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Boredom is a ubiquitous human experience characterized as a state of wanting but
failing to engage with the world. Individuals prone to the experience of boredom
demonstrate lower levels of self-control which may be at the heart of their failures to
engage in goal-directed, meaningful behaviors. Here we develop the hypothesis that
distinct self-regulatory profiles, which in turn differentially influence modes of goal pursuit,
are at the heart of boredom proneness. Two specific regulatory modes are addressed:
Locomotion, the desire to ‘just do it,’ an action oriented mode of goal-pursuit, and
Assessment, the desire to ‘do the right thing,’ an evaluative orientation toward goal
pursuit. We present data from a series of seven large samples of undergraduates
showing that boredom proneness is negatively correlated with Locomotion, as though
getting on with things acts as a prophylactic against boredom. This ‘failure to launch’
that we suggest is prevalent in the highly boredom prone individual, could be due to an
inability to appropriately discriminate value (i.e., everything is tarred with the same gray
brush), an unwillingness to put in the required effort to engage, or simply a failure to get
started. In contrast, boredom proneness was consistently positively correlated with the
Assessment mode of self-regulation. We suggest that this association reflects a kind of
rumination that hampers satisfying goal pursuit.
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INTRODUCTION

Boredom is a ubiquitous human experience associated with a raft of psychological issues including
depression and anxiety (Sommers and Vodanovich, 2000; Goldberg et al., 2011), challenges in
effectively engaging with rehabilitation for patients with schizophrenia and traumatic brain injury
(TBI; Seel and Kreutzer, 2003; Todman, 2003; Newell et al., 2012; Branković, 2015), and impulse
control issues, such as binge eating and drug abuse (Stickney and Miltenberger, 1999; Lee et al.,
2007). We have characterized boredom as a negative affective state in which one is motivated
to engage with the world but all attempts to do so fail (Eastwood et al., 2012; Danckert, 2013;
Merrifield and Danckert, 2014). There is also considerable debate within the literature as to whether
state boredom should be considered to be high or low in arousal (Abramson and Stinson, 1977;
Thackray et al., 1977; Ohsuga et al., 2001; Posner et al., 2005; Mercer and Eastwood, 2010; Eastwood
et al., 2012; Fahlman et al., 2013; Goetz et al., 2014; Merrifield and Danckert, 2014; Westgate and
Wilson, 2017). While we do not intend to resolve that debate here, one possibility is that boredom
as a state signal arises in circumstances of low arousal, whereas boredom as a trait propensity is
related to failed attempts to adaptively respond to the signal – failures that may be felt as restlessness
and/or agitation.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 1 July 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1126

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01126
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01126
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01126&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2018-07-17
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01126/full
http://loop.frontiersin.org/people/472533/overview
http://loop.frontiersin.org/people/22354/overview
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-09-01126 July 13, 2018 Time: 16:8 # 2

Mugon et al. Boredom and Goal-Pursuit

Boredom has also been characterized as a failure of goal
pursuit given the inability to satisfy one’s desire to be engaged
(Eastwood et al., 2012). This prompts the question of why those
high in boredom proneness fail to satisfy the desire to engage in
some meaningful or satisfying pursuit. There are a plethora of
possibilities for this failure: an unwillingness to exert the required
effort to engage with an activity, a failure to discriminate value
across a range of possibilities for engagement, a failure to launch
into an activity, or potentially a mismatch between one’s behavior
and the optimal means of achieving the task at hand. In each
instance, successful goal pursuit rests on the ability to effectively
self-regulate one’s thoughts, emotions and actions (Baumeister
and Vohs, 2003; Struk et al., 2016) as they relate to the task at
hand, even when that task is simply choosing what to engage
in. Indeed, trait boredom has been associated with failure to
comply with treatment regimens in psychosis patients who will
often quit antipsychotic therapy in order to avoid the experience
of boredom, leading to detrimental consequences (Branković,
2015).

