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Abstract

This study integrates the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), the DeLone and McLean Information
Systems Success Model (D&M IS Success Model), and the Expectation Confirmation Model (ECM) to
construct a model for explaining the influencing factors of user satisfaction with AIGC (Artificial In-
telligence Generated Content) tools. A total of 239 valid samples were collected via online question-
naire surveys, and structural equation modeling (SEM) was adopted for data analysis and hypothe-
sis testing. The study reveals that perceived ease of use occupies a central position in the influence
chain within the AIGC usage context: users’ judgment on whether a tool is “easy to use” exerts a
greater effect on their satisfaction than their perception of whether it is “useful”. This finding pro-
vides clear guidance for the optimized design of AIGC tools to “prioritize guaranteeing basic perfor-
mance and lowering barriers to use”.
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1. 5|15

IEAESR, DA ChatGPT. DeepSeek S5 AR M AR BN T GE(AIGO)H ARV & ', TRk 2
B HRfRRE ) 5 2 RBA KRR /), QB EREAE . BOERWE. TIHIEE 2 A8k 1], AIGC T.
Haet i B A P & e BOCARBIME . B i B ARG5S, TE4RT TAE S22 R TR M B
K71, TIHFEFAAIT, £ 2028 4, 80%MIAE M AT M55 B R AE MV IUA AR & B & sk
B, AT WILHELE R (2]

SRIM, R AIGC T RN FARY B, Pt HoRa AR s B B AR 2 5. BT
KU, HPXT AIGC AT, & FEFAEIRSE EUTEN 22 B 2 R R3], HAEER— R EH AT
WeE P RANAT N ERR T, AR B R 3 T P RIS B A 2 AR 3 SR o
FEHE[4]. PRIE, IRAIRFUREN AIGC LHH P E AR 5 R0l R, BA=BENEWAMER
SR

HEFU, A REASHAREZEI(TAM). 55 RGN (D&M IS Success Model)-5 A i A5
B(ECM), ) AIGC THH AR SR EE S IHESR, REXERRGME. L HY ) RE,
G Gy FA I BN YRS R P i R R IR s iU, DUEASh AIGC TR B B H A0 A P AR B4 7
RIS,

2. BREM SRR
2.1. FRDEAE

AR FER A BOART SRR F R RGNS MR OEE, W AIGC T A
PS5 i R B S T HE S
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AR LB (Technology Acceptance Model, TAM)H Davis T 1989 4E#¢HH, #0021 55 H )
R BN FH P (Perceived Usefulness, PU) RS 5 FH VL (Perceived Ease of Use, PEU)K TGl H A% H &
W AISERRE AT . Hordr, AN FIVESR F P UCAE A EOR BERS S m ARSI AL S . J&An 5 R4
H PN -ZER NS BRI . 2R AE BEOREZ Ui 2 5 /MBS HESR 2 —, BTz s H
TRERG. L%, B2 AIR(S]. £ TAM 1, AERAR S i 520 s S AL GG F i,
TSR AR R AR S BEAT R o b4t Davis (SEUERF SR, %N S FH 14 T e 2 G F P R 8
AR, MIEFATREERERE.

= H ARG R IR (DeLone & McLean IS Success Model) i DeLone A1 McLean T 1992 E421, F+F
2003 EHEAT 7 EEEH, N 1 IRSS BRI A AN LEE (6] BT B ARG =AM 0 i R R —
—RG PR, 5 EREMIRS I E—— e E R A R S B EE, R EIEE. RS
BT AT S B ARG A S P RERFAE (A me SO JE L RS E Itk S M), 15 B PR RVE R Gk th N A I HERf 1
FHOHE R RIS, MR35 o7 5 U] e e 1756k P BRI SCRFARF [ 7] IS AUR TS B RS it 7RGtk
HESE, SR FURA. REGEFES RS BIRZ JZIRER KGR

HAEE AR 7 (Expectation-Confirmation Model, ECM) i Bhattacherjee T~ 2001 =& T R 42 52 A A4 Al
WM B R, T IRARH PR AE R AR E RS, ZEMNAEIIMILESR: #
B BEA R WE MR RAT N IR R TR P WP SEPR RS S P 2 TR 2 R
IZE R A SR A S R AT S PR G, DR e BBy S SRR S bR AS,  F P 2 M AN IS 25
BERIZEWT, AN PR AL (R g s, T B — AP IR RR S R[9S 2
AT R BTFHE . LT RGOSR H 2B 7.

