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Empirical discussion on effect of impressions of other vehicles
on behavioral adjustments for merging
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Abstract

In this study, we examined how impressions of another
vehicle affect decision makings in merging scene.
Participants drove in the merging lane and the main lane
respectively, and merged while taking into account the
other vehicle driving in the adjacent lane. In doing so, we
manipulated impressions of the other vehicle to make
them seem Aggressive or Cautious. As the result, only
when participants drove in the merging lane and had the
impression that the other vehicle was aggressive, the
impression influenced to decide whether to merge in front
of or behind the other vehicle.
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Fig. 2
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3. Result
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