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Abstract: To solve the problem of shortage of high —skilled talents and improve the level of modern
vocational education, it is urgent to establish a sound evaluation mechanism for the quality of higher vocational
colleges. There are some dimensions missing in the evaluation of education quality in higher vocational colleges
in China. It should be improved from focusing on micro evaluation, strengthening subjective evaluation,
highlighting appropriate evaluation, paying attention to formative evaluation, and examining student evaluation, in
order to improve the quality of higher vocational education. Step out of the “secondary education” predicament
and enhance the people’s sense of gain in education.

Key words: vocational colleges; education quality evaluation; evaluation dimension
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Influencing Factors of Teachers’ Social Network Teaching
Acceptance
—based on UTAUT model

MA Hong
(Beijing Youth Politics College, Beijing100102, China)

Abstract: Social networks change the way education systems operate. Social networks build communities
between students and teachers to facilitate knowledge transfer. The application of social network teaching in
schools has gradually become the mainstream trend, but there are many factors influencing teachers’ use of
social network teaching. In this study, 568 teachers of vocational colleges in Beijing were investigated by using
the integrated technology acceptance model. The results confirmed that there were positive and significant effects
between social influence and behavioral intention (beta=.164,t=.453, P<0.05), and positive and significant effects
between facility condition and behavioral intention (beta = .142,;t =.015, P <0.001).The moderating effect of
technological anxiety on social influence and behavioral intention was significant (beta=—242,t=.290, P<0.001).The
most influential factor of technological anxiety was facility condition and user behavior (beta=-.645,t=.248, P<
0.001).Altruism has a moderating effect between convenience and user behavior (beta=.356,t=.731,P<0.001).

Key words: social network; UTAUT; technical anxiety; altruism; vocational education



