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ABSTRACT: Programming language online learning platform is an important way to learn new programming knowledge.
Futhermore, it is very important for improving the service quality of the platform to clarify the user requirement attributes
of various functions in the platform. Using a variety of such research methods as Delphi method, Kano Model and Better-
Worse index, the service connotation of the programming language online learning platform was clarified, and thereby the
functional regquirements service system of the programming language online learning platform with 5 dimensions and 26
functions was constructed, and the user demand attributes of the programming language online learning platform were
scientifically classified. According to the user satisfaction index measured by the Better-Worse coefficient value and its
four-quadrant graph, the 26 functional requirements of the programming language online learning platform was divided into ex-
pected functional requirements, attractive functional requirements, basic functional requirements, and no difference functional
requirements. According to the characteristics of different functional attributes on user satisfaction, this paper proposes a
differentiated service strategy to improve the user requirements of online programming language learning platform.

KEY WORDS: online learning platform; programming language; user requirements; functional attributes, Kano model;
Better-Worse index
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Fig.1 Kano model of online learning functional requirements
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Tab.4 The statistics and classification of platform functional requirements attributes
Y by iRew =K A o) M I R Q 2k Better Worse
RT1 FHl 15.8% 34.9% 32.5% 10.9% 1.7% 3.2% 0 0.51 -0.71
RT2 iPad 14.1% 26.7% 30.2% 23.7% 2.1% 3.2% M 0.43 -0.60
RT3 Fa, i 14.6% 27.3% 30.2% 23.9% 2.4% 1.6% M 0.44 -0.59
RT4 IR B 23.7% 28.2% 25.6% 13.9% 2.8% 5.8% 0 0.56 -0.58
TS1 BEARE 34.1% 22.6% 16.7% 21.3% 1.6% 3.7% A 0.60 -0.41
TS2 Al 2 38.9% 19.3% 20.7% 14.2% 3.6% 3.3% A 0.62 -0.42
T™M1 SERRFE 20.1% 22.8% 37.1% 14.5% 1.8% 3.7% M 0.45 -0.63
T™M2 HARR 29.2% 31.2% 22.9% 10.8% 1.3% 4.5% ) 0.64 -0.57
T™M3 SERETR 15.1% 20.7% 43.4% 18% 0.9% 1.9% M 0.36 -0.62
T™M4 EEIRE 18.6% 10.6% 21.1% 39.1% 9.1% 1.5% I 0.32 -0.35
SS1 BAHK  15.5% 24.2% 19.5% 36.3% 2.1% 2.4% I 0.41 -0.45
SS2 TELHL  12.6% 22.7% 42.5% 15.9% 2.8% 3.5% M 0.38 -0.69
SS3 S 23.3% 22.5% 32.4% 18.7% 2.2% 1.8% M 0.47 -0.56
Ss4 k¥ 39.3% 14.9% 15.9% 22% 3.5% 4.4% A 0.59 -0.33
SS5 WHRA  13.5% 27.1% 15.6% 38.4% 2.5% 2.9% I 0.42 -0.49
SS6 AR 52.2% 22.8% 12.6% 5.9% 3.4% 3.1% A 0.8 -0.37
Ss7 A1 AR %, 6.8% 13.7% 10.6% 21.1% 45.1% 2.7% R 0.43 —-0.69
cs1 HEWY  13.4% 22.5% 41.1% 16.7% 3.9% 2.4% M 0.38 -0.67
CSs2 TRRE LR 7.6% 23.2% 25.6% 38.8% 2.7% 2.1% I 0.32 -0.51
CS3 FFE%E 30.1% 29.8% 14.4% 16.6% 5.4% 3.7% A 0.66 -0.49
Cs4 0 T 18.4% 21.5% 16.4% 33.6% 5.7% 4.4% I 0.44 -0.42
CS5 WHSE  12.3% 28.3% 36.5% 16.9% 3.1% 2.9% M 0.43 -0.69
CS6 WY A= i 6.9% 13.9% 13.1% 39.7% 22.7% 3.7% I 0.28 -0.37
cs7 BIEE 18.1% 37.9% 20.3% 18.4% 3.7% 1.6% o) 0.52 -0.54
CSs8 IEEERER  34.2% 28.7% 19.6% 9% 2.7% 5.8% A 0.69 -0.53
Cs9 YR HLFE 6.8% 9.1% 12.6% 26.7% 42.1% 2.7% I 0.31 -0.54
1.0
sk 7 403 WHILR
09
SS6
08 - o
0.7
@ SS4 TSz Cﬁw
£ 0.6 - Y TSl' C.S7
g R}
2 RT1
£ T ST 19 % _css
2 oaf Cs40 o @ 553};CS3 .:
ad] T™M4 SS5 qz %CSI 582
03}F o @ RT3
Cs6® csb ™3
02
0.1
TzFMEHR HEARNSR
1 1 1 1
00 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
WorseF 28 Fri/DSI

Kl 4 Worse-Better 25 Hr 4 B Ak AR &

Fig.4 The Worse-Better coefficient analysis quadrant graph
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