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Driving Performance

In the Easy driving environment, the average lane position was
−.09 (SD= .41, indicative of remaining in the center of the lane) and
the average speed was 61.9 m/hr (SD = 5.49). Demonstrating the
greater driving demand of the Hard driving environment, average
lane position was −.13 (SD = .41, indicating participants drove
slightly left of the center of their lane) and their speed decreased to
56.4 m/hr (SD = 9.05). A paired samples t-test demonstrated sig-
nificant differences between Easy and Hard driving environments
for both lane position, t(46) = 2.65, p = .01, d = 0.42 and speed,
t(46) = 8.89, p < .001, d = 1.09.

DRT

Participants’ average RT for each period of the drive is pre-
sented in Figure 5. A two-factor repeated-measures ANOVA on
the RT revealed a significant effect of counting difficulty, F(1,
45) = 110.14, p < .001, η2p = .71, and of driving environment,
F(1, 45) = 4.53, p = .04, η2p = .09; however, the counting
difficulty by driving environment interaction was not significant
(p = .12). The results of the planned comparisons are presented in
Tables 4 and 5. Planned comparisons between the single-task
baseline and the consecutive 3-s off-task bins were significant for
all comparisons between bins 3 and 18 for both backwards
counting tasks and for both Easy and Hard driving conditions.
A similar comparison between the average of the last three bins in
the on-task interval (i.e., bins 12–18) and the consecutive 3-s off-
task bins found no significant difference for bins 3–9, but this
difference was significant for bins 12–18 for both the Easy and
Hard driving conditions when participants were counting back-
wards by 1’s. The same pattern was obtained when participants

were counting backwards by 3’s, with the exception that bin 9
was also significantly different from the on-task average for both
Easy and Difficult driving conditions.

Participants’ average Hit Rate on the DRT for each period of the
drive is presented in Figure 6. The baseline periods between the
Easy and Hard driving scenarios were significantly different, t(46)=
−2.44, p = .019, d = 0.39, indicating that participants experienced
greater difficulty in the Hard driving condition. The results of the
planned comparisons are presented in Tables 6 and 7. Planned
comparisons between the Easy driving single-task baseline and
the consecutive 3-s off-task bins were significant for all comparisons
for bins 3–12, but the difference was not significant for bins 15 and
18 for either backwards counting tasks. Planned comparisons
between the Hard driving single-task baseline and the consecutive
3-s off-task bins were significant for all comparisons for bins 3–15,
but the difference was not significant for bin 18 when counting
backwards by 1’s. When participants were counting backwards by
3’s, the pattern was the same with the exception that the difference at
bin 15 was not significant.

A comparison between the average of the last three bins in the on-
task interval (i.e., bins 12–18) and the consecutive 3-s off-task bins
in the Easy driving condition found no significant difference for bins
3–15, but this difference was significant for bin 18 when partici-
pants were counting backwards by 1’s. When participants were
counting backwards by 3’s, the pattern was the same with the
exception that the difference at bins 15 and 18 was significant. In the
Hard driving condition, there were no significant difference for bins
3–9, but the difference was significant for bins 12–18 when
participants were counting backwards by 1’s. When participants
were counting backwards by 3’s, the pattern was the same with the
exception that the difference at bins 15 and 18 was significant.

Figure 4
Protocol for One Driving Appointment Consisting of Two 26-Min Drives With Easy and Hard Driving
Environments Counterbalanced

Note. See the online article for the color version of this figure.

Table 3
Counting Backwards PerformanceQ24

Easy drive Hard drive

Rate (#/s) SD Accuracy (%) SD Rate (#/s) SD Accuracy (%) SD

−1’s .79Q25 .27 98.9 .01 .76 .24 99.1 .01
−3’s .53 .17 96.0 .05 .51 .16 96.2 .04
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Pupillometry

An eye tracker was utilized to measure the PDR of participants
across conditions. PDR has been found to increase with increases in
cognitive load (e.g., Ahern & Beatty, 1979; Beatty & Lucero-
Wagoner, 2000; Kahneman & Beatty, 1966; Silcox & Payne,
2021; Zekveld & Kramer, 2014). Three participant’s eye-tracking
data were removed due to a recording malfunction, leaving 43

participants. Data processing was conducted with the Saccades R
package (R Core Team, 2019; von der Malsburg, 2015). For the
conducted Trackloss analysis, 15% (SD = 8%) of data per partici-
pant was removed on average. Blinks were also identified through
the Trackloss procedure and removed.

