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The Psychological Structures Model of Highly Effective Mathematics Learning Based
on the NVivol0 Qualitative Analysis

Wang Guangming She Wenjuan Song Jinjin
(College of Teacher Education Tianjin Normal University Tianjin 300387)

Abstract

In recent years there are many projects and studies focused on the psychological structures of highly effective

mathematics learning. These current research fields related to psychology mathematics education and so on. Many

factors affecting the learning efficiency make the existing research subjects widely distributed. To analyze 47 litera—

tures with the method of qualitative analysis based on NVivol0Q software and build the initial psychological structures

model of highly effective mathematics learning. The students with highly mathematics learning efficiency should take

non — intelligence factors as the driving force the psychological mechanism as the premise a high level of metacog-

nition as monitoring system and using effective learning strategies as learning support

with higher mathematics

learning literacy as the embodiment of thinking quality. When all or parts of these five structural elements promote

each other the highly effective mathematics learning will happen.
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