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Abstract

In this paper, two sampling methods including random sampling and stratified sampling, were
used to understand the various situations of Zhaoqing residents in the process of garbage classifi-
cation through questionnaire survey and field investigation. A total of 697 questionnaires were
collected and 675 valid questionnaires were obtained. Through the reliability and validity analy-
sis of the scale questions of garbage classification attitude, and statistical analysis of the ques-
tionnaire by using SPSS and other software, we established two models including Logistics regres-
sion model and decision tree, and finally gave relevant research conclusions and suggestions.
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1. FES R SCHESE
1.1. PEFNRETE

JTRAER AN NDESE BTFRIEIIAE, TR T SO SRS XA, I, k4T
B oy e BRI RAGE AT R i B B AN AL E R I, T LA R e RAE RN R A D) B
A7 AR I, DS SR T 5 RT3 3R 0 SR B AR IS DL, R SAE AT o e i 2 I AR A OGS 2 ) 3
Jis [N RS HE AN, g8, SCRCE B RURE, KA AR AOR AR RIRGHLX . A7, FBTTAN
FEE, FHAAIFR MBI R IBUG, AT LU B CSRBRAT S S R A S A, 38 wT LAY 50 ] B
Mt 2 N AT B o 2, HET 51 AL R4 At 2 KU o B A, BRI B0 SR 8 PR 2 e (R R IX A
WD) ARG A B CREIRAL ) s AR R HNE SRR SR L T 2R B T S e AR PR B2 2 e 25 5 BHE ISR
T TR R 2 A R 24 b 2 PR T R

1.2. CERERA

PRy 0t — P A RS, B R ERR T AT R B, R — R R . FRAAZE(2015)
ZE[1 )46 H AT B35 43 2RAT S 1A SR R DR v R [ Se B e, T AN A2 TR I 2 R ik, FHUiT (2017) %%
N[2]BA b3 7 95l Fi B BOR B AR R0 5 AT N 35 . ARAR(2017)58 A [3]48 Hon B R bR
FHRAT AR RELWNR “EEREECE” o R X, BRERI(2019)% 418 H TPB #41, fi5HxTHiRk
I3 RAT R R HAT B I A SN R B R R R . 28H(2020) [S1EE T RETRAE, f&H2mkiik
DFITNRBRERNEZRTRASSER, BEOAFDL S SRR RS, PRpEgEst ik, H
BRI e A BT IREA RIS 50N, T2 6 8 5 27 X Fil s 5 (0 1) 322 2808 B 2 458 v
FWeFH2018) 2 [6]4T XL Rt m i 224k, AT RV, MBI/ 2Kk Bia LB AR RSk 2K b
55 AR AR B A s 32 U5 2 AR AR T B SR ATV Sk 20 2R M B RS FE R AR, (B2 5 3 St AT sl s 28
ITRIFTRERR: KFELI FATHNE G RIS BT 153 ARk, & Bl AT 1R] 27 A A AR v 3 3%
ALY, R A A W] BEEAT R R 0 2 MR R ANR N AR, mA S A AT R R A 2R
(AT BE PR B s DR 43 2 AR RS el 14 43 28 RGBSR T AN AR IEZR(2019) 55 [ 7% B0 LB i kAT
TR =ANEIBIR RN R AR IR R E W MR & W, A S 3R or 2K it
AGERE . BRI B R OR A XA BALR BB, S iRk Rk R — e R E SR T SR AR
%, [FlN A 5 AT S — S I R . R0 (2016) [ FIE 4 R IA [ SR T BR AL FE IR . H A 1974
EIIRTAT A, W BE . FEMEE, B e — e B R, EECAMA R BRI
Py KRG . Ak, FRE2018)%F (9148 H H A8 3E = AN 5K 1 BILIR A E MM 2R b 3 3h k)
FERZ0 R OREESR,  [mIv] DL A 25 B 53 7 B R gk S H . AR T IR E iR UcsE, B
BT = AN FK B S A R TR E s 20 R0 BE A LU e 3, bt F AR U R 1 K
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FEEAT S, 45 F RN ST N 2 il -

HEASM R, BATA A B E 53 SR o B AR B S g 3R A EUIR DL A 2000 4
2, Jbat. BiSE 8 MR E Ny BRI BN, AR, &R AT R SR A B RE AN 0,
A T 0 RICRRBGR, HAEZERARES, RTINS BUEIR 2 bR A PSR I8 1 58 e,
R 22l e VRO e 4R RS S hR 0 RA E R A & RIS BLR 2 AR A T g, B S RE
WAL ERMBEREIEA L E S BIR D R AR TARNKAL; BRI A 2

