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Abstract

In exploring pathways to prevent campus conflicts, this study takes adolescents’ “life status” as the
entry point, focusing on stable individual cognitive-decision-making traits (risk preference, need for
cognition, decision-making style). Using the positive dimension of “life positive status” as an example,
it examines the predictive effects of these traits on “life positive status”. Based on questionnaire sur-
vey data and employing quantitative analysis methods, the study conducts empirical analysis through
data preprocessing, difference testing, logistic regression, and random forest models. The results
show that: (1) There are significant gender differences in risk preference, while need for cognition
exhibits specific age-related differences; (2) In the predictive models, the logistic regression results
identify risk preference as a robust predictor of an individual’s life positive status (OR = 2.426), mean-
ing that for each unitincrease in risk preference, the odds of an individual being in a life positive status
increase to 2.426 times the original; the random forest model results indicate that need for cognition
accounts for 49.80% of importance, and decision-making style also demonstrates certain predictive
value at 16.20%. These findings provide measurable and intervenable empirical evidence for campus
psychological work, contributing to the mitigation of conflict risks.
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PRI P8, 5ol o M o T s il Bk, BN A BRI I P9 7™ 5 R i /D 4 B O g S 2l &
JEIIAFETPA [ 1] BB BCEA R BR, AT N R R, Rk R& TR E R
A, X2 EE RO o D SRR SR, R EL AT AR S E R AEM B, AL
TERLREFI[2] (3]0 Ao B 2 5 TR o2 1) R FE T, ) AR b VU R B B, AT A 2 B
FLATHEE (R e SRR 2R, 2 24 B VE 5 S B S [0 T I PPk

FEHDERBI B, B IR RAER A I A TR SN T AR B . A2l o S gk R 4T N Z e
B, ARSI AN LR RO TR 5 AR R I 25 A MER & (D BB L 7R
PRI A THEESEAERE), O I N TIN5 /0 4 R 45 R DGR FR AR [4] o TIAN A P 78O B E (1 s
W, BEH—RFIRKGEEN W BZE DI, B, R EA TR COE SR g b e el vh 58 5 s B\
07 17 1) EE AR R &R [ 5]

IUAT HIF 0% 75 A AR AR RS (K I FETE LRI DGR A A2, e 5 L3 DA G 1A% O S e s it
2, WA PP Al R R R AT )« A ERAS 2 AR 75 D) B A S PR (U SRS ) [6]. FUAT &, KU I
UFSEMANARTEANHA B I 55 T BOAT T, R 5 R I 3 3 AT v i XSG AL ] Rt 300 v R P 1 1 AT
N, TS U] BEAG AL R I Al AT I AR [ 7] N T R MR T IR B A M AR SL, SEEE
FWT RO 25 1T B UIAH OR8] WS AUk WA I AMAAS B AR 77 NAR e 2 5, 3l 2Ly 5 vl R N A2
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2. BIRALES

ABEFCRHEIUE “UEMN”  EECE AR PR FE 0 0 S R A s, 48 MBI OEE
RKIAT RGN E, DUEFERPRES O], R RESRLE . AR 7 25 Yo XUk R 7 A AR T IR 1 s
G511 P 2 VR o5 71| AN 2.5 = 4 T Y VA

FAR T A FR USSR . TEVE . e SR A B 26— BB, WUREIRINGE 1 8~20 &4, 1%
SRR NI, 518 9 BHB~10 %), 12 B (11~13 ). 15 L4 (14~16 %), 18 BH(17~20 %),
DMEZ JZ . WG I AR i ar . VTR 2, PR HAR RS H, RN, s ek H
BEEN T A AT MR O RAER “ERIERRE” , (ENTE DR TIRS I ERIE R . 58
THE i EEAME E R AR, R AE L B Z ORI R KR Z B A E R T 3 Bl
EM e Al), SR T MB IESSIER, s DR a5 2 e — PE RTINSl . BB =B,
BT R BT, BRI B0 o R AT T RE A b, M AR B g AGoy —
TRV R (LctE=0, FitE=1). BT USRS 20T = o KA 5, KR LI 46 ) 25 3% 10T 15 SR
@M “EEARFE” B “TEFE”), KRR TIEG B8 ms . VUM B, HRbstE Ak BOUR
R/ - SRR Z  Bhr e g — R B R T . NHEBRA R EE SN IUETEE ER 2R, AR5t
FUEE XA RIVE R AR SR A T AR AR EAL 7. X T “ RSl ” F1 CINRITR SR X B SR &, SR
F /M- KR AEA T, M LR 4 22 [0, 11X AN o AT IR M IERS 20 18 &, WK Z 53 5bs
HEW T, A IME N 0. ARtEZE N 1 FRAE IEZS 7040, AriEACARBE B 700 2 )5 828 St 71200
BE AT iR s, JFHET Logistic [H1A SR S E AT As e M 5 vl etk

