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Abstract

Campus safety is the issue of long-term focus on students’ management in colleges and universi-
ties. It is an important cause of the outbreak of network public opinion. Further study of safety ac-
cidents’ situation and its influencing factors of college students could provide scientific basis for
effective prevention, monitoring and intervention of college accidents. In order to grasp the safety
accidents’ happening situation of college students and its influencing factors, we design a ques-
tionnaire and investigate 210 students about their situation on campus accidents in a college of
Yunnan province according to the casualty statistics table of some college students of the college.
First of all, we apply the statistical analysis of crosstab method to present some statistical infor-
mation. Secondly, we apply the single factor analysis and the multi-factor Logistic regression
analysis method to explore the main influencing factors of safety accidents and their impact de-
grees. Our results show that the “drinking”, “psychological situation” and “dormitory relationship”
are the main factors influencing the safety accidents in the college, and the influence degrees de-
crease with respective to the “psychological situation”, “drinking” and “dormitory relationship”.
Finally, we test the prediction accuracy of the established Logistic regression model using the ex-
isting data and find that the total rate of the model is sentenced to rate of 92.9%. This implies that
the model’s prediction is more accurate.
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Table 1. Grade-crosstab
1. T4 - xXFIFE

EH
ait
1 2 3 4
T 56 32 39 48 175
Y 1% 32.0% 18.3% 22.3% 27.4% 100.0%
0
ELTHI% 94.9% 86.5% 84.8% 85.7% 88.4%
MA% 28.3% 16.2% 19.7% 24.2% 88.4%
Y
T 3 5 7 8 23
Y 1% 13.0% 21.7% 30.4% 34.8% 100.0%
1
FEZ % 5.1% 13.5% 15.2% 14.3% 11.6%
A% 1.5% 2.5% 3.5% 4.0% 11.6%
T 59 37 46 56 198
Y F111% 29.8% 18.7% 23.2% 28.3% 100.0%
ait
FEL 1% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
MA% 29.8% 18.7% 23.2% 28.3% 100.0%
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Figure 1. Safety accident rate of each grade
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Table 2. Damage consciousness-crosstab
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frEEIR
&t
1 2 3
E 90 55 30 175
Y 9% 51.4% 31.4% 17.1% 100.0%
’ 5 %i‘%’:g}ﬁé) ﬁ; i,gizgg%ﬁﬁ =2 84.9% 93.2% 90.9% 88.4%
SEI% 45.5% 27.8% 15.2% 88.4%
Y E 16 4 3 23
Y Y% 69.6% 17.4% 13.0% 100.0%
' & %%l;ﬁ? ﬁ; i’sﬁfg%ﬁg =2 15.1% 6.8% 9.1% 11.6%
SAETEHI% 8.1% 2.0% 1.5% 11.6%
ik 106 59 33 198
it Y 9% 53.5% 29.8% 16.7% 100.0%
& %%Ef;(f? @; i’sﬁfgf@ =2 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
SEI% 53.5% 29.8% 16.7% 100.0%
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Figure 2. Safety accident rate of different damage consciousness
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Table 3. Logistic regression analysis
52 3. B[E%E Logistic @YAN LR

AR E R E e BAK
5 85
51
7l (%) ﬁ 113
K— 59
- 37
528 (x,) -
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PNl 56
HE 110
SR (x) R
SR 88
2 11
R (X,) =
i 187
2 182
FEERH (x,) *
5 16
7 30
R (%) =
= 168
2 5
AR (x,) =
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& 137
2 75 18
T (%) = 61
7 59
RAAE (%) =
= 139
AT R 106
HEER (X, ) AT # 59
R 33
KT 178
LEDRI (X,
(%) B 20
RIF 145
kA (x,) — 49
B 4

0.143
0.097
0.051
0.135
0.152
0.143
0.11
0.14
0.112
0.182
0.104
0.25
0.04
0.131
0.2
0.114
0.07
0.213
0.153
0.1
0.151
0.08
0.09
0.07
0.63
0.06
0.26
0.5

