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Analysis ofstudent behavior in data mining based on decision tree

CHEN Xinyao
(School of Information Engineering, Zhejiang Agriculture and Forestry University, Hangzhou 311300, China)

[ Abstract] In the era of the rapid development of big data, the data of colleges and universities are also increasing rapidly. How to
make rational use of big data to standardize students and individualized service management has become the focus of attention of
university managers at present. According to the research of decision tree classification algorithm, the decision tree C4.5 algorithm is
used to read the data from the school data center and preprocess the data. After removing the abnormal data, the data mining and

analysis are carried out based on the consumption data of card and the data of university library.
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Tab.l Number of student visiting the library and GPA
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201701310311 Z© 104 3.73
201701310115 I 125 3.71
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Tab. 2 Students” daily behavior and performance
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Fig. 1 Analysis of the correlation between consumption and GPA
before 8 o’clock in 2018
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Fig. 2 Analysis and statistics on the number of card consumption

and the number of door hangings before 9 o’clock 2018
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Tab. 3 Analysis and statistics on the number of card consumption

and the number of door hangings before 9 o’clock 2018
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Tab. 4 Student effort clustering results

Koy AL/ REEE EBHEE O AWKE REEER IR S,
0 8.2 0.98 23.6 107.3 1 317.9 3.42
1 5.7 0.90 3.7 31.5 1 57.3 3.32
2 6.8 0.99 13.8 139.7 0.95 387.2 2.69
3 29.5 0.95 4.2 375 0.97 73.5 2.57
4 17.2 0.72 2.1 25.9 0.93 33.7 2.27
5 15.2 0.67 3.7 26.3 0.90 37.8 2.09
6 17.4 0.98 1.3 11.8 0.96 23.5 2.31
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Fig. 3 Analysis on thedistribution of average entry days and GPA
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Trends in comparative analysis of average number of
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combinations and GPA
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Tab. 2 Mean square error of different algorithms after denoising
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