A FCRHEAH AT, GG 2ZMait i SmMea, R0l En SR i 5 A E FPIRES
IR FR, BARTTEEMWR 55, 7 IESYER LSS, R SPSS 44T Kolmogorov-Smirnov 4% 5 Shapiro-
Wilk £555, FIBr&fEbr k. A5, BT IESHEREER, GRS EEESHRREITIEZ R
M. KH Mann-Whitney U #36 (P52 Eb#¢). Kruskal-Wallis H £ 56:(2 41 Lb4%) & Dunn ZJ5805:, 0 #1iA
FR SR BAEA FIMEA . R I 22 5, BRI 8N . 2, ME A Logistic [V 54
AR, DUETEIERPIRES (1 = B[R, 0= fn) AR, KW INVNTRE. XN Z &R,
or 4 [ A% 0T R A% B () TN A H, Jfd e AR EE A S A A A% O R 3R o Logistic [B1HREBE R L AT fif
B ZHUE, BB IR IANRIRR 2L, TR XU B AR EE 0 R AR & (9 7 1) 5 S PR T BEATLAR AR
AR G R R EE VAR, RN R AR R APIRES I OB & I HLARRT DTRREE,  FF A A BRAR 2 A1)

R HAEH . i e AR R G5 R, ATEMRREE S T 1k R (R AR P4, s eRAS IR AR e S
AT
3. SKUES#R
3.1. EASHKE

NG G k2 R IS SRR EE BRE M S v, B O B KA A . TR R
A BEAT IEASTEASL . AR LREIEHG T RE I E TS Q-Q FikT B rI AL HIlr, 15 H
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S)f%: 5 Shapiro-Wilk (S-W)Fz 383K BUE BEHE, JFERE Ho: FEAMRMIES 540,

PN 5 WS o AT RS, Hoh 2B 699 AN EdE, SR 700 N EdE, {8 SPSS A4 R
wn# 1 5% 2 for.
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Table 1. Results of normality test for variables by gender

F 1. BRLEENMUAMESHRIER

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk

531 giit H BEM giit H BEM

0.114 700 0.000 0.926 700 0.000
IR fi B

'S 0.188 699 0.000 0.882 699 0.000

. % 0.031 700 0.155 0.994 700 0.012
NGRS

z 0.039 699 0.012 0.996 699 0.095

. % 0.313 700 0.000 0.755 700 0.000
AN

% 0.312 699 0.000 0.756 699 0.000

e a BAREFEBILE.

&

B L AlAL EavEnlfeied, RIS WL 5 s ) 1 ra K-S 5 S-W ke p {E35/N T 0.05, 644
IEASHEERBRR . AT ZRR RS RATE—8: ER4EHY, K-SREARE(p=0.155), HS-W i
65 (p =0.012); fELAEHT, S-W KR AEE(p=0.095). XA —BHERERLETH R, HE58
BT 3k — 25 1 W

Table 2. Results of normality test for each variable by age

F 2. BLEENFRMESHRLEER

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
A : - : -
giit H BEM giit H BEME
8~10 0.256 263 0.000 0.793 263 0.000
o 11~13 0.311 479 0.000 0.760 479 0.000
PR
14~16 0.353 323 0.000 0.723 323 0.000
17~20 0.322 334 0.000 0.742 334 0.000
8~10 0.050 263 0.020" 0.992 263 0.177
11~13 0.039 479 0.084 0.996 479 0.226
INHHRE
14~16 0.034 323 0.020" 0.997 323 0.726
17~20 0.088 334 0.000 0.976 334 0.000
8~10 0.210 263 0.000 0.855 263 0.000
11~13 0.178 479 0.000 0.897 479 0.000
IR fi 4
14~16 0.129 323 0.000 0.923 323 0.000
17~20 0.101 334 0.000 0.925 334 0.000

e * RRAREVER TR a0 BARKEZEHEILE.

HH2E 2 W, ESp ARk, XU D i 55 1 S XU ZE T A e 28 2 S8 3 9 TE S 40 AT (p < 0.05)
T INAITR 2L, 12 8~10 % 11~13 & 14~16 Z 4, S-W %1 p KT 0.05 (4374 0.177, 0.226,
0.726), AAELEIEAS MR AL 17~20 2 H 3485 R % (p < 0.05).

