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Abstract

This study explored the relationship between ruminant thinking, perfectionism and academic
self-handicapped among college students. 270 undergraduates were tested by using the Ruminant
Thinking Response Scale, Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Questionnaire and College Students’
Academic Self-Handicapped Scale. The results show: 1) Ruminant thinking and negative perfection-
ism can significantly positively predict academic self-handicapping, but positive perfectionism can-
not significantly predict academic self-handicapping. 2) The negative perfectionism of college stu-
dents is a partial mediating variable of ruminant thinking and academic self-handicapping, that is,
ruminant has both a direct impact on academic self-handicapping and an indirect impact through
negative perfectionism. Conclusion: College students think repeatedly about the negative process
and consequences of things, excessive worry about mistakes, hesitant behavior, and high personal
standards and parental expectations can negatively affect academic performance.
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1. 5|8

ol B IR WG = 18 MEAE AT 5 2 AR R B Se S G S 2 100, A TR R AT BRI 2RI, T A5 B
ORI AT N SRR CEEFHE, T, &0, 2015), BIAnHELE . A% Hr. AR A R B &5
(Urdan & Midgley, 2001). AHECT-Hogint ], R A7 o) | g, BRGISTARREL . H&RN
HEIR N AAMEREAT B IRGITGH H 12 /47 B 3N B % 52 78 £ R I 520 (Covington, 1992). V2RI
AW EA R IR AR, T H RIS R RIS B A I IR DR . REFT R,
H R YT AT ot 2 31 R e 45 A WAk, 5 2% 2] shLRE K (del Mar Ferradés, Freire, Nfiez, Pineiro,
& Rosdrio, 2017). M8 R F(Babu & Selvamari, 2018; Adil, Ameer, & Ghayas, 2020). %t HFx5E A
(Chen, Sun, & Wang, 2018; del Mar Ferradas, Freire, Rodriguez, & Pifieiro, 2018)%5., Kk, H& K24
TR 15 1 52 1 DA 2 B G A A L A1) R AT 9 38 OV 1) 2 7 ) R

Zuckerman et al. (1998) 78 2= HARI A 2 AR (181G 2 AN )RR S A EAT B ER B 7 R B, = H FRWTHS 1
S T 2 A DA 8 g o0 (R 46 U6 SRS (A0 75N O BRI ES L A7 B 5 5 ) R A7 T X S (A e 4
o RARIRMER PRI RN . 20 DRSS 2 1) iR :U(Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991). %
(1) 5 87 AURS B (Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991)IAN, 2 B4k 2 smia AMA 5 BB H AR —1, H ok
SRR A i, A HE AR ARCRES . BRI, BIRUISS RAB4EEREZE LML, Wr4E
ek e 2tk 2, H BIRYIGIT AW Rk 2 (T Z00E, 2011).

A BAER IS — L NARRE A O, FE563 T X . FERE . AR. Bl ShiE A AN w48 o7 S 4 AE
KPR R AMAEIE 22 R H B 2 W )2 BAECKIKOR, 5575, #7:K, 2009). 583 FE L ERIERA NS
HE FARAE, FEW SIS H AR BN (Horney, 1950). Hamachek (1978)&45 5836 £ A WA YERE . FUAR
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SER T SRR E R T o BRI TE TR T RN N BRI, 2456 B S HSbrig /1, I HEAERR
WAPRES LB T BAR, 4754 5 H2RW . HEHIE T8 R 7eRTom, (B0 T LV NlE, th] AR E 2,
FFRENGIE I R R B BRI EACT 5 B bR e 1 CE B0 B CSEbrge vl A A B by,
I LB i RS E£E T H AR, IR RRCERER T 58 R IR, I A . KAl TR
KM INATEFRREBLMEER, RS, AREHSZLZIIRE. Frost et al. (1990)I\ATESE B HIbR
HEAESS B RE R, AR S R SR 2 P 0 1 B FPPAS T, IR Ty mT REAE AR A S 2 B 4. BT 7T
BRI, 2 BYE SRR 585 T SAFAE SR OC ST AR 5836 32 SUAFAE IR OR(E IR R, Bt B30, 2020),
4 BAER] AR 2 R BN AR S8 2 5 SO, R, fTEL, WAL, 5KYE, AR 2019).

