- - A\ - et T gD

: ._, Lo ’ . x . , \‘
o DOCUMENT RESUME

~ R |

PS 012 366

ED 206 396
.- AOTHOR ' Peters, R. DeV.: Bernfeld, Gary A..
‘TETLE Reflection-Impulsivity apd Social Reasoning.
SPONS AGENCY . Ontario Mental Health Foundation, Toronto: Social.

Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada,
- T T 0tkawa (Ontarioy. T e e e T
PUB DATE May 80 : ‘ . '
wore ! - 23p.: Portions of this paper were presentei at the
Biennial Meeting of the Southeastern Conference on
) Human Development (5th, Atlanta, 54, april, 1978) and
© the Waterloo Conference on Child Developaent
' o N _ (Waterloo, Ontario, Canada, May, 1980).

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. ' ‘ -
DESCRIPTORS *Cognitive Processes: Cognitive Style: Comparative
) Ainalysiss *Conceptual Tempo:. *Decision Making: |
Elementary Education: *Elementary Sc¢hool Students: .
. .Poreign Countries: Grade 1: Grade 2; Males; f
Personality Traits: Problem .Solving: *Reaction Time:
Lol ] *Social Behavior: Student Behavior
IDENTIFIERS Canadas' Matzching Familiar Pigures<Test (Kagan):
: - *Social Reasoning L : '
ABSTRACT i : . ~
. . The major purpoge of this study was to assess the -
degree to which cognitive style, as indexed by the Matching Pamiliar
Piqures Test (MFFT), is related to the way in which children respond - r
*o'problems with social or interpersonal content. Fifty-tvwo v g
reflective and 64 impulsive first- and second-grade boys were
" presented with a number of stories in which one of the chacacters was
» faced with a decision as to how to react to other people i a variety
5f conflict situations. A number of different types.of -responses were
" presented *o each child who-was required, to select the one ‘he
considered most appropriate. 'To further examine the relationship
between cognitive style and varioud social ’behavior's and parsonality
. characteristics, a teacher-rating scale was completbéd by the
sabiects' teachers (N=13). Each child was ratéd on’six different -
.dimensdions of classroom behavior: aggression, need achieveaernt,
- anxiety, academic disability,‘isolation, and. extraversion. Results
" indicated that the impulsive boys donsistently responded more quickly
_ +han d4id the reflectives. Also, the. impulsives copsidered‘yielding to
be an gpgropréate response to social conflict more frequently than . .
224 the refledtives, while the reflectives vieved assertive behavior
sr direct confrontation to bhe more appropriate than did the
impulsives, Teéacher ratings on Miller's (1972) School Behavior
,Checklist yielded no diffecences between the two cognitive style
aroups on any of the six classroonm behafio: measures. (Author/HP)
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ABSTRACT. |
. .
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<
Social Reasoning

’

Fifty two refleeti0e>and 64 impulsive first- and second-grade boys were ad-

Y
\

ministered a soc1a1 reasonlng task cons1st1ng of six social conflict s1tuatlons.

- = \

y

.-

-

Measures were taken of the types of responses to éqnflict which the cniidren

considered to be most appropriate and also decision latencies.

A

-

boys responded consistently more quickly than the ref&ectives,

The- impulsive

.

’ Also, the -

3

Y

academic disability or hestile isclation.
. M -4 L

1mpu1s1ves considered the response of y1eld1ng to be an approprlate response to

-

soc1al conflict more frequently than did the reflectlves (p<. 001), whlle the
. i.

reflectlves v1ewed assertive or dlrect confrontation to be more approprxate

s

than did the.impuls}ves (ES.OS)é Teecher ratings on Mille:'s (1972) School

Behavior Checklist yielded no differences between the two cognitive style

= .

groups on measures of aggression, anxiety, need achiebement, extravegsion,
- | I . 5

The fact that=reflectiv25'evidenced

«
. B
. . e

a. slower,

more direct .approach tham the impulsives on the social reasoning task
‘ 4

H

neflection-impulsiviﬁy dimension to social rddsoning.:

is consistent with coénitive style difference which fave been found on’ non-
social problem‘salving tasks and extehds the pgtential relevance of the
*

- : - oo .
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Reflection-Impulsivity and Sogial Reasonind

fhe term cognitive_style refers, to individual differences and intra-individual

conSistenCies in cognitive functioning (Kagan and Kogan, 1970). One such cognitive

L -

»style dimenSion which has nECently received conSiderable interest is the degree

\ ‘4

to which a. person pauses to evaluate his cognitive products in Situations of

. response unCertainty. This construct, known as reflection-impu151v1ty, was
” ‘c-’g _

operationally defined by Kagan,oRosman, Day, Albert and Phillips (1964) as

.-
the combination of two-correlated dimenSions, response la&ency and accyracy,

- - I3 % v

on the Matching Familiar Figures Test (MFFT),fwhich is a complex matching-to-
. R

sample task. Based on MFFT performance, cognitive impuISiVity refers to the

s .

tendency to respond quickly and innaccurately wh;le reflection involves slower -

. . ’ ] . N
and more accuratg performance. ’ o, . N

] "Researclt oh refleetidn-impulsivity'has'tendég to concGhtrate primarilf.on
7cognitive‘tasks which are associated wath .academic performance. Alsubstantial
7 body of research wa exists which demonstrates differentiafkperformance by o
\
reflective and imp&lsive children on a wide range of cognitivé/academic tasks .
o % - !\ .

