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Abstract

Purpose: To explore the applicability of the Chinese version of foreign classic online game experience
scales in China and investigate the evaluation of the online game experience in League of Legends.
Methods: Based on data from League of Legends players across China (the first batch of samples 1 to 3),
exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis were conducted to test the Online Game
Experience Questionnaire (GEQ), which includes three sub-questionnaires: the Core Game Experience
Questionnaire (CGEQ), the Post-Game Experience Questionnaire (PGQ), and the Social Presence in
Gaming Questionnaire (SPGQ). Then the reliability and validity assessments were performed. Subse-
quently, the verified and revised Chinese versions of these three subquestionnaires were used to
gather data for the second phase of the study. Data from Sample 4 to Sample 6 were collected to
explore the current evaluation of the online gaming experience in League of Legends. Conclusion:
1) After removing Questions 7, 8, 9, and 16 from the CGEQ and Questions 10 and 13 from the PGQ,
the revised Chinese version of the tests demonstrated cultural applicability in the Chinese context.
2) The majority of players have a good understanding of the gameplay experience in online League
of Legends games. They engage in at least one session of League of Legends per week, with each
game lasting an average of more than three hours. Furthermore, they generally rate higher than the
mean score on each sub-questionnaire. 3) In games, players who spent a longer time playing had
more positive experiences compared to those who played for a short time. After the game was com-
pleted, the frequency of participation was found to bring greater pleasure to the players, with men
showing more pronounced satisfaction. Furthermore, longer playtime was associated with a better
overall experience for players. However, in terms of social interaction, engaging in longer playtime
could lead to stronger negative emotions.
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AR, HERRBORAW AR, o AR AWK, RYE (2024 4 1~6 F P R LAk &)
S 1~6 5, EWNHER TSR BN 1472.67 47T, R 2.08%, HKEAE I BRI P
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1.1. MK R H AL

WXL, LS4 FR A Online Game, B FRON “IEZRIFAR” BRFETAR “WE” , & —Fhisk BB
2 NS 5000RIE R s AT o T ki 5 i IS4 FUH P v 0L 4o, SEI 2 ATELR Ik
5. DUSKImI WA P AT G B AR, BRI R RN AW AR U i B A, BA
A RREEE AR PERY . 1978 SETE[E 22 Trubshaw B T &K MRk . PIEHTRFIRE L2, Fw WLIE
AR IEIT(RPG) . IR H(SLG) S il ti(FPS)MITES Uk (MOBA) o A LL T HLIF X B 1% S ) FL AL
THERRT 5, 928 X B 2 HH [ U 2 N TE R IL RV RR A LM Sk 2R [2] . ARAB IR TE S E, IiX
U ZF 2R A S ke O ERN MG, HRASCRMIESR, iR A, R RN 7R
M NAE AT . 0 2 P it R L T RS R A 8, e — B R VIR oo

) 24 it X e L RO AT H B 1 AR AR R AN T 3 B — 5820 BETCUERH, A U2 R0
R U PO SR AR BG  BE L U7 AR IC AR K P Fr SR A S (R RS T3 2 48R [3]. WER BT A R T (A7 xR AR 56
WRCN TR — AN R D S 15 R e bR . BRI AT AN AU, MR RIS N A RIS N .
F SRR IR LB IR B (A 8E) = AN B A A 7R LR, FEBh P RIS I e S, TR EARE N “
LRI ARARIE” T R AU FH R X 2 SRR B v DR 2%, AR R Ui AR S T A ELAE TR R ek
G2 [ Bi[4].

1.2, TEHRATALT

IR 28 R ARG TR B B R B 2R, W LA MG R SIS OB R . AT N RAR IR A
MR EREFHA S B RAE T RGSE[5]. Horb, MAER T M. S5 mMHERS TRk, 7
EG LRI BT R M A& S bR . X PR R W R KRB, W T BB X R0 B B2 A .

BT 1) 45 VA RE 8 (A I & 22 A0 P B xR ke,  HLAREERE . 1 20 0 3 A6 4 R T 28 X 117 FH
JA TS I B B R ) gm, A N 1998 A B S s R A B R SRR A A I g e R T — R
19 JE B H (1) “WixkZ 5K 5" [6]. Feng 25 AT 2008 4RI Zm ] 1 475 203k I 5 56 VIE P ol o 7 e 2 A
PRIG 4 o XA A T R AR AR IR SR = MBS, e TS AR N = AR, i 11 AN
HI7]. B AW E I RS i B D e, BRI SE AT T — @ IR, Bl an i F 35 55\ T 2013 4F
FERE T A BOCR . Rt o) & 8 A AR SN VTR SE AR b, B 1O W 2 i R A IR i) 4, B
FU4E R Z 7 26 BAE BRI R FE AT A O BRI B 2 R SR AR R [8] 0 X 10 5 7 [ N A5 31— Yo [l ) 45 H AN
BOUE, AH T 0 SR G RS AE B, VGBI TE R IR . H AT, R P 27 xRk FH P A 50 & i
KRB AT 56, AT Lod S A4 A3 UF E 4h 8 R R A X — ok

A ST ELP) [ AR 2 Poels 5 AFE 2013 4F g il (137 % 7456 7] 45 (Game Experience Questionnaire,
GEQ), ZiBEIE =101, 7w, Wk EA RFREE, BE B A AEA R
ER A8, 72 E b ERABGE R (08 W23 Rik) o (872 H BTSA H B A I & 2, Bh
Z BB SR A[9].

1.3. ZREEPLEE (League of Legends)PL&iisak i e

(HEMERERDY (FRTRR LOL) 22— 2k 135 [ 2 etk 2 7 (Riot Games) T 2006 4F4f Hi 112 ATELR K 2 55 50
H(MOBA). [ 2011 4, [ kT4 7E i [E Py A REE I ale . SR DTAZ A, PRI
T, REITkEf SRkt R, HIESIF 5V 2 NS 568, WA =12 25 EMS Dok .

