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Abstract. The most common ways researchers explain the Stroop effect are either through semantic or through response
conflict. According to the literature, there are several methods capable of disentangling these conflicts: to use words outside
of the response set, to use associatively related colors and words, or to use a “2:1” paradigm (requiring the same response for
two types of stimuli). However, we believe that these methods cannot entirely differentiate semantic and response conflicts.
We propose the following alternative method: when naming the color of a printed word (e.g., red, yellow, etc.) in the Stroop
test, participants were asked to use different color names for some colors. For example, the red-colored stimuli had to be
named by the word “yellow”. This approach allowed us to create semantically congruent stimuli, but with the conflict at the
response level (the word red appears in red, but the participants have to say “yellow” because of the rule). Some stimuli remain
congruent at the response level, but with the conflict at the semantic level (the word yellow appears in red, and the participants
have to say “yellow” because of the rule). The results showed that semantically congruent stimuli do not produce the Stroop
effect even if the meaning of the word corresponds to an incorrect response. In turn, congruence at the response level reduces
the interference effect, but interference remains significant. Thus, the response conflict affects the magnitude of the Stroop
effect only when there is a semantic conflict. Our data do not correspond to models that assume direct activation of responses
corresponding to word meaning.
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Introduction

The classic Stroop effect (interference) is the delay in report-
ing the color of ink in which the name of a color is printed,
when the meaning of the word and the ink color are dif-
ferent (Stroop, 1935). Such stimuli are called ‘incongruent’
(e.g., the word red in blue ink). In most cases, researchers
consider a time delay relative to the time of naming the color
of an unreadable string of characters (e.g., XXXXXX).

Kinoshita, with colleagues, noticed: “It is widely agreed that
the Stroop effect reflects a conflict between the color and
the to-be-ignored word, but much is still not known about
the nature of that conflict” (Kinoshita, de Wit, Aji, & Norris,
2017, p. 824). Words are characterized by multiple param-
eters, each of which can influence the effect of interference:
the fact of the presence of a word as such, the belonging
of the word to the category of “color;” the associative relation
between the meaning of the word and its color, the overlap
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of the meaning of the word in a given trial with the correct
response to previous test trials (Sharma & McKenna, 1998).

The conflict between the font color of a word and its
meaning may occur at different stages of information pro-
cessing. In the early processing stages, the physical features
of the stimulus are analyzed; then the stimulus is semanti-
cally processed; and the response to the stimulus is prepared
in the latest stages. Accordingly, three types of conflict situ-
ations are identified in the literature, which affect the speed
and accuracy of task performance: task conflict, seman-
tic conflict, and response conflict, respectively. Task con-
flict reflects the influence of the process of reading the word.
Because the reading process is not relevant to the task, it
conflicts with the task of naming the ink color. However,
the task conflict factor is weaker in terms of response speed
compared to semantic conflict or response conflict (Lupker
& Katz, 1981). It is believed that the influence of task con-
flict can be found only in specific conditions. Kalanthroff
and co-authors conclude that in conditions where there
is only a small number of control stimuli (in most experi-
ments, less than half), the “task conflict does not arise (or
is resolved very quickly)” (Kalanthroff, Davelaar, Henik,
Goldfarb, & Usher, 2017, p. 1).

Semantic conflict reflects the impact of conflicting
representations of a word’s meaning and color. At this stage
of information processing, the recognition of the color
of the word and its meaning has already been completed,
but the corresponding responses have yet to be formed.
The conflict at this stage of processing is denoted in a dif-
ferent way depending on the researchers’ understanding
of interference mechanisms. For example, if interference
is described in connection with word processing, the con-
flict is called “lexical” (the earlier stage, in this case, is called
“pre-lexical” and the later stage is called “post-lexical
see, for example, Brown, Roos-Gilbert, & Carr, 1995). If
the researchers assume that a decision is made to “trans-
late” characteristics of the stimuli into the corresponding
response, the stage is called “conflict at the decision level”
(Sharma & McKenna, 1998), or simply by the word “deci-
sion” in quotation marks (Stafford & Gurney, 2011). Similar
concepts lie behind the terms “perceptual conflict” (Bekci
& Karakas, 1985; Doehrman, Landau, & O’Connel, 1978)
or “stimuli-stimuli conflict” (Wendelken, Ditterich, Bunge,
& Carter, 2009). The authors may have different interpreta-
tions of information processing at this stage and sometimes
do not distinguish between semantic and task conflicts
(e.g., Steinhauser & Hubner, 2009). However, semantic con-
flict and response conflict get distinguished more often.

Response conflict has been traditionally believed to be
a significant factor of interference (Dyer & Severance, 1973;
Lupker & Katz, 1981). The main assumptions of the response
conflict hypothesis are: a person cannot simultaneously name
both the ink color and the meaning of a word, the mean-
ing of a word has priority in processing in comparison with
its ink color (because the meaning of the word is processed
more quickly or because reading is an automatic process,
unlike the processing of a word’s font color). There are also
modern models which explain interference by the time-con-
suming suppression of an irrelevant answer (see Janssen,
Schirm, Mahon, & Caramazza, 2008).

Nevertheless, there are also hypotheses of seman-
tic conflict as the main cause for interference (Luo, 1999).

The majority of scientists accept the presence of both
semantic conflict and response conflict. In many ways, such
a difference in positions is due to different methods of sepa-
rating the semantic conflict from the response conflict. Let
us look more closely at the methods that allow us to disen-
tangle the influence of the response conflict and the seman-
tic conflict in experiments.

Methods that Differentiate Semantic

and Response Conflicts

Methods that induce only the semantic conflict with-
out any response conflict use different approaches to pre-
vent participants from making an erroneous response that
matches to the meaning of the word. Researchers have
widely accepted the list of procedures laid out by Parris
and colleagues (Parris, Wadsley, Hasshim, Benattayallah,
Augustinova, & Ferrand, 2019) that describe essential
steps for disentangling semantic and response conflicts:
to use words outside of the response set, to use semanti-
cally related words and colors, and to use the button that
matches either to the color or to the meaning of the incon-
gruent stimulus.

The first method is to use words which are not part
of the response set. For example, if the colors of the stimuli
can only be red or blue, then the response set for the color-
naming task consists of the elements red and blue. How-
ever, the meanings of words outside of the response set
(e.g., the word green appearing in blue for the case described
above) still produce an interference effect, although
the effect is significantly reduced compared to trials that
use words within the response set (e.g., the word red in
blue) (e.g., Sharma & McKenna, 1998; Wadsley, 2019).

The second way to differentiate the influence of seman-
tic conflict and response conflict in an experiment is to use
words associatively connected with correct responses. For
example, a participant is slower to name the ink color
of the word water printed in red, than the word water
printed in blue. Since the relation between the meaning
of the word water and the ink color of its font do not cor-
respond directly to the responses, the interference in case
of the word water printed in red suggests only a semantic
conflict (e.g., Augustinova, Parris, & Ferrand, 2019; Harri-
son & Boese, 1976).

Finally, the third way to induce a semantic conflict
without a response conflict is to use tasks in which two
different types of stimuli require the same response (2:1
paradigm). The instruction for participants is to give one
response (for example, to press a button) if the stimu-
lus is either red or blue. In this case, the word red in blue
color will be semantically conflicting. Still, both the color
and meaning correspond to the same response, and
therefore this stimulus will be congruent at the response
level (e.g., Hasshim & Parris, 2015; Schmidt, Hartsuiker,
& De Houwer, 2018; Shichel & Tzelgov, 2017; Steinhauser
& Hubner, 2009).

Criticism of Traditional Approaches

Utilized to Differentiate Semantic

and Response Conflicts

The methods of disentangling different types of conflicts
are based on assumptions that may seem flawed. For exam-
ple, are the meanings of words outside of the response set
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not processed at the response level? It seems plausible that
a response conflict in words outside of the response set
is attenuated, but not absent. Nonetheless, some authors
use response conflict to explain the results of experiments
in which they used only words outside of the response set
(for example, see Janssen et al., 2008). Another line of crit-
icism is that the response set draws participants’ attention
to certain physical features of the stimuli. If the participants’
responses can only be “red” or “blue’, then they will pay
attention to the words which are similar to these responses.
The response set can also influence the semantic processing
of the stimulus. It is known, for example, that expecting a cer-
tain stimulus affects the effectiveness of its subsequent recog-
nition (effect of the perceptual set). By analogy, a response set
may also affect the semantic processing of word meanings.

The effect of an associative connection between
the color of a word’s appearance and its meaning may also
carry a conflict at the response level. For example, present-
ing the word grass will speed up the subsequent response
“green” Similarly, the word water may pave the way for
the response “blue”. Therefore, presenting the word water in
red may cause a conflict of the responses “red” and “blue,”
i.e., a reduced response conflict. Schmidt, Cheesman, and
Besner (2013) showed that the effect of an “associative con-
flict” (the word grass in red) only occurs when the word
“green” belongs to the response set. In the authors’ opinion,
it is the response “green” that competes with the word “red”
if the word grass is presented in red, but there is no seman-
tic conflict between the word grass and the response word
“red” Indeed, Schmidt and colleagues showed that in tasks
other than the Stroop test (the task of reading words, lexi-
cal decision task), the word “red” speeds up the subsequent
processing of the word grass.

For this reason, we cannot exclude the influence
of the response conflict in the case of the semantic relation
of a word’s meaning and its color. In Riley’s work with co-
authors (Riley, McMahon, & de Zubicaray, 2015) in the pic-
ture-word paradigm?’, the data suggest that the “semantic
conflict” may vary if participants familiarized themselves
with the permitted responses before the experiment. This
further complicates the possible ways to disentangle seman-
tic and response conflicts.

Using the “2:1” paradigm seems to be the most reli-
able way to trigger a semantic conflict without a con-
flict of responses. However, in the experiments known
to us, the 2:1 paradigm was used only in the motor versions
of the Stroop task (manual or oculomotor). In such a pro-
cedure, participants are asked not to name the ink color
aloud but to make a particular movement with their hand
or eye, which has been assigned as corresponding to a spe-
cific color before the experiment. In the study of Hasshim
and Parris (2015), participants responded by moving their
eyes. For instance, if the stimulus was blue or green, it was
required to look at one of the squares displayed on a screen,
while if it was red or yellow, then they were expected to look
at another square. In a study by van Veen and Carter (2005),
participants had to press buttons. For example, participants
should press one button if the stimulus was green or blue,
and another button if the stimulus was red or yellow. In this

1 In this paradigm, the participants name the images and ignore
the words placed over them. The picture-word paradigm is one of the
closest analogs to the classical Stroop test (see Starreveld & La Heij, 2017).

task, the word green appearing in blue was semantically
conflicting but congruent at the response level (the mean-
ing of the word and its color corresponded to the same
response). The congruence at the response level was suffi-
cient to significantly reduce or eliminate the Stroop effect.

Nevertheless, the motor Stroop task is considerably
different from the task of overt naming of ink color. In color
naming, a processing priority for word meaning has been
revealed. Word meanings affect the speed of color naming,
while ink color does not influence reading speed (Stroop
effect asymmetry; Glaser & Glaser, 1982). This is not
the case for the motor Stroop task. When using keyboard
presses or mouse clicks to respond to word meaning, par-
ticipants react slower when the word meaning is incongru-
ent to the ink color (reverse Stroop effect; Durgin, 2000).

It is well-known that participants more quickly com-
pare the color of a filled rectangle with the font color
of the word rather than with the word’s meaning (e.g., Luo,
1999). This fact often contributes to the critique of the con-
flict response hypothesis. After all, if the word gets priority
in processing, then participants should match the meaning
of a word with the color of a rectangle faster than matching
the color of a word with the color of a rectangle. Such criti-
cism may seem weak because, in this case, the task consid-
erably differs from the classical Stroop task. In our opinion,
the use of non-classical methods should be justified either
logically or by the results of experiments. However, even
the motor (manual) Stroop task does not comply with this
requirement. For example, in the oral version of the Stroop
test, there is a negative priming effect: participants are
slower to name the ink color of a word if the color matches
the meaning of the previous word. This effect can be inter-
preted via the response conflict hypothesis: the suppression
of a response that corresponds to the meaning of a word
extends to the processing of the next stimulus, in which this
response is already the correct response to the task. How-
ever, no negative priming effect was found in the manual
Stroop test (Mills, Kinoshita, & Norris, 2019).

Moreover, the difference between the manual and oral
versions of the Stroop test is indicated in the study of Sharma
and Makenna (Sharma & McKenna, 1988). In their experi-
ment, different stimuli featured one or several components
of interference: lexical, semantic relatedness, semantic rele-
vance, and response set membership. A colored set of “X”
characters (XXXXXX) does not contain any of these compo-
nents; neutral words (table, nail) include only thelexical factor;
words related to color (sea, grass) contain the semantic relat-
edness component; colored words outside of the response set
(orange, white) contain elements of semantic relevance; and
classical Stroop stimuli include all described components.
Each of the components increased interference in the oral
Stroop test. Still, only response set membership influenced
the interference level in the manual version of the Stroop test.
This suggests that the oral and manual versions of the Stoop
test cannot be used as interchangeable methods, at least not
when studying the roles of semantic and response conflicts.

