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Abstract

This study aims to explore the differences between high school students’ self-selection of subjects
and their recommendations to others in the context of the new college entrance examination
reform, as well as the underlying psychological mechanisms of these differences. The results indi-
cate that individuals do not exhibit preference differences between selecting subjects for them-
selves and recommending subjects to friends; they tend to prefer subjects with lower difficulty and
lower interest in both scenarios. However, when advising strangers, individuals tend to prefer sub-
jects with higher interest but also higher difficulty. Furthermore, a partial mediating effect of re-
sponsibility was found between decision-maker roles and subject choice preferences: compared to
self-selection, individuals perceive lower responsibility when advising strangers, leading to a great-
er preference for recommending subjects with higher interest but also higher difficulty. These find-
ings deepen our understanding of the differences between self-selection and recommendations to
others and provide valuable insights for students’ subject selection in the college entrance exami-
nation, as well as for parental and teacher guidance.
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2004 29 H, HSEBEMA 1 COSTIRMWE AR ARSI SRR Seiim WD), XAREE T m 5 e
MIEXEB. TR, S8 MAHGkAAG T AR St 7 8, DAAS TR Sl BT v 5 e il B o e e (1
HEEERIAEI T LA H: WEREEEIE ). B amERE. ENASTR. RiERRHE
PASARIEZCE A (ZE )1, 2021). FEIX—F0m 5 e R R U B 2 & 2 RN E R, BB R
FERZIAAE AR B 5 ) 7 AR SR R R (0BT, 2017 J7es%, 20225 ZENN9L4E, 2019).

CEFARRM, e ER A G I Z 2 2R WA E I FE RZsm, g, BEHM@MEE
BTN 92 e N B S M R 3R (P 1, 20205 9KIH-—5%, 2022). 5K 9155 (2018) ML o
(22 R R R R AT T RA, 455 RIS AT S RDGERA ER RS 8 2 AAEE B B R . T4,
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St(Polman & Wu, 2020; Liu et al., 2018). 7EH7 i@ kR, — U B AR 70 R B4R MRS58 B A
FEAEAEIT RIS, AME9 E CIERH R 4F T R B FEAGER AR B, 1 ot NSRRI (i 1 T 326 438 o w2
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VA AR MAME BN A A A v AR BB AT REAAAE B FRSE S I At N D) 22 e it 7 —Fh
FRSCHE . ZERIACN, TR R R AT 3R I H B 10 R AR B SR AR AR IR I B LA ) (Higgins,
1997) AR F B 1 5 AR SRS B DL “ SRR N H R, SR RICNRUR, B0 SR BT = AR 7
TERBS B, N T G R IO R AT T B RU8E . SR, 24K e SR A SRS I DL “ BRAETR” W H
B, SRR G SR U, T O R AT P AR I TE M E BGRB8 IR R e A T AR - 3R
(Higgins, 1997). 1 H, CAWFAREATA B Ok e BB TR IR, B fm R,
SR A At AR S B B i ) TR B SR AR, S OCyE AR &5 SR (T HRN, 20155 Liuetal., 2017; Polman
2012; Woltin & Yzerbyt, 2015). FEitt, HFF7 AAHSCHE 70 ST RAERE, FRATEDN: AMAoh B G R
P TR FH B 8 SR AR I e A T B FE SRR H s SR, At AR IE bl R FH (i g R T s e T e 4%
MR R E . H, EHKCFENE I YOI EE B R O ) S E R R, HOIE MR T A
RIS AR GF o A5 PSR GO BEFE BOERT, R U T R AR K (O BREE AL, AR /KT (10 BE A2
FERRARTE PSR B DGR TI ATV A, MRS P G O3 PE B, B iR 7K P 0 3
R, KPR O B R A A5G AN A R SR B B G VE AN ) A U B T O R S R, ATRER:
5 B RS ARG AR 24, BN g JI A A 1A A 0] R BE DGy — MG B Il AT 1. Rk,
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RIS AT BB SE A L TR BEAME FE - R AOR T 1 B A N FE SR DU S i T e 45 v R — ST
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IbAh, AR TR I DA AT BEXT A R R i i 23 7= AR EL B (Lu et al., 2018; Nordbye et al.,
2017). Pahlke %5 A (2015) 045 SR, TN A 21 S k2 I 2k LA M2 I B e A L, 4 SR
A T BT e o 45 S A T I A AT B A ) SR ORISR (AT B0 . Ak, Bolton 45 A (2015) BB AL R B,
TR ) ) A 2 DA JRGER D E A AR e B o U SR I R 22 ) R AT g o T L, AR S Il PE AR
NEEBAHEE, AN ACEE BORI A B Ok 55 B AN 21 (1 53418858 K (Lu et al., 2018). (I, A H G
IFi) AR SN AT i BR8N B R 5 AR BT SE Al 2 T e A HE FE AR H 5 770 1) B A2 N S T |l T
B TR BAR RTINS R A T B Rl H . Rk, AP 2. FTEREAR - A
Figp Rz s RERMER, My B TR A AR B STTRAR N EOR,  SEn TR EEHE R -
RXHRALH ;170 ) BE AR N R BOE R SRS RN, S T 5 s % - s R .

