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Abstract
Objective: To explore the effect of word probability on self-others risk perception. Methods: A
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mixed experimental design of 2 (outcome valence: positive, negative) x 2 (object: self, others) x 2
(risk probability: high probability, low probability) x 2 (field: economy, medical treatment) was
adopted. Based on the experimental design, a risk situation questionnaire was developed to inves-
tigate 385 college students. Results: The probability of negative risk outcomes happening on self
in the health field was significantly lower than others (P = 0.015), while the probability of positive
risk outcomes happening on self was significantly higher than others (P = 0.012). There were no
significant self-others differences in the estimation of the probability of risk outcomes in the eco-
nomic field (Ps > 0.05). The controllability of self on low probability positive risk results and high
probability negative risk results in health and the economic field was significant (PSheaith domain <
005) or marginally signiﬁcant (Plow probability-positive = 0068, Phigh probability-negative = 0089) higher than
others. In some conditions, the probability of positive risk result occurrence was positively corre-
lated with the controllability (r = 0.227~0.292, Ps < 0.05), while the probability of negative risk
result was negatively correlated with controllability (r = -0.204~-0.310, Ps < 0.05). Conclusion:
Compared with others, word probability has less effect on risk perception of self, and people have
different risk perceptions in the health and economic field. People perceived a higher sense of
control over risk outcomes. Therefore, we should improve people’s risk perception from various
aspects according to different fields to improve people’s prevention behavior.
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FH o T ARSI A2 R NIRRT AT NI — DN EE R ZR . 2 AT SR RS AP PP Al AU, S AT AR
U 2 B RSAT R, T BRI 47 8(Bréanstrom, Kristjansson, & Ullén, 2006; Da Cunha, Stedefeldt, & De-
rosso, 2014; Ferrer et al., 2012; Hevey, McGee, & Horgan, 2014; Z=%%), &7 8f, 224000, iEUNFs, A 4,
2017) AHXURS: B 03E 55 2 NATTHT RN B 0 E R, ANSE R T2 X o AR 2 A FE R I, R AU 1) 32
UL IR SR AT 52 380 8- At R 2R 1) 1] £ T BEARG Ay XU 7T 51 762 5 WL A 22 (opttimistic bias), B [RIZEAH LB, AR
TN B AR AR B8 28 P T AR PR ke S, e A N B T BB 42 P AR AR K Sk F A (Chambers &
Windschitl, 2004; Chambers, Windschitl, & Suls, 2003; Sharot, Korn, & Dolan, 2011). iXF8{ % 7E (g
(Hwang et al., 2019; Masiero, Riva, Oliveri, Fioretti, & Pravettoni, 2018; Park & Ju, 2016). &% 4 (Da
Cunha et al., 2015; Rossi, Stedefeldt, Da Cunha, & de Rosso, 2017). {5 & % 4= (Campbell, Greenauer, Macaluso,
& End, 2007; Rhee, Ryu, & Kim, 2012)%5 XU PP 5 5t o B il 7 15 .

ARG 28 R 0, 45 IXURS: A A Y PT RE A o R SRR P TR R B A A o XU M e 52 i XL J 8 ) — A4
HEN R AR b, DEZE SR R 0 22 3 v T OB A, AR T AR S U e (A A,
2016). MR8 H R AR M 2Ok IR, i 30%. 100%%5 . {EZ A IAMERIEAT 53/ —Fh )7
X, WIS, AT RE. IRA RS . TR BABCR B E T, XS EHEAE
PIE SR AERAE b, SCAMER IR SR E . AR, 8 ST MR IR I 2 H B B FR AT

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.123100 850 LB A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.123100
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Kot zm, FRT

AN IFEREA— S . R A — MR i i R i (Ll likely), 4w iR A SRRk R AEAE B O & BN
AT RE I TR AR, T I b N A IR X s AR AN 14 R S I 45 AR & (Smiits: &
Hoorens, 2005), — R 5, AAIARIE BRSO BER RAL (5 2D AS 2 i 4 IR U REAT i
B, A RIS R SR v A5 P PR S M 3R B B 7 W 3 A B A A A IR £ e N £ i 45 1R 1B (Wiindischitl &
Wells, 1996). BA| M AHIF FEFR I #E AN [R] (10 U e ST 2 U U PR 3K 5 307 USSR X 1 3 - Al A XUk
FHIFE o