Kearns et al. (2008) BRI, R vk 58 36 2 CAA B E YPTRFAT NIIRAE. 58363 ST DA
IR RN ) F, BRI LA V2 A RBATRIL, tREsE 18R AT iR AT
Z 550755 HIWIRT AN o AR RN (W58 32 1 30 & FECR R AT NS5 R (U B 3WiHT) . SR IR AT
NASZHRIEZWIL, “PIRBEHOAER, CHRIT, ARMERBIN RO RS, H5ks
EURZ %0 R R B 4ET5 50 4 B4 A e i 8- BUX LEAT I R Ao ARYEIX — 4, o2 8 4ERe
Bradk | i ag i E BRI, FE R e 58 T ARG A TE SR 3 SO T MR — A g i

PRI, ARSI TR L S 2 KB 4R AT 58 55 T SL(BIRR 58 36 2 3 T 5 36 2 SOR 2k B Ry A7 o8 BT
PR, Herpse 26 32 SCOARI S8 36 3 0 T 58 36 32 SO PT BUE D B & BB ZE A 2l B RS 4 vh A 28

2.
2.1. HFRMR

KA TR LAEE, DASY R R FAERARVEE AT FE N 5, LA TRAFE IR 4 270 £, %1572 H
MTERAEE ), [HWCE 2004 250 4 (B 20 BI 208 92.6%) . Hrt 554205 101 44(40.4%), AR 149
4(59.6%) . K22 63 £4(25.2%), K 27 63 £4(25.2%), K=2% 64 44(25.6%), KU 60 44(24%).

22. ARTEHE

22.1. REBYER

KA I 2 B 4E 8RR M % € (2009)%F Nolen-Hoeksema (1991) ) [z 4 J8 4 Jx B & %
(Ruminative Response Scale, RRSIEIT BT &K, MEROEF AGEGERR . wmaEE. k8
R, SRR Y (symptom rumination )2 FaAMAXS H SRR )G REEE ;5838 2% (brooding) & 15
AME R L sRIA Bk, TR B (reflective pondering) & 15X NS 75 6 H T2 B i i s 10 JR 1A
G RBAT i 5 8% . BRI 22 N8 H, KA IERUE 7, 1~4 3H0RERINA - B - &5 - B2,
Rk AR R 4 e ™ B . fEARWFFIF, %8R Cronbach’s a 4 0.928, FFEIIIEZE K.

222. BEENER

KA SRR R E A IL(2006)E1T 1) 1 3C Frost 2 48 5% 5635 LM #(CFMPS)) , &
WEMERSABAFEEEORR, KM, SR, N AbRE, 1T3h5ERE), HA &R TR E
FEN, HRUAGEEE THERTERT LCEIEW, B4, SR, 2020). iz®R©L 27 MEH, XA
5 mIEMTES, f9508kE, RN RTEE £ U & . EARTT T, BRI 5E3E 3 X Cronbach’s o
N 0.864, JHM5ESE T ) Cronbach’s a A 0.882, FF&rillm2AEisK,

2.2.3. Fl BB TR E
KeEpA 2l B BTG ) 35 K 0N 72 (2007)%F Rhodewalt et al. (1984)f) EH FWifi5 i 5:(Self-handicapping
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Scale, fEIFR SHS)WMEIT 045, TG MME N — N Rgen G, HLEE 14 NEH, KH S gadsr, M “5%E
BTGB EAFFE”, ok E2RoR B R UK S - TEARFFEH, 1% 3R 1) Cronbach’s a 4 0.810,
FFE M ESER,

2.3. BURAE

A FR A SPSS 23.0 F1 Amos 21.0 #EATHUIE AL . 12 H SPSS 23.0 BEATHIR G UH 4017, B 5L E
ZIAIAHR K R s T Amos 21.0 IR AMEALEIR, 43 3l DARRRR 58 36 = U AR 58 38 2 SOy i A8 B i
SEEER T REREY, BRI SRR . RN ZE B IE I E 2047 Bootstrap 72: FLAESE 1) Sobel £5536 207 5 1
(77, ks, BRI, 2012), BT PAARSCR A R ZE 88 1R 1) H 43 £ Bootstrap i%(bias corrected per-Gentile
Bootstrap method)id i A i [B] IS EL 5000 4~ Bootstrap FE A THH A RURL 95% EAF X [H .