Study Rationale

Thus, most often, semantic and response conflicts get
separated either by varying the response set, by associa-
tive connection, or by using the “2:1” paradigm. Variation
of the response set and associative connection allow for
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interpretation with conflicts at the response level only.
The “2:1” paradigm has so far been used only in the motor
versions of the Stroop task. For these reasons, our first goal
was to reproduce the “2:1” paradigm in the oral Stroop test.

Another motivation for our research is that the descrip-
tion of different types of conflicts in modern works on
Stroop interference could be simplified. We believe that
the co-presence of many types of conflicts (and many types
of “control” over these conflicts) is logically redundant.
For example, if there is a semantic conflict that should be
resolved to accomplish the task correctly, there should be
no response conflict. If the meaning of the word is sup-
pressed at the response level, then there is no need to sup-
press it at the semantic level as well.

Study Design

In our study, we planned to evoke a “pure” conflict at either
the response level or the semantic level in the oral Stroop
task. In the oral Stroop test, two colors were to be renamed
with other color labels (the idea for this method was sug-
gested in a theoretical paper by Arbekova and Gusev, 2017).
For example, participants should say “yellow” in response
to red stimuli. Let us consider the experimental condi-
tions that can be implemented with such an approach. In
this case, the word red appearing in red is presented when
the participants should call the red stimuli by the word “yel-
low” On the one hand, the meaning of the word does not
activate the correct response for the task. On the other hand,
there are more sources of information related to the rep-
resentation of “red” on the semantic level. In some cases,
redundant information speeds up the responses (Utochkin
& Bolshakova, 2010).

Another condition that is important for us is match-
ing the meaning of a word with the correct response in
the case of a semantic conflict. For example, the partici-
pant has to say “red” in response to the yellow stimulus, and
the stimulus is the word red in yellow ink. The color is not
the same as the meaning (semantic conflict), but the mean-
ing of the word is the same as the participant’s response. We
expect that this design will allow us to distinguish between
a conflict at the response level and a semantic conflict.

The proposed experiment implements not only
the “semantic conflict without response conflict” con-

dition but also the “response conflict without semantic
conflict” condition. Thus, the main aim of the research
is to find out whether the factors of “the response conflict”
and “the semantic conflict” are independent of each other.
Examples of the stimuli that are implemented with our
method are given in Table 1.

Experiment
Method

Participants. Twenty-four individuals participated in
the study. They were from 18 to 40 years old (M=24.4;
SD=5.8) (7 men and 17 women). Participation in the experi-
ment was part of the “Experiment Week” event. Respondents
received no compensation for participating in the study.

Equipment. Stimuli were presented on the LCD
of a desktop computer with a noise-suppressing micro-
phone; the distance from the participant’s eyes to the dis-
play screen was 50-60 cm. LCD monitor characteristics:
diagonal 24" (61 cm); display width: 53 cm; display height:
29.5 cm; resolution: 1920x 1080 px (16:9); refresh rate: 60 Hz
(with maximum of 144 Hz). The presentation of stimuli and
recording of responses was performed with the help of Psy-
choPy2 software. The time interval between the appearance
of a stimulus and the beginning of the response, as well as
the correctness of the vocalization, were calculated manu-
ally in the Praat program.

Stimuli. Neutral stimuli: “XXXXXX” characters dis-
played in blue, green, red, or yellow. Congruent stim-
uli: The words red, blue, yellow, and green displayed in
the color that matches their meaning. Incongruent stimuli:
words written in colors that do not match their meaning;
that is, the words red, blue, yellow and green printed in one
of the other three colors. All color-meaning combinations
for the condition “incongruent stimuli” appeared an equal
number of times during the experiment.

There were 12 rules for color naming. For example,
one of the rules was to call red stimuli “blue” and to say
“green” in response to the yellow stimulus. Each participant
was assigned one of the 12 rules.

Procedure. Before the experiment, we assigned
each participant a rule of color naming using the Latin

Table 1. Example of Experimental Conditions for the Rule “Blue Stimuli Should be Called ‘Red’;
Red and Green Colors Should be Called the Usual Way”
Examole Formal Stimulus Attribute Matching the Matching the Meaning
e Correct Response Meaning of the Word  of the Word
of Stimuli dits Col d the Correct R
Congruency Type of Naming and its Color and the Correct Response
RED «red» congruent same color Yes Yes
BLUE «red» congruent another color Yes No
XXXX «red» neutral same color = =
XXXXX «red» neutral another color - -
BLUE «green» incongruent same color No No
YELLOW «red» incongruent another color No No
RED «red» incongruent another color No Yes
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Figure 1. Average response time, depending on stimulus type and color naming type.

Error bars represent the 95 % confidential interval

square method. They had to name two of the used colors
in the usual way and use specific different names for the two
other colors (e.g., “blue” instead of “green”, and “yellow”
instead of “red”). During the practice stage, participants
received the instruction to answer as accurately as possi-
ble without worrying about the time. In the experimental
stage, the task was to respond as quickly as possible. We also
informed participants that any extraneous sounds (“aaa,”
“mmm),” etc.) and word stretching and drawling (“bluuue”)
would count as errors.

In the two first stages of the procedure, participants
were practicing the unfamiliar naming. In the first stage,
they pronounced the colors of 60 neutral stimuli (4 color
variants). In the second stage, they named 36 stimuli that
could be neutral, incongruent, or congruent. The stimuli
appeared one by one on a grey background, written in Arial
upper case (on average 8 cm wide and 1 cm high).

In the first two stages, the participants had to press
the space bar to start the next trial. The experimenter sat
next to them and, if necessary, reminded them of the rule
or called their attention to their errors. In the third stage,
the participants had to perform the test on their own.
The sequence of presentation within a trial was as follows: an
empty screen — 1000 ms; a fixation cross — 300 ms; a blank
screen — 400 ms; and the Stroop stimulus — 1700 ms. After
this time passed, the next stimulus appeared no matter how
the participants answered or whether they responded at all.
There were 144 stimuli in total, a third of which were con-
gruent, a third were incongruent, and the remaining stim-
uli were neutral (factor: type of stimuli); half of the trials
presented a stimulus that was to be named in the regular
way, and the other half required the rule-modified nam-
ing (factor: type of naming). The stimuli presentation order
was random, but there were no repetitions of color, mean-
ing, or congruence more than three times in a row; repeti-
tion in terms of naming type was restricted to no more than
five times in a row.

Results

We counted partially or fully wrong answers and exter-
nal vocalizations as errors. We removed them from fur-
ther analysis: 3.5% for congruent stimuli, 8% for non-
congruent stimuli, and 3.1 % for neutral stimuli in the case

of regular color names; 1.9%, 6.4%, and 2.8%, respec-
tively, in the case of color names modified by the rule. Only
the correct response times were further analyzed. Figure 1
shows the average time for correct responses as a function
of “naming type” and “stimulus type” factors.

In the analysis of the factor “type of stimulus”, Mauch-
ly’s test found significant deviations from sphericity
(W=.408, p<.001), and therefore we performed repeated-
measures ANOVA (with factors “stimulus type” and “type
of naming’, and “participant number” as a grouping vari-
able) with Greenhouse-Heisser correction. The influ-
ence of the factors “type of stimulus” (congruent, neutral,
and incongruent) and “type of naming” (the same colors,
the other colors) was statistically significant: F(2,46)=69,
n’,=.65 p<.001 and F(1,23)=46, n’,=.70, p<.001.
The interaction of factors was not statistically significant
(F(2,46)=1.25; n’,=.05, p=.29) (Figure 1). Post hoc
power analysis revealed high power for all observed effects
(Observed Power=1).

Post hoc analysis of the “stimulus type” factor with
Bonferroni correction revealed a slower response to incon-
gruent stimuli (M=927 ms; SD=27 ms) compared with
the speed of responses to neutral (M =816 ms; SD=23 ms)
and congruent stimuli (M =803 ms; SD=22 ms). Both dif-
ferences were statistically significant (MD =123 ms; SE=13;
p<.001 and MD=110 ms; SE=17; p<.001). Participants
were significantly slower in responding if it was necessary
to use another label for the color of the stimuli (MD =79 ms;
SE=12). All averages are shown in Figure 1.

In the reported analysis, we did not account for
the semantically conflicting stimuli that were congru-
ent at the response level (e.g., it is the word red in yel-
low color when the instruction is to name yellow stimuli
with the word “red”). Each participant faced eight such
“response-congruent” stimuli. In our experiment, we made
equal proportions of stimuli of each type, color, and mean-
ing because otherwise, we would face artifacts of asso-
ciative learning or expectancy effects. Therefore, there
were not many “response-congruent” stimuli. However,
we reused part of our data to analyze response times spe-
cifically for the “response-congruent” stimuli. Response
times to “response-congruent” stimuli were compared
with response times to congruent stimuli (another color

The Russian Journal of Cognitive Science

Vol. 6, Issue 4, December 2019

www.cogjournal.org

28


http://www.cogjournal.org/

Alexey Starodubtsev & Mikhail Allakhverdov

Semantic Conflict and Response Conflict in the Stroop Task

naming condition) and other incongruent stimuli (another
color naming condition, but not response-congruent).
Response time to response-congruent stimuli was on aver-
age smaller than response time to other incongruent stim-
uli (M=908 ms, SD=44 ms vs. M=958 ms, SD=32 ms),
but longer than response time to congruent stimuli
(M =908 ms, SD=44 ms vs. M =848 ms, SD=24 ms). Both
differences were statistically significant: #(1,23)=-2.3,
p=.032 and #(1,23) =2.1, p=.046). In both cases, the effect
size was average: d-Cohen=.43 and d-Cohen = .46, respec-
tively. This result is interesting and requires independent
verification since we used the same data set for two differ-
ent types of statistical analysis.

Discussion

The main result of our work is that matching the color
and meaning of the word causes a decrease in response
time, even if the response does not match the meaning
of the word. Thus, a response conflict does not occur with-
out a semantic conflict. It can be thought of as if the color
and meaning of a word are combined into one represen-
tation, and then this representation is “translated” into
another one according to the rules of response production.
However, combining the representation of color and mean-
ing is possible only after processing both the font color and
meaning of the word. But if the color of a word is already
identified, then the meaning of a word is no longer neces-
sary for effective task performance. Moreover, in this case,
the word meaning does not match the correct response,
and its “translation” into the correct response takes time.
For this reason, congruence at the semantic level in itself
should not speed up the response time.

To explain the obtained results, let us consider
the mechanisms that allow a correct response to the Stroop
task despite conflicts. Those mechanisms usually are related
to cognitive control (Botvinick, Braver, Barch, Carter,
& Cohen, 2001; see also Schmidt, 2019 for a critical
review). The general belief is that control weakens the ten-
dency to respond to the meaning of the word and increases
the tendency to respond to the font color. However, a ques-
tion remains how cognitive control “knows” which one
of the response trends it should support. In the model pro-
posed by Verguts and Notebaert (2008, 2009), conflict
detection occurs before the response is ready. Moreover,
conflict detection does not contain an indication of which
of the processes is “erroneous,” but signals the conflict
“in general” In other words, conflict detection occurs
at the semantic level.

To summarize, there is a monitoring mechanism
that is triggered when it detects a semantic conflict. There
is also a response control mechanism that works with pre-
pared responses. If a conflict is detected on the semantic
level, the prepared responses are controlled, which requires
more time. After activation of the response control mech-
anism, task performance slows down, and the more rea-
sons there are to reject a particular response, the sooner
the final response is given. We hypothesize that this is why,
in our study, when the color of a word matches its mean-
ing, the detection mechanism was not triggered. Responses
were given faster despite the incongruence at the response

level. In turn, a conflict is detected when the color and
meaning do not match, even if the word matches the cor-
rect response. Indeed, the conflict detection mechanism
only takes the meanings of words and does not determine
whether a word’s meaning will match the right response.
After a semantic conflict is detected, the response control
is triggered. If, in reality, there is no conflict of response
(e.g., “response-congruent” stimulus), the time of this con-
trol is reduced.

It should be noted that such an interpretation does
not directly imply any conclusions about how exactly
the responses are controlled. For now, we can only sug-
gest that more time is spent on answering when there
is a detected conflict. According to Vergats and Note-
baert (2008, 2009) the activation of all representations
in the mind increases, including the representations
of the color and the meaning of the word. Nevertheless,
alternative explanations can be offered: after a conflict
is detected, the requirements for accuracy of the answer
increase, and impulsive responses are suppressed, etc.
(similar mechanisms for the Stroop task were discussed
in the works of Servant, Montagnini, & Burle, 2014 and
Dhooge & Hartsuiker, 2011).

Our results allow us to offer a solution for one
of the contradictions in the study of interference. On the one
hand, word meaning processing is referred to as ballistic
processes. Once these mental processes are started, there
is no possibility to interrupt or attenuate them (including
by cognitive control mechanisms) (see Tzelgov, 1997). On
the other hand, the amount of interference may decrease
when the context changes (e.g., when the number of incon-
gruent stimuli increases compared to neutral stimuli),
which is cited as evidence of non-ballistic word process-
ing (e.g., Besner 2001). The results of our research suggest
that word processing on a semantic level is “ballistic,” but
semantic processing in its turn can trigger response con-
trol mechanisms.

