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Abstract

This study explored paper-based learning and e-learning strategies of college students and post-
graduates in Guigang, Guangxi by using the methods of interview, literature, and questionnaire
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survey. From the perspective of cognitive strategies, time management, location management, and
note-taking strategies, the user data of e-learning and paper-based learning were collected and
the causes of paper-based learning were analyzed. This paper aims to provide references for the
promotion of e-learning and paperless learning.
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1. 518
11 KRREICERTFER

LR RI A OB — N E B R, SRL IR TSRS A DG TE . ZE D RN 2 )
M ) —FhER e A, AR NICZE 1 (note-taking), B A2 — R T S R AN AL DU BRI AZ R0 AR )
T7i o MBI R — A R ENFAONERAR . 08T\ 276, TSP RE I UL R R I 4B R (R AR
X2, £, 2017). BEERMEIIRIE, CEICHBHATAE TR FEL. ERAHFNTRY, el
IHRAE E SONS ] F AN 2 SR 2B IR R AR5 55, 2017) BIFRAERY, F5 7R 51HE
HUEEN BRI SO IR A AR AA AR K ZE 5, SEIRISCAAHEL, -5 SUARI TR 32 SUAS R B R2 e 52K,
FLFESCAR IR EE HIRFIE . SCARKRIE . 155 KA SR (TR (555, 2018). 5 30N TACFE P K ST 72 Akm
TAVFEI T, T35S BRI SCARRE A RRER M SO SeE, IF H 5 50 iR B2 0SS [R) R R0 X 380
Jj(Cabeza & Nyberg, 2000), fEFAT=HEARRIZE IR . B RO R 408 T B (2009) 8 78 7 AR
F PRI R0 o SR I, B R ARAR A I S S B R TR A 2 ARATTA R, BIEAR R
FARKANARAELEA 0 I EERS A R M, TR, A G T Mg &

AR, BR T AT 2 S FE SR I T4, T T SR AR AU [ 5 R I AR, — Ry
A FE T 1R S AR ) S N R &, A — 4 X A — A R S B AT AT BRI A, R
TUE L7 1) 2 S RS PR AT A AR P 2R 2 B AR ) 5 B vy o MBS, U0 1) 9 [ S 21K TR G 405 ) 55
R TG AR 45, 7T DARAS BB A A5 (T 7845, 2018).

HHT, XEECKEIEHTT T O R BIEL M E10 08, WiiEHE . 1Pk iK% id (Cristoforett
et al., 2005; Umejima et al., 2021). HF PR BN 102 8 A PRI R G B d . —Smns
FE 2021 SEXF AR AT L TP AR B IC A AT L, R IR ZE 10 A8 2 S B e B, BT T
FHRZEiE(Umejima et al., 2021).

AL, 2 00 L S AR BOREEATAT NIRRT AL, IR AR )R ) TR B L S A
S RIEHE, IR, XHERE AU S 2 S AR E .

1.2. iBiZ KR

1812 5K & (Memory Strategies), & &MiciZFBON 7%, SHE Bt 7wt . BRI .
2B 0 SRS S 2 ) SRS ) — Fh AR AR R, ORGSR I RR AT AN AL i 58 DL HEC A2 A
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HRKITTE. BlnS, BILCEMEAYINRREL, MAAEEL KR TER, FluBkEid. miEE
it iPad EitAF. ERARIGEENMITH, KRBl w4y ARSIl skng, JFHRSEE
FEEICIL R 2 A EFPECR A5, 2017),

HUWEABIBTTT, FHCAZTIE TR Z AP T TTI: — AL RIS AR W T — A4
BB, A T TR D SR A ST, X RIE TSI s B R R R . 45 U AR [
I FEA R . ARN, XA FFER )L ICIZ RIS SR . R Z R R (S0, 5], 2021).
W FCIAIIE 2 ) PR AZ SRS A TR B AT VA40, 22 g oeil Ba] . Sl ARy OB T2 )L, 2008). HUEAMT I
WERTE TR F AL I, Bitidx 07505, NRAEIRIZHEIE. BIL RS AHR S,

2. MRMREFHE
2.1. MRMR
ST P SV M X K R DAL T g A A S R

22. MIRFG*

221, YRR
AR ERI . FEEARST A, DRSS . BFE5) . 551N, R S N X
HEATSCRRIN R, SO B Y

2.2.2. EPEX

AU SO ) A3 27 AN, 4 VUER 53, BB — A e X 2 U AR ARG LR A, SRR 3 A i
55 AR P T B S AR S ST B R, SRR 4 8 B = A TR R ER L
MNEETC M o BT [F R | b A B =N 07 ) 4R SRR 6 s B DU AR 2 o) SRR A IR L, SRk 15 .

