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Abstract

Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) has been deeply embedded in college students’ information
acquisition and tourism decision-making, yet the psychological mechanisms underlying their adop-
tion behavior remain under-examined. Integrating the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) with the
Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and based on 208 valid questionnaires, this study uses structural
equation modeling (SEM) to examine the influence of perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, and
subjective norms on usage intention and actual usage behavior. The results show that: 1) perceived
ease of use significantly and positively affects perceived usefulness, which in turn significantly en-
hances usage intention, while the direct effect of perceived ease of use on usage intention is not sig-
nificant, indicating that perceived usefulness plays a mediating role (bootstrap 95% CI excluding zero);
2) the effect of subjective norms on usage intention is not significant (§ = 0.408, p = 0.052), lying on
the boundary of statistical significance; 3) usage intention significantly and positively affects actual
usage behavior. The findings indicate that perceived usefulness is the core variable linking technol-
ogy perception to usage intention, and that the technology perception path exhibits relatively stronger
independent explanatory power than the subjective norm path. This study extends the applicability
of TAM to tourism decision-making contexts and provides implications for the functional design of
GenAl-based tourism products.
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1. 5|8

A AN T8 e (Generative Artificial Intelligence, GenAl) IE7E B ¥ A 1H(5 B3R BT e 56 55 &
M 28 R ARG ) B, #&eE 12 B, REF 331 AR E Wil 4 AN T fe ™
i AR NE 23.5%: A 2.49 L NFEos B OAE A A RN TR e, SR N 17.7% (1],
R A OO N H 3 S NBE . TR A F . ChatGPT. DeepSeek. H .5 GenAl T.H IE M%)
Yo HUF AR B R OGRAE R s AR N Z —: GenAl AN ATEAW “HL” , &
RHEIER “HE” 2

IR H A G B SRS YR E AR, BRI E BIRSS ARG . 2% DS+ S AR
PEIRAIE S 5 2 SR R TR SR [2]-[ 5] 5 BIRIRIE “ReR - Ik - 2% 7 A, GenAl HHX1ESL
B, WEAERS MG SRE6], 7T E AR H R I ST R AWAAE T A
B AN AR SR “AT L)% ) 515 B RS 7] (8], AT REE A e R -

HIEREIN, GenAl fif “F” 5 “4TRH” WRREEE . REMEHER, 25008 LR
R EPAT ? X — S WL IE 2 BEA T FC RS 38T . R RIN BB ) 8, AH TR R 2 15 8 (TAM)
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AR 2 P . R I 5 HRIAT v PR (TPB) M E VBN R —HERE, DU AT e 5 Se bt AT
NEERARR, FHHRYA GenAL IRIFERI AN BRAT 51T FALHLE] . b, Ao MEA8 %R TPB FtE
B« EWMTE” . mAE UTAUT s B 5. BRSS9 “Haim” .

2. MHEREGRIAR
2.1. EFRAATERESHRIFERE

AN T B8 CNES SRR HOR R & AR 0 HR T H, AR R W SRS 1) 2 . Sl B 2R B
I H A s (6] BEA B 78 2 SRIEBORIEZ (9] TP L1015 N TR RER IR 1], F I 2R £E ChatGPT
PeRE B BRI R LA N [12]0 FERRIFIUR, (5B MSRL[2]. M4 DRE[4]. RIS DA
(3] [SIIWEIE S 525 RO MR R 3R, R LB S R A A H R A BBt 2 sl @ik . IRk
AR Z VAR R SN AR N 5T GO B, B8 “RIR - Tk - 2757 25 GenAl W “421 -
AR - RN, MBI CEEIITR, RGURE TR RENLR L RE E GRS, DR
K05 WIS A A HESE R BT .