We have shown recently that boredom proneness as a trait
is strongly negatively correlated with trait levels of self-control
(Struk et al., 2016; Isacescu et al., 2017). That is, those with
lower levels of a general measure of self-control tend to be more
prone to the experience of boredom. In addition, we and others
have shown that age negatively predicts boredom proneness
(Vodanovich and Kass, 1990; Isacescu et al., 2017). As we get
older, we are less prone to boredom. This may reflect a number
of things, including the fact that with age comes increased
responsibilities that may effectively limit the amount of time one
has to become bored. More interestingly for our perspective, is
the possibility that changes in brain development observed in
late adolescence and early adulthood may underlie the reduced
susceptibility to boredom. In our own work, the reduction in
boredom with age remained statistically significant even when
we restricted our age range to 17–22 year olds (Isacescu et al.,
2017). This is precisely the age at which frontal cortices reach full
maturation (Gogtay et al., 2004). In turn, both self-control and
self-regulation rely heavily on the integrity of the frontal cortices
(Anderson et al., 2001; Poletti, 2009; Keating, 2012).

Further support for the notion that frontal cortices are
critically involved in the experience of boredom comes from a
recent study in our lab of patients who had suffered traumatic
brain injury (TBI; Isacescu and Danckert, 2016). Relative to age-
matched controls, TBI patients had elevated levels of boredom
proneness. The sine qua non of TBI is the dysexecutive syndrome,
characterized by failures of inhibitory control and self-regulation
(Dockree et al., 2004, 2006; O’Keeffe et al., 2007). These same
behaviors – evident in increased risk taking, susceptibility to
addictions of various kinds, and pathological conditions such as
psychosis are also prevalent in those highly prone to boredom
(Joireman et al., 2003; Mercer and Eastwood, 2010; Branković,
2015). Critical for the hypothesis developed here is the notion
that optimal deployment of self-regulatory mechanisms should
ward off boredom.

The measure of self-control we have made use of in the past is a
broad indicator of what is likely a more nuanced set of processes
(Tangney et al., 2004; Struk et al., 2016). Others have examined

goal-pursuit from a variety of perspectives. One in particular,
Regulatory Mode Theory (RMT; Kruglanski et al., 2000),
proposes two distinct self-regulatory modes of goal-pursuit
labeled Locomotion and Assessment. Locomotion emphasizes
moving from one goal state to another and focuses on action
implementation (i.e., “getting on with it,” or what Kruglanski and
colleagues labeled the ‘just do it’ mode). In contrast, Assessment
emphasizes exhaustive comparison of available alternatives (i.e.,
making sure to “do the right thing”; Kruglanski et al., 2000).
Although orthogonal, Locomotion and Assessment represent
two distinct modes in which one can pursue goals. Specific
behaviors have been related to each mode based on their
defining characteristics. As just one pertinent example, Pierro
et al. (2011) examined the relation between regulatory mode
and the tendency to procrastinate. They found that those who
adopted an Assessment mode tended to procrastinate more than
those adopting a Locomotion mode. Given the characteristic
motivational orientation of Assessors wanting to “do the right
thing,” it may be the case that prolonged evaluation of alternatives
prevents, or at the very least delays the initiation of goal-
pursuit. Indeed, Pierro et al. (2011) found that the relationship
between Assessment and procrastination was mediated by the
tendency to seek optimal solutions and personal fear of failure.
The same association has been observed between boredom
proneness and procrastination (Vodanovich and Rupp, 1999;
Ferrari, 2000). In both cases, this represents a kind of ‘failure
to launch’ – an inability to get started on some meaningful,
satisfying task. On the other side of the coin, Pierro et al. (2011),
found that Locomotors avoided procrastination in part due to
a superior capacity to resist distraction – in other words, to
remain focused on the task. That is, not only do Locomotors
simply get on with things, they also stay on task better once
a goal has been initiated. It is a well demonstrated fact that
those high in boredom proneness also show impairments of
sustained attention (Damrad-Frye and Laird, 1989; Cheyne et al.,
2006; Carriere et al., 2008; Malkovsky et al., 2012; Hunter
and Eastwood, 2016; see Eastwood et al., 2012 for review).
That is, highly boredom prone individuals struggle to stay on
task.

We initially explored the relationship between RMT and
boredom proneness using the traditional format of the Boredom
Proneness Scale (BPS) developed by Farmer and Sundberg
(1986). This scale has had a checkered history in terms of
determining the underlying factor structure (Ahmed, 1990;
Vodanovich and Kass, 1990; Vodanovich et al., 2005). That is,
a consistent factor structure has proven elusive. In our initial
work on RMT we utilized the simplest two-factor structure which
divides the BPS into items assessing the need for external versus
internal stimulation (Vodanovich et al., 2005). It should be noted
that even this structure has been called into question (Melton
and Schulenberg, 2009; Struk et al., 2017). Nonetheless, we
initially showed that a Locomotion regulatory mode functioned
as a significant negative predictor of the need for internal
stimulation (Struk et al., 2016). To address the short-comings of
the BPS we created a short version of the scale in which reverse-
scored items were reworded and items with low discriminatory
value were discarded (Struk et al., 2017). This led to a single
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factor scale that we suggest assesses an individual’s need to be
engaged with the world. While this concords with our theoretical
viewpoint that boredom is a unitary construct characterized
by restlessness brought on by a hindered desire to engage, it
also demands a reassessment of the relations between boredom
proneness and the Locomotion and Assessment self-regulatory
profiles.