™

including inductivexreasoning LKagan, Pearson and Welch 1966) , concept shifts

(Peters, 1979), perqeptual learning (Odom, McIntyre and Neal, 197l)p conservation
(Barst%s .and Ford, lp‘i‘ and visual analysis skills (Zelniker and Jeffrey, 1976).

Both’ M&sser (1976) a?d Wright and Vlietstra- (1977) have recently reviewed this
P .
literature.  ° : : o

‘Huston-Stein, Susman and Friedrich (Note 1) obserwved that "while cogniti#g
- . : ) . . -

L, ) . 4 2 . i ‘
style falls theorgtically somewhere between cognition and personality ...most of
5 ) N . - Lo * .
the research on reflec@ion—i@pulsivity has Eeen concerned with itsmrelationship

o, € ¢

o cognitive perfo e (p. 1).. The questiop naturally arises a%gtb whether

e

’ individual differences {in reflect;on impulSiviﬁ; are:related to either'performance

N %

on soc1al reasoning tasks or tao différences in,social behavior. Relatively little

LS - ~

.
4

" research has examined. these questions: In general, tiording to Kagan & Kogan ;'

AR - *

'nQest}Qatorsehave.tended to down;play "the critical and

(1970}, cognitive §tyl§




Social Reasoning

. ‘2

.
)

cemﬁlementary roles of the sooial and impersonal environments“”(p; ¥352). As

weil few. except for Splvack and his colleagues (e.g., Spivack, Platt and Shure,

v

=

1976) have stressed the necess1ty to d1st1nguish between the reasoning processes

required In'Impersonal and interpérsonal _situations.< Thus, researchers (e.g.

- —

Camp, 1977) have agsumed, without empirical 3ust1ficat10n, thdt cognltlve 1mpu151v1
{ :

should he-inexorably expressed as behavioral impulsivity. \

3 -

- P 4
One approach to investigating the possible impact of cognitive style variables

on social processes has arisen out of recent research on the general question of

1 ¥

how children think about their social worlds, an area referred to as social,

EOgnitien (Chandler, 1977; Shantz, 1975). A major assumption underfying social

.'cognitive research is that the'processes which affect the way in which children

N 1

- i - .

“think ‘or reason gboutjsocial information constitute an important set of ipfluences

on their social behaviar.
:3.

the relationship’ between reflect10n-1gpuls1vity and a variety of social re

Gonsequently, ‘a number of 1nvbstigaﬁors have explored

asoning

4

Schlieferrand Douglas (1972) found'thft_sdx-year-olds who demonstrated more
- ’ . - LI

’

1

/

-t

tasks.

A

4 . .

mature forms of moral reasoning showed longer MFFT latencies and were zated by
. - + ’ RN

"their teachers as more attentive and reflective than children showing immature

*

' . L - { .
moral reasoning. Campbell and Douglas j1972) found that reflective 6-, 8-, and

1Q-year-o0ld boys tended fo choose optimistic endings, while impulsives chose

* . - "y . h] .
pessimistié endings, in a story completion test aimed at eliciting responses to .

the threat of frustrationr.

&

mhe\gutﬁors interpreted this‘to indicate’an active.,
ettempt by the .reflectives to modify ﬁbe frustrating events, as opposed to either
Y - ’ . ]
a,faiipre'to deal with these events or a passive acceptance of the inevitable

: 4

7Berzensky (1974) found that reflective six- and seven-year-
' - : .

olds showed more mature animistic-thinking than impulsives and Glenwick and
A ¢ LY

Burka (1975) found a significantlrelationship between MFFT performance and

by the impulsives.
¥ - A
-

]
“*

L4

role—takingyahility in fourth-grade ﬂoys but not girls; .This latter finding

-
L)

t

s

—
%
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¢ brosocial behavior than impulsive children.

L

Ly
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#

however was not repliéated by either Rubin (1978) or Miller and Leahy (Note 2)

~who found role-taking ability in school-aged children to be ‘unrelated to MFFT

performance.

