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Individual differences in the information processing and
cognitive style: focusing on the analytic/wholistic cognitive style®

Taeyeon, Lee'’

'Department of Health, Counselling, and Welfare, Hanseo University

The effects of the analytic/wholistic cognitive style on the performance of cognitive tasks in the perception and thinking stage
were analyzed in viewpoint of Miller (1987) which explained the influence of cognitive style according to information processing
stages. As a preliminary, the participants were divided into the analytic and wholistic processors by using the self-report test and
the reaction time test. In Experiments 1 and 2, the effects of the analytic/wholistic cognitive style were examined in the visual
discrimination task and the Stroop task. The results were as follows: response times increased and accuracies decreased as the
complexity of stimulus increased irrespective of cognitive style in the visual discrimination task. Next the differences between the
global task switching cost and the local task switching cost were observed in the wholistic processors in the Stroop task. In
Experiment 3, we compared the performance of the analytic and wholistic processors in the categorization task. As a result, the
similarity between the category exemplars had a larger effect on the category judgment of the wholistic processors than the
analytic processors. The differences between the rule effect and the similarity effect were also observed in the wholistic
processors. These results may be interpreted that the analytic/wholistic cognitive style did not affect the performances in the task
which required visual discrimination at an early perception stage, but it affected the performances in the task which required task
switching and categorization at higher cognitive processing stages. The existing cognitive style tests may be difficult handling
these results, and thus they should be modified. Cognitive flexibility should be also taken into consideration to explain the effects

of the cognitive style on cognitive tasks.
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™(Daneman & Carpenter, 1980; Dutke & Rinck, 2006;
Joo & Lee, 2012; Mayer, 2001; Wallen, Plass, &
Brunken, 2005), 1A% (cognitive style)-> o]2qF HHA
2ol AzE sl 8l Ak Apdeldh, 1 Bt
EE‘HJ} Zol=A (Witkin, 1962), $547 %3114 (Kagan,
1965), &HFa-#H2H(Hudson, 1966) 5 o2 7FA] Q1A]<¥
4 mgSo] Aksle] gou, A7) (Sternberg &

=%

[e)

=0 =
olg2 ¢

* o] =2 1L AL 2016-20179 eyl weR

T uAIAzL ofeq, Aty HASEEAsHY, (31962) T

Zhang, 2001)2%¥ CSJAFAA (Streufert & Nogami, 1989)
of o|27|717] theFRt FoollA TEE= HHEA 0] QI
£ Agsted AMgEe] it ey B4 f8A40dE &
TRl Q1A FAle] FRA PO IS dFste BrEet 7
dlzlel sl ohRt ool Al7IEe] ghk(Kozhevnikov,
2007; Mayer & Massa, 2003; Rezaei & Katz, 2004).
7be, Q1R oAl 7tg5te A (bipolar
dimension) 7+€] Zpo|7} AA| AR|TA| o] oA L E A

B Eo]

A=A T Y-S ot £PH AT ANRF-2016S1A5A2A01024267).
A4 el

o]—/\‘] 12
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%71% o} al(Peterson, Deary, & Austin, 2003; Rezaei &
Katz, 2004), A FAEC] A2 MdHoz FHE e

2 99l ow(Blazhenkova & Kozhevnikov, 2009), 21%]
oc}:/q 7to] Zpol7t Asolur AMA EA 7L e¥elyt &
A=o] Q= AL AJAHDavies & Graf, 2006; Mayer
& Massa, 2003).

QR|FA 0] ARTA|S] afol A TEE= AUAE HT
St 8%t 7lidel H7] ffsiMe 1 Q1%
214 oA AHgeteofor skal IS 2R AR =
S 7t EE 4 Qlojof gtth(Kozhevnikov, 2007). ©]
eF #elsto] Miller(1987)= IAFA! BAATE] digt o
EREAo EASH] Izl TAIREel w A= g A
HAgAE =R A¢ket Bl7E Stk &, 2SR Al A= 24/
A T FYE/AFEE JAASAC] =9 WE 2 F
o, Z19eAl A= Adol/AlZE g0l A=2] A £
Zslof|, AfATA A= BA/AA QA|FA 0] A=) HE
Skt SapAA FdE mE & Slh IAFAS AEA
B ZA5 ] Adstst izt o]ggt AE=E(Jonassen &

Grabowski, 1993; Miller, 1987)& EAst AR A =|HA o
Al QIx|eFAlo] MAG=Ye] i YIS v 5 AE=AE A
JA follA Aot o APH AFdE Foll ASot
A= kot B A BA/AA|(analytic/holistic) 1% %F
AS FHo= x|FAo] Aol A= FFS FHA
gAER A5t QIR {128 EAS Holaat st
St

BEA/AA JQAFAL detHoz Zr|HIA] HAL

(Allinson & Hayes, 1996; Felder & Silverman, 1988)1; &t
SAIRE HAHRiding, 199De] ool FEEH, 4 A=
250 MEEAGE FYE 7ol IAES Husto] it
AE Fdsted His AA| A=Ate A=s AAFeRE 7|
Ztstol RS Fol= AFE HY ZAow sPPdHh
Miller(1987)2] medo] wd EA/24 QIxFAe 2|7t
Ak AtgA oA QJUIR[A|S] fof FFe wE & Qe
b oA 2 717 A AEe] oo AWHHET. 4, Al
ZF A A (visual discrimination task)o]A] A9

