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Abstract

This study aims to examine the influence of cognitive styles on the choice of English reading strate-

CES|IH: FMAE(2024). ARFEFY KA B KRS 2L SE R S B E I ZE R AT, O FEE I RE 14(8), 356-363.
DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.148555


https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.148555
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.148555
https://www.hanspub.org/

WK(ERE

gies among university students from different majors. The Embedded Figures Test and the College
Students’ English Reading Strategy Questionnaire were used as measurement tools to survey 362
university students. Data analysis was conducted using SPSS 25.0, and the results indicate that: 1)
Students with field-independent cognitive styles are predominant in science and engineering, as
well as in arts majors, whereas students in humanities, medicine, and sports majors tend to have
field-dependent cognitive styles; 2) Cognitive styles show significant differences based on gender,
with males more inclined towards field-independent styles and females more inclined towards field-
dependent styles; 3) Cognitive styles also show significant differences in the choice of English read-
ing strategies, with field-independent students more adept at using meta-cognitive strategies, while
field-dependent students excel in using social and affective strategies; 4) There are significant dif-
ferences in the use of meta-cognitive strategies among students from different majors, with students
in sports majors using meta-cognitive strategies significantly less than those in other majors.
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1. 5|15

BEA 255 (R A E AL BERE AR, S EEGE . SCHRBHREE AW G . i skl i
EFRE T, OSSR H s R A AT BRI . BAT, W2 4 80%I115 S % E 43K (1
PR DA 2RI, R DEEGE LR SR ) BOy — R B Re . R4 e i 21 thad @ik 32 )
T, AT NAEZE SRR IR B, R R AE R FIX A SR . I MR e B Il . 7SR E
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TR AR ERES: T KERE 1. AR, BT HAGEMER, ARIAXE S SEES
2 2] 05 FORN e 13 SRS S B RO AN RN (Ellis, 1985). 223 Oxford AR, AMARIIA SN 7 2 5o mi L 52 S s A 332 10
B E; WAL ST T A KUK 2 52 SR 4 136 A0 B B2 A6 /42 1 1) B B i [R 3R (25 BE%%:, 2009). K1,
N T AR SR DL AR AN RE T, BRI 7 2O DA Bl 132 SR 110 22 A s s AR 0 11

Ellis (1985) & VK AR XM & SORAMARTE N FIE FE R I P FE4 A 47 7 2 FRE 38 DK A %
PBEE SN “AMRTERSEN, GdiZ. JB4E. FIES A RE T R I 6 2 AL N AERRAE, JRE(S B AL
TR ORIFAIRI A E ARR A (BT, 1991)0 38 58 ML, ASORAEN XA E SO MA i 52 (145 J2m
T.75 3o Holzman 1 Klein (1954) & {4 H 55~ FBLAL A RN 7 20, MR MARLEAS B TAAL B b 1) 22 e
R A NARYE S S FEARE R, K HXARE 23 i s B AT Y . R s N RS s Thee it 7e, 4y
S (R IS VA 00 R 4 B o P e XU« Witkin 25 (1962) % IR T 3 ST A7 A A7 T A A XU < RT3 1 A
S, OISR, BRBSI AT AR LR L 5 RS R, e TR AR R . R
SR B 4 NS RS (23 250535, B ST AU AR TE B 4 L R % PR A 2 0 A
RS A 07, I 7 A B B[] A WL 53 24k R 5 It 147 B PRI TR She A A PR DA R0 XU

5] 5 SRS SR T2 o SR TR — b, AR BRI A S 1B A ) = AR R AR BN 28 FL SR 77723(Block, 1986).
WA, 5 IR A SRR I B YIAASE, AES 2] et 5 B Hae =4 22 A2 (0’ Malley et al.
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1985) H5HE T (1999) N\ M Rl SR R A T Fe M B, O s R A T W AR B e TR
25 (2002) JUDHKE BE S SR 5 SORMAE RS R, 32 NAE I B EF 2R, X5 BT AL BN T 7 L
T30 B IR R WS SE R b B Ay S 5 el 15, g PR e 5o A B 38 R T e P (R s st

P RIS M AR B R ARVE R LR T 2 2] L By BRSE T R E bR, X 5 o ] sk
AT HREARFRNFI VAN s 1037 AF B 25 20 38 5 3 F IR PRI AN B SR ) SRR BINZ g o A58 R A 50 A TR S s
B, HRAFTIARERSE R, S ASCTRIME, BT &Gt NEE; Spir B2z S WA, 5
A6 1) F- ST S e ) R, S35 A e A SRS (Oxford, 1990). — IR B wh AR\ 0 77 205 B 52 SRS AH S e
IR FE B, 37 N = 27 A Al A A A R SRS, (ELLE 450 155 B S mes o P O T 16 3% 22
F(EHRIE, 2015). BEFIEE R, AT RS B s [0 T0 5 AR, (HINSN T SR AN A 2 5o e i3
T 1IR3 A WS P 326 36 o 5 e 3] 152 RO 1) B B[R 3R (42 R AL, 2009)