A second general apprpoach to examining the possible influence of cognitive

style on social functioning has been to compare varioq5 @eaéurés of personality
" characteristics and social behavior for impuisive and reflective.children. Block,

Block and Harrington (1974) ;ﬁudﬁed_teacher ratings of the personality chargp%e&-
- igtics.@f nursery school children and found that the most impulsive (&.e. fast
. . .
. £
and inaccurate on the MFFT) children yere rated as anxious, hypersensitive,

vulnerable and’ structure-seeking whereas the reflective (slow, accurate) children

-

were rated as reasonable, calm, considerate and interpersonally mature. Huston-

h

=

Stein et -al. (Note 1) collected classroom observaﬁggis of preschoolers involved

Y

in Head Start programs’and found that reflective children were more aggressive,

more assertive and more likely to show understanding of others and engage in

o~

- . R $
Ault, Crawford and Jeffrey (1972) found that reflegtive third- and fourth-

gradérchi;qten were rated by teachers as higher in attention ané lower in hyper-

activity than impulsive children but not different iq motivation to learn.

Unfortupately, the results of the Ault et al. (1972) study were confounded with

the sex of children. McKinney (1975) similarly found that reflective subjegts .

N . R ] * .
(in grade two) were rated by their teachers as-'more atterttive and less distractable
. y . ’ . ' .
than impulsives. Glenwick, Barocas and Burka (1976) reported a relationship

batween MFFT éerformance and teacher ratings |{in fourth-grade boys, with the more

5 & - .
iﬁpul§i¥e boys being rated, s higher in actipg out,, moodiness and learning diffi-

¥
*

culties. Similar-results were found for girls.only on the ratings of learning

o~ . N —_—

'difficu;tieq~ Glenwick et al., also found that reflective performance on the MQET

3 i -

was asgoéiaged with greater peer popularity, although here again, the fgndings

‘Mere strghgerffpr boys ‘than girls. < : . .
. ‘

On the .other hand, Bjogkfund and Butter (1973) féund no differenceg between(

iy

. @ -

reflectivé‘and’ihpulsiye féurth graders on either teacher ratings of h§peractivity
"o : £ L ) s < f

6 | L

,
¥
Y

L
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or self ratings: of impuisivity. Bentler and McClain (1976) coliected.teacher-, 1

l peer-, and self-ratings on extraversion, test anxiety, impulsivity and academic

. achievement motivation on firth-grade children. Although the types of ratings

) ‘o . ) . - . .
_ - ~— showed a high degree of consistensy among. themselves, there was no.relationship‘

—— . - e e e T L . - = - _ [ P

between ‘these ratingstand<MfFT performance. Sergeant,:van Velthoven and‘Virginia

~
A}

) (f979) recently reported no relationship.between teacher, and'“blind" observer

.

ratings of hyperact1v1ty and MFFT performance in ch11dren betweerr the ages of 8

L4

and 12, and Moore, Haskins and Mcxinney (1980) studying 9-11 year olds, folind

“no differences between reflecbive and* impulsive children on a variety of classroom
behaviors, including attendinyg, distraction and aggressian. ‘

In sumary, individual differences in-the cognitive style dimension of

-

reflection—impu151v1ty have been found to be related to the quali;y of performancer,

. ’

on a w1de variety of nonsocial problem solv1ng tasks, 1ndicat1ng that reflectives

tend to be more careful and accprate in their performance - than impu%siveai The
few studieés which have examined'the relationship of this cognitive style with
\ . = - A ¥

-

social reasoning or,personality characteristics have yielded inconsistent results.

" There is saome suggestion that reflectives may be more attentiyef~more assertive

- > , .

~ and aggressive, and less. anxious than impu151ves, while there ig little indication

)

'to date of any-consistent differences in more. molar personality characteristics

v . T
. such as achievement motivation, test anxiety, extraversion, ‘behavioral impulsivipy
or hyperactivity. ) N . S

r
- e

i It should be noted that the partigg;ar social reasoning tasks which have been
utilized in the reSearch with reflection-impulsivity, viz. mdral reasoning, - -

A

animistic thinking and role taking.tasks, have been. selected because of an hypothe-

#

.sized relation between cognitive ihpuleivity and the ?iagetﬂq@ process of egocentric

(3
- R N _ »

= _ thinking. That is, the research was.desién d to determinme whether impulsive
children would have more difficulty than reﬁiect}vesireaSOning about the intentions

. - ) T - . . ) f
& . or perspectives of others. The equivocal findings suggest that impulsivity may (

L

feom v

not be strongly related to egocentric thoughtl "As well, researchers such as
L.? v L . . & -
) . N . -
RIC . ¢ . N ,
. . , i e e . )
:5::,.; Provid c , . [~ ) L. 7 L gr. - . 3 )

"




PO ) . BN ’ ) . " social Reasoning- 5

P N - . .. ' . ‘ o ( - -

Damon (1979} and Frome-Paget (Note 3) hav9 recently criticized the overemphasis
. ‘, ; ~ ) ] . N )

on'egocentriém‘and other aspects of mathgmaﬁical-physicalycognition advocated, by

Piaget which they claim has restriMed the research focus in the area of social

- - « cognition. A more profitable approach to, studying the impact of reflection-

<

impulsivity on sopialAreasoning might be to employ tasks which bear a more direct

i

relationship to actual social hehavipf.