FERERE W R AT LAOR, IAREIRAEENY, REOR g, TEMEIEBLE 2019 R TR A EREL TR E 1
243 [10] o H ATA 0 1.8 2 N TEMEBE B IBT SR, 2015 2Bk B B0 3% 75 47, 76 iR AN 3918 45 3000
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FINFIEL . A8 B AT T AT MR xR, 5T AR LT 7 AD R SU &, (HE 2 R Tk
WETT, DS SRR B A A% F8 SR REAT IR 0 A, R LS MERR B RO A% 4 42 2018 SRR 1 BB B, H A
A2 FLRERRIRIE, JFRIAILZR 20T R SE 3R s IO R AAT A dh i s Fh e, Ja st A
Uy SR AR AN A - 25 R DA P B[ 11] [12]. ZEBR[IS]MIEERE[14] 55— N A L I E BT T, PIANE
SR ) A B AR o A8 USRI B DU 1 BN IR, AR BU R e R 2 L
PR BRAF I E FAN R A SEBR ARG P2 T B BIAF, EPE ZRIEAEARER, K ETIE T4
R, M2 AR RS AR AR AU R IR SR B 2 SETT U KB, KBRS 5% R
MRE, KRR, H A AR XA S R AR

DR e AT 5326 3 [ P et ) 4 GEQ SRBEAT A Ak, LA [H A P23l X AR50 0P TR, R AR P2
FR X — KA T, T[] 18~35 4% BUIK i AR BT S AR T i (A S0 i 15 0 DA ] PAY 4] 4 0 G ) 5 P i
e RO

2. AR GE
2.1. HIRMR

H T3 XA 56 7] 35 (Game Experience Questionnaire, GEQ)fL$E = /N3 w35, A 51 5% FH 77 {88 BURE 7 [
=S SIS N AR YA o i3 PR A R85/ B T - WA N & 7 N

TR — ek, HEA— 1051 AR EdEH T8 —A CGEQ /M &HIRIES 11T MR —%
P N5, TR AL 569 4y il 7] %, 531tk 306 44, Ltk 263 44, FIA SPSS26.0 k4T I
Hotr SRR R 58 30 482 4, B3I 261 44, itk 221 44, A SPSS26.0 5 Amos24.0
Xof B8 — 043 HRASE B FEAT S0 F 1 DR 35 3 W7 DA S DG AE U (A B, RSB I A B . bAh, ASHIE TR
T REATRENLERE 45 ARk, ABAIENIRIES 58 CGEQ 43 MM A J5 PRS0 TS P IXEL
PEHAT EIE B AT AWFFIE R SUS BERAIENKHR, W5 3 AR AT bR U R 56 o

FEA 1023 fr 145 FH T 28 =4 PGQ 73 A& IR,  [FIFER R 2 AN 4y AT AL B : 25—y
el 569 pita i, RSk 306 44, ik 263 &, BHATIUH M AIRRMER RN B %
PILH 454 il il 45, 531k 246 44, %tk 208 44, HEATIOUETEDE 2T DA R GG USRS . IS
FEMTRTIR, MEE 3 FEAR R BEHLIME T 45 24k, PIRG R UGAS 704, B8R . SUS ERIKA
VE AR AT B bR AT o

FEA= 1059 13 i) AE504E F T 55 =4 SPGQ 7 A& I3, PEAILLEIIgMT, $iE 574 %4, Zotk 485
%o FEBAE S WSSy 569 NEME, HEATIH AT AR R R 2R AT 490 4k AT AR B A0 U RIS U A
5o EWIAE FEE 5 280hm 8 R AL A0 RS U T o

SR, FEARTUZEREASN, 2008 954 4. 954 431 853 43 FH T Hirik = AN 1 & I BUIR A 25
[ B [ ALIZE X 50 44 4 ikt ok = AN BRI A AT @ VTR, H NVivol1.0 80 2 B V7R SCAS AT
ST, FERFHE A GPower v3.1.9.2 HE4T RN BT E .

22. fiRIE

xR AR 56 7 4 (Game Experience Questionnaire, GEQ) L HE = A4 il 5, 4 7l J& iff #k 4% 0> 7] 35 (Core
Game Experience Questionnaire, CGEQ)- it & & 144 7] 4 (Post-Game Questionnaire, PGQ)Fl 1 2 47 £ & ]
#:(Social Presence in Gaming Questionnaire, SPGQ), JH T~ Mtk A4 56 i) &> 77 THI [9]

2.2.1. #HXM A% a)%(Core Game Experience Questionnaire, CGEQ)
ANt GEQ =AM/ B3R B SR GBI, FH T A-BAN 77 T PPl e 2 L e ek 1 e X S 2 -
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VORI, T, REJU PRASG . PRt AR IR MBI, JE, RANERZ B 5 E R8s 1
EA I, 34238, HISTET IR RE M A L ks a7, IR 33 (AT 7T P A TR A CAR) o o, T
RS T RER. BRI AR e S A 5 A, ARSI 4 8, BIBEA 3. Tusiihar, M
1 (EEAFE)E S eaFR), 28, By, HRARS 0B 5.

2.2.2. HEX R PRLEIE) & (Post-Game Questionnaire, PGQ)

ANy 1) AW PP D S AR AR A R a5 18 G AR, DLHORIR TR T Re e e X i e i3z . Ji
FRANGESC R 17 A8 H, WY AEEE AT IR RS 45 6 NS H . TR aHE 6 MEH . %
BIRAFH 2 NEH . EEISERE 3 ANEH . 2 AT, R, R, TR S
RN

2.2.3. & FERG)%E (Social Presence in Gaming Questionnaire, SPGQ)

TXAN 43 1) 25 F 0 e w47 I R B 5K 5 A B0 5K A Bl Rk L T R LA R A L R
FEOBEMATAS SHAPMREE. 3517 MNEH, SN =AGEE TR HERERE 6 MEH . kA
BAHE S MEH. TASS5ARE 6 NMEH . FRA AT, 28m, WRIGHLE, MRS T

2.3. BRIESE

F24t ] F 1% 5 3 (System Usability Scale, SUS) 2 244> H - 0Ffiti B P 0t 7= it w] A 7R 32 S0 0 B A FH e
T RE THRZ —. SUS BRAEREIMERE, TESm T 1 3CHkd Cronbach’s Alpha £%°% 0.85 [15]. Hi
TZ A T LRSS AR R 7 25 AT e, BAT I ME RV, RURILTE 52 3 T RS RSO RNT
FIFE I EA . BTG I SCRRAR R I B e (9 ] SE A R [16]. SUS R A8 10 MEH, Hrp
THIUN EHFRE, BB RERE. 2 5FAMH KRGS0 5, FEEEET 12 5 201,
B ORI 43 (AT S 4, BRIV R R AR - 17, BB A R “5 - JEAR
[15] [17] [18]. SUS HEAEAMT T HKAE Ay Hodth =4~ 18] 45 (1) 305

