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The Spatial Transitive Reasoning Ability and Strategies
Analysis o Primary Schod Children Under
Different Experimental Materials

Bl Hongyan FANG Ge
(Ingtitute & Psychdogy , Chinese Academy o Sciences, Bejing 100101)
YU Hai-xia
(Schod o Psychdogy , Bejing Normal University , Bejing 100875; Central Indtitute o Correctional Pdice, Baoding 071000)

Absract : The purpose of the gudy was to invedigate the development of elementary schoolers in gatia trandtive
inference and analyze the grateges children used during reasoning.

The participants were 72 children randomly sdlected from one middlie-level primary school including three
groups aged 7,9 and 11with haf boys and hdf grlsin each group. The teds were carried out individualy. The
methodology of the gudy was characterized by qualitative and quartitative anayss.

The results showed that : (1) Children’ s ability of the gatial trangtive reasoning increased dgnificantly. The
7-year-olds developed this kind of reaning ability , and the 9- and 11-year-olds had preiminarily possessd the
ahility; (2) The experimental materids had an dfect on children’ s trandtive irference. Children’ s performance of
figure material s was better than that of word materials; (3) The increasng of number of premises has no efect on
children’ s trandtive irference; (4) Children usng the nodel congtructing grategy to resolve problems became nore
and nore with age. Nearly all 11-year-olds were able to use it.

Key wor ds:gatia trand tre reaoning; drateges; menta nmode
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