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Abstract

As the latest operating system in the Windows series, Windows 11 has introduced new user experi-
ences while also giving rise to various user issues during usage. Purpose: To validate the applicabil-
ity of internationally recognized scales CSUQ, ASQ, and QUIS in the Chinese context, and to explore
the current status of Windows 11’s usability and user satisfaction. Method: The applicability of the
three scales in the domestic context was examined by collecting scale data. The scale method was
employed to obtain and analyze users’ current usage status. Results: All three scales (CSUQ, ASQ,
and QUIS) demonstrated good local applicability (e.g., significant differences between high and low
score groups, significant sphericity test results, high internal consistency, and significant criterion-
related validity). Users showed relatively high overall satisfaction with Windows 11. No significant
differences were found between genders in evaluations of Windows 11's usability and satisfaction;
there was an interaction effect between occupation and major in these evaluations; and significant
differences were observed across different computer types in such evaluations. Conclusion: The in-
ternationally classical scales CSUQ, ASQ, and QUIS exhibit high cultural applicability in the Chinese
context. Specifically, no significant gender differences exist in evaluations; occupation and major
have an interaction effect on evaluations; and significant differences are present across different
computer types in evaluations.
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1. &8

2021 4 6 H 24 i IER&AT Windows $#:/F RS HOFTAS Windows 11, X NBERETHENLA - 47
KT AR AL, AR T AE S A BN, SRS IR ) S AU R AL, (TS
AMILTE BRI 798, ThEEEINE S, XEH Mt AMCE R T H RS ), HFHARFE THTA N2
[E 15—

{HFEE EAE RGAT R AP AR, 38 B E T 46 A AR Windows 11 R4 s sk Bhik, TH %X
fREE R IE 2 AR AR N, FEEH P B COREE RSN R Y ASRAS T N = & i A sE i ThRE. S T E
FH P SR B AR, BRI ERE R GEANIHAE, 7] Windows 11 R SGEH FWCEEIRAE 1 I BRI, 2T Windows
11 [ R G0 n] PR P 2 0 E 2

L1. ATRAMEXHSR

A AP SRR T AN LA OB 2 s, B BB DR, © BT RN F
FEERBERRTE, JRZWY RIS, . MBS 2 SR 1], 1SO 9241-11 [H BRERHERS AT LK) 2 A«
PRt MRS5S ARG E A AT N e F P TR e IR I BT LA B R SRR P 300
FE[2]e FTAPECLAE LU ANAS TS IR R AR E P Zhok, F P T DR SR 18] P4 2 2 JF TR 8 FH AR ek i RE 4%
HE ARG M SRR E RS AA R E H AR TG IIEAM S BRE: &AL S el &
gi)a, WTULEA KA IR i, RGN AR SIC, AP wE AR EMCKZERE; D
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B, APEMHRSMSE SR> e, JF HAE NS RSl S, WE R, H R 30
FIERENHE, SRR

ESEbriz A, RPN A A IR 2, Horb DO ks s o o] A = PR 5 A 9 AN
a5 U7 P EREARTEAL . AR SS VPl A SR R AT APV AS SR T I [3], 38 T AR AR i AU R AT b 1) 5 SR gk
ITEFIFIRL A, FES AR AL e RIEH BN, A= F 1A BRSSP RS . Jdid ]
FAPEI AT DRI 3 it o PR AE I R n A S, 377 s T R . il n#E Windows R8T
HhA] FH B A AT DA B AE 7 i SR TR BOBCER F P st AR i B A D e

7EE WA AT P ER AT R, RG] HEER([4] (System Usability Scale, SUS)A& 1 A
PEVPAl T AT AR AL i s, 5 DT R S S B 43%. 1A LS RG] A R
EHIRER, WHFENL RS A B 1A 245 [5] (Computer System Usability Questionnaire, CSUQ) 3.0 H Al it
RAE B AHATIRA AR LAIGUE, CSUQ3.0 H IR « FHITE 20 42 80 ALK FIEIT, alpha RECH
0.95, FEH THEAESERENTHEN RFHAT SARIPEAL, T2 R T &Mk EALR G ] %,
ARG R ISR Pk, BB, BRI RGE R, BB RN R RS+
AT Rt TR R, T EAT CdE A A

1.2. AP#BEEXHR

FH P R R e R PR P S, R P LRI SE S SR AR BT i S IR S5 I R Ak B B
HE FRUAARE B2 1) — o BRORAS [6], 38 I R o0 7 AR 2% (P03 B, ANTII A Hh 7= it R IR 55 ot = PR PP A
BAE, R R ARG R SR L. BRI S, AR X T BUIR S50 2 7 SRR B B N AR
fr, R—NEAMTEE, H TR BRSNS LRI 252 5%, P 3 R I e i ) B
MR LR % P R DL T s g 7).