We assessed how the difficulty of the counting task (i.e., 1’s vs.
3’s) and the driving environment (i.e., Easy vs. Hard) affected pupil

Figure 5
Participants’ DRT RT in Experiment 2

Note. The gray vertical dashed line indicates the point at which participants ceased counting. In the Easy
driving environment (top panel), the solid blue and red lines represent the best-fitting power functions of
off-task RT for 1’s (R2 = .97) and 3’s (R2 = .97), respectively. In the Hard driving environment (bottom
panel), the solid blue and red lines represent the best-fitting power functions of off-task RT for 1’s (R2 =
.97) and 3’s (R2 = .97), respectively.
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diameter. Participants’ average pupil diameter for each period of the
drive is presented in Figure 7. A two-factor repeated-measures
ANOVA of pupil diameter demonstrated a significant effect of
counting task difficulty, F(1, 42) = 91.42, p < .001, η2p = .42, and
driving environment F(1, 42) = 67.80, p < .001, η2p = .35. There was
no significant interaction between the driving environment and count-
ing task difficulty F(1, 42) = .32, p = .57, η2p < .01. Planned
comparisons between the Easy driving single-task baseline and the
consecutive 3-s off-task bins were significant for all comparisons for
bins 3–15 for counting backwards by 1’s and for bins 3–9 when
counting backwards by 3’s (see Table 8). Planned comparisons
between the Hard driving single-task baseline and the consecutive
3-s off-task bins were significant for bins 3–15 when counting
backwards by 1’s and significant for all bins when counting backwards
by 3’s (see Table 9). A comparison between the average of the last
three bins in the on-task interval (i.e., bins 12–18) and the consecutive

3-s off-task bins found significant difference at all bins for both Easy
and Hard driving conditions and for both counting tasks.

Eye Tracking

The eye tracker was also used to determine if there were
changes in visual scanning in the off-task interval that might
be indicative of oversampling of the driving environment to
recover situation awareness that was lost in the on-task interval.
We extracted two measures: The percentage of time the partici-
pant’s gaze was fixated on the forward roadway regions of interest
ROI (the area outlined in red in Figure 8, encompassing 10.48%
of the view from the scene camera) and the percentage of time
participant’s gaze was fixated on the instrument panel (the area
outlined in yellow in Figure 8, encompassing 5.86% view from
the scene camera).

Table 4
Contrasts Between Baseline and Off-Task DRT RT for the Easy Drive Q26

Baseline On-task −1’s On-task −3’s Difference from baseline Difference from on-task

M SD M SD M SD t(46) p d t(46) p d

331.57 84.57 551.30 79.08 622.87 111.66

Off-task −1’s
Bin 3 578.11 106.51 13.22 .001 1.69 1.64 ns 0.22
Bin 6 548.40 124.25 11.63 .001 1.49 0.06 ns 0.01
Bin 9 505.30 79.42 9.31 .001 1.19 −2.20 ns −0.30
Bin 12 464.03 59.32 7.10 .001 0.91 −4.37 .001 −0.59
Bin 15 430.79 65.23 5.32 .001 0.68 −6.11 .001 −0.82
Bin 18 419.56 69.15 4.72 .001 0.61 −6.70 .001 −0.90

Off-task −3’s
Bin 3 594.67 117.40 13.81 .001 1.55 −1.57 ns −0.19
Bin 6 598.39 116.57 14.01 .001 1.36 −1.38 ns −0.17
Bin 9 498.41 72.87 8.76 .001 1.09 −6.39 .001 −0.76
Bin 12 467.02 67.38 7.11 .001 0.83 −7.96 .001 −0.95
Bin 15 436.94 67.45 5.53 .001 0.62 −9.46 .001 −1.13
Bin 18 430.71 67.40 5.20 .001 0.55 −9.77 .001 −1.17

