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Does COVID-19 infection affect its risk estimation?
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This study aims to examine whether COVID-19 infection
would affect its risk perception. Existing studies have
indicated not only that higher likelihood of risky events affects
subjective frequencies but also that direct and indirect
experiences of such events enhance their likelihood. Thus, it
is predicted that COVID-19 infection would enhance the
likelihood of its risk perception. Consequently, infected
people would estimate higher frequency of COVID-19 than
non-infected people. To test this hypothesis, this study
included a total of 226 participants, who were required to:
estimate the number of COVID-19 patients in Tokyo; answer
whether they had been infected by COVID-19; and state the
number of acquaintances they had who had been infected by
COVID-19. As a result, this study found that among 226
participants, 24 participants were infected by COVID-19, and
their estimates of the number of COVID-19 patients in Tokyo
were not significantly different from those of non-infected
participants. Additionally, this study found that although the
number of infected acquaintances differed between the
infected and non-infected participants, they did not correlate
to the estimated number of COVID-19 patients. The
theoretical suggestion that including a possibility of the higher
likelihood of risky events does not affect risk perception is
debatable.
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U273 x L CRLE O F A Al 6
(availability: Tversky & Kahneman, 1973)7/3 k&
SFELTWD WO iGRIE, Lichtenstein et al.
(1978 LRI EF DT TILSBHOHNTNDH &L ZAT
bo. Tz Tws - ok Vol BARKEE L V-
7o, FBRTZZELL WICH b LT LIZL
XH0E SN DT ER OB AEMEITFRE LY bE<,

Ao DIBFEIE & W T3ER & LTS Y STV
DD FEEITITZR VT < WIE LB O T AU T TR
LU BHESHAES DNOHEARH D Z N6 T
W5 (e. g., Lichtenstein et al. 1978; Hertwig et al,
2005; Pachuretal, 2012). Z D X 9 BB EL S
BRI, B2V AVFROLERBEELZZ D, FE

BRICENIZIT X TWDE 0 TIERLS, EDLBNE
DFERPREGAMG T E DA LTI 5 7
HTHDHEINTND.

Z OIRFUZ BT 2 R 72 e X 1%, DY
2 FRITPE LT AE TE D2 FROKL U AV R
FNZBET DM ORG2RE L, D ETS00
EFETNCESHTHRHATLLE NI HDTHD
(Hertwig et al, 2005; Pachur et al, 2012). L2>L7¢
DO D XD 7RI EEARRNZIZY 2 73850 & FIH

AREMEDFERE 2 MEtd 2 © DT> T, FIH AIREME
ARZEAEL TV R 7 3AORERMRE G LT
BT TIER.

AWFZeD BENZ, Plan v ¢ L 2 ERYSRER DA

2 T, FIHAREMS U A 7 38N 52 5 508
AT 2 bOTHS. Filan v 4 )L ZADEG,

12V A7 FENE VTN L T EDOMERTH 2 b,

OGO a v AT HFIH FREEZ ED D &
WETEDHHDTHD. I TRYS L IFG O
bl 20 U C U A7 FEUTE AR AraEM: & U 2
7 DRI 0 5B 2 [HAERR T 5 2 & a7 o 7.
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FASERFE 226 A FGEICSINL, RIS - (EEA
HOWEITAT Google form | TIT- 72, SNE 1 LHA
an v VAR DA - FEEMS T — b
ETCH L FOHREZITT-5 2T, (1)2020 41 A
52022 4E 3 H 31 HICE COREEIZBIT 28 an
F 7 4 N ADBFRLESL, (2)H D DR ﬁ%@ﬁ%
QUEG L=, DV A7 & L TORBHSRLE I
B2 &M 9 Ri(Slovicetal, 1985), (S)Farvnt v (/L
ARG — NEPE D T T2 DICBCT REALDOTHRD
GHE, LT, BRRERGEES  BYe LT AN D,
BLORIEOFEOSFNTHOW TR T2 A
TAHET, YRR OB IIZOW TR L7z Z &2
BB, B L= i3, BEE, © 3 >OEREN
LEIRT DT, U AT & L TOREFHRIZOWTIE Slovic
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1 ZINE DREGESROHETE & FIFH ATRENE & DORIf%
et al. (1985)|CHEHLL CHIER L7= 9 SOIEEIC VT 8
G GEIF S eyl

3. WMRRUEE

T TCIEEE UTEGEE R OHEE &I TRt OB
FRIZOWTIAT 5. X 1 IC BB L OREE &
Y LTz AN DI E OB OISR A 7~ X 2. 5
BB ORGSR H D L[ LI AOKIT244 T

HoT=. 202041 A25 2022 4E3 A 31 HE TOHIL
A D BRRBGEFNC x5 AR O OB 24 Ty

R & D HET 1203655 A, YLk 7 LEECTIL561663.4
ANTHY, FEEEOE1240861 N) & 95 & MEEL &
VR REFHMOMAN LA DAL d o T, E iz, HEE & O
TR B2 2213 B AL/ 02> 72 (Man-Whitney s
Utest: p=0.12). —J5, JE&Ye L7=Fn N DT D\ TIEsge
RER & V) BE L 72 LEE L O CHGHIICE BR 22D B 6
MNT=(128)=2.70,p=0.011). 72721, BUHEEOHEE &Ik
Y L7 AN DHE OB OFABN LGB R & V #E, 72 L
FELEBIHET i@#oﬁm<m1m>W)
PLEDORERIE, YRS & FERREBRE & DR TR
PRI BT 2 FIFR ORI FTREMEZ DU TUEEW D - &
NHHOD, FERERORED D IZONTUIZENA G

NN L AR LTERY, JRYSRERI IR T RENME 2 5
DLHOD, U RAZFRHNIK LTI EL 52202

LERLTWD. 127 LRGBS DY 7 v
A XMBEHTH Y, 57T EDERZ XD KR
e o I BT AIMERH A ).
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