Conclusion

Our research shows that semantic conflict and response
conflict are not independent of each other in the Stroop
test. We believe that the semantic conflict triggers control
processes, but this control itself works with the responses,
suppressing irrelevant answers if necessary.
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Ponb KOH(PIUKTAa OTBETOB
11 CEMAaHTIIE€CKOT'O
KOH(MINKTa B BOSHMKHOBEHMN

a¢pPexra Crpyna

Anexkceit Cepreesuy Crapony6ieB
®axynbret ncuxonorun, Cankr-Iletepbyprekmit rocygapcrBeHuslit yHusepcuret, Cankrt-Iletep6ypr, Poccus

Muxaun Bukroposuu AnnaxsepmoB
dakynbTeT cBOOOFHBIX UCKYCCTB U HayK, CaHKT-IleTepOyprcKuit roCyAapCTBEHHBI YHUBEPCUTET,
Cankr-Iletepbypr, Poccnsa

Annotanus. 3¢ dekr Crpyma 4alle BCero 0ObACHAIOT CEMaHTUIECKNM KOH(PIMKTOM MIi KOHQIMKTOM OTBETOB. B mrepa-
Type OIMCAHO HECKO/IBKO CIIOCOOO0B pasrpaHNYMTh 3TU KOHGINKTHL: UCIOIB30BATh C/IOBA He 13 HAOOpa OTBETOB, MCIIONb-
30BaTh MeTOAM4YecKuil mpueM 2:1 (OOVH OTBeT Ha fIBa TUIIA CTUMYJIOB), MICIIO/Ib30BAaTh ACCOLMATVBHO CBA3aHHDIE LIBETa
u cnoBa. OFHAKO MBI CYMTAEM, YTO ITU CIOCOObI He MOTYT IOTHOCTBIO PAasTPAHNINTh CEMAHTUIECKNUIT KOHQIUKT M KOH-
¢uKT 0TBeTOB. MBI TOIIPO6OOBAIN Pa3TPAHMYNTD STV KOH(IMKTHI IIPY IIOMOLLM [PYTOil MeTORMKIL. I1pu BBIIONMHEHNY TecTa
Crpymna (3agaya: HasbIBaTb LIBeTa OKPAIICHHBIX CJIOB — HAIIpMMep, KPACHBIIL, JKE/ITBII U T. /I.) BMECTO Ha3BaHMII HEKOTOPBIX
U3 [[BETOB VCIIBITYeMbIE JO/DKHBI ObIIV HasbIBATh Pyrue 1[BeTa (HAIpUMep, CTUMY/IbI KPACHOTO I[BeTa TPebOBaIOCh Ha3bl-
BaTh CJIOBOM «KE/IThI»). ITOT METOJ IIO3BOIM/I CO3[jaTh CEMAHTUYECKI KOHTPYIHTHBIE CTUMY/IBI, HO KOH(/IMKTHbIE OTHO-
CUTEIBHO OTBETOB (C/IOBO «KPACHBII» HAMMCAHO KPACHBIM IIPU(TOM, HO UCIBITYeMble JO/DKHBI CKa3aTh «KeNThli»). Taxke
OBLIN CO3[JAHBI KOHTPYIHTHbIE OTHOCUTENBHO OTBETOB, HO CEMAHTIIECK! KOH(INKTHbIE CTUMY/IBI (C/IOBO «XKE/ITBIII» HAIIU-
CaHO KPacHBIM I[BETOM, 1 UCIIBITYeMble TO/DKHBI CKa3aTh «KeNThIN» U3-3a YKa3aHHOTO MpaBuia). Beito o6HapyxeHo, 4TO
a¢ ekt Crpymna He BO3HUKAET IIPU CEMAHTIYECKOI KOHTPYIHTHOCTH, [JaXKe eC/TV 3HaUeHe CI0BA SIB/IETCSI HeIPABIIBHBIM
0TBeTOM. B CBOIO 0Uepenb, KOHTPYSHTHOCTb OTHOCUTE/IBHO OTBETOB CHIDKAET MHTepepeHINOHHBII 3¢ (eKT, HO BCe paBHO
OCTaBJIsIeT €ro 3HAYMMbIM. Takum 06pasoM, KOH(IUKT OTBETOB BIMUsIET HAa Bemn4nHy ¢ dekra CTpyma TOIBKO Py HAIU-
YMM CeMaHTNIeCKOoro KOHMKTa. [lo/rydeHHbIe JaHHbIe He COOTBETCTBYIOT MOZE/LAM, IPEAIIOIaraloliuM IPAMYI0 aKTHBa-
LUIO OTBETOB, COOTBETCTBYIOIMX 3HAYE€HNAM CTIOB.
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A.C. Ctapogy6bues, M.B. Annaxsepgos

ApdekT CTpyna: KOHPINKT OTBETOB 1 CEMAHTUYECKUIA KOHDNKT

BBenenne

Knaccuuecknit apdexr Crpyna (MHTepdepeHIMa) 3a-
KJII0YaeTcs B 3afiepXKKe Ha3bIBaHUA LIBeTa CJIOBA, KOTO-
poe o6o3HavaeT Apyroit 1BeT (LBET CI0BA HE COBMAfaeT
co 3HavyeHuem; Stroop, 1935). Takme CTMMY/IbI Ha3bIBa-
I0TCA HeKOHI'PYSHTHBIMU (CTOBO «KPaCHBI», HAaIlMCAH-
HOe CUMHUM IBeTOM). BpeMeHHYyI0 3aflep)KKy CUMTAIOT
OTHOCHTE/IPHO BpeMeH! Ha3bIBaHMA [BeTa HeUNTaeMBbIX
3HakoB (Hampumep, XXXXXX). Kunomura ¢ coaBTopa-
M 3aMeTunn: «Bce COrTacHBI, YTO MEXAY CIOBOM I 3Ha-
YeHNeM MPOUCXOAUT KOHQIUKT, HO HEMOHATHO, KaKo-
Ba npupogpa storo koHpmukra»! (Kinoshita et al., 2017,
p. 824). CnoBo xapakTepu3yeTCs MHOXXECTBOM IIapaMe-
TPOB, K&XIBII M3 KOTOPBIX MOXET BIMATb Ha 3(dexT
untepdepennum: caMm GakT HaIMIUs CI0BA, IPUHAM-
JIEXHOCTD CIOBA K KAaTETOPUM «I[BETa», ACCOL[MATVBHAS
CBA3b 3HAUCHIUS C/IOBA U €TO I[BeTa, COBIa/ieHle 3Haye-
HIS1 CJIOBA C NIPABWIBHBIM OTBETOM IPEABIAYLIUX IPO6
u T. 1. (Sharma, McKenna, 1998).

KonukT Mexmy IBEeTOM C/IOBa ¥ €Tr0 3HaYeHMeM
MOXeT IIPOMCXOAMTb HAa PasHBIX CTafusAx o06paboTKm
unpopmannnu. Ha paHHux cragmsax obpaborku mHOp-
Maluy aHAMMSUPYIOTCA (uamdeckue IIpUSHAKM CTU-
MyJIa, 3aTeM IPOUCXOMUT ero ceMaHTN4ecKas 06paboTka,
M Ha CaMBIX IO3JHUX CTAAMAX TOTOBUTCS OTBET HA CTU-
Myn. COOTBETCTBEHHO, BBIENAIOTCA TPU BUAA KOHQPIIVKT-
HBIX CUTYaINii, KOTOpbIe BJIMAIOT Ha CKOPOCTDb ¥ TOYHOCTD
BBITIOJIHEHVsI 3a[aHMsl: KOHQIUKT 3afjad, CeMaHTUIeCKUiT
KOH(MUKT, KOHPMMKT oTBeToB. KoHdmkr 3amau (task
conflict) orpaxkaer BiusHME caMoro (akTa IPOYTEHMs
cnoBa. Tak Kak oIlepalus YTeHUA He OTHOCKUTCA K 3ajjade,
ee BBIIIOJIHEHE BCTYIAeT B KOHQIUKT C 3ajadell Ha3bIBa-
Hus 1BeTa. TeM He MeHee (pakTOp KOH(IMKTA 3afad crabee
B/IMAET Ha CKOPOCTb OTBETOB IIO0 CPABHEHUIO C CEMAaHTH-
4ecKuM KOHQIMKTOM miy KoHpmukrom orBetoB (Lupker,
Katz, 1981). Cunraercs, 4TO BIMSAHNE KOH(I)III/IKTa 3amay
MOXXHO OOGHAPY>KUTb TOJIBKO B CIELU(PUIECKUK YCIOBUAX
(cm. Parris, 2014). Kanautpodd ¢ coaBTOpamiu 3aK/II04aIoT,
YTO B YC/IOBYAX, KOIZIa KOHTPO/IBHBIX CTYMY/IOB He CIIVII-
KOM MHOTO (MeHbIIIe II0JIOBVHBI — TO eCTb B OO/IbIINHCTBE
9KCIIEPUMEHTOB), KOHQVUKT 3aja4 «He IPOVCXORUT WA
6picTpo paspemaercsa» (Kalanthroff et al., 2018, p. 1).

CeMaHTIYeCKNi KOHQIUKT OTpa’kaeT BIMAHUE KOH-
¢mukTa Mexay obpasamu, KOTOpble COOTBETCTBYIOT 3Ha-
YeHMI0 C7I0Ba U ero nBery. Ha atom asrtame o6paboTkm
uHOpMALMK yXKe 3aBEpIINIOCh pACHO3HAHNE I[BeTa
C7I0Ba U €TO 3Ha4YeHIIs, HO ellle He chOPMUPOBAIIICh COOT-
BeTCTByIomue oTBeThl. KoH(uUKT Ha sTOoM artame obpa-
6oTky nHMoOpMaLVy 0603HAUAETCS TEM VM MHBIM 06pa-
30M B 3aBMCHMOCTM OT IIOHMMAaHMA MCCIeOBaTeLAMU
MeXaHU3MOB nHTep¢epentyu. Hanpumep, ecu nHTepde-
PEHILINIO PACCMATPUBAIOT B CBA3U € 06pabOTKOII C/I0Ba, TO
KOH(/IMKT Ha3bIBAIOT «IEKCHIeCKMM» (60/ee paHHMII 9Tam
B 9TOM C/Ty4ae MMEHYeTCA «IOIeKCUYeCKUM», a boriee II03[1-
HUI — «IIOCT/IEKCUYECKUM»; CM., Harpumep, Brown et al.,
1995). Ecnu npenmonaraeTcs, YTO IPMHUMAETCA pelleHne
0 «IepeBOfie» XapaKTePUCTUK CTUMY/IOB B COOTBETCTBY-
IOlIJie peaKLMy, TO 3TAIl Ha3bIBAeTCHA «KOH(IMKTOM Ha

1 Anrn: “It is widely agreed that the Stroop effect reflects conflict
between the colour and the to-be-ignored word, but much is still not
known about the nature of that conflict” (Kinoshita et al., 2017, p. 284).

ypoBHe npuHsaTHsa pemeHus» (Sharma, McKenna, 1998),
WIN TPOCTO CIIOBOM «pellleHne» B KaBblukax (Stafford,
Gurney, 2011). IToxoxxue ImpefcTaBleHUA HOApa3yMeBa-
IOTCSI TaKXKe [pPU MCHOMb30BAHMY TEPMUHOB «IepLel-
TuBHbIT KoH(ukT» (Bekci, Karakas, 2009; Doehrman
et al.,, 1978) wm «koHdpukt ctumynos» (Wendelken et al.,
2009). ABTOpBI MOTYT IIO-Pa3HOMY IOHMMATb 0OPabOTKY
MHQOPMAINM HA STOM ITAIle U HOPOIL He PA3TPAHNINBAIOT
CeMaHTUYeCKNUIT KOHPMKT ¥ KOHQIMKT 3afad (Hanpumep,
Steinhauser, Hubner, 2009). OgHako ceMaHTHMYECKMUIT KOH-
(GIUKT ¥ KOHQIMKT OTBETOB OOBIYHO PasTPaHNYNBAIOT.

KOH(IMKT OTBETOB TPagMLMOHHO pPacCMaTpu-
BaiCA Kak IIaBHbIL (akTop uHTepdepentun (Lupker,
Katz, 1981; Dyer, Severance, 1973). OcHOBHBIe [omylIe-
HUSI TUIIOTE3bl KOH(IMKTA OTBETOB TAKOBBL U€/IOBEK He
MOYKET OHOBPEMEHHO HA3BaTbh U I[BET U 3HAYEHME C/IOBA,
y 3HAYeHNs CI0BA €CTb MPUOPUTET B 06pabOTKe IO CpaB-
HEHUIO C 06pabOTKOIT ero [BeTa (TaK KaK 3HavYeHIe CI0Ba
OBICTpee YUTAETCS WIN ABTOMATUIECKM 0OpabaThiBaeTcs,
B OT/IM4Me OT IjBeTa ¢1oBa). CyIeCcTBYIOT I COBPEMEHHbIe
MOJIe/IN, B KOTOPBIX NHTepdepeHIN0 OODIACHSIIOT TeM, ITO
[OfjaB/IeHIe HepPeIeBAHTHOrO OTBeTa TpehyeT BpeMeHNM
(cm. Janssen et al., 2008).