B
.

:A major purgése of the égesent study was to assess the degree to which

.

cognitive style, as jindexed by MFFT performante, is related to the way in which

b " children respond td problemé‘with social or‘interpefsonal content. First- and

_second-grade boys were presented ‘with a number of stories in which one of the

characters was faced with a decision as to how to react to other people in a

- . ; - . £

~varitety aof conflict situapions. A number of different gypes of }esponses were

#

= #

.presented to the child and hé was reguired to select the one which he cohsidered

[

more appropriate. In this way, we hoped to provide a more sensitive-test of any
. -+

differences in,sociél cognition that migﬁt exist between reflective and impulsive
’ { ’ .
children than that provided by previous research, which has congentrated on .

-

measuring differences in egocentric thought.

?irstjand second grade boys were selected as the target population for several

I - 1
- N 4

- reasons. First, previous regearch hhs.demgnstrated that, due to ‘a low correlation

.
N Ay

- between MFFT latency and error’'scores prior to the age of five, the reflection-
! . S .
impulsivity dimension is pf questionable validity during the preschool years. ¢

N o . -
Secondly, although very few sex differenées in reflection-impulsivity have been

Py . - -
. _ -

found ‘on nénsocial problem s¢lving taské, correlations bétween var}ous-social
: ¥ . .
MFFT performance have consistently been stronger for boys’

-

behavigr measurei a

_than girlss
= A ;econd(purpos:;as" to'f;zrth'er exgmine the relationship between cognitive

: style.and varioﬁs gocial behaviors and person;lity characteristics. Consequénply,

. ve iﬁcluded a téacher rating secale on which aach child was r;ted on several different

= - " .

f‘> o dilehsions of ciassrooa behavior includ;ng aggdression, need achievement, anxiety

= KC acadeaie disability, isulation and extraversion.- )

ded by ERC * s
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* Subjects ' o ———de ) )
. The subjects were 116 boys in grades 1 and 2 in a small community with a
AN x )

- N N
‘population of approximately 35,000. The boys ranged -in—age from 77—to 124 R

"o/ 'months-with & mean of 93 months. - The IQ0 of the subjects,,as indexed by the ..

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, (PPVT), ranged from 78 to 169 with a mean of 108.
Materials - . o . ! 7 ' .
- ; ‘ » * '
. - a. The Matching Familiar Figure's Test (MFFT). This complex matching to

sample task, degaldped by Kagan g&{gl: (1964) , consists of 2 practice'and 12

test items. Each item conéqins a standard picture of a common object (e.g. a

tree) and six comparison pictures, all but one 6f which differ from the standard
in one or more details. The child is asked to selett the picture which'exactly .
. M .7 \\

. matches the standard. He is allowed to make up to six errors per ifem. Latency

to first response on each of the twelve items and total number of errors are
N .

re coréed . ¢
= »
b. The Social Reasoning Inventory (SRI). This social reasoning task was
developed for the prgfeﬁt study, from' the paper and pencil tasks used by leifer
.. and Roberts (1972) and gglliﬁs (Note 4). The SRI consists of six brief vige s !

. B

7 nettes, éach‘descrgbing a child €inding himself in a social conflict situation
k)

~ -

(e.g. a boy is waiting in line to get a drink from the water fountain when

another boy pushes in front of him). After hearing each story, the subjéct is

asked ,what he would QO in that situation. For dach story, six different types
‘of responses are presented to the child two at a time, accompanied by a cartoon
drawing which depicts the behavior. " The six types of responses are: physical

aggression (e.q. hitting, kicking), verbal aggression (e.g. name calling),

yielding ie.g. saying "that's all right"), leaving the field (e.g. going away

A

from the situation), autharity appeals (e.d. telling the teacher) and gsser§{§e

‘ | / -

- : - .
(e;g. asking the child to.wait his turn). R
3 4 - Y
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A = < B

The paired preseﬁtation,of each type of response with every other type;,
‘Z;. ' N . ‘\'7 A

resulted in 15 response pairs for each of the six situations. The experimenter

s ; . .

’
‘ —

.recorded_EPe type of response which the child,selected and the time taken to

s
4

e —— - e

'1\ o
i
7

L]

The generallty of t&e response latency dimension from MFFT to SRI per-

' L4

formance was also examlneg 1n thq‘present study. Latency scores for the social

-

B [

rr . X

reasonlng task were derlvié by computing th:snean latency with which each of

. the six different types oﬁ%xesponses were seIected, averaged over the six

) stories. A grand mean late

1

%y score for all “choices was also computed for each

,;w

c, ﬁ

.
s

subject. Choice scores on qng SRI wére likewise computed by determining the |,

mean frequency with which azgnbject chose each of the different types gt re-

sponses averaged'over the six stories. The choice scores faor each rgsponse .

type thus ranged from a-minimun of zero to a maximum of five.

