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Abstract: People have concerned about why the mobile phoning distracted attention from driving in a long
time. Currently, some researchers have shifted their interest from the effect of phone type to the specific con-
versations on driving. Studies showed that the nature of the conversation was the key to distracted driving.
However, Studies also showed that according to the specific driving situation, people would consciously
adopt allocation strategy to avoid dangerous incidents. Moreover, people with different driving experience
operated the two tasks in different ways. In this paper, four kinds of experimental paradigms combined with
different types of secondary tasks, car task, visual search task, change task and practice task were summa-
rized. That will help us to find the new directions in this field.
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4. HEMEFHIER (Change Task Paradigm)
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