7] 2 R A2 SR P R R B TR, MR WA VE( 7). AT DL A ek
M, ZAREITHSRK, WELTFE. BIEHEE. 2 NEshE, RN TR P8R 55 1
BSR4 N8 2 GRS EOIRS REAR VT  REE TR BUIRSS T R . A, )
FO R AR T TR ) R o 1K 2 S A AN SO Bl T Al R B 7= S B SS HAEAE I ) RIS i, IR RE A AL AR
PP i SSOEE R 7 1) R, TR] NI L B 5 TT DAAE Dy Al il 5 T 3% SR (0 B AR, B AL it T
fRTTA TR TG EH, REmmBURS S 1. BB TS 0mEl, 3 o= i O
S I EIEA Ry, FL, WA EE, SRR EBRS ES +r E

50 )5 M35 [8] (After-Scenario Questionnaire, ASQ)H1 Lewis 7£ 1991 EH &, B T¥Fh FH P 725
FURE AT 45 B3 5 Ja i B RB T F P, &R TSR A s, T R s S
MRS, DL TR AR R P R G R ) SE PR AR R AUz . T EEVE SR AT alpha RECH 0.95.

FH P S0 7 2 1] 25 9] (Questionnaire for User Satisfaction, QUIS) = B FH T 1A B /- FL 1l ()3l =
HH By B 22 R ) N TR e S0 % T 1998 ARl T &, FISEMESM AT alpha RECH 0.94, HAABGE @ A1,
H A1 E N3 S AR R IATh R A 14k, QUIS MM FBFAGRE: 4. TFENL B A R THEHLZ I
B BT, i AR F P ST PR (1) RMASSE: TR TN A R R AR (2) BE
T AR TR SN TIAG R BUEXT L EE T TR (3) KB/ RAEE: WHERARIEZD
EW S, DR RSEIRMENE R B EMUER; (4) 2 WP SIS RR NS TEE, Y]
W% o). RRIhRES 1% (5) RARES: TP RGMNIEEE . ARAAEL . B P S H I RE[9]. 17
BT H IR T P S 2 A ST T, WP N 25 B A T T IR A\ b S B % Windows 11 4055
IARERE RS0 R FE KT, RERTHH P RIS SE AR B S .
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Rk, BEE PR PRI T A WHR AR LT SR WHE I, CSUQ. ASQ. QUIS X [H R
ERATZHER, EAX Windows 11 REHHT RGNV, 7 Z0ET o E SO @ R IAE, 4 7
AFFEE 2 (S ANHE . Ak, T Windows 11 2RI RATHRHAIAK, [E A% Windows 11 REZiHI
AT PR P R R A s b, A 3G UEJS I SO CSUQ. ASQ. QUIS = /MR X} Windows 11
RGEHATIURIAR, DUHIRZE I PR A

2. ARFA*
2.1. ARIR

AR 528 TS & M7 OB, MRREE X% CSUQ. ASQ 1 QUIS &K 1i& A
PERS I AR L, 400 RSN AR (1) FEA—, LIS 680 A Xn %, Bt 425 4,
LRI 255 4, FIYFERAE 19~25 % 2 (8], HKER 7 NIRRT, G EH 76.76% Hort, B A ) Windows
11 KRG HEMRECAZEICA AR 5 HE 69.85%,  FLIN T d RHERT = 12 AR (36.91%) 4£°8(19.12%)-
WUR(13.82%). (2) FEAZ, SR 715 A R0, SBPERGR 451 44, VR 264 44, ~FIER EIE
WAL 19~25 %5, H 86.85%MIBikIHA AR LU L5, (3) FEA=, A3 674 (AR, S
419 4, @R 255 4, PRIEERTE 19~25 &, 4K NARED . (4) FEARDU(F T CSUQ &£
TR, HLABENAE 534 4y, B 279 4, VMK 255 4. Hr, 224 L 58.05%, fEHR
NI 41.95%; 70%Lh ERIBAREEES N 19~25 B2 7], HOARRRED: BTREA 298 A, ASCHFRRE
236 Ao (5) HEAT(HT ASQ BERMIARIAE), ILMERGBIEA 547 13, B 283 4, itk
264 4. Hr, AL 59.60%, FEERA G 40.40%, RN 19~25 & 2 [l G EE 71.85%, AF
FII A EE 77.88%. BT REAVA 307 N, ASCHEBEA 239 Ao (6) FEAIN(HT QUIS EER IR ),
HAGBIEBEA 432 1y, B 214 &, tEpE 218 2. Hrf, 224 5 58.10%, “FIFEETE 19-
25 B2 6], AR A 77.55%. BELEENA 221 A, ASCHERZER 211 A