2. 5k
2.1. #iR
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2.2. BRI

AR LA B (R M th: BRIER MR mBEAE NSO #aR R ¥t . PR B AR
XS AR F SR (R Ml - v e P AR MR — (IME FZ ) (R e 6 M 2 VP 73 o ACHIE 5 R 2 6 T 70 A e B2 5 B A
MRARE SRR R T ABE AR I, morE R ARSERR B ARHERE . = AR H &S ASAFLEAE AN
OB, RIAMATG IR A E R SR B Y B SO B R MR L SRR H R R R AR AR, R R
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BE. TGl E T A M SRR B R, 2022).
2.3. MIRERF

BB > TE 2 B3RS T A B m AR N R R . B, ERRAAR R IEAE N H
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ZR IR H B RGHUR SR EARXEE A AR S, RIFA BRI . EMEEE - E%
BRE e A S . BJE, ZORBOAKYE B SR MmEF, £ 9 mER EXRE Kk ir 17 1F
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BHE Bo fa, #AFREAE A 9 ER ERYIAE RN R 3 2 KRS, 18R “— Al
A5, 9 FoR “AEW T .

FEIRV A ARV T, 2B E R FES WA FE N FEER A4 IR B CIEERNIZIA K
Y5 Fie R, SRJE 52K Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale (I0S &3, Aron etal., 1992)% ¥ H 5 &
RAKPEERE . 10S BERIEE HEREEAR KPP BRI RN N RRRRERE, =S
%, 195r#im, RonB SRR RREE RS . JEEEMT AT Ry B RIGR &4 fErBaEAN
HVCGRETT, ZiAEE AT ERRE CIEE R — O [F1E N FER A R % S 48 T Bk, 2k
HFIFERRE5E K 10S BR UK H CSEARY S ZHMKRREE . ZRMRTFSRNERIEZRMT
HHIA o

3. &R
3.1 L EERHKIE

Xof 1) R AR TR 1 264 44 80 iR 5 11 BE A2 N EECR A T 1 263 44 3b iR AE 10S &R FIfS
ORAT NIRRT RS, S5RERI: MES IR Z FSE%ER (M = 5.10, SD = 1.61) & & T 54t
N Z )55 % 45 (M = 2.65, SD = 1.65) t(525) = 17.25. p <0.001. Cohen’sd = 1.63. FHAAHT 7% it
RS FE B IR E A RN
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Figure 1. Subject type selection preference scores for different decision maker
roles, error line indicate standard error means
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W, B EIEE . R AU A BE A N AR N R AR H BRI Y e Rk 1~9 43,
1393 FBAR R BBk O ) T = MR - RSB E 7570 D)2 BH i 1) TAERHE S — (ROGER B H . RS,
S HEAT BN T 2200 HT o S5 iR RS MM AN B3, F (2, 771) = 12.96, p <0.001, 7,° = 0.03.
HG L HEWKRERKI, MO B CIER RT3 5(M = 6.46, SD = 2.39) &2 3 F 171 P A= N BUE R i
UF /3 40(M = 5.46, SD = 2.45, p < 0.001); [FIRS, A8 AC BOEFRH fmiF7> £((M = 6.33, SD = 2.47) L& & T
lf B A2 N UGS R I 423 (M = 5.46, SD = 2.45, p < 0.001); 4RT, A Cuks 5 il @ik B 4T
S AFERE 2SR, p=0530. WIE 1. FIRGERFZY, M E CIERHAE I ACRE UGE R 55
TIEPEMEE RN POERERAIRH s 1 i BE AR BOE R B i T RO DM R IR H

3.3. RERNFEST

X =R RO ST T LI R T E T, SRR, SR PR ST A R
S, F(2,771) =33.28, p<0.001, 5,”=0.08. [FIPHENEBGEFT LM = 5.67, SD = 2.27) & # 1K
T A A @GR 5 AT (M = 6.83, SD = 1.83, p < 0.001); [AIRF, [ BasE N i e BHE ) 541 Bt &
FHRTAME N B SR TR (M = 6.95, SD = 1.78, p < 0.001); #R1fi, MiA B SR TR S 1
FBEVOER ) TR AIANEAE R E 25, p=0.515.