P& MEAor FASHE A=9] B0l S7Hd= bl
|Zto] F7toh= 7ok 2 AlelE HolA| ¢

% =d|(Cooper, 1983; Park, 2003) oA

& o) AA7IAREo] A=Y £A4ES

U E= AAHoR HSYeS l‘ioqzr% Ao}, 2HH
WSt et IAE ofsfibA] 22 A9 ?llll}lﬂoﬂlﬂl{ o]
OF AR AANEe] HuEQth 71, RFShtA oA

N
N

JE7HE & die HEARIES AAE APl oe)
HaEslete=d ol 4R 494 £/ (defining attributes)
T2 MEEAE FYE 710l HFssilom(Allen &

Brooks, 1991; Lee, 2008), H1AE olsjatAo A= A7}
2 F YREE AT ASS FAHeR HAES ofgfs}
=l o] AR= EA Aol o] EAT SHo] &
7 st oleffots AFE EAX(Jung & Lee,

grES

2005; Ko, 2006). o]=3t AZATEL BA/AH o124
o] Z|ZtA e} AR A A Q1A IA| O] f=5fof FFS m]H
THsAo] Qlee HoZEAur Hulst AR vl ¢

M dAHEE

AT ek A, AZPAEaAelA Az

£ H%F A7E(Cooper, 1983; Park, 2003)2 7]& <17
FAHAE ARESHA] g Adddo] AMEH A7 A oA Kol
v e HEoR AYWHE FEstal7] mhieel 71E
JAAFAHAE AFERS of 22 Ay #d 4 §leA
wgotA] otk ERL, AlZPAEA|o A EE QIR of
2 AZAlE] dutehe 5 JeAE gRlehA] o] o
woll AZtgAl el FRA Y] It AAE EAet=A]
et A8S W] otk =4, HMFAlE ARERE
A (Lee, 2008)0ll4 AREE HF= FoA &/do < 4
A E7E 4 Qe 725 7 U] diiel At
o] W3} Hefol ﬂﬁl 91% 7¥Fs/dol &A1, SEHAolA

71wzl Ag7HpL 43
of = AHIE 71938H7t @O]E}ﬂloﬂ*ﬂ AHE HRlEs
THsAE AATH(Vokey & Brooks, 1992). E3F HIAE o]
Sl ohefet AR S Eetekal Q1] wiEell A
Fo] mlA= AX|FAe] FFFo] YA EuA o=
4 Sltke RHAE 7R3

2 AT BA/AA ARG o] AZFdA R ARrgA|
oA mA|eRYel mXl= PRk AHET] Qs 24 HHAY
SA ] E4& wtYot= 3’4'1115 A7t & 24 Azt A
A Azre] FaztolE BASHHT. AAGA NN Fol=
ARl A Fatt dgs stedl 7] AZgA A= Al
ZYH 9 (visual discrimination) 22 A= AZ7F A2
719t 9] (perception—based attention)®] ¥ AT 1
159 AejoAes AAIHSHtask shifting) 22 2FY4714
A Azt A -715
attention) 9] P W=rHEgeth & Yantis, 1997; Logan
& Gordon, 2001). o7 2ot AIZFHENA = 2]74-7]
HF oo gokE = ARl Hlsf AEF TA|(Stroop
task)= AAUA-7]9F 7o) JgFe W= AT & 5
AtHOh & Kim, 2016;
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9] (higher cognition—based
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Goldhammer, 2005). 2 d3to] Ad 13 Y 294& A
ZPAAIAC AEF MAOA BEEE A A2atet 4
Aejzte] g Hlwsto] ZZfgA oA Hol= &A/AA|
o17|oFAl0] Q1X|A Fpol2 AWE A st ShE, Abmch
Ao 8K categorization) = XA 22] A7 5o|BnR
(Lee, 2008) A3 3olx= Al 727 St WF3 BAE
ol AfAlo A Hols BA/HA AAFAe] 1A A}
olg AHHIZ st MFsHAlN HIFEATL A=
A9 GAMSE BlwsEAY &/ gt ool ZASH

HEStE 4 Q=d(Smith & Medin, 1981) E4/A4)
JNZAIFAE ol=gt Hsl BAof FFS nld sl Sl

i

th A 3ol FYA £4o] opd AP or FHE 4
= WFE ARESl, -4l A (same—different task)
£ Bl 7199 IS AR AolA FAMIY 2] 9]
FA FFES Hlwste] 74 Aziet AA Azt |
T Az oE PHor JFSE ol gotHuzt
SHATE.

AR 27|04 HARR YESAZE
B/ olz[QkAl0| &

ZAtoll 22t

T ESE BA/AA A the ATEclA dEkEe=r
AFEEIYE AAR= 3A| Felder} Silverman(1988)2] <1x|eF
A1AAHIndex of Learning Style: ILS)®} Z-2 A7|HI1A A
AR} Riding(1991)9] Q1A FA1HAHcognitive style analysis;
CSA)eE 22 HRAIZE AAolnh, A7|H 1A HAR= 12|14
Hrgsk=tl Hlsl CSAHAR=
A7 AEAYTAS AARteg Wrgsts HEFol
Q7] WEo(Massa & Mayer, 2006) & AAfe] o5t L&
of A= dAstA] ¢= At Uitk AAE ILSHARR}
CSAZALS] AdA=E HFY A7(Ahn, Kim, & Ahn,
2009)0l4= & AAF 7+o] A=t r=0.039% ¢ WU
T3 Riding(1991)9] IAFAIAAA = A A 2] 24| 7+
R A B oy |2 Fo12]7] o] FEAQ At
Z7F WA QD AR ARG WA At ERE 74
o] B = ¥ ofyzt dga=E o AAET FAA YAt

