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[Abstract]
dents, as well as the mediating effect of boredom proneness in this relationship. Methods: The Core Self—Evaluations Scale

Objective: To explore the relationship between core self—evaluations and cognitive failures in university stu-

(CSES), Boredom Proneness Scale(BPS), Cognitive Failures Questionnaire(CFQ) were applied to 760 university students
and the data was analyzed by SPSS 21.0 and Mplus 7.0. Results: (DThe CSES total score was significantly lower in the
high cognitive failures group than the low cognitive failures group(=—8.983, P<0.001); the BPS total score and its factors
scores were higher in the high cognitive failures group than in the low cognitive failures group(t=3.595~14.451, P<0.001).
(@ The cognitive failures were negatively correlated with core self-evaluations(r=—0.360, P<0.01), and positively correlated
with boredom proneness and its factors(1=0.145~0.535, P<0.01). The core self-evaluations were negatively correlated with
boredom proneness and its factors(r=—0.280~-0.587, P<0.01). @ The core self—evaluations had no significantly direct effect
on cognitive failures, but the mediating effect of boredom proneness between self—evaluations and cognitive failures was ob-
served significant. Conclusion: The results indicate that boredom proneness completely plays a mediating role between
core self-evaluations and cognitive failures.
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