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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the current status of cognitive flexibility among college students and its
relationship with family background, personal behaviors, and psychological factors, providing
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empirical evidence and educational recommendations for cultivating talent with cognitive flexibil-
ity. Methods: Using convenience sampling, 606 college students from domestic universities were se-
lected as subjects from June to September 2025. Analysis was conducted using a general information
questionnaire and the Chinese version of the Cognitive Flexibility Scale. Results: The overall cognitive
flexibility score among college students was (34.44 * 7.093), indicating a lower-middle level. Multi-
variate linear regression analysis revealed that factors such as smoking frequency, perceived stress,
and psychological richness significantly influenced cognitive flexibility (p < 0.05). Conclusion: College
students’ cognitive flexibility is jointly influenced by family background, personal behaviors, and psy-
chological factors. Educational practices should address structural deficiencies in cognitive flexibility
by optimizing parenting approaches, guiding students toward diverse cognitive activities to cultivate
healthy behavioral habits, and systematically enhancing their cognitive adaptability and innovative
capabilities.
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1. H&%

INHIRTEVE(Cognitive Flexibility) & 48 MALE HI AW AR A BAT 55 75 R I, Reie 3230 PRigH D]
P it RGBSR, LUENHIEEAE J1(Gosling et al., 2025). T3t [FE5%EE 2016 FE1EITHY
CEFAHIRSIR RIS N EY 5 (A N RILANE E REFFRIHE 2 KRR 51 DY FLARURIAT 2035 AR5 5t
HFRNEL) BAffTe IR E SRRt B A 25508800 A B 4E R 68 1 1 sk AR RIS PEAA .
FRERHE R R IURTAIT B2 AT 3] B QAR 22 I 2 D e 5 DA R RS P SERLE IAROG, BT
A XN IEHERAT THIEE IR E, Miyake S5 AFEHIT) “HATTIRE =187 (Miyake et al., 2000) BA
Dajani A1 Uddin 3R 1) “4ERE - dfe - B G HESLLE N BRI SRR TN RIEVE S AP T B B
(Dajani & Uddin, 2015), {EXFEAARFEMaA R RIEPER R FIR R THIRE KT, BTN RS2t
KN R IS PR 7= A 5 M AR RIE T 00 o DRI AR 7 16 PE PR ZR R 5 AR B A 53 Hh R 28 PR 2S5 A R 1 LA
SRANFARTEIR NS S OB S A T IR A, $h R AR RS PE R R e A, 7ERe b T IR E 5K
AR 2 BT AA B V)RR R, HOALERE SN F AR T BB TN RIS A A SR AL

2. ERRIRSF*
2.1. HRMR

F 2025 4E 6 J1~2025 4F 9 F 385 7 BRI TR A . Sl ECFE A 22 e G R R s A A N e o
TREk AR, ShEURE N SRR RS KATBUX (FRIbHEIX . ZRAEHLIX . R HIX . FREgHhIX | PaRgHbIX
FEALH D) R o3 EAT O (R R 2 . A TIEREARZ AR, A AR 2 B RUR R4ELL, DD FEAR 1)
Zo MW MEEFGHE, HHBSE IR E RSB ERRAEN R, KA —RRENAEER
AN EFATIRE, BB RoeRn s, e F—A 1P Hilik RIS —k, ZUiFaERE.

AR EILE R4S 670 4y, HAHIBR-FREERA] < 60 #b. fAEMMAIES . BHH. JRENE 64
B, IRTFAREAE 606 17, HAEH N 90.4%.
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22. fAIRIA

1) —ETRHAE R

BRI EH Tk, RIR EOHEEAE TS B 0. HAERSE) ORI, B
v ZHEH AT ZEAJUBNREQVNGS. SUV. B5E. EE. KE). B JUGE/T
AefE]), AT ARG . FEEFTEH . BRUHERIRECE . B RECS &R EET AN LR R)E
FRE BiE. ED BMIL PRSI0 B X 19 AT HEAE LA % H .

