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An Empirical Study of the Relationship of the Influencing Factors
in Undergraduates Deep Learning

Fu Yi-ning
School of Education Soochow University Suzhou Jiangsu 215123 China

Abstract In the process of learning deep learning which uses a more comprehensive approach to the
understanding of problems can produce better learning results. This study has used the self-designed
questionnaires about the learning process the learning view meta-cognitive capability teaching experience
and learning result experience as tools to investigate 515 undergraduates and used the structural equation model
to make an empirical analysis of the influencing factors in deep leaning. The survey found that: 1 Teaching
experience has direct effect on learning motivation meta-cognitive capability and deep learning strategies.
2 Comprehensive learning view has direct effect to learning motivation and meta-cognitive capability but it
has no significant effect on deep leaning strategies. 3 Deep leaning motivation and meta-cognitive capability
possess partial mediation function between teaching experience and deep learning strategy and they have
full mediation functions between comprehensive learning view and deep learning strategies. 4 Deep learning
strategy possesses full mediation functions among teaching experience comprehensive learning view deep
learning motivation meta-cognitive capability and learning result experience.
Key words undergraduates deep learning influencing factors learning view structural equation model
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