€ - *
= s

c. The School Beﬂhviour Checklist (SBCL). The SBCL fs a teacher- -

=

completed inventory which contains 96 classroom behaviors (Miller, 192;}:

From these ratings, each child receives a score on six factor—aﬁaiytically

I
-

derived subscales: aggression; anxiety, need achievement, hostile isolation,

« AN
extraversion, academic disability plus a totar disability score which i$

. A | )
derived from all but one of the 96 items. - -

Y e

Procedure

=
‘ B

yThe chlldren were 1nd1v1dually admlnlstered the MFFT, the PPVT IQ tedt and
s\

the SRI social reasoning task by an adult male experlmenter in one session

%

. !
which lasted‘approxlmately 45 mlnutes. TEStlng was carried out in a guiet room

. ‘ . A
provided the school. The children were dgawn from 13 different classrooms

in -six elementary schools. L , .

The SBCL‘was completea by the l3rteachers approximately }wo months prior

_to’ the testlng of the ch;ldren4 The teachers were unaware of the nature of

~ *

«the study or the types of 1nd1vidua1 tests whlch were employed until after the

- e . . ) .
. L, - B

0. L

+

N;H

LY




-

In addition, Ault et al. .(1976)

For -the present data, the results of the SBC

~

'
N
L4

v ¥ o ﬁ v |
: ' ' # e i - Social Reasoning g
i—.~—-7*~""“7-~7——v — .- _ ,’ . .
study was-completed. Also, the experimenter was unaware of the teacher's ) *
: ) ratings when a:dminis'tering the rindividual tests. .
The most. frequently used procedure, for forming réf.ie-c:ti\;.e and impulsive )
- R groups based on ‘MFFT per formance has; k;eeh _toqperform median—splits on poth-:the ‘
- . .
' é;ror and‘l the léltenc;,sg:dres. Reflective sbuejcts are then identified as those
. ’ ‘.“ who fall :above the latericy median and below the erfo;: median (i.e. a‘re slov; \
and a?gﬁ;‘ate), whereas 'impulsives are those who fall below the latency mdiA%._
\ ;
. and above the error median (i.e. are fartst and.ir;accurai:e) . This p;:océ’dure has
7+ been 'critzigized ;by Ault et al. _(lé?6) on severa(l‘grounds ir‘xcludin; loss of data
' anfi subsgc;ue}xtl;' power by éliminatzing t.:he' fgs;-aécurate and slow—inaccizrate
jsubjepts who donséi’sut;z approximaj:aly 1/3 of ‘the ‘total sample in most studies. o
. Some researchers (e.g. Block et al. 1‘9114) have argued for the inclusion of the {
. *  fast-accurate and slow-ipaccurate groups in ‘MFE‘T stédies. A’ltilough the' foﬁr-
quadrant procedure has’'some intu;Ltive Aappeal,” the relationship of the fast-
' agcurate and s]:owiinaccurate groups to the uni-dimensional construct of
reflection-ixhpulsivipy is conceptually vague. ) .
! ~
) A more promising method oﬁbaxgdling MFFT data-which eliminates the prob-
lems inherent in the duai median split procedure has' been 'propo.sed‘hy Salkind .
‘ and Wright Q.977)./] :This procedure involyes the t\ransfo?mat;ioxi of time and N
. error scores to a uni\;ariat.:e, continuous variable called an impulsivity (I) -
Yoa score. The I score :"L‘S defined as the standard score for errors minus the .
-v.)/\ stanélard sgc?re for latency. On this basi‘s, sub'j’ects with pOSit::LVE I scores
are identified as, impulgive and those with negative I, scores as r-eflective and
,: all sﬁbjects in a given sample are incl:luded.
"and Messer (1976) suggested tha:; a multiple i‘)egr‘ession analysis is most
= . app.ropriate for MFFT data since it ali-l.ows for latency and error scores to be
i employed ;as cc;ntj.nuous variables.
, . )

L ‘and SRI choice and latency
. |
..

%

-
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Y

. scores were analyzed uding the dual median split, the I score and multiple re-
— . . . ’ <

~

. . gression procedures. These various procedures are discu;se? in greater detail
: . .

H

xﬁ%‘ in a separate paper (Npte 5). However,, the conclusions yielded by‘fhese

. : RESULTS ' ‘
. _vf‘ q ® ‘ R ’ . N
- a. Matching Familiar Figures Test (MFFT). The total number of errors and
+ . A

. N A i i .
latency to first response scores for each child on the MFFT was converted to an

_ ’ . <
ivi ing = - ) 2). ;
Impulsivity (I) scoreiacco;d}ng to the formula I : (zerror Zlatency/l) .