22. fi5xTH

2.2.1.CSUQ B3

TR RG] % G [5] (CSUQ)ZTEM I 5 & 4t n] Fi 14 M1 %6 (Post-Study System Usability Question-
naire, PSSUQ)ZEAM I, B Lewis VA% i i, 5 76 50 4F UG B 4R S50 = A5 R AT R . Rk,
CSUQ fEAZD &5 15 PSSUQ /2 PRFF T M — 2, (NAEAHTRIA LN T2V, DIsE 3 A
fl, PSSUQ KikNy: “MIARXANRAKBEPETERATLS” , CSUQ ik Ny:  “fHHIXA RGFRAEPLE ¢
AR TAE” o AW CSUQ (B8 3 hi), 4t 16 NHH, AP xS RS T A
e ZHBRPESRN “EFARR B “AEFERR” (7 A0FERR) XA R SR T, XLk
WS I E S 290 BONPUA B . — N RAR R = A R H, 4y BRER R G 8e nT B PRV (81
1~16). REGAH FMEGEI 1~6) 15 BB EGEIT 7~12) LK S RS GEI 13~15), T 5H0000 i i 6 540
ISR S NP3 AT 25 A E, D P AR T — AN A T T 40 B0 R G m] HEEVEAS LA

222.ASQ BE

W R HA5(8] (ASQ)H PSSUQ 1 CSUQ IfE# k3. ASQ TR S PSSUQ KA MM, &
HAFE=ATIH, /3 EH A E=ATTHEE: ARG SRR E BEL A, 5
ARy, HIERAM 1 AERARR)E 7 AEFRR) LA 5. ASQ BA4A 12 3 AT H 155 1)
F2153 . Lewis HIBFFU4R HH ASQ 7085 PSSUQ 70 B [FAFAE r = 0.8 HI5RAHR, S5IRESHIRTh %M
TE1E r=—04 BEHR.
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2.23.QUIS B

FHP ST = R W 45 (9] (QUIS)E i UMCP AMLAZ B S 56 % (HCIL) 1 2 = BHiE 7E 1 AT A 1 T
B, BAEVEAL F P s AL SR A [5) 77 1 3 0006 = . QUIS A4 3 FH 1) fii RSO B8 D 2 T AR Kb, G
B QUIS 28 5 Wit 27 NI H, AR HAKA: SR B(Overall Reaction) Bf #%(Screen). ARiE/(5 5
% 4t (Terminology/System Information). %% > {4 (Learning). %4t fHE /1 (System Capabilities). FTA I H 3
XM 9 mBTE L ERVER, —RASATRARR IS, v U@ TH S AN 1 SIS 3 4 R AR i 2 Rk
FTXFE

2.3. YkRIEE

A Y0 F MR R [4] (System Usability Scale, SUS)H1 Brooke £ 1986 4EF & 3T 1996 4E1IE: LA £,
CUCN VS R B AT M ER TR —. iZERIL 10 N&H, KA Likert 5 itk
“CUEEARE” B “HEERIEY ). W SUS 8, BT EREAKH RS FEHAN 0 £ 4 25
Mo E, FHA BRI 4 H)fid 5 ks a3, FEETIGE % B2 R 1, A
By ARG TR 2.5, 3 H R4, A4y R R G R E AR T P, 2 B R 2 s i 0 AT A A £
i o

P Sauro Fl Lewis IR LR 5w, 29 43% 1] FHPERF AR 1 SUS &R #H7 1IE A EEEIE [ 10],
FEE P, Wang 25 A [117%F SUS #4717 /R SO PRI 5 56E, 45 S BB 1T Ja 1 H SCRRAE % SCA0ad i
AR T RS A

AW 7Lk Wang 55 NMET J5 M SCR SUS =RAE AR A4S, DU CSUQ. ASQ #1 QUIS &%
FI bR IR o AE =AM RIFEA R, iZ 8% 1 Cronbach’s alpha R¥7 514 0.765. 0.746 1 0.743,
omega REN 0.772. 0.744 F10.748, KT 0.7, HIRILH R LFH P96 — .

2.4. ERNEFESOEEF

AHFFFT CUSQ ASQ. QUIS =AMEFHEAT TRITE S BIER TAE: &5 =i 5 8l s
FHREUERN R SC, I B — 0 A TR 1 5 0O B 5 AR 0T L =A% B RE  H SCRR, TR RROWIE (1) R S
BR. ARIERERRERTE, 5 R — O BT I BE S AIRR AT R B, T AL R 2R BB R R
P ERAE G EREATR, X R ERIATE SO . G i R R LR R EE,
i 7 10 A7 Windows 11 RGH P TERES, WRIEH P RS S5, mETE T SR
] CSUQ. ASQ. QUIS &%.

