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Abstract. Background. Cognitive styles are innate functional systems that determine
individual differences in how people perceive and process information. These styles act as a
bridge between cognition and personality, influencing how we interact with the world
around us. However, the measurement of cognitive styles remains fragmented: most
instruments treat style dimensions as bipolar continua and rely on laboratory-based
sensory-perceptual measures that do not capture holistic behavior in real-life contexts.
Objective. To conduct psychometric validation of the Cognitive Personality Styles
Questionnaire (CPS-Q), a 60-item self-report instrument that operationalizes 12 style
dimensions (field dependence, field independence, flexibility of cognitive control, rigidity of
cognitive control, narrow range of equivalence, wide range of equivalence, abstract
conceptualization, concrete conceptualization, tolerance of unrealistic experience,
intolerance of unrealistic experience, impulsivity, and reflectivity) as independent unipolar
scales. Method. A total of 3,331 respondents (aged 13—60 years) from various cities in Russia
participated. Reliability was assessed through internal consistency and test-retest reliability
over a two-week interval. Convergent validity was examined via correlations with Witkin's
Embedded Figures Test, Kagan's Matching Familiar Figures Test, the Stroop Color-Word
Interference Test, and Kolga's Free Word Sorting Task. Discriminant validity was evaluated
through correlations with the Elementary Logical Operations test (Rusalov & Volkova, 2022)
and through factor analyses with measures of formal-dynamic properties of individuality
(Rusalov, 2012), character traits (Rusalov & Manolova, 2003), and motivation. Results. The
CPS-Q demonstrated high test-retest reliability (Spearman's p = 0.894—0.982, all p < 0.001)
and acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach's a = 0.559—0.736). Convergent validity was
supported by significant correlations with established measures: field independence with
Embedded Figures Test performance (t = —0.357, p < 0.001); impulsivity with response time
in Kagan's test (t = —0.189, p = 0.010); and flexibility of cognitive control with Stroop
interference (1t = —0.178, p = 0.002). Discriminant validity was confirmed by non-significant
correlations with elementary logical operations (all T < 0.08, p > 0.05) and by factor analyses
showing that CPS-Q scales formed a separate orthogonal factor from measures of
temperament, character, and motivation. Conclusion. The CPS-Q is a reliable and valid
instrument for assessing cognitive styles at the personality level. Its distinctive feature,
measuring each stylistic pole on an independent scale, is consistent with contemporary
evidence that style dimensions are better conceptualized as independent psychological
dispositions rather than as opposite poles of a single continuum.
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1. Introduction

Cognitive styles, defined as innate
functional systems that determine
individual differences in preferred modes
of perceiving, remembering, thinking, and
problem-solving (Nosal, 1990), have been
studied for more than seven decades
(Klimov, 1959; Messick, 1976; Witkin et
al., 1977). They are characterized by
stability over time, value-neutrality, and
pervasiveness across behavioural
domains, and have been proposed as a key
link between cognition and personality
(Kozhevnikov, 2007; Sternberg &
Grigorenko, 1997). Despite this theoretical
promise, the field remains fragmented.
Curry (2000) identified over 100 style
terms and measurement methods, and
Coffield et al. (2004) catalogued 71 distinct
learning styles. This proliferation has
made cognitive styles "very vulnerable
both for scientists and practitioners"
(Rusalov & Volkova, 2015, p. 32) and has
led some to question the coherence of the
construct (Kozhevnikov, 2007; Sternberg
& Grigorenko, 1997).

A major methodological limitation is
the traditional reliance on laboratory-
based sensory-perceptual tasks such as
Witkin's Embedded Figures Test (EFT;
Witkin, 1971), Kagan's Matching Familiar
Figures Test (MFFT; Kagan, 1966) and the
Stroop test (Stroop, 1935). These
measures conflate style with ability, as
performance correlates significantly with
intelligence and spatial ability (MacLeod
et al., 1986; McKenna, 1984). They also
assess styles primarily at the perceptual
level, missing the personality-relevant
aspects emphasised by theorists (Klein,
1970; Messick, 1984), and typically treat
style dimensions as bipolar continua,
assuming that opposing poles are mutually
exclusive. Furthermore, these laboratory
measures do not capture holistic behavior
in real-life contexts, limiting their
ecological validity.

This bipolar view has been increasingly
challenged. A meta-analysis of 80 studies
(n = 27,501) showed that intuition and
analysis are uncorrelated, supporting their
status as independent constructs rather

50

than opposite ends of a single continuum
(Wang et al., 2017). Confirmatory factor
analysis further supported  two
uncorrelated factors. Similarly, research
on the Cognitive Style Index (Allinson &
Hayes, 1996) has revealed that a two-
factor model provides a significantly better
fit than the unifactorial bipolar solution
(Hayes et al., 2003; Hodgkinson & Sadler-
Smith, 2003). These findings indicate that
cognitive style dimensions may be better
conceptualised as independent unipolar
dispositions.

In response, Rusalov and Volkova
developed the Cognitive Personality Styles
Questionnaire (CPS-Q), a 60-item self-
report instrument that assesses 12
cognitive style dimensions (Rusalov &
Volkova, 2015; Volkova & Rusalov, 2016).
Uniquely, the CPS-Q operationalises each
pole of a style dimension as an
independent scale (range 5-25 per pole),
allowing an individual to simultaneously
possess characteristics of both poles. The
12 scales assess: Field Dependence (FD)
and Field Independence (FI); Narrow
Range of Equivalence (NRE) and Wide
Range of Equivalence (WRE); Flexibility
of Cognitive Control (FCC) and Rigidity of
Cognitive Control (RCC); Impulsivity
(IMP) and Reflectivity (REF); Concrete
Conceptualization (CC) and Abstract
Conceptualization (AC); and Tolerance of
Unrealistic = Experience (TUE) and
Intolerance of Unrealistic Experience
(IUE). Each scale comprises five items
rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 ("Not

at all Expressed") to 5 ("Very
Pronounced").

The present study aimed to
comprehensively evaluate the

psychometric properties of the CPS-Q
across a large, diverse sample, with
particular attention to: (a) reliability
(internal consistency and test-retest
reliability); (b) convergent validity with
established performance-based measures;
(c) discriminant validity with respect to
cognitive abilities, temperament,
character and motivation; and (d) gender
differences.
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2. Method
2.1. Participants

The study comprised 3,331
respondents (1,436 males, 1,895 females)
recruited from multiple Russian cities,
including Moscow, Saint Petersburg, Ufa,
Perm, Kaluga, Kostroma, Taganrog, Tver,
and Tula. Participants were drawn from
four age periods: adolescence (13-16 years;
N =197; mean age = 14.2 + 1.0 years); early
youth (17-20 years; N = 1,555; mean age =
18.9 + 0.8 years); early adulthood (21-30
years; N = 1,275; mean age = 23.6 + 2.6
years); and middle adulthood (31-60
years; N = 295; mean age = 36.3 + 4.7

years). Participants were recruited
through educational institutions,
workplaces, and community

organizations. All participants provided
informed consent. The study was
approved by the Institutional Review
Board of the Institute of Psychology,
Russian Academy of Sciences.

2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Cognitive Personality Styles
Questionnaire (CPS-Q)

The CPS-Q (Rusalov & Volkova, 2015;
Volkova & Rusalov, 2016) consists of 60
items (5 items per scale) assessing 12
cognitive style dimensions. Items are rated
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1

("Not at all Expressed") to 5 ("Very
Pronounced"). The questionnaire was
developed based on the theoretical
descriptions of cognitive styles provided
by Kholodnaya (2002) and
operationalized through self-report items
that capture behavioral and cognitive
manifestations of each style.

The full questionnaire is presented
below.

Cognitive Personality
Questionnaire (CPS-Q)*

Instruction: You are offered a list of the
main characteristics of human behavior,
presented in the form of statements. Some
characteristics of your behavior may be
more pronounced, others less. Rate the
severity of each of the characteristics on a
5-point scale. In the column "answers" put
the number from 1 to 5, which most
accurately characterizes your behavior at
the present time:

Styles

1 — Not at all Expressed;

2 — Rather Not Expressed;
3 — Expressed;

4 — Markedly Pronounced;
5 — Very Pronounced.

Try to answer as quickly as possible, do
not linger on one question. There are no
good or bad answers.