»

Children who received positive I scores constituted the impulsive group and
? N : - * . ’
“THose with negative I scores constituted the reflective group. This procedure

-
M =

resulted in 52 of the boys beihg classified as reflective and 64 as impulsive.

.
v .

The correlation between MFFT errors and latg¢fhcy, £§114] = ;.56, p<.001

was identical to that xeported by Salkind ote'ﬁ) and indicates that, in

. < el
general, those children who responded slowly were more accurate’ than those who

- responded quickly. The MFFT error and lateﬁéy scores for all subjects, with -
. - N . . - s

. \ ’ »
means of 16.41 and 9.59 respectively, indicated that the present sample was -

»

slightly more impulsive than the normative standard for eight-year-old boys
established by Salkind, with means of 13.05 and 12198 respectively. - ‘

Analyses of the CA and IQ scores bethéén the reflective and impulsiwve
. “ + - ‘ - -
groups failed to indicate significant differences in eifher variable (F(1,114]

L= .32, p>.05 for IQ; F[1,114] = 2071, p>.05 for CA). . -

*

b, The Social Reasoning Inventory (SRI) = ‘Latency Scores. The.latency
) o . . .
~ means and standard deviations on the SRI\for the reflective and impulsive

.

‘ . grqups are presented—in Table 1,

\ . - - =
. . . < . =

’ . . Insert Tablé 1 about here , -~ '

LJ
¥
1




reasoning. task except for physical aggression, :
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Analyses of.xhese results‘indicated that the impulsivesgmaae significantly

, RS ; - ‘

‘ . - - . . .
faster‘decisions than the reflegtives on all types of choices on the social

- - L

V)

» s )
c. «The. SRI: Choice Scores. The\means and standard deviations of the SRI

3

choice scores ‘for the twe cognitive style groups are presented“in Table 2.

L . -
’

e e - o o o S T s -y —— -

— o o = o - - —— "

The analy51s of these results indicated’ two significant dlfferences. the
a M

flect;ves showed more Assert ch01ces than the lmpu151ves, whlle the 1mpul-

a"f i
E

sivés gave substantially more Yielding responses than e reflectives. By

¢
-

examining the-means in Table.i, it can also be seen th both cognitive style

v

Assertlve BehaViour was most . frequéntly chosen by

4

Yleldlng, Authorlty Appeals, Leaving the Fleld and flnally Verbal and Phy51caL

Aggression. Thus the slgnlflcant group differences. appeared on the two most
- e

fnequently éhosen responses, with reflectives showing a “much greater preference

for Assertive than Yielding-responses (Xs = 3.99 vs. 3.03 respectively), while
. : St } R N s
the impulsives chose the Yielding respopses nearly as fpequently as Assertive

»- - .
. ~

Behiviour (Xs = 3.66 vs. 3.78 respectiyeiyf.‘ 7 : : o

.
.~

Although ndhenpf tﬁe‘shalyses of the group differences for the other types

-

of choices reached significance, it is noteﬁorthy that theftwo least frequehtly

. ] b
chosen categories of Verbal and Physikal Aggressioh were chosen more fredquently

~ R .
.

bj the reflectives, a diffefence‘which apprioached significahce'(p < ’13) for

both types of responseS. Authority Appeals and Leaving the Fieldayere inter-

. ) - . Y
mediate in overall frequency of choice and were essentidlly identical for both

. ~
.
L.

cognitive-stfle groups. :

1) - ¢

[N

d. The Teacher Ratings. Statistical analyses of the teachers'~ratings

, of\the twd cognitive -style groups on the School Behavior éheéklist failed to

. . v k-]

. . ., . .
< _ - . - ’: B ) or 4 -
w - » - .
ST - - - ‘t) T ) - -

vy

@
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- SSION
; Sevefél aspects of i;e differential performance by the reflective and

_ 50N - \ .
impulsive boys on the 'social reASOning\task Warrant discussion. First, the

consistent latency difﬁerences demogstrated\fhat the impllsives were making

decisions concerning the appropriateness of &9rious types of social behavior

Pl

- -

-‘ L s - ‘- - €
more quickly than reflectives. This finding syggests that-individual dif-
] yo "L
-~ . ' N | .
ferences in the speed with which a child respords may be a fairly .general

characteristic that influences performance in social as well as nonsocia}

- »

/.

. ' ’

situations. Since the few other studies which have examined cognitive style

#

differences in social ébgnition did not measure response latency, the present

finding warrants further investigation. However, the condistent and strong
differences found in the present study are certainly suggestive of a generalized

speed-of—response tendency‘ln social as well as nonsocial reasbning.
3 .

In ad@iﬁion to the differences in gpeed of-decision making for the social
L2 -

+

reasoning task, there were also several interesting differences#in the type of

'ﬁesgéhées which were considered most appropriate by the reflective and impu¥-
sive groups. These differences were most marked in the Yielding category.