Here we present a theoretical account of the relationship
between boredom proneness and the regulatory modes of
Locomotion and Assessment and present some data to support
our hypotheses. If boredom is a failure of goal pursuit, one would
expect a negative relationship between the Locomotion mode and
boredom proneness. This tendency toward a failure to launch
into an action or goal might be the result of bored individuals
wanting to make sure they ‘do the right thing,’ or at least choose
the optimal path to engagement. If this is the case, one would
expect a positive relationship between the Assessment mode and
boredom proneness.

METHODS AND RESULTS

Participants
Our samples were recruited from the winter, spring and fall terms
of 2015, 2016 and from winter 2017 to participate in an online
survey using the University of Waterloo’s Research Experience
Group in which undergraduate students participate in studies for
course credit. Our overall sample consisted of 12,950 students
(females: 9053; M age: 20.33; SD = 3.31). All participants gave
informed consent prior to completing the questionnaires. This
study was approved by the University of Waterloo’s Office of
Research Ethics.

Self-Report Measures
Shortened Boredom Proneness Scale (SBPS; Struk
et al., 2017)
The SBPS is an 8-item questionnaire that assesses one’s propensity
to experience boredom. It includes items such as “I often find
myself at ‘loose ends’ not knowing what to do” measured on
a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “Strongly disagree” to
7 “Strongly agree.” A high score on this scale reflects a high
propensity to be bored. Struk et al. (2017) report an internal
consistency of 0.88.

Regulatory Mode Questionnaire (RMQ; Kruglanski
et al., 2000)
The RMQ is a 24-item questionnaire that assesses individual
differences in regulatory mode. The questionnaire consists of
12 Locomotion items (e.g., “I enjoy actively doing things, more
than just watching and observing”) and 12 Assessment items
(e.g., “I often critique work done by myself and others”) rated
on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “Strongly disagree” to
6 “Strongly agree.” High scores on each scale reflect a greater
propensity for one to endorse a Locomotion and Assessment
mode of goal pursuit. Kruglanski et al. (2000) report an internal
consistency of 0.82 and 0.78, and a test-retest reliability of 0.77
and 0.73 for the Locomotion and Assessment scales respectively.

RESULTS

Test of normality indicate all variables across all samples were
not normally distributed. Therefore, to test whether there was
a relationship between SBPS and RMT, we conducted Spearman
correlations. Descriptive statistics and correlations with SBPS are
presented in Table 1. The mean age of our sample was 20.33 years
(SD = 3.13). We conducted a Spearman correlation between age
and boredom proneness and found that age negatively predicted
boredom proneness [rho=−0.052, p < 0.00001].

When boredom proneness and regulatory mode were
examined, results indicated that the average scores for Boredom
Proneness, Assessment and Locomotion were stable across
samples (Table 1). We also wanted to obtain a single regulatory
mode metric as an indicator of an individual’s typical preference
for either Locomotion or Assessment. That is, for any given
circumstance the same individual could choose to adopt either
an Assessment or a Locomotion strategy. We reasoned that
a difference score on the two scales would allow us some
insight into which regulatory mode an individual normally
prefers to adopt. To do this, we subtracted Locomotion scores
from Assessment scores. While Assessment and Locomotion
orientations can be orthogonal to each other, positive scores
would indicate a general propensity for the Assessment mode,
whereas negative scores would indicate a general propensity
for the Locomotion mode of self-regulation. Overall, each of
our samples were evenly split between demonstrating no strong
preference for either Locomotion or Assessment orientations
(i.e., mean scores for the samples approached zero; Table 1).
With regards to correlations, there was a significant small to
medium negative correlation between boredom proneness and
Locomotion and a small yet consistently significant positive
correlation between boredom proneness and Assessment across
all seven samples (Table 1). Furthermore, there was a significant
medium correlation between regulatory mode difference and

TABLE 1 | Descriptive statistics and correlations with SBPS.