No Statements Answer

1 When buying clothes, I trust the advice of the seller.

2 I find it easy to switch from solving one problem to solving others.

3 I often make decisions at first impression.

4 I like games with simple and clear rules.

5 I am ready to listen to the opinion of another person, even if it contradicts
mine.

6 As arule, I make decisions independently.

7 Retelling the events, I omit the details.

8 It is difficult for me to pass from image to an abstract word and vice versa.

9 I get down to solving problems after careful consideration of all conditions.

10 | I immediately notice a change in the situation around me.

* Volkova E.V. & Rusalov V.M. Cognitive
Personality Styles Questionnaire (CPS-Q)
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11 T memorize equally well both pictures and texts.

12| T am ready to get involved in solving any problem without hesitation.

13 | My own experience is more important for me than the opinion of friends.

14 | I easily divide people into good and bad.

15 | I am always expressing my opinion very carefully.

16 | I can easily establish the chain of events on separate fragmented facts.

17 | People who think differently annoy me.

18 | I easily agree with my friends' opinion.

19 | When retelling the content of the movie, I like to describe it in detail.

20 | I like reading fiction as well as technical literature.

21 | I often buy the first thing I like without hesitation.

22 | T can't work without clear instructions.

23 | Ilike to get information from different sources.

24 | Iaminterested in the meaning and not the details of the event.

25 | I hate it when I have to look for the information on different websites.

26 | 1 double-check each assumption.

27 | I can easily separate the main thing from the secondary.

28 | I prefer the well-established notions.

29 | When looking at the picture I pay attention to all details.

30 | IfI cannot find information on one website, I am looking for it on the others.

31 | I often make judgments without fully understanding the matter.

32 | Ilike a clear pan and order.

33 | I do not object to listening to other people's ideas.

34 | T used to express openly my opinion.

35 | I am interested in the overall picture, but not in its details.

36 | 1t's difficult for me to pass from one kind of activity to another.

37 |1 carefully think through each step of the solution.

38 | I am always interested in the crux of the matter.

39 | I avoid watching TV-programs giving different interpretation of events.

40 When making a complicated decision, I rely on my friends' advice.

41 | I need detailed instructions for a new task.

42 | I often take my job without proper thinking.

43 | I often find unusual non-standard solutions to a problem.

44 | I do not consider other methods of solving problems if I already have a ready-
made method.

45 | I can easily make a short conclusion of the text.

46 | I communicate only with those people whose opinion coincides with mine.

47 | I often turn to others for advice.
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48 | Ilike to describe events in all details.

49 | I can easily switch from one kind of activity to another.

50 | Until I finish one thing, I find it hard to start another one.

51 | Irely on my own strength.

52 | I am open to new experiences.

53 | I am a particular person and do not like empty arguments.

54 | I carefully check and recheck all the facts before making any decision.

55 | In any situation, I seek the help of other people.

56 | I prefer performing tasks, which have clear-cut instructions.

57 | Detailed instructions annoy me.

58 | Irely mainly on my own skills and knowledge.

59 | I suggest many versions of solving complex problems.

60 | I am not a supporter of innovation; I like the way I live.

Keys

Scales

Items*

Field Dependence (FD)

1,18, 40, 47, 55

Field Independence (FI)

6, 13, 34, 51, 58

Narrow Range of Equivalence (NRE)

10, 19, 29, 41, 48

Wide Range of Equivalence (WRE)

7,14, 24, 35, 57

Flexibility of Cognitive Control (FCC)

2,11, 20, 30, 49

Rigidity of Cognitive Control (RCC)

8, 25, 36, 44, 50

Impulsivity (IMP)

3,12, 21, 31, 42

Reflectivity (REF)

9, 15, 26, 37, 54

Concrete Conceptualization (CC)

4,22, 32,53, 56

Abstract Conceptualization (AC)

16, 27, 38, 45, 59

Tolerance of Unrealistic Experience (TUE)

5,23, 33,43, 52

Intolerance of Unrealistic Experience (IUE)

17, 28, 39, 46, 60

*[tem numbers marked in bold are included in the shortened Cognitive Personality Style

Questionnaire (CPS-Q Shortened).

The raw score for each scale is
calculated as the sum of the scores for each
item according to the Key.

Scale Interpretation

Field Dependence (FD) expresses
person's orientation to the external world
when solving problems. The people of this
type trust more in external impressions.

Field Independence (FI) reflects
individual's ability to rely on one's own
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knowledge and experience, ignoring the
other people's opinion.

Narrow Range of Equivalence (NRE)
is characteristic of the individuals who
orient themselves to the differences
between objects of activity. These people
are highly sensitive to details and nuances.

Wide Range of Equivalence (WRE)
reflects personal bent to find a general
strategy, general evaluation of the objects
of activity (black/white, good/bad), to
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classify objects based certain
generalized foundations.

Flexibility of Cognitive Control (FCC)
shows person's easiness of passing from
some cognitive functions to others (from
abstract-verbal to imaginary ones), which
ensures a high degree of automation of
analysis of the complex environmental
influences.

Rigidity of Cognitive Control (RCC)
characterizes a degree of individual's
difficulty in changing the ways of
information processing in situations of
solving complex problems.

Impulsivity (IMP) points out a
spontaneous and high tempo of decision
making in complex and uncertain
situations and his/her orientation to
emotionally meaningful attributes. Such
persons quickly put forward a great
number of hypotheses in choice situations
and, as a rule, commit many erroneous
solutions.

Reflectivity (REF) indicates a slow
decision-making tempo, individual's
inclination to a careful systematic check-
up of facts, as well as use of more elaborate
and balanced solving problem strategies.

Concrete  Conceptualization (CC)
reflects a person's preference for clear-cut
instructions in performing complex tasks.

Abstract  Conceptualization  (AC)
expresses an individual's tendency to cross
the limits of the instruction. The persons
of this type choose unusual ways of solving
problems and easily establish various
interrelationships  between  different
objects of reality.

Tolerance of Unrealistic Experience
(TUE) means the individual's inclination
to be open to new information. The person
evaluates the environment primarily
according to its factual characteristics,
even if these characteristics contradict or
do not correspond to the earlier acquired
notions.

Intolerance of Unrealistic Experience
(IUE) expresses individual's tendency to
perceive information primarily in terms of
the expected and the usual. Such persons,
as a rule, block the unexpected and
controversial elements of information.

on
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2.2.2 Convergent Validity Measures

To assess convergent validity,
participants  completed  established
measures of corresponding cognitive style
constructs.

Embedded Figures Test (EFT). The
original Embedded Figures Test (Witkin,
1971) was used to assess field dependence-
independence. The test comprises a series
of complex figures in which simple
geometric  shapes are embedded.
Participants are required to locate and
trace simple figures within complex
figures as quickly as possible. The total
number of correct identifications and
response times were recorded as measures
of field independence, with faster and
more accurate performance indicating
greater field independence.

Matching Familiar Figures Test
(MFFT). The MFFT-20 (Cairns &
Cammock, 1978; Kagan, 1966) was used to
assess reflectivity-impulsivity.
Participants view a target figure and must
select the matching figure from among six
alternatives. Response time to first
selection and number of errors were
recorded. The MFFT has been extensively
validated and is the standard measure of
conceptual tempo (Viator et al., 2022).

Stroop Color-Word Interference Test.
The classic Stroop task (Stroop, 1935) was
used to assess cognitive control flexibility-
rigidity. Participants name the ink color of
color words presented in incongruent
colors (e.g., the word "RED" printed in
blue ink). The interference effect
(difference in response time between
color-naming and word-reading
conditions) was calculated, with smaller
interference indicating greater flexibility
of cognitive control.

Free Word Sorting Task. This task
(Kolga, 1992) assesses range of
equivalence. Participants are presented
with a list of words belonging to the
semantic category "time" and asked to sort
them into groups based on perceived
similarities. The number of groups created
and the coefficient of categorization were
recorded, with fewer groups indicating a
wider range of equivalence.
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2.2.3 Discriminant Validity Measures

To assess discriminant validity,
participants completed measures of
elementary logical operations,
temperament, character, and motivation.