24. BIF5ENFE

AT FE N R AR 5 5] %5 (GEQ) B35 ) CGEQ. PGQ. SPGQ =/M3 il &k 4T 1 #H¥ 5 Mk H) T4F, B
MR R o, BPALE S AR B L — O B SR T SO H 2 T B AL R 6 B, KX
S i) 2 SR RRORS HE LB R R P . 2 JE, FRE AL O S REAR T, K AT SRR SRR
ITRTLCAIRE S, TR — D I SO . B, N TR s v, FRATEAE T AL 9eiE ol
B IGXAR WP I P SRR PR B SESC Bl S, FRATTIE — A0 B 2% SO T i il 45 R 1B 96 /5 1) Il 2
BEAT T LL AT, AR T Ll & SRSt b SRR AT T L B S8 0. fe)E, N TR IR S N A,
PAVIERE T 10 17 DEREIRE B 2R I B S AT M A IS, FRARIEARA T R B PRI AEAT T8I, A8
BT WSO = AN 1

3. BIESITRER
3.1. 3ChR CGEQ,. PGQ # SPGQ =4 yrialEaNiE AL

3.1.1. CGEQ Bl EMRER S 57#h

1) BH

G, XEREAR—HI 2B RE A (n = 569) IAH A0 AT, SRR IIZE 7. 8. 9. 16 M5 MM 5 R A
R(r<0.3), REFEFEEAT, AREFIXVYABI G M0 INEBAR, BIFEFTERAR, M. HAbw
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H5 80 FIMHRTE 0.01 KF RIARIRE, MRRELT 0513~0.622 2 [Al. F:4, MK 1F 0w AEAR
TR, TR0 J5 27%H 5 BRI S A 58041, I PRAREARTE 29 ANEI1 15 5 itk
IPRNIREAR tREG . RS R, WIREARTE 29 MBI E 1013 /3 1 2 73 2 ¥ (p < 0.001). HHILEH,
SCHR CGEQ 43 M ASEIX 29 AN R H R 4F X 73 B

2) REMF T

AHF TR KMO V5 e AR SERFER AT SG, KB KMO = 0.921, Bartlett’s FIERFZ ARSI 45 B IR IA &
IR (7 = 9046.943, df = 406, p < 0.001), XK BAB TR BIMEAFEA, X THRZ M E 7754 5 2
+or A& m[19].

2

0

I 1 | L | L ) I ) 1 1 LI I ) I ] 1 1 LI LI I I ) I 1 I
1 23 456 7 8 910111213 141516 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
Figure 1. EFA scree plot of CGEQ sub-questionnaire
& 1. CGEQ Sy Bl &R R MEE F A% A

Table 1. Analysis results of EFA of CGEQ sub-questionnaire
# 1. CGEQ 7 BB E EE F o thER

WE *EAE  BEFas RHIEE TTERE (%) BRI TTERE (%)
HF1  JURER 9.664 13.372 13.372

3 0.638 0.758 FRAFIZAN AR I W T IR

19 0.697 0.792 WA REANREREE L

12 0.626 0.734 BriX AN M b2

18 0.635 0.718 RyTRAEE R+

27 0.650 0.761 FXFIX AN BN SRR Z

30 0.640 0.755 AR — R ER AT
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FF2 B 2.522 12.221 25.592
1 0.706 0.800 FRAEE A R EH 2
4 0.719 0.802 AN A IX AR AT R I
6 0.733 0.779 PR BN EAR
14 0.670 0.775 PR ARG
20 0.678 0.773 PARZESZIXANEAK
H¥3 RS 2.262 12.108 37.701
2 0.681 0.765 BB WERE A
10 0.712 0.798 BB AT IX AR
15 0.719 0.794 PAEX AN IR bf
17 0.693 0.769 A R
21 0.703 0.780 PAR PR 58 B T xR H bR
FTF4 ik 2.113 11.494 49.195
5 0.684 0.742 RN T
13 0.680 0.787 Bl ki J AU H S EREIL T
25 0.683 0.749 PRI T 1)K
28 0.676 0.765 PRART T Tk
31 0.693 0.749 PRGN TR 5 T B R
W15 Phsdk 1.921 11.327 60.522
33 0.684 0.789 BATHR TIRKEE )
23 0.656 0.766 RIEFE S
11 0.671 0.754 FRAEAFIX AN RRAR M
32 0.675 0.738 PRI [A] 38
26 0.632 0.722 P AT HA Pk ik
FTF6 HikAR 1.398 8.028 68.550
22 0.752 0.811 PRIREFUG
24 0.734 0.789 RIKF£E R
29 0.754 0.806 FIRFNHE

T, AR EA F RS R R OR A T R ik, R R T B KT E k. N T
ERTHEE, RAOUUEFMEE AT 1 ERNKTE. RS RER, 29 NMEIA A KT 7 Z M7 E N
0.626~0.754, HZAMMEUHANANHEFOLE 1. % 1), BBUHRB LA 2K 68.55%. X T 8ANE T T 1 A i &

Wridtiran 4, KUON: a) TUREK: kAN M 5 LIt Tk

db 5.

(L& EN5°% - SRPYS 0 pips HEREN RN

[Fl; b) AR DeRAEN R =52 PR TR, A RIFIIT AL o) REJIR: BuAEik
RIS T T RENS IR ORI B 500K d) A BuRE PR TRz, 20 1A H b F
e) BhhklE: WS iR Bkl 7. RIS, BusR AR R, ) WAL BuX
FEPERGE AR IR B . R JHAk, A SO AR
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3) WEHE R T
WRHER B VLD T B S, AW TR RE AR — [R5 350 0 FEA S (n = 482) i AT B0 R T~ A, A58
ANHEF A FEE (R 2).