Term N SBPS
mean (SD)

Assessment
mean (SD)

Correlation∗

Locomotion
mean (SD)

Correlation∗

RM difference
mean (SD)

Correlation∗

W15 2127 3.23 (1.14) 3.93 (0.56) 3.90 (0.56) 0.03 (0.7)

r = 0.15 r = −0.35 r = 0.40

S15 790 3.30 (1.23) 3.88 (0.69) 3.86 (0.75) 0.02 (0.72)

r = 0.08 r = −0.35 r = 0.39

F15 2487 3.21 (1.61) 3.95 (0.57) 3.93 (0.57) 0.03 (0.72)

r = 0.19 r = −0.39 r = 0.47

W16 1727 3.23 (1.17) 3.94 (0.56) 3.97 (0.57) −0.03 (0.72)

r = 0.20 r = −0.37 r = 0.45

S16 927 3.36 (1.19) 3.92 (0.6) 3.88 (0.6) 0.04 (0.75)

r = 0.22 r = −0.30 r = 0.41

F16 2660 3.26 (1.17) 3.92 (0.6) 3.95 (0.58) −0.03 (0.74)

r = 0.22 r = −0.32 r = 0.42

W17 2232 3.27 (1.17) 3.94 (0.6) 3.93 (0.59) 0.01 (0.74)

r = 0.21 r = −0.35 r = 0.43

P < 0.0001 for all correlations. RM Difference = Assessment – Locomotion.
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boredom proneness, suggesting that as the general propensity
to use the Locomotion mode increases, boredom proneness
decreases (Figure 1).

DISCUSSION

The consistent negative correlation between the Locomotion and
boredom proneness suggests that the tendency to simply ‘do
things’ acts as a prophylactic against boredom. If one experiences
little to no difficulty getting started and continuing on a given
task or goal, then it seems obvious that boredom can be kept at
bay. Kruglanski et al. (2000) suggest that the Locomotion system
disregards how satisfying a given activity might be. Instead, it is
concerned with initiating and maintaining engagement in said
activity. In this light, Locomotion acts as a prophylactic against
boredom because of its emphasis on movement toward a goal.

While the positive relationship between Assessment and
boredom proneness is small with low variance, it is nevertheless
consistent across samples suggesting that perhaps the desire “to

do the right thing” is a suboptimal strategy that makes people
prone to the experience of boredom. In both instances (i.e.,
boredom and an Assessment regulatory mode) there is a kind
of rumination; while not necessarily concerned with what is
the ‘right’ thing to do, the highly boredom prone individual
may ruminate about exactly what will optimally satisfy their
needs (as opposed to satisficing). Rumination, more generally,
represents a kind of functional fixedness on the problem at hand,
without any recourse to action (Nolen-Hoeksema et al., 2008).
In a sense then, boredom represents a failure to launch into a
satisfying activity. This notion is strengthened when looking at
the preferred regulatory mode (Figure 1). As the tendency to
adopt a Locomotion approach to goal pursuit increased, boredom
proneness decreased (and vice versa). One interpretation of
this would suggest that there is nothing wrong per se with an
Assessment approach when the circumstance demands it. But
a strict, inflexible adherence to this regulatory mode across
a broad range of situations may make one more likely to
experience boredom. Conversely, simply getting on with things
likely keeps boredom at bay, perhaps regardless of the action

FIGURE 1 | Correlation between Regulatory mode (RM) difference and boredom proneness (SBPS). Negative scores on the x-axis represent a propensity for a
Locomotion mode while positive scores represent a propensity for Assessment mode. The size of data points (represented by blue dots) increase with increasing
numbers of respondents with the same value (freq. legend; the smallest dot indicates 1 individual whereas the largest dot indicates 60 individuals). The red line
represents a line of best fit based on the Kendall–Theil Sen Siegel nonparametric linear regression.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 4 July 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1126

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-09-01126 July 13, 2018 Time: 16:8 # 5

Mugon et al. Boredom and Goal-Pursuit

being engaged in. This clearly warrants further research that
directly manipulates the regulatory mode and task demands faced
by individuals.