Elementary  Logical = Operations
(ELO). A test of basic logical reasoning
abilities, including syllogistic reasoning,
classification, and analogical reasoning,
developed by Rusalov and Volkova (2021).
This measure assesses general cognitive
abilities that should be conceptually
distinct from cognitive styles.

Formal-Dynamic  Properties of
Individuality Questionnaire. This
questionnaire (Rusalov, 2012) assesses
temperamental properties, including
ergicity (endurance), plasticity, speed, and
emotionality across three domains:
psychomotor, intellectual, and
communicative. The questionnaire has
demonstrated satisfactory psychometric
properties (Rusalov, 2012).

Character Traits Questionnaire. This
questionnaire (Rusalov & Manolova,
2003) assesses character traits based on

Leonhard's typology, including
hyperthymia, rigidity, emotivity,
pedantry, anxiety, cyclothymia,
demonstrativeness, excitability,

dysthymia, and exaltation. The shortened
version (CTQ-A-20) was used, which has
demonstrated high correlations with the
full version (r > 0.60; Rusalov, 2012).

Motivation Measures. Participants
completed measures of achievement
motivation, career choice motivation, and
value motivation (Rusalov, 2012).

2.3 Procedure

Data were collected across multiple
testing sessions. For the main sample (N =
3,331), participants completed the CPS-Q
along with demographic information. For
the validation subsamples, participants
completed the CPS-Q and the
corresponding validation measures in
counterbalanced order.
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Test-retest subsample (N = 100, aged
18-23 years, 61% female). Participants
completed the CPS-Q on two occasions
separated by a two-week interval.

Convergent validity subsamples:

MFFT validation (N = 132, aged 18-22
years, 68% female)

EFT validation (N = 127, aged 18-22
years, 65% female)

Stroop validation (N = 198, aged 18-22
years, 65% female)

Free Word Sorting validation (N = 198,
aged 18-22 years, 65% female)

Discriminant validity subsample (N =
330, aged 18-22 years, 65% female).
Participants completed the CPS-Q, the

ELO test, temperament measures,
character measures, and motivation
measures.

All testing was conducted in group
settings under standardized conditions.
Participants were instructed to respond
honestly and to complete all items. No
time limits were imposed.

2.4 Statistical Analysis

Statistical analyses were conducted
using SPSS (Version 22.0). Reliability was
assessed using Cronbach's a and
Spearman's rho correlations. Convergent
and discriminant validity were assessed
using Kendall's tau-b (1) correlations due
to the ordinal nature of the data. Factor
structure was examined using principal
component analysis with Varimax
rotation. Gender differences were assessed
using independent-samples t-tests.

3. Results
3.1 Descriptive Statistics

Means and standard deviations for the
CPS-Q scales across the full sample are
presented in Table 1. Scores on all scales
were normally distributed, with means
ranging from approximately 10 to 15 on a
5—25-point scale (5 items x 5-point scale).
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for CPS-Q Scales (N = 3,331)

Scale Mean SD Range
Field Dependence (FD) 11.24 4.52 5-25
Field Independence (FI) 14.86 5.42 5-25
Narrow Range of Equivalence (NRE) 13.42 5.18 5-25
Wide Range of Equivalence (WRE) 11.87 4.76 5-25
Flexibility of Cognitive Control (FCC) 13.41 5.16 5-25
Rigidity of Cognitive Control (RCC) 10.86 4.72 5-25
Impulsivity (IMP) 11.23 4.85 5-25
Reflectivity (REF) 13.48 5.28 5-25
Concrete Conceptualization (CC) 13.78 6.12 5-25
Abstract Conceptualization (AC) 13.63 5.61 5-25
Tolerance of Unrealistic Experience (TUE) 14.65 6.05 5-25
Intolerance of Unrealistic Experience (IUE) 10.21 4.43 5-25

3.2 Reliability

3.2.1 Internal Consistency

Cronbach's a coefficients for the 12
CPS-Q scales are presented in Table 2.
Alpha values ranged from 0.559 (Rigidity
of Cognitive Control) to 0.736 (Field
Independence), with a median of 0.673.

While the Rigidity of Cognitive Control
scale showed somewhat lower internal
consistency (a = 0.559), the majority of
scales (10 out of 12) demonstrated
acceptable internal consistency (a = 0.60),
and several scales showed good internal
consistency (a > 0.70).

Table 2. Internal Consistency (Cronbach's a) of CPS-Q Scales

Scale a
Field Dependence (FD) 0.709
Field Independence (FI) 0.736
Narrow Range of Equivalence (NRE) 0.693
Wide Range of Equivalence (WRE) 0.642
Flexibility of Cognitive Control (FCC) 0.639
Rigidity of Cognitive Control (RCC) 0.559
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Impulsivity (IMP)
Reflectivity (REF)
Concrete Conceptualization (CC)

Abstract Conceptualization (AC)

Tolerance of Unrealistic Experience (TUE)

Intolerance of Unrealistic Experience (IUE)

0.609
0.715
0.623
0.714
0.630

0.637

Note: Values represent Cronbach's a based on 5 items per scale.

3.2.2 Test-Retest Reliability

Test-retest reliability was assessed over
a two-week interval (n = 100). Spearman's
rho correlations between Time 1 and Time
2 scores are presented in Table 3. All

correlations were highly significant (p <
0.001) and ranged from 0.894 to 0.982,
indicating excellent temporal stability of
the CPS-Q scales.

Table 3. Test-Retest Reliability of CPS-Q Scales (N = 100, 2-week interval)

Scale

Spearman's p

Field Dependence (FD)

Field Independence (FI)

Narrow Range of Equivalence (NRE)
Wide Range of Equivalence (WRE)
Flexibility of Cognitive Control (FCC)
Rigidity of Cognitive Control (RCC)
Impulsivity (IMP)

Reflectivity (REF)

Concrete Conceptualization (CC)

Abstract Conceptualization (AC)

Tolerance of Unrealistic Experience (TUE)

Intolerance of Unrealistic Experience (IUE)

0.968%**
0.972%**
0.937***
0.949***
0.974%**
0.956%**
0.930%**
0.919%**
0.894***
0.905%**
0.982%***

0.960%**

*** p < 0.001

3.3 Convergent Validity

3.3.1 Field Dependence-Independence

Convergent validity for the Field
Dependence and Field Independence
scales was assessed through correlations
with the Embedded Figures Test (EFT)
(N = 127). As shown in Table 4, Field
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Independence showed a strong negative
correlation with EFT performance (t = -
0.357, p < 0.001), indicating that
individuals with higher Field
Independence scores performed better on
the EFT (i.e., were faster at identifying
embedded figures). Field Dependence
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showed a moderate positive correlation

with EFT performance (1t = 0.245,
p < 0.001), consistent with the
interpretation  that  field-dependent

individuals have greater difficulty with the

task. The correlation between Field
Dependence and Field Independence was
negative but modest (t=-0.108, p =.032),
supporting the conceptualization of these
as distinct but related dimensions.

Table 4. Correlations Between CPS-Q Scales and Embedded Figures Test (n = 127)

EFT (Mean EFT (Total Field Field

Time) Time) Dependence Independence
%gegMean 1.000 0.993*** 0.245%%* -0.357%%*
,];iilj;{e()TOtal 0.993*** 1.000 0.247%%* -0.349%**
FDi:II;in dence 0.245%%* 0.247%%* 1.000 -0.108*
?rilfllgpen dence -0.357%** -0.349%** -0.108* 1.000

**¥*p < 0.001, * p <0.05

3.3.2 Reflectivity-Impulsivity

Convergent validity for the Impulsivity
and Reflectivity scales was assessed
through correlations with the Matching
Familiar Figures Test (MFFT) (N = 132).
As shown in Table 5, Impulsivity showed a
significant negative correlation with total
response time (T = -0.189, p = 0.010) and
mean response time (t =-0.187, p = 0.011),

indicating that individuals scoring higher
on Impulsivity responded more quickly on
the MFFT. Reflectivity showed non-
significant negative correlations with
response times, which may reflect the
more complex relationship between self-
reported reflectivity and behavioral
performance on this task.

