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This study presents a comparative theoretical review of four major models is Technology 

Acceptance Model (TAM), Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), 

End-User Computing Satisfaction (EUCS), and the DeLone & McLean IS Success Model in 

the context of Academic Information Systems (AIS). Drawing from literature published 

between 2000 and 2025, with emphasis on recent studies (2021–2025), the paper highlights 

the strengths and limitations of each framework. The findings indicate that TAM is simple and 

effective for explaining early adoption, UTAUT provides a more comprehensive analysis by 

including organizational and social factors, EUCS is suitable for assessing student satisfaction, 

and the DeLone & McLean model offers a holistic view of AIS success. The main 

contribution of this paper is to provide theoretical guidance for both researchers and 

practitioners in selecting appropriate models for AIS evaluation. As a conceptual review, this 

study does not include empirical testing; therefore, future research should validate these 

insights using methods such as PLS-SEM or SmartPLS and consider hybrid approaches that 

integrate multiple models. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Academic Information Systems (AIS) play a crucial 

role in modern universities by enhancing the efficiency of 

administrative tasks, supporting research activities, and 

facilitating the learning process [1]. Studies from 2021 to 

2024 show that AIS significantly improve administrative 

efficiency by reducing manual errors, accelerating access to 

academic data, and increasing inter-departmental 

coordination, thus supporting good university governance 

and management [2]. Moreover, AIS supports effective 

online learning, particularly during the COVID-19 pandemic, 

by enabling flexible and accessible learning environments 

through web and mobile platforms [3]. The integration of 

artificial intelligence and digital collaboration tools within 

AIS is also advancing personalized learning and 

collaborative educational approaches, enhancing student 

engagement and academic performance [4]. These 

developments show the strategic importance of AIS not only 

in operational management but also as enablers of innovation 

in teaching and research in higher education institutions. 

The success of adopting Academic Information 

Systems (AIS) varies across institutions primarily due to 

differences in user acceptance and satisfaction. Research 

indicates that system quality, information quality, and service 

quality influence user satisfaction, which in turn affects the 

overall success of AIS implementation in universities [5]. 

Although numerous acceptance and success models such as 

the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Unified Theory 

of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), and 

DeLone dan McLean Success Model have been used to 

evaluate these factors, there is a notable lack of systematic 

comparative studies assessing their effectiveness in different 

academic contexts [6]; [7]; [8]. This gap restricts 

understanding of which model is most appropriate for 

specific university environments, underscoring the need for 

comprehensive comparative research to guide institutions in 

selecting the optimal evaluation frameworks and strategies to 

improve AIS acceptance and success. 

The main objective of this study is to compare four 

widely recognized models in the field of technology 

acceptance and information system success, namely the 
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Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), the Unified Theory 

of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), the End-

User Computing Satisfaction (EUCS) model, and the 

DeLone and McLean Information System Success Model. 

This comparison is situated within the context of Academic 

Information Systems (AIS) in order to highlight the strengths 

and limitations of each framework in explaining user 

acceptance, satisfaction, and overall system success. By 

conducting a comprehensive conceptual review, this study 

aims not only to clarify the theoretical distinctions among 

these models but also to demonstrate their relevance to the 

implementation of AIS in higher education institutions. 

The significance of this research lies in its potential to 

provide theoretical guidance for both scholars and 

practitioners. For researchers, the findings serve as a 

reference point in selecting or adapting an appropriate 

theoretical model for empirical investigations in the AIS 

domain. For practitioners, particularly system administrators 

and decision-makers in universities, this review offers 

valuable insights into which model is most suitable for 

evaluating user adoption, satisfaction, and long-term 

effectiveness of AIS. 

 

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), 

originally proposed by Davis (1989), remains one of the most 

influential frameworks to explain the adoption of technology 

[9]. TAM posits that two central constructs Perceived 

Usefulness (PU) and Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU), which 

significantly predict users' intention to adopt new systems 

[10]. The proposed model was subsequently revised, the final 

framework proposed by Venkatesh and Davis (1996) 

indicated in Figure 1. 

 
Figure 1. TAM by Venkatesh and Davis (1996) 

 

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) consists 

of five core constructs. The first is Perceived Usefulness, 

which refers to an individual’s belief that using a particular 

information system can support decision-making processes. 