3.4. RERNSFEST

W, R E M AT R gD T DL AR R, BHRIERMRIEN 0, AR BGERHRIL N 1;
YT D2 AR, HIERWRCH 0, MIFEAENEBGERRICHN 1. B)5, ML EBONEBER N ZE, F
H B Bl R A8 &, SR H] Bootstrap (B3R 5000 YR)HEAT 22 2 51 H A8 B i A BN 0 (O 45245,
2017). BEAKP AT R E R BN EE, F(2,771)=12.96, p<0.001; BN EZE, F(2,770)
=7.86, p<0.001. HARSHTHI 95% CI = [0.004, 0.019], AELFH 0, Bk 75 B4 — 5 ARt A

AT
A EDI
IR [
¢=0.05
=006 S
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Figure 2. Responsibility mediated path model
B 2. RERPNBEER

PLE RS NS UK, [ I AR BCERHE X B FRIER AR X H /) 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.01], f.4
0, i BIHEXF 2N A B K (a, = —0.06, b = 0.12, a;b = —0.007), X B4R A B3 (¢, = —0.05, p =
0.580); AHXF AL AR (¢, = —0.05, p = 0.530). [HEE, LLEHIRRFASEKT, mpEANBIGERHH
X T FRGE R XS A 95% CI = [-0.14, —0.03], AELHE 0, FIHMX AN EE @, = -0.62, b =
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0.12, a)b = —0.074), BIAHE T NE IR, PG4 N EVOERHN BE 2 /N 5L (@, = —0.62, p <
0.001), AT {2 1 B 26 N SOZE FHNT B8l i o P e 4B R H (b = 0.12, p < 0.001). AHXT BELE2AK
i3 (c’, = —0.33, p < 0.001); AHXTERN R ZE(c, = —0.41, p < 0.001), FHXFH /RN ah IBCR &N
18.05%. SEEERACHAL UL 2 FToR .

4. ¥1ig

AT B AEE S m AR R B IR R S A N R B2 R, AR TR IR — 2 7
P e . BEFeai SR, MRy B BRIE R a) A7 ACEE WO RN 58 fl 4 T G BEARHEE - (RS Y
H o 1 ) B AR N B DO RN SR b T3 £ m s - moE BRI REE o T H,  STTIRAE R M R ik
P 2 (B2 E AR M B BRI RA ) I A DU AR 56 B 5 R ST ARIR, BTy B FRaE R A
A VG RN SE A i TARAEE - IR R E « 0 17 B AR N B IR A58 1) 58 /N (1) SRR, DRTITD 1) P A=
N BEBCE R Bl T % 8 - LR RHE .

o, AR E T AR R A IR OUGR S A NN ZE R IR, BIAMA Sy B 3R R 5
BFTAICHE B - ARSERIARL H 170 7] B AR A N SO R i U S8 s 2T v % B - mdE RO REE . AT
RN B 5 5 a4t N2 [ 4778 % 5 (Danziger et al., 2012; Polman & Ruttan, 2022). i, Danziger
S5 N (2012) ik R AR GO AE—AME S AN IRIEZLR I — 805>, Bl b Z0R 55— 07 [7] 7 — A % — 0 o5 1
KRELEE A0% AR, AR ZAE PR RS 2 IR R e, — NERGIE R 42 B U AR 5%, (B A
Bit — AN EAR IR BIET G R 0E B OO SRR WAL 55— ARSI 2 GG — AN R R 7
Fik H O REOLARE, (E A IR R AL SE AT 5 . BRI AU B ik — AR el
] — /NP AR [R5 IR B AR I . RS SRR I, AR B B SR I B DGy F4 R 1) 5 250 1 (B 58
FATS5), 110 1) B A [R] 22 T 8 DU B Sy 5 R4 e B ARk 1k (B3 — AN AR L)« Danziger 5 A CNHA
BT RBARRE, i N U A S PR G [RGB B R0, SR T — R KT A,
11 56 22 2% R T B AR B s AU, 9 B FRARSR AN S PSR R (RO BREE B8, SR T —#h
FARACE R, B2 RE T st A E M. Fik, @A/KFENE AR R R IR AL T — R A
fiEe ke . B B FIEFHI AR FARZKSF O B, B OCVE R SR BRI AT M, DL B8 Al 1 B B AR B
H; M, RIFEENEBCER MR A S ACE RO BN, BB SR EEYE, IR 5 (7 T %
A E .