B 2021 £ 5 7 1 HlE,  CRPRMM M AR BR A RE B IEXTTREAT. ST, HRWERE
B3 oy I —T7 MAFAE B W EAL I ERRA R . AR RS 5 AR ARS8 T AT (i B2
MAE PR (), A3 ) 58 R i AR 3 B R 7 SEBUIR AT A 0 A, O S8 PR T AR 2R B 3 3 S P A AE 1) )
FRZE T RS, AT SE G M HE Bl 5 DR A R 7 S AR REAT . AR 2 H #952: HE SR
AL DX AT 2 A A B3 73 SRBUR LA > AR B8R 7 RIS s 1 e DR Ja IR AR B 2K ARd Bl
IREAERPROL, 38 DR JE RO AR TS B8R 7 SRR s 58 PR T i B AR 3 B 30 SRS i ) 52 DR R 3R AT
OrHiT, HRHVRE DT R BAE TR B AL I L D9 PR T & RN S 5 B 70 SR B T AT PR L

1.3. BESEAR

R 2020 SEHHE2E ST i M X #4E NN N = 602,400, 1B IRZ TR ¢ N 0.05, EDFT ELSL )&
A EE A5 AE AR LU IO RE A A EAELIY 0.05 JEIEI N s RIRAETRGE P= 0.5 IUTEAL R, B T 95%MEMEE,
PL 95%I BASFR LA 1.95 () t B, R A a1 B BEA LRI AL AR A B v A 1

t’P(1-P)
N tZP(;—P)

WL R 2 3840 (H2 KNSRl 2 70 JZBORE, BT DAFRAT DS RE S R EURE EAT T % N, =B *
Ny (B 22BN, B W~ 0.9), 192N, =346, [AEIHIE: 1) Him A KT 58 4 78 200~500 4>
PRl 22 8], B R A IR, UK A ) IS 180 FPLAPY, T AE 30 B0 P 56 B 2 14 ) 0 U R T 2K
2) X, FESERFE—IETHE 74, WA . 3) U 2 5 B ) T4 PR Tl
JE B, W TR R AR R B AR R R T . R R s SRR A IR A 1 ), AT AN
T4 .

2 [ B S R ARV TR A ) N AR AE ) — RV R, AR DL EARE, FRATHE i B B0 88 N,
=675 1y, ARG R 697 1, Hd 675 AR, ARHEN 96.84%.

14. PEEEEEIH

T RS RECK, 451 RIS A RIS, SRS IS H S SN WE S, R
0 15 R R K BT SRR o s IR AU A OS5, AT ARG 7 138 FLFTRIE B 2
%.

1

Table 1. KMO and Bartley tests of the formal survey scale I
#= 1. EXFEERM KMO MEBHFFIRIE ]

KMO R a4 0.787
R TT 3150.502

EURER AR BRI 5 A 50 H 561
B 0.000
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TEXT AR IS EATRUE b 5, BAVEEIEEEE R WE 1, FBATTLLE S Hdh KMO BUREE D
BHMER 0.787, £/NT 0.8 (. XULBHER S5 JFE ] P& A AHCHER S 5 Bartlett BRIE BEAT I
MMEIER] T 3150.502. HUbER, ZEZEMEKT a5 0.05 #HER, HMZ pEl0, BHR<0.05, #HMN
LA B, AR A S R B RS B A B 2 (AR A7 AR 3 8 22 RN, X e B I % = 3R AT
Wik RECHT 5.

7 2 15 Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 184 0.892, H1- T KMO 18 K T 0.8, W 7R &3 5 A A8 & 2 ) A S 1k o
Bartlett BRE JEA L0 e it & I IIME N 3782.567, WEMEAKF o N 0.05 ELLT, M p EN 0<0.05,
AR AR B, R AROG REGE MR S A MR B 2 R, MUZERIPIME RBON T .