2) FICRRFHLRE R MPAI (Mobile Phone Addiction Index, MPAI)

A TP ORI Gl (Leung, 2008), JE4 17 N6 H, 4 NERE, S RlDmibrie. Rk, Kk
PERREERL DY ANERE, 1% 2R ZSH Young ML ok imiebni, nRaX 17 EErh - 8 iE 2 H E R4,
WA A A THUE. ZERNE S RECN 087, HEGEERSMZE(If = 2.67, RESM = 0.04,
GF1=0.91, IF1=0.90, CFI =0.89), &M THE K24, #AM TR ZERIEATZEFHURIERHE

3) FRICHR M 77 0 £:3% (Chinese Version of the Perceived Stress Scale, CPSS)

it 4 N7E PPS B R AR 4 (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983), iZ&E#IL 14 N
H, 2/MERE, 00l Bk BRI RIS, SR 5 il (0= ACKREA, 4= &J2), B0 0~56 75, 708K
78 1 2 A R N i B PR R KPR

4) IR R E £ (Cognitive Flexibility Scale)

i1 Martin A1 Rubin 7€ 1995 44w (Martin & Rubin, 1995), 2 J&3vk&E A\ Hid AT 7AEIT (Grik 2%,
2013), ZERET 12 40%H, KH 6 st Fon “EEARTE” , 6 Ko “EEMTE” ), Bk,
AMA AR R VR

23. G FERE

P ARG B TN SPSS 24.0 AT, THECEORER AR B EL3EAT R, TR TERER A
IR + bR ZE(X £ )BHATHEIA, LR ELBCR A t K568 5 2 0, FIF Pearson AH G0 T X I R I i)
Ly DIEEFHENSE. FHUREEECRR . B 28 00 28 7 )R 8 ) iR 38 105 40 M 25 4 P 1R 47 AH 5%
e, RIAS A 22 e 2R g 48 B 332:, A 36 /K #E « = 0.05.

3. &R
3.1 PEFNREXFR

AMIAE IS 606 At omt KA, Hbh &4 (67.3%) % T 5 4:(32.7%), BT R Z 1
NAIF(37.0%), BEESEDIH G A (1 W) 1 (34.8%), WM YR B o5 EL A M AN 83.8%. A R WA
8.9%. A1 I W AH 3.3%. 228 WA 3.3%, B A HEAT AN /NI I IZ B I S EE P B 2 19— Al — X (40.8%),
SIS 2 1 ES R (K 5 B 30 min A 38.3%. 1 h S 38.6%. 2h 9 15.0%. 2h L K 8.1%. iE
2z 1.

Table 1. Cognitive flexibility scale score

FLINNMRFERES

TiH n % X+s t p
531
5 198 32.7% 33.93 +7.304
1.237 0.217
@ 408 67.3% 34.69 + 6.984
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il
RSN 121 20.0% 33.99 + 7.043
TRk 81 13.4% 35.48 + 6.827
R 114 18.8% 34.20 + 6.399 1154  0.330
SCRFE 264 43.6% 34.23 + 7.569
HAth 26 4.3% 36.42 + 5.784
2L
K— 51 8.4% 35.27 +5.943
K= 181 29.9% 33.83+7.281
XK= 229 37.8% 34.37 + 7.620 0.926 0.448
K 127 21.0% 34.83 + 6.186
KT 18 3.0% 36.33 £7.219
P
DU 561 92.6% 34.38 + 6.876
0.603 0.549
DR 45 7.4% 35.24 + 9.458
T AT T
= 345 56.9% 34.29 +7.226
0.613 0.540
E 261 43.1% 34.64 + 6.923
R
N 108 17.8% 36.11 + 6.792
HlH 224 37.0% 34.30 + 6.638
4.048  0.007
=L 141 23.3% 34.76 + 7.397
KEKELLE 133 21.9% 32.98 + 7.496
(S
= 137 22.6% 35.56 + 7.127
I 211 34.8% 34.06 + 6.546
3.032 0.029
i 141 23.3% 35.01 + 7.020
KE kUL E 117 19.3% 33.12 + 7.869
FHEINTL
AT 123 20.3% 34.66 + 7.516
0.152 0.928
2 343 56.6% 34.44 +6.940
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34 98 16.2% 34.06 + 7.298
3ALLE 42 6.9% 34,71 +6.791
KA JUBAINAE

