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Abstract

Aim: To explore the status and influencing factors of college students’ risk cognition during
CERAER .
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COVID-19. By using the self-designed questionnaire “college students’ risk perception and mental
health status of the novel Coronavirus Epidemic”, 676 college students’ risk perception of the nov-
el coronavirus epidemic was investigated. The results showed that college students scored higher
in each dimension of risk perception. College students of different genders and different grades
had statistical significance in each dimension of risk perception; college students from different
places had statistical significance in the dimension of infection possibility and infection severity.
Pearson correlation analysis showed that risk perception was correlated with each dimension and
the combination of any dimension was positively correlated. Conclusions: The overall level of risk
perception score of college students is high, and the factors influencing risk perception have sig-
nificant differences in population characteristics. It is necessary to pay attention to the improve-
ment of risk perception level of college students and the mastery of relevant psychological ad-
justment skills, so as to enhance the ability to resist the risk of public health events.
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JRUBSE A RIS iR A7 AE T A0 FR A5 28 b 2 XU RS2 AA IR, EL i Ak Hy LU0 i A 3
W2 AT IR MR N FI IR (1] Hoa i KB VE Ny — e 5 N B A iy 22 2 B A R R
RNFEBAEF, AMUFEBNAT S AR, B SR L EE R . Bt 2% 1% 51 K 1
PR £ RS 2 S NATT ) RS A, 10 ELAE v 55 3 A DU R R T BE R A . KA AR BTG R 1T
FTERTESE . PR O U, A A N U ER AL AN S e A R SR B, 1S
WML, R R RS 5 R ORI LA BN T KU DA KRR P A T80 /KT [2] 0 KU A IR B 3K 32 1 SR IR A5
Fa A R L), ASE B RFARHARKT KA EH A FE R3], AN ANRZRTER . &R,
e85 UMEDM S AR DRl 22 A 28 25 25 R DX 2 AR 2 R M 8 AR AR [4] o 5 38 A 3 R (Briand) Ui Y “ 5
SRR HROAS]. BEAERNNZ . B — DR AR E SRRk, A0 TTeR g
RIERHRAE S 2RI A XU, T 2 0 XU X 35 BT (6] R TRl OB FUAR B, e Al i o A JK
FIRERE R 7] A —FOR AR REAN B ZE R, BTl =2 A T XU AR RE S S v [8] - A
M, BE—BHRGT R A TR R B SR, 1 AR KSR B R 2R, 0 TR m K2 AR A B0 B
R, Rz AL P& S B ARYE . e B I A B A e S SR AR T A 3L AR S R R (AR ¢
2%, RAAHEEZ L.

2. ARA*
2.1. W&,

WA Rk BV AR TN ER R . RITFRGE TG, mESEA S 676 1. AN
FHIL 30 A EE, KB4 285 44, 5 42.2%, 43914, [ 57.8%; RN 282 4, 5 41.7%, H
BHER 242 4, 5 35.8%, E¥A N 126 44, 5 18.6%, R4 N 26 4, 5 3.8%; IEE R RKFAERN
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281 %, 1 41.6%, BRAH IR SEA N 395 44, 5 58.4%; KA 164 44, 5 24.3%, K%
£H 1794, 5 26.5%, KR=W2E4EF 200 %4, 4 29.6%, RIUPIZAESR 133 4, 5 19.7%.

22. fARIR

ATt 122275 EH N AMH G & TR AT USRI b, 25 G185 R i Bt R DU ik
FOMHIED, B9 RS2 A R e il 58 B 15 (9 WU AR ATC B4 RO OU T & 1) 67 I Hs R &, Xt
A RN AV, JF0] RIS ) 4 (0125 SOSRE S se s b AT AR 2. (B3t it 30 R, 70 2 MOy H5 1
R X R NIEARILTORE, BAHR B RIS F%. Tk, PEEIERSE; 5 2 3 N
HEME, SLEERPEREAFIE L REAEOERGL ., ORI, KB ER N RENE . A%
Ph TS T AT AR E[9]. O EDRILEE IR S SRR . % & Cronbach’s 2%y 0.832.
2.3. GitFEaE

AH TR T AT . SR SPSS 27.0 GEtHBAFRT SEEE R A M« BOIAEA RS0
PRI ZR 5 22 73 BT AN Pearson A < 70 TR FE MR INKIREMI R 2. P P < 0.06 NZE A SR L.

3. &R
3.1. R\ T ERRSG

St e A ot RS SR A HEAT R B3, 45 BRI S A A IR T e e . R A b L e
M FAFAME 2.5~3.5, KA B T3 76 I 485 0 [0 KU DA A B AA A TR sk, el b4
455 31346 Jy it R I T B R B A TR 7 7 i 4% 09 0 T4 A A AR R . L L.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of college students’ risk perception scores

F 1. KEEREIARES SRS

URE| ITON1 /ME X s - JEROF
RG] et 15 3 7.8432 + 2.68587 2.6144
RG] 15 3 9.7426 + 2.21551 3.2475
SR 15 3 9.4038 + 2.48931 3.1346

3.2. FEMHARFEERNKEINANERSH

XN Gt 5 AR Bk AT 22 e o A, 4 SRR WIS [F) 1 0l K2 AR AE R AN A3 A AP AE 3 2 /(P <
0.01), HAct KRR BGE T REME . LTIt RGP H M R4 E R I B m T B AR
(P <0.01). W7 2.