3. BB hE4R
3.1. 3ChE CUSQ. ASQ. QUIS =AMEFRMIEAHHRIE

3.1.1.CUSQ B

(1) BH

i FH 55— YR T 3R AF HIRE AR — 2 (n = 680), %8 CSUQ w5 MM BRI 2 )5, iz
R FTA RIS HREARAG oy (O DS HT, 25, BTA IS B R 4353 IO AH DR AE 0.01 7KF ik 3 3%,
FRARKAE 0.635 & 0.722 Z [0l SRIGARIE ARG 0 0P FEAR BT m AT, 42015 % 27%%090 N mik s
A, FEXTPAREARBATIOLREAR 4856 . 45 R TR, WAFEARTE 16 MBS % 57 B3 (p < 0.001),
XYL SRR CSUQ R 16 AN IR A B (1 X 4

(2) WRMEE T
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T4, KT CSUQ ERBEMR, A MEFFEAR — 58— 40 B8 (n = 315)14T KMO J¢ Bartlett BRIEAG
B, 45K H, KMO=0.952, Bartlett BRIEATT0 45 I8 B B MK (2 = 4808.269, df = 120, p < 0.001),
T B B R AR B & & A TR R M X F 43 M1 (Exploratory Factor Analysis, EFA) [12]. #5 IR A fe AR
BEAT R, FREREEI R T KTT 2. N TR NEE, DRHMEHERT | ERIkIE, R4
PREUE —AN T, RS RER 43.221%, FFHAEE 0.590~0.705 Z (WK 1). %4 RMGEH
BRIENEM, FRES VR PR R G R .

Table 1. Analysis results of the overall EFA of CSUQ scale
F# 1. CSUQ EREBHFRRMEF OISR

C I Sl P e i
G f%% 7.480 43221  43.221
CSuQl 0.409  0.639 BARE, ROMEHRXANRANE SRR .

CSUQ2 0.476  0.690 XA RGBT R .

CSUQ3 0.404  0.636 5 XA R G R PR 52 AT 55 -

CSUQ4 0.488  0.699 XA BB ETIE

CSUQs 0.469  0.685 FERIEAN RGUIRE S o

CSUQ6 0412  0.641 PAUG XA RGuAEIR @

CSuUQ7 0.360  0.600 XA RS H A RN T DI B A 2 R R 4T A ke el
CSUQ8 0.348  0.590 KA XN RTINS, # e PuERE .

CSUQ9 0456 0.675 ARG RIS SARTE W e LA B BRsifs S A H A

k).

CSuUQ10 0.415  0.644 KRR TFEMEERES
CSUQIl1 0.428  0.654 5 BRI RO B IR AT S
CSuQI12 0.436  0.660 R4 5 LI BRI
CSUQI13 0419  0.647 ARG A LN R AR o
CSUQl14 0.425  0.652 TEMAE ARG S -
CSuQls 0.476  0.690 ARG B A RIE T ThREFIBE
CSUQ16 0.496  0.705 SRR, XX RF RN

HK, X CSUQ =&, KA ZHEER LS A TR E R, BAAPIRE L.
SRR, RGHE RS ERNE R RS E KMO H KT 0.8, FHESEER KMO EH AT 0.6, H=
ANy BRI Bartlett BRIZ AT IR 45 R 4518 B 824K F(KMO RGH T =0.826, 22 =1248.979, df=15,
p <0.001; KMO fZRA&E =0.849, »*=1005.940, df=15, p <0.001; KMO #HFE =0.647, =
309.843, df=3, p<0.001), AISREATIRREVERZRAHT[13]. auk, RASERBIREHAT =M, Jf
TENEREI R T BRI 251, T e R IEcE, ATUURHEE R T 1 MEAKEE, A0 & REAH
FAREUH — AN 7, BFRRRERAR B 50N 43.422%. 39.676% 41.208%, [KFH11i 23 HI7E 0.613~0.701
0.592~0.668 0.525~0.729 Z [FAJ( W% 2).
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B, TR R

Table 2. Exploratory factor analysis results of each subscale of the CSUQ scale
F2.CSUQ BERBNERRRMEFHNER

CE RN FHAER s S
ER 1 gﬁi 3.168 43.422% 43.422%
CSUQ!  0.435  0.660 Bpk b, BOAEHARXAN RAMNE ST RN
CSUQ2  0.482  0.695 XA R GUR A7
CSUQ3 0376 0.613 XA R G IR B POE 78 55 -

CSUQ4  0.492  0.701 XA R REG IR EFIE

CSUQ5 0395  0.629 EOMFHRAN RARE S -

CSUQ6  0.425  0.652 PAEE A R ARt o

FER?2 ;; 2.982 39.676% 39.676%
CSUQ7 0398  0.631 XA RGi gy IR IR 7 T DA AT #3538 0 AT A o [r) R0

CSUQS 0377 0.614 RN RGET R HEE, #ReRia ks .