0 % 130 21.5% 34.60 + 7.246

1 4% 363 59.9% 34.48 + 6.974 0.151  0.860
2 E £ 113 18.6% 34.12 £7.347

EE T LA = 2 A (A

B 11 1.8% 33.27 +11.841
1 (8] 293 48.3% 34.67 + 6.283

2.193  0.088
2 [A] 230 38.0% 34.81 + 7.401
2 [mLLE 72 11.9% 32.51 + 8.082

BT ARFIRE

v 190 31.4% 34.03 + 7.525

0972  0.332
i 416 68.6% 34.63 + 6.888

FKEEFTAEHD

A 315 52.0% 34.54 +6.788

0.346  0.729
] 291 48.0% 34.34+7.420

SRR AL

AR 508 83.8% 34.13 £7.001
1B JR W 54 8.9% 34.91 + 7.960

A I A 20 3.3% 37.15+5.153 2.493  0.042
2 G 20 3.3% 37.40 +7.126
HJZ IR 4 0.7% 39.75 + 9.465

TR ) KR

AASBES IR 293 48.3% 33.94+7.311
1B R M 230 38.0% 34.86 + 6.595

A I I 65 10.7% 34.52 +7.353 1328  0.258
2 H I 16 2.6% 37.50 + 8.587
IR 2 0.3% 33.50 + 6.364

B JE AT LA/ PR iE 3R
—J—x 247 40.8% 34.27 +6.911 1.309  0.271
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—JEH IR 170 28.1% 35.08 + 6.765
— A=K 85 14.0% 34.89 +6.351
—RFA=kELE 104 17.2% 33.44 +8.461
R eI R LIRS
30 min 232 38.3% 33.52 +8.327
1h 234 38.6% 34.85+6.134
3.900  0.009
2h 91 15.0% 36.25 + 5.565
2h bl k 49 8.1% 33.47 + 6.904

3.2. WER

321 INAMREMRERE S STkt E 574

IWHIRERR IS 12~63 (34.44 + 7.093) XK R G 1 B M = ANGEFE AT 0 B AR IR (L2
2), RIGEIEYEL 5% B 100 (1365 £ 3.799),  HON ARG FEYEE (10.49 +2.819), RIGRUBELEEEI 5%
H )43 5%(10.30 + 2.857).

Table 2. Scores for each dimension of cognitive flexibility (n = 606)

2. WHMRIEMSHEES21ER(n = 606)

URE| #HE I ON] R/ME X+s FE¥ + brdEE
RIELRRAERE 3 18 3 10.49 + 2,819 10.49 +2.819
RIGRBELE S 4 22 4 10.30 + 2.857 10.30 + 2.857
RiERIBYEE 5 25 5 13.65 + 3.799 13.65 + 3.799

IWHIR IR R RS 12 63 12 34.44 +7.093 34.44 +7.093

3.22. REENMRELERSH

K FH NS0 R 35 M 52 (Cognitive Flexibility Scale) LA [F] N 2R HERIAE ST A LA MPAL 8.5 K&
FYEE RGP R RIGER)ARY, RIMAESCESF T BRI WOMHRE ~F I S ik Ry
K1gr 257 E¥E G #E X (p < 0.05), VW% 2.

323 REEAFHMM, ENHE. INARFSSRBEX TS
24 SPSS HAHSR MM IR 15, KN RIE 5 Ay RIvE 2 18] 2 1IE A M (p < 0.05), INFIRIEG 515 B2
[A] S IEAHOGHE (p < 0.05), {7 2 Rule -5 s A7 %05 2 18] 2 1IEAH G (p < 0.01), TEUMLE 3.

324, KEHINNRFERZ TEIESH

Nt — AR & DR B RN RS M BRSO E A, DLA R RIS M R IR AR &, K R R Hr
BENBEREVENS 4), WACESD . BEESD. WS, PR na sk kB rn K, a4
T ZUEMB B RN RAH 6 MEEIANEIE L 5. BIE T 45 R R IR ETHA
MR B BT RIS 80N 3.4% MR &, L ARE f=0.077 (p>0.05), &[]
TR HA G2
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Table 3. Correlation analysis of stress perception, mobile phone addiction, and cognitive flexibility (n = 606)

F 3 EDMRE. FUAMR. IAFRIERERXIESIH(n = 606)

A DI FE B JE 105 85 R RIS A5
OHEF S5 1.000
JE 1R Ry -0.377" 1.000
IR R G &5 0.105™ 0.089" 1.000

¥E: p<0.05, “p<0.01L.

Table 4. Assignment status of independent variables

F4 ALEWMERR

EES NS

IR N =1, A =2, wh =3, REKBLE =4

BRI =1 B =2, P =3, RERUE =4

WA MAEME =1, /KB =2, AR =3, LB =4, HERM =5
I 2 N2 B R A I 30min=1, 1h=2, 2h=3, hl I =4

Table 5. Multivariate linear regression analysis results for factors influencing cognitive flexibility
5. INHREZME RN S T M EIDHER

A B bRUE R % (SE) FriEA 2 E0(B) t ZEME(p)

SR 0.620 0.376 0.089 1.651 0.099
RESE22 7 0.163 0.371 0.024 0.440 0.660
R P 7 1.213 0.384 0.126 3.158 0.002
SIS 2 I e R B 0.553 0.308 0.072 1.798 0.073
LHEFERMAS 0.070 0.020 0.147 3.412 0.001
BTt B R Sy 0.172 0.051 0.145 3.379 0.001

7¥: p<0.001.