TeM He MeHee CYILIECTBYIOT M TUIIOTE3BI O CEMaHTIYe-
CKOM KOH(/IMKTe KaK OCHOBHOII Tpu4mHe nHTEpdepeHnmn
(Luo, 1999). Tlopansiomiee GOMBIUIMHCTBO yYEHBIX IIPHU-
3HAIOT CYI[eCTBOBAHNUE J CEMAHTUYECKOro KOHQIMKTA, 1
KOHGMUKTA OTBETOB. BO MHOTOM Takast pasHMIa B IO3M-
nusx OoOyClOBlIeHAa pasHBIMM METOZAMU  pPasfieleHus
CeMaHTUYECKOTO KOH(IMKTA M KOHQINKTA OTBETOB. Pac-
CMOTPMM CIIOCOGBI, MPY MOMOIIM KOTOPBIX B 3KCIEPU-
MeHTaxX PasTPaHUYMBAIOT BIVSIHME KOHPIUKTA OTBETOB U
CeMaHTUYeCKOTO KOH(/IMKTA.

Crioco6bI pasrpaHUYeHN s CEMAaHTUYECKOTO
KOH(IMKTa 11 KOH(IUKTA OTBETOB

MeTonykmy, Ipy MTOMOLIY KOTOPBIX BBI3BIBAIOT TONIBKO Ce-
MaHTUYECKMI KOHQIUKT 6e3 KOH(IMKTAa OTBETOB, WC-
HO/Ib3YIOT Pa3NUyYHbIe CIOCOObI, He [AIOliVe HCIbITye-
MOMY COBEpILINTb OIINOOYHBI OTBET B COOTBETCTBUI CO
3HaueHreM cnoBa. Ilappuc c¢ coaBropamm (Parris et al,
2019) ommcanu OCHOBHBIE CIIOCOOBI pasTPAaHMYUTD BIIN-
SHUE STUX KOH(IMKTOB B 9KCIIEPMMeEHTe, KOTOpbIe IIpH-
HUMAIOTCSI GONIBUIMHCTBOM COBPEMEHHBIX aBTOPOB: JC-
HO/Ib30BaTh C/IOBA He U3 Habopa OTBETOB, UCIIONIb30BATh
CeMaHTMYECK! CBA3aHHBbIE C/I0BA M 1[BETA, MCIIOIb30BATh
KHOIIKY OTB€Ta, KOTOpasl COOTBETCTBYET M I[BETY HEKOH-
TPY3HTHOTO C/IOBA, U €70 3HAYEHMIO.

[TepBslit ctocob6 — MCIIONB3OBATh CIOBA, HE BXOJS-
mue B Habop oTBeTOB. Hampumep, ecmu CTUMy/IbI MOTYT
OBITH TOIBKO KPACHOTO U CUHETO I[BETOB, TO HAGOp OTBe-
TOB /I 3a/la4yl Ha3bIBAHNUA LIBETA COCTOUT 13 37IEMEHTOB
«KPacHBI» U «CyHMI». [TokasaHO, YTO 3HAYEHMA C/IOB He
u3 Habopa OTBETOB (B OMMCAHHOM BBIIIE CIydae: «3ele-
HBIII» B CHHEM I[BeTe) BCé PABHO BBI3BIBAIOT MHTepdepeH-
IIIOHHBIT 3P (PEKT, XOTs 1 3HAYMMO MEHBIINII 10 CpaBHe-
HMIO CO C/IOBaMM U3 HabOopa OTBETOB («KPaCHbI» B CHHEM
1BeTe; HarrpuMep, Wadsley, 2019; Sharma, McKenna, 1998).

Bropoit cioco6 pasrpaHN4nTh B SKCIIEPUMEHTE BIIs-
HI€ CEMaHTIIeCKOT0 KOH(INKTA 1 KOH(INKTA OTBETOB —
UCTIONIb30BaTh C/I0BA, ACCOLMATMBHO CBs3aHHBIE C IIpa-
BUIbHBIMM OTBeTaMM. Hampumep, denoBek MelieHHee
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HasbIBaeT I[BET C/IOBA «BOJa», OKPAIIEHHOTO B KPacHBIN
[IBET, YeM C/I0Ba «BOJa», OKPAILIEHHOTO B CMHMIT I1BeT. Tak
KaK CBs3b 3HAYEeHWUs C/IOBAa «BOJa» M I[BeTa ero mpudra
He MMeeT IPsAMOTO OTHOLIEHMS K OTBETaM, TO B CIydae
IpeNbsBIIEHNs CTIOBa «BOJa» B KPAaCHOM ILiBeTe IIPENIo-
JIaraeTcs TONIBKO CEeMAaHTHYeCKuI KOHQVKT (Hampumep,
Augustinova et al., 2019; Harrison, Boese, 1976).

Haxonen, TpeTnit coco6 BBI3BaTb CEMaHTUYECKUI
KOH(UKT 6e3 KOH(IMKTa OTBETOB — JCIIONB30BATh 3a-
Ia4dy, B KOTOPBIX HAaZl0 OTBEYATh OJVHAKOBBIM 06pa3oM Ha
IBa Pa3HBIX TUIIA CTUMY/IOB (MeTORMYIECKMIT IIpuMeM 2:1).
VcnpITyeMBIX MOTYT IPOCUTD JaThb OfUH OTBeT (Hampu-
Mep, HaXXaTb KHOIIKY), €C/IU CTUMY OYAeT WM KPacHbIM
WIU CUHVM. B 9TOM CiTy4ae c/10BO «KpacHbI» B CHHEM IIBe-
Te OyfieT ceMaHTUYECKM KOH(IMKTHBIM, HO I I[BET U 3HA-
YeHJe COOTBETCTBYIOT OJHOMY OTBETY, U IIO9TOMY 3TOT
cTUMy 6yeT KOHTPYy9HTHBIM Ha yPOBHE OTBETOB (HAIIPU-
mep, Schmidt et al., 2018; Shichel, Tzelgov, 2018; Hasshim,
Parris, 2015; Steinhauser, Hubner, 2009).

Kputnka rpaguioHHbIX CIOCO6G0B pa3gennTh
BINMsHNME KOH(INKTA OTBETOB M CEMAHTHYECKOTO
KOHQINKTA

OmnucanHble COCOObI PasTPAaHMYUTD Pa3Hble BUABI KOH-
(IMKTOB OCHOBBIBAIOTCSI Ha ZOMYIEHNSIX, KOTOPbIE MOTYT
6bITh TOXHBIMY. Hampumep, AeiicTBUTETBHO /U 3HAYEHMS
CJIOB, He BXOJSIIUX B HAO6OP OTBETOB, He 06PAOATHIBAIOT-
Cs1 Ha YpOBHe 0TBeTOB? BO3MOXKHA 1 MHTEpIIpeTaLusi, CO-
I7IACHO KOTOPOIf KOHQIMKT OTBETOB y 3HAYEHMII C/IOB He
u3 Habopa OTBETOB HPOCTO «crmabee», HO He Ha HY/IEBOM
ypoBHe. Bo BcsikoM cyuae, CYIIeCTBYeT Tpaguiius 06bsic-
HSTb KOH(IMKTOM OTBETOB U Pe3y/IbTAaThl 9KCIIEPUMEHTOB,
B KOTOPBIX UCIIO/IB3YIOTCS TOIBKO C/IOBA He 113 Habopa OT-
BeTOB (HampuMmep, Janssen et al., 2008). BoamoxHa u gpy-
rasi IMHMs KPUTUKM: HabOp OTBETOB 3afaeT (pu3ndecKue
IPU3HAKY CTUMYJIOB, Ha KOTOPbIE YelI0BeK 0bpalaet BHIL-
maHue. Eciu 4emoBex OTBeYaeT TOMbKO «KPACHBII» WM
«CUHUIT», TO OH OyAeT oOpallaTb BHUMAHIE Ha CJIOBa, 10~
XOXIe Ha oTBeThl. Habop 0TBETOB MOXKeET 3ajaBaTh B TOM
4UC/Ie M CeMaHTUYeCKylo 00paboTKy cTuMyna. V3BecTHO,
HAIIpUMep, YTO OXKUAHNE CTUMY/Ia BIMsET Ha 3P PEeKTUB-
HOCTb €T0 IOC/IefyIoliero pacnosHaBanus (addexr mep-
LIeIITUBHOI ycTaHOBKM). ITo aHanorum, Habop OTBETOB MO-
XKeT BIMATb ¥ Ha CEMaHTHYECKyl 00pabOTKy 3HadeHMI
CTIOB.

OddeKT acconMaTUBHON CBA3M MEXAY LIBETOM CJIO-
Ba U €ro 3HaYeHIeM TaK>Ke MOXKeT BK/II0UATh B Ce0s U KOH-
¢mukT Ha ypoBHe oTBeToB. Hampumep, mpenbsBieHue
C/IOBA «TPaBa» YCKOPUT MOCTEAYIOUINI OTBET «3€/IE€HbBII».
COOTBETCTBEHHO, CIIOBO «BOLa» MOXKET IIOATOTABIIN-
BaTb OTBeT «CUMHMIT». [I03TOMy IIpu IpebABIEHUN CIIO-
Ba «BOJja» B KPACHOM I[BeTe BO3MOXKEH KOH(IMKT OTBETOB
MEXJy OTBETaMM «KPAaCHBI» U «CUMHUI», TO €CTh OC/a-
6ennsit KoHGUKT oTBeTOB. llIMMaT un kowtern (Schmidt
et al., 2013) mokasanu, 4T0 3¢ PeKT «acCOLMATUBHOIO KOH-
dukra» (C10BO «TpaBa» B KPACHOM L{BeTe) HaOmofaeTcs
TOJIbKO TOIZIA, KOI/a CTIOBO «3€/IEHBII» BXOLWUT B HAOOP OT-
BeTOB. IT0 MBIC/IN @BTOPOB, IMEHHO OTBET «3€/IeHbII1» KOH-
KypUPYeT CO CIOBOM «KPACHBIII» B CIydae IpebsBIeHNs
CI0Ba «TpaBa» B KPAacHOM IIBeTe, HO He IPOMCXOMUT Ce-
MaHTIYeCKOrO KOH(IMKTA MEXAY CTIOBOM «TpaBa» U CJIO-
BOM «KpacHbIll». B camoMm piente, IIMMUAT 1 KoJ1ern moxkasa-

JIM, 9YTO B OT/INYHBIX OT 3afjauy CTpyIla MeToaMKax (3aadn
YTeHMA CJIOB, IEKCMYECKOTO PeIleHVI) CJIOBO «KPacHBII»
YCKOpsAeT IOCTIeRyIoIylo o6paboTKy croBa «TpaBa». IIo
9TOII IIPUYVHE He/lb3A MCKII0YaTh ¥ BIUAHNE KOHQINKTA
OTBETOB B C/Iy4ae CeMaHTUYeCKO CBA3M 3HAYEHUA C/IOBA
u ero 1sera. B pabote Pureit c coaBropamu (Riley et al.,
2015) B METOZYIKE «PUCYHOK-C/IOBO»? OBITIO IIOKa3aHO, YTO
O3HAKOMJICHIE B OKCIIEPMMEHTe C BO3MOXKHBIMU OTBe-
TamMn BaMseT Ha 3GGeKT «CeMaHTUYECKON MHTepdepeH-
1y». JTO elje OONIbIle YCIOKHAET BO3MOXKHbBIE METOMBI
pasrpaHnYeHNsi CEMaHTIIECKOTO KOH(INKTA U KOHQIINK-
Ta OTBETOB.

Vcnonb3oBaHne MeTOOMYECKOrO IpueMa 2:1 BBIITIA-
AUT CaMbIM HaJeXHbIM CIIOCOOOM BBISBATh CEMaHTHYe-
ckmit KoH(uKT 6e3 koH}MKTa 0TBeTOB. ONHAKO B 13-
BECTHBIX HaM SKCIIEpMMEHTaX IpueM 2:1 MCIOonb30BaIu
TONBKO B JIBUraTeNbHBIX (MOTOPHBIX) BapMaHTaX 3ajja-
4y Crpyna. B Hux mcobITyeMble JO/DKHBI ObUIM He Hasbl-
BaTb BCIYX L[BET4, a CAe/NaTh OIpefe/ieHHOe IBIDKEHME PY-
KOJI JWIN IJIa30M, KOTOpOe Iepef 3KCIePUMEHTOM OBLIO
0603HaYeHO KaK «COOTBETCTBYIOI[ee HEKOTOPOMY LIBETY».
B nccnepoBanun Xammmma n Iappuca (Hasshim, Parris,
2015) VCIIBITYEMBbIE [JaBa/IM OTBET IIPU IOMOIIM IIepeBOaa
B3I/IAAA: K MIPUMEDPY, eC/IM CTUMYT OBUT CUHUIT WM 3eTe-
HBII1, TO TPe6OBATOCh HOCMOTPETD HA ONUH KBAf[PaT, eC/n
KPacHBIN MM XKENThII — TO Ha Apyrou. B uccnegosanum
BaH Buna n Kaptepa (van Veen, Carter, 2005) ucsiTyeMble
TO/DKHBI OBIIM HOKMMATh Ha KHOIIKM: HAMIPUMep, Ha OFHY
KHOIIKY, €C/IM CTUMY/I OBUI 3€/IeHBIM VI CHHUM, 1 Ha IpY-
TYI0 — eC/IM CTUMY/ ObUI KPacHBIM MJIHU JKeIThIM. B aT0i1
3ajjaue CJIOBO «3€JIeHbII» B CMHEM I[BeTe ABJLANOCh CeMaH-
THYeCKY KOHQIMKTHBIM, HO KOHTPYSHTHBIM Ha yPOBHE OT-
BeTOB (3HaUeHNe CJIOBA Y €T0 LIBeT COOTBETCTBYIOT OTHOMY
oTBeTy). KOHIpysHTHOCTU Ha YpOBHE OTBETOB OKa3alI0Ch
TOCTaTOYHO I 3HAYMMOTO CHYDKEHIUA WIN HUBEINpPOBa-
HuA s dexra Crpyma.