Table 5. Correlations Between CPS-Q Scales and Matching Familiar Figures Test (N = 132)

MFFT MFFT N
Total Mean Errors Impulsivity Reflectivity
Time Time
MFFT Total *Fe ¥ *
Time 1.000 0.997 -0.138 -0.189 -0.098
MFFT Mean s _ % ) " )
Time 0.997 1.000 0.146 0.187 0.102
N Errors -0.138 -0.146* 1.000 0.095 0.047
Impulsivity -0.189* -0.187* 0.095 1.000 -0.019
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MFFT MFFT N
Total Mean E Impulsivity Reflectivity
o . IrTors
Time Time
Reflectivity -0.098 -0.102 0.047 -0.019 1.000
**¥*p <0.001, * p <0.05
3.3.3 Cognitive Control Flexibility- with the Stroop interference -effect

Rigidity

Convergent validity for the Flexibility
and Rigidity of Cognitive Control scales
was assessed through correlations with the
Stroop Color-Word Interference Test
(N =198). As shown in Table 6, the
Flexibility of Cognitive Control scale
showed a significant negative correlation

(t=-.178, p = 0.002), indicating that
individuals who report greater flexibility
in cognitive control show less interference
in the Stroop task. The Rigidity of
Cognitive Control scale did not show a
significant correlation with the Stroop
measure, which may reflect the more
complex nature of rigidity as a construct.

Table 6. Correlations Between CPS-Q Scales and Stroop Test (N = 198)

Flexibility  Rigidity  Flexibility-Rigidity
Flexibility 1.000 -0.045 -0.178%*
Rigidity -0.045 1.000 -0.018
Flexibility-Rigidity -0.178%** -0.018 1.000

**p <o0.01

3.3.4 Range of Equivalence

The Wide Range of Equivalence scale
showed a significant positive correlation
with the coefficient of categorization from
the Free Word Sorting Task (t = 0.258, p <
0.001), indicating that individuals with a
wider range of equivalence (i.e., tendency
to form broader categories) showed higher
categorization coefficients.

3.4 Discriminant Validity

3.4.1 Independence from General
Cognitive Abilities

As shown in Table 7, correlations
between CPS-Q scales and a measure of
elementary logical operations (ELO) were
uniformly non-significant (all T < 0.08, all
p > 0.05), supporting the discriminant
validity of the CPS-Q with respect to
general cognitive abilities.

Table 7. Correlations Between CPS-Q Scales and Elementary Logical Operations

(N = 330)

CPS-Q Scale t with ELO P
Field Dependence -0.010 0.829
Field Independence 0.019 0.684
Narrow Range of Equivalence -0.021 0.651
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CPS-Q Scale twith ELO P
Wide Range of Equivalence 0.034 0.469
Flexibility of Cognitive Control 0.083 0.077
Rigidity of Cognitive Control 0.019 0.671
Impulsivity 0.075 0.106
Reflectivity -0.002 0.965
Concrete Conceptualization 0.010 0.830
Abstract Conceptualization 0.073 0.121
Tolerance of Unrealistic Experience 0.046 0.332
Intolerance of Unrealistic Experience 0.012 0.807

3.4.2 Independence from
Temperament

An  exploratory factor analysis
(principal component analysis with
Varimax rotation) was conducted on the 12
CPS-Q scales and the temperament scales
from the Formal-Dynamic Properties of
Individuality Questionnaire (N = 664).
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure
of sampling adequacy was 0.952,
indicating excellent suitability for factor
analysis (according to Kaiser's criteria,
values above 0.90 are considered
"marvellous"). Bartlett's test of sphericity
was significant (x2 = 10,842.658, df = 153,
P < 0.001), confirming that the correlation
matrix was suitable for factor extraction.

The number of factors to retain was
determined based on the scree plot

(Cattell's scree test) and the Kaiser-
Guttman criterion (eigenvalues > 1.0). The
scree plot revealed a sharp decline in
eigenvalues after the first factor, with a
clear elbow at the second factor,
suggesting that a three-factor solution was
most  appropriate based on the
interpretability of the factors and the scree
plot. The analysis yielded three factors
accounting for 72.95% of the variance. As
shown in Table 8, all 12 CPS-Q scales
loaded strongly on Factor 1 (loadings
ranging from 0.836 to 0.935), while
temperament scales loaded on Factors 2
and 3. This clear separation between CPS-
Q scales and temperament measures
supports the discriminant validity of the
CPS-Q.

Table 8. Factor Structure of CPS-Q and Temperament Measures (N = 664, 3-factor

solution)

Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Tolerance of Unrealistic Experience 0.935 -0.029 0.076
Concrete Conceptualization 0.930 0.099 -0.059
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Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Abstract Conceptualization 0.928 -0.030 0.108
Flexibility of Cognitive Control 0.906 -0.077 0.113
Narrow Range of Equivalence 0.904 0.081 0.065
Field Independence 0.902 -0.071 0.069
Reflectivity 0.900 0.021 -0.016
Wide Range of Equivalence 0.894 0.065 -0.022
Impulsivity 0.876 0.080 0.088
Rigidity of Cognitive Control 0.874 0.129 -0.121
Intolerance of Unrealistic Experience 0.842 0.127 -0.073
Field Dependence 0.836 0.153 -0.016
Emotional Excitability 0.035 0.819 0.034
Emotional Instability -0.002 0.787 0.048
Emotionality (Motor) 0.092 0.574 -0.083
Intellectual Activity -0.042 -0.178 0.763
Psychomotor Activity 0.036 -0.001 0.748
Communicative Activity 0.066 0.141 0.725

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser

Normalization. Factor loadings > 0.40 are shown in bold.

3.4.3 Independence from Character
Traits

A similar factor analysis was conducted
on the CPS-Q scales and character traits
(N = 664). The KMO measure was 0.938,
indicating excellent sampling adequacy.
Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant
(x2 = 11,832.017, df = 231, p < 0.001). The
scree plot indicated a four-factor solution,
which accounted for 70.79% of the total
variance. All 12 CPS-Q scales loaded on
Factor 1 (loadings ranging from 0.835 to
0.935), while character traits loaded on
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Factors 2-4. This clear separation supports
the discriminant validity of the CPS-Q
with respect to character.

3.4.4 Independence from Motivation

A factor analysis of CPS-Q scales and
motivation measures (N = 664) yielded
three factors accounting for 81.13% of the
variance. The KMO measure was 0.958,
and Bartlett's test of sphericity was
significant (x2 = 10,390.254, df = 105,
p < 0.001). The scree plot confirmed a
three-factor solution. All 12 CPS-Q scales
loaded on Factor 1 (loadings ranging from
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0.845 to 0.933), while motivation
measures loaded on Factors 2 and 3,
further supporting discriminant validity.

3.5 Age Differences

Age-related differences in cognitive
style scores were examined across the full
sample (N = 3,948, 48% male). One-way
analyses of variance (ANOVA) were
conducted with age group as the
independent variable (adolescence: 13-16
years; early youth: 17-20 years; early

adulthood: 21-30 years; middle
adulthood: 31-60 years) and each CPS-Q
scale as the dependent variable. As shown
in Table 9, significant age effects were
observed for all scales except Intolerance
of Unrealistic Experience (IUE). Effect
sizes (n2) ranged from small to moderate,
with the largest effects observed for
Narrow Range of Equivalence (n2 = 0.155),
Field Independence (n2 = 0.112), Abstract
Conceptualization (n2 = 0.104), and
Rigidity of Cognitive Control (n2 = 0.095).

Table 9. Age Differences in CPS-Q Scales (N = 3,948)

Scale F Sig. Eta-squared (n2)
Field Dependence (FD) 61.876 <.001 .045
Field Independence (FI) 165.728 <.001 112
Narrow Range of Equivalence (NRE) 240.877 <.001 155
Wide Range of Equivalence (WRE) 112.421 <.001 .079
Flexibility of Cognitive Control (FCC) 30.970 <.001 .023
Rigidity of Cognitive Control (RCC) 138.743 <.001 .095
Impulsivity (IMP) 7.743 <.001 .006
Reflectivity (REF) 74.871 <.001 .054
Concrete Conceptualization (CC) 7.820 <.001 .006
Abstract Conceptualization (AC) 152.229 <.001 .104
Tolerance of Unrealistic Experience (TUE) 18.173 <.001 .014
Intolerance of Unrealistic Experience (IUE) 1.852 .136 .001

Note: Degrees of freedom (3, 3944) for all analyses.