AW T iR =G MBS AT AN S DL TAM RSN S F RS s YA A% A AR &
5]\ DeLone & McLean 8 (1) 5 4 5 & AN B2 ) B (ME (S B & 5 RS PR I ER SR E N R 5
ST EAMTAS R, FEE% BCM HEZL DU il S AR s s AR &, W8 AIGC THH P A AR5
RS R R AR

2.2. AREE

ARG ERATEH X AIGC THAEBARYERE TS 10 1 E AT, CIEmNGEE . RaRErt. FHik
GFPEAN AT R P57 T . DeLone A1 McLean [R5 2 AR GE RN AR Y, 2R 5000 & FLEU I L R 48 4
AR S . 2 AIGC & RagPodima R, SBATRSE « FHIH A5 = R, H P BT SR NES G /)
RIXEARBERG, IR 5 2 B R G 2 I . TR, AWF Fe i DL R

H1: RG5EIE R 5 .

H2: A2 HA ) 5 AE [m) e B & P A

H3: RG5EIE R A .

H4: 22 H27 2] U I [m) e B A .

HS5: B 5y I IE [ S0 J A I

H6: BN 5 P IE [ 520 P i e

H7: BRI FE I AR A i e

2.3. {ERIHE

BT R, MEmE 1 PRSI, Wi RGUE . RHE IR R, DU
G RYE BEIA RSN AR, BRI W X — N A AR R B T & B AR Ok AR S T R
B (SEM)BEATIAIE, ABR & BRI A AR LG &
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PRk %

Figure 1. Factors affecting AIGC satisfaction
B 1. AIGC = E R E FRE

3. it
3.1. [B)&EIET

ASCRT A G =AM R 28— NN ENSG S, BAERPOHEE WHAIK
HEANR. HIUULMERARCHS, CUEMITREYS Hir B - 2 5 b 58 M O EH MALE
ERAEREE, RGO AT SRE B DU T PO EH M AIGC T RIGEIA, HH K
AIGC TR ZRMFLE, 55 = AW AR ERFEMER, FEOFEN IR, WARSHRE.
AL R RN S FIVE S A FIE AR R PR o AR 38 O A S STk b D F A 6 L
AR RANRT FU s N 7, Bk AR IR ER, R 1 s,

Table 1. Variable measurement items
Fz 1. TENEFIN

A e U )
SQl ¥
RGO SQ2 EATRE
SQ3 S AT
SQ4 A i
ILQl SRR
% 1LQ2 15 SN
RHZI] &
1hQ3 FEARAE
ILQ4 HIRIEA,
PEU1 ARG E
T 5 A PEU2 S LI I
PEUS Wi TR
PEU4 Btk g
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PU1 e piy
RRAH o S,
PU3 e
PU4 BARE R
SATI BARTHE R
e SAT2 TRHATT & B
AP ERE SAT3 eI
SAT4 AR
3.2. BuElE

2026 4 3~5 H, ASCRHIAERSNER, #id QQ. MIESH4 LV & KB+ 4177 kAT I
BEAEINEE, LRI 286 4yl , 5 20 A [B) 5 40 B 2 U Tk B 5 — 25 47 My B G, FA&
239 R, 1034 BICA BCR N 83.6%. FTfS A &n & fd A SPSS 27.0 LA Aoms 24.0 #EAT40dE 7347 o

