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Abstract

Objective: To explore the undergraduate students’ optimistic bias in career choice, and explore
the variability of this optimism bias. Methods: The study uses undergraduate students as subjects,
uses the career cognition priming paradigm and subliminal evaluative conditioning techniques in
the laboratory to explore the implicit optimistic bias and variability in career choice. Results: 1)
Undergraduate students have implicit optimistic bias in career choice; 2) The implicit optimistic
bias in career choice of undergraduate students is variable, and the use of subthreshold evaluation
conditioned reflex can change the bias.
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1. 531§

MO B SRV A 2 E T, X B CARKREAT TN B2 dnith . WFEER e AT T AR HL
IR HE A5 H CHK R (Markus & Nurius, 1986; Newby-Clark & Ross, 2003; Weinstein, 1980). 245 ff A
ATECERET, AATE H AN H 5 W] BEAE ARG 7 — SRR (1) 4 75 S - (Armor & Taylor, 1998; Chambers &
Windschitl, 2004; Helweg-Larsen & Shepperd, 2016; Krizan & Windschitl, 2007). fiig 2z, M&IANECE
A2 48 1 20 R AR At N U] 22 22 75 58 22 RV AR A . Weinstein B B4R € SO “ A ) sk
BRI M A X7 (unrealistic optimism), 7ERE 5 R FE AR Z A “ SRR ZE” (optimistic bias), FF44 SR
iz XA NTICIIRIR R T e R AEE A & b, TR T e R AR E NS £ o BE9TdR
o, RUIRZE S MERAT N S R, W2 1 AMA R IEF 4E 3% (Chapin et al., 2005; Coelho, 2010). %
$iii £ (2012) 48 R F A AE S KA TR AT Th# A SR m 22, I HaxX R ok i 22 A e B s iRe sl &
5 76(2007) 8 R FAAE ROV IS AR AE N A 22, 3 M (i 22 1 2 S M A AT T AR RV ode 156 - AR I 22 A D9 DA 60
Z2Z—, MHOVESEE 2 A —E B o IRV B R i S o0 I 22 RISk M 22, R AE#RIid 7%
b, RHEBCT R AR [E M ) S U R ARAR N, M AN B T AN 22 P75 2 1 5 VAR R AR A
B 2 B — N IR, T At N U] 2 22 17 B 22 BRI 43 A O 11 8 A0 A Bl 4449 31— AN 22 IR b (5
HA%E, 2019),

PRV IR U 22 £ A B\ i g A Ao SRS TRV IS FE N AT, Fazio 45 A (1986) K& FE R E N “X RS
TR ECIZ TP RS ” o Greenwald 45 A\ (2002) AN “ A5 2 AL 20 Rk 2 BEAANE S 5 1F0 8 PR AR
R IAERES” o Wilson 25 A (2000) XU EE A FEAR AR e MR RN RIS B 7 MM RS A e Zs
JE, A sz R s, EE R B TR, BE# E Re OMA B SR ARk BIAMA
RS FE IR T S0 . AR SR mZE BT, BRI S Bl 45 R dh AT AR WA 22 (R A S B 7L 4, 1R
Hiii 5 (2012) 155 FH A BRI AB AT GNAT O A B AR I 22 EAT A 98 J5 I SR I 22 [R) R A7 AE TN
A RN . SRR, WR2E(2013)f8 F B e sl & T AMAEI B B RS B, A5 R RIAAIZE B IA
Frdont B AP BEINAR M o X SebIF TR WA Y BRI R0 PR AE SRR 2 A B FRAE TRV, IX AN
WZ2HE M. LRI,

Taylor 25 A\ (2003)1\ 2Ky, i B CHIEPE RS A AMRSRAE 1RO R S PR B2 B 58 2[R AT
DU AMTE SIS R R — AN 0 B BOKSE, 4ERFE SRR LA, FRIMER I A& . (HERL
SRR ZE A AR T AT T —TH, AR ARINREN RS SECMEE HHER S | &6
AFFEGE B MG, AN SR AT AL & o Rt X Y BR b AR Wi 22 JEA T 72
DL AR ) TR SR 22 9 HL Y, AT DAAESMATE it R B 3R, Sz Sl kAT ik 4