Tem He MeHee MOTOPHbIN BapuaHT 3agauy Crpyma
3HAUNUTEIIbHO OT/IMYAETCA OT 3a[a4M Ha3bIBaTh IBET CJIO-
Ba BOTyX. B 3afiaue HasbIBaHMsI BCTyX OOHAPYKEH IPUOPH-
TeT B 06paboTKe 3HAYEHMsI CIOB. 3HAYEHUS CJIOB BIVSIOT
Ha CKOPOCTb Ha3bIBaHMA IIBETA, a LIBET CJIOB He OKa3bIBaeT
B/IVMSIHUS HA CKOPOCTH YTeHNS (aCMMMETPUIHOCTD 3P dek-
ta Crpyma; Glaser, Glaser, 1982). OfHako 9TO He TaK B MO-
TOPHBIX BapnaHTax 3ajiauy Crpymna. VcrbITyeMble MefIeH-
Hee OTBEYAIOT Ha 3HAYeHMe C/IOBA, KOIZIa OHO He COBIAJeT
C uBeTOM ero mpudTa, eCau A OTBETA VCIIONb3YIOTCS
K/IQBUIIN VIY KOMIIBIOTEPHast MbIIb (06paTHbI 9 ekt
Crpyma; Durgin, 2000).

VsBecTHbIl (aKT — MWCIBITyeMble OBICTpee COIO-
CTaB/IAI0T IIBeT OKpAIICHHOTO IPsAMOYTONbHUKA C IIBe-
TOM CJIOBa, a He ¢ ero 3HaueHyueM (Harmpumep, Luo, 1999).
ITogo6Hble (DaKThI YACTO CIAYXKAT [/Is1 KPUTUKM TUIIOTe-
3bI O KOH(JIMKTE OTBETOB. Bepb eCiu C/I0BO HEICTBUTENb-
HO IO/Ty4aeT MpUOPUTET B 06pabOTKe, TO WUCIBITyeMble
TOJ/DKHBI OBICTpee C/IMYaTh 3HAYEHNE CI0BA C IIBETOM IIps-
MOYTOJIbHIKA, @ He IBeT CJI0Ba C IL[BETOM IIPAMOYIOJIb-
Huka. ITogo6HAas KPUTMKAa MOXET BBI3BATh YAUBIIECHIUE,
TaK KaK B JAHHOM CJIy4ae MCIIONb3yeTcA 3afjada, KOTopasd

2 B 9T0lT METONNKe MCIIBITyeMbIe Ha CKOPOCTD Ha3bIBAIOT M300paXkeHMs
U MITHOPYPYIOT HAa/TO)KeHHbIE II0BEPX HIX C/I0BA. MeTOAMKa PHCYHOK-
CJTOBO CYMTAETCS OFHIM M3 CAMBIX OTM3KIX aHAJIOTOB K/IACCHYECKOIT Me-
topuku Crpyma (cum. Starreveld, La Heij, 2017).
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3HAYMTEIBHO OTIMYAETCS OT KIaccuyueckoir safgauu Crpy-
ma. Ha Ham B3I/Isf, MCIONIb30BaHNE HEK/IACCUYECKUX Me-
TONMK NO/DKHO OBITh OOOCHOBAHO WIM JIOTMYECKMU, VIIN
pesynbraTamMu sKcrepuMeHTOB. ONHAKO [aXke MCIOIb30-
BaHMe MOTOPHOrO BapuaHTa 3afauy Crpyma He yHOBIET-
BopsieT aToMy TpeboBaumio. Hanpumep, npu npoxoxpe-
HUM TOJI0COBON Bepcuu Tecta CTpyma Bo3HUKaeT apdexT
HETaTMBHOTO IpAIMUHIA: MCIBITYeMble MefIeHHee Ha-
3bIBAIOT L[BET CJI0BA, €C/IM OH COBIIAZIaeT CO 3HaYeHUeM
HpeNbIAYLIEro CI0Ba. JTOT (eHOMEH MOXXeT ObITb UH-
TEPIPETNPOBAH dYepe3 TUIOTe3y O KOHQIMKTE OTBETOB:
HOfaB/IeHNe OTBETa, COOTBETCTBYIOLIErO 3HAYEHUIO C/IOBA,
pacmpocTpaHsercs 1 Ha 06paboTKy C/IefYIOIEro CTUMYIIA,
B KOTOPOM 3TOT OTBET y)Ke sIBJIsIeTCS IIPABIJIBHBIM pellle-
HueM 3afaun. OfHaKO B MOTOPHOM BapuaHTe TecTa CTpy-
ma s¢ddexTa HeraTMBHOrO IpaiiMMHTA He OOHAPY>KEHO
(Mills et al., 2019). Bornee Toro, Ha pasHUIY MEXLY MOTOP-
HBIM ¥ TOJIOCOBBIM BapuaHTamu 3afa4uy CTpyma yKassiBa-
et uccnenoBanue llapmber u Makenns (Sharma, McKenna,
1998). B aT0i1 paboTe IPeABABIANUCH PA3TUIHbIE CTUMY-
JIBI, KOTOPBIE COflEPXKa/IM HECKOIbKO (aKTOpoB MHTEpde-
peHUMI: JeKCcrdecKuit pakTop, PaKTOp CeMaHTHIECKOil
CBs3M, (PaKTOp MEeKCUYEeCKOil CBsI3M, (PaKTOp HMpUMHAMIEX-
HoCTH K Habopy orBeroB. OKpallleHHbIT HA6Op OyKB He
COIEPXUT HM OFHOTO U3 9TUX (PAKTOPOB; CIOBA, HE MMe-
IOLI[VIe IIPSIMOTO OTHOIIEHMs K L[BeTaM (CTOJ, TBO3MIb), CO-
Iep>KaT TOJIbKO JIeKCUYeCKuil (GaKTop; C/I0Ba, CBSI3aHHBIE
¢ uBeToM (Mope, TpaBa), cofiepkaT HaKTOp JEeKCUIeCKOi
CBsI3W; [[BETHbIE CTIOBA He M3 Habopa OTBETOB (OpaHKe-
BBIIL, 6erIblit) comepykaT (PaKTOP IEeKCUIECKOIT Pe/IeBAHTHO-
CTH; @ K/TACCUYeCKIe HEKOHTPYSHTHBIE C/IOBA COfEPXKaT BCe
omnucanHble ¢akropst. Kaxxaplil 13 GakTOpOB yBeIUIMBa
uHTep(epeHI N0 B TOIOCOBOM BapuaHTe 3agaun Crpyma,
HO Ha BE/IMUYNHY MHTepepeHINN B MOTOPHOM BapUaHTe
meropuky CTpyma 3HAYMMO BT TOMBKO (aKTOp HIpH-
HAJIJIOKHOCTY K HAOOPY OTBETOB. ITO TOBOPUT O TOM, UTO
TOZIOCOBOJ M MOTOPHBII BapuaHThl TecTa CTpyIa Hemb-
351 UCIIO/Ib30BATh KAaK B3aMMO3aMeHseMble METOLUKM, 110
KpaliHell Mepe IpY U3yYeHUM PO CEMaHTUYeCKOTO KOH-
¢uKTa M KOHQINKTA OTBETOB.

Oo6ocHOBaHIE NCCIEeaOBaHMA

Takum 06pa3zoM, vale BCEro CEMaHTUYECKUIT KOHQIMKT
" KOHQIUKT OTBETOB PasrPaHNIMBa/IN OO IPY TIOMOIIN
BapbMpPOBaHMs HAbOpa OTBETOB WV ACCOLMATUBHOI CBSI-
3u, 6o — Meropudeckoro mpuema 2:1. BappupoBanue
Habopa OTBETOB 1 aCCOLMATMBHOI CBs3M [OIYCKAaeT MH-
TepIpeTalyio ¥ KOH(/MKTa Ha yPOBHE OTBETOB, a METO-
JudecKuil npueM 2:1 UCIO/Ib30BaJICA TOIBKO B MOTOPHBIX
BapmaHTax 3afiauy Crpyna. [To aTuM mpuymHaM Hamra nep-
Basd LieJib — BOCIIPOM3BECTU METONMYECKUIT IpueM 2:1 Ha
Martepajie roJIocoBoli 3agaun Crpyma.

Jlpyras mpudmHa IpOBefieHUA MCCIefOBaHMII Kaca-
eTCs CNIMIIKOM TIPOMO3JIKOTO ONMCAHMs PasHBIX BUJOB
KOH(INKTOB B COBPEMEHHBIX paboTax 1o MHTepdepeH-
v B 3agaun CTpyna. MBI cuiTaeM, 4TO CyIIeCTBOBaHNe
MHOTMX BUJOB KOHQIMKTOB (M MHOIMX BUJOB «KOHTPO-
n€el» ITUX KOHQIMKTOB) M3OBITOYHO C JIOTMIECKON TOU-
K1 3peHms. Hampumep, ecny masi MpaBUIBHOTO BBIIION-
HeHMsl 3aflaHusi TPebyeTCsl paspelinTb CeMAHTUYEeCKUIT
KOH(/IVKT, TO KOH(IMKTA OTBETOB y>Ke OBITh He JO/DKHO.
Ecmu >xe 3HaUeHMe C/10Ba OfIaB/IAETCS HA YPOBHE OTBETOB,

TO HeT HeoOXOHMMOCTI IIOaB/IATh €ro ¥ Ha CeMaHTHUYe-
CKOM YpOBHE.

IInan NCCIenOBaHNA

B Hamem uccnefoBaHuMM Mbl IUIAHMPOBAIN «B YIUCTOM
BIJie» BBI3BaTh KOH(IMKT Ha YpPOBHE OTBETOB VIJIM HA Ce-
MaHTUYECKOM YPOBHE C MICITO/Ib30BaHMEM TOJI0COBOIA 3a/1a-
4y Crpyna. VcipiTyeMble IPOXOAMIN TONMOCOBOI BapUaHT
sagaun CTpyma, HO ABa LIBETa OHU JFO/DKHBI OBUIM Hasbl-
BaTb [PYTMMM CI0BaMM, oOO3HavaromuMy IBera (ujes
9TOJt METORMKM Oblla BBICKa3aHa B CTaTbe ApOeKOBOI
u Iycesa, 2017). HanpuMep, B OTBeT Ha CTUMYJIbI Kpac-
HOTO IIBeTa C/Ie0BAI0 TOBOPUTD «XKENThli». PaccMoTpum
MHTEPECYIOIMe HAaC 3KCIepUMEHTAa/IbHbIE YCIOBUsA, KOTO-
pble ObUIM peann30BaHBl B OMMCAHHOI MeTopuke. Jomy-
CTUM, IPEIbABIIAETCA CIIOBO «KPACHBIN» B KDACHOM LIBETE,
KOIJIa VICIIBITyeMble JNOJKHBI Ha3bIBaTh KpacHbIE IO IIBe-
Ty CTMMYJIbI CTTIOBOM «KeNTbI». C OFHOI CTOPOHBI, 3Ha-
YeHMe C/IOBa He aKTUBU3MPYET IPABWIbHBINA I 3a/jadu
otBeT. C Apyroi CTOPOHBI, HA CEMAHTNYECKOM YPOBHE CY-
[eCTBYeT GOJIbIlle ICTOYHNKOB MH(GOPMALINY, CBI3aHHBIX
¢ 06pasoM «KpacHBIii». VI36bITOYHOCTD MH(OPMALINY IHO-
I7ia MO3BOJIsIeT OTBevarh OpicTpee (YTOuKMH, Bonpinako-
Ba, 2010).

JIpyroe mHTEpecymoliee HaC yCIOBME — COBIAJIeHNE
3HA4YEHMA CI0Ba C IPaBUIbHBIM OTBETOM IIPU CEMaHTIYe-
cxoM koH(uKTe. Hanpumep, IpebABIeHO CIOBO «Kpac-
HBIVi» B YKETITOM LIBETE, KOT/IA UCTIBITYeMOMY laHa MHCTPYK-
LMA OTBEYaThb «KPACHBIN» B OTBET Ha CTUMYIIbI JKEITOTO
nBeTa. LIBeT He cOBIaflaeT co 3HaUYeHMEM (CeMaHTUYECKIIA
KOH(QIINKT), OfHAKO 3Ha4eHJe CTI0BA COBIAJAET C OTBETOM,
KOTOPBIV UCIIBITyeMblI€e JOJDKHBI laTh. MBI Npefonaraem,
YTO TaKOH AM3aiiH IO3BOJIUT Pa3TPaHNINTh KOHIMKT Ha
YPOBHE OTBETOB ¥ CEMaHTUYECKIIT KOH(/IUKT.