Table 2. The main fitness index of CGEQ sub-questionnaire
% 2. CGEQ fyn)EEEMAEH

K758 H B (y/df) NFI & IFI 2 TLI & CFI & RMAES 18 GFI &
1.069 0.955 0.997 0.997 0.997 0.012 0.948

B 2 W50, A2df 9 1.069, /NT 3, i ETRECE R RMSEA 24 0.012, /T 0.08, k5 EIAH;
GFI 75 0.948, KT 0.8, J/E%K; NFI 5 0.955, KT 0.8, BNEAE; CFI 5 0.997, KT 0.8, BN
M IF1 250,997, KT 0.8, BONEEAE; TLI N 0.997, KT 0.8, BN, MG R

4) BELHT

AR BT N7 ) =R, A O R AR — [ 28 i RE AR AT TR R . SRER, &
T 555 a4 SR B N — B R 2 (o) 1 Omega 15 5 R 33 T 0.800 (WL 3), A4 B B2 24 0.980.
NN 4 015 B (CR) 43 1) 4 0.839. 0.829. 0.826. 0.838. 0.818. 0.786 £ 0.966, i i 2H 415 & v 0.966.

Table 3. The reliability analysis of CGEQ sub-questionnaire
= 3. CGEQ S BB EE 747

HpZ T Ok Alpha (a) Omega {55 HEFE(CR) BITE g

PR 0.907 0.907 0.839 6
FRAA 58 0.894 0.894 0.829 5
A7k 0.892 0.892 0.826 5

it i 0.899 0.899 0.838 5
Pl 0.886 0.886 0.818 5

TH AR AT 0.826 0.826 0.786 3

43 1) 4 LAk 0.942 0.942 0.966 29

5) BT

O REWE

B2 4 TN, RS S0 AR H DR 3 SR K T 0.7, X R B e A I7E i J v A8 & 5 T B A A =i 1
RN, BN T RATMBF AR E . WA, BANBEEPS T ZLFAVEVEH KT 0.6, 1 HAAEE
(CRYHEII AT 0.8, FEHFAE[20].

Table 4. Factor loading of CGEQ sub-questionnaire
%z 4. CGEQ fa)&EFhfask

B Estimate AVE CR AVE CR
Al12 <-- IR 0.799
A19 <-e- IR 0.778
A27 <-e- IR 0.752 0.614 0.906
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A30 < PTIRI& 0.787

A18 < TR & 0.821

A3 < TR & 0.783

Al < HARARLS 0.787

A4 < FRARAR S 0.791

A6 < FRARAR S 0.833 0.628 0.894
Al4 <--- TR ARG 0.787

A20 <--- TR ARG 0.763

A2 <oen A7k 0.799

A10 <-ee VAL 0.780

A15 <-e AE 7k 0.789

Al7 <--- VAL 0.782 0.623 0.892
A21 <ne GEVALS 0.795

A5 <--- % 0.805

A13 <-- ke 0.797

A25 <--- % 0.813

A28 <--- Vi 7 0.794 0.647 0.902 0.629 0.949
A3l <-- Vi 7 0.796

All <--- Pk 0.789

A26 <--- Pk 0.774

A23 <-- Pl 0.784 0.610 0.887
A32 <--- Peik 0.771

A33 <--- Pek 0.788

A22 <--- TH AR A BS 0.781

A24 <--- TR AT 0.797 0.613 0.826
A29 <--- T AR AR 0.770

@ ZiMRUE

H1F CGEQ 43 M A {E A 78 Fr R 40 /AR, B 75 BN ik 5 4% DR 7 R R A DGRBS S TR IR 7
(8] (AR O R BOGHEAT LB . BTSRRI, NN S AR A B 2B W IEAR G, Wl el kA& 7
AR R . RIS, NANERZ Z A AR SRR, RN A A ST R AR AT [21] . PR,

WAV AL 02, TR CGEQ 43 4 I 25 MR R A

@ AR RIEAE
WHFCIEH] SUS mERAEARAR, MFF CPGQ 731145 15 7 5 i KA 5 70 B B35 IE A 2R(r = 0.716),

LR R R B . WA 5.
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Table 5. The correlation between each factor and the total score of CGEQ sub-questionnaire

5. CGEQ BUE S50 n)% BiF 2 BHIMEX M
JURER RiRER REJTRR HiGE Ptk HikEE  o2REEE

TR 1
FURARLS: 0.397 1
fe 71k 0.439™ 0.458™ 1
kT 0.497™ 0.509™ 0.439" 1
Pt 0.468™ 0.410™ 0.478™ 0.463" 1
TR AT 0.463™ 0.388™ 0.421™ 0.503™ 0.415™ 1
73 )4 A 0.760™ 0.718™ 0.734™ 0.780™ 0.736™ 0.675™ 1

#: TRFE p<0.001, "fRFE p<0.01, K& p <0.05,

3.1.2. PGQ ST EIEEE SHE S

1) BHEH

WU FER] CGEQ 4 1%, 4R FMAFAH 5B/ 1M 0.01 /KT HIARIEE, KR4 T
0.469~0.597 Z[il. #AJa, MRAEMIIXHEARTRIRHT, KA AT AT 5 27%H 2RI R 415
o2, FEXTPEREATE 17 AN M50 BT ROIREA 1050 . 45 TR IR ATE 17 /M8 E 9955y
BEREE.

2) REREETH

9T 2 [ CGEQ —#f, 45 B4 W], KMO = 0.893, Bartlett BRIF K It 45 53k 31| B 2 /K F (2 = 491.441,
df = 138, p < 0.001), it BH jte P A B4 & EAT PR R 14 R 149 W7 [19]

5-

2-

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Figure 2. EFA scree Plot of PGQ sub-questionnaire
E 2. PGQ S ABREMEFH AR
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B, HUTh &

Wk, RHEKIT M, BAMBH 4 AMRT, BROERER 68.771%, HE, # 4 HFNEE
5510 REANGE 13 7 2 ANFRI, A ARG SRR, RS A T I A A 0 4 P R LR AL, Ot |
w2 ANEIF UM ER . FURGEATIR RN P o8, SR RER, 156 NS AR T 7 ZEEE A
0.599~0.780, AL =K+ (WIH 2. % 6), RFUER LA T K] 66.807%. X TR+~ BT
HPHAT 4, KIK: Q) BUAAL: BERESEREIFEREZ PUR UL, A R0 B
b) WAL : MR R G FKBERE & 5. W, A RO RE AL o) BIRPISE: R G
UFEAUR TR, SISt A .