When users consider a system beneficial, their likelihood of 

adopting it increases. The second is Perceived Ease of Use, 

which reflects the extent to which an individual believes that 

the technology is simple to operate. A system perceived as 

easy to use will encourage greater acceptance. The third 

construct is the Attitude toward Using Technology, 

describing a person’s positive or negative feelings about 

utilizing the system. The fourth is Behavioral Intention to 

Use, which is shaped by both perceived usefulness and 

attitude toward technology. Finally, the fifth construct is 

Actual Use, representing the real practice of employing the 

system. The perception that a system is easy to use is also 

linked to the individual’s confidence in their own ability to 

operate it effectively [11]. 

In academic settings, TAM has been widely applied 

to understand how students, faculty, and staff decide to 

utilize or reject Academic Information Systems (AIS), as 

these perceptions strongly influence their acceptance and 

sustained usage of institutional digital platforms [12]. Recent 

studies have reinforced TAM's predictive power and have 

further extended it by integrating relevant antecedents such 

as management support and training that affect PU and 

PEOU in AIS contexts [13]. 

One of the strengths of TAM lies in its simplicity and 

ease of application. Researchers frequently adopt it as a 

parsimonious framework that requires only a few variables 

while still offering strong explanatory power in predicting 

system acceptance [14]. Its minimalism makes it highly 

adaptable to diverse contexts, including higher education 

institutions that deploy learning management systems or 

registration platforms. However, TAM has also been 

criticized for its limited consideration of social and 

organizational factors. For example, it often neglects external 

influences such as peer pressure, institutional support, or 

cultural dimensions, which are particularly important in 

collaborative academic settings [15]. 

In recent years, TAM has been widely applied in 

empirical studies of AIS. For instance, Dai et al. conducted a 

longitudinal study on Chinese students’ use of LMS 

platforms during the shift to online learning, finding that both 

PU and PEOU significantly improved over time as users 

became more experienced [16]. In Indonesia, Sukandi et al. 

examined the adoption of Telkom University’s LMS by 

combining TAM and other frameworks, reporting that PU 

and PEOU strongly influenced students’ behavioral 

intentions [17]. In Malaysia, Annamalai et al. investigated 

Learning Management System (LMS) use for distance 

education through an extended TAM, finding that perceived 

ease of use and perceived resources significantly determine 

attitude and actual use of LMS among working adults [18]. 

Similarly, Chuenyindee et al. integrated TAM with 

task, technology fit, and usability measures to assess LMS 

adoption during the COVID-19 pandemic and confirmed that 

PU is the most consistent predictor of user satisfaction [14]. 

Also, in Indonesia, Padalia et al. studied e-learning 

application usage in higher education (Universitas Negeri 

Makassar) using TAM to explore how students’ perceptions 

of usefulness and ease of use affect their intention and actual 

usage. The findings indicated significant relationships 

between perceived usefulness and attitude, as well as 

between attitude and behavioral intention [19]. 
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Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 

(UTAUT) 

The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of 

Technology (UTAUT), introduced by Venkatesh et al. 2003, 

consolidates key constructs from earlier technology-

acceptance models to explain users’ behavioral intention and 

subsequent usage behaviour [20]. The core direct 

determinants in UTAUT as shown in Figure 2 are 

Performance Expectancy (the degree to which using a 

technology will provide benefits in job performance), Effort 

Expectancy (ease of use), Social Influence (perceived social 

pressure to use), and Facilitating Conditions (availability of 

resources and support). The original model also proposes 

moderators such as gender, age, experience, and 

voluntariness of use, which allow researchers to test how the 

strength of these relationships varies across user groups [21]. 

 
Figure 2. Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of 

Technology (UTAUT) (2003) 

 

UTAUT’s strengths for academic information 

systems are its predictive power and relative parsimony, it 

often explains a large proportion of variance in behavioral 

intention and use when applied to learning technologies [20]. 

Because UTAUT explicitly models both perceived 

usefulness (performance expectancy) and perceived ease 

(effort expectancy), it is well suited to study student and 

faculty acceptance of systems such as LMS, student 

information systems, or AI-based educational tools [22]. 

However, this model presents practical challenges, such as 

the expansion and customization into UTAUT2. The model 

also has notable limitations because its structure is relatively 

complex and requires the inclusion of multiple variables, 

which makes it more demanding in terms of data 

requirements and sample size. This complexity can be a 

barrier for researchers who work with smaller populations or 

limited resources[21]. 