We are suggesting that boredom proneness and a reliance on
an Assessment as opposed to a Locomotion regulatory mode,
leads to rumination without action – a failure to launch. Past
research has also demonstrated a positive association between
rumination and depression (Mor and Winquist, 2002; Nolen-
Hoeksema et al., 2008; Aldao et al., 2010). Depression in turn has
consistently been positively associated with boredom proneness
and Assessment and negatively associated with Locomotion
(Farmer and Sundberg, 1986; Kruglanski et al., 2000; Goldberg
et al., 2011; Isacescu et al., 2017). It is plausible that rumination
without action itself plays a causal role in both depression and
boredom. We suggest that what distinguishes boredom and
depression (among many other things) is the focus of those
ruminatory thoughts. For the depressed individual ruminations
are typically focused inward, with negative evaluative content.
For the highly boredom prone, ruminations are more commonly
focused outward, critical of the boringness around them, out
there in the world. It is as though the bored individual wants
the world to come to them – a problem that is compounded
by the fact that boredom prone individuals fail to exercise
their Locomotion regulatory mode. It could also be that bored
individuals view the world around them as being low in status
(i.e., not engaging enough or not worth the effort; Massen
et al., 2015) and thus blame the world for an apparent lack of
engaging options. More research is clearly needed to evaluate
these hypotheses.

Suggesting that boredom is a ‘failure to launch’ into a satisfying
activity still begs the question of what causes that failure? Several
possibilities present themselves to us: (1) highly boredom prone
individuals may fail to appropriately discriminate value among
available options; (2) they may be less willing to exert the required
effort for successful engagement; (3) they may select actions that
optimize goal pursuit at the expense of optimizing engagement
(i.e., engendering a form of regulatory non-fit). We present
these as potential avenues for further research below. One of the
reasons why boredom prone individuals may fail to launch into
action is because they are not able to appropriately evaluate or
discern the value of available options. Boredom prone individuals
want to be optimally engaged, but without the ability to accurately
distinguish the value of different options for engagement they
struggle to choose a goal they deem viable to engage with – all
things seem equally viable or perhaps, equally dull. Alternatively,
because boredom prone individuals are not able to discriminate
value, they don’t engage in the optimally satisfying activity and
thus cannot maintain engagement for long. It may be the case
that boredom prone individuals need larger discrepancies in the
value of options in order to be able to discriminate among them
and make a choice.

Beyond the failure to accurately discriminate value, boredom
prone individuals may fail to act out of diminished willingness
to exert the required effort. Here, we distinguish between
willingness to exert effort (do they want to exert the effort?)
versus perceived effort (how much energy is required for the
activity?). Thackray et al. (1977) provided evidence that those

who reported experiencing boredom during a vigilance task also
reported the task to be more effortful. That is, more energy was
required for the task and participants found it difficult to sustain
engagement. However, willingness to exert effort may prove
critical in boredom proneness as it pertains to a failure to launch
into an activity. If, as we mentioned above, boredom prone
individuals want the world to come to them, then it suggests
that they are less willing to put in the effort to engage in a task.
As with value discrimination where boredom prone individuals
need a much larger reward to first be able to discriminate
whether something is ‘worth it’ to them, it could be that they
also need to perceive the activity as relatively effortless in order
to engage with it. As a result, boredom prone individuals limit
the number of satisfying activities that they can engage with.
Clearly, these two factors – the ability to discriminate value and
willingness to exert effort – likely interact in complex ways. What
we are putting forth here are hypotheses that may prove fruitful
in understanding the mechanisms that underlie trait boredom
proneness.

Finally, highly boredom prone individuals may choose means
of pursuing goals that fail to sustain meaningful engagement.
As a matter of circumstance or predisposition to “do things
the right way” – as emphasized by the Assessment regulatory
mode – individuals may inadvertently choose means of goal
pursuit that fail to maintain engagement. This suggests that high
boredom prone individuals, in addition to facing challenges of
value discrimination and willingness to exert effort, may also
compromise enjoyment over practicality. They fail to recognize
when doing the right thing is likely to imperil engagement
(e.g., taking the direct route will sink us into slow moving
traffic).

In summary, we demonstrated that a Locomotion regulatory
mode likely keeps boredom at bay by enabling an individual
to quickly launch into and maintain engagement with a goal.
Conversely, boredom proneness is in part a failure to launch into
an activity that will satisfy. That failure may arise from many
sources – difficulty discriminating value among available options,
or a reluctance to exert the required effort for engagement
represent potential candidates worth pursuing. Boredom is not
a trivial experience. Elevated in a number of neurological and
psychological conditions, it behooves us to develop a better
theoretical account of the experience and both neurotypical and
pathological responses to it. Our conceptualization of boredom
as a failure to launch into a satisfying activity represents a fecund
starting point for understanding this ubiquitous and problematic
cognitive-affective state.
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Branković, S. (2015). Boredom, dopamine, and the thrill of psychosis: psychiatry in
a new key. Psychiatr. Danub. 27, 126–137.

