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Introduction (Use liberally, if you wish):
Repeat title
1. The Stroop Phenomenon represents a classic example of intra-stimulus (i.e., within-stimulus) attribute interference.
2. The Stroop Phenomenon is traditionally defined as the additional time required to name the ink color of an incongruent color word (e.g., saying “blue” when presented with:  RED) relative to the time required to name the ink color of a non-word (e.g., saying “blue” when presented with:  (XXX)).
3. Even though more than 1,000 articles reporting on the nature of the Stroop Phenomenon have been published in the experimental psychology literature, just how it occurs remains poorly understood. 
4. Over the years, two primary threads of inquiry into the Stroop Phenomenon have emerged:
(a) Studies concerning the basic mechanisms giving rise to the Stroop Phenomenon. Explanations offered include (a) attention (difficult to ignore the meaning of the incongruent color word) and (b) response competition (mistakenly reading aloud the incongruent color word—simply saying “red” when presented with RED—must be inhibited by the participant) (insert your reviews of relevant papers: http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/Stroop/, emo_10_6_944.pdf, pag_13_1_120.pdf).
(b) Studies assessing the Stroop Phenomenon as a means of investigating individual differences in semantic memory structures corresponding to certain personal habits and traumatic experiences, as well as broader psychopathologies and neuropsychological syndromes. (insert your reviews of relevant papers: abn_109_3_355.pdf, adb_15_3_268.pdf).
5. The purpose of our study was to examine further #4a through the inclusion of an intermediate stimulus condition: words that did not have a color meaning (number words or “Non Color Word stimuli”; e.g., THREE), in addition to incongruent color words or “Color Word stimuli” (e.g., RED) and as a control condition, non-words or “Color-Only” stimuli (e.g., (XXX)).
6. Three hypotheses are posed (Note--C: mean ink color naming time of Color-Only stimuli, e.g., (XXX); NCW : mean ink color naming time of Non-Color word stimuli, e.g., THREE; CW: mean ink color naming time of Color Word stimuli, e.g. RED).
(a) Ho : C >= NCW >= CW. This is the null hypothesis for the directional predictions of H1 and H2.  
(b) H1 : C >=NCW < CW. This is the “Color Interference” hypothesis: The Stroop Phenomenon only occurs when naming the ink color of an incongruent color word.
(c) H2 : C < NCW < CW. This is the “Word Form + Color Interference” hypothesis: The Stroop Phenomenon is due to the response competition of pronouncing a presented word of any meaning and is increased further in the presence of a word whose semantic category is relevant to the ink naming task (i.e., when the word’s meaning is another color). 




Methods
Participants. Participants were 115 undergraduates enrolled in an on-line course in experimental psychology methodology at Montclair State University, Montclair, NJ.
Materials. Materials consisted of three stimulus MSWord document “sheets”: a sheet of Color-Only stimuli (C, i.e., (XXX)); a sheet of Non-Color Word Stimuli (NCW, i.e., number words: ONE, TWO, THREE, FOUR); and a sheet of Color Word stimuli (CW, i.e., RED, BLUE, YELLOW, GREEN).  Each sheet presented 48 items in a 6 row X 8 column array.  For the NCW sheet this entail 12 examples of the four number words; likewise, for the CW sheet this entailed 12 examples of the four color words. Ink colors (technically computer screen pixel colors: red, blue, yellow, green) were randomly but equally distributed across each sheet type, with the restriction that for the CW sheet, ink colors were always assigned to be incongruent with the meaning of the color word (e.g., RED, BLUE, YELLOW, GREEN). 
Apparatus. Apparatus consisted of a cell-phone stopwatch.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Design. In this study, the independent variable was stimulus condition with three levels (C, NCW, CW) manipulated within-participants.  The dependent variable was elapsed time (i.e., latency) measured in seconds to name aloud the ink colors of the 35 items on a given stimulus sheet.
Procedure. Participants received three replications of each  stimulus sheet randomly intermixed yielding nine total trials.  On a given trial, the participant self-timed their commencement of the ink-color naming task for a preselected stimulus sheet. Stimulus item Ink colors were named aloud in a left-to-right top-down manner as quickly and as correctly as possible.  Upon completion of the task, the elapsed time was then recorded on a datasheet. This procedure was repeated for the remaining trials.
Results
	Data for analysis consisted on mean ink color naming latencies average over the three replications for each stimulus condition and each participant. These means are shown in Figure 1 plotted according to stimulus condition averaged over participants. (Insert graph I sent earlier with additional labels for the X axis i.e., “Stimulus Condition” and Y axis, i.e., “Mean Ink Color Naming Latencies”.)
To test the hypotheses posed earlier, two contrasts were performed on the data involving a one-tailed t-tests for matched samples. (Insert verbal description of statistics sheet I sent earlier here).
                                                                                         Discussion
1. Verbally restate Ho, H1 and H2.
2. Indicate that the statistical tests (a) refute Ho, (because NCW<CW), (b) do not fully support H2 (because statistically C=NCW), and (c) best support H1 (because C=NCW and NCW<CW).
3. Describe how these results support the notion that word form alone is not enough to trigger intra-stimulus attribute interference (because we found that C=NCW), but rather the word must also mean a color that is in direct conflict with the ink color that needs to be said by the participant aloud (because we found that NCW<CW).
4. Relate the most relevant papers reviewed in the Introduction.  How do these results support earlier work on the role of word meaning in producing the Stroop Phenomenon?
5. Mention what limitations this study may have had that call into question our results (e.g., if the participant made any mistakes, these would inflate the total time to name the ink colors on a given stimulus sheet—especially for the slower CW condition.
6. Describe what the next experiment might look like, possibly to remedy the problem mentioned in #5: By timing each stimulus item individually, errors could be removed yielding a “cleaner” measure of ink color naming latency when the task is performed without errors. 	
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