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The Application of Multidimensional State Boredom Scale in Chinese Students
SONG Hao—jie, LI Yi-min, LI Yong—xin
Institute of Psychology and Behavior, Henan University , Kaifeng 475001, China
[Abstract] Objective: To explore the reliability and validity of Multidimensional State Boredom Scale (MSBS) in Chi-
nese students. Methods: A sample of 836 students was tested with measuring scales including Multidimensional State
Boredom Scale(MSBS), Self—Rating Depression Scale(SDS), and State Loneliness Scale(SLS). Results: Exploratory factor
analysis extracted six factors including high arousal, low arousal, time perception, disengagement, inattention, sensation
seeking and the cumulative variance accounts was 57.66%. The confirmatory factor analysis indicated that six—factor mod-
el had better fitting indices (RMESA=0.05, IFI=0.91, TLI=0.92, CFI=0.91). The internal consistencies of the MSBS and its
subscales were 0.65 to 0.91. The test—retest reliabilities were 0.62 to 0.86. The composite reliabilities of subscales were
0.75 to 0.86. The correlation coefficients among depression, loneliness with boredom were 0.46, 0.50. Conclusion: Chi-
nese Version of MSBS has satisfactory validity and reliability and can be used under the background of Chinese culture.
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