, speed, or TTC, but it is rejected
according to the solid angle and its change rate.

Following the same structure for the analysis as in V-A, the
alternative hypothesis matrix is also studied for the subset of
participants being first pedestrians and passengers. There is no
difference in the observed or computed variables between the
two groups. For simplicity, this matrix has been deliberately
omitted because it is populated only with zeroes.

VI. DISCUSSION

This section analyzes and discusses how the different ways
of communication can affect the level of perceived confidence
of pedestrians and passengers when interacting with the AV
based on the results provided in section V.

Based on the results derived from the questionnaire (table
III) we can make the following statements:

• The optimal braking maneuver increases the pedes-
trian’s confidence in the AV. This statement is based on
the analysis of question 1 comparing the test using the
optimal braking maneuver (tests 1 and 3) versus the test
using the aggressive maneuver (tests 2 and 4). For the
sake of the document, these comparisons are abbreviated
using the following notation (Q1: t1 vs t2 and t3 vs t4),
where Q1 makes reference to the question that supports
the statement and the number of the tests whether the
variation is included or not.

• The eHMI increases the pedestrian’s confidence on
the vehicle (Q1: t3 vs t1 and t4 vs t2).

• Pedestrians perceived the aggressive braking maneu-
vers as “more aggressive” than the gentle breaking
maneuvers (Q2: t2 vs t1 and t4 vs t3). This question is
a manipulation check that verifies that the aggressive and
optimal braking maneuvers are perceived in such a way.

• The optimal braking maneuver increases the passenger’s
confidence in the AV (Q4: t1 vs t2 and t3 vs t4).

• The iHMI increases the passenger’s confidence in the
vehicle when stopping with an aggressive braking
maneuver (Q4: t4 vs t2).

• The data does not present differences with statistical
significance to support that the iHMI increases the pas-
senger’s confidence in the vehicle when stopping in a
crosswalk using an optimal braking maneuver (Q4: t3 vs
t1). The data suggests that in the case of smooth driving
behavior, there is no risk perception and consequently
the use of the iHM does not increase the passenger’s
confidence.

• Passengers perceived the aggressive braking maneuvers
as “more aggressive” than the gentle braking maneuvers
(Q5: t2 vs t1 and t4 vs t3). The manipulation check ver-
ifies the perception of the gentle and aggressive braking
maneuvers.

• Passengers preferred the combined mode (audio plus
video) for the iHMI rather than the audio or video
choices for the iHMI based on the answer’s frequency
for Q7.

Results derived from the direct measures (table VII) support
the following statements:

• The optimal braking maneuver increases the distance
at the crossing event (dist.: t1 vs t2 and t3 vs t4),
equivalently decreasing the solid angle and its change
rate. Higher distances at the crossing event imply an
earlier crossing decision. This statement derived from
direct measures reinforces the statement derived from the
questionnaire.

• The eHMI in combination with the optimal braking
maneuver increases the distance at the crossing event
(dist.: t3 vs t1). In opposition to the results derived from
the questionnaire the distance at the crossing event only
increases when the eHMI is used in combination with
the gentle breaking maneuver but not with the aggressive
one (dist.: t4 vs t2). This difference between the responses
and the observed behavior suggests that in case of real
danger, using the eHMI does not effectively anticipate
the crossing decision or the crossing event despite the
increase in perceived confidence in the AV.

As an additional finding, there were no statistical differ-
ences between the responses and measures obtained from the
participants regardless of their initial role played.

Attending to the changes in the answers to question QBA3:
18 (56.25%) participants expressed a higher confidence re-
garding the use of an AV after the experiments, 13 (37.5%)
the same confidence, and 1 (3.125%) a lower confidence.
Attending to the changes in the answers to question QBA4: 24
(75%) participants expressed a higher confidence interacting
with an AV as a pedestrian after the experiments, 7 (21.88%)
the same confidence, and 1 (3.125%) a lower confidence.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

This work explores the capabilities of explicit and implicit
ways of communication to affect the confidence of passengers
and pedestrians in autonomous vehicles when interacting in a
crosswalk through real-world experimentation. Two different
braking speed profiles in combination with the use (or not) of
internal and external HMIs have been evaluated under these
experiments. Questionnaires related to the user’s experience
during the interaction and direct measures such as the distance
at the crossing event have been used to extract conclusions
from the experiments.