Table 5
Contrasts Between Baseline and Off-Task DRT RT for the Hard Drive Q27

Baseline On-task −1’s On-task −3’s Difference from baseline Difference from on-task

M SD M SD M SD t(46) p d t(46) p d

354.11 72.3 598.17 168.74 654.18 213.84

Off-task −1’s
Bin 3 596.57 147.90 10.75 .001 1.51 0.35 ns .05
Bin 6 586.59 110.64 10.31 .001 1.33 −0.08 ns −0.011
Bin 9 536.92 115.92 8.11 .001 1.07 −2.25 ns −0.320
Bin 12 494.58 70.84 6.23 .001 0.81 −4.09 .001 −0.583
Bin 15 460.13 89.45 4.70 .001 0.61 −5.59 .001 −0.797
Bin 18 472.32 88.64 5.24 .001 0.54 −5.06 .001 −0.721

Off-task −3’s
Bin 3 631.61 162.25 10.71 .001 1.31 −0.35 ns −0.05
Bin 6 638.06 154.54 10.96 .001 1.15 −0.11 ns −0.02
Bin 9 566.42 118.16 8.20 .001 0.92 −2.83 .03 −0.39
Bin 12 518.58 93.03 6.35 .001 0.70 −4.65 .001 −0.64
Bin 15 479.76 97.74 4.85 .001 0.53 −6.13 .001 −0.85
Bin 18 460.63 83.00 4.11 .001 0.47 −6.85 .001 −0.95
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We first assessed how the difficulty of the counting task (i.e., 1’s
vs. 3’s) and the driving environment (i.e., Easy vs. Hard) affected
the amount of time looking to the forward roadway. A two-factor
repeated-measures ANOVA demonstrated a significant effect of

counting task difficulty, F(1, 42) = 7.91, p = .007, η2p = .06, but not
driving environment F(1, 42) = .836, p = .37, η2p = .04. The
interaction between counting difficulty and driving environment
was not significant, F(1, 42) = .06, p = .81, η2p < .01. This pattern

Figure 6
Participants’ DRT Hit Rate in Experiment 2

Note. In the Easy driving environment (top panel), the solid blue and red lines represent the best-fitting power
functions of off-task Hit Rate for 1’s (R2 = .92) and 3’s (R2 = .88), respectively. In the Hard driving environment
(bottom panel), the solid blue and red lines represent the best-fitting power functions of off-task Hit Rate for 1’s
(R2 = .86) and 3’s (R2 = .93), respectively. DTH = detection response task.
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shows that participants concentrated their gaze on the forward
roadway in the on-task intervals (e.g., Reimer, 2009; Wang et al.,
2014). Planned comparisons between the Easy driving single-task
baseline and the consecutive 3-s off-task bins were not significant
for any of the bins when counting backwards by 1’s and was
significant for only bin 9 when counting backwards by 3’s (see
Table 10). Planned comparisons between the Hard driving single-
task baseline and the consecutive 3-s off-task bins were not
significant for any of the bins when counting backwards by 1’s
and was significant for bins 15 and 18 when counting backwards by
3’s (see Table 11). A comparison between the average of the last
three bins in the on-task interval (i.e., bins 12–18) and the conse-
cutive 3-s off-task bins in the Easy driving condition found
significant difference at bins 3 and 18 when participants were

counting backwards by 1’s and a significant difference at bin 3
when participants were counting backwards by 3’s. A comparison
between the average of the last three bins in the on-task interval
(i.e., bins 12–18) and the consecutive 3-s off-task bins in the Hard
driving condition found significant difference for all conditions
when participants were counting backwards by 1’s or 3’s
(Figure 9) Q35.

