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Abstract—Individual  difference  is  one  of  the

important  factors  affecting  the  success  of  learning
English as  foreign language (EFL).  However,  very little
research  has  dabbled  in  the  correlation  between
pragmatic  competence  and  cognitive  styles  among
college  students.  Two  questionnaires  (the  embedded
figure  test  and  the  pragmatic  competence  test)  were
designed  and  used  to  conduct  our  study  among  seniors
with non-English majors from key universities. The data
was  analyzed  with  SPSS  21.0  and  results  showed  that
pragmatic  competence  of  the  subjects  was  much  lower
than  expected.  Besides,  there  was  a  significant  and
positive  correlation  between  field  dependent  (FD)
cognitive  style  and  inter-language  pragmatic
competence  while  no  significant  correlation  was  found
with field independent (FI). A regression model was also
formulated  to  obtain  more  specific  information.  Lastly,
some  practical  advice  is  offered  for  teachers  to  boost
students’  pragmatic  competence  in  the  future  with
FD/FI cognitive styles into proper consideration.

Index Terms—Cognitive style, correlation, English as
foreign language (EFL), pragmatic competence. 

1.   Introduction
Cognitive  style,  as  a  psychological  construct,  refers  to  the

attitude and approach people adopt in perception, memory, and
thinking,  which  reflects  individual  differences  in  processing
information  and  experience[1].  Among  a  diversity  of  cognitive
styles  identified  to  date,  the  field  dependence/independence
(FD/FI) has been the most extensively studied and has had the

widest  application  to  the  second  language  acquisition  (SLA),
particularly  English  as  foreign  language  (EFL).  Field
dependence  (FD)  refers  to  a  cognitive  style  in  which  an
individual  tends  to  look  at  the  whole  of  a  learning  task  that
contains many items. The FD individual prefers social activities
and  resorts  to  the  attitudes  and  behavior  of  others  when
deciding on his own. Field independence (FI), on the contrary,
refers  to  a  cognitive  style  in  which  an  individual  is  able  to
identify or focus on particular items without being distracted by
other items in the background or context[2],[3].

It  was  the  American  linguist  Brown[3]  who  pioneered  the
integration  of  cognitive  styles  with  SLA research.  Since  then,
considerable  literature  indicates  that  FI  in  particular  has  been
found  to  correlate  positively  and  significantly  with  second
language  (L2)  learning,  especially  linguistic  competence,  on
cloze,  vocabulary,  writing  task,  listening  comprehension,  and
test  scores[4]-[8].  Linguistic  competence,  as  Noam  Chomsky[9]

puts it, grammatical competence, focuses on the language itself,
with  the  phonetics,  morpheme,  lexicology,  syntax,  and
grammar  as  its  essentials.  When  it  comes  to  pragmatic
competence,  Thomas[10]  defines  it  as  the  ability  to  organize
information effectively to achieve some purpose and to cotton
on the context. He[11] goes on to define inter-language pragmatic
competence as capability to read others and express oneself in
suitable ways to achieve successful communication rather than
language  proficiency.  However,  researches  with  regard  to  the
relationship between FD/FI and pragmatic competence remain
quite few and far between. Johnson and Rosano[12] investigated
the  relationships  among  measures  of  language  proficiency,
cognitive  style,  and  metaphor  comprehension  in  which  a
metaphor  interpretation  task  was  used  as  an  index  for
communicative  proficiency.  According  to  the  authors,  the
index  for  communicative  proficiency  was  the  teachers’
rating  of  participants’  pragmatic  competence  in  L2
communication. They found, for students who learn English
as  the  second  language  (ESL),  FI  was  negatively  related
with  both  metaphor  fluency  and  communicative
proficiency. It is a pity that they did not explain the findings
from  the  perspective  of  relationship  between  cognitive
styles  and  inter-language  pragmatic  competence  but  just
verified  the  influence  of  cultural  factors  in  metaphor
interpretations. Until into the 21st century, by investigating
the  hypothesis  that  a  more  FD  cognitive  style  might  be
adaptive  for  certain  components  of  second-language
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proficiency,  Johnson,  Prior,  and  Artuso[13]  found  that  native
English-speakers  performed  better  than  ESL  students  on
language  measures,  but  not  on  FD/FI  measures.  The  study
indicated  that  a  more  FD  style  was  associated  with  better
performance on second-language communicative measures but
it  obscured  the  distinction  between  linguistic  and  pragmatic
competence.  Most  currently,  Liu  and  Huang[14]  found  there
was  no  obvious  correlation  between  the  FI  and  inter-
language  pragmatic  competence,  while  the  correlation  of
FD  and  inter-language  pragmatic  competence  was
significant. But their experiment did not control the time of
the  test,  nor  was  the  reliability  test  done  to  ensure  the
questionnaire’s  validity.  The  subjects  of  their  experiments
were  sophomores  in  the  same  college,  which  seemed
somewhat narrowly representative.