Recent empirical applications illustrate UTAUT’s 

continued relevance in higher education. A large PLS-SEM 

study of students’ continuance intention toward e-learning 

platforms found that performance expectancy, 

hedonic/learning value, habit, and e-satisfaction significantly 

influenced continued usage [23]. Research on mobile 

learning acceptance during the COVID-19 era used 

UTAUT2 adaptations to cluster user profiles and showed that 

demographic moderators (age, experience) shaped which 

constructs most strongly predicted use [22]. 

UTAUT has been widely applied to mobile learning 

and online registration systems in universities, with many 

studies finding that performance expectancy and facilitating 

conditions are significant predictors of actual system use 

among students. This makes UTAUT useful for AIS contexts 

where institutional infrastructure and perceived benefits 

matter [24]. More recently, studies applying UTAUT2 to AI 

tools in higher education (e.g., ChatGPT) demonstrate that 

extending the model (adding habit, hedonic motivation, or 

personal innovativeness) helps capture adoption dynamics 

for novel technologies [25]. 

End-User Computing Satisfaction (EUCS) 

End-User Computing Satisfaction (EUCS) is a widely 

adopted framework to measure user satisfaction with 

information systems, emphasizing the experience after 

system use rather than before adoption [26]. According to the 

results of research conducted by Doll and Torkzadeh as 

shown in Figure 3, the model assesses satisfaction through 

five dimensions is content, accuracy, format, timeliness, and 

ease of use, which together provide a comprehensive 

evaluation of how well a system supports users in performing 

their tasks [27]. Recent studies in higher education contexts 

show that these dimensions are highly relevant for evaluating 

academic information systems, as they directly reflect 

whether students and faculty perceive the system as useful, 

reliable, and easy to navigate [28]. 

 
Figure 3. Research EUCS Model by Doll & Torkzadeh 

 

Despite its strengths, EUCS presents a key limitation, 

as it focuses primarily on post-use satisfaction and does not 

capture intention-to-use, which is crucial when analyzing 

system adoption behavior [29]. For this reason, EUCS is 

often integrated with technology acceptance models, such as 

TAM or UTAUT, to provide a more holistic analysis that 

includes both adoption intentions and user satisfaction 

outcomes [30]. This combination allows researchers to 

capture not only how effective a system is after being used, 

but also the factors influencing whether users are willing to 

adopt it in the first place. 

Hidayah et al. present a study that applies the End-

User Computing Satisfaction (EUCS) method to measure 

user satisfaction with academic information systems. The 

research identifies key dimensions such as system quality, 

information quality, and service quality that significantly 

impact users' satisfaction levels. The results offer practical 
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implications for improving academic information systems to 

better meet the needs and expectations of their users in 

educational institutions [31].  

The study by Padalia et al. investigates the application 

of the End-User Computing Satisfaction (EUCS) model to 

evaluate student satisfaction with Learning Management 

Systems (LMS) in universities. By analyzing key factors 

influencing user satisfaction, the research highlights the 

critical role of system quality, information quality, and 

service quality in shaping students' overall satisfaction with 

LMS platforms. The findings provide valuable insights for 

higher education institutions aiming to enhance LMS 

effectiveness and improve the learning experience [32]. 

Another case is from Saputri et al. examine the impact 

of academic information systems on student satisfaction in 

higher education. Their study highlights how system 

usability, accessibility, and reliability contribute significantly 

to enhancing students' overall satisfaction with academic 

services. The findings underscore the importance of 

optimizing information systems to support effective learning 

and administrative processes within universities. Their 

quantitative analysis showed that speed, timeliness, and ease 

of access (dimensions relevant to EUCS) significantly 

contributed to overall satisfaction [33]. 

DeLone & McLean IS Success Model 

The DeLone & McLean Information Systems (IS) 

Success Model, first introduced in 1992 and revised in 2003, 

remains a fundamental framework for evaluating the 

effectiveness of information systems, particularly in an 

academic context [34]. The 2003 update notably introduced 

Service Quality as a distinct dimension, highlighting the 

importance of user support and service for IS success [35]. 

The model theorizes causal relationships among these 

dimensions, whereby the quality variables influence Use and 

User Satisfaction [36].  

According to DeLone and McLean as shown in 

Figure 4, the model has six dimensions System Quality, 

Information Quality, Service Quality, Use, User Satisfaction, 

and Net Benefits [37]. Its major strength is its 

comprehensiveness: it captures both technical aspects 

(system, information, service) and human/outcome aspects 

(use, satisfaction, net benefits). This makes it a good fit for 

long-term evaluation of academic information systems where 

multiple stakeholders (students, faculty, and administration) 

have different needs [38].  