Post-hoc comparisons (Tukey HSD)
revealed that scores on most scales
increased  progressively with  age,
particularly from adolescence to early
adulthood, with the Ilargest increases
observed for Field Independence, Narrow
Range of  Equivalence,  Abstract
Conceptualization, and Rigidity of
Cognitive Control. These findings suggest
that cognitive style characteristics
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continue to develop across the lifespan,
with the most pronounced changes
occurring during the transition from
adolescence to early adulthood.

3.5 Gender Differences

Significant gender differences were
observed on all 12 CPS-Q scales (N = 527,
144 males, 383 females). As shown in
Table 10, females scored significantly
higher on all scales, with effect sizes
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ranging from small to moderate. The
largest differences were observed for
Concrete Conceptualization (p < 0.001),

Tolerance of Unrealistic Experience
(p < 0.001), and Impulsivity (p < 0.001).

Table 10. Gender Differences on CPS-Q Scales (N = 527)

Scale Males Females p
(N =144) (N =383)

Field Dependence 8.79 + 4.13 10.09 + 4.59 0.002
Field Independence 12.47 + 6.28 14.08 + 6.38 0.009
Narrow Range of Equivalence 10.94 % 5.49 13.17 + 5.68 < 0.001
Wide Range of Equivalence 9.89 + 4.90 11.08 £+ 4.75 0.013
Flexibility of Cognitive Control 10.83 £ 5.42 12.77 + 5.38 < 0.001
Rigidity of Cognitive Control 9.22 + 4.91 10.47 + 4.72 0.009
Impulsivity 9.01 £+ 4.31 10.48 + 4.72 < 0.001
Reflectivity 11.36 + 5.83 12.76 + 5.41 0.013
Concrete Conceptualization 11.52 + 6.47 13.66 + 6.24 < 0.001
Abstract Conceptualization 11.93 + 6.03 13.50 £ 5.50 0.007
']g;)(l;;sigﬁié)f Unrealistic 12.30 + 6.43 14.58 + 6.12 < 0.001
Intolerance of Unrealistic 8.65 + 4.46 0.84 + 4.42 0.007

Experience

4. Discussion

This study provides comprehensive
psychometric evidence for the Cognitive
Personality Styles Questionnaire (CPS-Q),
a 60-item self-report instrument designed
to assess 12 cognitive style dimensions as
independent unipolar scales. The results
demonstrate that the CPS-Q possesses
sound psychometric properties, including
excellent test-retest reliability, acceptable
internal consistency, convergent validity
with established behavioral measures, and
discriminant validity with respect to
cognitive abilities, temperament,
character, and motivation.
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The test-retest reliability coefficients
(Spearman's p = 0.894—0.982 over a two-
week interval) are excellent and compare
favorably with those reported for other
cognitive style measures. For instance, the
Cognitive Style Index (CSI) has shown
test-retest correlations in the range of
0.70—0.80 (Allinson & Hayes, 1996), while
the Cognitive Style Analysis (CSA) has
been criticized for poor test-retest
reliability, with correlations as low as 0.20
on some dimensions (Peterson et al.,
2003). The high temporal stability of the
CPS-Q supports  the  theoretical
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conceptualization of cognitive styles as
relatively stable individual characteristics
(Kozhevnikov, 2007; Messick, 1976).

The internal consistency of the CPS-Q
scales (Cronbach's a = 0.559-0.736) is
acceptable for most scales, though the
Rigidity of Cognitive Control scale (a =
0.559) falls below the commonly
recommended threshold of 0.70. This may
reflect the complexity of rigidity as a
construct or the relatively small number of
items (5) per scale. Similar alpha values
have been reported for other cognitive
style measures. For example, the Thinking
Styles Inventory has shown alpha
coefficients ranging from 0.70 to 0.80
(Sternberg et al.,, 2007), while the
Cognitive Style Questionnaire has shown
alphas ranging from 0.68 to 0.84. The
median alpha of 0.673 for the CPS-Q is
within the acceptable range for research
purposes, though further refinement of
the Rigidity scale may be warranted.

The convergent validity findings
provide strong support for the CPS-Q as a
measure of cognitive styles. The
correlations between CPS-Q scales and
established behavioral measures were
consistent with theoretical expectations.

Field Independence showed a strong
negative correlation with Embedded
Figures Test performance (1t = -0.357,
P < 0.001), indicating that individuals who
report greater independence from external
cues perform better on a task requiring
disembedding of figures from complex
backgrounds. This is consistent with
Witkin's (1962) conceptualization of field
independence as the ability to overcome
the influence of the surrounding
perceptual field. The magnitude of this
correlation is comparable to those
reported in previous validation studies of
field dependence-independence measures
(McKenna, 1984; Witkin et al., 1977).

Impulsivity showed a significant
negative correlation with Matching
Familiar Figures Test response time (t = -
0.189, p = 0.010), indicating that
individuals who report impulsive decision-
making tendencies respond more quickly
on a behavioral task requiring careful
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discrimination. This supports the validity
of the Impulsivity scale as a measure of
conceptual tempo, consistent with Kagan's
(1966) original conceptualization. The
correlation is somewhat modest, which
may reflect the distinction between self-
reported impulsivity and behavioral
performance on laboratory tasks, as noted
by previous researchers (Glow et al., 1983;
Viator et al., 2022).

Flexibility of Cognitive Control showed
a significant negative correlation with
Stroop interference (t = -0.178, p =
0.002), indicating that individuals who
report greater cognitive flexibility show
less interference in a task requiring
inhibition of prepotent responses. This
supports the validity of the Flexibility scale
as a measure of cognitive control,
consistent with the extensive literature on
the Stroop task as a measure of executive
function (Stroop, 1935; MacLeod, 1991).

Wide Range of Equivalence showed a
significant positive correlation with the
coefficient of categorization in the Free
Word Sorting Task (t = 0.258, p < 0.001),
indicating that individuals who report a
tendency to form broad categories indeed
create fewer, more inclusive groups when
sorting words. This supports the validity of
the Wide Range of Equivalence scale as a
measure of conceptual categorization
style.

The discriminant validity findings are
particularly important for establishing the
CPS-Q as a measure of cognitive style
rather than cognitive ability or personality.
The non-significant correlations between
CPS-Q scales and elementary logical
operations (all T < 0.08) demonstrate that
the CPS-Q is not simply measuring general
cognitive ability. This is consistent with
the theoretical distinction between styles
(preferred ways of processing) and
abilities (maximum performance capacity;
Messick, 1976; Sternberg & Grigorenko,
1997).

The factor analyses showing clear
separation between CPS-Q scales and
measures of temperament, character, and
motivation provide strong evidence for the
discriminant validity of the CPS-Q. Across
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three separate factor analyses, all 12 CPS-
Q scales consistently loaded on a single
factor, while temperament, character, and
motivation measures loaded on separate
factors. This pattern supports the
conceptualization of cognitive styles as a
distinct psychological construct, separate
from but related to temperament and
personality.

The significant age differences
observed across most CPS-Q scales
provide important insights into the
developmental trajectory of cognitive
styles. The largest age effects were found
for Narrow Range of Equivalence (n2 =
0.155), Field Independence (n2 = 0.112),
Abstract Conceptualization (n2 = 0.104),
and Rigidity of Cognitive Control (n2 =
0.095), suggesting that these dimensions
are particularly sensitive to developmental
changes across the lifespan. The
progressive increase in scores with age,
especially from adolescence to early
adulthood, is consistent with the broader
developmental literature indicating that
cognitive and metacognitive abilities
continue to mature well into early
adulthood (Craik & Bialystok, 2006;
Salthouse, 2012). These findings support
the view that cognitive styles are not static
traits but rather develop in concert with
general cognitive maturation and life
experience. The lack of significant age
differences for Intolerance of Unrealistic
Experience (IUE) is notable and may
suggest that resistance to unconventional
information is a more stable dispositional
characteristic,  possibly rooted in
personality rather than developmental
cognitive changes.

The finding that females scored higher
on all CPS-Q scales is noteworthy.
Previous research has documented gender
differences in specific cognitive styles,
with females often showing greater field
dependence (Witkin et al.,, 1977) and
greater verbal processing preferences
(Kraemer et al.,, 2009). However, the
present finding that females score higher
on both poles of each dimension suggests
that gender differences may reflect overall
differences in self-reported stylistic
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awareness or response tendencies rather
than differences along specific stylistic
dimensions. Alternatively, these findings
may reflect genuine gender differences in
cognitive style, consistent with the broader
literature on sex differences in cognition
(Halpern, 2000).