4. BB MEMREGR
4.1. RS

AV 3 BISCA R0 25 239 fy(REARTS L2 2)e MIERI AR, B2 152 N, S 63.6%,
w87 N, LK 36.4%, FEARLLE M A E . FEEEM L, 26~30 BB S iR, N 30.1%, HION 18~25
% (23.8%) M1 31~40 %/(20.9%), =FH &t i BFEAHT 74.8%, FHEERARAUGHA LR, 41 % UL
B BLUEEBIEAR, 18 B AT & 60 % LA EFEARMD, 7307 & 0.8%H1 1.7%. P77 1, /&
HwE, H38.9%, KEER 322%, HEGTHE 71.1%, P19 &LLR & 13.0%, KEARHS 14.2%,
WA K UL EALE 1.7%, PRSI R R AR SEBE MR T N F . BOM R b, AR 5 ek
61.9%, HICASEQ4.7%), TAWFEARN G B BB E A AL N 55 7.5%. 5.0%F 0.8%, Ff
AW A A AR AR . YA TT T, 3000 JGA T3 15 34.3%, 6000~9999 J0& i 32.2%, M NEEIA
X[H: 3000~5999 7G5 20.1%, 10,000 T LA EGTHE 13.4%, St FEA o b 88 RARACIRNTE A 2 .
76 AL B B, A 1 EL RS20 S tiE, 18 33.9%, HUCN 1~3 S H(23.0%) 81 4~6 A
(21.8%), AEI1AHBGHHF 5 13.8%, 7~12 M (5 7.5%, RAFEARBEALE— & LBl A
WG T ASFEUE BRI, RSB Z 76, HEIT RS0 AIGC & FEAEAS [FE FH I
KA 2 5

Table 2. Basic information of survey samples

2. WEHAERER

Ay e I A Horte
5 152 63.6%
4 5]
8 87 36.4%
18 ZLLR 2 0.8%
18~25 % 57 23.8%
S
26~30 % 72 30.1%
31~40 % 50 20.9%
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41~50 % 27 11.3%
51~60 % 27 11.3%
60 % UL L 4 1.7%
Wi XA 31 13.0%
laala e 93 38.9%
3] KELR 77 32.2%
K AR 34 14.2%
WA KL b 4 1.7%
24 59 24.7%
AR R 148 61.9%
1A |4 LA RN 2 0.8%
LA AN TR 18 7.5%
H EH R 12 5.0%
3000 JGLAF 82 34.3%
3000~5999 7T 48 20.1%
HigtA 6000~9999 7§, 77 32.2%
10,000~14,999 7 27 11.3%
15,000 & 2 LA 5 2.1%
A1 4H 33 13.8%
1~3 1A 55 23.0%
AL B 4~6 ™ H 52 21.8%
7~12 M H 18 7.5%
1AERLE 81 33.9%
e 239 100.0%

£ 239 %2V K T RGO 3), DeepSeek MM A m, 3% 77 Nk, 5 EFEAR 32.2%;
HRRGA63 N, & 264%). Kimi (55 A, 5 23.0%)F1 ChatGPT (48 A, & 20.1%), X PUzk T EH{E A
OISR P, R RSZ U s AR ISR —BEB . Ak, 8 ST mIFERE LB 15.9%, SCo—F At
TR 9.2%. WK EE, E™ AIGC TEREFEART SR, DeepSeek. T AL, Kimi &5 H ™
THAE A LT ChatGPT, {H ChatGPT 34 29 H.0r 2 — ke F P Bk, 2L E WA THEIAAT
Z I R IR . X — AR TSN G AR AR ] ATGC T A% A 2256 56H i 7 B IS 41 1 0 A Ak

Table 3. Most frequently used AIGC tools
*3. HEFEANAIGC TA

E H B
24 63 26.4%
DeepSeek 77 32.2%
ChatGPT 48 20.1%
Kimi 55 23.0%
I8 TR 38 15.9%
h—5 22 9.2%
HoAh 22 9.2%
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4.2. SRS

15 B SO 2 1) 5 1) W SRR S, BERINMEE 32K Cronbach’s a REUEME A HIMFRHE. ARBFT
I EFH SPSS27.0 X i) 45 F 3K 1) 20 MR 2T E FE RS, 45 WK 4 BOR, &EK Cronbach’sa %
o 0.768, KT 0.7, RIFLAKRIEER S, 70468 M P — SR, & R B nT S R
s[RI, S4EREY Cronbach’s @ REGY KT 0.7, FRUHZAR B A1 P — SOMEFR B A ] 58 B AR
AL, AR RFEA B A RIS .