The impulsive group considered this type of respon3e to be appropriate more

¢

frequently than the reflectives. Conversely, the reflectives viewed Assertive

type;régbbnseé'to be more appropriate than did the impulsives. Also, there.was
some indication that the reflective: boys viewed both,verbally and physically

= . - : . I .
aggressive actions to be more appropriate responses than did the inxglsives.

- ¥ * A : e -
In general, the results of the social reasoning task indicate that dif-

»

ferenges in cognitive style, as measured by MFFT performance, are associated
e, N . ]

-

with diffgrent approaches to social probiem-s Jving.“Reflectives tend to make

~ 4 B : y
decisions more slowly and favof a more.direct act approach to conflict

-

Al - %

%
° _:; .,_._':n - o, L -
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' . il - . . .
resolution, an approach involving confrontation, discussion and in -some case

aggression. Impu};}ves, én the other hand, tend to make decisions more raéidly
i . :

than reflectives and'fébor-behaviors_which are more passive in nature.

~

These cognitive style differences in résponse to social conflict are con-
gruent with the results reported by Huston-Stein et al. (Note l)‘who found A

i@pulsiﬁe preschoolers to be less assertive and less aggressive;than ref;bé-

. o .
’ '» tives, and Campbell and Douglas (1972) who interpreted their results to imply =
. . ~ :
hat impulsive children were more likely to either fail to deal with frustrating
. . r .
s ‘e¥ents in a story or to passively accept the inevitability of such events. Also,

~ . .

~

; fistics which are quite consistent with the more passive, yielding responding
. , hd . - -
d favoured by the impulsives in the pregent study. Taken toget’hfr, these studies

. Suggest that cognitive reflection may be.asSociated with a direct, active
‘e - 24 ’

i,
* ’

. .
.. approach tO*pggblem-solving'situations while cognitive impulsivity appears to
. -3 : . S
- e

-

be characterized by a more passive, accommodating approach. '

" This analysis of reflection-impulsivity in terms of active-passive dif- -
. \ . .

. . o .
ferences is consistent with the motivational interpretation suggested by Block

. ‘et al. (1974) and by Kagan and Kbgan (1970). Both of these analyses suggest -

— e

. that impulsivity may be associated with anxiety concerﬁing one's competence or
ability to perform adquately in an uncertain situation, while reflectivity

may be associated with high levels of concern over the guality of one's per-

¢ .

formance in conjunctz%n with a belief that one can in fact solve ths-problem.
. . . é

Thus, an impulsi&e style might irmduce a child to attempt to eséape or withdraw

from the problem-golving situwation by quick respondiné and by yielding, whereas
t . a reflective style would be associated with greater concern and effort over

v

directly confronting the problem and attempting to reach an adequate solution.“

FE—

Recent research (Peters, 1979; Zelniker and Jeffery, 1976) has indicated

v
- .7 -
[
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that the refiection-impulsivity dimension is associated with individual dif-

’ferences 1n,the type of information-proceSSing .8strategies which children

utilize iﬁ”approaching certain problem solv1ng tasks, with reflectives paylng;

+
Y -

closer attention to fine Stimulus details and impulsives using a more global,
-

less differentiatéd approach. To the extent that these strategy diffenences

1)

exteng to the processing of social infbrmation, one- might expect cognitively

’

impu131ve children to be less sensitive to the often subtle cues in social
C A
situations which“serve as discriminative stimuli for vardious types of responses
CLF . :

and‘goﬁsequehtly tend to ado%t more passiye forms of behaviox -in social con-

A 1

flict_sitnatiuns. Cognitively reflective children, on the other hand, would

be expected to makg finer discriminations’ in processing social stimuli and con-

i
sequentjz&te hetter able $o learn that more direct forms ‘of response such as

<

assertiveness and aggression are often reinforced. T a

‘2What is beirg suggested here is that individual differences in various-

. . -

typeslof socig) behavior such as_aggiession, assertiveness and yielding, which
»

have been demonstrated to be strongly influenced in young children by various

\*# -

soc1a1 contingencaes (e g. Patterson, Littman & Bricker, 1967), may be, in

\ -

&

iart influenced by the type of 1nformation—pr6ce551ng strategy which children
» . - ' “
adOpf'in social situations. ’ . B . “
v’i-‘, - P . - % . * .
iiThis'proposed analysis of social behavior in terms of diffenences in

(e = ~
14 .-~

bnfermation-proceSSing strategies, although receiving support in tha present
stuﬂy by the differential performance of the reflective and impuls1ve groups

‘on the social reasoning task?.requires'further investigation. The present

LS
-

‘stu&yeinvestigated the differential responding of reflective and 1mpulsive‘

boys in social reaSOning but did not directly assess she information to-which
H * .

they were‘resppnagng. Stronger support for the proposed influence of

“informat10n~proce881ng strategies on social behavior would result from studies

* 1
ko

7wh1&é directly analyze the way 1n which reflective and impulsive children

.
A

<
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) process social ;nformatxon (i.e., whether differences exist in the type of
;' . ) T \e A R O

. infonmatlon which is belng attended to in social situations).