Table 2. KMO and Bartley tests of the formal survey scale 11
# 2. ERFTERMN KMO FMBHFIRIE I

KMO BUFEIE D) & 4 0.892
I RTT 3782.567

B R R R R R P A 56 H 45
WE 0.000

e 3, ALRNHE AR R AR AR BT T 0.5, R ROEI, i 1 AURR K, AR
Wt FETLEARr, SIS0, BB, AEHE, SRR, R4 LA EBHET N2, W]
PARRIEZERE 1 0 5 S0 BEAT BIRAT N BOSEM 4EFT, 2AEHLH], SRR, B SEMA T N A IR T 4L
2, ATLARIEYERL 2 52 A0 IR 30 BEAT 503 7 AT N 2 1

Table 3. Component matrix a after rotation

% 3. MEREFRRIRLSYRERE a

%
1 2
31 0.883
H & I8 0.827
i=Ciyalis 0.827
AT IREE 0.814
= ERIE 0.774
AT 0.863
BN 0.763
BUR 2R 0.746
IR 0.657
T RERREE 0.577

FWOT: B L. TER Tk YIRS TT 2. a: EHAE 3 IEAUE EUesk.

2. FEHESAT
2.1. BRASAEFERIRER
w1, RTFERTERB ST AR PEE T, RRKK. 48685, e e
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SO, AR R R E RS AR R BRI, 55l 87.09%. 85.29% K% 72.67%. HEH
FIRDIOTE . B, THFHUEE IH S ) L e R HEBCE WA BHE, 7008 9.31%M 5.41%. T It
o BRPEAEMGH B, WARH . RE. I g AR R nT LA USOR i A2 b I i b EE AN
L, WA B IR . BT AT SR A R+ B R

100.00% 87.09%  85.29%  72.67%
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Figure 1. Types of garbage produced by residents in daily life
E 1. BRABEER~EMNNRAER

WK 2, FRERSEMNIREENREET K, H 63.66%MERMER™4 0.5 kg L FEik, A
32.13%[ 8 AR R4 0.5 kg~1 kg (B, 7745 1 kg~1.5 kg LA 2 kg LA BB B B 15 R0 515
2.40%- 1.50%, T4 1.5 kg~2 kg IR AN & 0.30%. BRI, 2T E RAE H A A im b sk E A
1A, XEIIHAFES IR R EE —REE N .

2_40%_ﬂ1 0.30%

\

=0.5kg~1kg =0.5kgPlF = 1.5kg~2kg = 1lkg~1.5kg =2kgllE

Figure 2. Weight of waste produced by residents per day
E2 ERBR=EHLIRES

2.2. BRMMNIRIERNEENTRIER
il 3, 81.38%M)E X by R HEBUK) G T 1%, 13.81%M))E Rt bt HEUK fEE THIRE, X

13 4.80%I1 fm RO B SR HEBUR G HEA 1. BB HE R T R o0 oy RO BB MU 6 3 T IR R AN, X
TRIR D RUR T E IR LR E A

23. BRMIUTHRAERIZNEE

W 4, 84.98%[)JE AU AT iR AL BRI AR &3, BUE LT 0A], 12.91%H) & R A4S
HH, HIR KT, W OB)E RN IAT RSP AR A, TRA AN H 2.10%. SRS,
EEPR T A 0 JE AN N BT B AL FRIR AR LU e & 7, {H A AT
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Figure 3. Residents’ understanding of the hazards of garbage stacking

3. BERMLRERNREEN T RIER

0,
2.10% 12.91%

ARG, ARKRIER = S8, (A —LigshaEnm o« f8, BRITER

Figure 4. What do residents think of the current garbage disposal process

4. EREABFHITERALIERIZ

24. BREBHITHIR XK

WE 5, £ 60.66%M JE R BIRS R, A 39.34%/F ik K88k, @it —FnER%
Fik BT 035, WIHEIR R A B IERBE R E R B WA, hHINK I E R ERE A
W oy 2 B M O HARE R B A 2R

= PRBR = WA BUK

Figure 5. Whether the residents carry out garbage sorting
5. BREB®HITHRS 3
2.5. BR¥SEATHIR S AKHTSE
Wi 6, Wr 97.90%H fE I N ATHATHIR Y. W 7, 95.80% M NR/RERAN S, ek
ZHNHNFM SR 8 ATLARITE, 33.33%H) /& RN iR 73 0 AT B A0 72 A4 1 IR, H2
66.67%JE RSCHFFRIR 325, AT LARITE K EE 7 fa ROR B SCHrRiIR 28, H/NER 73 & BN B8 73 S50k
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AATH A 2R T s MNP, AR IX — W, At m] DAt RAE 8 AR rh R AT B0 02K

2.10%

5 =i

Figure 6. Whether residents think it is necessary to carry out garbage classi-
fication

6. ERINARBALETITRIRD %
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Figure 7. Residents’ attitude towards garbage sorting

7. BRI FHRSENSE

= o= R

Figure 8. Whether the garbage sorting has caused trouble to residents’ life
B 8. Bk XR BN ERIETE~ETEIL

2.6. BRYE WA FERRIFAHFEE R

W 9, 88%H & R HENS LRI W7 3% BRI F I, 59% & [ RENS IER A W7 vy B Sk Dy T ] Ui
B o AEXTBIECRT Bl ) Al — ek g B CHAR B SR BT b, B i T IR R . X U B RO
BRI IR TG R, XL oy R % .