3. &R
3.1. ERFZEREKE

KM Harman FR R0 SEFTE M Z TR Y. 45 REY, FHERAT 1 WRTILA 15 4,
B AT IR R RN 24.45%, /T 40%, UL E AR Z A ]

3.2. BEERER G REXS T

MR EAT SRSLREAR ¢ 4656, RILA AR5 36 1 UAFFE BB MR 2 71 = 2.421, p= 0.016) . XT4F
GHAT IR T Z 0T, RSB EIEFH DAL R 2R (p > 0.05).

HEE 1 ArEn, B SE 36 32 SR8 35 R L =AY (BRI . N A bRdE 1T 3I5EER)
AR E IEMEKR(P <0.05), H5HMIAAAEGFOEIR. ERXA. mEEE, REERD. ¥l
HIR WG &5 KA BYE B AEE R ZH KK R (p > 0.05), XU B AL 58 95 25 SCRE M 58 38 32 LA
W R AEIAE AR, DRI AR BT 700K R 56 36 3 ORI 58 36 32 X il S e AR &, d g5 i 7
FRILAY

33. REERSGBEXNFWEREGROEM: TREXPNMEA

AW TR RN 56 3% SCRITE AR 58 38 £ U e N A &, I YEAE AT AR &, 2k B 3RyiHs
TEREERAE, MH Amos 21.0 MG AN I FEARE AL, I FESCAHa Hh 25 S rh mT 45 21 TS 28 (14 % T4
HHRPF

NP 22 AN T H i O AR I R R 2, AR SR A A 2 BT I H AT, R — A
BRI ZAE B TR, fTEREMNEREEEAN NN DE K8 S0 BR. =
FEHIE D01 ) WAL AR RITH R Mabr, M2 428N E N — S0, REE—4ET
(R H AT A — M EbR . RIUCAHE SR PR (G, RSB, 2011), SedHTR 7404, 8 H %5
f R/ H e BMICHES, AR5 AR /N H 0K 8 H AU e BGOSR IHE R AT P . ek B 3R
Uit ERABYEER, RAPEEIT QRN NMEbr, RABGEEROE=AYE, TER=A .
R UAERTFE, BRTER T LAE — DR, B IAT B EAR, e 3 SN, K
HAT AR E IR

AHIE T Sext LA 58 36 3= SO TR R R #E AT & FE AT SR (2 2),  EROR TFI (0.965). TLI (0.925).
CFI (0.965)« GFI (0.958) KT 0.9, AGFI (0.873)#%1x 0.9, {H CMIN/DF (4.538) KT 3, RMSEA (0.119)K
T0.08, R AR ST BT (1400 & BE 3 22 o AR Ja 0 LAV AR 58 35 2 SO HR A IS B AT P04 FE A 38 (52 3),
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CMIN/DF (1.928)/r T 1~3 2 Ji], IFI (0.981). TLI (0.968). CFI (0.981). GFI (0.965). AGFI (0.928)% kT
0.9, RMSEA (0.061)/hT 0.08, HEBHHE EEAF, AR,

Table 1. Correlation coefficient of each variable

= 1. BTEMEXAY

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

R R4 197 0.54 1

£

2 5RiERE 2.11 058 0.76 1
3 RABIRE 208 061 0617 066" 1

4 LB 291 084 033" 025" 029" 1

ok ok ok

54 Nhmife 347 065 0247 027" 022 031 1
6 FHOHER 249 083 060" 046" 040" 035" 037" 1
7 4T B E 325 074 0497  0.50™ 0337 038" 0347 0557 1