2.2. FAREZRE . NBEHNFEE

FAR 2 B (TAM) H Davis (1989) [13]#2H, MWFEMEAT AFIB[14]) 54T AFRIB[ 158k ok, 58
NN S BRENIE R ARIEZ T OGS E R, 4 12 N H TS50 7 R B FE [ 16]. R ATHE A VSR MR AE
FFEBRBEIR TSR, AN 55 R PE3R MA VO R ER A R SRR RS, H 5 PR G0 T gk — 2
S RN 13] [17]. PISRIREN AR Bk A B2 547 0 = B [18] [19], HorJgaA F It v 2 ff H =
JEINFRBE20] [21]. fERRIFIESE T, BN S HVERBLUN GenAl HIRIARWE . MiFER 5 & EE R 6
1, ENA TR WAL 5 815 B T A . SRR IR N ME I S0 Fr H A H e (0 BRI LA
2.3. HHRIITAHIEE: EVMMENT LR

THRIAT NEAS(TPBYIN N, AT WA FHNE SRS AT s hil L m e AT v &, s S brAT
[15]. EMBERHEMARBRFI B4R ), B E A AHZAT A RSO F2 1 &5 UTAUT 1“4
SFOA” R SAFTE R IR, (5 Z B INTE G RS YR [22] (23], AT 7058 £ 78 1 T 19 32 WLAE
TR BA RIRI AL 2 J@ e 7= W RIS PR 5 ANt e VAR i o BRI N 286, 2 1R 4] #EAC
BARTATIES 3] [5]5 R BN FAE IR EE SRR, SR BR R 2 E A . (5 B AL
PR, CORTERERFAEA” MR BN, BUH5S RN AT RE(E AT E B AR 13k 24]

2.4. EFARBSXIRERITRREL

13 = B MAPATRE R AT AW R B E[13], HA5 PR FAT NAFIE B R[16] [25]: 1THN
R R 2 B T ST Bh[26], X R RAEILZRE27]. ZE N RETHL251 TS I Al [24) 5515
B 1 RI0AE . TEIRIEA FCR, PR FAT AU A SRR, AR & T RN GenAl ZE T
FTREE VAR ML 5E B TTT , RIS BB M FE RN o« RS 47 8 BB I M G, HE ik IRIEA3)
SERG, A LR GenAl ki 5 & 1 1A 56

3. IR

Gite BRSO, KRBT = R AT R BRI 5T - AR - BUE BiA
B AR P AR B PR SRR FEAT S0 10, 2 SRR i — 2 Hed
R 5 LA AR AR 1
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3.1. EARBRAHABIERBE

BORSESZRAR I, B0 55 IR 55 R R A AT B AR T (R 7 25 A% LA R BR AR [13] [17] 1E
GenAl JRFREELH, X ANRBER A A=A Ho—, ARSI TR H MR, REdEmE iR iR
i) 7 PN MG 1) T AR 6 S e e g i e SR BB 28 F) T TR DAY, IR 3 P T E I 17 S SRR S
A He =, BRI A B R A A B AU T PR 2l TR, 8O 5 It v] e B I oA P s =, Bk
AT BERYVRAAT P2 S THT N B R ORBE AT A [18]-[21], BRI GenAl HE1T 4 14 T AAS
R VORI, AR . AR UON B BL R R

HI: RS AR RN T2 RE 10 5 FH P I 0 5 i L J kA I A

H2: KA A N T RE R IR 2 AP I i 52 A = B

H3: RS AR N T2 RE I P I g S i Aot P M

3.2. ERMBEEARE

JRE R SR (R A 2 e M R 2R v B DRV R P 5 BB B 2 RS 5 (3151 2R AR iGN B B[R] 2 4
AZYRAR B K B BN AN E ] GenAL S BURIT DR S FF IETAERS, HTH2NF SHAE RS, H
ISR P REAH R SR [22] [24]. FE T EIRHERR, AHFFUER M LA R

Ha: RS2 RN 1 ) 20 Ve I 17 5 i AR il R e Al

3.3. EREERILERERITANEWL

BRAGIAER TAT AR TR, =& Z A2 0 FLAE S B IR A [25] [26]. TE B
A FH BRI AR S R RER AT HE S B, B R Y GenAl 45 tH I B AR WO 58 UM L TR T 578 2 e iR
U A WHTORIESE, AR HLEh AR I R 3R RERS SR AL 2 5 S ] GenAT MURLIE (28] 25T Lk ik
B, ARWEFCHEH DU BB

