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Abstract

In order to understand the online learning situation of college students, a questionnaire survey
was conducted on some college students in Guangxi, Gansu, Guangdong, and other regions through
sampling survey. The data was analyzed using SPSS software for grey correlation and linear re-
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gression, and the correlation degree and coefficient between students’ concentration during on-
line teaching and the four reasons that led to a decrease in concentration during online learning
were calculated, Based on this, it can be inferred that there are problems with online learning for
college students. It will provide some suggestions from three aspects: online platforms, students,
and teachers, in order to improve the learning quality of college students during online teaching.
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Table 1. There are selected APP for online classes of college students during the epidemic

#* 1. RIEHEXFEL E FREERK APP

BuL| N BRI
AT4T 56 50.45%
KLY PR (MY PR ) 64 57.66%
= 2pii} 73 65.77%
i =i 98 88.29%
HH [E K% MOOC %Eii 13 11.71%
QQ HI 20 18.02%
HA & 9 8.11%

312 R EHEFRHURS, WWERFEY

WE 2 GiRExR, HElH 93.69%H LT h 2N FE T 2 F LU ERL B8, A
33.33% M A= FHL Nk 1lId 3 Al B2 e ST TR AR A R B =Ry s
MW7 L 22207 M RIIMIREE o AR A AR T ol 5 245 300M I FHLNAE, N EERE )
—EETORL, BB RE, FEORE D AR ERE S FHLN A TSR IR E L B3], Ak,
BN 68 E, FPIREFE IR KEAIKS, XS EURA1E 5 B s i el 4 LR
R 21 B IOl KAkl & ™ ERm 1 [FSAAI& B2 SR 2 ReR, R T o 1 [R]22 A5t
ITER B2 2

Table 2. How many kinds of online learning software need to be downloaded during online learning
2 K EFIMEFETHL O L5 J0HG

I N tefi
1% 7 6.31%
2~3Fh 67 60.36%
3L 37 33.33%

32. FEBHERXTAFEZ EFIIMRNBFESH

321 F4E£ FEINFIRGBMIK

ST A AEAE NG BRI IR R 2 2] IR M i A B8R0, RIS R E I B AT 70
> A 50.45%[1 [F] £ I\ N LEBEAT 28 122 S) I 2 P2k T 22 ST RO, R 10.81% 9 [F) 22\ AT 46
FAZJE BRSO RS 5 EIT I DB AR IR, A 59.46% 1A A AEHET 48 L2
HRRENS SEA T A 20.72%0 [F AN AT 272840, RAT 19.82%1K) [F] 2 AN TE LR 57 3T 1
WETRESHEAG PR W& 3 ME 4 HBER AR L, KPEL B BRRBEA R, &
b AR B St R i 45 S AR BRI RO A R AR N, AEAE AR 2 15 SR T
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Table 3. Students’ learning attitude during online learning
3. L EEIHRFENFEISE

prid %N =a]
WA, —HEIRBUR 30 27.03%
B, —HIRR®E 13 11.71%
A, b Ak 12 10.81%
A, AL 56 50.45%

Table 4. Changes in learning participation between online learning and classroom classes

* 4 ALFINHE LRBLEFISE5RETN

By Ny EAR17]
AR N 66 59.46%
H— i 15 13.51%
Bt 2724 23 20.72%

HH S 184 0 7 6.31%

322 FEK EFFITEZHEYM, FALTIETHEAR

REPAAELE L2 2 6], AR BRI 2 S IR A AR P G DL ARYE R & 45 R (V1% WA 5)
i, RA 12.619% 0[R2 E) 7 28 B IRINIR) LR RE 2046 v, TR 87.39% 1 Al #8 tH B 1 AN R R
FEE AR R, A 35.14%[H[F] 22 LVENr BRIV AR T EPRE K,

Table 5. Student concentration during online teaching

F5 K ERRAEFEEEE

prill %N Lot
B Z£E 11(=90%) 14 12.61%
KR53 i )4 1 (50%~90%) 57 51.35%
434 1 (15%~50%) 32 28.83%
FARENN(<15%) 8 7.21%

BERSRZE A LR FEAR M 1) A, JA Tk — 2P 3 K S 2R 2 5] R FE R AR K AR (VR WL 6), AT
EHRE, A 58.56%M A= NFER LRI T8738, SO0 B2 S A, AN ER L
PIURTC A B 1 35.14%, B IAHIHEE 5 H O AR . A 42.34%1 RN H S BT i 1
M, OVEEHI A OB OB, SUBTALL ER. B 27.03%K KA N A O BRI
ZRMTREEFELAM TR TR OS K AEZL.