Questionnaires and direct measurements have proven that
the iHMI and eHMI in combination with a gentle braking
maneuver help to increase the confidence in the AV when
interacting with a pedestrian in a crosswalk for both the
pedestrian and the passenger. However, there is a relevant
difference between conclusions derived from questionnaires
and measured variables. When comparing the experiments
using the aggressive braking maneuver, pedestrians express
more confidence when using the eHMI than when not using
it. However, it does not result in an earlier crossing event and
consequently in an earlier crossing decision. This fact suggests
that the perception of risk due to the vehicle dynamics has
more weight in the decision than the information shared from
the eHMI.
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As a future work, this study can be extended by including
interactions in non-signalized crossing areas where the pedes-
trian has no priority over the incoming vehicle. The study
can also be extended by including age groups not present in
the current sample, such as children and teenagers, as part
of the collective that will interact with the AVs. Due to the
difficulty of performing this study in a controlled real-world
environment and the limitation to extending this study to
children, a possible solution could be its replication in Virtual
Reality (VR) not only to extend the population target of the
study but also to measure the reality gap among the users
already present in the current study.
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APPENDIX A
STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE 1

- QBA1: What is your knowledge about autonomous vehi-
cles?

1) None; 2) Very little; 3) Little; 4) Medium; 5) Quite a lot;
6) A lot; 7) Expert.

- QBA2: Have you had any experience as a user or
pedestrian with an autonomous vehicle?

1) Yes; 2) No; 3) Do not know / Do not answer.

- QBA3: What is your confidence regarding the use of an
autonomous vehicle?

1) Not at all; 2) Very little; 3) Little; 4) Medium; 5) Quite
a lot; 6) A lot; 7) Total.

- QBA4: As a pedestrian, what is your confidence regarding
interaction with an autonomous vehicle?

1) Not at all; 2) Very little; 3) Little; 4) Medium; 5) Quite
a lot; 6) A lot; 7) Total.

The prefix QBA indicates that the questions were answered
both before (QB) and after (QA) conducting the experiments.

APPENDIX B
STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE 2

When participating as a pedestrian the questions are:
- Q1: What was your level of confidence that the vehicle

would stop and yield to you?
1) No confidence; 2) Very little confidence; 3) Little confi-

dence; 4) Medium confidence; 5) Quite a lot of confidence; 6)
A lot of confidence; 7) Total confidence.

- Q2: How did you perceive the braking of the vehicle?
1) Too conservative; 2) Quite conservative; 3) Somewhat

conservative; 4) Adequate; 5) Somewhat aggressive; 6) Quite
aggressive; 7) Too aggressive.

- Q3: Has the visual communication interface improved
your confidence to cross?

0) Do not perceive any visual signal; 1) Not at all; 2) Very
little; 3) A little; 4) Somewhat; 5) Quite a lot; 6) A lot; 7)
Very much.

When participating as a passenger the questions are:
- Q4: What has been your confidence in the vehicle?
1) No confidence; 2) Very little confidence; 3) Little confi-

dence; 4) Medium confidence; 5) Quite a lot of confidence; 6)
A lot of confidence; 7) Total confidence.

- Q5: How did you perceive the braking of the vehicle?
1) Too conservative; 2) Quite conservative; 3) Somewhat

conservative; 4) Adequate; 5) Somewhat aggressive; 6) Quite
aggressive; 7) Too aggressive.

- Q6: Has the audiovisual communication interface im-
proved the level of confidence in the vehicle?

0) Do not perceive any visual signal; 1) Not at all; 2) Very
little; 3) A little; 4) Somewhat; 5) Quite a lot; 6) A lot; 7)
Very much.

- Q7: Which signal was most helpful to you?
0) iHMI not detected; V) Visual; A) Audio; B) Both.
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