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Reconstruction of the Teaching Model of College English Writing in the Big Data Era
Chen Qing-bin
( Heilongjiang University Harbin 150080 China)

The human society has entered the big data era which has significantly changed both the way of thinking and the way of
learning and which also brings opportunities and challenges to the current reform of the teaching of college English writing. This
paper discusses the major problems of conventional college English writing class and proposes a new teaching model of college
English writing from the perspectives of teaching objectives teaching resources teaching forms teacher — student and student —
student relationships and assessment systems in the big data era.

Key words: big data; college English writing; teaching model

1 \
21 ( 2015 2014) . «
“ ”( big data) 7
7883 2015 4101 ( 2015:8) .
” [ ”» 51
o ( 2015 12 7 )
( 2014: 66 -72) .
( 2014:1-3) .
2
N 2011 5 {
* “ " (12BYY128) «
7 (QW201519) .

129



2016

IT
(1)
:(3)
o ( 166 —67)
- 2013:19) .
\LinkedIn
3
{ »
. 4 o
110) .
»
o (
3.1
o Hyland

130

»

APP
QQ

" ( Ellis 1999

2014: 66)

~

- (

2016:

»

3.2

3.3

3.4

~

( Hyland 2002:5 -6 22 -26 34),

30

50

”»

2010: 100) .



2016

4.1 Corpus

“« ”

( Harmer 2000: 79) . o
( 4.3
2013: 100) .
2%
N N N ( -
2013:13 2013: 17 Stapleton 2005: 142) ,
4.2
" 2015: 111) .
" 2010: 100) .
( 2012:7) . 4.4
( Eysenck Keane 2005:
418) . .

( Krashen 1985) .

o (
Y( Cambridge Free English Online Dictionary and
Thesaurud - §
tionary Onlind .

”»

Y( Longman English Dic-
M Oxford Dictionaries: Dic— Cheng 2008: 109) .

tionary Thesaurus & Grammar) o

~ o

BNC)

temporary American English

( British National
( Corpus of Con—
COCA)

( www. pigai. org)

o Hyland

” ( Hyland 2003: 147) .

( Chen

131



2016 3
o S
4.5 2015(1) .
I
2014(3) .
N E— N M .
o 2013.
2013(6) .
o M .
“ 2012.
(20141 110) I
, 2014(6) .
( teacher assessment) J. 2010( 6) .

( Stevenson Phakiti 2014: 53; Kellogg et al. 2010) .

( peer assessment)

5
J. 2015(1) .
. J.
2013(2) .
J .
2016( 1) .
J .
2014(7) .
12016 -01 - 15

132

Chen C.-E. Cheng W. Beyond the Design of Automated
Writing Evaluation: Pedagogical Practices and Perceived
Learning Effectiveness in EFL. Writing Classes J . Lan—
guage Learning and Technology 2008(2) .

Ellis R. The Study of Second Language Acquisition M .
Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language Education Press
1999.

Eysenck M. Keane M. Cognitive Psychology M . Hove:
Psychology Press 2005.

Harmer J. How to Teach English M . Beijing: Foreign Lan—
guage Teaching and Research Press 2000.

Hyland K. Teaching and Researching Writing M . Lon-—
don: Longman 2002.

Hyland K. Second Language Writing M . New York:
Cambridge University Press 2003.

Kellogg R. Whiteford A. Quinlan T. Does Automated
Feedback Help Students Learn to Write? ] . Journal
of Educational Computing Research 2010(42) .

Krashen S. The Input Hypothesis: Issues and Implications

M . London: Longman 1985.

Stapleton P. Evaluating Web-sources: Internet Literacy and
12 Academic Writing J . ELT Journal 2005(2) .
Stevenson M. Phakiti A. The Effects of Computer-genera—
ted Feedback on the Quality of Writing J . Assessing

Writing 2014( 19) .