CSUQY9  0.446  0.668 X/NRGIEULINE BIRTEMTUNTELTE . FERHE BRI HALSTRY) .

CSUQI0  0.404  0.635 KRR FENEERES .

CSUQI1  0.350  0.592 & BRI A B R S AT %

CSUQI2 0406 0.637 ARG Ft R LIS RAHSRIEMH .

SPER3 ;ﬁg 1.806 41.208% 41.208%
CSUQI3 0428  0.655 XA RG0SR AR .

CSUQ14 0276 0.525 BENAF XA RS S

CSUQI5 0.532  0.729 EAN RS BARIAENFT A hRERRE /1.

(3) FRUEPE T #r
IRPEIRZ M R T bt S, JRATVE FRE A — (1 58 — 380 3 (n = 365)1EAT B0AIE M A T4 #7(Confirmatory
Factor Analysis, CFA), PMEIRER LA REE . SR 0N, ik Es SR IEALABHANRE, ks

REZRGAME. 15

RIRESBERN 2df 73518 2.220. 5.544. 2.465, SRMR #/MF 0.8, CFI. TLI #K

T 0.9 (W 3). RUIEKMETEIRG RYRIIE, CSUQ BRI FLIB I SRR RIT.

Table 3. The fitness index of CSUQ scale model
52 3. CSUQ ERIERH &8 H

mR 27 df p CFI TLI RMSEA (90% C.L) SRMR
EEZUN 230.896 104 <0.001 0.951 0.943 0.058 (0.048, 0.068) 0.036
RGH AN 49.896 9 <0.001 0.940 0.900 0.112 (0.083, 0.143) 0.038
FERE 22.189 9 <0.001 0.976 0.960 0.063 (0.030, 0.097) 0.029
T 0.000 0.000 <0.001 1.000 1.000 0.000 (0.000, 0.000) 0.000
4) BT
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RFE CSUQ ERATENE—ANEARFN =N BRI RS, A AL FREA — 58 0 (n =
365 TR R, MERSARGHAME. BREEEN N BRI RE(0). omega REL
()T 0.8, FIESERLN 0.7 it HiR, BERS =MHERNEHIER(CR)Z AN 0927,
0.828. 0.802 1 0.694. WJ&J5, FEAEA 55 —fB 7 #ds P B 60 ABEAT T HW, 45REY], Q&R
FIEE R 0.945, KIRIFLE 4).

Table 4. The reliability analysis of CSUQ scale
F 4.CSUQ BRIFENHR

Y pE . b B Alpha (o) omega RH (w) & HUfE E(CR) HIE T
R 0.927 0.927 0.927 0.945 16
RGH R 0.827 0.828 0.828 0.877 6
B 0.802 0.802 0.802 0.873 6
S 0.693 0.695 0.694 0.758 3

(5) BT
HEH SUS mERIE ARG, WIF CSUQ mERFARF S 1 ERAF /0 5 1R 1S/ B W E M IEA K
(7 s =0.706, 7 zsame =0.656, 7 ppnz =0.675, ramsz = 0.667), Uil 1ZERUFFBE RIF.

3.1.2. ASQ B

(1) TiH 7t

M AEFER b, BAUEFRAREAR Z(n = 7T1S)BATHIG T, SR ER, ASQ ER =I5 H A4
35 Z [8I7E 0.01 K IR F B2, ML RE 314 0.740. 0.796 F1 0.837. X @40 4 SR 4LAEAAE 3 4
RIS AT LA ¢ KSR A5 3R, PRAFEARTE 3 MBS 50 3 2 7 B35 (p < 0.001), X UiHA
HSCHR ASQ 3R T I E A BT I X 4 RE

(2) BT

ASQ ERM AN — MR E ()N 0.699, omega RE(w)FIE K w EE(CR)IN 0.720. HTAER
B 3 RIS, TR A AR b 58 AT 55 BOME 5 FE 58 B TR RIS 35 BT B R . IRPE A5 S5 N 5
eI A BAE BE[14] (CRYMTT i, THEH BRI IS B (CR)A 0.720. [FIFEFER [ RIRG I E < 5, 3
MIAEREAR AR BEALIMEL 60 AEAT 7 E I, 4550 0.890, FBHE NG R 4F.

(3) BB

[FIFEIERE SUS ERAE NS, MR ASQ =R/ 51 ERECH 0.725, p<0.01, PLEHIZE
# 5 SUS &R 8] A BT I 8br KB .