HS: REE A AR R ON TR RE 5 P e B I 1) S i L S B P AT

3.4. RARBRASENAE AR RS

EAERN R, BRI 3O 7E AR B I v BB S K R LS E R REH
B A FH R B0 RN BRI 2k, NMATE AR S R W 5, AN e ) (9 I Bm A e 1 B 11 55 [22] [23]5 %
BN B FE IR B “ Befuh - AN RIRTE GenAl RN EIETE b A 2R MEAE I [29]; Fheeofuiy &
W, N AT REALT- 3 AR AN BRiefih[9]. P IH 3R M ARDW B TS e i . 4Bk, AHFFCEE HH LRI 5E
R AE RN NBARREN S F OGS, BN 5 I B FEE S RGeS K 5 A A R A
Xof fgf R g ey 2

BT FRUHE, AWFFEER AR Z AR E SN RAT A E S R A R, MR ATR
42 GenAl MR FAT HERALAL, Wikl 1 B,
4. MRYITE5FE
4.1. MRMNREHIEHE

AW FCEILAELE 10267 & P B AR K A4 GenAT 4 Bl liF vk S HOTE ML, W53 & GenAl 7E ik
SEM T, FREB SRS R . BRSO, IEERE 218 4, IR R a2
T 45 B, BEREEFERF IR, DU AWK BRI T GenAl #14R & @l FH 1F & il
B0 )5, BAFEARE NN =208, ARUIEZR 95.4%. Tt R, SIBRMINAT A R G PEHER T
KRBl GenAl FRETEF /', 450 FEUEH T OWr sl IS GenAl MIBFA, 0] REAUIEAR SN E TR 11
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Figure 1. Theoretical model of the influence of technology perception and subjective norms on college students’ GenAl tour-
ism adoption behavior

E 1. BARBHASERHTEEMAFE GenAl KiERMNT ARIRILIRE

HRREA T, Lotk 111 £(53.4%). B 97 fz.(46 6%); K—ZE RIS HE 21.2%. 33.2%. 18.8%F
20.2%, ALKV EN 6.7%; A s LRI 8 (33.2%) v s TSR, 8 “AEG~5 WK
)7 B2V 5 54.3%. FEARFEARRHEN R 1, 55007010 Wl 2. Ding %(1995) [30]45H, 100~150
(RRE A 2 S5 40 T AR R A T I IR SR, AN FURE A B BB 3G S 30 TEPE 0 T R 75 5K

Table 1. Basic characteristics of the valid sample (N = 208)
= 1. BYHARERFEN =208)

ZE eS| A¥ i (%)
K— 44 21.2
K= 69 332
FH K= 39 18.8
NI 42 20.2
WHFE X LA b 14 6.7
5 97 46.6
e % 111 53.4
JifeJi e FE 69 33.2
NS E R EARSE 35 16.8
k25 S SRS PR 49 23.6
VT HEARE 41 19.7
BNIES 14 6.7
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R
AT /AT GenAl 2 208 100.0
A 15 7.2
IR (1~2 I HD 54 26.0
{5 AT
2 (3~5 W/ H) 113 54.3
(S REA B/ 26 12.5
ERA A 3l pin
40+
35 33.2% 607 53.4%
30+ 501 46.6%
=325 ~40 1
520 S30
1715 lﬂzo
10
5 101
0 - o 0-
R— K= Ll WA
KLk
g P51

T B2 AEE IR | Bk m gt R

Figure 2. Grade and gender distribution of the valid sample

2. AYHEERSMHND

4.2. TENE

AW FCIN RN S e . AT IR . EUITE . SR SR AT A AR, B AR
R FA A Z S04, e NI AR I A B H A e i LB R (1 = EFEARE, 5= EFAE),
OB FRIE 17 Ao 1505 F T (PEOU). AT F 1 (PU) 5 I B E(BDIJTE Davis (1989) [13]+
Venkatesh 1 Davis (1996) [17]PA 5% Yang (2005) [3 110 7% (LA b 25 & Wi ok S5 5 0w, 0004 3. 3.
5 AN RR T &