Next, we assessed how the difficulty of the counting task (i.e., 1’s
vs. 3’s) and the driving environment (i.e., Easy vs. Hard) affected
glances to the instrument cluster. A two-factor repeated-measures
ANOVA demonstrated a significant effect of counting task diffi-
culty, F(1, 42) = 8.14, p = .007, η2p = .28, but not driving
environment F(1, 42) = 1.27, p = .27, η2p = .14. There was no
significant interaction between counting difficulty and driving

Table 6
Contrasts Between Baseline and Off-Task DRT Hit Rate for the Easy Drive Q28

Baseline On-task −1’s On-task −3’s Difference from baseline Difference from on-task

M SD M SD M SD t(46) p d t(46) p d

98.45 7.26 89.81 8.53 87.47 13.71

Off-task −1’s
Bin 3 89.05 9.98 5.25 .001 0.83 −0.42 ns −0.06
Bin 6 88.16 10.92 5.74 .001 0.91 −0.92 ns −0.13
Bin 9 92.80 7.27 3.16 .010 0.50 1.72 ns 0.25
Bin 12 93.25 6.24 2.90 .024 0.46 1.98 ns 0.29
Bin 15 93.86 4.44 2.56 ns 0.40 2.33 ns 0.34
Bin 18 94.93 8.54 1.96 ns 0.31 2.93 .02 0.43

Off-task −3’s
Bin 3 87.13 9.57 5.70 .001 0.89 −0.15 ns −0.02
Bin 6 83.78 11.19 7.39 .001 1.16 −1.81 ns −0.27
Bin 9 91.52 9.55 3.49 .003 0.55 2.03 ns 0.30
Bin 12 92.46 10.65 3.02 .017 0.47 2.50 ns 0.37
Bin 15 94.79 6.80 1.84 ns 0.29 3.66 .002 0.54
Bin 18 93.89 9.29 2.30 ns 0.36 3.21 .009 0.47

Note. DRT = Detection Response Task.

Table 7
Contrasts Between Baseline and Off-Task DRT Hit Rate for the Hard Drive Q29

Baseline On-task −1’s On-task −3’s Difference from baseline Difference from on-task

M SD M SD M SD t(46) p d t(46) p d

98.44 2.2 87.7 15.1 81.0 20.5

Off-task −1’s
Bin 3 87.79 6.25 5.889 .001 0.97 0.27 ns 0.04
Bin 6 88.14 9.82 5.696 .001 0.94 0.47 ns 0.07
Bin 9 88.62 9.95 5.431 .001 0.90 0.70 ns 0.11
Bin 12 93.18 8.44 2.906 .024 0.48 3.07 .014 0.48
Bin 15 93.51 7.23 2.723 .042 0.45 3.24 .008 0.51
Bin 18 95.10 6.92 1.843 ns 0.30 4.07 .001 0.64

Off-task −3’s
Bin 3 84.90 8.84 6.72 .001 0.81 0.14 ns 0.02
Bin 6 85.68 13.24 6.33 .001 0.79 0.52 ns 0.07
Bin 9 89.25 9.95 4.56 .001 0.75 2.26 ns 0.32
Bin 12 89.63 7.59 4.37 .001 0.40 2.44 ns 0.35
Bin 15 93.89 6.80 2.26 ns 0.38 4.51 .001 0.64
Bin 18 92.42 6.76 2.99 .019 0.25 3.80 .001 0.54

Note. DRT = Detection Response Task.
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environment, F(1,42) = 1.99, p = .17, η2p < .01. Planned compar-
isons between the Easy driving single-task baseline and the conse-
cutive 3-s off-task bins were not significant for any of the bins when
counting backwards by 1’s or 3’s (see Table 12). Planned compar-
isons between the Hard driving single-task baseline and the conse-
cutive 3-s off-task bins were not significant for any of the bins when
counting backwards by 1’s and was significant for only bin 12 when
counting backwards by 3’s (see Table 13). A comparison between
the average of the last three bins in the on-task interval (i.e., bins

12–18) and the consecutive 3-s off-task bins in the Easy driving
condition found significant difference at all bins for Easy and
Hard driving conditions when participants were counting back-
wards by 1’s. A comparison between the average of the last three
bins in the on-task interval (i.e., bins 12–18) and the consecutive
3-s off-task bins when participants were counting backwards by
3’s found significant differences at bins 3, 6, and 12 in the Easy
driving condition and at bins 3 and 9 in the Hard driving condition
(Figure 10) Q38.

