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The Effect of Confronted Animals in Size Comparison Task™

Lijeong Hong', Jong-Ho Nam'

'Department of Psychology, the Catholic University of Korea

The facilitative effect of stimuli arrangement was reported when two objects were arranged to make interact functionally (Green

& Hummel, 2006; Papeo, Stein, & Soto-Faraco, 2017). It was investigated whether a similar effect could be observed when an

implied circumstantial relationship was made by manipulating the facing direction of animals. We modified the size comparison

task which was used to judge the semantic size of animal by Moyer (1973) and Paivio (1975). Specifically, four types of

confrontation were applied to presenting two images: (1) facing left, (2) facing right, (3) face-to-face, or (4) back-to-back. In

results, an inhibitory effect of face-to-face arrangement was observed. The reaction time performances were ordered by the

confrontation types, face-to-face, back-to-back, and facing left or right, from the slowest to the fastest. It was conjectured that

different circumstantial relationship provoked by the confrontation types of stimuli could put an extra load on cognitive

processing, which could interfere the main cognitive judgments.
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Figure 1. Four confrontation types of two photographic stimuli in the task.
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Table 2. Mean RTs(standard deviations) in the task using photographic stimuli.

confrontation types of two stimuli

I left all right face—to—face back—to—back
all small 631(121) 626(147) 705(124) 637(136)
photographic size vs. congruent 589(112) 587(128) 653(119) 596(120)
semantic size of stimulus incongruent 663(119) 661(144) 741(132) 671(138)
all large 611(118) 607(141) 680(128) 629(132)
Mean 623(118) 621(140) 695(126) 633(132)
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Figure 2. Mean RTs against difference in semantic size according to the relationship photographic size and semantic size of stimuli in

the task. Error bars indicate the standard error of the mean(SEM).
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Figure 3. Mean RTs against difference in semantic size according to the confrontation types of two stimuli in the task. Error bars

indicate the standard error of the mean(SEM).

Table 3. Mean RTs(standard deviations) in the task using word stimuli.

confrontation types of two photographic stimuli

all left all right face—to—face back—to—back

1 897(133) 866(129) 974(111) 885(141)

2 816(125) 799(113) 882(102) 836(152)
difference of

o 3 767(122) 738(99) 845(104) 763(151)
semantic size

4 714(110) 692(99) 782(135) 730(146)

5 687(126) 660(133) 745(139) 704(176)

Mean 776(123) 751(114) 845(118) 784(153)
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