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How Reflection Influence the Mathematic — problem Solving of
High — mathematic — level — students and Low — mathematic — level — students

Zhang Jing Ling Chongde Wo Jianzhong
1. Institute of Developmental Psychology Beijing Normal University Beijing 100875
2. Eductation College Jiangxi Normal University Nanchang 330022

Abstract This article explored that reflection induced the different influence on the high — mathematic — level — students and low — mathematic
— level — students during the mathematic — problems solving process. The high — level — students and low — level — students coming from 7 — 9
grades took part in the one — to — one mathematic test which composed by a series of connect — addition — mathematic problems. After a week all
the participants took part the same test again. We compared the problem — solving processes in the experimental group 12 high — level — students

10 low — level — students and the control group 14 high — level — students 14 low — level — students and the results indicated 1 the reflec-
tion following with the low — level — students’ problem — solving was benefit to their preciseness and prolonged their reaction time 2 in the af-
terward problem — solving process the influence on the whole experimental group were much less significant 3 reflection helped the experimen-
tal group to grasp the high — efficient — strategy and abandon the low — efficient — strategy 4 reflection helped the students to grasp the high —
efficient — strategy continuously and much improvement was found in high — level — students than in low — level — students.

Key words reflection performance in mathematic — problem mathematic — strategy high — level — students low — level — students