Table 4. Reliability test results of the scale
F 4. BREERBER

AT LI Cronbach’s a
RYi i 4 0.733
T R 4 0.776
A5 T 4 0.758
RHIE T 4 0.797
DRk =3:4 4 0.781
ME 20 0.768

4.3. SEHT

B, KFEAREHEIT KMO A1 Bartlett BRIEFEAGEG, 15214550 % 5. H o, KMO 1HN 0.756 #
TT 0.7 BIEHndE, FIRHEZEMN 0.000, /M 0.001 IR ZFMHKE, EihERES THEE, £
TGRS S TR T TR

Table 5. KMO and Bartlett’s test
52 5. KMO FNE4FF45818

KMO HUFEi&E )t 240 0.756
AR T7 1399.292
CURRRRR BRI o B =REE)EA 190
R <0.001

SHEFARET FIE FdEZE . HEERE(CRFFY T ZHREEAVR) W 6 fn. WHIRTEIER
HIE TR A A H A E R (CRBIRT 0.8, P ZIRIUEAVE)R T 0.5, X ERAA B IIEUE .

Table 6. Standard loadings, descriptive analysis, CR, and AVE values for each factor
* 6. BEFIOERSG. AN, CRFAVEE

A R AR PRt 571 gt EE PrUEZE CR AVE
SQ1 0.765 3.370 1.263
B SQ2 0.661 3.250 1.231
ARG E Q 0.822 0.537
SQ3 0.758 3.290 1.212
SQ4 0.743 3.330 1.285
ILQI 0.814 3.220 1.262
ILQ2 0.741 3.180 1.222
TH 2 JfiE Q 0.849 0.585
ILQ3 0.697 3.210 1.230
ILQ4 0.802 3.260 1.256
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PEUI 0.794 3.130 1.238
PEU2 0.671 3.260 1.192
JB5 55 F 0.831 0.553
PEU3 0.719 3.180 1.217
PEU4 0.784 3.270 1.331
PUI 0.805 3.140 1.310
PU2 0.703 3.160 1.214
BT M 0.855 0.596
PU3 0.739 3.260 1.270
PU4 0.834 3.150 1.271
SAT1 0.802 3.270 1.285
e SAT2 0.741 3.200 1.209
F = 0.853 0.592
SAT3 0.753 3.190 1.321
SAT4 0.780 3.180 1.142

RTH, A TAMNMERESEREE S AVE TR, X RS R . R ACE A B AVE F
TR T EHEZRNMR AL BRLARZTR, RGRE. LH¥E. BRanHE, &
A P LR i R 5 AR B (B A AE RS AR SR MR Z2 e, U B 1) X 7 B R B A

Table 7. Square roots of AVE for each latent variable and variable correlation coefficients

F7. BBTE AVE LHIREMTERXRK

REGAE THE] R J&EN 5 F JERENAH I FH P i
R E 0.733
LHE R -0.023 0.765
A 2 T 0.269%* 0.115 0.744
RHIE R 0.175%* 0.153% 0.233%* 0.772
F i 0.065 0.074 0.175%* 0.175%* 0.769

#AE 0.01 ZAICWE), AHIRMERZE . *7E 0.05 ZICHE), AHRMER .

4.4. GHFERESH

AR AMOS 24.0 FRAFA R EE R T FERAY 38 A AR AT S5 T 5 A 5000
AR AT BE PR 0 45 AL 8 Fivw, ST A TR R I BT BAKT &, 4o ERitsbs i, »°/df
8 1.255, /T 3.0 Pk briE, RUIERLEA FAEN R LERE; RMSEA 154 0.033, KT 0.05 11
HF5 I FE, GFI A AGFI 4355 0.922 F1 0.898, 435 skt 0.8 LAl 852K F . AHXHERL 845 7
[, IFI A CFI 20555 0.968 1 0.967, ¥15.E &+ 0.9 (M BIE. 46KE, GG R0 e
FEE, RAARTIAR IR SRS SR, AR E G S, nRIEHT G2 R T R
flTh SR B A5 .