Eagly 1 Chaiken (1993)f8Hi: AT MAEXS — AR TP R BB, ARG,
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MR TR UGE RIS B RARET, S S TUR ARG PN PR ROV . 75 B EE & RO B %)
SIS L8 BEE T — AN HOMIE (11 R 1T A2 45 B ik o bW RO PPAN M S A S S R A SR 25 FE R it
TS SRR, VPS5 1E U (Evaluative Conditioning) 2 AR —i RPN B (R A% O A B0y, X P AR
A DA S AMA ) A B 3R AR (De Houwer et al., 2001), ‘B 38 24— AN 25 B ok SRR A B o #0200 3 e & e ot
HH LB 2 AN A L 25 B R AR R 4 e A e, FLAR AR D T 5 G TC 0] (9 1 AFOR R P — 8. A FEXT Rk
PR SRS, R A AN SR AR 2 AR, X PR R O X I, AR ke
RS IE SR M S BET RS5 AR R B s B X R DA B 5 AR R RS B, S5
AR R A2 R D) R AT GBS AN A o 1200 G R TEARAS FE o B FUSR A PRI 25 A RO AE I8 T S B
AT LA R 4 A P B 3R A5 (Houwer et al., 1997) 0 ZE PPN 25 40 S S O SRR b, B 203 H ik
AR R S ) (U 17 ms) AR IR B AR (Y4, 20095 Dijksterhuis, 2004). Rk, #]
DA R R ALV M 25 A SO AR SR T TR 22 AR BRI SR R 22, B A8 5 A Bl SR W i 22
J7 6] — B0 R R VT 1 2 A S S R iR A P Rl SR W m 22 s 8 5 P BBl SR W 25 A — B
] B PPAN 25 A IS S SR BRAIR R 2 A 1 P B b S W e 2

2. 5k
2.1 #ik

60 % RKEFFRIARIE, ¥WALEFITF, MABEIEEMAIER, TR E, F 6 24t
FESEIG T FE PR BN E, IO, RIEIBsR, XF 54 ANE R 34T b P 532k 19 4,
A 35 4, HARCFIAERSY 2059 £1.19 & . AR EH4H 18 N, BT 4, W11 4, PR 2078 £
094 % &I 18 N, B4 44, L 144, FIYFE 2067 £ 146 & W4l 18 N, 5484, &«
A2 10 44, “FHFERY 2033+ 1.14 %

2.2. SEREI

EFE TR 5 )5 U SEI R AT 2 (I BAHSGE: 3R fth) x 2 (PR w8, R B2) R R At
WBLTE. RASR Y RONIN 5N ERFOL R MM ZE . A ="1%%, S0l h =0 Jrill. +m
JE I o PRI A D S AT e 00 A Bl A O O 22 (B (PN Bl RO 220 AR SRR T AR SO ik 25
IRMEAE N SN o SRS A R BRI “ 37, HARRBOY mAt &= 0L R shRiscoy “fh”
HARRIBO AL 2 BP0 . AR EahiBEoy “3” , BARRIBON RS A E PNV, 53
BN “Al”, BARRIBON st 2 2 HE R . ).

2.3 SEIR{UAR

15 FBR AR ZE IO A FE R 3R AT 008 R, RS0 HER N 1366 x 768, MMM RIS SO N B, HEChE
th, KK 32 57, {#H E-Prime2.0 #4T9mFE

24. ERMBI SRR

HISESG 0 FARRIS: BEAE. AR, rhes Ul IR . M. KRR BT, M. . 5
s BN BV PEARAE SO  F AR RIS K0 Al TR, VAR . ERFAL DU ol BRI,
BT, o ARRT; JENSEIR HARREe: B, N ES BUFE . Bbii. ARss R,
T L ORE ANREIR, $E T

RTINS JEI: SRR, B ERE) SN ) PIARE ST, bl B sl R Rr)

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.128313 2632 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.128313

ETE, RHE

BHATHE S A E R AW . SRITF RS 1 e R B, IR RIEERE R RS I 7, K
150 ms, Bf)5 LHBENLIAIRG 2S5, B KA 300~500 ms, 4RJ5 2 150 ms (K5 shfilig( “3&” s “f” ), =
5t 150 ms J5 tHIL H AR, Al BRI A A BB RNVARNC, 752 P B “F” 8,
FoANA BRSO At A LR, FRAE N L 07 B, HARRIBEENLE B, i B AR
BT MR, Z2BE 1000 ms, HEN T —AN triale BOVIACS “3&7 . “fh” FXEEBL, MEREERER) - &
RPN A FRER) - R E R fd (M) - S R ERME AR R AR (fih) - 7S B R A — FR U ARk
B, BFRANAXE 56, BEXPIEEE R 12 K, SEIEFREL TS 10 A trial. FTISEEE 240 A trial
S5 256 240 A trial.