FMFIE(SN)YZH Ajzen (1991) [15]FF45 4 UTAUT £ 5UmgefE (2214w, s FEETE . kg
a5 E A NI =R SRR, B 8 B AE A 22 N GenAL 1T BUBS IR B 46 3 AN
T & . SEBRAE AT A(UB) AT R gl 5 A F A e i A 2 T &, 603 PN (R R FE RR L — /M e S5 2
I RO RS AR A E, A2 R AR R MRS AR . TR B S I & I X R G
AW 2,

Table 2. Correspondence between latent variables and measurement items

2. BTESNETTN KR

EHRE AR IR BIRAA
PEOU q02 GenAl LI 2915 & Rk, 5 T ik
TN 23 PEOU q04 GenAl RENS B R K5 € fi fF 45 H 2 1
PEOU q05 1E5 GenAl X1}, 3w aemRME R
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PU q21 GenAl HRHL T T A R K Bl 1 R et ]
JRGA PU q22 GenAl FEFAFH T AR POy TR AN P 308 5 PR A
PU q23 i GenAl (140 HT, BAE T M6 EEASTH] H Ao Hb o PR £
SN q07 JE B ACER ) 2535 3t 1A 9 F GenAT 11 SO AR B %4
TG SN q08 AR AT - s T RA AL A
SN q09 ZIM BN R £ a8 N 3 el B 27 o) 5RAE T
BI ql10 FEARR BRI, BT RELAE T GenAl
BI qll TR A A HEE S GenAlL SRl B iz ik 5
i R BI q24 Fefih GenAl J5, 374 7 RTAEARSC B MR % ) B A 1 Kl
BI q25 TR R ) 5 Il T SR KR 2R GenAlL
BI q26 FAKAEMAI RIS, 2L GenAl 1E 15 BRIR
UB ql2 FRAESLPRARAT RN GenAT A 4T FEER X
PR AT A UB ql3 MG ATHEFERIAATT L BUTHLE . 0 s K15
UB frequency {81 GenAL %l B4 2l (5 SO RIAT FE 1 A%

4.3. 9 AE

ST IUE: S—, A IBM SPSS Statistics 27 #HATFE AR . Cronbach’s a 15 FEA I 5 KT/ #rid &
PERG S (KMO 5 Bartlett ERIERSG); 55—, F IBM SPSS Amos 28 #JEEIGIETE R T/ MY, RS HruEll
B HAEERE(CR) ST ZF I E(AVE), IS Fornell-Larcker #E N VFAl X 73 2 fE[32]; 2H =,

W KANSRIEAG T G540 77 FEBE R IR AR 56 H1~HS; SEDU, S5A DR E SRR RIS R AT R
R BT AN A i A0 B b B

5. BIESthSER
5.1. fEdR Mg SEX S

%3 R, IAMEHESETERS N3, ZUiEX GenAl 5 FIYEFIA FIPERIVEA SR f 1E 175
i H R I ME(3.709) @ T LB AT 8 (3.393), & “RIES TAT N BVIPRE. #7428 i 4 5 HE A
HEd 1.4300 WEFEAKT 1.966, SCRFHRUCKAUAMG T . SERRfE AT WA TR & 1 RIS B S AR S 4
A, HEE B R .