 
Figure 4. D&M is an updated success model (2003) 

 

Despite its broad applicability, the D&M model poses 

several challenges. First, the measurement demands are high, 

requiring several interdependent constructs to be defined, 

measured, and validated. Often using advanced statistical 

techniques such as PLS-SEM or SEM. In academic settings 

with limited respondents, such as specialized departments or 

small cohorts, this complexity may reduce the model’s 

practicality. [39]. Second, in some studies, not all 

hypothesized paths are supported. For example, in a 

validation study of the Student Information System (SIM) in 

Turkey, Use, System Quality, Information Quality, and 

Service Quality significantly affected Use, but some other 

dimensions (such as specific paths to User Satisfaction or 

Net Benefit) were not significant [38]. Third, the complexity 

of the model can make data collection, model fitting, and 

interpretation more time-consuming, especially in settings 

with limited resources or where the number of respondents is 

restricted [39].  

Empirical applications in the last few years show 

D&M’s strong relevance for academic systems. For example, 

The DeLone and McLean model for measuring success in 

online learning systems: Indonesian evidence. Applied the 

model to Online Learning Systems (OLS) and found that 

platform quality (analogous to System Quality) had a 

positive influence on OLS success mediated by Use and User 

Satisfaction [39]. Similarly, The Delone and McLean 

Information System Success Model: Investigating User 

Satisfaction in Learning Management System. Found that 

Information Quality, System Quality, and Service Quality 

significantly predicted User Satisfaction in an LMS context 

[40]. Sukandi et al. in their Telkom University LMS study 

employed DeLone & McLean dimensions to assess system 

success, finding that system, information, and service quality 

significantly affect student perceptions of AIS success when 

combined with acceptance variables [41]. These studies 

illustrate that D&M not only provides explanatory power but 

also offers practical diagnostic feedback for which quality 

dimensions require prioritization in academic information 

systems.  

 

III. METHODOLOGY 

This study adopts a theoretical review and conceptual 

analysis approach to compare four prominent technology 
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acceptance and information system success models (TAM, 

UTAUT, EUCS, and DeLone & McLean) in the context of 

Academic Information Systems (AIS). Theoretical reviews 

are appropriate when the objective is to clarify conceptual 

distinctions, synthesize theoretical developments, and 

articulate implications for future empirical research and 

practice [42] 

Data Sources and Search Strategy 

The literature search targeted major academic 

databases and indexes, namely Scopus, Web of Science, and 

Google Scholar, complemented by forward/backward 

citation chasing of key articles. The temporal scope covers 

publications from 2000 to 2025, with particular attention to 

studies published between 2021 and 2025, because recent 

empirical work offers the most relevant evidence on AIS 

adoption and success during the large-scale shift to online 

learning. Search keywords included combinations of terms 

such as: "Technology Acceptance Model", "TAM", 

"UTAUT", "End-User Computing Satisfaction", "EUCS", 

"DeLone and McLean", "information system success", 

"learning management system", "academic information 

system", and "higher education". The search strategy 

followed best practices for transparent literature 

identification and reporting [43]. 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

The inclusion criteria for this review focused on peer-

reviewed journal articles, book chapters, and reputable 

conference papers that examined TAM, UTAUT, EUCS, or 

the DeLone & McLean model in the context of Academic 

Information Systems (AIS) or Learning Management 

Systems (LMS). Both empirical studies, conceptual 

discussions, and review papers published between 2000 and 

2025 were considered, with particular attention given to 

more recent work from 2021 to 2025. Publications in both 

Indonesian and English were included to capture 

perspectives from national and international contexts. Studies 

were excluded if they were conducted outside the higher 

education sector without transferable insights or if they 

lacked sufficient methodological detail to support meaningful 

comparison. 

Screening and Data Extraction 

Initial searches yielded a broad set of candidate 

records. After deduplication, titles and abstracts were 

screened for relevance, and full texts were assessed against 

inclusion criteria. For each included article, the following 

information was extracted into a structured matrix: author 

and year, country or context, AIS type, model applied, 

variables, main findings, and noted strengths or limitations 

[44]. 

Analytical Approach 

The core analytic task of this study was to conduct a 

conceptual comparison of the four models across several 

dimensions, including the primary variables measured, their 

theoretical focus, their respective strengths and limitations, 

and their relevance for evaluating Academic Information 

Systems (AIS). To achieve this, a matrix-based synthesis was 

employed to organize constructs and empirical evidence 

according to these dimensions. The results of this process 

were then integrated into a narrative discussion that 

highlights both the points of convergence and divergence 

among the models, as well as their broader implications [45].  

