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Meso: Process model with main effects
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Micro: Individual difference factors

situation

Socio-demographics
Age, gender, household
siructure, education, income,
empioyment, residential

Travel behavior
Access lo mobilily, travel purpose,
attitude towards using travel
mades, frequency of fravel mode
use, medical condition, accident
invoivement, driving mileage

Personality
Trusl, lechnology sawiness,
control, sharing AV with stranger
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Micro: Individual difference factors

Socio-demographics
Age, gender, household
structure, education, income,
empioyment, residential

situation

Travel behavior
Access lo mobilily, travel purpose,
attilude towards using fravel
maodes, frequency of fravel mode
use, medical condition, accident
invoivement, driving mileage

Personality
Trusl, lechnology sawiness,
control, sharing AV with stranger







=Short survey ’

@ EVS and Karl Johan#
"67% male

"Age : ~

*mean =42 "~
=SD =20
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Know of the pilots

N
Never heard 87
Heard about 87
Seen 39
Tried 23
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Previous research

1. Technical
2. Car-focus
3. Scattered

autonomous vehicles n

Understanding autonomous vehicles
AFaisal, M Kamruzzaman, T Yigitcanlar... - Journal of transport and .., 2019 - J5TOR

... possible disruption of autonomous vehicles, which potentially ... issues associated with
autonomous vehicles. The review ... of preparing our cities for autonomous vehicles, although a __.

vr Save DU Cite Cited by 182 Related articles Al 13 versions

poF] Planning and decision-making for autonomous vehicles

W Schwarting, J Alonso-Mora... - ... Robotics, and Autonomous .., 2018 - pdf xuebalib.com

... challenges for managing fleets of autonomous vehicles. ... Autonomous vehicles will reduce
the number of road fatalities, ... Autonomous vehicles have the potential to improve the guality ...
7 Save UY Cite Cited by 585 Related articles  All 10 versions 88
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Irrelevant 6%

Facing each other 23%
Facing driving direction 70%
Irrelevant 7%
With driver 34%
Without driver 59%
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Male
Irrelevant 7%

Facing each other 28%
Facing driving direction 65¢

x? Tests 7.9

Irrelevant
With driver 4
Without driver 47

x2 Tests 36.4
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Klem og kyss og noen
ting i 5 minutter hvis du
vil at jeg skal kjere deg

der

Taxi-sjef etter at sjafor spurte
ung kvinne om sex: - En skam
for hele nseringen

| forrige uke la studenten (22) ut en film pa TikTok fra i fjor sommer hvor en
taxisjafor kom med seksuelle tilnzermelser helt til hun lgp fra bilen. Torsdag
beklager sjefen for taxiselskapet hendelsen, som kan ende i anmeldelse.

rdselsforskning



Unsafe before and underways

Male Female
Irrelevant 4% 9%
Yes 13% 17%
No 83% 74%
p
x> Tests 3.67 0.159
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«Private» :
«Social»

«Car sickness»

Male Female ™ ™
Irrelevant 7% 5% |
Facing each other 28% 13% -
Facing driving direction 65% B2%
=]
3¥ Tesis T.6 0.022

Male Female

Irrelevant T% 6%
With driver 47% 8%
Without driver 47% 86%
=]
¥ Tests 36.4 < 001

«Security — both ways» «Supporting drivers»
Male=159
Female=77

CO



Dislike being close to others
Male Female

Yes 32% 38%

No 67% 62%

Wil use shuttle when available

Male Female
Yes 94% 86%
No 6% 8%
Irrelevant 0% 6%

n
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Prefer ‘bus’ or ‘car’

Bus
Car

Irrelevant

Male
56%
8%

36%

Female
52%
9%
39%
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Meso: Process model with main effects
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Micro: Individual difference factors

Socio-demographics
Age, gender, household

empioyment, residential
situation

structure, education, income,

Travel behavior

Access o mobilily, travel purpose,

attilude towards using fravel
maodes, frequency of fravel mode
use, medical condition, accident

involvement, driving mileage

Personality
Trusl, lechnology savwiness,
control, sharing AV with stranger




! Relevant situations Rrain mechanism

Words and ‘ﬁ,l‘% Mental association
E“ mechanisms?

thiealsor . serotonin

Plansor = Dorsolateral
goals  preliontal cortex

Midbrain
dopamine
reward system

Theory of mind
mechanisms?
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%, Dog eat dog-worl__d'»

TS
= (Milfont et al., 2018) Norwegian (Ole
Jacob Madsen)

" Likhet mellom grupper bor vare vart
ideal. (Equality between groups should

be our ideal)

" Ovetlegne grupper bor dominere
underlegne grupper. (Superior groups
should dominate inferior groups.)

- . .
Supporting Information v

Social Dominance Theory
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Explaining prejudice toward the mentally ill: A test of
sociopolitical, demographic, and socioeconomic factors

Ole . Johansson, Jonas R. Kunst 224

First published: 03 October 2017 | https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12483
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Abstract

People with mental disorders often face prejudices that can further deteriorate their
condition. We tested whether Social Dominance Orientation (SDO), Right-Wing
Authoritarianism (RWA), and Belief in a Just World (BJW), and characteristics of the
mentally ill predict such prejudices. Both in a general population sample and a sample of
health professionals and trainees, SDO, but not RWA and BJW, predicted more prejudice,
although this pattern was less pronounced among health professionals/trainees. BJW
interacted with the targets' gender in Study 1, predicting less empathy toward a male but
not toward a female mentally ill person. In Study 2, depressed individuals were blamed
more for their iliness than those with schizophrenia or cancer. Implications for future
research and clinical practice are discussed.
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