4. ¥Hig

4.1, REEINAREEARLTPFRT

I R IR, 606 42 KA INA RIS TS5 N (34.44 + 7.003) %, R IR ZEA IR R IS AL T h 25
i FIKF o 5 P2 5eyE B — R K HE 5 AN [ (K arakus, 2024; Inal & Serel Arslan, 2021), AWF7FEG 75
FE SRR FKEEHIR) . N AT AR S5 UFEE) RO ERRAS (FHUBRE . 750 50) % K240
N RIEVERIZEE R, HEn T &R AT RRAAAE AR OGO R . H TSR FORE TS0 R & 1 (A 5008 A 1
% KA R AR 25 (Hohl & Dolcos, 2024; Lin, Tsai, Lin, & Chen, 2014), £ TIUE IR, KK FH
BRI AT B s . FRAE . FELEE £ o0, FR0HAE R (Zhang et al., 2018) g9 NBF 7L+
SRRV SN RIEVE R BB R 3 . 0T 78 K25 AR B B0 HR 5 A e R A PR R 3% DA A0 SR B
B o A ) A il DA v K AR A D R
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4.2. HMRXFENANRFEEROERSH

1) WRHH A REL: WA AR SR N R I R R 3R 2 —, WO AN [ B R 2 A D R
BARELW. HAjrmrFass B mJe b T 78 5 30 T DO A s R A — 2 42 F+(Valentine &
Sofuoglu, 2018), {HAR#E Vajravelu %5 A (2015) BT, A I BE (MR R £E DA R RIS B AR T AN WA ) 4
A, KSR B FE RO 2 (R R AN A T AR o (B WO R FE 3 0, DRI B R
R, X LR T WA 26N RN T g i 3 2 (Durazzo, Meyerhoff, & Nixon, 2010). AR AT 75 148 & AW
THAFEE, AHIL H MOTE T 25 AN RO B N T 1 {55

2) FEJuFnmt: 1A RN RS B B N 32—, R A [ B R AR A 0 R 1
HRFELW. B ATHITE TR HE B IR R8T ORI R S — S I HE TR, R DA AR PR 1)3E
NifE S5 INENThRE, X5 Perica & Luna (2023)HJBF SR I — 3, Stk iR JJ7ERE E B 0L T 2 AN RE
AT PR SE IG5, 1708 1) e 2 B R S A M AR A AR ) o AELBE S e ) 55 B 3 A K R
73] 2= "R B&(Lupien, McEwen, Gunnar, & Heim, 2009), XIE T 1K 25N FGE il i . KA M
TEE O E SR PROIF AT R, KR 1 R AR B TR RN 7T .

3) LHEF: OHFEFLEWINMRIEME R —, KA O HE 5 M e H A RS R
O FRFE AT S TR AN RE g, B I 7 ER R 0% B 4 b R R B (1 2504 (Fredrickson, 2001),
W RS T R IAAR LT XS RS IE R, R AR IO BT A B T3 @ AR 2 SR B 13 B
T B i FLN R RS 1 o AR 26 7T DA A RS, X —RIBATNHERE ., HEE AN
IR FAE G R 2% 5 S R i — AR AR OB E IR, B AR SRR SR #EH
A RGNS .

5. &g

REEANFN RGP AL T 35 TP, B2 2R, A nst . OB 5 PR R 3 R
(HAE PR BRI LU K 2RI, AT FEAE S i MM e v SR R e g 55 75 T i A7 — SRy R PAI Lk,
FEHE LGN N e, N ET A A FrX L R 3R RS M BRI 2 HOA R RE 1 R i)
HEIE, HETEEHENE EREmER, WK ER TR QUi g2 i
BRIEL, et KA BN RGN R n—J7ii, KA A i 7 M RSO S A7 X A R 2
REF R MANBE R KIEE, Eah2 52 nimshith OB, RIRRd i et sl /i kg
T35 WNITTAE 22 AR R AR rh ORER R 4 1) 3 N P AT BB

ELWMEB
FBH PE N 25 B 2025 SRR “EH I HRI” KRFAERWTIE (2025-QLIH-40).
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