3.1.3. QUIS B

(1) kgt

EIETHE QUIS &R & AR T 35 70 Ak 2208 LL R I, AN HIIMEALE 6.93~6.99 Z 7], KT
HIRIME 4.5, PREEZETE 1.12~1.23 2 [0], L6 Windows 11 THEAL R GUA [F) 77 18 ) 3 000 = 2 380
HAHWAE 5).

Table 5. The descriptive statistical results of the QUIS scale
5. QUIS ERMHAGITER

M SD N
JSXENFI 6.99 1.12 674
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o 6.98 1.23 674
REMERRS 6.96 1.16 674
2ok 6.93 1.20 674
RGeS 6.97 1.15 674

(2) BT

Wz 6 Fin, QUIS ER &7 R IINE—BME R E()F1 omega RE () E T 0.8; AU E(CR) S
A4 0.867. 0.819. 0.872. 0.913. 0.851,

P G, TEFEAR = BENIHEL 60 NBEATEN, 2R ER, B “RER”7 PENEEN 0.667 4,
HARRENEEHRT 0.8, RO ENIEBERLF .

Table 6. The reliability analysis of QUIS scale
3 6. QUIS BR[EED

7o [ L Alpha () omega & H(w) G & S (CR) %

SRR 0.872 0.873 0.912 0.867 6

o 0.829 0.830 0.899 0.819 4
RBNEE RS 0.867 0.868 0.888 0.872 6
ot 0.879 0.880 0.876 0.913 6
REihe ) 0.849 0.851 0.667 0.851 5

(3) BE

© ZEHE

DR 70 BT A R T W AR e 5V AR AR B G RN G 7, TR 45 WU I 36 B AuRR (A
{E[15], 7 RRZE PR T M1 (EFA)FIERAUE PR T 23 HT(CFA) B Fl . H AT, 75 SR 45 M 8UZ AN P F 5
AR E . (HNMEHAF RN TERMAELSHOEE TN T, M, s
AR AR AT BE AR — AR D TR, R D B AN TR R e R AR R R e R
XIS AT LU CFA #4716 38Uk 14 K123 41 ] UG R 45 14 7 #2584 (Structural Equation Model, SEM)H
MEAEAI[17], KH Mplus BT QUIS R K 5 AN JiAT B S RE 538, SEBUsh2 % SEM il
BT R TS VEY, ST LS AR S S A T AR A A [

TEARWEFH, AR = (n=674)% QUIS BRI HAGHATIONE, 4R KW, &% HKRAELE
T AT E] T 0.682~0.771 Z[A] . BEAY ) F LS TR 7): 2/df 9 4.400, AT 3 A5 28], ESREEK
T3, (HETRFARREKR, RKFEMEEEINIEAZIR; RMSEA 5 0.071, SRMR N 0.037, ¥J/hF
0.08, T R ATEEMESR,; CFIA TLI 20515 0.918 F10.908, ¥ KT 0.9, £ 45 RF WA A BUR
RUF, ZERMSERE T .

Table 7. The fitness index of QUIS scale model
= 7. QUIS EXRERESIEH

Va df p CFI TLI RMSEA (90% C.1.) SRMR

1381.746 314 <0.001 0918 0.908 0.071 (0.067, 0.075) 0.037
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@ RKEME

B 8 WA, ZERF, BT 3 A 8 M4, BA I NI R H N A AR T 0.7, iX
RHEANER B H A B ARERME. it SRR 2 RAVEE#H KT 0.5, HAEE
JE(CRYE AT 0.8, XKW ZERIREGHUE[ 18] H A,

Table 8. Factor loading of QUIS scale
% 8. QUIS BXREFRABHE

Az Estimate AVE CR
QUISI < JEREN IV 0.709
QUIS2 <en JEREN IV 0.739
QUIS3 <en JEREN AN 0.688
‘ 0.521 0.867
QUIS4 <--- SRR 0.743
QUIS5 <--- SRR B 0.728
QUIS6 < S¥LN I A 0.724
QUIS? < BE%E 0.753
QUIS8 <en BE%E 0.682
0.532 0.819
QUIS9 <emn i 0.725
QUIS10 <emn % 0.754
QUISI1 <--- REMFEE RS 0.752
QUISI12 <--- RIEMEE RS 0.725
QUIS13 <ee- REMEE RS 0.723
o 0.531 0.872
QUIS14 <--- REMEE RS 0.703
QUISI5 <en RIEMEE RS 0.761
QUIS16 <--- ENEUEISE 0.708
QUIS17 <--- M 0.724
QUISIS <emn 2 2] 0.732
QUIS19 <e-- M 0.719
) 0.538 0.913
QUIS20 <--- 210 0.747
QUIS21 <--- 25 0.771
QUIS22 <e-- M 0.705
QUIS23 <emn RGiHe T 0.743
QUIS24 <e-- REiHe 0.716
QUIS25 <ee- REHE 0.735 0.533 0.851
QUIS26 <--- REHe 0.707
QUIS27 <--- REHE 0.747