The findings of this study have several
theoretical implications for the study of
cognitive styles.

First, the strong convergent validity of
the CPS-Q with established behavioral
measures supports the view that self-
reported cognitive styles are meaningfully
related to actual cognitive processing. This
addresses a common criticism of self-
report measures: that they may reflect self-
perceptions rather than actual behavior.
The correlations between CPS-Q scales
and performance on the EFT, MFFT, and
Stroop tasks suggest that individuals' self-
reports of their stylistic tendencies are
grounded in real cognitive differences.

Second, the discriminant validity
findings support the conceptualization of
cognitive styles as distinct from cognitive
abilities and personality traits. The non-
significant correlations with logical
reasoning and the clear factor separation
from temperament and character
measures indicate that the CPS-Q is
measuring something unique. This
supports the theoretical view that
cognitive styles represent a distinct level of
analysis in understanding individual
differences, bridging cognition and
personality without being reducible to
either (Messick, 1984; Sternberg &
Grigorenko, 1997).

Third, and most importantly, the CPS-
Q's distinctive feature of treating each
stylistic pole as an independent unipolar
scale is strongly supported by the present
findings. The modest negative correlations
between opposing poles (e.g., FD and FI:
T = -0.108, p = 0.032) indicate that these
dimensions are not simply opposite ends
of a single continuum. This is consistent
with the growing body of evidence that
intuition and analysis (Wang et al., 2017),
field dependence and independence
(McKenna, 1984; Witkin et al., 1977), and
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related style dimensions are better
understood as independent constructs
rather than bipolar opposites. The CPS-Q's
unipolar approach allows for the
possibility  that  individuals  may
simultaneously possess characteristics of
both poles, which is a more accurate
reflection of real-world cognitive
functioning.

The CPS-Q has several practical
applications. In educational settings, it can
inform instruction tailored to students'
preferred processing modes, consistent
with the extensive literature on aptitude-
treatment interactions (Cronbach & Snow,
1977). In organizational settings, it can
support personnel selection, team
composition, and leadership development.
In clinical settings, it may be useful for
understanding cognitive vulnerabilities
and strengths, consistent with the growing
interest in cognitive styles as risk factors
for psychopathology (Alloy et al., 1999).

The self-report format of the CPS-Q
makes it practical for large-scale
administration and for use in contexts
where behavioral testing is impractical.
The short length (60 items, approximately
15—20 minutes to complete) and the clear,
accessible language of the items make it
suitable for use with diverse populations.

Several limitations should be
acknowledged. The sample was drawn
primarily from Russian populations,
which may limit the generalizability of the
findings to other cultural contexts. Cross-
cultural validation studies are needed to
establish the equivalence of the CPS-Q
across different linguistic and cultural
groups.

The internal consistency of some
scales, particularly Rigidity of Cognitive
Control (a = 0.559), was below the
recommended threshold of 0.70,
suggesting the need for item refinement.
Future research  should consider
expanding the item pool for scales with
lower reliability and conducting item
response theory analyses to identify poorly
functioning items.

The convergent validity correlations,
while significant, were moderate in
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magnitude. This may reflect the
distinction between self-reported styles
and behavioral performance, as noted
above. Future research should examine
the predictive validity of the CPS-Q for
real-world outcomes, such as academic
achievement, job performance, and
mental health.

The cross-sectional design of the study
limits conclusions about the stability of
cognitive styles over longer time periods.
While the two-week test-retest reliability
was excellent, longer-term longitudinal
studies are needed to establish the stability
of cognitive styles across developmental
periods and life transitions.

The CPS-Q compares favorably with
other self-report measures of cognitive
styles. Unlike the Cognitive Style Analysis
(Riding, 1991), which has shown poor
reliability, the CPS-Q demonstrates
excellent test-retest reliability. Unlike the
Thinking Styles Inventory (Sternberg &
Wagner, 1991), which has shown mixed
psychometric evidence, the CPS-Q
demonstrates consistent convergent and
discriminant validity.

The CPS-Q also addresses a gap in the
field by providing a comprehensive
assessment of cognitive styles at the
personality level. While many existing
measures focus on specific styles (e.g.,
field dependence-independence,
reflectivity-impulsivity) or on styles in
specific domains (e.g., learning styles,
thinking styles), the CPS-Q provides a
broad assessment of multiple cognitive
style dimensions within a single
instrument. This makes it particularly
useful for research examining the
relationships among different styles and
their combined effects on behavior.

5. Conclusion

This study provides comprehensive
evidence for the reliability and validity of
the  Cognitive  Personality  Styles
Questionnaire (CPS-Q). The instrument
demonstrates excellent test-retest
reliability, acceptable internal consistency,
strong  convergent  validity = with
established behavioral measures of
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cognitive styles, and clear discriminant
validity with respect to cognitive abilities,
temperament, character, and motivation.

The main result of this study is the
validation of the CPS-Q as a reliable and
valid  self-report instrument that
operationalizes 12  cognitive  style
dimensions as independent unipolar
scales. The distinctive feature of the CPS-
Q is the treatment of each stylistic pole as
an independent psychological disposition,
which is strongly supported by the present
findings. The modest negative correlations
between opposing poles and the single-
factor structure of the instrument indicate
that these dimensions are not simply
opposite ends of a single continuum, but
rather reflect different aspects of a broader
stylistic tendency. This is consistent with
the growing body of evidence that
intuition and analysis, field dependence
and independence, and related style
dimensions are better understood as
independent constructs rather than
bipolar opposites (McKenna, 1984; Wang
et al., 2017; Witkin et al., 1977).

The CPS-Q offers a practical,
theoretically grounded tool for assessing
cognitive styles at the personality level,
addressing a critical gap in the
measurement  of  this  important
psychological construct. The findings
support the theoretical conceptualization
of cognitive styles as stable, pervasive
individual differences in preferred ways of
processing information that are distinct
from both cognitive abilities and
personality traits. The CPS-Q provides a
valuable instrument for research in
educational, organizational, and clinical
contexts, and for advancing our
understanding of the role of cognitive
styles in human behavior.

Future research should focus on cross-
cultural validation of the CPS-Q,
examination of its predictive validity for
real-world outcomes, investigation of the
developmental trajectories of cognitive
styles across the lifespan, and refinement
of scales with lower internal consistency.
With continued  validation and
refinement, the CPS-Q has the potential to
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become a standard instrument for the
assessment of cognitive styles in both
research and applied settings.
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Highlights:
» The CPS-Q is a 60-item self-report
instrument assessing 12 cognitive style
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dimensions independent unipolar
scales.

» Excellent test-retest reliability was
demonstrated (Spearman's p = 0.894-—
0.982).

» Convergent validity was confirmed
with EFT, MFFT, Stroop, and Free Word

as

Sorting Task.
» Discriminant validity was established
with respect to cognitive abilities,

temperament, character, and motivation.
» Each stylistic pole is treated as an
independent psychological disposition,
consistent with contemporary evidence.
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OnpoCHUK KOTHUTUBHO-IMYHOCTHBIX CTUJIEH: BAJIHTHOCTh U
Haze:kHocTh CPS-Q Ha poccuiickou BbIOOpPKE

E.B. Boakosa, B.M. Pycanos, T.A. /[yoHuxosa

dedepanvHoe 2ocydapcmeerHoe 6100xcemHoe yupexcoeHue Hayku HHcmumym
ncuxonoz2uu Poccuiickoll akademuu Hayx, Mockea, Poccus