Carriere, J. S., Cheyne, J. A., and Smilek, D. (2008). Everyday attention lapses and
memory failures: the affective consequences of mindlessness. Conscious. Cogn.
17, 835–847. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2007.04.008

Cheyne, J. A., Carriere, J. S. A., and Smilek, D. (2006). Absent-mindedness: lapses
of conscious awareness and everyday cognitive failures. Conscious. Cogn. 15,
578–592. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2005.11.009

Damrad-Frye, R., and Laird, J. D. (1989). The experience of boredom: the role of
the self-perception of attention. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 57, 315–320. doi: 10.1371/
journal.pone.0184960

Danckert, J. (2013). Descent of the doldrums. Sci. Am. Mind 24, 54–59. doi: 10.
1038/scientificamericanmind0713-54

Dockree, P. M., Bellgrove, M. A., O’Keeffe, F. M., Moloney, P., Aimola, L.,
Carton, S., et al. (2006). Sustained attention in traumatic brain injury (tbi) and
healthy controls: enhanced sensitivity with dual-task load. Exp. Brain Res. 168,
218–229. doi: 10.1007/s00221-005-0079-x

Dockree, P. M., Kelly, S. P., Roche, R. A., Hogan, M. J., Reilly, R. B., and Robertson,
I. H. (2004). Behavioural and physiological impairments of sustained attention
after traumatic brain injury. Cogn. Brain Res. 20, 403–414. doi: 10.1016/j.
cogbrainres.2004.03.019

Eastwood, J. D., Frischen, A., Fenske, M. J., and Smilek, D. (2012). The unengaged
mind: defining boredom in terms of attention. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 7, 482–495.
doi: 10.1177/1745691612456044

Fahlman, S. A., Mercer-Lynn, K. B., Flora, D. B., and Eastwood, J. D. (2013).
Development and validation of the multidimensional state boredom scale.
Assessment 20, 68–85. doi: 10.1177/1073191111421303

Farmer, R., and Sundberg, N. D. (1986). Boredom proneness–the development
and correlates of a new scale. J. Pers. Assess. 50, 4–17. doi: 10.1207/
s15327752jpa5001_2

Ferrari, J. R. (2000). Procrastination and attention: factor analysis of attention
deficit, boredomness, intelligence, self-esteem, and task delay frequencies. J. Soc.
Behav. Pers. 15:185.

Goetz, T., Frenzel, A. C., Hall, N. C., Nett, U. E., Pekrun, R., and Lipnevich, A. A.
(2014). Types of boredom: an experience sampling approach. Motiv. Emot. 38,
401–419. doi: 10.1007/s11031-013-9385-y

Gogtay, N., Giedd, J. N., Lusk, L., Hayashi, K. M., Greenstein, D., Vaituzis,
A. C., et al. (2004). Dynamic mapping of human cortical development
during childhood through early adulthood. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 101,
8174–8179. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0402680101

Goldberg, Y. K., Eastwood, J. D., LaGuardia, J., and Danckert, J. (2011).
Boredom: an emotional experience distinct from apathy, anhedonia, or
depression. J. Soc. Clin. Psychol. 30, 647–666. doi: 10.1521/jscp.2011.30.
6.647

Hunter, A., and Eastwood, J. D. (2016). Does state boredom cause failures of
attention? Examining the relations between trait boredom, state boredom, and
sustained attention. Exp. Brain Res. [Epub ahead of print]. doi: 10.1007/s00221-
016-4749-7

Isacescu, J., and Danckert, J. (2016). Exploring the relationship between boredom
proneness and self-control in traumatic brain injury (TBI). Exp. Brain Res.
[Epub ahead of print]. doi: 10.1007/s00221-016-4674-9

Isacescu, J., Struk, A. A., and Danckert, J. (2017). Cognitive and affective predictors
of boredom proneness. Cogn. Emot. 31, 1741–1748. doi: 10.1080/02699931.
2016.1259995