Trustworthiness and Limitations 

To enhance trustworthiness, peer-reviewed sources 

were prioritized, search strings documented, and findings 

triangulated across national and international studies. 

Nevertheless, as a theoretical review the study does not 

estimate pooled effect sizes and is subject to interpretive bias 

inherent in narrative synthesis. This study therefore present 

findings as conceptual judgments and propose empirical tests 

as future work to validate model comparisons in specific AIS 

settings. The methodological choices reflect established 

guidance for integrative and narrative reviews while 

acknowledging their scope and limits [46]. 

 

IV. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

Comparative Framework of Models 

The comparative table presented below is developed 

by the authors based on a synthesis of key theoretical sources 

(Davis, 1989; Venkatesh et al., 2003; Doll & Torkzadeh, 

1988; DeLone & McLean, 2003) and recent applications of 

these models in the context of academic information systems. 

The table does not replicate any single study, but instead 

integrates theoretical constructs, empirical findings, and 

practical insights to provide a structured comparison across 

models. This synthesis is intended to guide both researchers 

and practitioners in selecting the most appropriate framework 

according to their objectives and contexts.  

 

Table 1. Comparative Table of Models 

Mod

el 

Key 

Variabl

es 

Focus Strengths Limitati
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Releva

nce to 

AIS 
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M 
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PU, 
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predictive 

power 
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adopti

on 

studies 

of 

LMS 
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UT 
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ance & 
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Comple
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adopti
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ncy, 

Social 

influen

ce, 

Facilita
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conditi

ons 
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etc.) [22]; 

[15] 
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learnin

g AIS 
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S 

[27] 

Content

, 
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Format, 

Timelin
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Ease of 

use 

Post-

use 

satisfa
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Focuses 

on user 

experienc

e, 

practical 

for 

assessing 

satisfactio

n [32]; 

[33] 

No 

adoption 

dimensi

on, 

limited 

to 

satisfacti

on 

Good 

for 

evaluat

ing 

AIS 

service 

quality 

& 

student 

satisfa

ction 

DeL

one 

& 

McL
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[37] 

System 

quality, 

Info 

quality, 

Service 

quality, 

Use, 

User 

satisfac

tion, 

Net 

benefits 

IS 

succes

s 

Compreh
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multi-
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nal [38]; 

[39] 

Comple

x model, 

requires 

large 

sample 

& SEM 

Best 

for 

long-

term 

AIS 

succes

s 

evaluat

ion 

 

As such, the table should be viewed as a conceptual 

framework generated from the literature review rather than a 

reproduction of an existing study. It reflects interpretation of 

the strengths, limitations, and relevance of each model for 

evaluating Academic Information Systems in higher 

education. 

Narrative Analysis 

The TAM has consistently demonstrated its value in 

explaining the early stages of AIS adoption. Its focus on 

perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use provides a 

parsimonious yet powerful framework to predict user 

attitudes and behavioral intentions [16]. Studies in higher 

education confirm that TAM remains effective in contexts 

where institutions are introducing or upgrading learning 

management systems, particularly in explaining why students 

and faculty decide to initially engage with a new system [14]. 

However, its strength in simplicity also reflects its main 

limitation: the model does not fully capture social and 

institutional dynamics that increasingly shape AIS adoption. 

UTAUT extends the predictive scope by integrating 

constructs such as performance expectancy, social influence, 

and facilitating conditions, making it especially relevant for 

large organizational settings [22]. For AIS in universities, 

this model is advantageous because it accounts for 

institutional support, peer influence, and demographic 

moderators like age or prior experience. Empirical studies in 

higher education suggest that UTAUT offers richer insights 

than TAM when evaluating adoption across diverse user 

groups and campuses with complex technological 

infrastructures [15]. Nevertheless, its comprehensiveness 

requires more complex data collection and statistical 

techniques, which may pose challenges in smaller-scale AIS 

studies. 

Unlike TAM and UTAUT, EUCS does not focus on 

adoption or intention, but instead emphasizes the user’s post-

adoption experience. EUCS dimensions is content, accuracy, 

timeliness, ease of use, and format, make it highly relevant 

for assessing the quality of AIS from the perspective of end 

users [32]. Research in Indonesian universities has shown 

that EUCS is a reliable tool to evaluate whether AIS deliver 

accurate and timely information that meets student and 

faculty needs [33]. The model’s limitation lies in its narrow 

scope: while it measures satisfaction effectively, it does not 

explain why users adopt or reject AIS in the first place.  