RNEETHE TS, 4 7T 52BN ETTEYS Q-Q B 1~6).

DOI: 10.12677/5a.2026.153054 46 Gt 5 R


https://doi.org/10.12677/sa.2026.153054

MR 55

80 = 49
= 189
= 139
60
40
20
0
Figure 1. Cognitive needs histogram
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Figure 2. Risk preference histogram

2. REmFESE

BRI BT, & 5 BoREE R E AT EIR A, RN, 4ia S-W KRR 2 KA
AN B IS R (p > 0.05), ZRa AIBTARN TR ZONIEANIES 7047 o
2 SR AR ) AREZEE R TIME s K] 4 PP m B IR E R, Z RN . IR T XU D
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Figure 3. Decision style histogram
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Figure 4. Normal Q-Q plot of risk preference
B 4. KERIFHIEDS Q-Q
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Figure 5. Normal Q-Q plot of cognitive needs
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Figure 6. Normal Q-Q plot of decision style
B 6. RERAFHIIETS Q-Q
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3.2. {EFREIRERERLE

MRAE 3.1 W IESTERISE R, 727 35 BRI E R BB LT, BRI 7 EA AR TE I 4 4
W AU AURMIEZ A 41, AR (i 5 P 5 RS 2 R I HH B B AR IEAS 0 ATRFAE . BRIk, X & TiE
PREEAT A RN LR 22 S LU, AR LR RS HUR I 7k . BRI S, X TR R L, Af
H Mann-Whitney U £35; X TERIX KL HLE, KA Kruskal-Wallis H K50 H W /& 13 47 75 54K 2. 2%
ZES, EEEREE, WL F GRG0 Dunn B50)BEATH S LLE, AR B EAR 2 7R VR .
3.2.1. 43IZF A9 Mann-Whitney U 38

R B e o B AR AL AR, BRLS R 700 DMEEREREAR . ST R RN B A AL A A
ZIEbr LA E S HOHAE, KT Mann-Whitney U #3580 7 358547 70 Hr . BRI 20 M 45 508 W38 3 i

Table 3. Mann-Whitney U test for gender-specific indicators
3. DMHRI$EFRAY Mann-Whitney U #38

fabr P 5 AP i NG PRI A
5 1400 1400 1400
H B
g’y 1400 1400 1400
i % 289126.5 255134.5 252331.0
Gt g
Z© 222573.5 256565.5 259369.0
5 0.000 0.927 0.622
pfE
& 0.000 0.927 0.622

M3 P 2 BLRISE Rl O Y, R 0 AN SN, BAAS LA AR ZEA R K
KX PGSR L p (EKT 0.05, BEbisz i, IOFERPIIUHE s B 5 AR B 2 [30H B2
Z5te SR, FEREmAF R R, X411 p [EWR/NT 0.05, FEEIELEMER, RWLXTHER
ERARG A AR RE R TR IER, BN WRIHES PSR 5 A
A IR AT S AR, T DRSS i 4 6 55 A AT A R U A A 2

3.2.2. FRRBEEAEERKN Kruskal-Wallis H 18

N DR FEA [F AR 4 BE & idabr LR 2 5, R A Kruskal-Wallis H A58 PY /N4 58 B (8~10
. 11~13 %, 14~16 %, 1720 )47 L A H# . Kruskal-Wallis H 56 SR A “ AT a (E 6 BT
o EAHE” , AL RS E( < 0.05), WIRWEDLAE - MERBER S HMHAEREZ R
Mo BT R AN5E 4 Fios o

Table 4. Kruskal-Wallis test results for age-specific indicators
4. HEREBIBIRE Kruskal-Wallis 4304551

izt H it & H pfE BEMLER(0=0.05)
DTS 7.9705 3 0.0466 e
N 57.2660 3 0.0000 BE
TR R 12.4940 3 0.0059 BE
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A 4 BoR, RSREE . DA ZE S gk KU = IR bR 1 p 38/ T 0.05, R\ =ADBEEAFF
W B R AFE R R 2 R

T Kruskal-Wallis H #565%F = ANEARORB IR AT ARG B, LR SR XUAR ) TE DU AN 4E % B a) f) S84k 22 57
BT T b SGRER, HOFERNBRE . TS PR K& AR e AR, 12 Bl A 8 R e B
BEUARGVEREAS, AR TINER R, 2 IR AN B R0 B R A 1A [ B
3.2.3. INFNEREIEFRA Dunn EERLE