A% (cognitive preference) &

holist comparison task

2 272 7FsAel AF & Slke HEo] AZ|EHH
(Davies & Graf, 2006). Ahn 5(009)¢] A= CSAHAF
7F 71 ol2fet Ak EAI7E AR o2 AFelA d
Ailo]7] WEo] B ATAHL oleldt CSABAY AAA
FAE ST T ILSAARE CSAZAA FEsE A7

O

o ol AE AXAS AMEIT, £ ANl LAw7}
2o ARgAES Adstagt s

4 g
AECjAR}
AL AR gols s7ets o 859l
Aol A7tehct

Felder®} Silverman(1988)¢] ILS Qx|¥AAA= 2002
d HATS ARSI ILS AARE 554 (active)/HH
A (reflective), #Zt4 (sensing)/2] 34 (intuitive),
(visual)/ 21014 (verbal), =2} (sequential)/ZA4 (global) &}
S FESH] Qe 442FO0 2 o]Fojx] QAT B Ao
A= CSA ARl vlwstr] Qfol b /A2 akdel digt
11 #e] At ARgsialt. A7 11239 519
Az a B b F siE A"stA =Hol qljle™ Ahn
5(2009)9] AEA o] Wt aFS o Eol E—H
A2z, b&E& o Wol Adstd HA A2zt
Riding(1991)2] CSA AAFA EA/AA] Q1] /U.% Figure
Lo AAE]O] Sli= FEH|wAe] gt FdRkeAzkE A
AR waA o] gt HHFeSATte R WA U Hlg2 2
e FrndAls dFe] e A=l LEZR 9L

A=l metEe] QIEAE wHshs HAlo] HAH| WA
+ HAF o= Hlwste] T 2p=0] 2] EAE ol
+ dAolot. FEH|waA|et A waA o] HlEo] 1.02
oJsto]H AAAZAL, 1.36 oldolH EAAER;, 1 Ato]H
F7AR BERst9ey o] HlE-2 Riding(1991)0] thaFst ¢

gt 4 Aos tides BEIR & AARE groldh &
el A CSA IxFAHAKRIding, 1991)9] HAHA ZA]

Ao
o

A7

ot

partial comparison task

Figure 1. Examples of the holist comparison task and the partial comparison task of CSA Test(Riding, 1991)
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£ 545 s AARe AL =
292 Aol AN F T A BFHSAZ
S Atstel AAepAE TR

A2 O] AlFES
7ke] HlE&

SRR
AR g e Aol A AN, 1S A4
AL 2 AERgit o AeAs AN A

WA & AEA & Ao sigets A 12w o
Aol ez AAESGIE CSA A ZB-folle HA
HEAZE 2o 500ms B9 FolA|1, thgel Fod
WAl wet HEEi Ee “deilﬂm”a‘r% A|A7F
500ms &<t A= 1 F AAHRAA A= F =
o] 2 AUANE s & A Hostd Holw, 52
HRAA NN E 9% Tgo] 022 Lo gtslo] JEX
g Psd & whes] paei sgich Adels 258 Ax
Q531ch

N
P

2
CSA ZARelA] 90% olge] Aetwe] mlgk 3
A Agstgon £ @Al AT Table 1] ANE ot
Tk ILS BAIA HA AR 547, 27 Azae 28
o vehth CSARACIA e WA HlEe 0.82
oA 146 Aolgom 1 FeIA 136 ol4el AuATMA
329 A A, 103N 135 Afolel AFAIIE 27
o 37 AU, 102 o5}l ARA7A 238 B4 A
AR BRHGL, £ BAT] HARE DS Lo 9]
o CSATALS] 57 HelAkg Aok Cohene] FhaiAg

T3 A3 272 Abn $Q009)9 A7 2 FAHCR
ST AA=E B,

Al
2

oo
—

AY 1= AZHETA (visual discrimination  task) ol 4]

waEs EA/AA A2jate] 9 Ajolg EAste] 27t
Foo] wA= AAFAY] FFS %*OPEM} ﬁ}a‘t}.
AZFAEIA = AAE T Eddo] 224
ZfaA| = TSPl A @%‘7}1}7} 7H%“%*é ‘:Oﬂ TAE
71&oleA] of U A= Ao
4= Qlth(Cooper, 1983: Park 2003). 019} SRl 03%011*1
Park(2003)2 AIZHERAE 4T of A= EHEr}
S7VESE WhgATe] FUtohe A F7EAeh ghReAIRte
A Z ztolE Holz] oh= Ad 7B glow, ot A
ol A= Aot FAY] QIR 719 4 ok B
sttt Pratt(2002) % AZAEIA A HHAEE o]gh
zpo]7} 715Heq vl @A (Job, Nicoletti, & Rumiati, 1982)
22 A7 TA e e Basigih T8y o] A4E
2 AAES

He o1z)oFAl A} obd 7+ 2zt

=2==2 ©H"Oo

oA AFEZ L (stimulus complexity)o]l w2 BRSAIZE Tf
glofl ZAste] FEstH7] izl ARGl it 71E]
AFATET AFHoR Hwaly| oYt Egt 7 2zt
AlolA BEE A2 B AZAEIA dides @

