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Fig. 1 Structure of experiment protocol

7 E (subject eligibility review), BFo] @ Al A - Z-(physiological sen-
sor attached), N-back ¥ % (N-back training), Al Ed°]E FH
(simulator training), N-back AF %1 7] 5=(N-back pre-baseline) 2} A} %
- (pre questionnaire) 2. 2 -3 3} 51 t}F. A & (experiment) T A
TRb 314 2 7S vEo] 242 N-back ©] 5 S 573 8F
L& AT A7NA, B A 1 T 2 R A AR
A 3HA A4ttt A3 § &A= N-back AF$- 715 (N-back
post-baseline)?} A% A <(post-questionnaire) . = -/ 5} L T}
olT Aol WE nHFAAY x| W AP B
Aol FHE o] AlEHOlEE o] &3tk 19 2= AJd
ARE S Al EE ol E YEH AL vk 2Rlel A, Al EH o] E ¢
st=do] A E FA s A2 mercedes-benzA}2 smart 2}
S 73Stk BenzAFe] Smart= Z17g] 2.560m, A %o] 1.515m,
A7} 1,550mo] ™ FEFo] 750kg .2 AlE | o] Bl Al Zlof| A A
st A EAE WA & e AHE AL
Al EHOlH 2 AZE o= STlsimS 483} Th STIsim A%
Efol= Alo] AEE A|2=H/3) BE Ao FA 2 A& o] ¢
g 9 540 55 & 5 9= PC VIR A FAlo] Vs
AE 7HAAL ek 53], Al='e] Qb g o] Hojukal ARt
a7l 9 ket ej 235 AAlske] s s 2 oxL AR )
2 AT wHrtel de] &&Ha vk

Fig. 2 Driving simulator of DGIST
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Fig. 3 Photograph of experiment scenario section
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Dual Task Cost Comparison Among Age Groups
(City)
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Fig. 5 Experiment result of dual task cost comparison among age
groups in the city

Dual Task Cost Comparison Among Age Groups
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Fig. 6 Experiment result of dual task cost comparison among age
groups in the highway 180





