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Abstract

At present, the employment situation of college students is severe, and the employment contradic-
tion is prominent, which brings severe challenges to the talent cultivation of colleges and univer-
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sities in China. Based on the effects of cognitive differences in employability, this study followed
the methods of social science research and found that: there was no difference in the influence of
college students’ cognition of employability on learning behavior in two dimensions of gender and
grade; there are significant differences in the two dimensions of major type and school type, and it
is found that cognitive differences in employability will lead to different learning behaviors, and
have positive effects on learning behaviors. On the basis of research, suggestions and counter-
measures are given to improve the employment ability of college students and solve the problem
of college students’ employment from the three levels of college students, universities and the
country.
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Table 1. Frequency distribution of demographic variables
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Table 2. Reliability test of college students” employability
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Table 3. Validity and KMO test
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Table 4. Correlation test
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Table 5. Analysis results of gender differences in cognition of employ ability
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Table 6. Analysis results of grade differences in cognition of employ ability
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Table 7. Analysis results of major’s differences in cognition of employability
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Table 8. Analysis results of school type differences in cognition of employability
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Table 9. Different types of college students’ learning behaviors focus on analysis results
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Table 10. The difference analysis results of the emphasis of learning behavior on school type
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Table 11. Results of regression analysis of cognitive ability in employment and learning behavior
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