AHEAE obd AIOHA okl W el 2’ AL
S AZHAe] 4" AL 7FsE Aok 2 dolA
© ARl A7 EAA HARRE RESAIZE Al B
A A Be 24 AAE 25 fdies e
2 AZAEIA A ASEHETE STkl met KAz
o off WSE HolEAE dotHiAt Sl AlZHE
TAIA A Az|Ae A= AAH ez Has=d] H]o)

B4 AelAe ATl fEsAe uasithd A4 e

AARGES ZAE BSAZ] 2 i}om Qe A
Hl) B4 A AFELA0] 284S WeATo] 2

7tk Ao g o=Hrt

% g
AR R AR
CSABARIA
A 2R

AT A 3 LB
R 1683 24

HAd 219 5 F 375‘301 Aol Holskai.

c d
RE BA

Table 1. The number of analytic/wholistic processors by ILS and CSA Test

CSA

wholistic processors

medium processors  analytic processors total

holistic processors 21 17 7 54
ILS sequential processors 11 10 16 28
total 32 27 23 82
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comparisan figures{similarity)
k-1 Bl [ -] [} [=2] (-] o

44t ea & A
AW AN
SCOUCCE 2L 3K 2L
CARARR R
-FFPIA2 AN

Figure 2. Picture stimulus in Experiment 1 (Doane et. al.,
1996)

number of vertex{complexity)

A== Park(2003)9] A4 AREEIIE Doane,
Alderton, Sohn, 123 Pellegrino(1993)9] ©tz}d HE
(Figure 2 #2)7F A=02 ARGE I oHa AECA &
M-S 1024x768 AFH 2FHO oF 357 AlZF HoA 7t=
T, &°] 879 2712 AASkHT A=EHEE Park(2003)
o] dtoflAet o] ExH] & 6, 8, 12, 16, 2071= H
SIAA zASHGon, B 7 BE5E "ok of
+ AREAE0] 7R A=5845E7t S71skith A=
A 71O oE 6709 HlwE=go] At AL
szt ol o=yl HlEs D12 7IEE=F () Al
HEAES0] A2 fAfsto] Wdo] 714 ol =<l H|
of =Y Do= 7Ie=@ O AFRELEC] A= fAlsH
A grot ¥o] 7P 4% A=olrh. & A7 4] A=
B 7] whEoll A=At ®idol 41 D4, DS,
D6 7%t Aol ZgE| it

APEA ARdo] A7 Mol AedmAn ¥R
oigh zteRet AZW7F FolRioh AAXTEE AFE S|
T 719 EgA=o] FUS AR ofdAE Tt £ &
PapZo] FUsH(ex, S vs. S) 2715, MR thEH(ex, S
vs. D4, D5, D6) */"715 21 =itk 2 Afo] Aty
7] A o]Fol2= AFAIolA= Doane 5(1993)9] o213

HNE F

=2
A, o E52 T0XBer FAGE0] F 210AfCR o]

2

AVHEAOA WHgAIZbe] 500ms olatol ALt 10000ms o
wL Hotesl 80% olskl Ami Alejson 1 7%
wet AA Aeld g o] Arsh B AgEe] 24
AR 1697 HA AeA 208 oz BHol ofzol
Ak

U Mz AN

UES A2t
A Agjzret B4 Aejzre] BHgAE 25UE HH
Table 29} Zth A Aoz W A4 Aejzte] dhgA|7to]
B AR wgiom(F(1,34)=5.41, p<01, MSe=
17634.22) AAFAN EF 74o] Aszgo]l {oatiltt
(F(2,34)=3.93, p<.05, MSe=1634.21). B2dg BAsEHA
A i EFAE HA Ajate] guthAte] 24 A
2R WeEo1(t(34)=3.82, p<05), oldt ol EE=
o] 3715 Fraste Al MR ESAE F Azt ¥
TEEGAIZRO]  fogt Afolg Holx]  (RokTHi(34)=1.19,

JLLESEAYE) ) p S

A
e Jx

n.s.).

A=E o o AA Azret 24 Aezpe] gt
SAITHE Figure 3o AASHh A5z ©hE AA
Ae|ztel EA Ae|zte] HHRGAIZE 2folE FAR AtE
H AA Azt 24 At Hle AAHcw o wE
HESAIZES B O 1H(F(1,34)=4.90, p<.05, MSe=25316.13),

1000
950
900
850
800
750
700
650
600
550
500

—— wholistic processors

- analytic processors

6 8 12 16 20

stimulus complexity

Figure 3, Mean RTs of analytic/wholistic processors by stimulus

complexity

Table 2. Mean RTs (standard deviations) of analytic/wholistic processors by blocks

block
1 2 3 total
wholistic processors 762.34(86.10) 745.47(76.80) 712.35(69.36) 740.05(77.42)
analytic processors 875.17(79.26) 814.07(67.29) 762.22(75.34) 817.15(73.96)
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Table 3. Mean accuracies(standard deviations) of analytic/wholistic processors by blocks

block
1 2 3 total
wholistic processors 81(12) 83(.21) 87(11) 83(.14)
analytic processors .89(.09) .90(.15) .93(.16) 91(13)
QAT AT BUE 749 FIAES folsh ettt = o

(F(4,39)=1.09, p<{45, MSe=20665.19). &, A Azt
((F(4,15)=13.25, p<001, MSe=9313.09u+ &4 A==t

(F(4,19)=15.06, p<.001, MSe=37950.11) 2% EZJL7} &
FHE WAl F7heket,

etk E4

A AEzet EAAeate] BAAPYgLE E5EE HA
Table 33 Zt}. AAHo=z B4 A2zt AFowrt AA
A2t E=9hom(F(1,34)=11.03, p<.001, MSe=.00), ¢!
G EE 7] Aoatgo] §olotirh(F(2,34)=4.02,
p<05, MSe=.01). 222 E4YS ¢ A EZJAE= A
S Zpol7t YeRF O (£(34)=3.81, p<.05, MSe=.00) ©}A]
gt EEole ol Aolrh WEEZ] FoktHi(34)=1.03,
p<.39, MSe=.01).