Table 6. Analysis results of EFA of PGQ sub-questionnaire
= 6. PGQ M) BIRZF M EF 53 i ek

mH LB &R f 4 FHEE FHRE (%) BT HERE (%)
[H 1 TR A 5.520 26.222 26.222
1 0.704 0.816 WA A G T
8 0.682 0.801 WA EH W
16 0.66 0.661 FRIE B Fr
5 0.659 0.787 L AFIRAS T AR
7 0.648 0.776 FRIEFR J7 7870
12 0.620 0.768 BB H R EM
HE 2 TR AAR TS 2.719 25.929 52.125
2 0.68 0.813 AR AR 2
15 0.648 0.795 FRIKD 251
6 0.659 0.796 CHEFFIX AR B (8]
4 0.648 0.795 FRIEBIRIX
14 0.646 0.788 RIKD 51
11 0.599 0.743 FAFIATT LUBE 2 I H S
A% 3 EVEE 1.682 14.656 66.807
3 0.780 0.839 TR IR A [31 B L S 2 v
17 0.706 0.676 W AFG N 25 oK — BUIRAT
9 0.714 0.824 WA R 2T T I

3) BHEHERE T

AR R MR T i 46 58, AW TR RE AR — 15 38 70 FE A4 (n = 454) EAT B0 TEPE R 720 i, ARG =
AR FHIVERERE (LA 7). SR ER, Z2df 31232, /N3, AT ESR, RMSEA 4 0.023,
/NT-0.08, ELEEEAE; GFI 24 0.994, KT 0.8, BONHAE; NFI 24 0.970, KT 0.8, BONHAE; CFl K
0.994, KT 0.8, BNHAH; IFI Jy0.994, KT 0.8, R ANFAE; TLI N 0.947, KT 08, BoNHME,
A RIF.

Table 7. The main fitness index of PGQ sub-questionnaire
= 7.PGQ o) EEXELEIER

w7518 hE(2/df) NFI & IFI {4 TLI{E CFI & RMAES 14 GFI 1§
1.232 0.970 0.994 0.993 0.994 0.023 0.994
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MUl 45

4) fFESHT

AW FCIERT JG o FEARKAE (n = 454) BT E RS, 0K 75 20 1) 45 KA 1 N 30— B0 R (o) 1
Omega 15/ #%¥mT 0.8 (W& 8), /G BAENEEN 0976, = ANYEERIHAEE(CR)/ 7N
0.820. 0.816. 0.800, 4[4 A4 4H 415 24 0.908.

Table 8. The reliability analysis of PGQ sub-questionnaire
7 8. PGQ Sl BRI

i3 JefEEHk Alpha () Omega f& B HEEBE(CR) K
TR AT 0.895 0.895 0.820 6
THARARES: 0.893 0.893 0.816 6
EVEE B 0.839 0.839 0.800 3

43 1) 4 Lk 0.889 0.889 0.908 15
5) BT

© RERE

HIE O IR, AN AR BT N AR DR 7 3T B R 0.7, X R W B A I i v A2 5 5 T A i
MR . BBAh, RMER BT 22 R (AVE)EACRT 05, MHASEEZCRESIAT 0.8, XF
W5 R AR ELART20]

Table 9. Factor loading of PGQ sub-questionnaire
F* 9. PGQ il BEF AR

R Estimate AVE CR AVE CR
B1 <-e TR AT 0.817
BS <-e TR A 0.756
B7 <o FRARAR S 0.749 0.589 0.896
B8 <-e FRARAR S 0.768
B12 <--- FRRRAR IS 0.746
B16 <--- TR AT 0.767
B2 <--- TR AT 0.741
B4 <oen TR AT 0.752 0.657
B6 <-e- AR A 0.811 0.583 0.894 0.696
B11 <--- TR 0.756
B14 <-e- TR A 0.751
B15 <en TR AT 0.769
B3 <-e- [EVEE e 0.801
B9 < EPEEIE 0.800 0.635 0.839
B17 - (A1 )1 B 52 0.789

@ ZiMRUE
W4 R IF CGEQ 73 I35, Hh3Chi PGQ 73 il & R A R 47 i 45 M R (W4 10).
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Table 10. The correlation between each factor and the total score of PGQ sub-questionnaire
7% 10. PGQ B—MEE S5 RE LA BRYHEX %

AR AR AT EIYSEE 43 ) Ak
R A5 1
TR AT 0.336™ 1
EVEEBS 0.351 0.373" 1
43 1) 4 Lk 0.789™ 0.791™ 0.658™ 1
e & p<0.001, "fE p<0.01, “fXFEp<0.05.

® KrME

BFFCE A SUS BRAEARAR, WMAFHCR PGQ 43 1M 434 HiZ bR 13-4 5 10 35 IEAH K (r =
0.707), B> I BRI RS -

3.1.3. SPGQ SOl & EESHEN T
1) BH

XFEAR =S —E D FEA(n = 569) AR T, & KRR WIS H 5 570 FIAHSGAE 0.01 ZK-F B8 F) &
F, KRR T 0.534~0.652 2 [A]. FHRIE S0 FEA AT S RHET, R 2B LT a0 J5 27%IK170 4
RIN 2 H SR, FEXPIEREALE 17 A8 H A5 20 AT ISR t K . 45 BRI AEAALE 17 4
AL 14570 3422 57 5% (p < 0.001) . IXBEH]H SCHR SPGQ 73 A48 BT AT AR AT BUAF IR X 40 X

2) BREE T2

WL FEE CGEQ 73 13 —#F, 45 REH, KMO=0.921, Bartlett BRAZK I8 45 Fik 2 & Z KT (2
=4958.48, df = 136, p < 0.001), Bt I AF A K Hi & & AT IR &R LK 1 40 1T [19]

61

4

2

®

‘o © 6 o
Od

T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6

Figure 3. EFA scree plot of SPGQ sub-questionnaire
[ 3. SPGQ Bl ERF M E RS AE
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W, RABRATTZ, B 3 MEFOLE 3. % 11), 17 ANEB AR 7 ZE T E N
0.517~0.680, ffRE AL &N 65.072%. X TRANK 7 NI EF T4, KIKON: a) IThE5:
BUFAEWE R P I HRAEAT N 5 HAM B S AR &R s b) LK ol Rk e 5 HAh I 5 AR 3509 ¢) 79
WSS . BLFRAEEE 5 A B R 0 B 3l s i G 1 4 1458