SEARFE P I T RPN P S A SRR R BAR N 5 0 ARSI SEBAR P, VPR PR SR A S D XAt
27 S VAR AN X- a2 A AR, X O, R AN AT AT 1 2 1 S s R
SRZH P SRIRAR T, VR SRR O et - AR AL A EE R HRN L R AL B 3R - A A BN, PR
PSR B ZEAUSE R A, B ERG sl i P BV SR M 72 FEIRCSS ALK SE B AR F vh, PPAN I 2 A
S AT - AR B BRI Al - S AR, PP R SRR RS R, B
TEPRFIHAR T N BB SR W 2 o 10N PPN PR 25 AF S 3 100 /™ trial o

3. BRI

KH EXCLE 5 SPSS21.0 HEATHUE - H7, MR R /NF 300 ms FTKF 3000 ms HIIKR, B
F SN B IR Rf SR 4E 80% LA L.

3.1. IEHAHES T

HTMEEE 71 AR SR SR S AR SRS A T IR SOSIIN  RAR B, EAT RO REAS t A SR, 2521
FWIARLE SRS T 10 OB (730.26 + 155.48 ms) i 2 /N T2 AR SR 4644 R (19 [ M IR (770.65 + 156.72
ms), tay=-2.58, p<0.05. HEHH % 1o

Table 1. Differences in response time of control subjects in pre-test

= 1 EHEHR AT R R B R ZE R 53 (ms)

I i t p
[=yeal:) 711.23 +171.72 745.48 + 161.94 -1.64 0.119
(391 795.83 + 162.50 749.28 + 147.74 2.98 0.008

JEIEARE I DLBARAE SRS S AR SRR R I S RIS R AR &, BEATTORIFEA t A, 4551
R ARTE SRS T I RSERS (661,14 + 87.38 ms) i 3% /N T AR IR IR M4 1F T 1 SO B (691.49 + 114.86
ms), tay=-2.32, p<0.05. KHEHH W% 2,

Table 2. Differences in response time of control subjects in post-test
= 2. =R TN R BB R ZE 5= 57 HT(ms)

I e t p
k! 663.17 + 104.51 687.77 + 113.20 -1.60 0.128
LA 695.27 + 121.57 659.11 + 75.11 2.49 0.024

st 2L 10 7 I 00 S 00 kv 22 1 A A L3 3
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Table 3. Comparison of the difference between subjects in the control group in the pre-test and post-test
= 3. FEHIAHIRNEE N AR ER W R R EE L (ms)

HII A 0 O 22 e D WA t P
40.40 + 66.53 30.35 + 55.62 0.61 0.552

Xt TIN5 i DR 0 A A, A AL ) B0 8 R W RS AR A A B 3] 1) P A R i (AR B 3R
ENEEAET, RMRA B R S EER), FF H A R T IR OB B 25 /N T AR RS, BT FE)
REPARAAAAE N FOL R 2, I HAFRHT I R 00 22 (8 22 5 AN 8 25 3R W e bR e, AU
I 1) A AN 2 B 2R R AR

3.2. HIBAHIR ST

BIOONEAE 4T DLORE SR S AR R T I S BE R RS &, BEATROAFEA t R, &5
FHAE R E T BB (673.45 + 111.76 ms) & & /N T HAEAE RS HE T 1 [ ik (698.53 + 107.03
ms), tuz=-2.57, p<0.05. ULHABAAATE BBV SR M2, Hdl o WAk 4.

