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1. 

Overall Meter Task 
Performance (%)

Bonus Payment

90-100 $5

80-90 $3

70-80 $1

< 70 0

Performance Bonus & Hazard Examples

Animals Objects Pedestrians

Videos from Road Hazard Stimuli available at: https://osf.io/uq6pc

Background

Dual-Task Distraction Paradigm

18 drivers in each threshold
2 blocks: warning present 

and absent

EOR Warnings 
(1s or 1.5s)

Continuous 
trials

Pre-hazard video 
>1000ms

Report left 
or right

Hazard onset

Next video

Press spacebar when 
meter enters red zone

Meter moves randomly

Meter TaskHazard Detection Task

320 videos with noise mask (2 to 8s), 
50% contain hazards

• Visual distraction increases likelihood of missed hazards1,2.
• Eyes-off-road (EOR) warnings change drivers’ gaze 

behaviour3,4 and may help them attend to the road.
• EOR durations are typically shorter than guidelines (2s).

Research Questions
• Do EOR warnings of shorter thresholds of 1s and 1.5s:

• Improve hazard detection accuracy and reaction time?
• Change drivers’ gaze behaviour? 

• Are drivers aware of their EOR behaviour?

36 drivers, mean age = 19.28 , SD = 2.17

Did warnings change gaze behaviour?

1s 1.5s

1s

1.5s

Conclusions

• Warnings did not improve accuracy regardless of whether drivers 
looked at hazard.

• Warnings helped drivers respond more quickly to hazards.
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Did drivers respond 
more quickly?

Drivers responded more 
quickly with warnings

When drivers fixated 
1s before response

When drivers did not 
fixate 1s before response

No. Warnings did not help drivers spend less time looking away or looking 
away less frequently, although drivers complied with warnings.

Did warnings help drivers respond to hazards?

Warnings did not help regardless of where drivers fixated

1s 1.5s

1s 1.5s

n.s. n.s.

When did drivers 
comply with warnings?
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Bonus payments based on 

overall meter task accuracy

Did drivers spend less 
time looking away?
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Did drivers look away 
less frequently?
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Were drivers aware of their EOR behaviour?
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r = .50, p < .01 

r = .49, p < .01 

Drivers were aware of own behaviour, but not warning threshold

Gaze Transition Entropy (GTE)

Higher accuracy and faster RT significantly correlated with higher GTE
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