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Abstract

The development of information technology has made data security a social focus. Data leakage
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threatens personal privacy, business secrets and national security. This study analyzed the public’s
awareness of the security of electronic forensic data through a questionnaire survey and found that
it presented the characteristics of “good foundation but insufficient practice”: 72.39% of the re-
spondents were aware of the concept, while only 28.76% believed that the public attention was high.
Educational attainment significantly affects cognitive level (x? = 23.030, p < 0.001). The accuracy
rate of risk identification in the group with a master’s degree or above (89%) is higher than that in
the group below high school (58%). The degree of emphasis on data security is positively correlated
with the degree of attention (p < 0.05). Decision tree and ordered Logistic model analysis show that
trust, perception of the importance of data security, and age significantly affect attention. The re-
search provides a basis for the formulation of data security policies and innovatively combines at-
tention surveys with electronic forensics technology, offering new ideas for building a protection
system.
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Figure 1. Distribution map of basic information of the survey sample
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Table 1. Reliability and validity test table
#=1EE, JERER

fatn il
Cronbach’s o 5% 0.913
KMO 1 0.927
ARy 2337.436
Bartlett BRI AL df 21
p 1E. 0

W FEAR =518, T =7,
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Figure 2. The survey sample indicates the current public concern over the security of electronic forensic data
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Table 2. Cross-table chi-square analysis table of attention, basic information and

importance
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il 13.865 0.309
- b
b < 0.001,

Figure 3. The survey sample indicates the current public
awareness and trust in the security of electronic forensic data
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Table 3. The chi-square analysis table of the cross-table of cognitive level and basic information, importance and trust
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S35l 23.03 0.000™*
AN L BGE S 2 P e 22 4= 1 25 B EREBFIUITEFIOEE AR =2 2M?  350.389 0.000*

"p<0.05, *p<0.001.
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Table 4. Model diagram constructed by CRT growth method
Fz 4. CRT £ KRR

J5 2 11 g
ARk CRT
- TN 24 B2 Aon BT BUIE S8 22
L[ a3 BE U 4] 2 B AR 4 T T HUE R AR
o BAVE? IR, A
TRIER, IR, ST, it U, R TS S F o EE
A TR, R f T - LAY N, S
= TEHUR 2 A XA 2 R EAE PR
4 L T BE R A 1 222
LN 38 B TE
T R PR 5 REDER 31
A2 R RN B8 10 LRI 16
FA AR RN R 5 IR 5

4.2. RERPHEBIGR T

RFW T — RS T M AT R T8, I I Bs R AR AN W) 73, K Bdn 4R 120 4
9y, BRSNS BRI 7 BT [6] . Al 4 PR, AT T g A R AT A B, 2 AR LT BGEE
PR ZAEVEMEER. 0. SR, AU T BOESE 2 A8 . WO 5] R 5w 28 A L
BOERGE 22 A 0GR M EE N R . Ho, BERXNEERREONEE, FP. FRAE S RmBEE N
FEANFRIREE L REM0 A 24 AR IR SR TE L o

a4 5 PR, A8 UG UE AN B AN IR B ) S BEAT Al T 2 AT R BCHE 08 22 42 )
RUERE— B, IERA E 20 Loy 72.5%, A 45 RPN ROR BT - (BARRTT &, AR TN 2 Aox o 5L
R 22 4 SRV FE T HAAAE — € MR 22, FIIRE 1A At —

e
R .

DOI: 10.12677/5a.2025.148233 268 St 5N


https://doi.org/10.12677/sa.2025.148233

NN 25

—— SEIA ) HRTA RIS 8B FBUE
in ffﬁ BIRREMNXTEIAT?
i e %‘ B0
i B
| =
BREGELHE FRIER
REyZEM? Hi#=0.034
|
|
BE —REE
MetE =2A
&1
=] =
BRFHZ BREEEERE TR
ESIJ#_:Io.oos Rz 4?2 B#=0014
{ |
%ﬁi&u ISPN Elqg_ﬂ;fg;:pzau =E —REE TE MEE
1R BRAFELEIE FIUER
Eﬁzn&To.ooz REyLeH? 25i#=0.010
|
I 1 J | o
26-35%:18-25 465 WUR L, EEMEWE CWRTEE 45 Hf f&iE —AEE AME
% 36-45% ITHZE)IT/MZZE M EH £

L

BEFRE b G REVRIT B T BUE SR
BL#=0.002 F3#=0.003 R XMER? Hi#=0003
mEERME KT 18-25% 26-35%;46% ﬁz 5'3 465 KA L 26-35%; 18-25 2 &
‘ ‘ | R LE; 36-45% ’ % 36-45%
PE 13 | PHE 14 %6 15 B 16 *5 17 ’*5 18 %5 19
A ER BRI EAYER IRE9EES
H3#=0.002 3 =0.003 B3t =0.005 %3#=0.004
HERYE & RATEN % 3 B miEE fWRT 18.25% 26-35%;46%
WHET 51E|T W €L EESHITES R k;36-45
LEES)] ZeENE ; Hith % |
TR 23 Fm 24 P25 | PR26 | P& 27 =28 =29 =30
Figure 4. Decision tree model diagram
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Table 5. Model prediction capability evaluation form
= 5. fEETUN e AR
‘ T
Sl : - —
JEHIK Bk — 3= Bl EWE L
JEHAK 10 0 15 0 2 37.0%
LE(iS 2 46 12 0 0.0%
— K 2 0 137 27 23 72.5%
L 2 0 72 54 21 36.2%
JEH = 0 0 21 18 54 58.1%

DOI: 10.12677/5a.2025.148233 269 Gt 58


https://doi.org/10.12677/sa.2025.148233

NN 45

4.3. BFBRF Logistic $5H

TEA S R [ AR, oy b i B AR AT AR OG0T, IBRAE G B &, DA%
HILLEME . RIE, BHERRRETHE R S HOEAT 5T . EVPA AL PERE Y, SRR, &
[P R EESR bR, Z5A FIWT B A [R5 RS S R T RE 71 [7]. #R4ER 6, LA RE/R, JRE
WG (? = 152.730), (p = 0.000 < 0.05). XFREHIANN 7 > AR L0 R BA B, B
UM HAT ST 22 N, R AR B BB A% A 5O AR RS A Ok FEL 1 IGE 508 22 A I FE I 22 5«

Table 6. Likelihood ratio test table for ordered Logistic regression model
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Table 7. Summary table of analysis results of the ordered Logistic regression model
2 7. BFF Logistic B3R N FERCER

T i EHRE brdEiR Wald 2 p & ORH  OR{H 95% ClI
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(R AL £ L
3.0 (B=) 4.236 0.687 38.045 0.000 0.014 0.004~0.056
4.0 (lEH =) 5.893 0.706 69.597 0.000 0.003 0.001~0.011
pagiokiasl 0.101 0.164 0.380 0.538 1.107 0.802~1.527
T 0.132 0.083 2.550 0.110 1.141 0.970~1.341
&I 0.082 0.099 0.692 0.406 1.086 0.894~1.318
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