2.7. BRMATEMKIRAEROEE
Wb 10 18 11, JE BT AL X B 30 A B R SRAL D 7 SRR (4 5 56% o £EFRTE I S I AR (A X &
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WA RELIFAR SR & B b B 78%, A7 SRR A SE T & R o B 22%. BERACBE O SER &
TSI 373t UL B S HE TS o5 B2 A 31%- 8% FH 5%, BEIRALBE i bl 2 HE U A X 48K 2 %0
JE RN b AL B AN SEH]

QL L/ — 59%

—REEE hw 58%

# Ry — 59%
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WA WA W

Figure 9. Residents’ judgment of ordinary household garbage
9. BRI E B BRI A FI B

8% 3%
0]

\\

s RGRAAINIRNE = SRR o hRsE = BRI

Figure 10. The type of garbage disposal site in the neighborhood
E 10. ERETEMXEIRACIE S ay KR

100%

78% 81%
0,
80% 61% 61%
60%
39% 39%
0,
40% I 22% 19%
20%
- | 1
EGIB AT BB Bk B A HE R

msLH mARsH

Figure 11. Whether residents think the garbage disposal point in their com-
munity is practical

11. BRINAFREMKARLE R ESR A

2.8. ERBERIFABRIIEELAME

12, FEXHE RAE RS R AR AR A EEL R T T, 45K 2 HUE RBCH 8RB B BB AR AR R
ELITE DL, SHIB RIS RIS IEEN 9.31%. B AR U EL X R L, SR R G
BRI THEAT R, R e I AR IR RL RS DL, AT AN HE R B2 3 70 2K TAE .
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K =R S fBR = RE «ZF

Figure 12. The frequency with which residents encountered incorrect signs
on garbage cans

E 12. EREISEREFAE AR

2.9. BRINAZEHIR S X TEmEIRATE)RE

Gk 13, KB R BRI 2 1 B3 7 R At 1 2 2 “ N B K IR, T HR
15 85%; AN “FrAbdh 5T v b 7 G BN SR IR J R LEIA B 1 80%. DL X AL s ALt f
ROEAT B 3 SR LB VEAN SR, AR SCHE T 2 e 7 FE I ELAL TAE T A AL, T3 70 2 AV 2SR Ak
SR AN SRR ZAMREE 7 « CERBUFEH RS FEOR” KE R 55 49% 41%, Ll L
P 73 990 S e Y 2SO0 B 73 SR A BOR A ELA% 0 FEAS 2 BB [ SO SRR AN 72 35 LA

AABHFAIEZRANE e 85%
Fratf R A RFAE AR . 80%
EROFZHIHE I 49%
BUFARSSEI RECK I 41%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Figure 13. Residents think the main problems exist in garbage classification

13. BERAARR S R EFAENER BB

2.10. BRIAAEATHEIR S SR E

i 14, A 90%HI fE RN N SEATBER 7 RN “ AATARIACE A B SR A" T6% ) JE R
IWNHIRIAER “ 4 DXfE BAT BB 7 R AN 7 5 BLAh, A 68% M NN “ BURF AT K AL 38A
IS, 48%MI NI “HiIR 7 FMAK = -

by A I 43%
BUNAA R MEA EFRES N 3%
HXERA IR HEATE R I 76%
MTAFZKRTPHEREEZAR I 90%
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Figure 14. Residents find it difficult to carry out garbage sorting
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2.11. ERIANANE S XN EBGEREETER:

Wik 15, R AT A B SRR O R AR, AT 92% A0 E R 16 B 583 b 7 N
PR, 3% 010 BN B B 58 38 1 3 73 SRIKI M R 1, 5% 00 RN ANH 2 o X3RRI TAR, A%
MIHRRE BRI T 228 T R M oRTE, IRt — D i e B AL .