IIpennoXeHHbIN 3KCIEPUMEHT TIpeAIoNaraeT He
TO/IBKO YC/IOBME «CEMAHTUYECKMiT KOH(MIUKT 6e3 KOH-
(GIUKTa OTBETOB», HO U YCIOBME «KOH(IMKT OTBETOB Oe3
ceMaHTHU4ecKoro koHpmukra». Takum o6pasoM, OCHOB-
Has 3ajlada MICCTENOBAHMUA — BBIACHUTD, ABJAIOTCA U
(aKTOPBI «<KOH(INKTA OTBETOB» U «CEMAaHTUIECKOTO KOH-
¢uKTa» HEe3aBUCUMBIMM PYyT OT Apyra. Ilpumepst cTu-
MYJIOB, KOTOpbIE€ PEaNu3yIOTCs B METOJVKE, NpefCTaBlIe-
HBI B Tabmuae 1.

IKCIIepUMEHT

MeToabl

Bri6opxka. B nccnenoBaHuy NpuHAIO y4acTue 24 denose-
Ka B Bo3pacTe oT 18 1o 40 et — M =24.4; SD=5.8 (7 Mmy>x-
91H 11 17 KeHINVH). VIcTIBITyeMble y9acTBOBAIN B 9KCIIEPH-
MeHTe B paMKax MeporpuArus «Hefernsa skcriepiMeHTOB.
PecrioHfieHTBI He MOMy4Yaay BOSHArpaXk[eHMs 3a ydacTye
B MICC/IETIOBAaHNM.

O6opynoBaHMe M IIPOrpaMMHOe obecmedyeHMe.
Crumynsl npenbasnannch Ha LCD-gucrinee cranmoHap-
HOTO KOMIIbIOTepa C HIYMOIOABIIAMINM MUKPOQPOHOM,
paccTosiHMeE OT I71a3 UCTIBITYEMOTO O 3KPaHa JMCIUIes Co-
craBAno 50-60 cM. XapaKTepUCTUKM MOHMUTOPA: JUaro-
Hajb 24 (61 cm); mupuHa 9KpaHa: 53 ¢M; BBICOTA SKpaHa:
29.5 cm; paspentenue: 1920 x 1080 (16:9); yacTroTa 06HOB-
nenys skpana: 60 I (Makcumym 144 Ity). ITpegbasiennue
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Ta6nuua 1.  lMpuMep aKcnepUMeEHTasNbHbIX YCNOBUIA ANisi NpaBuia «CTUMYJbl CUHEro LiBeTa Hafo Ha3BaTb C/IOBOM
,»KPaCHbIN“, CTUMYJIbl KPACHOIO 1 3€JIeHOro LBETa HAafl0 Ha3blBaTb NPUBbIYHLIM 06pPa3oM»
dopmarnbHble XapakTepUCTUKK CTUMYna
Mpumep MpaBunbHbIN CoBnapgeHune ugeta CoBnageHne 3Ha4YeHns cnosa
cTmyna oTBET CnoBa 1 3Ha4YeHUss 1 NPaBUIIbHOMO OTBETA
KOHrpysHTHOCTb Tvn HaMmeHoBaHuA
KPACHbIN «KPaCHbIN» KOHIPY3HTHbI TOT e LBeT OA LA
CUHIN «KpacHbI» KOHIMPYSHTHbII WNHOW uBeT OA HET
XXXXXX «KpaCHbI» HenTpasbHbI TOT e uBeT - -
XXXKXX «KPACHbBIN» HEeNTPabHbIV VNHOW LBeT - -
CUHIN «3e/1eHbln» HEKOHIPY3HTHbIN TOT XXe LBeT HET HET
YKENThIN «KPaCHbIN» HEKOHIPY3HTHbIN VNHOW LBET HET HET
KPACHbIN «KpacHbI» HEKOHIPYSHTHbII WNHOW LBET HET LA

CTUMYNIOB ¥ 3allMCh OTBETOB OCYILECTBIIANNCH IPU IIO-
Moy mporpaMmsl PsychoPy2. BpeMeHHOII IPOMEXYTOK
MEXJy TOSAB/IEHNEM CTUMYJIA U Ha4aJlOM OTBETa, a TakKe
HMPaBUIbHOCTb BOKAIM3ALMM CIYUTANINCH BPYIHYIO B IIPO-
rpamme Praat.

Crumynbl.  HefiTpanbHble  CTMMy/NBL:  3HAKHU
«XXXXXX», OKpallleHHblE€ B CUHMIL, 3€/I€HbIN, KPACHBII
WIN SKeNTbIN IBeTa. KOHIpysHTHble CTUMYIBL: C/IOBa
«KPAaCHBI», «CUHUIT», «OKE/IThI» U «3€JIEHbIII», HalledaTaH-
HbIe IIBETOM, COBIIAJAIOIIMM C MX 3HadYeHueM. HekoHrpy-
SHTHbBIE CTUMYIIBL: CJI0BA, IIBET KOTOPBIX HE COBIIAJJAeT C X
3Hau€HMeEM; VICIIO/Ib30BAJIUCD C/I0BA «KPACHBI», «CUHUI»,
«KETTbII» U «3€/IeHbII» U COOTBETCTBYIOMmMeE LiBeTa. Kaxk-
J0e coYyeTaHue LIBET-3HAYeHME MIJid YCIOBUA «HEKOHIDY-
SHTHbBIE CTUMYJIbI» MOBTOPANIOCH PAaBHOE YMCIIO Pas.

CymecTBoBano 12 mpasun Has3blBaHM:A I1BeTOB. Ha-
IIpUMeEp, OIHO U3 IPABWI: B OTBET Ha CTUMYJIbl KPaCHOTO
IIB€Ta Ha3bIBAaTh CTIOBO «CYHMII», B OTBET Ha CTUMYJIBI XKel-
TOTO Ha3bIBaTb CIOBO «3€/IeHbl». KaXKAblil MCIBITyeMbli
IIoJTy4Yaj OfHO U3 12 mpaBuil.

IIpouenypa. Ilepen skcrepMMeHTOM IpM IOMOILLU
METOJa TATMHCKOTO KBaJ[paTa KaXK/JOMY UCIIBITYeMOMY Ha-
3HA4Ya/I0Ch IIPABMUJIO IIPOM3HECEHNA [IBETOB C/IOB. [IBa IjBe-
Ta UCIIBITYeMbIe ZO/DKHBI ObUIN IIPOU3HOCUTD IPUBBIYHBIM
o6pasom, a ABa [PYTUX — APYTMMH LBeTaMu (HampuMmep,
BMECTO «3€JIEHBbIII» TOBOPUTb «CUHUII», 2 BMECTO «Kpac-
HBII» — «KeNTbI»). Ha TpeHMpOBOYHbIX STalax UCIIBITY-
€MBIX MHCTPYKTMPOBA/IM OTBEYaTh KaK MOXXHO TOYHEe, He
obpamias BHMMaHUSA Ha CKOpocTb. Ha skcrepumeHTasb-
HOM 3Talle y>Ke CTaBM/Iach 3ajilada OTBeYaTb KaK MOXKHO
6prcTpee. OfHAKO UCTIBITYEMbIX IPERYIPEKAAIH, YTO JII0-
Oble 3aIMHKM, TIOCTOPOHHNE 3BYKM («aaa», «MMM» I T.J.)
U pacTATrMBaHMA CNIOB («cCCHHMI») OYAYT pacleHnBaThCs
KaK OIIMOKIL.

JIBa Ha4ya/lbHBIX 3Talla IPeJHA3HA4Ya/IUCh IIA Tpe-
HUPOBKM HENPUBBIYHOTO HaspiBaHMA. Ha mepsom sra-
Ile MCIBITyeMble TPOMSHOCHIM IBeTa 60 HeMTpalbHbIX
CTUMY/IOB (4eThIpe BapyaHTa 1BeToB). Ha BTOpOM TpeHnm-
POBOYHOM 3Tare 6bUIO 36 CTHMMY/IOB, KOTOPBIE YK€ MOT-
7 ObITh HEMTPATbHBIMY, HEKOHTPYSHTHBIMU WMIM KOH-
rpysHTHbIMU. CTUMY/IBI NPeAbABIAMNCH 110 OFHOMY Ha
cepoM ¢oHe; cTuMyIBL ObUTM HamucaHbl mpudTom Arial
B BepXHeM peructpe (B cpegHeM — 8 cM B IINpUHY 1 1 cM
B BBICOTY).

Ha mepBBbIX ABYX 3Tamax [yid 3aIllycKa CleAyIomel
IPOOBI MCIIBITYeMBbIe JOIDKHBI OBUIM HaXKaTb IIPOOeTT, 9KC-
HePUMEHTATOP CUJIEN PSLOM U IIPY HeOOXOAMMOCTI HAIIO-
MIHAJI IPaBUIO WM 06pallal BAMMAaHIE UCIbITYeMBIX Ha
ux oumn6xu. Ha TpeTbeM aTalle UCIIBITYeMbIe YyKe JODKHBI
OBUIM BBINOMHATh PabOTy caMOCTOATeNbHO: Ha 1000 Mc
HpebsB/SUICA IYCTON 9KpaH, 3areM Ha 300 Mc — Quk-
CallIOHHBIN KpecT, 3aTeM Ha 400 MC — IIyCTOJ 9KpaH I,
HakoHell, Ha 1700 mc — Crpyn-ctumyin. Ilocne oTBefeH-
HOTO BpeMeHI HadMHa/IACh CIeAyolas npoba BHe 3aBU-
CMMOCTY OT TOTO, yCIIe/I ICIIBITYeMBIii IaTb OTBET VLU HeT.
Bcero 6b110 144 cTMyma, TpeTb 13 KOTOPBIX OBUIN KOH-
TPYSHTHBIMM, TPeTb — HEKOHTPYSHTHBIMU U OCTaBIIN-
eca — HelITpanbHBIMU (daKTOp: mun cmumynos); B MO-
JIOBMHE CIy4aeB OT UCIBITyeMbIX TPe6OBaTOCh HAa3bIBATh
I[BeTa CJIOB, B IIOJIOBUHE — B OTBET Ha OIpefle/IeHHbIe
I[BeTa HA3bIBaTh [pyrue usera (dakTop: mun HaumeHo-
sanus). [IOpsAROK MperbsABIEHUS CTUMYIOB OBUI CTydaii-
HBIM, HO He JOIIyCKa/JIOCh IIOBTOPEHM I[BeTa, 3HAYCHI,
¢daxTOpa KOHTPYIHTHOCTHU OOJIee Tpex pas moapsif, ¢ak-
TOpa THUIIA HasbIBaHUA — Oo0JIee ISATU pas MOAPSA.

PesynbraThl

B cnydae monHOrO MaM 4acTMYHOIO HasbIBaHUA HEBEp-
HOTO OTBE€Ta WIM HAIN4YUsA IMOCTOPOHHUX BOKA/IM3aLUil
(«M-M-M», «3-3-3» U T.[.) OTBET CUMUTA/ICA OLIMOOYHBIM.
Bce omm604YHbBIe OTBETHI OBUIN yhaneHsl U3 aHanmusa: 3.5 %
IJ1A KOHTPYSHTHBIX CTUMMYNOB, 8% M/ HEKOHIDYSHTHBIX
u 3.1% [ HeNTpaNbHbIX B C/Iyyae Ha3bIBaHUA TeX K€
uBeToB 1 1.9, 6.4 1 2.8 % /1714 Tex >Ke MapaMeTpOB B CIydae
HasbIBaHMA JPYTUX LBETOB. BriocmencTsuy aHanmsnposa-
JIOCh IMILb BpeMs NPaBUIbHBIX OTBETOB.

Ha pucynke 1 mpepcraBieHO cpefHee BpeMs IIpa-
BU/IBHBIX OTBETOB B 3aBUCUMOCTY OT (PaKTOPOB Mun Hau-
MeHO0B8AHUSA VI MUN CHUMYIO8.

ITpu ananuse ¢axTopa mun cmumynos Tect chepud-
HocT Moywmn BerABUa HapyumeHus (W=.408, p<.001),
MIO3TOMY B JVCIIEPCHMOHHOM aHalN3e C MOBTOPHBIMU W3-
MepeHUAMU (PaKTOPBL: MUN CHUMYI08 Y MUN HAUMEHO-
8aMUST; HOMEP UCHbIMYeMO020 — TPYNIUpYyoLMit pakTop)
UICTIONb30Baach NomnpaBka Ipmuxayca - lericepa. Bmmsa-
H1te PaKTOPOB MUn crmumynos (KOHIPyIHTHbIE, HEITPab-
Hble ¥ HEKOHIPYSHTHBIC) U mMun HaumeHosanus (Ipu-
BbIUHble Ha3BaHIV, HEIPUBBIYHbIE Ha3BAHMsI) OKa3anoCh
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PHCYHOK 1. Cpe,que BpeMs OTBETOB B 3aBMCUMOCTW OT TUMa CTUMYNOB 1 TNa HaMMeHOBaHUA.

MpuBeneH 95 Y%-Hblin fOBEPUTENbHBIN MHTEPBa

CTaTUCTUYECKN 3Ha4mMbIM: F(2,46)=69, n’,=.65, p<.001
u F(1,23)=46, q2p=.70, p<.001. BsanmopeiicTBue
dakTopoB craructuueckm HesHaummo (F(2,46)=1.25;
n?,=.05, p=.29) (pucynok 1). Post-hoc-aHanus MOIIHOCTH
BBISIBIJL, UTO BCe HabmioaeMble 3¢ deKThl 00/1afal0T BBICO-
Kot MomHOCTBIO (Observed Power=1).