As  such,  it  seems  necessary  to  design  a  research  with  the
contemporary  students  to  retest  the  relation  between  their
FD/FI  styles  and  their  pragmatic  competence,  and  make  sure
the  sample  is  more  broadly  representative.  On  the  one  hand,
this  study  is  to  test  or  verify  previous  conclusions  using
different samples. On the other hand, the results may underline
the significance of cognitive styles in developing inter-language
pragmatic  competence  and  inspire  us  to  raise  questions  about
some  commonly  believed  notions  between  cognition  and
language.

2.   Research Design
2.1   Research Questions

The above literature review suggests that cognitive style
remains a controversial issue in EFL research, but the study
of  FD/FI  cognitive  styles  in  relation  to  EFL  learning  still
has  a  potential  to  be  worthwhile.  Therefore,  the  present
study attempts to account for the probable effects of FD/FI
cognitive  styles  on  individuals’  inter-language  pragmatic
competence.  It  is  hypothesized  that  participants’  FD/FI
cognitive  styles  affect  their  pragmatic  competence  in
meaningful  and  significant  ways.  The  study  is  specifically
to address the following questions.

1.  What  is  the  state  of  the  non-English  major  learners’
pragmatic competences?

2.  Do  FD/FI  cognitive  styles  of  non-English  major
students  have  influence  on  students’  state  of  pragmatic
competence?

3.  What  is  the  impact  of  research  results  on  innovation  in
EFL learning and teaching?

2.2   Subjects
The subjects consist  of 50 seniors with non-English major

from  different  key  universities  (211  Project  or  985  Project)
in  China.  They  volunteered  to  take  part  in  our  study  and
were  rewarded  by  50  RMB  afterwards.  There  were  25  males
and  25  females  respectively.  And  all  of  students  had  passed
CET-4  but  13  students  failed  CET-6.  Therefore,  they  were

obviously  at  different  English  levels.  Apart  from  that,  the
sample  was  made  up  of  17  students  with  liberal  arts  major
(11  females)  and  33  students  with  natural  science  major
(15 females).

The  CET-4  score  was  employed  to  measure  students’
English  proficiency  in  this  study.  Starting  from  2005,  the
new  CET-4,  held  twice  a  year  in  China,  is  an  important
evaluation method to evaluate non-English majors’ English
proficiency. The students scoring no less than 550 can take
the CET-4 oral test, so 550 might be regarded as a boundary
for  distinguishing  successful  English  learners  and  less
successful learners. The higher the score he gains, the more
proficient his English is.

2.3   Instruments
The  combination  of  qualitative  and  quantitative  methods

was adopted in our research. The instruments used for subject
selection and data collection in this study included (a) the EFT
from  Beijing  Normal  University,  (b)  PCT  from  He  & Yan[15],
and (c) SPSS 21.0.
A. Embedded Figure Test (EFT)

This questionnaire is to test subjects’ cognitive styles. In
psychology,  there  are  a  number  of  methods  to  measure
subject’s  degree  of  FI  and  FD,  for  example,  the  hidden
figure  test  (HFT),  cognitive  style  figure  test  (CSFT),  and
auditory  embedded  test  (AEFT).  Seeing  that  subjects  are
Chinese  students,  we  adopted  the  questionnaire  called
embedded  figure  test  (EFT)  complied  by  Beijing  Normal
University in 1984 which had been widely used in previous
researches.  The test  included a battery of simple geometric
figures and complex ones. The task of the questionnaire was
to select the simple geometric figure from the complex one
overcoming  the  fuzzy  interference  from  the  black
background. Those who could suppress the interference and
pick  out  the  right  pattern  effectively  belonged  to  the  FI
style.  On  the  contrary,  those  who  found  it  demanding  to
seek  out  the  figure  quickly  would  be  classified  as  FD.  In
addition,  the  questionnaire  was  comprised  of  three  parts
with  29  questions:  The  first  part  intended  for  practice  and
the  other  two  parts  for  the  authentic  test  containing  20
topics.  The  grading  standard  was  formulated  like  this:
Correct answer of each item was 1 point; and the total was
20. Then according to