Table 8. SEM model fit indicators
< 8. SEM A &15#R

ERCHEAR HEFAE WEE MEER
x N 203.287 e
2 [df <3.0 1.255 EIN
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GFI >0.9 0.922 Gy
AGFI >0.8 0.898 Gy
RMSEA <0.08 0.033 E
IFI >0.9 0.968 e
CFI >0.9 0.967 e

R 9 MR IE S BUGTH S R ANl 2), X &50 7 PR PR AT 30T /0 W n 1

AWFRISEH 7 2B, SR T EL B (C R A 25 MK (P )V B BERG 36 I W dl 24
C.RAXHAKRT 1.96 H P {E/NT 0.05 B, FoREERERE, REKRAL. B#% IR, 7 &R+ ItHE
4 RIS, 3 RIS

TE R G0 i 5528 B4 o) Jo ot I8 &) MR R e B AR vh R G0 B 5 FH R (R R v A 2 1 R B
50364, C.RAHN 4.056, P {H/NT 0.001, IAFIMEEKFE, R HI 5L, R RG0S H
g R RA B R . 28 A% ) FUE AR 5 PR %2 2408 0.164, C.RAEN 2.032, P A
0.042, /T 0.05, B H2 BROZ, 10 EAAC T2 2 i & A FF R B 35 e gk FH - IR 5 F Ik o BRI 2% 28 45
ABT LRI, FR G0 B 5 P M A M RN (0.364) B B K28 HL 25 S R (0.164), & S AN 5
AERENErS

TE BN P = 25 i R B A2 b, B B i I o n A P 1k P S ik 1) 2 KO, B4R R EUN
0.201, C.R{EH AN 2.205, P {H N 0.027, ¥ HS BT 1 RS0 5 FPER 42 280N 0.157, CR.
fH5 1,735, PN 0.083, KT 0.05; 28 H.2% >l &0 AE FHTER % E R 508 0.150, C.RAEN 1.868,
P {H 5 0.062, IRAILF|E K, KA H3 Fl H4 SRR, 1X—45 500, RE0E M B2 ) R
SO0 R VE R B AN B, R T RETE 2 0E 0 R 2 P (R A i

TEF I BE R PR 2610 R B AR TR, BN 2 FH R F P i R EE I B A2 R 20N 0.192, C.RAEN 2.186, P
B 0.029, ERNEEAKE, BIE H6 BOL. TMEFEIA FH VX - EE A R E0N 0.138, C.RAEN
1.624, P{EHA 0.104, AKIETREMERL, ik H7 AL, T, 78 AIGC fEHTESE T, B H k2
X2 i B 0 B ELOGREE DRI 2R, T B A A ot i 7 P T DR 1 A Y 3

Table 9. Path parameter estimates of the model

% 9. BEMBESHEIT

A% Estimate S.E. C.R. P ik iR

R G M~ RG 0.364 0.106 4.056 ik Hi b
A5 M 28 B2 ) 0.164 0.087 2.032 0.042 H2 2
TR R G 5 0.201 0.091 2.205 0.027 HS =
BAnA MBS i E 0.150 0.086 1.868 0.062 H4 &
A <~ KGR 2 0.157 0.106 1.735 0.083 H3 &
FH P B <k n & 0.192 0.069 2.186 0.029 H6 =&
FH P 2 B < SR G I 0.138 0.067 1.624 0.104 H7 i

e 2R P E/NT 0.001.
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@ 45 sai 67 @
28 53 60 " - w
(&3 [sQ2]
46 6 | ROME d |PU2| |PU3| [Pu4]
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45
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Figure 2. The actually obtained model and standardized path coefficients