Joireman, J., Anderson, J., and Strathman, A. (2003). The aggression paradox:
understanding links among aggression, sensation seeking, and the
consideration of future consequences. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 84, 1287–1302.
doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.84.6.1287

Keating, D. P. (2012). Cognitive and brain development in adolescence. Enfance
2013, 267–279. doi: 10.4074/S0013754512003035

Kruglanski, A. W., Thompson, E. P., Higgins, E. T., Atash, M., Pierro, A., Shah,
J. Y., et al. (2000). To" do the right thing" or to" just do it": locomotion
and assessment as distinct self-regulatory imperatives. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 79,
793–815. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.793

Lee, C. M., Neighbors, C., and Woods, B. A. (2007). Marijuana motives: young
adults’ reasons for using marijuana. Addict. Behav. 32, 1384–1394. doi: 10.1016/
j.addbeh.2006.09.010

Malkovsky, E., Merrifield, C., Goldberg, Y., and Danckert, J. (2012). Exploring the
relationship between boredom and sustained attention. Exp. Brain Res. 221,
59–67. doi: 10.1007/s00221-012-3147-z

Massen, J. J., Church, A. M., and Gallup, A. C. (2015). Auditory contagious yawning
in humans: an investigation into affiliation and status effects. Front. Psychol.
6:1735. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01735

Melton, A. M., and Schulenberg, S. E. (2009). A confirmatory factor analysis of
the boredom proneness scale. J. Psychol. 143, 493–508. doi: 10.3200/JRL.143.5.
493-508

Mercer, K. B., and Eastwood, J. D. (2010). Is boredom associated with problem
gambling behaviour? It depends on what you mean by ‘boredom’. Int. Gambl.
Stud. 10, 91–104. doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2018.03.024

Merrifield, C., and Danckert, J. (2014). Characterising the psychophysiological
signature of boredom. Exp. Brain Res. 232, 481–491. doi: 10.1007/s00221-013-
3755-2

Mor, N., and Winquist, J. (2002). Self-focused attention and negative affect:
a meta-analysis. Psychol. Bull. 128, 638–662. doi: 10.1037//0033-2909.128.
4.638

Newell, S. E., Harries, P., and Ayers, S. (2012). Boredom proneness in
a psychiatric inpatient population. Int. J. Soc. Psychiatry 58, 488–495.
doi: 10.1177/0020764011408655

Nolen-Hoeksema, S., Wisco, B. E., and Lyubomirsky, S. (2008). Rethinking
rumination. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 3, 400–424. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-6924.2008.
00088.x

Ohsuga, M., Shimono, F., and Genno, H. (2001). Assessment of phasic work stress
using autonomic indices. Int. J. Psychophysiol. 40, 211–220. doi: 10.1016/S0167-
8760(00)00189-6

O’Keeffe, F. M., Dockree, P. M., Moloney, P., Carton, S., and Robertson, I. H.
(2007). Characterising error-awareness of attentional lapses and inhibitory
control failures in patients with traumatic brain injury. Exp. Brain Res. 180,
59–67. doi: 10.1007/s00221-006-0832-9

Pierro, A., Giacomantonio, M., Pica, G., Kruglanski, A. W., and Higgins, E. T.
(2011). On the psychology of time in action: regulatory mode orientations
and procrastination. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 101, 1317–1331. doi: 10.1037/a002
5943

Poletti, M. (2009). Adolescent brain development and executive functions:
a prefrontal framework for developmental psychopathologies. Clin.
Neuropsychiatry 6, 155–165.

Posner, J., Russell, J. A., and Peterson, B. S. (2005). The circumplex model
of affect: an integrative approach to affective neuroscience, cognitive
development, and psychopathology. Dev. Psychopathol. 17, 715–734.
doi: 10.1017/S0954579405050340

Seel, R. T., and Kreutzer, J. S. (2003). Depression assessment after traumatic brain
injury: an empirically based classification method1. Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil.
84, 1621–1628. doi: 10.1053/S0003-9993(03)00270-3

Sommers, J., and Vodanovich, S. J. (2000). Boredom proneness: its relationship
to psychological-and physical-health symptoms. J. Clin. Psychol. 56, 149–155.
doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1097-4679(200001)56:1<149::AID-JCLP14>3.0.CO;2-Y

Stickney, M. I., and Miltenberger, R. G. (1999). Evaluating direct and indirect
measures for the functional assessment of binge eating. Int. J. Eat. Disord.
26, 195–204. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1098-108X(199909)26:2<195::AID-EAT9>3.0.
CO;2-2