Figure 7
Pupil Diameter Response in Experiment 2

Note. The gray vertical dashed lines indicate the point at which participants ceased counting. In the
Easy driving environment (top panel), the solid blue and red lines represent the best-fitting power
functions of off-task pupil diameter for 1’s (R2 = .78) and 3’s (R2 = .84), respectively. In the Hard
driving environment (bottom panel), the solid blue and red lines represent the best-fitting power
functions of off-task pupil diameter for 1’s (R2 = .86) and 3’s (R2 = .82), respectively.

THE PERSISTENCE OF DISTRACTION 13

Template Version: 18 August 2021 ▪ 6:41 pm IST XAP-2020-0446_format_proof ▪ 25 August 2021 ▪ 8:44 pm IST



Bergen, B., Medeiros-Ward, N., Wheeler, K., Drews, F., & Strayer, D. L.

(2013). The crosstalk hypothesis: Language interferes with driving
because of modality-specific mental simulation. Journal of Experimental

Psychology: General, 142, 119–130. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028428
Brown, S. D., & Heathcote, A. (2008). The simplest complete model of
choice response time: Linear ballistic accumulation. Cognitive Psy-

chology, 57(3), 153–178. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2007

.12.002
Carsten, O. M. J., Merat, N., Janssen, W. H., Johansson, E., Fowkes, M., &
Brookhuis, K. A. (2005). HASTE final report. Institute for Transportation
Studies, University of Leeds.

Castro, S. C., Strayer, D. L., Matzke, D., & Heathcote, A. (2019). Cognitive
workload measurement and modeling under divided attention. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 45,
826–839. https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000638

Cooper, J. M., Castro, S. C., & Strayer, D. L. (2016, September). Extending
the Detection Response Task to simultaneously measure cognitive and
visual task demands. In Proceedings of the human factors and ergonomics
society annual meeting (Vol. 60, No. 1, pp. 1962–1966). Sage
Publications. https://doi.org/10.1177/1541931213601447Q42

Cooper, J. M., Medeiros-Ward, N., & Strayer, D. L. (2013). The impact of
eye movements and cognitive workload on lateral position variability in
driving. Human Factors, 55, 1001–1014. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872
0813480177

Department of Transportation. (2019). Driver electronic device use in 2018
(DOT HS 818 818). Traffic Safety Facts: U.S. Department of
Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.

Durso, F., Rawson, K., & Girotto, S. (2007). Comprehension and situation
awareness. In F. T. Durso, R. Nickerson, S. T. Dumais, S. Lewandowsky,
& T. Perfect (Eds.), The handbook of applied cognition (2nd ed.). Wiley.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470713181.ch7

Endsley, M. R. (1995). Towards a theory of situation awareness in dynamic
systems. Human Factors, 37(1), 32–64. https://doi.org/10.1518/001872
095779049543

Endsley, M. R. (2015). Situation awareness misconceptions and misunder-
standings. Journal of Cognitive Engineering and Decision Making, 9,
4–32. https://doi.org/10.1177/1555343415572631

Endsley, M. R., & Kiris, E. O. (1995). The out-of-the-loop performance
problem and level of control in automation. Human Factors, 37(2),
381–394. https://doi.org/10.1518/001872095779064555Q43

Engle, R. W. (2002). Working memory capacity as executive attention.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 11, 19–23. https://doi.org/10
.1111/1467-8721.00160

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. G. (2009). Statistical power
analyses using G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses.
Behavior Research Methods, 41, 1149–1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/
BRM.41.4.1149

Horrey, W. J., Wickens, C. D., & Consalus, K. P. (2006). Modeling drivers’
visual attention allocation while interacting with in-vehicle technologies.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 12(2), 67–78. https://
doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.12.2.67