Table 11. Analysis results of EFA of SPGQ sub-questionnaire
# 11. SPGQ N EIERAME FIER

WH HFEE  BETHRAE ESENi=A TR (%) BUFHERE (%)
N R S E 2] 6.472 23.222 23.222
3 0.671 0798  HABITZK MERAEI R T IV HHRAE
14 0.660 0.793  fh NIERRERAE S T FR A
2 0.670 0789  IRIIRAEIL T HABIT K MRAE
5 0.668 0785  HAMZEE VI ERK
6 0.645 0.774  EVEE HMBEK
15 0.646 0773 FRINUFRERIE W T H AT R KR
H#* 2 PA 2.456 22.614 45.836
10 0.680 0.805 LB AR, AR TRR
13 0.678 0.798  FIKFHHABLK
9 0.671 0.787 LIEEN, IR AT A
8 0.655 0782  FRIANM N —IIE 2 IR P
4 0.657 0778 Wik 5 HALIT K NIBL R 2 KK
1 0.517 0.681  FRXF HiAth I 5K Iy a8 1k 21 [ 45
H&E 3  HRELE 2.134 19.237 65.072
17 0.662 0789  ESmMEEF, BRI RN
11 0.667 0.789 CEEM | HARBTER 1
16 0.657 0.783  FRZINP HAITFIME
7 0.641 0774 X HAMITHREG T
12 0.618 0748  IRALHARITRINTEL PrRgm

3) BHEERE T

RIBIR RN 7 A a5 B, AW TO R AR =58 3040 FE AR H U (n = 490)EAT IR UE M IR 120 A, e =
AR T RIS TRE (L 12). 455878, Adf 5 0.898, /NT 3, WL &%k, RMSEA 0, /)
+ 0.08, thEFAE; GFI A 0.976, KT 0.8, HNEA; NFI K 0.980, K+ 0.8, B NHAH; CFl N1,
KT 08, BONHEAR; IFI N 1.002, KT 08, BONFAE; TLI A 1.003, KT 0.8, BN, HALE
R4t

Table 12. The main fitness index of SPGQ sub-questionnaire
& 12. SPGQ Mrin)E X EMSIRE

7518 BB (y/df) NFI & IFIfE  TLI/E CFI & RMAES {8 GFI 1§
0.898 0.980 1.002 1.003 1 0 0.976

DOI: 10.12677/is1.2024.83045 366 SRR


https://doi.org/10.12677/isl.2024.83045

B, HUTh &

4) fFESHT

AW TR BB A FEARKHE (n = 490)HHT TEERL, &HTHLAERMN T — R ()
Omega 5% 2% =T 0.8 (W# 13), BEERMENGE N 0.848. = NHERE I A 154 5N 0.850,
0.837. 0.831, EEXRHEIEEHN 0.908.

Table 13. The reliability analysis of SPGQ sub-questionnaire
# 13. SPGQ A EIBEE D

i3 TefEEHF Alpha () Omega 1% B HEEBE(CR) DL
IThzs 0.913 0.839 0.850 6
A Ik 0.905 0.905 0.837 6
TR AR B 0.895 0.895 0.831 5
43 1) 4 LAk 0.921 0.889 0.956 17
5) RESHT

O REwE

B2 14 WA, RN S A H R # SR T 0.7, X R B E A ITE 8 v AR = 5 T BRI
FIAREE . eah, BB R T 228 R (AVE)E AR KT 0.5, 1 H4LA S (CRYHII AT 0.8, iX
R WAL E FRAR[20]

Table 14. Factor loading of SPGQ sub-questionnaire
%z 14. SPGQ S o) EREFHhafrk

1223 Estimate AVE CR AVE CR

C2 < IThzs 0.816

C3 <--- THhZY 0.765

C5 <-e- ThZE 0.794 0.635 0.913

C6 <--- Thzs 0.809

Cl4 < IThZY 0.810

C15 <-e T 0.787

C1 <--- A I 0.780

c4 <-e- A 0.779

cs <--- FLtE I 0.803 0.615 0.906 0.627 0.966
C9 <-e- oAk K 0.794

C10 <em- Fe K 0.779

C13 <-m- F Ik 0.770

c7 <-e- THARARLS: 0.801

c11 <-e- AR AR LS 0.764 0.631 0.895

C12 <-e- IR AR 0.791

C16 <-en TH AR 0.822

C17 <--- THARAA T 0.792
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A, HUTH &

@ ZiMRUE
43R [F CGEQ 7148, H3ChiR SPGQ 73 1) 45t B A R FI 45 R (LA 15).

Table 15. The correlation between each factor and the total score of SPGQ sub-questionnaire

%< 15. SPGQ HE—MEE 54185 Rk BRI X%

IThES HHR T AR A 43 4 Bk
IThzs 1
B 0.449™ 1
TR AR S 0.492™ 0.432™ 1
o3 1) 45 Ak 0.823" 0.795™ 0.777 1

#: TRFE p<0.001, "RFE p<0.01, K& p <0.05,

@ BhrE

WAk SUS R NKAR, MR SPGQ 4 1% B 150 5% br 134> B 158 3 IEARS(r =
0.709), 1t BA1Z% 4> 1] R bR BB HLLF -
3.2. EIEEKBE MR AN IR BE
3.2.1. #IRMERITHR