T = 10(X−X)/Z (1)

Xwhere, X is the score of the sample,  is the mean value of
the  population,  Xall=9.76,  Z  is  standard  score.  People  with
high  score  (more  than  50  points)  are  taken  as  the  FI  style
and those with less than 50 are taken as the FD style.
B. Pragmatic Competence Test (PCT)

This  questionnaire  is  a  test  about  pragmatic  competence.
Compared with the questionnaires used by foreign scholars, our
modified  two-part  questionnaire  is  believed  to  be  more
appropriate for Chinese students.
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Part  I  is  multiple-choice  questions  which  contain  40
situations.  The  subjects  need  to  make  the  most  proper  option
from the four answers.

Part II  is judgement questions. In this section, the subjects
are required to judge whether the italicized part in the situation
is appropriate or not.

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  test  covers  almost  all  types  of
speech acts such as request, refusal, salutation, gratitude, and so
on,  which  can  be  further  divided  into  two  sections:  The
pragmalinguistic section including questions 4, 5, 9, 11, 12, 15,
16, 18, 21 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 29, 31, 33, 37, 39, 41, 43, 44, 45,
46, and 49 and the sociopragmatic section including questions
1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 10, 13, 14, 17, 19, 20, 27, 28, 30, 32, 34, 35, 36,
38,  40,  42,  47,  48,  and  50.  All  of  the  questions  are  selected
from  the  questionnaire  designed  by  professor  Z.-R.  He  &  Z.
Yan[15]  and  other  famous  tests.  Besides,  as  shown  in  the
following  two  tables,  with  SPSS  commands,  the  average
reliability of this questionnaire was 0.810 (Part I was 0.801 and
Part  II  was  0.819),  which  meant  that  this  questionnaire  was
reliable.

2.4   Procedure
Before the formal test, the questionnaires were provided for

30 non-English major students in different universities as pilot
study to select subjects suitable for this survey. The second step
was  to  use  the  stratified  selection  to  choose  the  sample  of  50
subjects.  In  formal  test,  all  the  subjects  were  invited  to  a
classroom, where a camera had been turned on. The EFT paper
was given out to the participants on March 1 to 3, 2016 when
they were demanded to finish the test in 15 minutes. After the
EFT  test,  the  subjects  had  a  rest  for  5  minutes  before
completing  the  pragmatic  competence  test  in  45  minutes,
during  which  they  were  allowed  to  consult  dictionaries  if
necessary.

3.   Data Analysis and Results
3.1   Descriptive Statistics of FI/FD

After the pilot-study stage, a modified inquiry questionnaire
was  redacted  for  conducting  the  formal  test.  The  result  is
shown in Table 3.

= =

=

Score  scores for all subjects; Score (FD)  scores for FD;
Score (FI)  scores for FI.

In  order  to  guarantee  the  validity,  the  study  utilized  the
point  system  instead  of  prior  classification  of  the  cognitive

styles.  Based  on  the  results,  it  was  found  that  35  subjects  fell
into the FI style while 15 subjects fell into the FD style. And it
was  also  found that  the  mean value  of  the  sample  was  58.58,
with the minimum score 43.96 and the maximum score 72.41.
The average scores of FI were higher than that of FD as well as
the standard deviation.

3.2   Descriptive Statistics of Pragmatic Competence
Altogether  50  valid  questionnaires  were  completed  by

the graduates from different key universities with disparate
English  levels.  Particularly,  all  the  subjects  had  passed
CET-4 and most had passed CET-6. In other words, it  was
explicit that they were believed to spell over the sentences.
As  illustrated  in  Table  4,  the  mean  value  of  students’
pragmatic  competence  was  61.4.  In  reality,  after  collecting
all the answers, we found that only 64% of the participants
passed  the  pragmatic  competence  exam  and  the  highest
score was 74.

3.3   Correlation  between  the  Cognitive  Styles  and
Pragmatic Competence

According  to  the  statistics  of  the  two  sets  shown  in  the
below Table  5,  the  correlation  coefficient  is  0.26  but  it  is  not
significant at the 95% significance level (p>0.05). Therefore, it
generally  indicates  that  cognitive  style  and  pragmatic
competence are not correlative in statistics.