T PR X SV T SR A ST 0 R, o AW AR 2 ) SR 4, 4R I T S
14 f8, WSS )G 18 . Mok, R BT =020, RPN, iPad EI, 5
5 2 8 iPad T I H o LGRS ST SRBAT IS DL AT A, 3Rl 4 AN, R ER A Z U N
S TRME T ARFRIE o PR I SZ U0 2 2] g T ARFEIE L RSO F ) B TR, L 10 AN
G AR S Vi S R R FE AT R A, 3R 6 NI, RS2 UM A ) ARG . B I
EHL M SUEEEHT A RIS R 109 £, [RI 109 63, 1) [R1Y AR 100.00%, R 4 108
By, A REEE 99.1%.

3. LRENH
3.1. TR RIEHESH

PR A 5 B A RO A SN B 108 N, St 46 N, (SFEAE LGN 42.2%, Lot 63 N, HFEAL
bt (1) 57.8%, FEALLEIE 4:6 FHFF.

WEFEA R B FERNE B2 13143149, WFFLAELL B 1N, 20 & B A2 12.0%- 13.0%- 28.7%-
45.4%- 0.9%. AVCURARET [EHFER 7772 WA REA P R I N E0o) R AR R 58, 35 50, 43l
53.7%-. 46.3%. HActbfl. FEERTEh R 1:1, (ERE T B AR R

32. FITASH

T LBIRA RS R, TR IRZU#E f 111%, KT RS> 2.8%, KSR 7Y
2 86.1%. RUIHMAZFEAMR DB —MEHARE 80l 7 TR, EZiEHh r5ARa wAH,
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S B 21 28 ) BRI AR A i, TR RPRE L,

Table 1. Frequency of learning tool usage

* 1 FITAFERBERIURR

i E 5 E%
LT 12 11.1
4R LA 3 2.8
YRS TR AT H 93 86.1

2 BIRLE RO, PR LR RS g FAL92 AL G 74 AL PR HLI AT iPad
45 \. Kindle 352H5%% 6 N. Fr 4% 85.2%. 41.7%. 68.5%. 5.6%. {FHFEHHITAIMATIESL, &
HHFHI KA E B, R A I RS ., BN A L 223 E AR KL

Table 2. Frequency of equipment used for e-learning
2. BFEIJERREIHIAR

Ak B (%)

FHl 92 85.2
PR iPad 45 41.7
HL I 74 68.5
kindle 45 4% 6 5.6

% 3 BRI K BT A E RGO, T A AL 98%, EILLLBIEMT 5 90.7%, il
LT E Y 36.1%, nIREESHEAT (5 59.3%, ZUjEe 53.7%, WHHFIRZEIRL L 79.6%. fE R KA,
REAZARINIRAESEZ, s F A B A AU 5 H 7 ot AR B A

FR, R FOREAMG S 2 ) B—, R IR R SR AT 55 B0 45 PR B0k 3 & PR AT L5
Yo BTPRANIIREENEE, Bl T8 SCMBTRl . AL HUA NS, X SCNERE 1= T2 )
MEERRE. &5, BEF0 R E RO ER, SR AEAMMUHE R, BB RS .

Table 3. Frequency of the reasons for the use of electronic products (multiple choices)
3. BT ERERRRBRIUAR(ZEIE)

i IR A B $1% (%)
T AL 98 90.7
LI LEBIE M 42 38.9
&1 7 39 36.1
ATl 5 64 59.3
w2 ThhE 58 53.7
WIRZ TR 86 79.6
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% 4 B g BRI FAE T A &, TR Y 98%, SERENL/ENL & 90.7%, A TRl
W3 36.1%, fi2Eic 59.3%, fikiR S & L 53.7%, WM& PPT [ 79.6%. &5, 5% 3 H{HF JE RIAHE,
BRSO T ST E R, 8RR O S R .