Pesrome. AxmyaavHocms. KOTHUTUBHBIE CTUJIM — 3TO BPOKAEHHBbIE (PYHKIIMOHATHHBIE
CHUCTEMBbI, KOTODbBIE OIPEAESIIOT WHANBUAYAJIbHbIE PAa3JIMUUA B TOM, KakK JIIOJIH
BOCIIPUHUMAIOT B 00pabaTeiBatoT WHGOPMAINI0. TU CTUJIN CIYKaT CBA3YIOIINM 3BEHOM
MEXKTy TIO3HAHUEM U JIMIHOCTBIO, BN HA TO, KAK Mbl B3aUMO/IEUCTBYEM C OKPY’KAIOIITM
MHupoM. BMmecTe ¢ TeM m3MepeHre KOTHUTUBHBIX CTHUJIEH OCTa€TcsA (pparMeHTHPOBAHHBIM:
OOJIBIIIMHCTBO HHCTPYMEHTOB TpPaKTyeT CTUJIEBble U3MeEPEeHUs KaK OUIIOJIsIpHbIE
KOHTUHYYMBI U OIIMPaeTcs Ha JiabopaTOpHBIE CEHCOPHO-TEPIENTUBHBIE METOJAUKU, He
YUIUTHIBAIOIIHE I1€JIOCTHOE TOBEJIEHNE YeJIOBEKA B PeaJIbHOU JKU3HEesTeIbHOCTU. I]end.
[IpoBeneHrEe IcUXoMeTpHUYECKOl MpoBepKu ONPOCHUKA KOTHUTUBHO-JTUMYHOCTHBIX CTHJIEN
(CPS-Q), 60-IyHKTOBOTO CaMOOTYETHOTO HWHCTPYMEHTA, OIEPAIMOHAIIMZUPYIOLIETO 12
CTHJIEBBIX U3MepeHun (I10J1€3aBHUCHUMOCTD, II0JIEHE3aBUCHUMOCTb, ruOKOCTh
ITI03HABATEJIPHOTO KOHTPOJISI, PUTH/THOCTh ITO3HABATEILHOTO KOHTPOJISA, Y3KUH AHAna30H
SKBUBAJIEHTHOCTH, IITUPOKUN JIana3oH 9KBUBAJIEHTHOCTH, abcTpakTHast
KOHIIENITyaJTu3aIius, KOHKpeTHasi KOHIIENITyaJIu3aIus, TOJIEPAHTHOCTH K
HEPEATNCTUUYECKOMY  OIIBITy, HETOJIEPAHTHOCTh K  HEPEeaJIMCTUUYECKOMY  OIIBITY,
MMITYJIbCUBHOCTb, Pe(JIEKTUBHOCTh) B KauecTBe HE3aBUCHUMBIX YHUIIOJISIPHBIX IIIKaJI.
Memod. B uccie/loBaHUM MPUHSIA y4acThe 3 331 pecrnoHzieHT (Bo3pacT 13—60 JieT) us
pasIUUHbIX TOopojioB Poccuu. HaméXHOCTH OIleHWBAIAch IO MOKa3aTessAM BHYTpEeHHEN
COTJIACOBAaHHOCTHU U PETECTOBOM HA/IEKHOCTH C MHTEPBAJIOM B /iBe Heiean. KoHBepreHTHast
BAJIHUTHOCTD ITPOBEPSJIACh Yepe3 KOPPEJIAIUU ¢ MeTOAUKaMu « BxirtouéHabie Gurypsi» I
Yurkuna (Embedded Figures Test), «CpaBHeHue moxokux pUCYHKOB» J[:k. Karana
(Matching Familiar Figures Test), Tecrom ciioBecHo-11BeTOBOM HHTEpPeperiiun [Ix. Ctpyna
(Stroop Color-Word Interference Test) u MeTomuKO# CBOOOJHON COPTUPOBKH CJIOB B.
Kosru. /IuckpuMUHAHTHAasA BaJIUHOCTh OIEHUBAJIACh Yepe3 KOPPEJISIUU C TECTOM
3JIEeMEHTapHBIX JIoTHUecKux onepanuil (PycanoB u BonkoBa, 2022), a Takke MOCPEICTBOM
dakTopHOrO aHayMM3a ¢  TOKazaTeasAMH  (HOPMaTbHO-TMHAMUYECKUX  CBOWCTB
uHAuBUAyaIbHOCTH (PycasoB, 2012), uept xapaktepa (PycasioB m MaHosoBa, 2003) u
MotuBanuu. Pesyavmamuvt. CPS-Q 1IpoaeMOHCTPUPOBAJ  BBICOKYID)  PETECTOBYIO
HaaexHOCTh (p Ciupmena = 0,894—0,982, Bce p < 0,001) U IpHEMJIEMYIO BHYTPEHHIOIO
cornacoBanHocts (a  Kponbaxa = 0,559—0,736). KoHBepreHTHas BaJILJTHOCTh
MOATBEPIK/IEHA  3HAYMMBIMU  KOPPENANUAMH  C  STAJIOHHBIMA  METOJAUKAMU:
II0JIEHE3aBUCUMOCTh C pe3yJbTaTaMH TecTa «BrirouéHHble durypsl» (T = —0,357,
p < 0,001); UMITyJIbCUBHOCTh CO BpEMEHEM IIepBOro oTBeTa B Tecte Karana (t = —0,189,
p = 0,010); THOKOCTb II03HABATEILHOTO KOHTPOJISI ¢ mHTEpdepeHnuen Crpyna (T = —0,178,
p = 0,002). JIUCKpUMHHAHTHAsA BAJMHOCTh MOATBEP}KJEHA OTCYTCTBUEM 3HAUYMMBIX
KOPPEJANUN € 3JIEMEHTApPHBIMU JIOTHYECKUMH olepanusaMu (Bce T < 0,08, p > 0,05), a
Takke (PaKTOPHBIM aHAJIM30M, IOKa3aBIITUM, UTO IIKkaabl CPS-Q 06pa3yoT opTOroHaIbHBIN
(bakTOp IO OTHOIIEHWIO K IIOKa3aTeJasAM TeMIepaMeHTa, XapakKTepa W MOTHBAIlUH.
3axnrouenue. CPS-Q sABjsieTcA HAZEKHBIM U BAIUIHBIM UHCTPYMEHTOM JJIS INAaTHOCTUKU
KOTHUTHBHBIX CTHJIEM HaA JIMYHOCTHOM YypoBHe. Ero orimyutesbHas O0COOEHHOCTb,
COCTOAINASA B HU3MEPEHHH KarKJIOTO CTUJIEBOTO IIOJIIOCA II0 HE3aBHCHMOM IIIKaJIe,
COOTBETCTBYET COBPEMEHHBIM JIAHHBIM O TOM, YTO CTUJIEBbIE W3MEPEHUS JIydIlle
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paccMaTpuBaTh KaK HeE3aBHCHMBbIE IICHIXOJIOTUYECKHE O00pa3oBaHUSA, a He Kak
IIPOTHUBOIIOJIOKHBIE ITOJTI0CA OTHOTO KOHTHHYYMa.

KiaoueBbie cioBa: CPS-Q, moje3aBHCUMOCTb, II0JI€HE3aBUCUMOCTh, T'HOKOCTh
IT03HABATEJIPHOTO KOHTPOJISI, PUTHU/THOCTh ITO3HABATEILHOTO KOHTPOJISA, Y3KUH THANa30H
SKBHUBAJIEHTHOCTH, IITUPOKUN JYana3oH SKBUBAJIEHTHOCTH, abcTpakTHast
KOHIIENITyaJTu3aIius, KOHKpeTHasi KOHIIENITyaJTu3aIus, TOJIEPAHTHOCTH K
HEPEAIMCTUUYECKOMY  OIIBITY, HETOJIEPAHTHOCTh K  HEPEaJIMCTUYECKOMY  OIIBITY,
HUMITyJIbCUBHOCTD, pe()JIEKTUBHOCTh, KOTHUTHBHBIE CTUJIN, HA/IE?KHOCTD, BAJITUTHOCTD
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Suplementary materials

OnpoCHUK KOTHUTHBHO-IUNYHOCTHBIX cTuiiei (CPS-Q)
Bam mpejiaraeTcs CIHMCOK OCHOBHBIX XapaKTEPHUCTHUK IOBEJEHUS 4esIOBeKa, IMPEeJICTABJIEHHBIX B BU/JIE
yTBepKeHui. HeKOTophble XapaKTepUCTUKH MOBeZieHus ¥ Bac MoryT ObITh 60Jiee BhIpA’KEHHBIMH, APYTHE —
MeHee. YKaKUTe CTelleHb BBIPAa’KEeHHOCTH KaXK/IOH W3 MPEeIbABISEMbIX XapaKTEPUCTUK. B rpade «0TBeThI»
mocTaBbTe 1Udpy OT 1 70 5, KOTOpas HanboJiee TOUHO XapaKTepu3yeT Baille moBe/ieHre B HACTOSIIEE BPEMS:

1 - COBCEM He BBIPAXKEHO,
2 - CKOpee He BBIPAKEHO,
3 - BBIPAXKEHO,

4 - 3aMETHO BBIPAXKEHO,
5 - OU€Hb BBIPAXKEHO.