3 ok

8 B 5E % E X 383 065 —0.05 0.10 0.07 0.16 0.43 0.01 0.18

9VYRsEERE X 3.03 056 0577 0507 0437 072" 0657 0797 0777 024 1

10 22 AR wifs  2.88 057 065" 058" 042™ 035" 0237 0557 052" -0.04 0577 1

ok ok ok 3 Kk £ 3

11 R4 84 205 051 088" 0917 0867 0337 0277 0547 049 005 056" 0.62 1
p<0.05; “p<0.01,
Table 2. Test of goodness for fit
2. WEERE
AR CMIN  CMIN/DF IFI TLI CFI GFI AGFI RMSEA
FU5E 36 Ly 31.764 4538 0.965 0.925 0.965 0.958 0.873 0.119
TR e T SR 42.408 1.928 0.981 0.968 0.981 0.965 0.928 0.061

XA LA FEART IR B, DATH AR 5636 E SCAT P AR B I MR R, D T R T AR 5 56
SCHTH A 2808, FRATTR Al 22452 TE 1) Bootstrap J7 K 56y A 56 38 2 XAE e 2 B 4t 5 5\l F 3R WG 2 4] (1)
R RN A, sk, BRESEL, 2012). FEJEIEREA (N = 250)BENLIHEL 5000 4~ Bootstrap £ A< 17 (8]
BRI T o 35 3 R T AN 12 B4R B AR HE AL IR B2 8RB AN A RN 95% B AF X [A] . B < 3 W] %A,
FAR AT RB 95%EE X AR 0, RN TE 3 3 AL 2 B 4ER 3 5 G5 1 A 1E A
BT REFARE, JFEHEMREEF SRR ER, B ORI E R A .

Table 3. Bootstrap analysis for significance test of mediating effect

3. PAME BEMRIER Bootstrap 577

95% E {5 X [H]

e PR RN
EBR TR
S Y - THRe e EE X 0.761 0.846 0.647
See gt - 22l B RS 0.444 0.711 0.126
THRTEERTE X - 2l BRI 0.422 0.770 0.102
S 2 Y - RGeS X - Folk B IRGIIR (R0 0.321 0.631 0.079
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Figure 1. Structural equation model

1. G FERE
4. itig

AHIF TR PR 58 95 3 5 28 b B IR WIS 24 BYEAAFAE B E KK R(p > 0.05)iZ4E R 5 LW,
MR, PR 52(2015) RO AL 4 R — 3. TR TE 36 £ 5500 B IRYTIG A 2 BA4EAAAE B35 IEAH K R(p
<0.05), SUZCHEMA—BCERY, MWEL, HRZ, 2015 F#HE, W% €, 2013; FIEW, B4
#e, T4, 2020; Karner-Hutuleac, 2014). iXJj& BIAEARME I ARG 576 96 32 L ZEAR SRR, = BEM 2%
FEPE AT LS B R I e AR 5%, MERL AR 2ok B TS AT v . T AR 5836 32 X5 %% T DY 4
FECRBHEE . S AARdE. HOER . TBIEEE), mltsese 3 LEABE DN AR NSRRI, 7EME
PATERAN N BARES, A2 RS REA(EACE, WK 2013). AR, SEEARE K
FRERZE () — AN ATAT PR R, B AR R 2 AR AU B 85 0 Dy — il B YT A5 S & (Smith, Snyder, &
Handelsman, 1982), 583¢ 3 & W — A3 B4 m e X 5 1R A1 R M R 3d 43 ) A (Frost & Henderson, 1991; 2K
KA, #5557 K, 2009), SRR B EEREEL, KA R A NSRS Sy, ATRES G
NS, FEmAT B A RAZ 0, TR RS MFRRE, HIREISAT N AR — A R
filt R .