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

2 & RN

Figure 15. Residents think whether it is necessary to improve the garbage
classification supervision system

E 15 BRINARBELETEIRS REER R

2.12. FERHPITRIRSAZEM, BRAUAZHETIRA

ik 16, JERBEWIESZMATIREE Y “CHATRIPET " Ll 53%, “HHATIREEE” L 53%,
AR IFHEAT SR (B 9%, ATBEATHCIERCE . SO R R ECELRES 12 52 A 11 U7 3.

60% 53%
50%

40% 38%
30%

20%
9%

HATHPEEE TR EEE AR IFHEAT TR

10%

Figure 16. If garbage separation is enforced by law, residents can accept the
level of punishment

16. BRI 5 FRBIS KRR AT R Z AL II2RE

2.13. BRWFHLIFS AaRFBRY AT

WAk 17, R ZHUE R I A BT 70 SRR AR 0B et A, Lo 58%,  32%1 /& IR AW 4 (1
KAV A i, DEUE RIEFAR G, FLBN 10%. 3K S BB By SRR ) A R AT R
Uf s AT DA R R R e AN AR 2 Rk
3. TEEWEXSH

AN Hr 20 2 A B M BT AR B R AT o0, R EA T2 I8 SRR . A SRR BT i
SRR, WAEA —ERRE, WAl B — R R, A REHE T .
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Figure 17. Residents prefer innovative types of sorting bins

B 17. BRMFHIBIH KHREa R

m%ﬁ%ﬁ¢ﬁ?EﬁAﬁﬁﬁm%ﬁm%im%““ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%,%%E~%EELE%$%
MR B RFE VIR, 2/ N E AT,  FOECE 20 BE &0 W7 7R NAZ e e 58 R FH R IR b ]
$ﬁ%%ﬁ%«&ﬁ%&m@ﬁ%?ﬁ%ﬁﬁ\ﬁﬁ LR HLL R 37, H R FIEUE N X H[-1,
1]o HAHRRE R ML RIEERFEIT 1, BLRIRAR &2 (Al A e A G . Hodr, Wik (R| > 0.8 1iF,
REWHAL &2 1) B BRM A SR M RIFME/NT 0.3 B, AT LA A & 2 [0 RAFTER 5 1
YR, 4k, p EATRRMHX RIS MR . X p < 0.05 I, JEFE 24 1 2% 5 ) Z2AH G 1 B A1 14¢ 5
R, £ p>0.05 BIEAL T, BAVIHIEE AR S .
31, KBERIRS KT RN E R

ne 4, FLAE HIEAETE TP OREEN IR 28 I AT 2 B ST R 5y AT, RN 22 I B OF
7 BN NIAT R A AT N, RORIE s T 8 IR b3 oy SRk, i 51 SR BE AR 37 A 22 R o

Table 4. The correlation between maintaining good daily habits in daily life and supervising people around to sort garbage

T4 EEBRFREBERRRFREVAEINEEEEE R B ARITEIR S FEHE R

A
H o I8 51 S
B IR AMH I 1 0.774™
H 25 Sig. (W) 0.000
RE 675 675
B IR AH A 0.774™ 1
1S Sig. (W) 0.000
AN RHY 675 675

FHIE 0.01 ZONCRR), HRMEEZ .

3.2. ARERTNR SR IREMEEARX RO

w5, HEAFDRS SRR %miu%a% B B SRR I3 R ER AR O
PESIHTH, Pearson AHK REU R 4 0.484 (R > 0), E%H%$é¢maé TREFRIR RIS A &
SRR BB F IR R FIR B IE R A, UL T RS R A Bl 2 B A AR DR A U
SRR IR A I, Mk, KEEADBEFINEINR BN, FAESSHHERARKRE
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If (B 73 SR ST 1

Table 5. The correlation between whether we always maintain the habit of garbage classification in daily life and whether
we are willing to actively learn garbage classification knowledge

5. HREETRE BRRFRS XN IREREEEENF IR 7 R AROBXME

AR
H 5 S35 =plieE]
B IR AR S 1 0.484"
H & I8 Sig. (W) 0.000
M S 675 675
B IR I 0.484" 1
IR Sig. (WE) 0.000
ES 675 675

*HIE 0.01 ZUNCUR), HRMEE .