Figure 49 A=E5-Tol w2 A4 AH=ziet 24 A=
2pe] WHASEE At BHPSwol| et Bt
= BH A A2zt AA A2jztel vlef o HgotA
519 0 W (F(1,34)=4.22, p<.05, MSe=.00) &H-ZA|7ke] of
AT s R QA AT AFER L FAHCR

o)t Holx]  QFQITHFE(4,34)=1.32, p<.12,

Jo b Lo

HEAEL

MSe=00). QPR BAG AelAE F AZGAC]
A BE AFY B FABSE e HREE Fast

p<.001,

ATHF(4,15)=12.02,
p<.001, MSe=.00).

MSe=.01;  F(4,19)=9.74,

0.95
0.9
0.85
0.8
0.75
07
0.65
0.6
0.55
05

—— wholistic processor

e gnalytic processor

b 8 12 16 20
stimulus complexity
Figure 4, Mean accuracies of analytic/wholistic processors by

stimulus complexity

A 19 2795 Y B3 27l AA A9t o
w27 ¥hgol 74 At o At wkgohs B
= HolATt olg|3t zlol= EFo| FVIESE F4ast
& Hlrh Eg A FA FeHA A= 5=t
S5 BREAIZES FTkota S Aasts Z9E B
ek AZHETA A A A= AFS HAHoR
Hlwste] Aefsty £4 Aej2ts 29 EEA4E Hls
of Aottt A=5HE7E AAl A2zpe] wh-gAIREE T
24 APRRe] HEZAIZ e H & S m|AHoF shAR A¥
19] 3= ol A5y} vE AE Elth Ad 19 4
e ASERE7E S7FEeE HESAR o] Stk A
7RAe} 18Rt AolE Holx] of= ARXTRAE qlvka B
13 Park(2003)9] AAMet thET oA T oA
AR AatAo] po] wjRo=m Ayd 4 Stk F, Park
(2003)& A=EHEE WS o AlZPAERA| 9] 58
oA == 2ol FAst] AAWIAE FESIIOH
AY 1A= FEHlnaAo] tigh FahSAZES AAHw
Ao gt ek Azto g e Zholl o5 AdH S
otk &, AR LoflA JAAFAE FESk] s AR
2 v AZHEIRA ] H]S] AF9IA-71RE F0]9]
43S o o m(Guisande, Paramo, Tinajero, & Almeida,
2007) ol=gt zfol= Qlsff Ad 104 EA/AA| AAFA]
7ko] efatol7h TEER] okgkE ZFsAdol Sith Ad 19
At AZPAETA A AR Z2ztet A4 A2z; 1o
afol7t b Aoleh= 7HdS A[A|5kA] |9 thefst A
ZFAE(Cooper, 1983; Park, 2003; Pratt, 2002)014 A&
Aol QIR B ESS M of 7]E QARG A
o] S A art e AR

rir
OlN oM,

dd 29Me 2EF AR BEEe A4 Aot £
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A Aeare] f3atolE EAIsk] ARIQIA-7IRE o]0 H]
e FAAA QARFA] FFe Lotz sigith. AE
T M= oAA Foet AFA FoY] 255 Tl 9
2 SAAYY AYAE HoF= A=z ZFHS '
(conflict adaptation effect)tt THA|ZEH(task switching) T+
of|A] HMAlSh= AEHH]|-8(switching cost)= H|walo] Q124
sAAZ mAE= dAFA aRE AT H7E A
(Oh & Kim, 2016; Shin & Kim, 2015). 7}¥, Ohe}
Kim(2016)2 dojtls Aogdas ddojapA|=o] Heh|&
o HAaL=d Hs| tdFAY Aoe HghE|gol °§§$ﬁ%
n|z2] ¢3-S Hilsisict AY 2 H% A7 24 &
A ES] TAHgo] ThERt AEE JJrXﬂ(Peterson
Deary, 2006)0l4 #&E= 2|85 Blwsto] £4/34)
AA|FA o] 1A A FAA ] of® FFe nIA=AE Fot
27t sisinh. MgHgolgt 2= HA| (R F2)elwt ]
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TFOIE 7|0t (T AA)er F9
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A ok AR aot=tl 87 EE AHgH|gol
iﬁ]‘%ﬂ IR M=z Al 91t Adeld o=
Q7E Azko] 7445k WhEoltHOh & Kim, 2016).
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(]

20%11

=

2 r>4 2% rﬂd 2 o\

rlo 2
= i

R

G

Y
AL

AFAATL] Folgt ARt & A 13 upriA = ILS
AR CSAZALA B B4 Atz BEREE 169
W AF AYAr BREY 219 5 & 3790 A &
ofstict.