© HbrRIKAE

SRIAH, £ SUS ERAIE bR, WS QUIS FK KA 1154 5 1% 8bR 1AH K R 2050518 0.70,
0.69. 0.67. 0.66 F10.68, p<0.01, 28 HBIRRE 52,
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B, TR R

3.2. Windows 11 &R A4 & A RHBEERKIAE

3.2.1. EAEREHHERESITER

W 9 PR, E=APUREEREAS, Windows 11 RGH T I G B 70% A F#AZE I
A, SEAREGREN. Fi5, BRAEMEN RN R 2 am. Hb, BRI R S

XA, M 20%LL ERH P EER

Table 9. Statistics of the computer conditions of Windows 11 system users in the three samples

9. =AM HEARH Windows 11 RSt PRI IKE R GT

BEADY(CSUQ, n = 534)

FEA TL(ASQ, n = 547)

FEA/S(QUIS, n = 432)

) i it 5 B i b 2551 B = d
HL AN 2 Y
EATREN 377 70.60% EATPIN 401 73.31% ESATAPN 324 75.00%
AR 18 3.37% PR 125 22.85% PR 8 1.85%
&2 L 139 26.03% EEN] 20 3.66% &L 100 23.15%
PRI i JELCHITY )
Al 187  35.02% 5 192 35.10% AR 164 37.96%
#N 101 18.91% #y 99 18.10% N 75 17.36%
R 76 14.23% R 81 14.81% R 65 15.05%
H 65 12.17% i 63 11.52% o 49 11.34%
FLI 28 5 (T Y
uS El 112 20.97% NET RS 121 22.12% A EYl 98 22.69%
KLVG-32 28 5.24% KLVG-32 29 530%  Inspiron R%] 22 5.09%
Inspiron %75 26 4.87%  Inspiron &% 29 5.30% KLVG-32 19 4.40%
lecoo AIO i 2888 21 3.93%  #UR Vestro 20 3.66% K Vestro 18 4.17%

BEAh, E=AERGD M, CSUQ BREM L = A7 BRI BIMELE 5.58~5.70 2 [&], KT
HhE{E 4; ASQ ERIVBRIG I MEN 5.51, AT HhiE{E 4; QUIS BRI KI5 /- MHAE 6.89~6.96
Z I8, KRFHIEE 4.5 (L 10). PLEZERIYERN], H X Windows 11 5 Gt A AR R R VHA By BAE

Table 10. Descriptive statistics of the three scales

= 10. =ANERMWARSEH

B3R o Min Max M+ SD n

AR 1.94 7.00 5.64 +£0.72 534
Ao 2.33 7.00 5.70 £ 0.74 534

CSUQ &# N
ERF&E 1.67 7.00 5.58 £ 0.76 534
SHH = 1.00 7.00 5.59 +£0.83 534
ASQ ®EH Bk 1.00 7.00 5.51 £0.85 547
JER U 0.67 9.00 6.89 +1.26 432

QUIS &%

5t 0.25 9.00 6.96 + 1.35 432
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RiBHER ARG 0.83 9.00 6.92+1.27 432
QUIS &% S S) Pk 1.00 9.00 6.89 +1.32 432
AYiRE 0.80 9.00 6.94+1.27 432
322, EROH

(1) CSUQ &%

© ZHRETZEHHT

TEMEA b, CSUQ mRBEMR K = AN BRIAFEAEREER.

PN Sl b, CSUQ EREBAK S = A3 B RAF /3 78 BAR 22 (F w526 = 6.488, p=0.011,
N7 =0.012; F zsumiase =4.606, p=0.032, n7=0.009; F susnnasse=7.093, p=0.008, n#=0.013;
F sunngs26) = 6.933, p=0.009, 57 =0.013), HFRMHE—FHE@EA, RIASCHERIZEAEIRN QA E & 155
SRR 11, 212 PoR). BARRMZ: ASCHREEE A, EERA G Windows 11 REMIFN 137
BEET A EIRART, NSRRI 55 53w T TR P S5 .