Table 2. Difference test of risk perception between different genders

2. FRIMAERMINAEE S 0L

RG] R RG] SR
N M +SD t M+ SD t M +SD t
% 285  7.5228+2.96761 . 95018 + 252679 . 9.2667 +2.92496 N
258 ~2.326 ~1.165
4 391  8.0767 +2.43779 9.9182 + 1.94236 9.5038 + 2.11451

¥: "p<0.05, Tp<0.01, FEM.
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3.3. AEERMKFEERNBANNERSH
AN TR A 5 K 2 A AR UL AT g (t = 0.826, P < 0.05) Al L™ & M (t = —0.108, P < 0.05)4E /& 1537077

ERELES . RS RE b, R K215 50(7.9165 + 2.56699) & T3 i K22 £ 1545 (7.7402 +
2.84607), fEIEY T EMELERE L, KA KEAEL 5 (9.3949 + 2.33720) ik T 3k i K244 4540 (9.4164 +
2.69277). JRYLAIIEIELE AR > R AR E (P > 0.05). WK 3.
Table 3. Difference test of risk cognition among different students
= 3. PRIEIRMERIAFNE R
RG] Rt YRR SR
N M+ SD t M+ SD t M+ SD t
A 395 7.9165 * 2.56699 - 9.7468 + 2.20215 9.3949 + 2.33729 "
0.826 0.059 —-0.108
W 281 7.7402 = 2.84607 9.7367 + 2.23807 9.4164 + 2.69277

34. REFRRFERENENABERIH

ANFIFEGR K2R AR RSN 157 2 5 .35 (P < 0.05) . ANFEE R A fE IR e il 5  (F = 5.319, P <
0.05) A& 4e ™ H % (F = 3.043, P < 0.05) I/ B 159 73 1 TR L T REVE(F = 5.216, P < 0.05)4E %457y .
Ja Z BB IR R ENE |, K 7(8.1173 £ 2.52018). K =(8.2650 * 2.65519) 2% K2 E157)
T RK—(7.3232 £ 2.65371). KVU(7.4812 + 2.85668)F 2 K2xrE; fRIEYsnfME4ERE -, K =(10.2450 +
2.05819)4E L K24/ 43 TR —(9.4024 + 2.23941). K (9.6480 + 2.18373). K [U(9.5338 + 2.34698)4:
PR (R EVEYERE [, K PU(8.8496 + 2.78115) KA 4970 & K T K —(9.5610 + 2.53853). Kk
—(9.4078 + 2.34788). K =(9.6400 + 2.32323) K24k . WL 4.

Table 4. Difference test of risk cognition in different grades
= 4 FRIFRERCINANERIEE

R Bt e E el e R
N M+ SD M +SD M +SD
K— 164 7.3232 +2.65371 9.4024 + 2.23941 9.561 + 2.53853
P - 179 8.1173 £ 2.52018 9.648 +2.18373 9.4078 + 2.34788
K= 200 8.265 * 2.65519 10.245 + 2.05819 9.64 + 2.32323
N 133 7.4812 + 2.85668 9.5338 + 2.34698 8.8496 + 2.78115
F 1 5.216™ 5.319" 3.043"

35. FEFMARFEEKNBNAMER D
RIRTTZNEREY, LA USRI S 4EFZ 15 7> 2 7 A2 (P > 0.05). AAAILE 5.
3.6. MBARIFE &Y ERIEX T

H 2 6 A LTS KN, &G nl gt 5B il 45 M (r = 0.413, P < 0.01). &Y & I (r = 0.443, P < 0.01)
YT 2 1A) 34 AR SR 1 35 IEAH SC(P < 0.01), e gy o™ B M AR G vl 2 MR AT 0 O AH G P (r = 0.534, P
<0.01).

DOI: 10.12677/ass.2023.123176 1280 FESRERTH


https://doi.org/10.12677/ass.2023.123176

Table 5. Difference test of risk perception among different majors
5. FRIBRAERINANERIGK

JRGLTT R JRGL T JER G B
N M £SD M £ SD M £ SD
pa ! 282 7.5780 + 2.56917 9.6631 + 2.05874 9.2553 + 2.33922
TR 242 8.0785 + 2.83832 9.8017 + 2.4346 9.5702 + 2.47754
=S 126 7.8333 +2.69147 9.7937 +2.29196 9.3730 + 2.8837
XU 26 8.5769 + 2.19405 9.8077 + 1.16685 9.6154 +2.11805
F i 2.194 0.207 0.763
Table 6. Correlation analysis of different variables
7 6. NEI4EERIHEXTH
) IR TT RETE IR S
eIt r i r g r{g
RG] BETE 1
JRYL AT 0.413" 1
SR 0.443" 0.534™ 1