N TR BIRFOR AL 2 )RR P R R RRA A, BATSAIR REGE, DI ERR
WA 22 L RO B, R B2 S R S BRIV E N BRI DN R D9 74, 21 SPSS B X
AT T, A T B ARURIIIA) A AR T B 5 2 b2y S R vp B A R B ) DY A B PR ) R SR B
BERSCIR AR E (U2 7. B 1 prR) o I LAk EaRIIe] 22 A LR S 4 o S R b S BUR R R B
(DY A JE PR 2 18] FR DRI P T LAAS A 4518« BB BON KA AR 2 12 ST 3 D R MR B K I 7 2 3] A B I8
RZ HER I, FLUGRI B SR N, AR T i AL BRARAL R
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Table 6. Reasons for the decrease of concentration in online learning
F 6. L EFIFRPESBEIETRYER

LT N A/

AR N 39 35.14%
IEOEE, ShZ A 65 58.56%
AT, WAL BRI 47 42.34%
HH T 17 B i s R S B B AR 4K 30 27.03%

Table 7. The correlation between the cause of the decrease in concentration and the decrease in concentration
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Figure 1. Correlation coefficient o
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grey correlation

3.3. BRBUFXTAFELZ EFIHRNBESH

PUTE N2 AERAR FE MBI, A& FHeR R RS BB A 0. ATHRIRBT 7 Zhx Tk
SRR BRI

331 Ik EHFLWLD, MBEFREFBRE

X AT SRR SRR A (PR L2 8), A 50.45%[ A4 t =2 ot T e ft
A TR, AAEASMERINEIL . — B RAEZIMA SRR, 205 2 b F SR E) Rk Ak 2
W, BAGEBAE, KRR T LRI IE], R BB T Bt . R AR Z I R A2
M oL, PO 4 S B E BRI LE 30, ot S BUR 2 ZUM R 28 — okl LRk, st
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Table 8. Problems of teachers or online teaching platform

=8 BN EL EHF T EFEEMNIERE

I RIRFE R
ZIMTCA KM EBFEL, W EEFRIIFEAE 56 50.45%
R M S RIEA L 25 22.52%
FoAt 30 27.03%

3.3.2. & ERUFEINFEE TR EEM

M9 HIABEIE AR B, T L% SR 23.42% 0[RS IRE Z M HIR £,
f 37.84% A VAL Z A A%, UL I3 A 2 (AT TARE I B . (H2 WA R
WAHMERIL, 5F 32.43%01 2= AV NI (B Hah—#, 6.31%M R A RN IlA: 2 [ B ah b, Ui i
FRFPER, AT A S B A AN, IR F e R R R T

Table 9. Statistics of teacher-student interaction in online teaching

F 9. & EHFIMEERFERG T

bri It b1

Rz 26 23.42%

% 42 37.84%

—f& 36 32.43%

5> 7 6.31%
4. FHREW

4.1, REXNFERS, E¥EC

4.11. BHBRFIFESHEEE

2 b2 IR BT B TR Bl 2 T B BN AR, MEU AR R B IR 22 1 4R . I3 30 87.39% 14
HEANREAELL R ST R S o IR A W iy 2R 2 B STIIRI R 22 S R R ? e iR TR
TR AN RS I, KA T DR — X e A ST IR R AT 4 L2 3), it
W51 RS20, R TAFTIRIRMET, FARNBERE LR ER . X RZHPAF
I 18] B 7 2T R AR AR, BATTEIUE R R (i (10 25 ST [ BOEEAT 24 2] o R KA E AN E K I [
BBEAS], KA A AT 60~90 bz fw], WA, #a SBUEARR TR, HIK
LA A ST R T o RIS R[] — A5 S, BUR 5 A 5T, s SR = 5T A
HAEHAT, PRUES: 2 A S e

412 MBERIEE, RIEFESERER

2 b2p X R EBGRIN B M B, (HREKED KA AR RS, P AR ZAR I NER
FAEMBERS: B D MEHIERIR, ERTIIH A QR FRHER S R SR
T RN ZES B TR DR B, B BARREEE o, SSHlERNIEE . fJa, WATE
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Table 10. Linear regression analysis of teacher-student interaction and students’ learning focus
= 10. & ERFMPEEHERSFEZ I FTENEMELIDFER

EYEEY 95% ClI VIF
o 15817 _
G0 (8.397) 1.212~1.950
2k LI 2R B A 0.305™

b S T 27 (3.836) 0.149~0.462 1.000
IEN 100
R? 0.131
FIH F(1,98) = 14.712, p = 0.000
[R5 i L LN, RIEES
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