Table 1: Reliability of Part I

Cronbach’s alpha Number
0.801 25

Table 2: Reliability of Part II

Cronbach’s alpha Number
0.819 25

Table 3: Descriptive statistics of FI/FD

Variable Number Minimum Maximum Mean Standard
deviation

Score 50 43.96 72.41 58.58 8.88
Score (FD) 15 43.96 48.34 47.32 1.63
Score (FI) 35 52.71 72.41 63.27 5.89

Table 4: Descriptive statics of the subjects’ pragmatic competence

Vairable Number Minimum Maximum Mean Standard

Score 50 40 74 61.4 7.105617209

Table 5: Correlation of pragmatic competence and cognitive styles

Terms Pragmatic
competence Cognitive style

Pragmatic
competence

Pearson correlation 1.000 0.260
Significance (2-

tailed) — 0.068

Sum of square and
difference 2474.000 803.494

Covariance 50.490 16.398
N 50 50

Cognitive style

Pearson correlation 0.260 1.000
Significance (2-

tailed) 0.068 —

Sum of square and
difference 803.494 3856.283

Covariance 16.398 78.700
N 50 50
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Table  6  and  Table  7  illustrate  that  the  correlation
between pragmatic competence and FD is significant while
the correlation between pragmatic competence and FI is not

significant  based  on  both  Kendall’s  and  Spearman’s
analysis,  for  their  significance  is  0.019  (below  0.05)  and
0.817 (above 0.05) at 0.05 level, respectively.

3.4   Regression Analysis Model
After  the  correlation  analysis,  it  was  easy  to  draw  the

conclusion  that  there  was  a  linear  relationship  between
pragmatic  competence  and  FD  cognitive  style.  Moreover,  we
attempted to expand our study by conducting further analysis to
know the magnitude of correlation between the two variables.

We did  regression  analysis  by  SPSS 21.0,  with  pragmatic
competence  as  the  dependent  variable  and  the  FD  cognitive
style  as  the  independent  variable.  The  result  is  shown  in
Table 8.

The regression formulation can be known as follows:

Y = −54.314+2.393Z
t (−1.231) (2.569)
R

2
= 0.78 N = 15

(2)

R
2

where  Y  denotes  the  value  of  pragmatic  competence,  Z
denotes  the  level  of  FD,   is  the  goodness  of  fit,  N  is  the
size of sample.

For  the  absence  of  the  sample  number,  the  coefficient  of
the  constant  quantity  was  not  significant  while  the  coefficient
of  the  independent  was  significant.  Admittedly,  the  adjusted
goodness of the fit was 0.78, so we could not deny the fact that
the function is good in statistics.

Based  on  the  regression  equation,  we  could  find  that  the
correlation  between  the  FD  cognitive  style  and  pragmatic
competence  was  positive,  which  meant  the  higher  score  of
cognitive style  could predict  the higher  pragmatic  competence
he/she  owned.  It  also  indicated  every  change  of  the  cognitive
style  score  would  cause  2.39  points  changes  in  statistics.
Admittedly,  under  the  FD  cognitive  style,  the  response  of
pragmatic competence score was sensitive.

4.   Discussions
4.1   Overview of EFL Students’ Pragmatic Competence

Pragmatic  competence  plays  a  vital  role  not  only  in

Table 6: Correlation of pragmatic competence and FD

Pragmatic competence FD

Kendall tau_b

Pragmatic competence
Correlation coefficient 1.000 0.526*
Significance (2-tailed) — 0.019

N 15 15

FD
Correlation coefficient 0.526* 1.000
Significance (2-tailed) 0.019 —

N 15 15

Spearman rho

Pragmatic competence
Correlation coefficient 1.000 0.622*
Significance (2-tailed) — 0.013

N 15 15

FD
Correlation coefficient 0.622* 1.000
Significance (2-tailed) 0.013 —

N 15 15
*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 7: Correlation of pragmatic competence and FI

Pragmatic competence FI

Kendall tau_b

Pragmatic competence
Correlation coefficient 1.000 0.029
Significance (2-tailed) — 0.817

N 35 35

FI
Correlation coefficient 0.029 1.000
Significance (2-tailed) 0.817 —

N 35 35

Spearman rho

Pragmatic competence
Correlation coefficient 1.000 0.046
Significance (2-tailed) — 0.793

N 35 35

FI
Correlation coefficient 0.046 1.000
Significance (2-tailed) 0.793 —

N 35 35

*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 8: Regression analysis of pragmatic competence and FD

Model Unstandardized
coefficients

Standardized
coefficients t Sig.