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of latent variables

3. BEEMERITER

BRE e PREZ B®/ME BRAE B 33
&5 5 FHE(PEOU) 3.798 0.724 1.000 5.000 -1.349 1.966
I FHIEPU) 3.748 0.941 1.000 5.000 -1.221 0.764
FIHIE(SN) 3.655 0.809 1.333 5.000 -1.278 0.720

13 F =B (BI) 3.709 0.876 1.200 5.000 —1.430 0.999

SEBR AT N(UB) 3.393 0.781 1.000 4.667 -0.979 0.364
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RN (L 4 S5E 3)EIR, BAHHME. WG B 5 S 8 SR R 500 3N
0.881. 0.854. 0.399, fii fH =& 5Lhrfli 47 A 0.772, A S5EEEHH—%. {5 PU-BI #1 SN-BI #{
K, RS RAAENA BSOS S R S BRIK, VB HRRHRT
RE 75 1 By v (R BR8N

Table 4. Correlation matrix of latent variables

4. BTEREXIER

TE RSN 5 BB R FEMWHE HHER SERRERITA
JB5N 55 F 1.000 0.449 0.364 0.399 0.332
RSN M 0.449 1.000 0.790 0.881 0.718

FEWFTE 0.364 0.790 1.000 0.854 0.735
SR 0.399 0.881 0.854 1.000 0.772
SEBRE AT N 0.332 0.718 0.735 0.772 1.000
- 1.0
RS 5 Atk
- 0.9
- 0.8
BRI At
- 0.7
S ULE ) - 3
ERHL 0.6 g
st
- 0.5
AR
-0.4
. ~ -03
SERREAT A
-02

X G S b ol
@@%ﬁ% éﬁ»@@’ )ﬁ@“ @%@ «Q/ﬁ‘@@

e &3 ONEFIRIRA 4 FIDOBEFER s AR AN SCHKGE, A I0H% U N BRI R 5

Figure 3. Correlation heatmap of latent variables

B 3. BEEEXARNE

5.2. MERETFEHESWE
AWFEFIH Amos 28 XMl S AR AL AT S8R R 43 #1[33]. KMO = 0.958, Bartlett BRIEAL »° =
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2408.083 (df = 136, p < 0.001), &G T/ #r. HLFET7%MZT7 1, Harman $PR A Le oK e fs & K1
fRRE B TTZE M 53.7%, 1R T 50%IIG FHE; (H AT CFA #84(* = 304.5, df = 119, CFI = 0.921, RMSEA =
0.087) AR H T LA THAI(AY? = 186.0, Adf =7, p < 0.001), FHILFEJ7 iR ZE AL LAARABEHY & 8] 1)
Xoraity, SRR TEE. FREERNE S, rfEhEm L 6.

Table 5. Internal consistency reliability of each scale

=5 BERAB—BMEE

BETE TS Cronbach’s CITC &/ CITC &K VR

J& %N 5 FAE(PEOU) 3 0.810 0.635 0.683 RAF
KA FTEPU) 3 0.858 0.723 0.759 R
FEHFTE(SN) 3 0.826 0.671 0.702 R I
1 F = JE(BI) 5 0.903 0.729 0.825 R I
PR EHIAT R(UB) 3 0.630 0.182 0.607 Iz

Table 6. Standardized loadings of confirmatory factor analysis

= 6. WM EF 2t ARE LR

BEE BRI PR BT BRI X
q02 0.783 GenAl ZE ke A G B RIEHY, 5T i
G 5 T q04 0.736 GenAl REf8 B0 FRIFRR i 1 45 th
q05 0.793 1E5 GenAl X iER, AT AeIMARIN R E
q21 0.791 GenAl MR RHT2E 7 FREI R X S 2 A [
A FTE q22 0.884 GenAl FEAFHR TR IR b TR AN PRI 2 43 PR
q23 0.784 IS GenAl 17347, FRAE T MM EEAS [E] B A A s
q07 0.795 JE) R U A B ) 238 3 A 9 P GenALL 1] BUBE AR 91 2
FUHTE q08 0.790 A AR RAT BB TR AT A
q09 0.766 EIME IR 8 TR 22 A N R B B 27 ) i v
qlo 0.814 TEAR SRR, AT H L SAE A GenAl
qll 0.816 BB =t N HEFE M F GenAT R4l Bl it v 5
1 P R q24 0.868 Fefih GenAl J&, FR7™ A 7 RUATARSC B AR % 1) B 1K)
q25 0.778 TR R B0 HE 75 R 1 [ 4 4 GenAl
q26 0.785 RARIEM R MRS, 22 HE GenAl 1E 915 BRIE
ql2 0.802 RAESEBRIRAT R GenAl A BUAIAT RN
bR AT A ql3 0.834 ARG AT HEFEROAN T R HTHLEE . 15 e ] 5
frequency 0.213 8 GenAl i Bh4% 2 e 5 S sRMLRIAT AR A A%

