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FIGURE 3.19 The task is to say aloud the number of characlers 5 5 5
in each row. This is a variation of the Stroop 1ask, (From Glass & 1 I | 1
Huyoak, 1986, Reprinled by permission of MoGraw-HilL)
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color of the word red is green. Figure 3.18 also shows the times subjects
took to name the words in these three conditions. The effects are asym-
metrical. That is, subjects do not experience the same facilitation or inter-
i ference in reading the word as a function of its ink color. Of course, they
are also much faster at reading a word than naming its ink color, reflecting
the highly automatic character of reading,

- Subjects are not only much slower at naming the ink color in the con-
condition; they also make many more errors that involve intruding the
e of the color word rather than its ink color Reading is such an
ftomated response that they are often unable to inhibit reading the word,
den though they are instructed not to read the word but to say the color.
= 3.19 presents an analog of the Stroop effect developed by Flowers,
er, and Polansky (1979} which we can demonstrate in a black-and-
text, You should process it row by row saying as fast as possible the
nber of characters in each row. You should find it very difficult to resist
#ing the numbers that make up the row rather than counting the num-
is is because number recognition is much more automated than
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'Elc]_.eod and Dunbar (1988) looked at the effect of practice in a
p task, They used an experiment in which the subjects had to leamn
Btolor names for random shapes. The experimenters then presented the
DIty with test geometric simuli in which subjects had to say either the
e associated with the shape or the actual ink color of the shape.
original Stroop experiment, there were three conditions:

ntrol: White shapes were presented when subjects were to
‘the color name for the shape, or colored squares were pre-
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sented when they had to name the ink color of the shape. (The
square shape was not associated with any color.)

+ Conflict: The random shape was in a different ink color from
its name.

Figure 3.20a shows the results from this task. Color naming was much
more automatic than shape naming and was relatively unaffected by the
congruence with the shape, whereas shape naming was impacted by con-
gruence with the ink color. Then, MacLeod and Dunbar gave the subjects
twenty days’ of practice at naming the shapes. Figure 3.20b shows the re-
sults then obtained. Subjects had gotten much faster at shape naming, and
doing so interfered with color naming rather than vice versa. Thus, the
consequence of the training was to make shape naming automatic, like
word reading, so that it impacted on color naming,

Reading a word is such an automatic response (hal I s difficult 1o inhibit, and it
will interfere with processing other information about the word,

ere has been a gradual shift in the way the field of cognitive psychology
erceived the issue of attention. For a long time, the implicit a::sumf'}-
of the field was captured by this famous quote from William James
0} over a century ago:

eryone knows what attention is. It is the taking possession by the
mind, in a clear and vivid form, of one out of what seem several
imultancously possible objects or trains of thought. Focalization,
oncentration of consclousness are of its essence. It implies
dthdrawal from some things in order to deal effectively with others.
pp. 403 —404)

tures of this quote reflect onee-held conceptions about attention.
that attention is strongly related to consciousness —that we cannot
to one thing unless we are conscious of it. The second is that atten-
K& consciousness, is a unitary system. The field is more and more
0 recognize that the association of attention with consciousness
unfortunate (e.g., Shiffrin, 1997} since many attentional phenom-
| quite unconscious, For instance, people are often not conscious
they have moved their eyes. Along with this realization has come
zation that attention is not just one factor (e.g., Pashler, 1995). We
that it makes sense to separate auditory attention from visual