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 6 July 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1126

https://doi.org/10.1016/0306-4603(77)90015-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0306-4603(77)90015-6
https://doi.org/10.2466/PMS.71.7.963-966
https://doi.org/10.2466/PMS.71.7.963-966
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326942DN2001_5
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326942DN2001_5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2007.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2005.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184960
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0184960
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamericanmind0713-54
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamericanmind0713-54
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-005-0079-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogbrainres.2004.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogbrainres.2004.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612456044
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191111421303
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5001_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5001_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-013-9385-y
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0402680101
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2011.30.6.647
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2011.30.6.647
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-016-4749-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-016-4749-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-016-4674-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2016.1259995
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2016.1259995
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.6.1287
https://doi.org/10.4074/S0013754512003035
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.793
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2006.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2006.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-012-3147-z
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01735
https://doi.org/10.3200/JRL.143.5.493-508
https://doi.org/10.3200/JRL.143.5.493-508
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2018.03.024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-013-3755-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-013-3755-2
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.128.4.638
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.128.4.638
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764011408655
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2008.00088.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2008.00088.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8760(00)00189-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8760(00)00189-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-006-0832-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025943
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025943
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579405050340
https://doi.org/10.1053/S0003-9993(03)00270-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-4679(200001)56:1<149::AID-JCLP14>3.0.CO;2-Y
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-108X(199909)26:2<195::AID-EAT9>3.0.CO;2-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-108X(199909)26:2<195::AID-EAT9>3.0.CO;2-2
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-09-01126 July 13, 2018 Time: 16:8 # 7

Mugon et al. Boredom and Goal-Pursuit

Struk, A. A., Carriere, J. S., Cheyne, J. A., and Danckert, J. (2017). A short boredom
proneness scale: development and psychometric properties. Assessment 24,
346–359. doi: 10.1177/1073191115609996

Struk, A. A., Scholer, A. A., and Danckert, J. (2016). A self-regulatory approach to
understanding boredom proneness. Cogn. Emot. 30, 1388–1401. doi: 10.1080/
02699931.2015.1064363

Tangney, J. P., Baumeister, R. F., and Boone, A. L. (2004). High self-control predicts
good adjustment, less pathology, better grades, and interpersonal success.
J. Pers. 72, 271–324. doi: 10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00263.x

Thackray, R. I., Bailey, J. P., and Touchstone, R. M. (1977). “Physiological,
subjective, and performance correlates of reported boredom and monotony
while performing a simulated radar control task,” in Vigilance: Theory,
Operational Performance and Physiological Correlates, ed. R. R. Mackie
(New York, NY: Plenum), 203–216.

Todman, M. (2003). Boredom and psychotic disorders: cognitive and motivational
issues. Psychiatry 66, 146–167. doi: 10.1521/psyc.66.2.146.20623

Vodanovich, S. J., and Kass, S. J. (1990). A factor analytic study of the boredom
proneness scale. J. Pers. Assess. 55, 115–123. doi: 10.1080/00223891.1990.
9674051

Vodanovich, S. J., and Rupp, D. E. (1999). Are procrastinators prone to boredom?
Soc. Behav. Pers. 27, 11–16. doi: 10.2224/sbp.1999.27.1.11

Vodanovich, S. J., Wallace, J. C., and Kass, S. J. (2005). A confirmatory approach to
the factor structure of the boredom proneness scale: evidence for a two-factor
short form. J. Pers. Assess. 85, 295–303. doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa8503_05

Westgate, E. C., and Wilson, T. D. (2017). Boring thoughts and bored minds: the
MAC model of boredom and cognitive engagement. Psychol. Rev. (in press).

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2018 Mugon, Struk and Danckert. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the
original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice.
No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these
terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 7 July 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1126

https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191115609996
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2015.1064363
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2015.1064363
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00263.x
https://doi.org/10.1521/psyc.66.2.146.20623
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.1990.9674051
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.1990.9674051
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.1999.27.1.11
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa8503_05
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

	A Failure to Launch: Regulatory Modes and Boredom Proneness
	Introduction
	Methods and Results
	Participants
	Self-Report Measures
	Shortened Boredom Proneness Scale (SBPS; Struket al., 2017)
	Regulatory Mode Questionnaire (RMQ; Kruglanskiet al., 2000)


	Results
	Discussion
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	References