B 5 A, RGN S R Y. WG A H ZUE M) Cronbach’s o 737324 0.810 0.858.
0.826 F10.903, WI#B—FMERLF; SEPRHATNER a=0.630, EBERRE N T 0 #527KF (o > 0.60),
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15 FE IS 5 ZEYR T30 R 5 [F) 5 AR T s T U N 2 EA—80 BRI R R AT N R &,
G ETIIN G AR, A4 AR NER R M4 R RE

B bRl AT N frequency BGhRAEALER T 0.213)4h, HA I bR E AT 1E 0.736 LA L,
EET 0.60 A FRUE34]. PEOU. PU. SN A1 BI ff) CR ¥k T 0.80, AVE ¥J KT 0.50, WSk &k
FH LK FrHE(LZ 7); UB [ CR N 0.679, AVE N 0.462, ##& Fornell-Larcker #E0], 24 CR & 0.60
i, AVE BT 0.50 T MO FEAR AT H5Z .

Table 7. Convergent validity results (CR and AVE)
7. WHHELR(CR 5 AVE)

BEE B/ B RR CR AVE H5E

AN 5 FH M (PEOU) 0.736 0.793 0.815 0.595 PEY )

AN FHTEPU) 0.784 0.884 0.861 0.674 PN

FHHTE(SN) 0.766 0.795 0.827 0.614 LN

i F = B (BI) 0.778 0.868 0.907 0.661 7
SEBRE AT 9(UB) 0.213 0.834 0.679 0.462 HEART

% Fornell-Larcker #EM], %8 AVE ~F 7 fR I i T H 5 HADM S AHOC RZ30[32]. & 8 o, Bl
Sy APERIN A EAE 0.771 T H 5 AR SR R 8, X808 RAF; (R ATA Y S8 S E A
K(0.881) /T =& AVE U7, FMFIE L SEBRAE AT NI R B0, $om iy & & A BRAFE RS,
XMEER, JFEn 44 HTMT S St — 0 .

Table 8. Fornell-Larcker discriminant validity matrix (Diagonal: VAVE)
% 8. Fornell-Larcker [X 93 B 585 (X1 F3 AVAVE)

ZE RSN 5y R BREA R EWHTE ERHER SERMERTT N
TGN 5 0.771 0.449 0.364 0.399 0.332
A 0.449 0.821 0.790 0.881 0.718

MG 0.364 0.790 0.784 0.854 0.735
=R 0.399 0.881 0.854 0.813 0.772
SEBRE AT N 0.332 0.718 0.735 0.772 0.680

5.3. GEGRERENS

T BT AR BB BR A : SRR Sy P VE e B0 AT F MR (HLL) s RN By RV B0 A7 P AR 2 0 9 4 [
SR R R (H2, H3, HA); AR S SEPRE AT Ju(HS) . SR BN RIFIEE: 2 (df=112) =
117.471, p=0.343, »*/df=1.049; RMSEA =0.015, SRMR =0.033, CFI1=0.997, TLI=0.997, GFI=0.953,
IR B R 7 AR AL I A IR AR UE[35]. BEARLATRPR WK 9, BARRInss R W4 10,

Table 9. Overall fit indices of the structural equation model (AMOS)
9. FMFEREEANESIEFRAMOS)
(=7 flivHE
X 117.471
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gk

df 112
K/df 1.049
p 0.343
RMSEA 0.015
SRMR 0.033
CFI 0.997
TLI 0.997
GFI 0.953
AGFI 0.942
NFI 0.953

Table 10. Path test results of the structural equation model

= 10. FHFERERFREER

ke Bz R RS RS ER 2 pfE ik
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