4, it 51ie
4.1. RECAHE S BE&E9H

AU FCERERY], KA R RSP R, S A RS LE T 25 0 ) T R 8 KT, - AN
PR 2 SN FIAS 2 Z2 BN, BERAAE B IOIA], R AR i 0] T RS A e AR T 15 A
AR FE A B DA 52 20 7 R FEAH R A 45 AR — 2 [10]

4.2. REAHRBAOZEZESH

PIMEZ W TERT, Al A, SRR KSR E S R, KA AR
REAPCH LR SRR BRI, Ml TR O INRTE, el TR BHRER, [
I TR I AL I DL, KA 2R A TR 1 KBS A SE IR Z R 2

P WEFEEE R, AN FEE AR R A AR AR AT o 2otk KU IR KT S v, R AL T fE 2
LEAE TN KU A 2840 5 IR B S LU R, P AR O B IR g, BET P AR R A i 4, e T
WIHEZAMMEE, MRARFI B, VN AT R ORIFTH 111, DRIE, SR B S RE B 24 B N SR 22
PEROBERE, FEIR LR AR L B R, TR A LR RE . 5T, T
P 22 e R0 2 DG, S M A VR 1 T O R A R ) K S 2 D B A R

Azl AR A YRR S AR RS RN AT R IR e m] BE PR AT e ™ L By oA Geih 2 S MR
WrEese 7B AR B 22, RIMERAS B SO IBER, A y B B GrT REVEAR X B, v i 7 e A
WO TR RIS, A ARG 22, R e T 7 A A AR 22 [12] -

BB T A R TR, AN AR O S A AR e SRR A B, AT REAE RN S SR AT A B AN A
EAPIRN, RPN T IREAR. B RO REE SRR A R AR AN R S S RHET A[13]
A 1 DO TAEBENE DR LA B, FRiRff s b . RS HBIX 0 A — R 8, % T2 5 S iR
KPR RIR, B B fAR A e )], WA S BOLE SR ICE B W Z . 1 2R SR 19k
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TR (B B 2, Rl BBy, U SH SR T SRR SR, K EEUg
B T RPEHERIRIONLS . RIS, B T SR R F R LRI, %
OVRRERR B, X T DU 0 VR B Gt S (35 LR W N SRR [14] . B 47 TR MU, IR
ORI P RIR R, e L f R T2, RS e DA IR, 240 TF 200kt T8 0016
BRI, (R (AT S B BT BT A

E . RGO TR RECERI, K — R PR 2 MU A UK P A, SRR TR T, K —
APPSR KA TR R =2 I BRI (VI 115 A, K R 3 A
97 56 AL T AR o KDY 2 0 T R Bl T 5 2l R ke B W T e 5 K TR AR A AU
DT e RIUZEZE AR A RIS, KIUSE ST L, XA T AR RO, 0t XU 0O 0 o5
M6, KA ERAT, JRERAIRAE, TP HHC A I A T 6 St 77 3K [15]. 75 O FRALAE T T8
R 7 A T A2 T 0 B A WS PR e 4 R e e U A 0 0 K T A
[16] DL, 7225 A [RI4E G A AT % 7 T FLAT B P e A S £

ko AR AR AR L 4R 2 BRIk S SRR T, TR R AR,
AEA I RS KA R O, RIS 2 AR R B, R ) R
5. &5

Bkl REEAGFEIEZ T, R ER TR BT AR ST SR R A, A — R
GGG 4, MR DEROL . B AN EE T RSN SR B AT FUSCR, A0 R A
RPN FIIRTT , 9B 1) 0T e K22 A O B E SR AL B IR AR I o 3 R 22 AR A KU A 2 AT A
FAAR A, RIC T RS A S AR SN R 3, 25 R S oK AR RO 133 7t i 8 B 7 (1 RS AR
o ek B A TR Y AR PR DL RGO TR A WA B B35 72 R, Tl TR
RSN BA 2 225, KSR & 4ERE Z [AFE IR R R A e il KR RS RIAE AR I 2
BREABKESR, RN SE T REA R RN AR AL, AR RS2 A A R R i, BE
FORBURA MmO, SCECRICR A SRR I, AR RO AR RS AR5 T 5 AR AR G
OGRS, NsE RS AOHER LR 513, aRARPT A IE A S X e

ASCWMAFAE—SE A AL, SO S RS AR N 22 A AT 1 e, W TR 32 38— e PR 1,
i 2 2 T BLRIE . BEE RS FIRT FUSCR AN 3%, 2T 305 13 BT TR, Rtk —ob
B KA DFRDL, et A 3L P AR FAE T IR XU RIXT 5E 1 R4 TT -

E&WE

L@ EF R 2o ERIE “J5ZE A 2 5 IR a0 R =R 5 @ REAT AR
(2021SJZDA149); B T 2%t 2022 £E KA QU AL I Zhit-Ril 48 2 — LI E K22 AR X068 el il 98 2 15 11
ARSI S LB G L7 (202211049059Y).
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