Table 4. Frequency of electronic learning product use (multiple choices)
4. BFEI]FmBIBURER(ZIE)

7 % P S (%)
E MR 91 84.3
SERE AR 52 48.1
W, Bk 88 815
[EAN! 34 315
iR T B 37 34.3
WME PPT 65 60.2

3.3. BRI

2 ST RS TR ST CAZ SRIE 1) T ARARFE L 2 R L X2 S SRS Ve AR P HEAT 42 i, SRk A 3 4,
BRI,

F 5 BUEEE R R, 4 53 M KA (& 49.1%) %8 T RIS IZ KNS, A 23 AN (21.3%)iEFRAEE T fiF.
KA RZAXHCAZ RN T iRt E R, HE—0 it 7id 2 R A IR K I E .

Table 5. Frequency of memory strategy recognition
# 5. ICIZRBGMRERIVR R

Gk B (%)
EEA T I 1 0.9
AT R 1 0.9
— 30 27.8
iy 53 49.1
Aew T R 23 21.3

6 BIRGE REY, A 48 N(5 44.4%) IS kB T RIS FACIZ NG, A 23 AR 21.3%F1 A ik
BT AR T ICIZ RS iz . I BICIZ SRS TE KA AR R S g AR LR 2 . X LEER 5 RO,
B a . RFHZ RFEARR T MEBNCIZRNS, (EEiRIE — S MEE.

Table 6. Frequency of memory strategy application

6. ILIZRIGIER B RUR TR

711 B (%)
EHA T R 1 0.9
TR 4 3.7
—f& 32 29.6
iy 48 44.4
EH TR 23 21.3
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LT BN R AR A SCAL KIS B . AR SE IR 43 N AFE 3 AL — &30 AL
B A3 N ARR R 32 No BT — 2 NIBEE 1R ST SN o Ry R AT G 8 — LA O 2 > SR 1R AR
NRAER PSR 2 T %

Table 7. Learning and memory strategies frequency and intention schedule

= 7. FIARITRIEUR B @R

7IEA B (%)
EEA R = 3 2.8
AN 0 0
—f& 30 27.8
I 7= 43 39.8
FHFEE 32 29.6

3.4. BB AMaHh

FoIAER, HPE TN . iPad FEEIL I, SRWT.

MFE 8 HHE R IRATIT UG tH, (R did 2 id skmE AR 45%. JEHRIE & 33%; fEfE A4S
FFgansd, AR 29%. JEH AR N 20%; 7Eid FRBEEH, FEG 48%. JEHFE Y 31%; TEik
TRl , M 48%. JEH IR 5 31%; id FHKSLH, MR 45%. 6% FE G 24%; AR
WHNCEER T, ARG 35%. JEFFRIE S 24%: HRPEd, FEG 37%. JEFFRIE Y 23%; A4
SE, RS 32%. AEEFE G 31%. EETHAT gD ] FOEBER . 1EA BN T,
0 R SRS e KA R I . BERSESRS . FRY 5. mEgE S R R SR 8 A
REAH L MBS D o 3 RAEAER, BRI A5t EIRZ SIRRN R, (BRIEA A2
AR EEE, A REAERE RS LR LEIL S AL ERE.

Table 8. Electronics note strategy matrix

8. BT/ MmEICRMIENR

EHAFE AN — I & R A =
PrL S URTHA 1 3 18 45 33
%55 2 12 37 29 20
LR E 1 2 18 48 31
RIS 10 2 0 19 48 31
0T k4 G54 1 2 28 45 31
HARYE fT id 25 Sk 1 9 31 35 24
faj b 3 10 27 37 23
A Ak 5 2 7 28 32 31
Mt 13 45 206 319 217
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TEXT RS B T2 ) TR AT IR AR, 25 (58 ~PAR i Bl iPad 1E47% 2], 75 22 [m1 % 2 ¢ T iPad
SET B A ST . SR A 46 N

WAL L 9, S5 SR FRILUR LA AN E . EEFHAURN, 45 95%[Hl i A & ik 5
B, fEAMTH iPad I, i FH B A ELFISRIEA N [%(80.4%). ELLEMEEGAELF, f£ iPad HIfH
FH R 50 1 B 2657 R ARG, 20 (2530593 7)) = 86.99% A1 84%, 1 (0 2E 705 73 il /&= 60.8%F1 47.8% . 7843 ] 2 {4 .
g, Ea gt fmREICT G 15.2%. 16.1%. 19.6%, iPad 1 FH G vl at 405 B ms, 205l & 34.7%.
30.4%. 26.1%.