ARYCR I BAE 55T J5 1 H SCHRAR GEQ 17145 19 =A™ 43 Il 45 43 LB 1S5t S 6 B o) 288 9 e Bt 2% (R AR DU
FREAN) R & 7 AR AT I, YR I K2 EBIR K G2 Iu e b i, Pk K 2
TE=/NEF AN o =AM A AN EE R AR T 3 (1 NS, 5 NTARR), RIFFHER
P4 24 i W B K B BRI B 77, BURAEN R 5 85 R 2 R ARSI R4, 5 H A En 528 B RE 10
HEZHRENE S, HIE%HRRRLT.
322. ERoH

fE CGEQ Zr M AR AR IS SEFE I, 1) 5 ~F 357 xR I K 22 LA FH 42 % (F e, 0s9) = 3.125, p = 0.044,
n? =0.007). I FHOERLE T K 3 N UL, BRI 3 HIX B, ik W B b
()7 X0 A 56 i 5 B R 389K T 2 750 (F o, oy = 4.583, p = 0.010, 775 =0.010): 7E-FEExki KAy 1 /N BAPY
I, BRI 5 B T T BYEDIR (Fw, 0s = 4.794,p=0.029, 75 =0.007), VLB LHEDT A LL 5 1 B
SRAEJ BT F) PN B8 75 21 B8 e R T XK A 565

1E PGQ 47 i) B AR A S04 5 b, P 5930 i F) 32 208 2.3 (F 2, 089) = 3.115, p = 0.045, 7, =0.007 ).
SRR K 1~3 /NI 3 /N DA b A0 0 TP SRR A L /N DL o E b O B S S8
KBRS, B0 SR 25 AU X 5 R AR 0 S B

fE PGQ 43 in) & IABLSEEFE b, Ve 5 W xR A (1) 22 BAE 2.3 (F (2, 0s3) = 3.354, p = 0.035,
nt =0.007). XFLMEIE, BREASHUIERE AR EE S TGS IREE S, B iR
YL, LU IG5 R U (Fo, g = 2,518, p=0.031, 1, =0.005). iR A GRIBL I
I, 53 AR R 00 522 T T M (F o, oas) = 2.425, p = 0.042, 77 =0.003), fHZ MIEANE A H #4
GO, L AR A5 2 T T B (F, 0 =2.553, p = 0.014, 775 =0.003 ). X BN 2 5 i kA5
RBZR MAT R WG PR, B FE RGN EEL: S 558N B 20k 50 5 A T 65 1 16 150 %
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2, AR AL 5 T R AR A, ARAT R Ml U 5 A B0 3 I 5 AN

£ SPGQ 43 i 4 T AR VAR B0 48 & L, PRSI K 1 35 R0 2 2 (o, m2 =3.722, p = 0.025, 775 =0.009).
SERJIN G 1~3 /NI AT 3 /NI BB AR 40 B AR TP G 1 /NS LA (2 S A TE4Y), RIS SR R
KRR, DU AE xR HH L2 2 THT R TH AR AR SRR 22

3.3. ITIREER D

o i e B e 3R U VR SCAS B3 SR A HMEOE] 2 B, R EE T P O HL AR R R VAR VIR TP R
FIREEZ . EE, RIEESERIOLE 4), “mi” “Wig” D07 “Bhik” “#E” “PKk”
“URIRT BRI B S, VTR E A,

Figure 4. The user experience interview word cloud
map of League of Legends online game players

B 4. SREERL B LT S A R R = E

4. g
4.1. HR GEQ |9)&/1E1T 5184E

2 BT AR 5 K T O PEQ MIB R S I =70 A%: CGEQ. PGQ 1 SPGQ IR HifE . ME
B, diMEE. BAcRE:

G, AWFFNE 33 AN SO CGEQ 73 M B HEATIUH 704, 45 RRWIEE 7. 8. 9. 16 il
BT IR R EBUR(r < 0.3), ARIEFLRZNKCP, AKX 4 MBS S0 MRPERAR, BRI,
FIEMIR . MIBR e 0 R AR 0 29 ASBIEAT IR RYE R 5204, SR B 70 Wik il B R SS e ik, 1531
NI, RS AR R 68.55%, FHATIX 6 N T HEBEAT I A4 NTTRIE. BURRL . REIRE.
Wik PRARTE . THARIALS . MFJ&ELW»E@I?“*E A RE S B B 0 SRR CGEQ 73 ) 45 78 R 14
BRI TR AR, HRJaf3 mdiit: SIS IEE0L R 7 E S ARE(ILE 2).

A, PR ORI PGQ P BATIRRVER T b, ZRRIEE 17 NE. @i,
FATRBIH T 4 AR @iffﬁ EREERE, 5 4 DRRIORE 7N 10 “ BRI &7 NN 13
“RIEBIEAE TX PRI o X A LI R T R AR AR A 4 B RTAE P R AR A v AR U, R
PREL T DR 28 M2 o IHBREUS , B RYE R T b, RBUER: 2257 10 66.807%, AT T
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MUl 45

15 AN, 3 AR (R AASE: . WA AT BB SE) B IR 3R o B8Rk PR320 A s i S B it g v ST
fix PGQ 73 1] 45 = | T S5 i B (R0 S 4R bR 15 B 1 BLAR AR (L 42 7).

B, AWFFER S 17 SISO SPGQ 73 M A HEAT TIRZMER T 0. TS RN, %
oy A ] BB AL SR 65.072%, RUIHAA REFMWRES. SR T —ME 17 MET, IFil
# 3 MNMEE(ITAS S RS WA IR G . O T IRIERX — 45 IR E T 5 A Rk, JATRHA]
SR TTRERR T %, BATIRUEVE DR T M, LSS I R S B B 6 i SCRR SPGQ 73 I A IRl T4
BRI ATEE . SR BB S REF, BOUNGIREU L] 1B s dE(L % 12).

Hitt, #3CHR CGEQ. PGQ Al SPGQ =73 [ AR R I i A£ b Bl i 52 N i SCAbi& Ak

4.2. SEifERk A LR TSN A TR 73 4

4.2.1. BEES

TR 53 B0 SR B T K £ ) 4% i A 1) U X AR B B ARE L, 45 0 1) 4 (R 4 B 3 A K P AU 3, A 22 4
N BB EOURE AN K, 2 IR 206 55 0 2% 9 X 4D A e I A B AR T P A v

SINTIRIRZET . 1) SRR BRIk PR A AR 0% 22, A TCACBHEOL 1% 45 Bvb Sehitdiat, A X
Bk BT R RIS ATF R T ISR SR DU, TR R TR B R, T R
TP AL T DU AR I R SR A S T 3R [22] 0 2) Dbk B E R A Be X — B0 L BRI . VB E R
(1) MOBA 345 i X%, LA ALHI & E, IEAFGE MBS IR ELE & B ST, BURAEHR
O RE NS T AT P AR DR G[23] . 3) TEMERREE [ R 2R DIORIEKIAME AN Tk, BURBHAE K, B
7, SR ERE, MO, P2 e . RRE NI A2 2 DS T EORIL SR S N [24] [25] .