VcnbiTyemble 3HaYMMO MeJJIeHHee HaBalM OTBe-
TbI, eclu TpeOoBaoch 00603HAYATh L[BET CTMMY/IOB [ipY-
rumy HasBaHuamu usetoB (MD=79 mc, SE=12). Post-
hoc-ananua daxropa mun cmumynoé ¢ MHOIPaBKaMu
BoHdepponn BesABUI 60/Iee MeJIEHHYIO peaklnio Ha He-
KOHTPY3HTHBIE CTUMYBI (M =927 mc; SD=27) 1o cpaBHe-
HUIO CO CKOPOCTBIO OTBETOB Ha HeliTpabHbIe (M =816 Mc;
SD=23) un KOHrpysHTHBIe cTUMYIBL (M =803 Mmc, SD=22).
O6a oTmuuusa craTucTudecky suaumumbl (MD=123; SE=13;
p<.001 u MD=110; SE=17; p<.001).

B mpepsifyieM aHamu3e He YIUTHIBATUCH CEMAHTHU-
4eCKU KOHQIVKTHBIE CTUMYIIBI, KOTOPbIe OBUIN HEKOHTPY-
9HTHBIMU, HO OBUIM KOHTPYSHTHBI OTHOCKUTEIBHO OTBe-
TOB (HAIpuMep, CJIOBO «KPACHBI» B JKEJITOM LiBeTe IIpK
MHCTPYKLMYM HAa3bIBATh XKE/IThle OOBEKTHI CIOBOM «Kpac-
HBII1»). Y KaXX/[OTO VICIIBITYeMOrO 6BUIO 10 BOCEMb TaKMX
«MOTOPHOKOHTPYSHTHBIX» CTHMY/IOB. B Halem akciepu-
MEHTe MBI CHe/Ia/l PABHYIO IPOIOPLMIO CTUMY/IOB KaXK-
IOrO0 THIIA, KAXKOTO 1IBETA M 3HAYEHWsI, TAK KaK MHaue MBI
CTONKHYINUCH Obl ¢ apTedpakTamy B BIfIE aCCOLMATHBHO-
ro HaydeHus win 3¢ ¢exToB oxupanus. Ilosromy 6s10
He TaK MHOTO «MOTOPHOKOHTPYSHTHBIX» CTUMY/IOB. TeM
He MeHee MBI IIOBTOPHO JCIIOIb30Ba/IM YaCTh HAIINX aH-
HBIX [Isf1 aHa/IM3a BPEMeHM OTBETOB MMEHHO Ha «MOTOP-
HOKOHIPY9HTHBIE» CTUMY/IBL. BpeMsi 0TBeTOB Ha «MOTOP-
HOKOHIPY9HTHBIE» CTUMY/IbI CPABHUBAIOCh CO BpeMeHeM
OTBETOB Ha KOHTPYSHTHBIE CTUMY/IBI (HEIPUBbIYHbIE Ha-
3BaHIsI) U OCTA/IbHBIE HEKOHTPYSHTHBIE CTUMY/IbI (HEIpu-
BBIYHBIE HA3BAHI, HO HE MOTOPHOKOHTPY9HTHBIE). Bpems
OTBETOB Ha «MOTOPHOKOHIPYSHTHBIE» CTUMY/IBI B Cpel-
HeM MeHblIlle BpeMeH) OTBETOB Ha HEKOHTPYSHTHBIE CTU-
mynsl (M =908 mc, SD=44 nporus SD =958 mc, SD=32),
HO 6o7Ibllle BpEeMEH) OTBETOB Ha KOHIPYSHTHBIE CTUMY-
el (M=908 mc, SD=44 npotuB M=848 mc, SD=24).
O6a ormmumsa cratucTudeckym 3Haummbl: t(1,23)=-2.3,
p=.032 u £(1,23)=2.1, p=0.046. B oboux cnydasx 06-
HapyXXeHa cpefgHss BenudnHa sddekra: d-Kosna=.43

u d-KosHa=.46 cOOTBETCTBEHHO. JTOT pe3y/abTar 1060-
IIBITEH U TPeOyeT He3aBUCUMOIT IIPOBEPKIL, TAK KaK MbI C-
[10/1b30BA/IN OfVH HaOOp HAHHBIX AJIsI IBYX PasHBIX BUIOB
CTATUCTUYECKOTO aHAMN3A.

O6c¢cyxaenne

KitroueBoit pesybrar Hamrelt paboThl — COBIIAJIEHME I[Be-
Ta U 3HAYCHNMA CJIOBA BbBI3bIBACT yMeHbIHeH]/Ie BpEMEHU OT-
BETOB, IaXKe eC/IM OTBET He COBMAJET CO 3HAYEHUEM CTIO-
Ba. TakuMm 06pasom, KOHPIMKT OTBETOB He paboTaer 6e3
CEeMaHTUYECKOTO KOH(IMKTA. ITO MOXKHO IIPEfCTaBUTh,
Kak OYATO LIBET U 3HaUeHNe OOBeNUHSIIOTC B ONUH 06pa3
U IIOTOM 9TOT 00pa3 «IIePeBOJUTCSI» B [PYTOil B COOTBET-
CTBMU C IpaBuIamMu 0TBeToB. OTHAKO 00 benyHeHMe 06pa-
30B LIBeTa U 3HAYEHMSI BO3MOXKHO TOIBKO IIOCTIE 06paboT-
Ku U obpasa 1BeTa C/I0Ba, U 06pasa sHadeHus croBa. Ho
eCIIy yKe OIpefesieH LIBET C/IOBA, TO 3HAYeHIe C/IOBA yKe
He HY>KHO 17151 9¢(eKTUBHOTO BBINONHEHNsI 3aa4n. Boree
TOTO, B 9TOM C/IyYae 3HaYeHMe C/I0BA He COBIAJAET C Ipa-
BU/IbHBIM OTBETOM, & €T0 «IIEPEBOJ» B HpaBMHbeI]Z OTBET
Tpebyer Bpemenu. ITo 910l MpuUYMHe KOHIPYSHTHOCTD Ha
CeMaHTUYEeCKOM YPOBHE KaK OYATO He [O/DKHA YCKOPSTD
Bpe€Ms OTBETOB.

It 06BsICHEHNsT IIOYYEHHBIX Pe3y/IbTaToB Tpeby-
€TCA pacCMOTPETb MEXAaHM3MbI, IIO3BOIAIOIINE ITPABUIIb-
HO OTB€YATb IIPpM BBIIIOTHEHUM 3ajaqn CprHa, HECMO-
TpsA Ha KOH(I)H]/IKTI)I. YacTo ux cBA3BIBAIOT C KOTHUTUBHBIM
koHTposeM (Botvinick et al., 2001, cM. TaK)Xe KPUTHUIECKUIT
pasbop Schmidt, 2018). Cunraercst, YT0 KOHTPOIb OCIA-
6/151eT TEH/ICHIMIO K OTBETY Ha 3HAYeHMe CI0Ba U YCUIN-
BaeT TEHMEHINIO K OTBETY Ha LBeT ¢7ioBa. OFHAKO B 9TOM
cnydae TpeGyeTcsi OTBETUTh HAa BOIPOC, OTKYAAa KOTHM-
TUBHBI KOHTPO/Ib «3HAET», KAKYI0 MIMEHHO M3 TeHIE€HIUI
K pearrpoBaHUIO HAlO MOAAepXKaTb. B Mopmenu, mpemo-
xeHHOII Beprarcom 1 HoyT6aeprom (Verguts, Notebaert,
2008, 2009), obHapyxeHMe KOHIMKTA IIPOVCXOANT ellje
1o popmmpoBanus orBetoB. [IpudeM o6HApY>KeHIE KOH-
¢dIuKTa He COfepPXKUT yKasaHMs Ha TO, KAKOJ MMEHHO U3
IIPOLIECCOB «OMIMOOYHBIN», & CUTHAIM3VPYET O KOH(IUKT-
HOCTH «B0OO1Ie». [IpyruMu cnoBamu, o6HapysKeH1e KOH-
(IMKTa IPOUCXORUT ellje Ha CEMaHTUYeCKOM YPOBHE.
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HOJIbITO)KI/IMZ CymeCTByeT MEXaHV3M MOHUTOPMHTIA,
KOTOPBIIT CpabaTbIBaeT Ipy 0OHAPYIKEHNI CEMAaHTIYECKO-
Tro KOH(I)]H/IKT&, " MEXAaHN3M KOHTPO/IA OTBETOB, KOTOPI)H/“I
paboTaet c moarotTosIeHHbIMY OTBeTaMu. Ecu o6HapyxeH
KOH(IMKT Ha CEMaHTUYECKOM YPOBHE, TO IIOfTOTOBJIEH-
HbIC OTBETHI KOHTPO}H/IPY}OTCH, " Ha 3TO TPATUTCA BpeEMA.
ITocrme BKIIOUEHNSI MeXaHM3Ma KOHTPOJS OTBETOB 3afja-
va OyfeT BBIIIOJIHEHA HECKO/IBKO MeJJIeHHee, IIPUYeM 4eM
607IbIlIe OCHOBAHMIT OTKAa3aThCsl OT OIIPee/IEHHOTO OTBETA,
TeM ObIcTpee OyAeT JaH UTOrOBLIT OTBET. MBI IIpefnonara-
€M, YTO MME€HHO HOE)TOMY B HallleM MCC/IeNOBaHNM IIPpU CO-
BIIaJIeHNN IIBETA CJIOBA I €T0 3HAYEHVSI MeXaHI3M OOHapy-
JKeHUA HeKOHI‘prHTHOCTI/I HE 6I)UI 3aﬂeﬁCTBOBaH 71 OTBETHI
HaBaiCch ObICTpee, HECMOTPS Ha «<HEKOHTPYSHTHOCTB» OT-
HOCHUTETIbHO OTBETOB. B cBOI0 odepenp, KOHGIUKT 06Ha-
py)KI/IBaeTCF{ IIpy HECOBIIALEHUN LIBETA M 3HAYEHNA, NaXKe
€CIII C/IOBO COOTBETCTBYET IIPaBI/IBHOMY OTBeTY. B camom
Herme, MeXaHM3M OOHapyXXeHMs1 KOH(IMKTA OIIpefenseT
TO/IBKO 3HAYeHMsI CJIOB U He ONpefessieT, OyaeT /I 3Hade-
HUE CJI0BA COOTBETCTBOBATH HpaBI/UIbHOMy OTBeTy. Ilocne
OGHAPY>KEHNsI CEMAHTUYECKOTO KOH(IMKTA 3amyCcKaeTcs
KOHTPO/Ib OTBETOB. EC/M B 1eICTBUTENBHOCTI KOH(INKTA
OTBETOB He IIPOMCXOAUT (HAIpyMep, IpeqbABICHBl «MO-
TOpHOKOHprQHTHbIe>> CTI/IMyHbI), TO OIUTEIbHOCTDb 3TO-
T'O KOHTPO/IA CHMIKAETCA. SaMeTI/IM, 4TO M3 TaKOWm VHTEP-
Imperagum npAMo He C}IeHyeT BBIBOJOB O TOM, KaK MMC€HHO
KOHTPOHI/IPYIOTCH OTBETHI, — SACHO TOJIBKO, YTO IIpN O6Ha-
py>XeHuu KOH(IUKTA TPATUTCs OOIbIlee BpeMsi Ha OTBET.
ITo muenuto Beprarca u Hoytbaepra (Verguts, Notebaert,
2008, 2009), mocime o6HApy>KeHMsT KOH(IMKTA YBeINdIn-
BaeTCs aKTMBALMsA BCeX 0Opa3oB, KOTOPbIE COHEPKATCs
B IICMXUKe, BKIIOYasi 0Opa3 jBeTa clIoBa 1 06pa3 3Have-
HMs C7I0Ba. TeM He MeHee MOXKHO IIPEIJIOKUTD U albTep-
HATVBHbIE 00BSICHEHMS: TIOC/Ie OOHAPYXKeHMsT KOH(INKTA
IIOBBIIIATCA Tpe6OBaHI/I5{ K TOYHOCTUM OTBE€TA, IIOOABJIA-
I0TCA I/IMHyHbCI/[BHI)Ie OTBETHI U T.[. (CXO)KI/Ie MEXaHU3MbI
npuMeHnTenpHo K Crpyn-uHTepdepeHnnn o6CyXaannch
B pabotax Servant et al., 2014, u Dhooge, Hartsuiker, 2011).

Hamm pe3yHbTaTI)I IIO3BO/IAIOT NPENIOXKNUTD penle-
HUE Oadad OOHOro U3 HpOTI/IBOpe‘H/Iﬁ B MCCIEOOBAHUN MH-
tepdepentyym. C OfHOI CTOPOHBI, 06pPAOOTKY 3HAYEHMs
ClI0B OTHOCAT K Oammucrudecknm mporeccam (ballistic
processing) — MOCIe 3aITycKa 9THX ICUXNIECKUX IPOLeC-
COB HET BO3MOXXHOCTY UX IIPEPBATh WIN OCTAOUTD (B TOM
9yICIIEe ¥ CO CTOPOHBI MEXaHN3MOB KOTHUTMBHOTO KOHTPO-
1) (cM. Tzelgov, 1997). C mpyroii CTOpOHBI, BeIMYMHA UH-
TepdepeHII MOXXeT CHVDKAThCS IPY M3MEHEHUM KOHTEK-
CTa (K HpI/IMepy, npn yBe}H/I‘{eHI/H/I quciaa HeKOHI‘PyQHTHbIX
CTI/IMyIIOB II0 OTHOLICHUIO K Hei{TpaHbeIM), 4YTO IIpUBO-
IONUTCA KaK JOKa3aTebCTBO HeOAIMCTUIHOCTH 06paboT-
K11 3HaueHusA cnosa (HampuMmep, Besner, 2001). Pe3ynbra-
ThI HALIIETO VICCIEJOBAHNS ITO3BO/IAIOT IIPENIIONIOXNUTD, YTO
06paboTKa C/10Ba HA CEMaHTUYECKOM YPOBHE IIPOMCXOUT
«6aIMCTUYHOY, HO CaMa CeMaHTU4ecKas 06paboTka Mo-
JXeT 3aHyCTI/ITb MEXaHN3MbI KOHTPO/IAA OTBETOB.