ERERET, B, OaREATEHPSG, ERaEsS RO T e 0. XN IHE iPad kI
ok, fEAEE MBI/, flinst, o, L6, SmSHPIMERKKER. E4R¥%TH, BT
PR AR IR B2 A A, R A S M S B S i, s, S, REMIL TR
AWk H H; B iPad ZRKGAE BT, WA, G, ROEDRILARMEHRS, BEEEH KEE
FEIETUHEIZ T At . RFRZEEERB [ PATEN %I, iPad. PSS EF&&, TR
BEEE AN 2 RS

Table 9. Frequency of handwriting selection for paper and e-learning records
9. fRFIMEFF T RETR TR

&S g AIEL H 4 H (%)
PEge) 44 95.6
FAREN 40 86.9
e 28 60.8

95
W 7 15.2
g 12 16.1
®a 9 19.6
A 37 80.4
FARE:) 37 80.4
) 22 47.8

iPad
o 16 34.7
e aE) 14 30.4
©®n 12 26.1

3.5. B2 R4

FE52 2SS I M, dHEIZ I B AT Y, 2R .

10 BRLAGRY, R0 B 5 BRSSO Ze i, 05 3 5 %A
REME SURGRRIEZE A BRI SEE . BEEHN R IEM . EEEE RN FE, &
JEAANEEE . RPN B S RIE ) BAT — e 5 A
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Table 10. Sorting of memory items
= 10. 1IRIZETHFER

LA e

X E S E R Y 6.3 1
585X 5.56 2
SR SR 2 A 4.08 3
HENTE G AT 4.07 4

HEMHANFR D 3.4 5
HEHE R 2.94 6
RNEE 0.83 7

M 1L FATATCAE H, R S P E ) RN B HZEEILZ. RIS
AR I A 30 R S5 A 2473 FE R N B0 23 )2 53+ 74 47, 54, 54, 42, 4335 BT fE LUl i) 16.4%.
22.8%. 14.5%. 16.7%. 16.7%. 13.0%.

HorpGErp G SR KRR B R 2 IR T, R KA Mo, s AR SR, BRI
A5 2 2 HUR R SR 2T, A2 S AR A T U525 B IR, R 2% 2 R e I AT 2 2

Table 11. Frequency of review time (multiple choices)
* 11 EIMEBUAR(ZIE)

52 3T (] LI A% (%)

g e 53 16.4

HEhE > 74 22.8

AL 2] A HEAT HR i) 47 14.5
BHZBEEILL 54 16.7

P 5 213803 e I e 22 54 16.7
HUEE R T2 )l 42 13.0

R 12 BARERRY], KA ZROER LR YT, I =SB = BAHETEs), £
B, EHEASE N EES .

Table 12. Learning environment selection (multiple choices)
12, FIIFERIF(ZIEH)

Hb A% R N E 4%
MY 23R 5L 2 0.7
LER=N 10 3.6

= A= 77 27.8
A 88 31.8
B 70 25.3
HE 30 10.8
Bt 277 100
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213 B aE RE WA RIR AL % 215 & A U BB 2% 2B &ML 23.9%, AIEMHEA R E
7 18.3%. AR —F IR R AR 22 B SR — S R EZ R T B R IA— PRI g2,
FERFH B BRI V20T “HAWE? 7 “WEROVT AR 7 BRGEA, DS A A AR 1%
prBUf E 2 AT ARG PERHR R AR .

Table 13. Learning beliefs
# 13 FIER

NH Epazal
A W B 26 23.9
AIEIHEA S E 20 18.3
—f& 31 28.4
A, ANE 26 23.9
TEARH 6 5.5

FE4E 14 A, GRS ST RN AT IR, BRI 2T, O T R AR S R 34.4%, ¥
& A ASKAT 2 i 4l T 37.5%, SRR I SHL I T 28.2%.