24222

A 20 Peterson & Deary(2006)2] AAolA AREESL
9 A=5E0] AREESITHFigure 5 &%), A™ 2004 AMEH
Aol AR ARt FEA7E AoH, AR pAeA A
7 2= JAIE B ofE A=5917] SHeHH =Sl

22222 77777 EEE EEEE
2 7 E E
222 1777 E E
2 7 E E
22222 77777 EEEE E
22222 77777 FEF FFFE
2 7 ¥ 3
222 177 F F
2 7 ¥ F
s FFFF F

9

Figure 5, Stroop stimulus in Experiment 2

A FRIA A A=) BES BA ofd A=917] §H
St =Stk A EF0A MARA = “E”, F, H, P’
7h, HETAE “27, “37 “77, “§70] AMREloH A &
oA HAAAE 27, 37 77, “87¢], FEIA=
B, “F, “H”, P77t A}ﬂﬁq Atk A= 1024x768 &
e 2hHo QF 3.5°A1ZF WellAq 7k= 67, o] 879 A7]=
AA = A}, AR AL} FEapAlelA =R o]fojxl o
A2 (congruent  stimulus) ™Al Azpel S=zt2 o] Foj3

& e A 94

2Yx] A= (incongruent stimulus)& A
A &3Hglobal precedence effect)”} A o2 2] ¢FobA
JAAA AT w2 AAFA e aE HlwA AH
oz AmE 4 Q7] Eo]th(Christman & Weiner, 1997;
Necka, 1999).
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Zﬂ%ﬁ A A 1693 AA A2 1999 A=E
AT WA A AT IAGE T AR X
0] W HoASES 24T A3t Table 400 AAI=o]
At FagshEolA AU HAFRE] Fadtte ©
ZE)2] gkokout wrEx o] HMekxze Hle| ¢ 1&946& s
S5 B om(F(1, 33)=5.09, p<.001, MSe=.01) ¢
TAFEF(1, 33)=2.72, p{.06, MSe=.01) 7+2] ©]

8ol WA A TAe} FRapA] 7+e] Aol Q1A
AR ohA] AT A9E A AA HEjzte] AL
AR A BA A gl o %%11%(15):3.91,
p<035) A4 A= zpol7t W= AITHi(18)=
1.05, p<45).

St QIAFA} AR 2 HAEe 2o whE
Hat WRSAIZN} AgHE W 835 8|80 Table 59
A= o] Qlek §REAIZR gt A A Ao wEH
Ay A4 A=A 5 g GRgARE Y 1(1:(1
33)=4.19, p<05, MSe=30387.90) HrEz7o] AHZkzxd

%o] 70% ]D}-o
ohHE

EER

Z|OEA

A
W

EOS‘,JZ'LL

Hle] o w2 ¥RSAIZRS BAATHE(, 33)=3.91, p05,
MSe=29223.14) HA|F@ 9] FaIH= =] FSIH(E(,
33)=2.03, p<.17, MSe=14172.32). T8 <QIz|FA7}+ HAH
g AT olYAFTAE(F(1, 33)=3.89, p<05, MSe=
283541.03)7F QIA|FAM HARERE T2 dpAHer 24
7He) AFEAg o] WAEQITHE(, 33)=5.09, p<.05, MSe
=.325417.23). AEE A Eﬁ/xﬁﬂ A FAol| w2 7R

/RS "isl7] Sl Agtxzae] ghgATtol|A] §HER o] wF
SAHE WA ATHES ALl 1, I7HE 7o) W
Azt 2tolg BAIBH] 1o 382 ¥rExAC] vt

o7 Y ¥ 1002 Jdlo Ex9} Xdi Hl-8= F5HHHOh
& Kim, 2016). 1A Al whe #23F AgH]
S5 BAT A AXFAY ﬂzu}% whE] 2] gkgtont
AA DA Eoh FEaAelA o e AgH-go] WAoo

o(F(1, 33)=4.23, p<.05, MSe=423.02) 1|47} TG
g 7k olQArTERgo] SolStATHE(l, 33)=6.93, pl.0l,
MSe=.423.02). F7FEAdxto]| wf2d 24 A2zt 2719
A AATAG FEaA 29 AghH|-go] {23k zlolE H
o]A] 2koFoLH((18)=0.76, p<43), AA A2zt ZA) M=
AA A 2 2] gkt F2atA 29| Heto] o W2 ZgH]
25 a5kArH(15)=4.91, p<.05).

Table 4. Mean accuracies(standard deviations) by cognitive styles, task types and switching conditions

switching condition

total
task condition repetition switching

global task .95(.02) .93(.02) .94(.02)
wholistic processors

local task 91(01) .89(.00) .90(.01)

global task .93(.03) .88(.02) .90(.02)
analytic processors

local task 91(01) .92(.02) .92(.01)

Table 5. Mean RTs(standard deviations), switching costs, and standardized switching costs by cognitive styles, task types, and switching

conditions
switching condition standardized
switching o
switching
repetition switching cost cost()
global task 786.3(137.3) 803.7(153.2) +17.4 2.2
wholistic processors
local task 801.9(151.2) 873.4(147.1) +71.5 89
global task 823.3(142.2) 856.3(148.9) +33.0 4.0
analytic processors
local task 805.2(158.3) 834.3(165.2) +29.1 3.6
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o[7} WA Agot JAARAE Fsh= s B35}
He tiHIg 24 At AA Aarel AolE
Holtt= AFEMevorach, Humphreys, & Shalev, 2005;
Slotnick & Schacter, 2010; Yang, Lee, Kim, Lee, &
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HoldAl oA AHIE MFeHE 7= Uth(Vokey &
Brooks, 1992). StxTAClA HFAHS Aojd £S5
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ol MA@ & (linear rule)ol] &Js WEsP}t 7Mset HEE
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A2 =

