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A Study on Effective Pattern of Integrating MOOC into Business English Teaching
Ji Hongdi  Gu Yu
( Northeast Normal University Changchun 130024 China)

It is necessary and of significant importance to combine MOOC and traditional class teaching in cultivating students. In this
paper we try to explore the effective integration of MOOC and Business English teaching by utilizing the QFD model. From the
perspective of the needs of students and employers we carried out questionnaires on the necessity and feasibility of reforming the
Business English courses and gathered the needs of employing units by collecting the recruitment information and then construc—
ted the quality room based on the data collected. The quality room manifests the gap between the teaching status and students”ex—
pectation and that between students”ability and employing units”requirements. In terms of teaching quality matrix and students
cultivating quality matrix we propose resolutions from teaching content teaching methods teaching evaluation and teaching re—

sources distribution and establish the Business English Teaching QFD model to meet the needs of students and employing units

by improving teaching methods with MOOC.
Key words: QFD; MOOC; Business English major; teaching model; house of quality; matrix of quality

1 ( 2015: 302) .

>> 113 2» R

( 2014: 446) . “ ”

”(13AYY010) .
82



2018 QFD

( quality func—

tion development QFD)
QFD QFD
2.1
(
2014: 40) . .
( 2015:107) .
« " ( 2015:7) . .
( 2014: 426) . « ”
10 —-15

2015:119) .

2.2

20 70

( Bloor

10%

Bloor 1986) .

( Widdowson 1981) .
( Hutchinson Waters 1987) . 20

2014:17) .

~

2004: 446 —455)

2.3 QFD
2008: 1) .
QFD. QFD
« QFD
2008) ;
2006

70

QFD

2011) .

(

90

83



2018 QFD 6

( 2012) . .
( 2010) . 4 :
QFD 1 .
KJ 16
(1) : N N
( 2014 . .
2012 2013) (2) : .
. 1 (3)
( 2014) . . .
. QFD . . . .
o 16
89% 5
N . N =( - )" 1 5
4 o
QFD .
4
4.1
3.1
QFD 4.11
3 o 71.6%
(n ; 68. 6%
; ;63. 7%
(2) 131.2%
( o
) .
(3)
( )
(4) ( ( Brown 2007: 163) . :
) o ( Dornyei  Ushioda 2011:
3.2 27) .
4.12
200 ( 1 4
) 1: 14 19 25 o 60. 79%
o 100 37.26%
1.96% o
o 11 2
3.3 ( 90
60 ) 9
30 45 o 10
183 91.5% - 4 7

84



2018 6
6.5 7 o ( 2013:74) 82.35%
o McLaughlin( 1987) 1 12.75%
o ;7 4.90%
4.13
( Little 2007: 16)
87.25%
1 77.45%
;60.78% N o
4.14
1
4.74 3.4 4.47 1.44 4.42 7.26
4.7 3.61 4.58 1.27 4.83 7.93
N N 4.61 3.47 4.39 1.31 5 8.21
4.6 3.38 4.31 1.29 4.95 8.13
4.28 3.3 3.94 1.24 6.64 10.90
4.47 3 4.29 1.43 3.47 5.7
4.37 3.5 4.59 1.26 4 6.57
4.5 3.52 4.5 1.29 4.59 7.54
4.48 3.41 4.53 1.26 4.01 6.58
4.33 3.43 4.88 1.14 2.94 4.83
4.4 3.38 4.33 1.3 4.65 7.63
4.6 3.09 4.97 1.14 2.45 4.02
4.09 1.06 4.56 1.08 1.17 1.92
3.74 3.16 4.91 1.18 2.14 3.51
4.38 2.37 4.02 1.28 2.65 4.35
4.64 3.02 4.57 1.18 3 4.93
60.91 100
5 : -
4.2 o

85



2018 QFD 6
; o 1.3.9
(16%) . (80%) .
o (4%) -
4.3
®
2
9 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 3
9 1 1 1 1 2.45
9 1 1 1.17
9 1 1 1 2.14
( 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 9 3 4.83
1 1 1 1 3 3 3 9 3 3 3 4,95
1 1 1 9 3 3 1 3 3 3 4.59
3 3 3 1 3 3 1 4
9 3 1 3 1 3.47
9 3 3 6.64
1 3 9 3 1 3 1 4.42
9 9 3 3 2.94
1 9 2.65
3 3 9 9 9 3 3 1 4.65
3 3 3 9 3 4.01
61.91 | 69.65 | 51.57 | 79.98 | 194.67 | 148.72 | 183.74 | 161.44 | 144.49 | 67.92 | 109.47 | 29.34 | 45.8 | 80.91 | 56.45
0.2353 | 0.2647 | 0.196 | 0.304 | 0.2161 |0.1651 [ 0.2039 | 0.1792 | 0.1604 | 0.0754 | 0.34 |0.0911 | 0.1422 [ 0.2513 | 0.1753
0.04166 |0. 046871 0.0347 |0.05382| 0.131 {0.10077]0. 12364 |0. 10864 |0.09723 | 0.0457 |0.07366|0. 01974 |0. 03082 |0. 05445 [0.03799| 1.00
4.4 QFD
N N 4
4.41 QQ

86




2018 QFD 6
. QFD
4.42
[ » o QFD
( BETQFD) .
QFD
N o 4
QFD ( )
o
s5ak % it ‘=>\ . ‘—=
4.43 L i
Ellis :
(2012:230) 3
1 QFD ( BETQFD)
( learning—
based evaluation) ; 5
( response-based evalua—
tion) ; .
( student-based evaluation) N QFD
N 3
2:5:7. . .
4.44 4
BETQFD o
; QFD
QFD . ( 2016: 50)

87



2018 QFD

2008.

D . 2012.

J. 2008( 3) .

MOOC
I 2014(6) .
2015(1) .
J. 2013(4) .
. QFD

. 2011(2) .

2015.

QFD D .

2010.
J.. 2012(4) .
2064.
2014(3) .

2013(4) .

2015(2) .

12018 -09 -20

88

J . 2014(2) .
I 2014( 13) .

I 2014(2) .
QFD J.
2006( 6) .

( ) 2016(1).

2014(5) .

Bloor M. Bloor T. Languages for Specific Purposes: Prac—
tice and Theory J . CLCS Occasional Paper 1986
(19).

Brown H.D. Principles of Language Learning and Teaching
M . New York: Addison Wesley Longman 2007.
Dornyei Z. Ushioda E. Teaching and Researching Motiva—
tion M . London: Pearson Education Limited 2011.
Ellis R. Language Teaching Research and Language Peda—
gogy M . San Francisco: John Wiley & Sons. Inc

2012.

Hutchinson T. Waters A. English for Specific Purposes: A
Learning-centered Approach M Cambridge: CUP
1987.

Little D. Language Learner Autonomy: Some Fundamental
Considerations Revisited J . Innovation in Language
Learning and Teaching 2007(1) .

McLaughlin  B. Theories of Second-anguage Learning M .
London: Edward Arnold 1987.

Widdowson H. G. English for Specific Purposes: Criteria for
Course Design A . In: Selinker L. Tarone E.
Harzedi V. (Eds.) English for Academic and Techni-

cal Purpose. Studies in Honor of Louis Trumble C .

New York: Newsbury House 1981.



