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The Research on Intention of Using Smart Teaching Tools
under the Background of “Internet + Education”

—A Discussion on the Influences of Novel Coronavirus Epidemic on Blended Education

Liv Kai  Xing Fei Bao Zhanming Wu Yingna

Abstract  “Internet + education” has promoted the development of a mixed online
and offline teaching model and the application of new smart teaching tools. Whether students
accept this new smart teaching methods needs in — depth study. This paper introduces seven
new variables of perceived mobility software design features network environment
perceived learning perceived entertainment compatibility and network externality based on
the Technology Acceptance Model ( TAM) combined with the characteristics of the Internet
and smart teaching tools constructs a student acceptance model of smart teaching tools and
uses survey data on mainstream universities in Wuhan to conduct an empirical analysis of the
factors that influence students’ intentions to use smart teaching tools. Results showed that
perceived usefulness positively affects students’ intentions to use perceived ease of use
affects students’ intentions of use by positively affecting perceived usefulness. Network
externality perceived mobility and network environment positively affect perceived ease of
use and perceived learning and compatibility positively affect perceived usefulness. In
addition this paper also discusses the impact of Novel Coronavirus Epidemic on the
promotion of smart teaching tools and further development of blended education.

Keywords: Internet + Education; Smart Teaching Tools; Blended Education;

Technology Acceptance Model
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