WA E Tl A A SN 7 3K 5 2] SR 5 2 BRI AR SV R B, WA N7 205 2 3] S S5 3 AH O,
2 ) TR A I S 2 S G (R ALZT, 2019) 6 1T AE SEiE 4V S A 78 TR R B, Lo tE 2 NIk A7 R,
TEASE FH AL 2 AN B SRS 7 THI R BT T, T AR 12 RA S0 SRS R IV 22 (1D 1 5K, 2014 # 1, 2014).
HLRPA RIS FUR I, AR TS A0 07 X, AR S D S SR 1R S B SRS A T AR AT
EIGRBEG, THALAS T RS A AR AR, B R B (%58, 2017).

TR, STl AR A ) T FH AL 2 A ISR mes, T BB A B KA ORI G R Sk . RV
O W AN T AT TR, BT ] P s B A ) T B A B RS SOR b AR AR i R T R 7. TR,
DLEE BRITYE K 2= 22 A R R BN R, BRI A ol 232 A D R XS 5 0605 ) S R AR DG P B 3 3

2. MRFGF*
2.1. #iK

KA BENLERE R i, M B RINE R SAE RO R LE E i, JRUREE M 403 17, HPa 05
362 17, HRAE 89.8%. #ikA, Tk 102 4, it 260 %4, FERVUETE 18~23 &, FHIFER N 195 %,
FRUEZE A 0.87. BAMAS 5 NGB A S AR ZET, 76 W 545 05 AL % — 0/ NMLY .

22. IRTHR

22.1. SERERNRER

ASHIF A5 P b 5T T K 2 AR Wiitkiin 25 A s 1) 1) B8 0 PRT TS 0 56 46 TE R (CEFT) U B S0 KUK« 1% 77 0%
H AT AR H R B T7 i, B RS U o A A0 ™ M AR U i ) R B SR AT Wt 0, 8 4
BFATHTERR A, BRI RS . CEFT MNRIL/ N = AN, A 9 AN s BRI 29 M AEE .
B 9 NEREEH T AREE R, SEARARKER. £ =80 5H 10 MEREE,
RO IRIEE I )R 4 43, RRA L 4o fEAT PRI IR AR B 22 b I W B, 890 7F 10 43 LA B3
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2.2.2. REEFERIEREMRNER

1% 5 AT R IS 23 AE X TN A (2002) 24 2 1 78 PR BT A F 1) Pl S SR mes sk L H 38t b, BEAT OUR
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3.1. XRFERERE

WHFERM T Harman SR EIGK N 7%, BT 7IFED R M ER K. S9R5RN], HAFEERT 11
AETA 1A, KA —AAE T R T U5 % 21.37% 1% 5, /N T 40%I I Fbs k. BRI, RS
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7 IS R E AR DR RIS T Bl 5 S mg i A P IS DU AT T 8 0 #T, T JESE SRRIT, A Rmt e
IARAFAE R RS0 22 T3 ML, LR A8 A T AR SRS AT S5 2 ST R R, RIS IR, At
TN = 2 A A P R D B — Rk, SERVEILR 1A 2.

Table 1. General analysis of cognitive styles of college students

F 1 RFEEINAMRAR 2D

NSRS N (AIK) T 47 (%)
LA 175 51.7
kA7 187 48.3

Table 2. Analysis of the overall use of English reading strategies
2. HIEFEREINBAERBR S

VT[] 5 R N M SD
JEIAE 362 3.09 0.49
N 362 2.94 0.53
AR 72 362 2.60 0.55

33. ERDNER
3.3.1. X211

SRS A D G RAS R ) B MR R HEAT XA, G5B, AN WS TE L WSS F i ZE R AR,
EAEMY LHERERE, B EAEGR T RN FRE,  oAR F I35 0K A T R0 XA (45 R 1E LR 3).