Howard, Z. L., Evans, N. J., Innes, R. J., Brown, S. D., & Eidels, A. (2020).
How is multi-tasking different from increased difficulty? Psychonomic
Bulletin & Review, 27, 937–951. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-020-
01741-8

Hughes, J. (2017). Reghelper: Helper functions for regression analysis (R
package Version 0.3. 4). https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=reghelperQ44Q45

ISO DIS 17488. (2016). Road vehicles—Transport information and control
systems—Detection-Response Task (DRT) for assessing attentional ef-
fects of cognitive load in driving. ISO TC 22/SC39/WG8.Q46

James, W. (1890). The principles of psychology. Harvard University Press.
Jenness, J. W., Baldwin, C., Chrysler, S., Lee J. D., et al. (2015). Connected
vehicle DVI design research and distraction assessment. HFCV Phase 2
NHTSA DTNH22-11-D-00237 Task Order 0001.Q47Q48

Joshi, S., & Gold, J. I. (2020). Pupil size as a window on neural substrates of
cognition. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 24(6), 466–480. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.tics.2020.03.005

Kahneman, D. (1973). Attention and effort (Vol. 1063). Prentice-Hall.
Kahneman, D., & Beatty, J. (1966). Pupil diameter and load on memory.
Science, 154, 1583–1585. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.154.3756.1583

Kass, S. J., Cole, K. S., & Stanny, C. J. (2007). Effects of distraction and
experience on situation awareness and simulated driving. Transportation
Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 10, 321–329. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2006.12.002

Koch, I., Poljac, E., Müller, H., & Kiesel, A. (2018). Cognitive structure,
flexibility, and plasticity in human multitasking-An integrative review of
dual-task and task-switching research. Psychological Bulletin, 144,
557–583. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000144

Kuznetsova, A., Brockhoff, P. B., & Christensen, R. H. B. (2017). lmerTest
package: Tests in linear mixed effects models. Journal of Statistical
Software, 82(13), 1–26. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13 Q49

LoTemplio, S., Silcox, J., Federmeier, K. D., & Payne, B. R. (2021). Inter-
and intra-individual coupling between pupillary, electrophysiological, and
behavioral responses in a visual oddball task. Psychophysiology, 58,
Article e13758. https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13758 Q50

Medeiros-Ward, N., Cooper, J. M., & Strayer, D. L. (2014). Hierarchical
control and driving. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 143,
953–958. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035097

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. (2018). Traffic deaths
decreased in 2018, but still 36,560 people died.https://www.nhtsa.gov/
traffic-deaths-2018 Q51

Navon, D., & Gopher, D. (1979). On the economy of the human-processing
system. Psychological Review, 86, 214–255. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0033-295X.86.3.214

Navon, D., & Miller, J. (1987). Role of outcome conflict in dual-task
interference. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception
and Performance, 13, 435–448. https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.13
.3.435

Norman, D. A., & Bobrow, D. G. (1975). On data-limited and resource-
limited processes. Cognitive Psychology, 7, 44–64. https://doi.org/10
.1016/0010-0285(75)90004-3

Normark, C. J., Tretten, P., & Gärling, A. (2009, June). Do redundant head-
up and head-down display configurations cause distractions. In Proceed-
ings of the 5th international driving symposium on human factors in driver
assessment and design (pp. 398–404). Q52

Palada, H., Neal, A., Strayer, D., Ballard, T., & Heathcote, A. (2019). Using
response timemodeling to understand the sources of dual-task interference
in a dynamic environment. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human
Perception and Performance, 45, 1331–1345. https://doi.org/10.1037/
xhp0000672

Pashler, H. (1984). Processing stages in overlapping tasks: Evidence for a
central bottleneck. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Percep-
tion and Performance, 10, 358–377. https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523
.10.3.358

Pashler, H. (1994a). Dual-task interference in simple tasks: Data and theory.
Psychological Bulletin, 116, 220–244. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909
.116.2.220 Q53