B Std. error Beta
(constant) –54.314 44.107 — –1.231 0.240

FD 2.393 0.932 0.580 2.569 0.023
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comprehension  but  also  in  communication.  But  the  results
from the survey were disconcerting as the average stage of
EFL  students’  pragmatic  competence  was  61.4  with  the
lowest 40.0 and the highest only 74.0, which means that the
whole  situation  is  not  satisfactory  and  even  much  lower
than expected. To be more specific, compared with the part
I,  the accuracy of part  II  was much lower.  The reasons for
this issue might be that Chinese students are accustomed to
items  of  multiple  choices  rather  than  questions  for
judgments.  In  addition,  the  results  also  implied  that  the
subjects  commit  pragma-linguistic  failure  for  their  absence
of knowledge about linguistic forms, for example, Q5, Q17,
Q23,  Q42,  and  Q49.  Thirdly,  there  were  also  some  other
examples  about  misunderstanding  in  communication.  Let’s
take  a  couple  of  questions.  For  an  instance,  Q17  in  which
elderly English tourist told the tourist guide he wanted to go
out for a walk round the street was not a simple inquiry but
a request to show him around. Another case in point is Q31
in  which  62%  EFL  learners  mistook  the  question  “May  I
have  the  biscuits?”  for  permission  while  the  implied
meaning in the context, was that the asker was expecting the
man  to  hand  him  the  biscuits.  Q38  was  a  similar  item  in
which “You and a friend, Mrs. Green, are on the way to the
fashion  show,  she  told  you  that  ‘It’s  really  cold  tonight’”
meaning  she  hoped  that  you  could  give  her  your  jacket
instead of your agreement. Therefore, it is easy to infer from
the examples that EFL students have not cultivated the habit
of  English  thinking  pattern,  which  leads  to  their  relatively
low pragmatic competence.

Notably,  after  comparing  this  result  with  that  of  Liu  and
Huang[14],  we found that  the average score of  the pragmatic
competence  test  was  61.4,  a  bit  higher  than  57.8.  In  my
opinion,  one  of  possible  reasons  was  the  individual
difference  existing  in  two  groups  of  subjects.  Liu  and
Huang chose a sample of sophomores from Suzhou College
which  was  known  as  an  ordinary  high  education  institute.
However,  our  subjects  would  graduate  from  different  top
universities which could only be enrolled by excellent high
school  students.  Therefore  it  was  hard  to  exclude  the
difference  in  the  learning  ability  which  was  believed  to  be
an  important  factor  influencing  the  pragmatic  competence.
Admittedly,  the  number  of  our  sample  was  not  adequate,
which might lead to smaller standard deviation of the scores
to  some  extent.  That  is  to  say,  the  real  level  of  EFL
students’  pragmatic  competence  might  be  lower  than  what
we anticipated. Anyway, the results were authentic to some
degree,  in  consistence  with  what  Z.-R.  He  and  other
scholars reported in their researches[11].

4.2   Relation  between  Pragmatic  Competence  and
Cognitive Styles

The assumption in Section 2 is that there must be relevance
between  the  cognitive  style  and  pragmatic  competence.
However,  based  on  the  Table  5,  it  was  illustrated  that  there
were no correlation between in cognitive styles and pragmatic
competence,  which  seemed  a  bit  incompatible  with  our

previous  hypothesis.  And  more  specifically,  as  Table  6
showed,  we  did  not  find  any  correlation  between  FI  style
and  pragmatic  competence,  which  stands  opposite  to
previous consensus that FI in particular correlates positively
and significantly with L2 learning. This may be attributed to
the  argument  that  pragmatic  competence  means  more  than
linguistic  competence  but  relate  heavily  with  learners’
communicative  competence.  Coincidentally,  Liu  and
Huang[14] got the similar result to ours. Besides, this result, to a
certain  extent,  verifies  the  experiment  conducted  by  Day  in
1984[16]  as he found that the coefficient of association between
FI and communicative skills was only 0.108. Inversely, as table
above  indicates,  the  coefficient  of  the  pragmatic  competence
and  FD  is  0.526  and  it  is  significant  at  the  5%  level,  which
confirms that  the pragmatic  competence of  EFL students  with
the FD cognitive style tends to be influenced by the cognitive
style. This may stand in line with the hypothesis of Witkin and
Goodenough[17]  that  individuals  with  the  FD  cognitive  style
tend  to  cultivate  the  habit  of  contacting  with  strangers  which
makes  them  more  adept  at  comprehending  and  pursuing
information.