mEE 6, HEAWETRE SRR KN IS B 5 25 R E 3305 I8 R BRI ¢
PESTHTTEH, Pearson FHOE R %L R O 0.440 (R > 0), p {EN 0.000, iAFE /K. XU H & ERFZR
BORORFERIR R0 SIS SR SRR T MR oy 80 b B E A OG, XYL T RFEAEA KR T Rk
Wy, HAAaSBHERAENA RIFMBIRAEIM, MR, MR T BRI A2 37 AR
UF IR o RGOl

Table 6. The correlation between whether we always maintain the habit of garbage sorting in daily life and whether we
know the benefits of garbage sorting well

6. HEEERTLRRFNIRS XNIREBSREIRE T REIR S 2FAMEX S

i p S
F o 2345 TR
B IR AMH I 1 0.440™
HH 2B Sig. (W) 0.000
EE 675 675
B R AR R A 0.440™ 1
TR Sig. (W) 0.000
EE 675 675

*HIE 0.01 ZUNCUR), HRMEE .

3.3. HEEFEPHRRSEIREEEHRMXRITW

Wi 7, 8 HH A E TR 1 SR R R R IR 2 2R ST B AL 5 T (P AH S 73 BT Pearson AR REL R
0.628** (R>0), p {H 4 0.000, IAZIEE /K. XU EAA SRR R AFh 5528 IR AR S o i 2 1R &
EHG, ATUAMEIRE 1, R AN BB RRE, #RFAEEZHIR S REEIEBRLR, HESHR
FF R IR I
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Table 7. Whether the habit of garbage classification is always maintained in daily life and the relevance of publicity

7. HEEREDER 2 ERFURS XN IRSERHFEAEXYE

i p S
I =I5 AL I
B IR AH R 1 0.628"
HH I8 Sig. (W) 0.000
N EE 675 675
B IR AR A 0.628" 1
EAE I Sig. (W) 0.000
ANEH 675 675

FHIE 0.01 ZONCRR), HRMEEZ .

3.4. HREFDIWR S XSRS ERBERHI R R

e 8, A8 HH AR TR 5 R R PR R R 20 SR SR T SBT3 T A R 20 M Pearson A6 24K
R 4 0.628" (R>0), p fH} 0.000, EFREKF. N EHATLVEH, 25 SRARR Y FM S S &
SLARGENUH Z A B E VER R, BRI WR S HHIR I T AR 72, B0A 2 550 R 2 BT,
REEA 2 U TR R o SRS, Wi SN AR AR AT 30 702K

Table 8. Whether garbage sorting habit is always maintained in daily life and the correlation between reward and punish-
ment mechanism and policy influence

* 8. HEEBETRD 2ERFEERS 3 I RS RENFI BRI MAE X

i p S
H % 115 BTN B0
BRI ARRAE 1 0.312" 0.370"
H > 5 Sig. (BUR) 0.000 0.000
N EE 675 675 675
JIRAEAH A 0.312" 1 0.640™
RATHLH Sig. (XU2) 0.000 0.000
MR 675 675 675
B2 /R b AH 0.370" 0.640™ 1
2@ A Sig. (B2) 0.000 0.000
MR 675 675 675
*HTE 0.01 ZON(UE), AHRMER .

4. BB 34
4.1, REHHER

PR, HARAS R A HR ST BIERATT 0 A b GO IR G FE AR, BRI AR B RS %, B CHAID
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PERAEKIE . PR AR R H s . R4 B, % “HE IR SRR, ABERH “7
FRRERE” o AR . Bl . CEESRIET . CEARIEET . CESIEREEY L “BURRENT
CARLTERLH] A BN RO . FEREAT RS A ST, S O EE S Hh i A AT A oy
Ho HEBEEBNMIGIHN—H, BUEN 1 HREH D —H, BUERN 2. 4 EEdEm 4N “HE 2
L1700 R

IR 133, X T R A, AR RO “HE I 17, HAEN 3.0. 5.0, 4.0 FIFE
A 462 4, (H A 1.0 f1 2.0 FIFEARD I 74 NF1 139 A, BORPHIRE N 3, F 830 13, &imT A%
8. PRI KW 9 iR, TER SRS AES T, Frig o s bR B an il 18 frs.