A9 301ME Lee(2008)9] A7olM AREEE dEAt=o]
A8 E QT dFZAEe £A40] x)7HA dz]Alo] ol /¥
£/ it A=A Fo71 4l B ofyzt d=olte th
o £450] Sl YolM A7 FAIE AA MR
H)Z5}) 44 WFE] mAE FAR §ARY AUE v

l

g “I"olofo sk, W Bel Sake Al 5 &4 o)y
WHEA] g “0olofof St Jbe, W Ac] Setelw ‘ol
Z

523 771 23 ol AW, “o] $21 27 A,
“wo] 521 go] AAW, “F7t Aw o] Aok shed]
Hlal, W% Bol &ateid “LOl AﬂEUri sm H7 o] 2

woledl AR A=olal & 4 Qo d=EA=e] 29 AAYW, “FHIF AL o] XPO}OF’ g}, o5 W% o
E4E T w9 B T2, ARO)7, 2 ol 1 &/ A9 ShEARIE AR EGleH, SR £A40] ATt
(D, 220, 49 271 20, F20)", 9] B¢ A9 #33] A8 os s mAs AS =47 Slsh oA
& HETD), MERhQ)”, BAY] mg2 YR, §7  HEES IudAA 9T HFFERE K ol A &
Oolgts 7 o= AowSlth. A9 3ol AMgE HFE PO TS0l A AREEHA HH HAREA oA
o] F+%= Table 63 Zow, stsutAold £4 1, £4 2, ARE ARl BE2 F AlRlSe] $97 #2382 7HIAL Qe
£4 32 S Aosk=dl ARHUL, £ 4, £ S A 23 AR e fAREA] wet b 2HoR o]
T AR fAdS Aofekedl ARSESIE. A 3olM A QUleH, 24P F FEOE Lol B 64A340]
AHgE APt (linear rule)oll W= HE Ao &she AF AAEIH:
de £4 1, £4 2, £4 3 FolH 7 &4 ool WA
Table 6. Category structures in Experiment 3
(learning stagey
category A category B
attl att2 att3 att4 att5 attl att2 att3 att4 att5
AHAL 1 1 1 1 0 AHEIBI 0 0 0 0 1
AtE|A2 1 0 1 0 1 AE|B2 0 1 0 1 0
AHA3 1 1 0 1 1 ArEB3 0 0 1 1 1
A A4 0 1 1 0 0 Atel|B4 1 0 0 0 0
(test stagey
rule type
same rule different rule
1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 11 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 O 0 01 0 1 01 1 0 1
1 01 0 O 1 1.1 0 O 0 1 1 0 1 00 1 0 1
high 0 1 0 1 1 00 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1.0 1 0
1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 11 1 1 1 0o 1 0 1 1
00 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 O 1 0 1 0 0
01 1 0 1 1 1. 0 0 1 1 01 0 O 0 0 0 0 O
similarity 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 11 1 1 1
level 1 01 0 0 11 1 1 1 01 1 0 1 00 1 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 O 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1
1 1 1 1 1 1 01 0 O 11 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
low 00 0 0 0 01 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0
01 1 0 1 1 1.0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
1 0 0 1 O 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 11 0 0
1 1.0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 01 0 0 O
OTAYOUR YT UYLV L {0 0o &S0 0 0 0 0 O 1 0o 1 1 1

|
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A 219 AHES 2
A Atstdct. Table 8o Ag 304 IHw QIx|FAof ot
£ rAavet fAM R B @ BEAXPTE AA o
Art. A Gl wE FAET} FAMI RIS AfolE F
A BEAF ARE HW QRYA(F(1,35=1.87, pd35,
MSe=.00) 743 (F(1,35)=1.97, p<.09, MSe=.00)9] F=a
T WEEZR] ggtont QIAFAT BT olddE
Z-8(F(1,35)=5.09, p<.01, MSe=.01)2 EAAo=Z &ol51%
o} A FA T AT o] YFT Ao I E ] Q1]
FA 2AEE FRaRet FAYETE tA] 24T
O Ans By, R adeMs AA A2atet 4 A2zt
Z7k9] ztel7t folakA] eFrOouH(F(1,35)=1.21, p<{.15) &
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A 394 AHEH |
2 A=A

FAke 2ke] fAbgel ol v

sjIsh] SAsh fAP9 WAL AN

Table 7. Mean accuracies(standard deviations) by cognitive styles, rule types, and similarity levels

analytic processor

wholistic processor

same rule different rule same rule different rule total
high similarity 56.1(14.8) 53.7(17.7) 62.1(15.3) 43.6(16.2) 53.9(16.0)
low similarity 51.3(12.7) 59.6(14.5) 49.5(15.2) 66.4(15.2) 56.7(14.4)
total 53.7(13.8) 56.7(16.1) 55.8(15.2) 55.0(15.7) 55.3(15.2)
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Table 8. Rule effects and similarity effects (standard deviations) by cognitive styles

analytic processor

wholistic processor

rule effect

2.60(1.02)

1.80(.092)

similarity effect

1.69(0.89)

