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[Abstract]
tionnaire(CFQ). Methods: 1120 university students were asked to complete the Chinese version of CFQ, in which 163 stu-

Objective: To investigate the psychometric attributes of the Chinese version of the Cognitive Failures Ques-

dents were additional asked to complete Everyday Memory Questionnaire(EMQ), Boredom Proneness Scale(BPS), Conners’
Adult ADHD Rating Scales Self—~Report Long Version(CAARS-S: L) and Five—Factor Inventory(NEO-FFI). 104 students
were followed to complete the Chinese version of CFQ after 1 month. Results: The Chinese version of CFQ consisted of 25
items and exploratory factor analysis yielded five factors: distractibility, memory, interpersonal blunders, motor coordination
and memory for names. Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the five—factor model of CFQ provided a good fit with the
data. The Cronbach’ a of all factors ranged from 0.56 to 0.75; the split—half reliabilities ranged from 0.56 to 0.71; the test—
retest reliabilities ranged from 0.59 to 0.73. The CFQ was of good criterion validity as well. There were significant differenc-
es in the cognitive failures on gender. Conclusion: The Chinese version of CFQ is a valid and reliable instrument to assess
the cognitive failures in Chinese university students.

[Key words]  Cognitive failures; Validity; Reliability; University students
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