HA 28053 AT R B AR 56 56 32 XAE e 2 SR 4E AN 2l B Wi 1) A AR AR AN 1AL, (R AR 5836 &
NAE 4 B 0l B R WTRFH  AAE AR R AT, X LR R4 B S5 ARSI B, R4
SEAERT LU I VA 58 38 32 SGX— AARREBT, 520 AN AR 27l i B S B A Ean AAL BEOS AR . e & 4R A
PRAETEE 1 AT, 2= A2 000 B B IRBSE FIE & 1 B Z4E 0T M) (Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991). K2EATHIN
AV AL J, — BB RAIEE T, X BRI RAF 0, AR 2 LUk 3 585 I8 202 AR R,
RIFE SR . ENREHBERMN N, BRGIGEN THEFEARERTHIER . BIRY5HGE T LLE
AARATT R B8 R 2 I TR PR BB 2 S DR P/ e s AR 1) B FROE R A X H CRIBINRE VL . sl thoe &
T2 SRR BT AR TN 2 SR S5 I, B ORVEN AARAENISERRBE D I ZERE, T B B RN 4Ed 7 2
P F RSB SR, A AR TN AT B R I SN, B2 B R I Wi AT A, PAoR IR B CEAB AR
T SR B3R BE

EASAFAE LRURBRTE: &5, A ST TR Goe K BB, il B JRSAT v ie — DR R
R, DA T I b B 3G HGAT 9 [ REAFAE T S AR A, B AR SR 1 57k H A7 (Urdan, 2004).
22V (Schwinger, Wirthwein, Lemmer, & Steinmayr, 2014)F= A8 HE M. Rk, AT PR 9 R i
Fio IR E A IR R 5l B T AT A= AR R A
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Hk, ARSCEE TR A B 5l B RIS RS20, RS B RS S 24 B YERI 2 m . KRR
2 B SRANAR NSRRI ) — 3By, A& —Fi & 2 B0 R £ (Nolen-Hoeksema, Wisco, & Lyubomirsky, 2008),
AR R FUBLERA AT 5 TV, RSS2 BAE AN 22 AT A RS2 A fe IS B AN R, PR SR A]
DLSRHY S5 77 V(0 I 2 BB 4k 15 34T 55) 147 13— 2P i 5T (Nolen-Hoeksema & Morrow, 1993).

5. &hig

AT B LU F 4L

1) REFATEN 6 32 05 2 BRI AL 5 RIS AR R & IEAROC R, AR EEE LS R4
HERN A H BTG AL F AR R

2) REEA AR 5 56 1 O 44 B 4 FT DL 25 IR (A P <Al B BRHG TiARRR 56 56 32 SO =il 3K
WIS AT FA AN 53 5

3) A HTARBL, W SE SR SO A AR B RS R h o AR R, R 4 R YERE XS Sl
B YR A AR, I A e 58 ST AR R . BUAAT E . MA R R B S H IR
AR, 173 HHO R AT IR LA 3 vt R A AR AT S BRI R 30 2 0 2l B A Y AR M

e HE

EERSRZEEETH: 4i'5 17BSH154.

SE 3k

A, TREGE, IEEE2012). PN MR EFIBCR BN E: SRS, OELRESHE, 28(1), 105-111.
75, #% %(2009). Nolen-Hoeksema Jx 2 L4k & R AE B A H. P E KO PEF 442, 17(5), 550-551+549.
KIKAR, #F5, %2 8(2009). E o4 BYF TSR, M 0AEZE 15(1), 90-96.

PR, FERRE, EEFEQO1S). BT A= A )BT ? Ao P, (6), 1119-1123.

e, SRER, (TR, WA, WKL, ATE2019). KA TEEFE WIERX R RS kA BERPENMER. #E77%
BFEZ G Fl s34, 28(8), 746-750.

F#eE, MFE €(Q2013). EEFEXNE=W ARG BRERNXR. FEHEKOHEFZESE 21(4), 672-674.

T, MEE, BREQ01S). MRS HRSN. BREE N RABGEMIMMIIRR. A ARG OHE
22e 7 23(1), 120-123+128.
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(10), 1597-1600.

SHn, EAEBEQ2011). S5 TR R R B AT RN, O FER R 19(12), 1859-1867
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