FE HAE12
e %3 % n
10 df-1 1000 42 1
%3 % n _»® 2.000 95.8 23
1000 05 1 —— Bit 3.6 24
2.000 99.5 218
Bit 324 219 _
A
2. TRl
S
'”\ %3 % n
EERR @“’Q 9 —— 1.000 0.0 0
popnlad #31 % n 2.000 100.0 195
a 1000 38 8 Bit 289 195
- 2.000 96.2 202
»® At 311210
— T
/ \eal w8
"o _ K5 % n
T 1000182 6
3 2.000 81.8 27
g Bt 49 33
g
BHE S5 |
ElEsto] BERR
o e e
3 % n [ df-1 X3 % n
1.00019.613) e ) 420310 —— 1000 935 29
2.000 80.4 543 2000 65 2
it 100.0 675 Bt 46 31
Y1000 5.
L2 s N #A6

Y X8 % n
| 71,000 60.5 26

P 2.000 39.5 17
Adj.P 8=0.002, 2it 6.4 43
£75=14.702,

df=1

=5
3 % n
~——— 1.000 64.3 36
2.000 35.7 20
Bt 83 56

Tima

\ %3 % n

~— 1.000 31.3 26
2.000 68.7 57
2it 123 83

Figure 18. Decision tree

B 18. JRER
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Table 9. Risk of the model
< 9. EWRF X

MR
WARIA i PR 2
HEHHRA 0.119 0.012
2 X IHIE 0.130 0.013

HEKVE: CHAID; HAR: HEIW 1.

4.2. Logistic [E)3=5

I 2 P AR B Ry R GE T BB, A5 TR R A B R BRI A A
FRAAN RPN T T o PR SR FH )i 0 0 P A e R 4T — T B A A

KRS ETTE, HUER R R BN BT R M. &%, KM A MR ESIARIRTE, &
JEX EHTTREREAT R R . o, AERATT R SN AR R AR R, IR AT TIRIE. 5, 4
B2 AT B AT PR R BUR E VR, BRI ER ¢ RIS e R AR B, R R ST T I [l D R
BEAT Z AN FERLIER B, X @S R R AR AT T IR R UG, LR BT R R AT SR
B, EELLERTT, K e R UM AR R R, HERCH MR .

BA o AN AR E x(x,x,,.,x, ) » FABEE P(y =1|x) BE RTINS SEE M x RER
. Logistic [A1 A 75 fE A AT LIRS -
1

-(w’x+b)

P(y:1|x):
I+e

S Logistic [MIHBEAY, JeififT REMAL, 4R WMZE 10 Pis:

Table 10. Hosmer-Lemshaw test I
F10. EHE - FEERRK ]

TEHTER - SRty AR 5
LR * H HE W
1 14.919 8 0.061

TEEWTER - SEMF AL T, sig = 0.061 > 0.05, [Bl AR FaE B B AT, #5288 5] A3 Logistic
FE R, SR 11:

Table 11. Variables in the equation |
F 1. HREPHEE]

TR AR &
SR 1a
B PR 2 FLoK TS H BEM Exp (B)
TR 0.095 0.168 0.320 1 0.571 1.100
31 A ) 1.606 0.195 68.068 1 0.000 4.981
AT 0.467 0.211 4.895 1 0.027 1.595
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Continued
=t yalis 0.342 0.192 3.165 1 0.075 1.407
&R 0.317 0.162 3.852 1 0.050 1.373
= ! 0.113 0.153 0.542 1 0.462 1.119
B R 0.104 0.160 0.421 1 0.517 1.110
AENLHI —0.167 0.189 0.782 1 0.376 0.846
Tt KR 0.220 0.147 2.230 1 0.135 1.245
G i -6.998 0.981 50.930 1 0.000 0.001
ﬁ?@@}ﬁil WAL R TR, SR, EEIE, B, SERIE, FoIACEE, BUOEEm, HENLH,
BN o

MIERA R A, B ¢ IR AN AN B2 AR, FORT ST BT R

sk 12, 413, Exp (B)E’J{E%E%H%I%B’JEEEFE FER WY R, 2 R H AL e 2
&N “5I WA 7 CATEIRET M SRR o SERUERY, A BN B E TR e RE R
BHEMATHRN R ERE TR, WEEHRT IS EREMNIERARNRIENS, &Rt
IThr o R R AUEE, @REPUNS SRR R Z N BRI KR BRI .