[TocrapatiTech OTBEYATHh KaK MOXKHO OBICTpee, He 3a7iePKUBAUTeCh HA OHOM BOIIPOCce. XOPOIIUX HIU
IJIOXUX OTBETOB HeT.

OTBeT
YTBEPKJIEHUNA

[Toxymiasi ofiesK/1y, 51 IOBEPSII0 COBETAM ITPO/IABIIA.

MHe JIETKO NEPEKIIOUUTHCS C PEllIeHNs OHOH Npo6JeMbl Ha pellleHHe IPYTHX.
S yacTo MpUHUMAIO pellleHus [0 IEPBOMY BIEYATIEHUIO.

MHe HPaBSITCS UTPHI C IPOCTHIMU M YETKUMHU IPABUJIAMH.

SI rOTOB BHIC/IYIIATH MHEHUE JPYTOTO, AaXKe €CTU OHO MTPOTUBOPEYUT MOEMY
COOCTBEHHOMY.

Kak npaBuio, ss IPHHUMAIO PEIeHHs CAMOCTOSITEIBHO.

ITepeckasbiBasi COOBITHSI, S OMYCKAIO MOIPOOHOCTH.

MHe TpyiHO ITo100paTh 00pa3 K aOCTPAKTHBIM CJI0BAM.

[Tepen pellieHNEM 33/1a4U 51 TIIATEJIHHO IEPENPOBEPSIIO €€ YCIOBHA.

10 | fl 3ameyaro MaseHiIiie U3MEHEHHUsI CUTYAIIHH.

11 S oIMHAKOBO XOPOIIIO 3aIOMUHAI0 KaK KAPTUHKHU, TAK U TEKCTHI.

12 | f roToB, He pa3ayMbIBasi, BKJIIOUUTHCS B PellleHue JII000H 3a/1aun.

13 | Moii cobCcTBEHHBIH OIBIT JJ1s MEHS BasKHEE, YeM MHEHUE IPy3€ei.

14 | S ;erko Aestio JTI0Ie Ha XOPOIITUX U IJIOXHX.

15 | Sl Bcerzia OCTOPO3KEH B M3JI03KEHUU COOCTBEHHOTO MHEHUS.

16 | ITo OoTmeTbHBIM pa3pO3HEHHBIM (aKTaM MHE JIETKO YCTAaHOBUTH IIEMb COOBITHH.
17 | JIrojiu, KOTOPBIE IyMAIOT HE TaK, KaK s, MEHs CHJIbHO Pa3ApaKaioT.

18 | 4 jlerko coryamarch ¢ MHEHHEM JIPY3€eH.

19 | S 06110 O/IpOOHO MepecKka3bIBaTh Cofiepkanue puibMa.

20 | A 00610 UMTATh KaK XY/I0KECTBEHHYIO, TAK Ml TEXHHUECKYIO JINTEPATYPY.

21 | Sl yacTo MOKYyIa MEPBYIO MOHPABUBIIYIOCS MHE BEIllb, HE 33[yMbIBASICh.

22 Mue TpyiHO paboTaTh 6€3 YeTKOro 3a/IaHus.

23 | S m06s110 mosydaTh MHGOPMAIHIO U3 PA3HBIX UCTOYHUKOB.

24 MeHsI UHTEPECYET CMBICIL, a HE JIETAJIA COOBITHSI.

25 | Sl HeHaBMKY MCKATh MH(OPMAITHIO Ha PA3HBIX CAUTAX.

26 | Sl MHOTOKPaTHO IPOBEPSIIO KaXK0e IPEINOJIOKEHHE.

27 | fl jlerKo OT/IEJIAI0 [VIABHOE OT BTOPOCTEIIEHHOTO.

28 | Sl mpeAIOYNTAIO YCTOSABIIHECS IPEJICTABIEHHUS.

29 | PaccmaTpuBas KapTHHY, s 00palao BHIMaHUe Ha BCE IETAJIH.

30 Ecsiu MHe He yziaercsi HaiiTu HHGOPMAITUIO Ha OJHOM caiiTe, A MYy ee Ha IPYTUX caiTax.
31 | fl yacTo BBICKA3bIBAIO CYKJIEHUs, HE Pa300PABIINCH B CYTH JeJIa.

32 | MHe HpaBUTCS YETKHUH IJIAH U MOPSIOK.

33 | I He Bo3paskalo BBICIYIIATH CYKAEHUS APYTUX JIIOAEH.

34 | Sl IpUBBIK OTKPBHITO BHIPAKATh CBOE MHEHHUE.

35 | MeHs uHTepecyeT KapTHHA B II€JIOM, a HE ee JeTaIH.

36 | MHe TpPyIHO IEPEKIIOYATHCS C OJHOTO BH/IA IESITETPHOCTH HA JIPYTOH.

37 S mpucTyna K peleHuI0 3a71a4H, TIIATEJIbHO IPOYMAaB X0/ €€ PellleHus.
38 | MeHs Bcerjia MHTEPECYET CYTh JeIa.

O [0 |ON () I SSNGUR ) G
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39 | A usberaio TB-mporpaMMbl, JJAIOIIHE PA3HYIO HHTEPIPETAIMIO COOBITUIM.

440 | llpuHEMAas CI0KHOE pellleHNUe, 51 COBETYIOCH C APY3bIMU.

41 | I HOBOTO 3aJlaHUsI MHE TPeOyeTcs MOIpo0HAas NMHCTPYKITHA.

42 | A 4gacro 6epych 3a J1es10, He 33[yMBIBASICh, CMOTY JIH €TO BBITIOJTHUTb.

43 | A gyacto Hax0Ky HeOObIYHbIE, HECTAHJAPTHHIE PEIIEHUs 33/Ia9H.

44 | S He paccMaTpUBAIO JPYTHE METOJIBI PEIIEHHU 33124, €CIH Y MEHS V3Ke €CTh TOTOBBIH.

45 | S yieTKO MOTY c/iey1aTh KPATKUH BBIBOJ M3 TPOYUTAHHOTO.

46 | S obmiarck TOJIBKO C JIIOIbMH, MHEHHE KOTOPBIX COBIIA/IAET C MOUM.

47 | Sl uacto o6paIack 3a COBETOM K APYTHUM JIIOJSM.

48 | MHe HpaBUTCA OMUCHIBATH COOBITHE BO BCEX MOJIPOOHOCTSX.

49 | MHe JIerKo mePEKJIIOYATHCSA C OJTHOTO BUIA JEATETbHOCTY Ha IPYTOM.

50 | IToka 1 He 3aKOHYY OJIHO JIeJI0, MHE TPY/AHO IIPUCTYIIHUTD K BBIIIOJIHEHHIO APYTOTO.

51 51 yesIoBEK CaMOCTOATEIHHBIH.

52 A OTKPBIT K HOBBIM BII€UATJIECHUAM 1 HOBOMY OIIBITY.

53 | Sl - 4eJ10BeK KOHKPETHBIN U He JII00JII0 YCThIX PACCY KIeHUH.

54 | Ilepes npuHATHEM pellleHNs f TIIATEJIHHO ITepenpoBeps0 Bee HaKThI.

55 | B 060 cuTyaIuu s Uiy IOMOIIH Y IPYTUX JIIOAEN.

56 A OpeaArnovYuTar0 3aJaHuA, K KOTOPBIM IIPpUJIATAl0TCA YE€TKHE NWHCTPYKIUHU.

57 | IloapoOHbIe MHCTPYKITUY Pa3pakaioT MeHs.

58 | 4 ommparoch MPeMMYyIIECTBEHHO HA COOCTBEHHBIA ONBIT M 3HAHUSI.

59 B cJ103KHBIX 3a/ladyax A npeayarao HeCKOJIbKO BApUAaHTOB peHIeHPIﬁ.

60 | f He CTOPOHHUK HOBOBBEJIEHHI, MHE HPABHUTCS, KAK 5 JKUBY.
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