4.10(1.23)

Table 9. Mean similarities (standard deviations) by cognitive styles, rule types, and similarity levels

analytic processor

wholistic processor

same rule

different rule

same rule different rule

high similarity 3.100.9) 3.3(0.8) 351D 3.2(1.D)
low similarity 1.900.7) 2.200.7) 2.0(1.0) 1.8(0.7)
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e mzlon FHmTel $ALRNE hl ANRS
oE 8RS AEd dig BN niAe 8
Al 2R FAmI} §A4 w3 7kl o)z
B gt

B Aol pEE Anseie ted 2L AL
QL 4 otk AA, BAAA AAFAE 27 AZeHAo
A AZpaEe a7t we] fade dFe nlAA 9
At 49 AARANA ARG} WEsE ool 3
Ao] Sl Pe v, el B AN 24/
A AXPAS T3] 9ol AEHAR CSA AL 4
g7l Folg arsts WanAs zEen 9

(Guisande, Paramo, Tinajero, & Almeida, 2007) A]ZFA|
S A8 AF=(Cooper, 1983; Park, 2003; Pratt, 2002)
oA AEAZ O AIxpTt HiEdee IHY o 7]E9
HA/AA QAAFAHATE 271 AZFd Al A s = AR
Aelo] MRIARE Aist=tl AdstA & & Stk =A4,
AEF A T A A oF R kA 7he] ehH]§
Tt SR oA TEE FRERet FARIE AEE
W =g AAAeR APete HAl Ao QIAELL
oA EE G o JNEE] iRt FoE ol Aot
+ B4 AR QIAEALL Yot wEEA] ootk <l
ABAE Gk B¢ A= tiH AN 24 A
A7F AA| AeApet olE HYo|k &5kl (Mevorach,
Humphreys, & Shalev, 2005; Slotnick & Schacter, 2010;
Yang, Lee, Kim, Lee, & Kwon, 2010) A3 29} A3 3¢
A A Azt Aol HaEstel A v @t Fat
St dARE S Hel AL AAH {FAZoNA Aol7t gl
7] f 7Y 7FsAdo] thAnderson & Reidy, 2012; Niaz,
1987). &, QJAASA A} 7548 AR 528 1
gt Kholodnaua(2002)e] A-tollA 54 o5t 117444
°LA7*}°1] Hol ZH419] Q12)7)5E HAlof] grEo] 2HEsh=

FE Hole AAY 24 A2abe A A2izpe] Hlsf
Algte] mE Fopdgto] o Al F54 A 7t
57do] At

ey & e 2 7H %—1_01]/\—1 SHAIE 7HAAL Q.
AR, & dolMe 2 = <l
WA e] 4340 -Er@'/@iﬂ QAAFA 0] ofd Pk A=A
£ 245t FEAH 5"3’% *aﬂi—“ij’—l} ST A/
A AR FAE s A
< WeA Zepsieh mebA 2
HAee] At oe 7\]754'11101] O]H}S’}H 4 O%X]

=
HSTE dart glon ot ARE 7|E] £

il

2
~
2,
i_(‘l
rO
Rk

4 Bl ofwr] B aE} B, et
AATA o TA gt FHH oz JX|THA|S] Yol A
Yoluft AT-FON} ¥ BES 2ol AAPAE T2
k= AAHLim, Choi, Yang, & Jeong, 2013; Slotnick &
Schacter, 2010)7} 7WE=ojop 24/ A ¥4 o] FHA
2y EAS Hoh ARAozr {4Yd 4 rh. =4, &

=515t Aol

FolHE AEE FAeh WEsHANA WaE B4 A2z
o] 492 AAA Ao ssidont e A4 4
et B4 A} QA AN Holg HolAE

ARe So Fuslolor @k = B4 AAFA A
3 954 LS THsl] AAl B4 Aot AR A

27 A2 AolRt feAdS Hol=AE HST T8Ut it
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ATE dAFAe] FEAR Y AJAAE AFste 83 EAAE s fsf Miller(1987)9] 22 whgoz 2|7
Al QATA L] =] vlA= ZA/AA] RG] FFe AT AR dlME AIEALA FAL
AARE A Z8ate] ATl QAAE 4 A=Aret A ARa= 25k, Y 13 2004 2
Jo] A Aer 2EF BAle] £7] vAe P AWEdT 1 AWE HY, AHERA M 2
JA T FHsH ASERETE S1EE AR Skl Wk JRtEe AAsilon, 2EF I
ﬁﬁr A gl grte] Aozt A Al At pEEgiet A oM WA a=go] WA
AAFA Y] FFe LopEsler. T Axt HFAR 7o fAMol 24 AzAtEe A H2Ake] HFgdel o
e mFler, AaETet FAMdEe] Aol Al AH2|AF 23T TEEI. of2fRt Aiks #4/5A ARG
of AZAz 27l A WEE 875t Wdle dFe AR AT AR AAAH A ARG e

873t IAFPAE T vHE AR 7189 dAFAENE AEARY AJIAE dYstetl &F AE T
o, dAe] njale JAFAS] FFe WS W IAA FAgol @A Az oo ditt

Eiﬁi’&m
ol
0, 9, nn
_A K
r O‘rr‘n.l_;r—ﬂ‘
EH

o > R )

FHO: 24 AaE, A A2, AS-7RE S, A7 9, MFeh AZHENA, AEE A, MR, <

A2 gy

_16_