Table 12. Hosmer-Lemshaw test IT
12 EHE - REERE I

TR - ety H s

IR i H BEM
5 13.175 8 0.106
Table 13. Variables in the equation II
=13 FIERHEE N
TR AR &
B FrifEiR 2 FLIRE H B Exp (B)
EREELS: 0.619 0.189 10.760 1 0.001 1.857
ERZ G| 1.609 0.185 75.935 1 0.000 5.000
5 R R 0.486 0.145 11.241 1 0.001 1.626
WE —5.683 0.643 77.984 1 0.000 0.003

5. AEMRG LSRN
5.1. PEMARLEL

1) HEPRH 2 HUE R KB FATRAZRRK . A 95.8%0 fE RASEMIF Rk, 1 H &
REELHR 1 MRS 7 SR IF AL, (HE IRAE AR WS A SR R BRI 0 2RI ST 15E, 5 60.66% 1 i Rk FETR &
BOs B, I HA 33.3%00 5 RO B 2 A TR A0S A T IR, SR R KR REA S R
DRIT AR E

2) HEPRTH BN B3R K 70 SEAN Wl o 2 DT K 8 20 i B RE A8 IR0 A P A T B3, (ELR X T ki
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SRCRIRT [N 3 I T 2 . A, R RO R S EIRANE 1, AT B H H AR o s
oy FSAI A HERf, B DR T AR SGHR I SIS o SRR R AT i) A, B e R IR A B

3) EEPKTI i RS A G A SR SR . AR S B SRR AT BT B A, U 10% )& R4l
WEPRA AL GEBE IR, KB e RS IE 33 DY & — 70 SR I SR A B B B S A 3K 28 1 R 73 S Rk, Ui )
RSy B RAE XS B3 73 S 7 B LH L ERT 2 L  RE AL O BA TS 244 i A% e 45 SR AR 50 T84 1) 3 X

4) HERTTBUM . R R R B0 7 AR RIS J1 B AE o X 58 PR T 23 3 AT B i s ) 1 i
T EA NI I AR 5 AN I AL I8 rh 1 30 73 G B AN 5, AT 3 20 Ji RRVCAIBURJEAR 5% 51 3L
By FRERZHREE . TIRRBUN . AR IR RAN, =R 73 TAR RS A,
SRS B L R R BT e O R T SEAT SR SR IR A, B AR AT B SRR A
i o2 51 S ARSI A

5.2. PEMAREINL

1) A& SERIR > HIEM . 2021 48 5 TR R SEHlE 1 CHEPR T i AR i b S 7 A A1) o
S A XS 2 PRI B3 23 S A b PR AT TR TR BB A LR R . BURF B A T SR B,
Kb ST TR AT BUR A& BRI R B AN N o R AT ™ D3 ARS8 I, A RE LR SRR3R 02K

2) MR RERIR > SRR AR . H AT, 2K AR BRI X O T R RERL A, RIS T R4
k. Bk, BURFRT UG I RERR ISR B e, AU RE . SeREMIBOR, ihfa ROTT DU RA 2 K%
B ARk, JE BT DUE I 73 SEBBGRAFAR AR ), A8 PR 7 S e 5 XA ALl AT i 8 PR T fo
Ruzfor KEiE.

3) hnsi sl AN AL SR . AR CALZURT A FE 70 A% LA AN TR X S5 34k, T R 3 70 SR I
FHERESE . IR EAR L B RASE TR E 2 ML M BTSSP R > R MR
AT LOE R PR SARE, BEAT B 2 B AR L, AEE D F IR H B A BT B o R
.

4) ESEEIR RN E B IEF ML A X B S ST DAL S B o B B S BT, xR
BEAT IR P RABCH B AR, SATS 85I g8 —AndE. ARSI, A 5 AR R By A e I
WIS BHE R, 5 9 EREWS 550K, e RO B 7 AR AT E SRR

5) PR T AR 55 Al mT LABN 5 A 55 AR S AR5 AN 3 73 R BAR 2R A, AR AT 1542 IR AR i) 457
oy 3RT5k, RIS Al T LUK 2R i s 3 7 RN R A AN TAR B AZ PP LU N, AT (i itz 35 1 4y SR AN [l
YR -

6) i RN ANHGKIR 2, A i b R, Fefroxt . RIS, AR, 2 IEH R,
BT i B oy AR, DR R BB R IR RE 0o Ja R )T ASZIR G T B 70 2K 045, 3B TT BL
W IO NEAT R I, TR I 3 SRS, SRR SR

EHEWH

ATCAF BT IR A 1o S5 O FO ORI (2019625), i PR e ot B TR R 0 H (21ge202003
z1gc202112), HEPRZEBRFE BB H (B k 3 - MG, 007), T AR A KA QIH ML IIZRITH (4154)
AV PR e R =2 AR B B I ZRT0H (2021053) BB .
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