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The Revision of the Cognitive Style Test and Attempt to Delimit
Of Cognitive Style on College Students

Li Lihong' Che Wenho?
1. Department of Psychology Northeast Normal University Changchun 130024

2. Department Application Psychology Jilin University Changchun 130012

Abstract The college students are tested of Cognitive Style Analysis CSA . It was studied to the revised test and psychometrical quality test .

and passed attempt to delimit of cognitive style. The result shows that all the items in the revised test have quite good differentiability and the

test has quite satisfactory construct validity. After the reliability of the test examined it showed that this test had quite good internal consistency

and retest reliability. The trans — cultural comparison of the features of cognitive style indicated diffence between delimit of cognitive style on

China college students and . UK normal.
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