Table 4. Differences in response time of enhancement subjects in pre-test
Fe 4. BB AN R KB R ZEF 57 #7(ms)

® it t p
eyt 645.32 + 99.84 681.42 + 107.62 -2.98 0.008
R 715.65 + 116.92 701.59 = 127.27 1.29 0.213

JE BRI T UARTE R SR R N RN AR &, B TR FEAR t /5, 4553
FE U HAE SRS R 1 SN (610.10 + 44.38 ms) & 5/ T H AR AR SR 4614 R 11 [ M I (674.00 + 91.83
ms), tan=-2.87, p<0.05. ULEARRAETE N BB R MR 2, 7 SR BB SR WAk 22 250805 7 b L35 5

Table 5. Differences in response time of enhancement subjects in post-test
2 5. BN TN R R RZE F 57 HT(ms)

E59 it t P
[EaE:! 603.23 + 55.66 654.88 + 103.63 -1.97 0.065
o=z 693.09 £ 91.72 634.97 + 53.96 3.63 0.002

FESRALROHT S I ARV A 2 (AR A L35 6

Table 6. Comparison of the difference between subjects in the enhancement group in the pre-test and post-test
Fz 6. HEIBRAWINFIENABRER I R REELLE (ms)

U5 00 A 22 Je DS W = t p
25.08 + 41.46 54.90 + 81.28 -2.19 0.043

X TIN5 i DR A A L, 49 5 4L ) Bl 5 Rt U0 D R S A A A AR 0 P9 B R i 2 (I E
JRBNFEAETT, R A SR A S N TE R, I BARRAE SRS T B SR B 2 N TR SRR AR . K22
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WAFE N R F R MW 22, I BAEZd BN B PPN P 2 A s AR FR S, Ak 00 0 P W O 2201 6t 2 v
TR, LA REER R 2 B AT — e R A, AE s A R AT DAk .

3.3. WEBAWAET

AR 74T DABGRTE SRS S AR R F R IR B AR &, EATECHAE A t A0S, 4553
T HLAE RS R 1 NS (759.31 + 170.29 ms) i 3 /T HAEJE SR 46 #4F 18 S B2 (780.31 + 194.87
ms), tan=-2.13, p<0.05. ULEAMGIRAELE N RRB R Ml 22, 73 BB o 0 Ak 22 250805 7 b L5 7

Table 7. Differences in response time of weakened subjects in pre-test

= 7. BSSEHR AT R BB R = 53 7 (ms)

& ik t p
[=yeal:) 722.26 + 147.20 741.16 +172.82 -1.25 0.228
(39z1) 819.46 + 226.08 796.35 + 205.97 2.12 0.049

JEINEAE AT DLRLE SR S AR R T I S BE R RS &, BEATECAFEA t R, &5
FUIFAE RMAAE T BRI (703.78 + 129.58 ms) 5 7EE R M4 T 1 MV (709.26 + 137.04 ms) 2 5+
AEEE, tay=-0.60, p=0554. ULIAPIRALELE AR RN ZE, 3 S8 B E 0 AR Ak 22 E50 808 23 i L35
8.

Table 8. Differences in response time of weakened subjects in post-test
2 8. W SSLEMIN TR Bt R ZE 5= 43 #T(ms)

F* 1 t p
k! 681.94 + 134.97 702.76 + 163.04 -1.65 0.118
R 715.75 + 128.00 725.62 + 139.16 -0.71 0.489

IRISLLITHT S e R ZE (AL W2 9

Table 9. Comparison of the difference between subjects in the weakened group in the pre-test and post-test
2 9. BSSEMINATE M AR ER L R R E B L E (ms)

GIRARY R e D U A 22 t P
21.01 £41.76 5.48 +38.53 112 0.280

SRS HT R I, 0 I R 5 2L 1) 8 SR 000 B A 2 A AT E P Bl SR A 22, 7E 28 1) R R
Wbk 2 PE IR AN FR S, R 7E 5 DB S 2B N e SR O 2, K B B P Bl S W 2 L AT — 5
(AT AR E, 76— 52 4 R AT LA RS -

4. it

AR TR I =LA 7E SRR R 1 RS R 380 50 3 N T AR SR 4 1, X R ATE A0 4
HF, M E S5 AT R, AR E S S — A e A IR i A 213 3] — /MR 2
FEERIY, B A A E P Bl SR 2