- . " The finﬂlng‘ln the present study o¥f no dlfferences between reflective’ anek

)
e

= . ¢
impulsive groups on "the teachers’ rat1ngs of the general factors of aggression,

T, Lt .
+ anxiety, need &dchievement, extraversion, academic disability and hostile

- N

* ,‘ isolation corroborates previous research by Bentler and McClain .{1976) which
’ T .o o
found no reflection-impulsivity differences in ti;Fher-, peer-,~and self<ratings
, - * [ ’ - . ’ .
on several global characteristics including extraversion, test anxiety and

\

= Aacadenic achiévgpept motivation. However,some studies have found cognitive
. » ¥ . RN B )
style differences in teachers' ratings of more specific behaviors. such as
= ’ .
attention, acting out, moodiness, and in peer ratings of popularity (Ault et

v

al., 1972; Glenwick et al., 1976; McKinney, 1975), Others have found such ~_-

’ 2 . i
‘;? ) differences in obeervers' ratings of assertive and aggressive behaviors

. ® -~ t ’ ‘_k
- (HustonsStein et al., Note 1), Consequently, it appears that future research

4

concerning the relationship between cognitive style and social behavior should

F o ~ ) -
. : utilize either. ratings or'direct obserV¥ational measures of more specific

- - -i

~ ' , behaviors, rather than general-personality‘pharacteristiCSA

[N

~In sagmary, the’ flndlng that reflectives fabVored a slower more direct

" - o approach while 1mpu151ves7favored a 'faster and more passive_ approach on gﬁe

.ot social reqfonlng task is consistent with the coghitive style differences which
< - & , - .
{ have been found pieviously in nongggfal problem~solving tasks,and extepds the
potential relevance of the reflection-impulsivity dimgnsion to the arena of
a! ) ¢ ‘-, . . * : . *

social cognitibn and behavior.

f St B R 7,

Y

-

”
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Table 1 ‘ b W

Means and Standard Dev1at10ns of Reflective and

W rotut st e

Impu131ve Groups for Latency Scores on the Social Reasonlng
. . L d
- ] -

» Inventory (SRI)

-

TF

2, *
* * Groups .Reflective Impulsive -
‘ ' . ; (n=52) (n=64) - .
: - - 3
- — ;
M sD M S0 F (df)
}SRI Category . ’ : - : *,
1 CY ) re
Physical Aggressipn - 4.90% 1.55 4,49P 1.38  2.01 (1,102)
Verbal Aggression 5.39 1.44  4.57°  1.68 7.68 .(1,153)**
Yielding i *4.32 1.05 3.85 .66 8.83 (1,114)#*#*
h'Autthity Appeals 4.14 L9 . 3.73 ' .62 7.34 (1,114)**
Leaving the Field - 4.01 .86 3.66 . - .65 - 6.01 (1,114)*
Assertive 4.75 .90 4.34 61 . 8.46 (1,114)%*+
"« Grand % - 457 ¢ 1,85 411 . .69 - 10.45 (1,114)%#*

J

e
A

il

. Note, Twelve boys did not chpogggthe~pﬁ§§1cal aggression response and-:one
boy did not make a verbal aggression choice on SRI. For these subjects, -the’

. latency measures for the relevanff yanables" could not be analyzed and are
labelled as "missmg data".’

k]

/ - . .
'a - - v g

7 "missing ca'ses." - *p <.,05 .
"bg "missing cases." ° ) *+p <.01. .
1 "missing case.” ~***g:<.005. .
y ) . ; . )
.

;22
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- - o ‘ © . Table 2 ‘ T
’ __-A)M.ean and Standard D‘eviationsmf\‘Reflect_i've and .
4 - ! )

i Tooe ‘Impulsive Groups..for Choice Scores on the Social Reasoning ‘

' ‘ v : - Inventory (SRI)

_ Groups Co o ﬁeflectiye Impulsive
. ) (n=52) . (n=64), . - '

. M ) M . 8D F

‘\ - i '\
.o / _ SRI Category ‘ : - 1
- " - ' ) ] ’ 4 ' .
I - ' ?hysical Aggression .96 .83 73, u‘.ed 2.30
: ‘ N &, -
: . > ~ Verbal Aggression 1.30 .81 1.10 %59 2.27 !

Yielding . " 3.03 1.07 . 3.66 BS  12.45%%# '
- Authority Appeals .~ 2,90 .64 . 2.92 .70 .88
I

— . leaving the Field 2.80 .67 2.8 .50 \ .ol
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