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Abstract

With the deepening of campus digital transformation and frequent cybersecurity risks, electronic
forensics has become a key technical support for handling campus digital disputes, network govern-
ance, and protecting the rights and interests of teachers and students. Clarifying campus communities’
understanding and trust logic regarding this technology holds important theoretical and practical
value for advancing the modernization of campus digital governance. This study is based on 554 valid
questionnaires from teachers and students on campus, and comprehensively applies descriptive
statistics, cross-table analysis, ordered logistic regression, and mediation effect models to system-
atically examine the current state of cognition, trust characteristics, and their influence mechanisms
of electronic forensic technology. The results show that currently, teachers and students have a rela-
tively low overall perception of electronic forensic technology popularization, but their recognition
of the necessity of promoting it is high and trust levels are in the above moderate range, with legit-
imacy trust being particularly prominent, reflecting an initial institutional basis for recognition. At
the 5% significance level, ordered logistic regression confirmed that users’ awareness of concepts
and exposure to scenarios have statistically significant positive effects on the evaluation of popu-
larity, indicating that cognitive depth and actual exposure are key direct factors shaping perception
of popularity. The mediation effect test results showed that trust played a significant mediating role
in the correlation structure of recognition, applicability, and popularity evaluation, with indirect ef-
fects accounting for 69.32% and 71.49% of the two paths, respectively; Statistical results show that
there is no significant direct correlation between identification, applicability, and popularity eval-
uation; the two can only be indirectly correlated based on trust, which is the core mediating variable
connecting the static associations mentioned above. Based on these conclusions, it is recommended
to advance coordinated efforts from four dimensions: science popularization, expansion of practical
scenarios, trust cultivation mechanisms, and legal system guarantees, providing empirical evidence
and decision-making references for the standardized implementation of electronic forensic tech-
nology on campuses and the construction of digital governance systems.
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Figure 1. Technical roadmap
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Table 1. Reliability and validity test table
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Figure 2. The distribution of identity categories among survey respondents
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Figure 3. Distribution of survey participants’ exposure to electronic forensic application scenarios
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Table 2. Chi-square analysis of the cross-tabulation between different majors and awareness of electronic forensic technology
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Figure 4. Distribution of factors affecting trust in electronic forensics
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Table 3. Chi-square analysis of knowledge level and willingness to accept electronic forensic evidence cross-table
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Table 4. Model fitting information
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Figure 5. Ordered Logistic regression coefficient forest diagram
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Table 6. Summary table of mediation effect test results
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Table 7. Mediation effect test effect size (X — M — Y) table
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;. Bootstrap FFXECH 5000 IR, AT = (ARSI x 100%.
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Figure 6. Mediation pathway map
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