Table 14. Frequency of learning belief selection (multiple choices)
F* 14. FIERDEBIVRR(ZIE)

JR A NH H4rH%
TR AR T I 56 34.4
TSI A BRI B CAARRA it ib 61 37.4
MRS, B e 46 28.2

4, &5ig

T 1] 36 45 R AT HR 0T, A SO R ) 24 T H AT 0, B SIMRL B il
TCRMEIX = ANERE e, BE— X2 S s 6 . 2 2B S AT AT
5. Wig
5.1. F3Fmi%kiF

B, RGNS TRGER b, KA A AMEUAER 277 —#, UBCRA R — 1223 75 5K,
522 R L AR AR A ELEAT, T St T i PR AR RS E R P O . M
W, TERHF P e b, FHUL SRR SR, R FIAMORBBATH & @R R, H#
BRNEJE BATHAT R FERS . ATREMEIE AT Z T Ba, BBEPA . 53] LW R IRE 2
fr, HOCRigREE . PPT i1 K ZhRE BN FL i A il & A B i

FEREAT BT 7 b O AE TR R A, D (G RO 1 LT e FR N R I, RO RS R
AT TRBATURE S o EARBUE I, AAEREPEGREE, RUREESY I TR, TikEIaisA 5 E
I A7 AR N RE(FT UK 4%, 2022). JEAER, TRIEILIHT FE RO L7 B AN AR D B BEAT 1 &, RBL
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A 3 A SR A P AR5 B B 1 B B P AR 7 65%, T AR R 75 RE L T IR A 4R A F 10% (5K
MEHLAE, 2020). HARHL T RIBEIIEH S LLAUR PR 2 MR 2, HEG MR RRN, HRIRZ MKIFIA N
RIS AN -

5.2. ZEiCREOH

TEEIL RIS IR A T, AWrid il ] N oREME R TEIRIEUA &8 in 55 B 10 R KAL)
S FERRIEMHEFHIEE], il SRS AR IR 2228 P TC SRR . Ah AL, DR B, SR — &
MNIIFFS RS, WES . HESFTE. Zi0 AR, Fitabsil. HBIER. HesieH
AN B ENR, & KA AR i B 2B SRS (R AR5 55, 2017). fERE A E W B2 Wil
1050 . Conway I Gathercole (1990)#&H “#Hfiiii (translation hypothesis)” U1 £ 1 10 I AELE A [FI AN
TR e de o P= A T AF 22 )R, R B0 S R B R RIS R R BT AR (1 RIS 27 2 34O R S 4
METERE SCF R S AT AR R b, BRI BN S R /E RS B RV ie s, 2
TRUF [ TC RS

TEHE L RPIIE I KA ATCN R R R BRSPS, BTG ) ZE R
HFE R —28, HIMRE IR —FA K AN R IR R, W L ERREIEE: EE. 5. Midsk,
RIS, (HXAE IR U AN K B B2, BRI o) A 8O R e A R B B i) . 5 an s A —
e OINTRES . Dok, B, Kk, BReses.

REHRFHE S EESEETY ). BAESERBEE AN IITE. T REERER
Birp, EAEYESE S S A RE WA BEACIZ A, BT B R LGV 2 iR IS, A4 BiR
2L L BUE RN BT A, R BT & 2B AR S B, DR AT B v AR 1 S SRS S K A TR A
FOESARY

TEAS ] iPad 178 S5 405 B AR Xt A IE — R RS T 2 2 Mg E Ml . R
BT, KA B AR RN 20, AR R, A RS REHAT I TR,
P TARICIZ i K, 2 S BUR MBS (f1 9945, 2018), HULRATE RS R 2 E0E BEEDR.
Bk EE o, fi 58 6 28 B AR T G B X EL 2T 6, ol 7RS4 2B IR B L« 7F iPad 2B i,
BT H PR DR 2 o) TR, el DL E Bl BER, SR DL AuREaATEA, o
DI, SR, RO 5B ng L AT B i 2 .

e, WAV SRR RBET /00T, A 70% 4 R A AR AR 40T LT A AR, K,
VF 205 A2 AR B 2% S BCAZ 2 BE IR Z), P32 405 LU H - S fid 6 L SO bR S IS IR AT
YRR L2 ST A LS . SRR B g 2 oAk, B anfE A i ARk . A& RIS, ALy
BRI, v] ARG B B AR IE 8T v e i) B e 4Rk T 3K, A8 T 2 ot 2] T A

I H AR Z AR, AU )G iPad 2% >0 0 T B [l A2 BE 4, 3 HLmT DL 3 2 il X
(Umejima et al., 2021). Ff H1E iPad @283 b, FrA MBS THIE—A0iBAGKE, #1140 iPad 12848
i b BERR . FERSE. HEGHETRARPESCZHREN, RIERAFECZERGEE R
(Mueller& Oppenheimer, 2014).