2. MREFHE
2.1 W&

385 ZAE O R EAEMR B IES AR 7, KB4 97 A, %2k 288 A, E#YTEH 19~24 %7,
SEXAERY 20.83 £1.12,

22. Bk

2.2.1. EERE
BENLIHEZE AR OB 2 b K 22 A R I BE ML B B 5% se b 261, Hoh g3 - BRI A 441 96 44, H
L - WL RN 97 4, M - RS A 96 44, AN - FRB SR 96 4.

222 BEFZE

R B A SLIR 21 G 1] B P) B #EAT B R R o 1 G AR R E ) B AN B AT BT A . XU ) 7]
A7 9 AR RIS H , B EAPATTE AT B, A HE LI E /N RT), B A XU 5
(7 — € KSR 1) Kl a),  ZER Al B OO AR S8 I B EE AT IR %, SR 6 /i), 130K
FEFBEXTTR A, 5 FLoRAEF FXTT SR By a5 70 BB e o RURS: RHRE , 15 0 el i e XU 55K 94
Bl US4 D AR 70 (8 — N AR B % BB AT 7T (4 Cronbach’s o £ %74 0.825.

AR T H G ] DR 155 858 17 o R4 4 SRS (K RS R SRR, BRI RRAS 45 4 S RS B sk 1 85
SR e 1 RS ARE 3R ) £t B TSR 20 5 USRS s B2 25— A, O 1 E S i B I R TR 52, ARHIE T R
K AR 28 5 AT i B TSR I B2 R 7 B IER « DRFT RANRILAAh, oAb PRI SR A A o A2 RS ph S5 45
R “ARRFTRE” FonRix,  “IRFIRE” Rommia. poalpis e G RS2 Ja i 0~100 Z 4]
() BAR K ok s MBS 25 R AR AR B Bt B BRI . i B 25 R AT PR VR BEAT 7 RS G0TE
(1 e Toikdzhl, 7 e eReizE).

223. Gitoh

KH SPSS22.0 Xt Mt AT HIA 5ot o AWETTN 2 (45 KA BRI x 2 (PR HIMEN) x 2
OAREREAR: e RHER) x 2 (W 4aF . R MR G SeinBtit, A ai R XSOy galE A
=, MR GHEOBOA BRER, IR il B 3R - A N U 45 SR A A 1R 4 i LA R xof IRz £
SRR e, R ERNETT 2 707700 M B 3 - ARSI 22 5% SR Person #2520 #r
o R - At A XRG4 iy 5 ISz 405 SR TR T8 A R R () o K 4 AN ek Ay XU 1 1) 45 7 i
AT BT 20, A UL T8 10 U 17 15 73 B50A 2 %2 5+ (Ps > 0.05).

3. &R
3.1 B - EARBERLEBHE
B MET ZES W RS, UK TN 53, F(L, 381) =6.438, P=0.012, 5°=0.017. AJsAn

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.123100 851 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.123100

R I HAF 2%, F(1,381) =11.059, P <0.001, #*=0.028; XFTRUMR XU 25 5 kA 2 A5 1, 24
G AU T 2 3 TR AP < 0.001), TS TV AR RIS &5 SR A RS A6 1, e A3 R 28 5 4 ek
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Table 1. Estimated probability of occurrence of risk outcome M(SD)

1. K45 R & S MR M(SD)

il R AT Lot

MR Btk - D Btk - D Bt - Tk - Btk - -
MR 97 33 G %S MR iRkt GRS RS

43 48.14 45.96 49.44 44.24 49.49 47.86 53.94 46.79
(27.38) (23.39) (23.47) (18.76) (20.64) (19.22) (21.03) (22.44)

A 36.27 4753 46.16 57.41 47.26 45.65 56.61 51.14
(25.84) (23.54) (26.60) (22.10) (20.22) (19.17) (17.94) (19.00)