SRR 2 T RE ST T AN [ 20—t BE 45, A7 524 [T (Robins & Beer, 2001) %8R 1ot
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A 0 ) o o e 2 A P 2 T AN 78 201 4 AT SRAS I i G R e o o B 11 )RR 2 s 2 AR Al
V58 e SN IS B], (35T il S USRS 5 B4R AT A HE 4 1% W 5 (Buehler & Griffin, 2003),
HEBTAMEREE AME, AT BE S TE R UG A2 25 0™ 5 9 MUK . Spiegel (1972)iKK: AR
H O g HERORIE T K25 3 SR A fte 5t B FRIAZIAGTHE A HRIE T4 H O
WEHEERNAG, S UCNE OATTREFERE . NS RAT NI 9% R fEd, AMAXTH
CUIRE /1 DL AR SR AR I B 45, 2 S BUL A BRI SR W e 22 ) R Rl 2 —

TR R T 6 3R Sl A 2 B AR AR AT S 22 v B, R R At N S Sl
kL2 A B HR R BT RN S 2 BB, TS A BRIl 57 W i 22 — S0 11 AL PP AN M A B A ke
SR N BB AR IR 22 3R R (0 B 3RS SRS AR AL 2 S R A BRI AT RO S 2 O R, A
B E SRS k2 A B PR BT RN S 2RI, TS A B SR U e 2 A S R R T R
PP 25 R IS SRk 35 4R ) A Bl SR W 22 o 455 SR R B 42 1) ALt I R SR A 451 1) S R s L
RN N BIRSBE N, AR I A AE SRR 22, BB R U5 T AR O 221 22 e A 3, RBHACSLES
T2 PP AN SN0 R A A B SR W 22« 38 R 2 A SR A 190 S 2 B B Al SR A% A R S SIS B /N,
BARAEAE SRR 22 WA 40 T 00 P 5 0 i 22 A LE BT DU SR IR A TR R, U B 5 PN Bl S W A 25 — 3
71 PP 2% A B S S i 1 T P B SRR 22 5 98055 AR AE SR A T 1 I R B
SRR ISR SIS A LU TG 35 22 e, R BB IAE 5 DI AN AE W BB AR w22, B 5 B AR
AR ZE A — EUFT B R B PPN M S5 A I S A S 5s T R BRI SR R 2, A E A T TS A A7
TE P Bl S5 W0 22 o

P RS B/ AT T DA 250 ) SR AT S 45 H I S B Az i () — Rk SS , B E 3l R IR A
BT AR AR FCAE S T A BRAS EE AT 2R (4 L, 2006) . BIA I T 544 S U (GREE, 245,
2005): AT ESZ 2 ATHE P A T RIRRER Z W Aad, B&R - mEEEMmA - (K5
B HATHOEIRES I DA O 3K P b 25 A I S R TR . 5 SR AR 22 — SO 0 B PP A 1 2% At s S 14
0 TR AR - m A EE RS - R E A REERAS . B DARTE S TR R B T 8K B
POl SRR ZE 5 SR W 22 A e 1) B0 B VAR 14 2% A S s T i B3R - s B NS AN - (K75
B AR, WARTE G A A FEAEAE B R R 22 . A5 A EAE YN RN 2 AR 24 (Y
THEHER RGOS M AR . 5 P BRPRL R W 22 — S0 B R B PPN PR 2 A S i 2 3 o A e iR A1 T
- m A - R ISR R, RS I e 2N RO TR S SMRBEERL
SRR ZE A — SRR T BYVEAN M A5 R O 4R DR S AR i TN - m A AT IR - R B AR,
SR A J 0 PR e 23 28R RSN SN 2E 5
5. &g

1) REFALEENREOV R W2, RIS AN 1R SR EE AR SR 26 T 1 s Rz I B
N, P BRAER R AR 22 AT 8 45 SR ST 78 2 1 N B R W ZE B LA — 350, 3R N B R W Ak 22 [+
FEAFAE T AT BRI £

2) KA BB R 22 B AT AR M, BN BN M 4 S B Tl LA 25 50 P B B o A
% 5N RE R ZE 7 [ — 00 BT BV 2% R S R DA R 3 5 A ) A BRI SR W A 2 5
55 N BB S W 22 77 1) AN — BT B B PP 1 %A s S8 T DA At ik 553 4 ) P Bl SR AR 22
E&H

RAEHRNY BRI E K 20T 782 BB = G I I B B 0 K 22 A A R Ll AR W00 22 A 52 7 T H 475
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