5.3. B2 K4

FEXRACAZREAT AT, B S RARIE PR B B TCIN RIS T, Joil R Skmg X5 B LA AT
PR SR, GIanThRIMERS . MR TSNS, UGBTI PSRN, BT B R A B AR
BT A B B IR A0SR, Bl (e B AR B B L
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REEAMUA T 58 Bt B 5 A B RS, HKRS B SRR ZAGEE U R HA. /£ K
FHRRAES N, ZHEEINA FIGBTIERR: AREARERARZH EE. BRA—1EZ
o, KRPERES 2B S 8%, dESHERE. R, R EAEREROFAN, ®iE
SOBTEE, I BRSO YY) LARR R, BIER 7 B 3RFEAE, R E S in T 52 o iR 2l
(N st DY o R

R ERHRRE T, KEmn TR ES, REAERPRE I RE, PRaEER, ZXHEikK
PR THEZNEZRERA S OMERRE. WHBINILER, FIRE RS h, AR
RACPPRIE S, AR A AR D . AT A 0E R > ZERE MR TR
A2 S BRI IRBURIE 2 AL, D2 s B ST AT DU RR SE I, B AT MR HEAZ BRI -

ST FCER KRR H AR« PR s e bR 2 R AT TR A, X IH AR
B, AR soR EEHOA Y B Ol DRI R 2 BT 21 IR PU AN 2 5 IR PO AR S o, R
T SCHIFEIR AR SRR IH AR A, 8T RIRA P AR 22 S0 3 O BN S5 R AR AR 3 2
M4, ERACHAZINAR. MAREERZ R, SHGEA ARG ZEME, B il
SR T W BN AR IR

FEXT E SR AT IR o, YRR BOR A0 B S TR IR e, B R RS KA
PRIV 242, A S ARERIE KBRS A, TIE S0, ARREFHSE R E SRS, PRI
BT, BRFEEL R EREN, Z2EDANIT. FE LI E 5N R
MIZhSHH, TN IRR . REFRIR N AR B GBS, AT F—EEZn B, K2
BORAERE T — R IR RN BRGE, Bl Bir B s, (HE SR D, ARG e a2 AE 55

FEM R FESRNS b, VR OREH WA TIEB B B S LE NI AT MBS
MO E S A EIE R R IR E B, MRS, PR, SR RGN
WA SZHIER . BRI MR 5, B IRZ ISR TR R, B T 5T ik
FthICHE .

EXPOHEHERZAAES E, B, KPENESNRARSZ, AEdE=7102 HAIVECHY
B BT H AR, (BN =02 — MPEHEE A BAREATEM . KB E 2l 2l
fIe e, W2 KPR 2 E2RMAE =, MRS E SRR,

e, AN FRPEHEE VN, EINERGRRSTBI . /R EARER T, 5w
P2 AL R E AR AN AR H AR, 2RI E bR T 58 R BUESS, JFHRFRE sl S48 HARN
E T+ FE AR AR AR AEIRA S, WA T e ER B, Bl S2DUOGE. thAmlid —F R ik
FEER AR, WRERFHEH ZHOE K= RIUAAE, IR, TSR, B RRZE SRS
LEEZ S

6. F"ESRE

BB Z AL : PORABICERED: 2o RIE M B FE i BRI A, HEN S
TAEMABERIE DN BRI EEA SR, ERETRREGMREME S R KA T2
YRR S 20, R AR T B0 Sk, iPad SRR % S BIERT L, OB, W eatb
F2l RELH, HAWMAEENEL.

P
Uk, VT, JRIB(2022). (4 LA T K2 EE A D R S —— LU & 15 & B RN W A 1
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21(4), 82-83.
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