32. BR - tt ARKRERTHE M

BERME T E0HaERER, SR E0NEE, F(L,381) =41.04, P<0.001, 5 =0.117, X435
AU A 225 S AT s 1 VT S5 e (E RE AT X R N 3, (L, 381) = 4.748, P = 0.030, 5° = 0.015,
ot 9 A 5% SR T 2 P VP R v Tt N o MR A KR R 3 L F(Y, 381) = 6.159, P = 0.014, 4% = 0.020,
%o v R 23 IR 5 SR A T 2 M R VT I 2 v TR XU 45 2R

MERAAN A2 EAE 2%, F(1, 381) =9.521, P =0.002, #*=0.030; T iR W b XU &5
AIEVE R VP 8 A 35 72 (P = 0.665), 10T T+ iy A AR RRAR XU 25 SR T 42 1 (117 235 v TR S A X
B4 (P < 0.001). MEZ. Fk. ML EAEAEE, F(, 381) =6.135, P =0.014, »°=0.019. T
T MR R APURR RV W0 X 8 SR, i DX 435 SR 10 T 42 P 340 S 3K T 0 5 XU 225 SR (Ps < 0.05) o HE R 4733
ST EABMN A HAE B3, F(1,381)=5.581, P=0.019, #°=0.018. F& 1 i AR ZE R LIAN, Hidth
S5 A (1 A R JRUIRG: &5 SR AT 2 P 14 BB S I T 0 5 U 45 S (Ps < 0.05); [ Fh XU 17545 Hh v G M 38 JXURG: &5 SR Fr T
BEAREZESR, R RERI 2 55 38 i M2 AR XU 45 S T4 M P e 2 3 v TR e XU 25
B Nk ATIEA R S Vi A XU 25 SR T s PR VY 2 v T M KR 25 SR, 2 A e I 22 Y A XL
B &5 SR AT P VT 8 Y I 22 57 (P = 0.791) s (gl B AT AR ARE 2 AR JXUIRS: 25 SRR v Ak 28 T AR &5 SR 1 B
ATV VP 2 35 = Tt A\ (Ps < 0.05), 2235 43R A 28 RV JXUIG: &5 SRR e M 23 Y AR XIS &5 SR 1 B R T 3%
P2 52 S TN (P wws - mw = 0.068), (P s e = 0.089)0 HARIRG TR % 2,
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Table 2. Controllability assessment of the occurrence of risk outcomes M(SD)
2. KEEER&EMAHEMITE M(SD)

{8 FE AT 25 ATk
MR A - T - K - R - K - R - AR - K -
M3 M R i 2 M i i
43 3.62 3.54 3.74 3.78 4.15 3.96 421 4.17
(1.22) (1.15) (1.25) (1.12) (1.18) (1.27) (0.95) (0.99)
A 3.06 3.78 3.76 3.24 3.78 3.91 4.05 3.88
(1.26) (1.64) (1.35) (1.30) (1.25) (1.22) (1.07) (1.20)
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R 45 Sk kv, g Ak s (EOE 5 XU R 25 SR R AR AE B RS IR 8 5 T PR AE 12 35 1
FHI(r = 0.236~0.272, Ps < 0.05), £5 4t i Ik MBS ME 26 260 Hh B AR IEAH DG, (H AR B B 27K
T {8 SR 40353 K MO 23 AR 228 5 403 e R M 3 XU 225 SR i AR AE AN & L AR ) W7 5 mT 43 PR 350 I 38 AR R (r
=0.227~0.292, Ps < 0.05). VA&, R kA, GirauismMi R M 45 R R A B RS EERITE S
AIEVEAAAE B35 UM O (r = —0.204, P = 0.049), HAth S5 AF — 35 2 [A 3 ANAEAE 12 35 I AH SGE o g R 4itat s 1K
N2 RIS &5 SR RN 22 5% AU M 26 XU &6 SRR AR FEA N B B MR 2R ) W 5 w43 M T2 3 47U O (r = —0.245~
—0.310, Ps < 0.05).
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