The DeLone and McLean model provides the 

broadest evaluative lens by combining system, information, 

and service quality with user satisfaction, usage, and net 

benefits. This multidimensional approach enables a holistic 

assessment of AIS performance, from technical quality to 

institutional impact [38]. Recent studies highlight that this 

model is particularly effective in identifying how AIS 

contribute to long-term educational outcomes and 

organizational efficiency[39]. While comprehensive, its 

application can be resource-intensive, requiring larger 

samples and advanced analysis to capture the 

interrelationships among constructs.  

Overall, TAM and UTAUT primarily focus on user 

acceptance, with TAM offering simplicity and UTAUT 

providing greater contextual depth. In contrast, EUCS is 

limited to measuring satisfaction, while the DeLone & 

McLean model offers a multidimensional evaluation. This 

direct comparison underscores that model selection should be 

aligned with research objectives and stakeholder needs rather 

than assuming one framework fits all contexts. 

 

V. DISCUSSION 

The comparative analysis of TAM, UTAUT, EUCS, 

and the DeLone & McLean IS Success Model highlights 

that each framework offers unique contributions to the 

evaluation of Academic Information Systems (AIS). 

Importantly, the relevance of each model depends on the 

stakeholder perspective and the stage of system use.  

For students, the EUCS model appears most suitable 

because its focus on accuracy, timeliness, ease of use, 

format, and content directly reflects the everyday user 

experience [32]. As students are the primary end-users of 

AIS, particularly in contexts such as learning management 
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systems or online registration. Measuring satisfaction 

through EUCS provides actionable feedback on usability 

and information quality [33]. For faculty and administrative 

staff, adoption and continued use are more critical. In these 

contexts, TAM and UTAUT offer stronger explanatory 

power by focusing on constructs such as perceived 

usefulness, perceived ease of use, performance expectancy, 

and facilitating conditions [16]. These models are 

particularly helpful for understanding how individual and 

organizational factors influence willingness to adopt new 

AIS features and integrate them into teaching or 

administrative workflows [22]. 

From a managerial perspective, universities require a 

broader assessment of AIS that extends beyond individual 

acceptance or satisfaction. The DeLone & McLean model 

provides such a holistic evaluation by incorporating system, 

information, and service quality as well as user satisfaction, 

usage, and net benefits [38]. This makes it valuable for 

decision-makers who need to justify investments, measure 

institutional outcomes, and ensure the long-term success of 

AIS implementations [39]. 

Overall, these insights suggest that no single model is 

universally sufficient for evaluating AIS. Instead, 

researchers and practitioners should consider adopting a 

combined approach that leverages the strengths of multiple 

models. For example, using TAM or UTAUT to explain 

initial adoption, EUCS to monitor ongoing satisfaction, and 

DeLone & McLean to assess overall success and 

institutional impact. Such integration not only aligns 

evaluation with different stakeholders but also provides a 

more comprehensive understanding of how AIS contribute 

to academic effectiveness and organizational sustainability.  

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

This study compared four important models in the 

context of Academic Information Systems (AIS): the 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), the Unified Theory 

of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), End-User 

Computing Satisfaction (EUCS), and the DeLone & 

McLean IS Success Model. The analysis highlighted that 

each framework has distinct strengths and limitations 

depending on the purpose of evaluation and the stakeholder 

perspective.  

Overall, TAM provides a simple yet powerful tool to 

explain initial adoption of AIS, while UTAUT offers a more 

comprehensive view by integrating social and organizational 

influences, though at the cost of complexity. EUCS focuses 

specifically on post-adoption satisfaction, making it 

particularly relevant for evaluating the student experience. 

Meanwhile, the DeLone & McLean model offers the most 

holistic assessment by addressing system quality, 

information quality, service quality, user satisfaction, use, 

and net benefits.  

The key contribution of this paper lies in offering a 

comparative perspective that can guide both researchers and 

practitioners in selecting the most appropriate theoretical 

model to assess AIS adoption, satisfaction, and success. 

However, as a conceptual review, the study is limited by the 

absence of empirical validation. Future research should 

therefore test these comparative insights empirically, for 

instance by applying structural equation modeling (e.g., 

SmartPLS) to integrated frameworks that combine the 

strengths of multiple models. 
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