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A Literature Review of 10-year Empirical Studies of Deep Learning Abroad:
Themes, Context, Methods and Outcomes

SHEN Xiajuan, ZHANG Baohui, ZENG Ning
(School of Education, Shaanxi Normal University, Xi‘an Shaanxi 710062)

[Abstract] In order to clarify the research progress of deep learning in education abroad , 85 papers
are selected from Web of Science, Springer, ScienceDirect and other databases (2008 -2018). Then a
coding system is established based on the core elements of empirical research for content analysis.The
results indicate that: (1) the research themes mainly focus on three aspects of deep learning strategies,
approaches and evaluation; (2) The conceptual frameworks of deep learning proposed by Biggs, Marton &
Saljo and Entwistle are widely recognized; (3) Deep learning is closely used in various subject contexts, but
the research objects are mostly college students; (4) Research data is mainly analyzed by quantitative
methods , which is supplemented by qualitative methods, while mixed analysis is increasingly valued; (5)
Self —report scale, coding standard, conditional measurement and eye movement tracking are the main
measuring methods of deep learning; (6) The effectiveness of deep learning is highlighted in academic
performance, knowledge understanding, learning experience, the development of thinking and competence.
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