Bl 2. LFRERERERIENEER

TEAT SN KR 5 F A AR G AR A R A S &, 78 R G002 RS B2 2] i 256
FAFH AIGC 1 FH Pl 2 R A S R AR AE FR AN o R T F 0B 0 o R ek R B P A P v A R S 75
TEAE, AHEFRIELE AMOS24.0 A% F] Bootstrap 2R HEHAT R AN AG K . ¥ B HIFEXECA 2000 K,
BEXIAN 95%. £id AMOS24.0 iz B 5153 AR B R/ A IR 26, e 10 P

Table 10. Unstandardized Bootstrap mediation effect test
3% 10. JEARHELL Bootstrap HH 9T SN A& 16

bias-95%
1 Estimate S.E.
Lower Upper P
ARG E—~IEAA AP 0.020 0.020 —-0.003 0.078 0.110
ARG E—~ IR St — PR 0.065 0.034 0.011 0.148 0.021
A H 2R S R — AN A~ P R R 0.017 0.016 —0.002 0.064 0.103
A H 2R 3] R — BN 5 — P R R 0.027 0.020 —0.001 0.080 0.062
5N 5 M — G a A~ P iR 0.022 0.018 —0.001 0.079 0.069
RY K P — i PH—
RO ﬂg]ﬁﬁ% AR 0.009 0.009 0.000 0.039 0.061
P
R H 2] R & — %
LH SRR %D%EHE I 0.004 0.004 0.000 0.021 0.045
iilat V-9i3

SRR, RGN 5 AYE— B R R AEbR AL R AN 0.065, 95% CL 2H[0.011,
0148] P 7y 0.021, BEXEAME 0, KRB ARG ESH P WEE 2 HEA BE R NE
o ARG~ AN R — B R A 1Al RN N 0.020, 95% CI “[—0.003,0.078], P A 0.110, &
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LB E Ko A8 H A% 2] B — SR ETE At — P 3 R AN A8 T2 2 ol & — B B Ve — P i = B Y
(BB 38 0.017 AT 0.027, 95% CI 4351 9[-0.002, 0.064]F1[—0.001, 0.080], P {4374 0.103 F1
0.062, ) ARIE B &2 7K o BN 5y FVE — BRI B — FH P 3 B A TR RN A 0.022, 95% CT [-0.001,
0.079], P=0.069, 7FAEZE.

FEA PN TIIH, RGTE — BN S AV — R A I — P R R RN A 0.009, 95% CL N
[0.000,0.039], P=0.061, ARIAFRFKN; 2202520 B0 5 HPE— EATE F % — FH P i e i ()42
BNH 0.004, 95% CI 2M[0.000, 0.021], P =0.045, BBz 8N i55, v RE=HdE &R0 IR .
SRS, BN 5 R RGm S P i I EE h A g JRATE M R A E A
s BEIUR A RS AR, SR AU AT KR AR B AR AL I LSS IE o

AT B G H AR ZAATAM). 5 2 RGN (D&M IS Success Model) 5 # i IAEAY(ECM),
R T AIGC TR HH P B R R K 0 M SR, a4 K 77 R 0] 239 4 R 0] 5 2540 HEAT SEIE
g, LIS FELE R

FRG B ANAE B 2] i T s N B R G T B IR R . RS E(B = 0.364, p < 0.001)FIZE H.
) JRES = 0.164, p = 0.042)355%F 8 A1 5 F =2 3% IE 1R md,  H R G0 & 1 R Uniaze K58 B2
. XKW AIGC T EMma SR G847 Fa e MR S A MESE LRl R R, LUAS R IR 3 e
AR P2 B e R s FH P 08 5 AR £ W

TGN Zy I A YRR P FE 3 B R R M sg e . SR 5y FH M 2 2 R IR G R (B =
0.201, p=0.027), [FIN BRSNS EE(B=0.192, p=0.029). X —KIIGIE T TAM K%M A, Bl
1E AIGC fRIESE T, “UrH” PRGN “HH” M4 “5hE7 MEERTR.
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