SRR, AU R 2 R B AR [t NG SO REE R R RN, RIS [ BEAE N
BVOEFHELL, ANy B BRGE RN [ I A R SO RN ER 5 et T AN - (OGN RLH . HoOV AR
RS W) IR R VOE R AR B i 2 5 . —BUR B i R I T B3 - b NS 2 7 AR
RURL o SR N (2022) B FE R B, ANy H A FHAN S I ARG A s 08 540 ) T i 43R HE B2 — (IR SR 1)
BEH, WA PE A R R B R Tk P m e - SR E, 1 H v B CIERRUN I AGE R Z B AT
R - AR R AL, kB AR BT A5 R OB AU R IR TR SCRE . #Bilin, 2
AW TR IAE LT e S R G 5 45 T MA Y B 3R 5 5 I R R SR RIS AE RS A 47 22 5, 23RN HY
B0 RS, R E s A 1T S B A2 N R SR IS U B B 22 (1) XU 5K (Batteux et al., 2017; Ruessmann & Topo-
linski, 2019; Zhang et al., 2017). Kk, #SEEEAMGEAT TR AR E R - b ANRKER, WBiETy
T AR B RGE S A N B ZE R T H, A2 R R I RONE BT DA JE R A R R A I
B 5 T 13 - AR R

HWR, AHEFIE R T J AR R A OAR G B i 2 B R EH, BIAME Dy B e
AR Tea) HH A LN A 6 58] B R ) B AR, DT Dy B FRade AR AR [ JH A S S aze AR I B8 g 7 TR HE P — IR BRI
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BHE s 0 ) PE AR N R U AR 56 21 5T /N AR, BRI [ B A2 N S UG AR B8l T v %l — v FE R
H. EFWREY, STTEMm 7 MERREFImIF(Bolton et al., 2015; Losecaat Vermeer et al., 2020; Pahlke
etal., 2015). i1, Losecaat Vermeer %5 A (2020) b4 B Je 78— TS (19« ASAH 9% AT 55 R il s B4 2k
RGBT — A SRR AR G M AR 55, PP IR S I 1 AT DU R i IS o Bt R B A B B, B
KPR E R AU 45 R0 BT 561 T AR 55— A i e 3R DL RO I R A 2 SR 43t 1n) 53 254 R ARER
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a fa R 2 P F Rk A, 5 EIRRSEARL, i N P Sk 7038 52 45 2K L3R 5 5 28 I HS 0 XU
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BEH: SR, [ B AE NSRRI RIS BRI ST, R 3 50y 2 S N RGBS IR T4 R,
UF T BE AR NGB Xl - ML AR E .

B AT ARAEE— S TR RO 1) UG R R SR it — DR . B —, AW TRE Y
HRANARL B AEEEIX PR G T R Ak B B 2L R 1, SRS AR ZE 2 W ey rh AR R B 3R RS b A
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W ZE SRR, 56—, REFFRAUNESE 7 m AR R AR Oy B 3RIERHS Ml N 2 sGE Lz 8] )ik
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THEENZ, CAHARRIINMN RS w8 U3 /] 10 BERE 5 1) 22 S BUR M 7K AN [7] AT
RSN T P (Danziger et al., 2012). [KH, RSB FEA b Bk — B S0m p ARl oy B R
)t N S A N PSR [ e B i 22 7 o Bda, ABFFUAUNCE 52 7 i m B AN E R T 1Y) 6 P i iy
R R AR, IXAE R BRI T A S A SR ke BT ) SROSRAH T AT DAY R HURE T
FEl, SRFRFEAIS UE A 0 25 R R e

5. &ig

gr b, AWRTURBE R AER AR A RRE S b NN E R, HA SR 2R BT
TR T H, SRR R A OAR H B a2 A P IR 55 R R H i
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W o e BHR A RN E o B, W T4 B BB (i b T B L - AR A A 1)
RAELH, MR RNZERA T2 EEREBUIR, BORME IR A 22 B, FE 230 22 A 1
SIERE, WA G E H OGTE ML T BALGER,  TFORBEH MRS XERE AR T . HK, 51
LA RFER SRR, R A R SRR KT S BRI R . e, BT HRERS A
HVOERZ B AFEZ S, ARG S E N B LA 85 B BGER, ANE H U M Blia 4 75 € 2 A
RIS RHE W RACA B T Ak 5 N B T Bs L 7 B vl ge = AR N B i, T A B T4
PR B ARAL (R R 5

B oW
R R SR R A AR SO A i R T i s T AR O B
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