Pashler, H. (1994b). Graded capacity-sharing in dual-task interference?
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Perfor-
mance, 20, 330–342. https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.20.2.330 Q54

Pashler, H. (2000). Task switching and multitask performance. In S.
Monsell & J. Driver (Eds.), Control of cognitive processes: Attention
and performance XVIII (pp. 277–309). The MIT Press. Q55

Pellecchia, G. L., Shockley, K., & Turvey, M. T. (2005). Concurrent
cognitive task modulates coordination dynamics. Cognitive Science,
29(4), 531–557. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15516709cog0000_12

Poitras, M., Péléja, L., Lavertu, G., Langlois, A., Boulerice, K., Berthelot, P.,
Vincent-Lamarre, P., Beaulieu, S., Bournival, V., Brault, L., Charlebois, J.,

20 STRAYER, CASTRO, TURRILL, AND COOPER

Template Version: 18 August 2021 ▪ 6:41 pm IST XAP-2020-0446_format_proof ▪ 25 August 2021 ▪ 8:44 pm IST

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028428
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028428
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2007.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2007.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2007.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2007.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2007.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2007.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000638
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000638
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541931213601447
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541931213601447
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720813480177
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720813480177
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720813480177
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470713181.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470713181.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470713181.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1518/001872095779049543
https://doi.org/10.1518/001872095779049543
https://doi.org/10.1518/001872095779049543
https://doi.org/10.1177/1555343415572631
https://doi.org/10.1177/1555343415572631
https://doi.org/10.1518/001872095779064555
https://doi.org/10.1518/001872095779064555
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00160
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00160
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00160
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.12.2.67
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.12.2.67
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.12.2.67
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.12.2.67
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.12.2.67
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.12.2.67
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-020-01741-8
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-020-01741-8
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-020-01741-8
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=reghelper
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=reghelper
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=reghelper
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.154.3756.1583
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.154.3756.1583
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.154.3756.1583
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.154.3756.1583
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.154.3756.1583
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000144
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000144
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13758
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13758
https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13758
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035097
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035097
https://www.nhtsa.gov/traffic-deaths-2018
https://www.nhtsa.gov/traffic-deaths-2018
https://www.nhtsa.gov/traffic-deaths-2018
https://www.nhtsa.gov/traffic-deaths-2018
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.86.3.214
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.86.3.214
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.86.3.214
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.86.3.214
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.86.3.214
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.86.3.214
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.13.3.435
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.13.3.435
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.13.3.435
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.13.3.435
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.13.3.435
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(75)90004-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(75)90004-3
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000672
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000672
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000672
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.10.3.358
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.10.3.358
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.10.3.358
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.10.3.358
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.10.3.358
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.2.220
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.2.220
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.2.220
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.2.220
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.116.2.220
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.20.2.330
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.20.2.330
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.20.2.330
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.20.2.330
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.20.2.330
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15516709cog0000_12
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15516709cog0000_12


https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.16.2.r001
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.16.2.r001
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.16.2.r001
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.16.2.r001
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.16.2.r001
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0031333
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0031333
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.158.3797.137
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.158.3797.137
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.158.3797.137
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.158.3797.137
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.158.3797.137
http://www.R-project.org/
http://www.R-project.org/
http://www.R-project.org/
http://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.124.2.207
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.124.2.207
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.124.2.207
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.124.2.207
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.124.2.207
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.115.1.101
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.115.1.101
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.115.1.101
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.115.1.101
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.115.1.101
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0054402
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0054402
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0054402
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0054402
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/f8pzg
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/f8pzg
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/f8pzg
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/f8pzg
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-019-0166-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-019-0166-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-016-0018-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-016-0018-3
https://doi.org/10.1037/cep0000104
https://doi.org/10.1037/cep0000104
https://doi.org/10.1037/cep0000104
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720815619074
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720815619074
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720815619074
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.20.2.342
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.20.2.342
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.20.2.342
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.20.2.342
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.20.2.342
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.20.2.342
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720815575149