Table 3. Analysis of differences in cognitive styles by major and gender

T 3 NHRARAE LA SR R ERESRE S

BN, %) KA (N, %) X2 p
k25 R 54 (29.7) 60 (33.3) 2.221 0.818
HR 72 (39.6) 64 (35.6)
IR 16 (8.8) 13(7.2)
UNSEN 6 (3.3) 10 (5.6)
Rk 12 (6.6) 13(7.2)
HoAth 22 (12.1) 20 (11.1)
e 5 60 (34.3) 42 (22.5) 6.25™ 0.007
5'q 115 (65.7) 145 (77.5)

VE: "p<0.05, "p<0.01, *p<0.001, FIH.
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3.3.2. IR t I

I3 A SEE (5] 1 AW () = NEFE TN RIS . AR SRIG . AL 5 SRS ) B I XU O ST R AS t
R, WEFCERRN], AR TT AR SRS A AL S TSRO (R A ] 22 5 B3 (S5 R T LR 4). ElI
ST UK BB A I TC ISR s T 37 (A UG (A [ “2 A A e I SR T T o5 s S 3, 3 T IR 1
I, S RSAAZREAR,  CAHOR AR E B 52 A R A RS

Table 4. Analysis of differences in cognitive styles and English reading strategies

4. FIERILRIRIDIAANAS LR ES ST

VG [ 1 R AN M+ SD t p
TCINA YyhsT 3.54 +0.67 3.14° 0.02
W IRAT 321+0.55
Nt B777 YA 3.32+054 0.747 0.467
WA 3.24+051
FaR A Y b7 1LY 2.97+0.73 2.19" 0.047
YRAT 3.48 £0.79
3.33. HES

3 AAE BT D R SR X =N EPE CTIARIRIE . ARSI . AL 1 RIS ) L Lk S F ke,
SRR, ANTF) T b S R S A A AT D 5 SR ()i 3% B AP AE B = 3 (G R TR LR 5-7). SCRE EERL
SARRE. R DL AT b [ 22 A5 70 DA R0 SR AT D B 2 AR 35 i TR B k[R5 5
FENFIRIE AL S RIS YETE b, BV R/ B3 2 R

Table 5. Analysis of differences in major and meta-cognitive strategies

5. TUINHRBEZ WA EEFM S

A £k M £ SD F p LSD

© 3.36 £0.49
@ HE 3.56 + 0.52

~ ® ZR 3.38+0.48

TEIN AT 4.221" 0.0001 OREG® > @
ORS-| 2.46 +0.41
® k% 3.54+0.33
® HAfth 3.05+0.31

Table 6. Analysis of differences in major and cognitive strategies

6. INFIRBREE W K7 EEFRM DR

A il M+ SD F p LSD
AN © F} 3.02+0.83 1.532 0.179

@ #R 3.21+0.53

® &R 2.91+0.42

@ hE 3.13+0.76

® E¥ 3.15+0.35

© FHAth 3.17+0.69
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Table 7. Analysis of differences in major and social-emotional strategy
7. HRBERERRET WA EERME SR

A £l M+ SD F p LSD
© R 3.31+0.67
@ #R 3.11+0.67

M2 © R 327049 1.915 0.091
@ hE 3.15+0.53
® E¥ 3.32£047
© FHAth 3.24+0.85
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AR R T SR BOERE, e T AL B AR R A . 3 (RE SRR IX A, WA
TIRAF RN RIS T AE N 7 A R R BRI 5T, BT RS, galitihhE 2
T WA BL NI AU -
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B KERRE R IR Gt — D i 9% 7 ARATTI “ B EEIRe717 , AT REME AR I DA R S BRI
A E AR, HETHRI, MR R AT R A S R DR S B L, 8 S VA A S ABEOR M R RS
Bl Bk, KREEERTTIAFIRE IAE AT A2 ST AN ZRrh 45 21 1 o, 45 7 00 SRS L DA R S A AL
A2 16 T SR B 22 3t I P T SR D S R o o A S SR SRS A S B e P O Y A b, mTRESE N R
AR HR SRS MBI BE S, LB Bk T RS SR M 5 AR e SRR 115
Pl TR ESEME, ¥RWHEERS R “MEEE” , 85w SO R REUE B 5 T
R IR RIE RS B RIRE S . BEAh, WANEIR I ST R, AT L9 A 4 32 1 i IR 1) 1 2
(O T 0 Y RV BT 28 DR B 5 2 o1 ORI Bl B2 0K ), AT A B D] 130 R o AR A P — SR R 2 g
I3 52 R R MBS

4.3 INARAEELT W F ., 3 EHERSH
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) TR AN TR o 10 B TR Ry s B 5% 1 22 AR ST S8 1R FBURT [ SRR R ST 5. 2RI
AL N B A ST, R SLAAT, VEEAMERRE, DRI A ) T A A SL R A
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CAHRRE RGN SEL, TRESMAE R4, HREH ROS NI HNG . FETCIAH
SRMEAERL b, I RAF RS AR 2595, 5 DMERE AL — B XAl RE R RO o AL 2a A B B 52 ST g
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