T Kruskal-Wallis H 5% 52 78 D\ 1 75 258 BREAS [A] 08 BOF 72 B A4 35 22 5 (p < 0.001), RiE—
I Dunn 955 K50 B A AR 22 520 03] . Dunn K656 38 1 % 2 5 LR 1Y) R 35 1 BB (A T Bonferroni 4%
1E), HCEFTHFR B Z A ZE R SR T:

Table 5. Dunn’s post-hoc test results for cognitive needs indicators

5. INAFEIEARE) Dunn EERELER

LA ZH (A vs B) Z 14 RAZIE p H K IEJ5 p {H(Bonferroni) EEMLE (0 =0.05)
8~10 vs 11~13 -3.911 0.0001 0.0006 w3

8~10 vs 14~16 —5.447 <0.0001 <0.0001 e

8~10 vs 17~20 -1.133 0.2572 1.0000 ENTE

11~13 vs 14~16 —-2.294 0.0218 0.1308 il
11~13 vs 17~20 -5.028 <0.0001 <0.0001 e

14~16 vs 17~20 —6.279 <0.0001 <0.0001 e

5 SREIR, ZIERRIER 2 R IR ER B AR I K BT B R, T AN T B AR 2
SR IR B R B RIE . BARERIUA, M 8~10 B 11~13 £ 5 14~16 &, INAITEH LI EE LTt
s M 11~13 5 17~20 Z 208, P 14~16 B5 17~20 & Z [AIHAAAE 35 22 %, Ul BRI 7R 2EAE
11~20 & AR RFEEIG 5, FFAE 17~20 SR BOk 2AEN & . KRB 8~10 5 17~20 5 Z A 2 R ik G it
REME, XRE R AT T B R BT A T ARSI B, H AR AR B A R 1 K S
RERT. JEIEEE TR R R,

Zi I, Kruskal-Wallis H %38 5 Dunn S5 i 503 Lm0 KUK LR IAJN 75 225 TS UM = T00A %0
YSRRR AL DA FAF RS A IR AR E 2R, R\ EAFR 2Z 5 S0 B it KR
FHE——M 8~10 £ 5| 11~13 55 14~16 Z B3E LTt FFAE 11~13 B & 17~20 & 14~16 Z & 1720 ¥ 2
(MFELLEIG o8, RO FLRH ARSI K 2H e ol se T 5l T PR n R R,

3.3. =BT
##37 Logistic [@])3

DN BB RS D 4 AN TR L DRER URE N AR VE IE PRS2 g ) 5 Got B, Rt R E
thghie, HEEMH2Y Logistic AR, HHiiEmWs g R, RNEREIHRENZHITBEO= 7,
1= 1EM), VPUETRIEFRPIREAE], DRI (X1)s AEIREZ(X2). YR XAS(X3) N EH A&, #id Logit
R R B B A RS A R R A H(0dds) 2 TR R PE R R, A0 A :0N:

z=F,+Bx +Bx, ++ B x, (1)

WA 25 N R R 7
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Table 6. Initial Logistic regression model coefticients table

%2 6. #1194 Logistic [EVAER R HFE

B FrifEiR 7= FLIRAE HHE 2 Exp(B) AUC
X1 0.984 0.403 5.956 1 0.015 2.676 0.623
X2 0.187 0.656 0.081 1 0.776 1.205 0.512
X3 —0.878 0.600 2.143 1 0.143 0.416 0.525
W 0.283 0.520 0.297 1 0.586 1.327

M 6 BEIHEE RATUAE , RAZEE X1 XTR p E/hT 0.05(p=0.015). fEZLIER Y, 26
X2\ X3 0D AE 77 SORS LA TN AN 5225 (p > 0.05), —3F 54206 77 SN Rk vl REA77E R 4tk
BT HARNE, T —HEI AT S SEREAUAR AR 1 45 14T B UG E . AR ph R A KT, A28 X1 KR
IEFVE IR, B2 TH AR fin fF T BERY 5 75 /D 4 A L35 IR FIR A, 1E T 1) 432 I HE A A AR el b S PR AT 1)
PRI, AIERAE X2 Al X3, EFHGHA, 2R FRIUR:

Table 7. Logistic regression model coefficients after exclusion of non-significant variables

F 7. BT BZFLERE Logistic @VARE R K=

B FrifEiR 2 FLIRAE H oEM Exp(B) AUC
X1 0.886 0.394 5.056 1 0.025 2.426 0.647
(s -0.316 0.196 2.581 1 0.000 0.729

H7 7 A RAT L, RS R LR B A R F (X 1), HArdEiRZE /N H p /T 0.05(p = 0.025),
RI1ZABNE DA TE T AR FPRES 2V TINE A B35 . AR AUC EIETHE 0.647 (95%
CIL: 0.608~0.686), AXHIUAAYA Frosst, 2 BIAL LR BE U I 4F A PO AR S bf, AR AU A= 3% TE [PIRZS 1)
X 4 fe 1Ak .

