AHHOTAIUA K BBINYCKHOW KBaJIM(PUKANMOHHOH padoTe
BAIIIMAKOBOM STHBI ITABJIOBHBI
Ponpb korHuTHBHON TMOKOCTH B Mpoliecce co3aanus Meradop
Hayunsiii pyxkosoauress — IIEPBAKOBA OJIbI'A BTAIUMHWPOBHA,

JOTICHT KadeIphl 0OIIEH MCUXO0JIOTHH, KaHTIUAAT IICHXOJIOTHYSCKUX HAYK

JlanHOE HccleloBaHuE OCHOBBIBAJIOCH HA NMPEAMNOIO0KEHUH, YTO BBICOKAsh KOTHUTUBHAsS
rubkocth (acunmutupyer mnpormecc co3ganus meradop. s MoaynupoBaHUS KOTHUTHBHOU
TMOKOCTH PECHOHJIEHTOB HCHOJIb30BANaCh MEIUTATUBHAS TEXHUKA Pa3BUTHUS KOTHUTUBHBIX
HAaBBIKOB.

VYyactauku (N=55; 45 xenutun; 18-33 ner; M=20,5+3,11) nponuii HECKOIBKO METOMK,
3aTeM OBbUIM CIIy4yalHO pachpeiefieHbl B TPHU TPYIIIbI: MEAUTAINH, MCEBIOMEAUTAIIMU U 0e3
Bo3aeiicTBus. [lepBpiM ABYM rpynmaMm mpenjaraioch B TeueHue 14-Tu JIHEH MpociyluBaTh
ay/MO3auch C 3aJlanueM (peajbHas MEIUTAllMs WM TeKCT Ha MOBCEAHEBHYIO Temy). Bropoit
3amep npoxoau ciycts 13—29 nHelt mociie nepBoro.

Mertonpr: «Co3nanne meradops» (S.I1. bammakoBa, M.O. ApanecsiH); «HeoObranas
cutyauus» (3. Toppanc); «lIporuBononoxusie cyxaenus» (O.B. Ilepbakosa, W.B.
['onoBanoBa); «CamMo4yBCTBHE, aKTUBHOCTh, HacTpoeHue» (B.A. Jlockun ¢ coaBrt.);
«IponBunyThie mporpeccuBHble MaTpuilb» (k. PaBen); koppekTypHas mpoOa; Tabmuubl O.
[lynsbTe.

Me:XrpyIInoBbIX UM BHYTPUTPYIIIOBIX Pa3IuYHii 10 3aMepaM KOTHUTUBHOM TMOKOCTH U
KpeaTuBHOCTH MeTadgop He Obuio oOHapyxkeHo (T-Bmimkokcona, H-Kpackana-Yoimeca).
KpeatuBHocTh MeTaop 3HAYMMO HE KOppenupoBaja ¢ MOKa3aTeIsIMH KOTHUTUBHON TMOKOCTH
(r-Criupmena).

[TonmydyeHHble pe3ynbTaThl PACKPBIBAIOT MOTEHIMANbHBIE MPOOIEMBbl TPUMEHEHUs
MEUTAIIMU KaK CTI0co0a pa3BUTHs KOTHUTUBHBIX HABBIKOB. OTCYTCTBHUE 3HAYUMBIX CBSI3EH MEKTY
KpEaTUBHOCTHIO MeTaop M KOTHUTUBHON THOKOCTBIO 00CYKIAeTCsl C TOUKH 3PSHUSI pa3IudHii B
croco0ax U3MepeHUsI KOTHUTUBHON THOKOCTH, aKIEHTUPYIOIINX BHUMAHNE Ha Pa3HBIX aCIEKTax
JTaHHOTO (heHOMEHa.

KmroueBrie croBa: CO3JaHUC MeTa(i)Op, KOIHUTHBHAasA FI/I6KOCTB, KpCaTuBHOCTb, MCAWUTAlUA,
KOTHUTHUBHBIN KOHTPOJIb, pPa3BUTUC KOTHUTUBHBIX HABBIKOB



Abstract

In this study, we proposed that cognitive flexibility facilitates metaphor production. To
potentially enhance participants’ cognitive flexibility, we used an open-monitoring meditation
technique.

Participants (n=55, aged 18-33, M=20,5+3,11) completed several tasks before they were
randomly assigned to one of the three groups: meditation, sham-meditation, and control. The first
two groups were asked to complete an audio-guided task (real meditation or a narrative on house
plants), and the third had no task. Post-test was conducted 13-29 days from the pre-test.

Measures: metaphor production (la.P. Bashmakova, M.O. Avanesyan), cognitive
flexibility (‘Consequences’ by E. Torrance; ‘Opposite statements’ by O.V. Schcherbakova, 1.V.
Golovanova), state (‘Well-being, activity, mood’ by V. Doskin et al.), sustained attention
(Bourdon-Anfimov test), attention shifting (E. Shulte’s tables), intelligence (J. Raven’s Advanced
Progressive Matrices).

No significant itra- or intergroup differences were observed (Wilcoxon, Kruskal-Wallis
tests). Further, Spearman’s rho revealed no significant correlations between measures of
metaphors’ creativity and cognitive flexibility.

Our results uncover some potential issues of using meditation as a cognitive enhancement
tool. The lack of significant links between cognitive flexibility and metaphors’ creativity is
discussed with regards to diversity in cognitive flexibility measures, which usually concern
different aspects of this phenomenon.

Keywords: metaphor production, cognitive flexibility, creativity, meditation, cognitive
control, cognitive enhancement