4.2.2. MR SHFREHC . BRI R SRR MR T R EER

1) FERFRCH, RN TR) K Y 55 AT i RIS 18] J6 (1 20 PR RE SRS B8 2 MBI AR 56 . AR D5 IR AT R B 7T
PR, XA DU RE RS 5 MR DTS I B R SR A S S T R 2, TR A 2 Gl xR e
AR, /5 ZAI R B MR AR A REIRAT PRI . (R S5 VR DU S SEAE R i . H CHOR VIR
TR T RENS T 2 42 JR 55, FRAT G R0 (1 B BRAELH 51 [26] 5 171 22 Pt 200 T T WA G 38 436 B i [ T 154
KA, R IR R 1A, [N Lo P Be 506 110 RO =) R b A R AR P A A1, B 52 32 3l A X0 Rt
FE,  JELINS [R] P9 gl E A 21 St 0 1A 56

2) FEWFRTERE, AR AT APl R 2 R, BRI R . KR RN E R I
B R > BUaK B By LIS T Rt S [13] 0 U A MR DA, T2 AN 55 1 B 5l 7 B B WA 22 R
HEPE F K TBEALIR IO TR T 5 54t SIS, 7 2k e R e B U i S ) 3 S 2 S A ) L
AU 5 b T U R B B2 S S e [27] 0 B LA ME DR S AE A I (R R B0 O S5 iR S R G
FE b, FESHRIEME R AR AL B G, AR M DA B k. RIS SR AR 85 R e AL R IR
ZN 3BT e, X IR 1 I PR P B T el A IS (R P o AR RS E P I DL T, kB
K BVABLSE A5 73 v T 50 o ARV HRAT R Lot B SO B S P B 5 D 13 MOBA JER03T,  [FJ I i x40
RWKKACT F k. FEFNEE A A BUH R AR T, MEDua ol fe i 7 Semepk BIX— ki dk, &
TERNEZ, 105U W AT eI (B MRS )7 Beds 1 ot il i o

4.2.3. 7N[E) 100 3 BT K 7E SRR B BRI 4 R R AR B VR Y E Y E R

FEMF A A, I AR (8] (0 G K FT 45 D it RSB B ARG s (HAEAR S B AR, 3K i st [a]
SR BT o FL R ARG 4

MUTFR AR A TR 3 AT BE R R AT DU ARl R P 42 P 1 5 22 IO BRI LI . 7 SRR B
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XFE 2 NAEZIROR SR, DB HE S EAE, LIRS E Hug T XD FrAT8). bR
FRHER, IE AR R T EENRLE, M7l 7240 s, sSEEMEIRER g 7R XL
TR (00 22 175 R0 Rl it SR 2 B TH DL S R e R AR 56 o RIS o F- IS Br 5Ok Ut Al AT T R B 2 52 7R ekt it
RE M E R R 2 . A 8] B0 R VAT TSR SR N T ARt J . A RO T, AT RS N T Rk
FRIWR 51 3 Rk 4 [28] -

0 Ik B X B B 4158 2 T 22 e R AH B (R R ARG, X AT RE 2 R e 1) VAEE 57 S5t B & T
SR IN,  BugK 5 BA A 2 8] 76 8 75 SR S I . IS 8] FR 94 38 1) e T BUE B IR NG . R
K, HEFREDR A A AR B A5, I I #E 28 2 ARk . 2) BIBNGAEE J: FEACHT [H]
Pk, ABNEAER BB o e SR, BN Bu S R R XU R LB v R A AE 22 e, X AT AE S 2L
TESARPATFA A BABC & b H 30 . 0 e 0] UG V249 BT AU TR, B nl ge BT H L FIR R,
MW 3) LA ETEZ R KRR e R B KOS R AL . —HEiK T he
RS N i B A A T K B A B B 3, IR i 26 1T e = A% s BV xR Ak 2 EL B, SRIW0T A
KR T 12 B AT N . 4) WREs BB MR . ikt NG BB, R AR G A1 B
YESRIT Z), RS AN B M T R DL R I R ok . R RS RAR WA E, BT Re 2 A
T, INTINRIFEAE T AR . 5) WERIA S A NG AT AL S AR, Fi
AT R8T 2% 5 TR B 1) (it b R B S A IS 28 [RDRE S 30 P PR A 55 0 T S0 e 5% P 17 4 7 A
B B AGE TR BB, A g 3 B0 A8 2 1 R SR A48 19 0 [29]

4.2.4. JFRVEM AR

PG =N MERIVIIRAERT A, WaBROLE 4) “Se87 “8AE” “PhiR” “HAR” SR, i
W EE 2N S RE IR SR Ui A2 T A3 R e, L R BRI, 75 B — 8 BoR A BRAEN AR Hh 345 BUsh 2 T “ Ut
B7 “UiNg” BT i SRR, REABURAENERES RS IR SE TR B ARG, I PR A
B ERONH R R AR DL — @ AHOC, TR ARG, Br K BT AE TR, X DUAE 25 SR e f e it
By HARmE IR SR AR AR CIRIRT R AR, Ul BUSR iR e 2 52 B BA A R R A
SBRIRM, LSRR B R 2 Rk B R A S Th B .

ZELPTIR,  SCHERC N 4 o — A UTIR T H W, B, B e sk, R iR A
&

ip

1) 7EMIER CGEQ 4y in#5:%5 7. 8. 9. 16 fifl PGQ 73 IR#54 10. 13 fij5, it CGEQ. PGQ Al
SPGQ =M 17 25 3 Bt v SCIE B 1) SO R 1

2) B3 B0 SR S EC R IO 4% T ()i AR AR B SR LU, B R B R DU I L, P ITERRN K 2AE =
ANIFRAR, & BRI HOR T ME

3) LRI, EX T R PR 55 A AR e xS P T ) 2 e 3R A5 BE 22 (AR ARG . AER ARG, i
EZ 50T R 2 IR, BRI AR M Wk 8] iR ] 45 e 5 ok AR BT (4R 56, (H
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