P UL T AT 8~20 % B A A 5 IE 17 T (1) Logistic [A1J5 5 201 R«

1

1+ eOA316—0.886x| (2)

AR e BT ()[R R AT USRI (XD IR 34 L Exp(B) =2.426, REATEFE ST R F, K
B Pl df R I 1 AN B, DA RS IE 7 ORI AR OSSR T B R 2.426 £ X —Z R NG
AT R i d 0 A 3 7 ARG, BRI RS i e T A DA el o ST P ()T T, 2 4 XU i
UF A BT 35 AV R AR A, AT 8 A el o 5 P 8 A\ A 1)

3.4. BEHLARMREL T

Logistic [ AR5 1 U ff 2f of A2 3% 75 R Rk 2 25 B2 0, 1T 5 SR B L AR MRS A 0t — P 4B 2 A
B RS R I IR ML TR, A5G T A T AT R v R A N D AR AR S O K s L .

Y1271 =

Table 8. Feature importance table of random forest model

= 8. PENARMIRBUFHEEZE MR

FRIE4FR S G
JATSS: s 34.00%
NI 49.80%
RS NS 16.20%
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7 8 ATLAE H, FEHLARMAS R R 5t 5 D 4 2R 35 7 20N R 7 B A A 35 7 5O A A% O R AE
(49.80%), NN B T D AR 5 T M AR TG T 3, DT el A 7 e S A N A ) o XU i A R
T2 FFE(34.00%), HE— B30 UE 7 RS fh f 5 A2 3% TR RRAS B IE [ o P LR fRE 1 83.8% M A TE 7
AR, MR X (16.20%)VE N FNFERFE,  BAREZIA JJ A X RN, BT EA — 2 F A 14 -

Table 9. Classification evaluation metrics for random forest model training and test sets

9. BENARMRBLNAE SMIAE S KT iatrTR

HERfI R Hlnl = FER R F1 AUC
pIEESS 0.986 0.986 0.986 0.986 1
Mi4E 0.567 0.567 0.613 0.556 0.529

9 R T BEHLARMA AR DI ZRAE AL L0 RACR e HERS F O T IR A AR A o5 A
RIEE A 0] 2 N S B IR A AS A LAl T D IEAE AR LRSI S G 3 O FOU0 LE A A P SE Bt b IE A A 19
LG, F1BR SR A S WOAS Y BE FRORS I 32 A0 4 [ SR AR RS- 2%, AUC {808 ROC 2k R rgmA, AR
bR A Pt e AR AR 73 A RE A

4. ZiL511ie

AW AR TINEI TR L RS i 415 e S RS o A 3% IE PRSI TNE . BRI &, A kiR 22
A TFRIEEVTEES), (S ER A, SRR AR T IR DRAS s DU 8 i 5 i AR TE AN 58 1
B2 R BAT A e Sk R R, R AR TR IR PIRES s TR RS AR R ER R, A Logistic [B)5
KiEE(p=0.143), EFIHE—ETMME(16.20%)-

MRS, =/AMEEFEESEEAME CEERERRES” , HPRInTERER TR, AR
(P B2 TR 1) 5 XUl (3 TR 1) i A 9 TE PRSI O TR R 2R, AR B3 i 1 3107, A9 TR RS
RAWIRT 2.426 5. $IFA NGRS 5l SEEOR . R mLF, A BT s AR el AR
B PRI BAR R AT IE FPRAS LGOI M . B UE OB R RGN AT RIS, AN
TEFL T, deAh, BV GRS E, TR S RMAKE . FfESEHETRAXR, AEIERRE
M EARIG B AAE W2, RIS R A — @ MR IRE . AR 3T A TG I RS SR AL T 7 F 71
FHNAVO LR -, el R ARG M) . AN AR &, RAEERI L S 7k, IR EELR
WIENLEEATIR R -

EL£mAB
2024 A KA B Bk I 2R 5 H (S202411305056) 5 e B 2E B A 2% EH AR BLE W R R H
(2024ZR05); IeE3R2E B = 22 WA R T H (000009067) -
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