BriBon

Hame mccrmegoBanme IOKa3bIBa€T, YTO CEMAHTUYECKUI
KOH(/IMKT U KOHQIMKT OTBETOB HE SB/IAIOTCS HE3aBUCU-
MBIMI IPYT OT Apyra B TecTe CTpymna. MbI cunTaeM, 4To ce-

MaHTUYECKUI KOHQIIUKT 3aIlycKaeT IPOLecChl KOHTPOLA,
HO CaM 3TOT KOHTPOJIb paboTaeT yxe C OTBETaMu, IIpH He-
00X0OAIMOCTY TIOAB/ISIS HEpeTleBaHTHBIE OTBETBL

JInteparypa

Apbexosa O.A., Iyces A.H. O COOTHOMEHMN HOHATUI
OIepalOHaJIbHOJ, 1Ie/IeBOJ M CMBICTIOBONI YCTaHOBKM C COBpe-
MEHHBIMI aHITIOA3BIYHBIMY TepMUHaMM // POCCUIICKUIT X ypHAI
KOorHuTUBHOI Hayknm. 2017. T.4. Ne1. C.5-25. URL: http://www.
cogjournal.ru/4/1/pdf/ArbekovaGusevR]CS2017.pdf.

Ymouxun V. C., Bonvuwaxosa K. I. Ycunenne u ocnabnenue
sddexra Crpyna npu BeposaTHOCTHOM HaydeHny // [lcuxomorus.
JKypnan Beicirett nkosnsr skonomykn. 2010. T.7. Ne 3. C. 139-149.

Augustinova M., Parris B. A., Ferrand L. The loci of Stroop
interference and facilitation effects with manual and vocal
responses // Frontiers in Psychology. 2019. Vol. 10. P.1786:1-14.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01786

Bekgi B., Karakas S. Perceptual conflict and response com-
petition: Event-related potentials of the Stroop effect // Tiirk Psi-
kiyatri Dergisi. 2009. Vol. 20. No. 2. P.127-137. URL: http://www.
turkpsikiyatri.com/PDF/C2082/127-137.pdf.

Besner D. The myth of ballistic processing: Evidence from
Stroop’s paradigm // Psychonomic Bulletin and Review. 2001.
Vol. 8. No. 2. P.324-330. doi:10.3758/bf03196168

Botvinick M. M., Braver T.S., Barch D.M., Carter C.S.,
Cohen J. D. Conflict monitoring and cognitive control // Psycho-
logical Review. 2001. Vol.108. No.3. P.624-652. doi:10.1037/
0033-295x.108.3.624

Brown T.L.,  Roos-Gilbert L., Carr T.H.  Automaticity
and word perception: Evidence from Stroop and Stroop dilu-
tion effects // Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learn-
ing, Memory, and Cognition. 1995. Vol.21. No.6. P.1395-1411.
doi:10.1037/0278-7393.21.6.1395

Dhooge E., Hartsuiker R.]. How do speakers resist distrac-
tion? // Psychological Science. 2011. Vol.22. No.7. P.855-859.
doi:10.1177/0956797611410984

Doehrman S., Landau R., O’Connell D. The Stroop phe-
nomenon: Perceptual conflict or response competition? // Per-
ceptual and Motor Skills. 1978. Vol. 47. No.3 suppl. P.1127-1131.
d0i:10.2466/pms.1978.47.3£.1127

Durgin F H. The reverse Stroop effect // Psychonomic Bul-
letin and Review. 2000. Vol.7. No.1. P.121-125. doi:10.3758/
bf03210730

Dyer E N., Severance L. ]. Stroop interference with successive
presentations of separate incongruent words and colors // Jour-
nal of Experimental Psychology. 1973. Vol.98. No.2. P.438-439.
doi:10.1037/h0034353

Glaser M. O., Glaser W. R. Time course analysis of the Stroop
phenomenon // Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human
Perception and Performance. 1982. Vol.8. No.6. P.875-894.
doi:10.1037/0096-1523.8.6.875

Harrison N.S., Boese E. The locus of semantic interference
in the “Stroop” color-naming task // Perception and Psychophys-
ics. 1976. Vol. 20. No. 5. P.408-412. doi:10.3758/bf03199423

Hasshim N.,  Parris B.A.  Assessing  stimulus-stimulus
(semantic) conflict in the Stroop task using saccadic two-to-one
color response mapping and preresponse pupillary measures //
Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics. 2015. Vol.77. No.8.
P.2601-2610. doi:10.3758/s13414-015-0971-9

Janssen N., Schirm W., Mahon B.Z., Caramazza A. Seman-
tic interference in a delayed naming task: Evidence for the
response exclusion hypothesis // Journal of Experimental Psy-
chology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition. 2008. Vol. 34. No. 1.
P.249-256. d0i:10.1037/0278-7393.34.1.249

Kalanthroff E.,  Davelaar E.].,  Henik A.,  Goldfarb L.,
Usher M. Task conflict and proactive control: A computational
theory of the Stroop task // Psychological Review. 2018. Vol. 125.
No. 1. P.59-82. d0i:10.1037/rev0000083

Kinoshita S., de Wit B., Aji M., Norris D. Evidence accu-
mulation in the integrated and primed Stroop tasks // Memory
and Cognition. 2017. Vol.45. No.5. P.824-836. doi:10.3758/
s13421-017-0701-8

Poccuincknii >xypHan KOrHUTUBHON HayKu

nekabpb 2019, Tom 6, Ne 4

www.cogjournal.ru

37


http://www.cogjournal.ru/
http://www.cogjournal.ru/
http://www.cogjournal.ru/4/1/pdf/ArbekovaGusevRJCS2017.pdf
http://www.cogjournal.ru/4/1/pdf/ArbekovaGusevRJCS2017.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01786
http://www.turkpsikiyatri.com/PDF/C20S2/127-137.pdf
http://www.turkpsikiyatri.com/PDF/C20S2/127-137.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/bf03196168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.108.3.624
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.108.3.624
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.21.6.1395
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797611410984
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pms.1978.47.3f.1127
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/bf03210730
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/bf03210730
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0034353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.8.6.875
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/bf03199423
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13414-015-0971-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.34.1.249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/rev0000083
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13421-017-0701-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13421-017-0701-8

A.C. Ctapopy6ues, M. B. Annaxseppos

A ekt CTpyna: KOHMDNKT OTBETOB U CEMaHTUYECKNIA KOH(INKT

Luo C.R. Semantic competition as the basis of Stroop
interference: Evidence from color-word matching tasks // Psy-
chological Science. 1999. Vol.10. No.1. P.35-40. doi:10.1111/
1467-9280.00103

Lupker S.J., Katz A.N. Input, decision, and response factors
in picture-word interference // Journal of Experimental Psychol-
ogy: Human Learning and Memory. 1981. Vol. 7. No. 4. P.269-282.
doi:10.1037/0278-7393.7.4.269

Mills L., Kinoshita S., Norris D. No negative priming effect
in the manual Stroop task // Frontiers in Psychology. 2019. Vol. 10.
P.1764:1-9. d0i:10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01764

Parris B. A. Task conflict in the Stroop task: When Stroop
interference decreases as Stroop facilitation increases in a low
task conflict context // Frontiers in Psychology. 2014. Vol.5.
P.1182:1-9. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01182

Parris B.A., Wadsley M. G., Hasshim N., Benattayallah A.,
Augustinova M., Ferrand L. An fMRI study of response and
semantic conflict in the Stroop task // Frontiers in Psychology.
2019. Vol. 10. P.2426:1-12. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02426

Riley E, McMahon K.L., de Zubicaray G. Long-lasting
semantic interference effects in object naming are not necessar-
ily conceptually mediated // Frontiers in Psychology. 2015. Vol. 6.
P.578:1-14. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00578

Schmidt ]. R. Evidence against conflict monitoring and adap-
tation: An updated review // Psychonomic Bulletin and Review.
2018. Vol.26. No. 3. P.753-771. doi:10.3758/s13423-018-1520-z

Schmidt ]. R., Cheesman J., Besner D. You can't Stroop a lexi-
cal decision: Is semantic processing fundamentally facilitative? //
Canadian Journal of Experimental Psychology / Revue canadienne
de psychologie expérimentale. 2013. Vol.67. No.2. P.130-139.
doi:10.1037/a0030355

Schmidt J.R., Hartsuiker R.]., Houwer J.D. Interference
in Dutch-French Bilinguals // Experimental Psychology. 2018.
Vol. 65. No. 1. P.13-22. doi:10.1027/1618-3169/a000384

Servant M., Montagnini A., Burle B. Conflict tasks and the
diffusion framework: Insight in model constraints based on psy-
chological laws // Cognitive Psychology. 2014. Vol. 72. P.162-195.
doi:10.1016/j.cogpsych.2014.03.002

Sharma D., McKenna F.P. Differential components of the
manual and vocal Stroop tasks // Memory and Cognition. 1998.
Vol. 26. No. 5. P.1033-1040. doi:10.3758/bf03201181

Shichel 1., Tzelgov J. Modulation of conflicts in the Stroop
effect // Acta Psychologica. 2018. Vol. 189. P.93-102. d0i:10.1016/].

actpsy.2017.10.007

Stafford T., Gurney K. N. Additive factors do not imply dis-
crete processing stages: A worked example using models of the
Stroop task // Frontiers in Psychology. 2011. Vol.2. P.287: 1-9.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00287

Starreveld P A., Heij W.L. Picture-word interference is
a Stroop effect: A theoretical analysis and new empirical find-
ings // Psychonomic Bulletin and Review. 2016. Vol.24. No.3.
P.721-733. d0i:10.3758/s13423-016-1167-6

Steinhauser M., Hiibner R. Distinguishing response con-
flict and task conflict in the Stroop task: Evidence from ex-Gauss-
ian distribution analysis // Journal of Experimental Psychol-
ogy: Human Perception and Performance. 2009. Vol.35. No.5.
P.1398-1412. doi:10.1037/2a0016467

Stroop J.R. Studies of interference in serial verbal reac-
tions // Journal of Experimental Psychology. 1935. Vol. 18. No.6.
P.643-662. d0i:10.1037/h0054651

Tzelgov J. Automatic but conscious: That is how we act most
of the time // The Automaticity of Everyday Life. Advances in
social cognition / R.S. Wyer, T.K. Srull (Eds.). Urbana-Cham-
paign: University of Illinois, 1997. Vol. 10. P.217-230.

van Veen V., Carter C.S. Separating semantic conflict and
response conflict in the Stroop task: A functional MRI study //
NeuroImage. 2005. Vol.27. No.3. P.497-504. doi:10.1016/].
neuroimage.2005.04.042

Verguts T., Notebaert W. Hebbian learning of cogni-
tive control: Dealing with specific and nonspecific adapta-
tion // Psychological Review. 2008. Vol.115. No.2. P.518-525.
doi:10.1037/0033-295X.115.2.518

Verguts T., Notebaert W. Adaptation by binding: a learning
account of cognitive control // Trends in Cognitive Sciences. 2009.
Vol. 13. No. 6. P.252-257. d0i:10.1016/j.tics.2009.02.007

Wadsley M. An fMRI and TMS investigation of response,
semantic, and task conflict in the Stroop task. PhD dissertation.
Bournemouth University, 2019. URL: http://eprints.bournemouth.
ac.uk/31760/1/WADSLEY%2C%20Michael M.Res. 2018.pdf.

Wendelken C., Ditterich J., Bunge S. A., Carter C.S. Stimulus
and response conflict processing during perceptual decision mak-
ing // Cognitive, Affective, and Behavioral Neuroscience. 2009.
Vol.9. No. 4. P.434-447. d0i:10.3758/cabn.9.4.434

Poccuincknii >xypHan KOrHUTUBHON HayKu

nekabpb 2019, Tom 6, Ne 4

www.cogjournal.ru

38


http://www.cogjournal.ru/
http://www.cogjournal.ru/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.7.4.269
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01764
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01182
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02426
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00578
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13423-018-1520-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0030355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1618-3169/a000384
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2014.03.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/bf03201181
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2017.10.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2017.10.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00287
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13423-016-1167-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0016467
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0054651
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2005.04.042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2005.04.042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.115.2.518
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2009.02.007
http://eprints.bournemouth.ac.uk/31760/1/WADSLEY%252C%2520Michael_M.Res._2018.pdf
http://eprints.bournemouth.ac.uk/31760/1/WADSLEY%252C%2520Michael_M.Res._2018.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/cabn.9.4.434