Furthermore, we managed to get the regression function
on the basis of the correlation analysis using the least square
method  with  SPSS  21.0.  According  to  available  relevant
literature,  our correlation analysis  did duplicate one or  two
previous  research  results  which  confirmed  the  linear
relationship  between  the  two  variables,  but  up  to  now  we
may  be  the  first  to  employ  the  regression  model  to
accomplish  a  concrete  numerical  relation  between  FD  and
pragmatic  competence.  By  analyzing  the  regression
function,  we  found  that  the  coefficient  of  the  constant
quantity  was  54.314  and  every  one-point  change  of  the
cognitive  style  will  cause  a  2.39-point  response  in
pragmatic  competence  in  scores.  This  result  provided
empirical evidence for Jamieson’s claim that FD was more
likely  to  predict  the  communicative  and  pragmatic
competence of EFL learners[18]. And Brown[19] concluded that
the  advantage  of  FD  individuals  in  naturalistic  L2  acquisition
may  be  because  naturalistic  language  acquisition  involved
natural  communication,  in  which  FD  people  may  be  more
successful  by the virtue of their  empathy,  social  outreach,  and
perception  of  other  people.  It  is  conceivable  that  sufficient
experiences of using English in practical situations such as part-
time jobs,  interviews,  and internships,  are  bound to  contribute
more  to  the  pragmatic  competence  of  subjects  with  the  FD
cognitive style rather than those with the FI style in our study.
However,  it  is  still  difficult  to  allege  which  kind  of  cognitive
style FD/FI affects more to second language acquisition or how
much FD/FI facilitates EFL because too many factors, such as
learning  tasks,  learning  environments,  teaching  methods,  etc.,
will  influence  the  process  of  second  language  acquisition  and
the cognitive style is only one of them.

4.3   Inspiration to EFL Learning and Teaching
Based on cumulative research evidence on FD/FI, Pithers[20]

argued  that  matching  teacher  and  learner  cognitive  styles
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had  limits  but  could  be  used  to  identify  varied  teaching
methods.  He  suggested  that  both  learners  and  teachers
should  develop  a  flexible  approach  to  cognitive-style-
related  attitudes  and  behaviors.  In  the  first  place,  EFL
students’ cognitive styles imply the tendency how they learn
foreign language and which habitual manner they choose to
deal  with  troubles.  Accordingly,  more  attention  should  be
paid to teaching students in accordance with their aptitudes.
Different  learners  with  the  FI/FD  style  should  be  taught
with  distinct  means  in  different  situations.  For  example,
individuals  with  the  FD  cognitive  style  may  be  taught
specific  measures  to  develop their  capabilities  in  formal  or
structure-oriented  classroom  tasks  while  those  with  the  FI
cognitive  style  can  be  encouraged  to  do  more  natural  or
functional  uses  of  language  in  real  communication
situations.  Secondly,  teachers  should  try  to  help  EFL
learners  estimate  their  cognitive  styles  and  adapt  to
appropriate strategies in various learning environments and
contexts.  Some  EFL  students  often  produce  pragmatic
failures for  ignoring the context  and the subaudition of  the
English  speakers.  So  in  interpreting  linguistic  forms,  what
teachers  need  to  do  is  to  help  learners  learn  about  the
pragmatic  difference  between  the  East  and  the  West.  Last
but  not  least,  it  is  necessary  for  universities  in  China  to
implement  different  pragmatic  activities  for  students  to
communicate  freely  and  successfully  with  native  speakers.
For  instance,  overseas  internships  or  exchange  programs
may be pregnant opportunities for students to develop their
pragmatic competence.

5.   Conclusions
This study attempted to account for the probable effects

of  FD/FI  cognitive  styles  on  participants’  scores  on
pragmatic competence tests. The results showed that FD/FI
cognitive  styles  did  have,  but  now  always,  somewhat
predictive  effects  on  EFL students’  pragmatic  competence.
There  was  a  significant,  concrete,  and  positive  correlation
between  inter-language  pragmatic  competence  and  the  FD
cognitive  style,  while  no  significant  correlation  was  found
with  the  FI  style.  Perhaps  the  FD style  was  more  likely  to
predict  the  communicative  and  pragmatic  competence  of
EFL learners and FD individuals have an advantage over FI
individuals  in  naturalistic  language  environments  which
involve  spontaneous  communication  with  other  people.
However,  more  research  with  different  samples  and  more
sophisticated  methodologies  will  be  needed  to  verify  these
claims.  Anyway,  our  findings  have  some  implication  for
teachers  to  improve  both  EFL  learners’  linguistic  and
pragmatic competence by making a proper use of individual
differences, especially FD/FI cognitive styles.
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