5.818

0.716

0.489

3.037

2.363

0.351

8.072

1.083

5.776

87.056

21.592

P &

0.161

0.047

0.397

0.484

0.081

0.124

0.553

0.004

0.298

0.049

0.00001

0.00001
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Table 4. Comprehensive test of the model coefficients
4 RBERBNEEKRE

v df Sig.
IR 54.480 1 <0.001
FPRL B 54.480 1 <0.001
eid) 54.480 1 <0.001
IR 8.236 1 0.004
FR2 B 62.716 2 <0.001
eid) 62.716 2 <0.001
H % 4.775 1 0.029
PR3 B 67.491 3 <0.001
Eit) 67.491 3 <0.001
Table 5. The variables in the final model
25 mERBPWEE
B SE Wals df Sig. Exp (B)
DERRAL (X,,) 4.155 631 43.426 1 <0.001 63.750
AR 1°
i -3.056 0.362 71.372 1 <0.001 0.047
A (%) 1.837 0.694 7.004 1 0.008 6.275
£k 2° DERRAL (X,,) 4529 0.746 36.860 1 <0.001 92.668
i -3.960 0.603 43.091 1 <0.001 0.019
A (%) 1.946 0.724 7.229 1 0.007 6.998
OHRIRIE (%) 4.261 0.780 29.828 1 <0.001 70.868
AR 3
EERR(X,) 1.305 0.583 5.006 1 0.025 3.686
e —5.767 1.119 26.540 1 <0.001 0.003

T ar EVRRIPEAREE: LEMRGL: b: VR AT E: EEEN: o ESHSTMANTE: HELR.

Table 6. Hosmer and Lemeshow test
5% 6. Hosmer #A Lemeshow #&3

B2 7 df Sig.
1 0.000 0
2 1.134 1 0.287
3 2.027 3 0.567

K=ERIRZN 30.4%, Ko R EGURAF MR K UG SR r] DN, w5 2 A B 4 i
ARG PG, 6 2 e P E R PR, MR AR B FREIA B A AR, W24
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Table 7. Classification table?

7. ¥EER?
EL
EN Y
B 57 EEfIE
0 1

0 170 5 97.1

Y
FIRL 1 8 15 65.2
BitESTE 93.4
0 170 5 97.1

Y
IR2 1 8 15 65.2
BitESTE 93.4
0 172 3 98.3

Y
U3 1 11 12 52.2
BitESTE 92.9

a: BI%I{E50.500,

HIRIPVE R TR g A, (8) X H B IR A TR, ShZ 05 H ORI A E 2 el 24
NEoz iz i Fofth e 2B 2 e ) E A N BI B ORI B . RN TR
AR A A R A LA BN 9.1%, FEA TR 6.8%: (4) MRFEFEIE Logistic
Ti 253 M, BAVRIL M AER ., FZR R, QIR 156K R WHE R NEA G2 R L
IR, RJEXR A KRBT Z IR Logistic 1B AT, HA&45 MUGH . OERDUAITE & 58 R 200
TR 2 A ORI S B R B SLRE AR 2 Co BRI I A 8 % R AR ek (5) MR 3219 Logistic
[ R, AR AT Bl x A A 22 A SR AT TN, SRATARBLIEFIA T 92.9%, =ik 90%LL I,
R AR A S A 35, PRI RCR B 8] o

LA TLAE R, N T WK E R R A, BATHR I EUR JUANTT T R Bt (1) 16 &5 &
FERGI AL L A ) BB R 2 —, ISR N 2 2 0T e LA & N SR AL A SO S 1 R0 31, B AR
2, UAIT@SLANERTE &R R, R aF ik A (2) Ed MBS R issh, K
SR KO 2 A A U RN RE ) L A R A O T S B S A B R i (3) IR AR SCHR O]
R, RO AT OB R, ARSI E RN, IRt R TiEsh, ARk
FOHIRAE, (4) ZaF—BRA, ARONE R 2 A B AR OGS B, BB ik b 51 & i
ZEAE R, (5) EALEOLEIFUENLS], RO LRGSR AAL KA, TR A A

E&UH
7 A R RE X 248 B £ S 20 Wi AR St e L 81 41 A S 823 H (2011-2014)
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