Table 11. The results of multivariate analysis of variance of the CSUQ scale

F11.CSUQ ERFZHEZHENER

T AR [ 2R A B
B RGA M FRIAE by
F n# F nw F nw F ne
P51 0.169 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.222 0.000 0.009 0.000
ol 9.195%+ 0.017 9.483%+ 0.018 8.058 0.015 6.141* 0.012
il 3.819 0.007 2.391 0.005 4.375% 0.008 5.955%* 0.011
5] * TR 0.228 0.000 0.529 0.001 0.209 0.000 0.005 0.000
PR 0.057 0.000 0.259 0.000 0.368 0.001 0.572 0.001
TRkl 6.488* 0.012 4.606* 0.009 7.093%+ 0.013 6.933* 0.013
PR FRME* 0.335 0.001 0.310 0.001 0.281 0.001 0.000 0.000
e *FE 0.05 KF EER #*fE 0.01 KFERE.
Table 12. Simple effect test of profession & major
Fz 12, BRMlFn ol 8] 2R S5 R 46 36
ERYEE AR SRR ss ms F EEM LSD
ol
: T2 0.067  0.067 0.131 0.718
e NSCAEREE 7201 7.201 14.131%%* <0.001 ERRA G > &4
Ak
iAN14
A 0.099  0.099 0.195 0.659
Ll
TEHRN A 4701  4.701 9.224%* 0.003 NSCHEREE > BT
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ik
T 0.260 0.26 0.485 0.487
B
NSRRI 6.638  6.638 12.396%** <0.001 IR > %4
R -
7\
. A 0.107  0.107 0.200 0.655
M
EEA 5 3.324 3324 6.207* 0.013 ASCHERNE > TR
£l
T2 0.010  0.010 0.017 0.896
Bl
. NSRS 7672 7.672 13.740%%*F  <0.001 RV N AR S
ISy "
/\\
=20 0.101  0.101 0.181 0.671
Ll ol ,
TEIRA R 5.747 5747 10.292%%* 0.001 ASCHERNE > TR
£l
T 0.009  0.009 0.013 0.908
i/ 4
. NCAEREE 8.074  8.074 11.858%* <0.001 RN > 4
AR -
A
A 0.014  0.014 0.021 0.886
Ll

TEHRA R 7.978  7.978 11.717%%%* <0.001 NSRS > BT
A *fE 0.05 K LR, *7E 0.01 /KT EREE, ***7F 0.001 /KF 5.

@ FESHIL

EHRMRA F, HTARSERKHREE M ERBR, AMaEEEETSHERE . Kk, ALK
WY oy A5, ARAE AN R ALK AR o = PR BidA . SN fE, XHAE CSUQ #4k Jr =4
ER LA BT T AESEIG IR —— 2 T BEARRRIRG LS, DU IR 3BT 45 SR B HERF P A mT 5k
ZHPAE CSUQ AR K =7 &R LI AR E Z R (P wn = 13.344, p = 0.001; 2 summn =
12.363, p=0.002; y*pems =12.757, p=0.002; 3% smns =9.825, p=0.007).

BB P L AT, 7E CSUQ BAAMIE B & b, “FARSZBICA 20159 22 5 B3 (O s
=-2.649, pwr =0.024; ) pemn =—2.949, p pens =0.010), EICAH WSS EE & T PR Pk
H5&EmHAP Z RS ERF R EQ s =—3.425; pwr =0.002; 32 pens =—3.504, p pess = 0.001),
GRERAEBrEERTERAS. HEEASGRNERH ZBHES HFLEEEEZER? v =
—2.206, p=0.082; y* pusw =—1.676, p g =0.281) WK 5, PR 7 78 AR R B 5 & _E X Windows
11 RGN 8o

ERGA ML, P G P 1S AR 2 702 sammn = —2.994, p=0.008), 5UH
i FH P A3 R AR s Bl A & R P S A R 2 7 (2 ssenmn =—2.631, p=0.026),
SREMAF R EESTELAH; HELASFRASMBZRAREQ saom = —2.026, p =
0.128). Rk, &M ERRGH SR DX S ERmREE L, HE PRS0
10 FH 7 2 (B350 A B 2 R (2 . = —2.986, p=0.008), & = HLNHIH 5 B TR .

(2) ASQ B%
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O ZHREHZESHT

AFEENAPNAE ASQ EREMARSG ) X HAEH BEF wnaso = 5.943, p = 0.015<0.05, n# =
0.011), FEAFABENTRIZEAEINA R X Windows 11 RGP I IF(WLFE 130 % 14). HARRIN: EHR
R, NSCHBEER I H P B S BE & TR TR, ASCGHEREE R, IR ARG 5) B35
mTEERP .

Table 13. The results of multivariate analysis of variance of the ASQ scale

T 13.ASQ ERZEZFENHER

AR TR R A 56
ASQ Ak
F n7
51 0.615 0.001
Ll 3.144 0.006
B 4.134* 0.008
PERE 0.001 0.000
PR 0.019 0.000
ol +FR 5.943* 0.011
P bR 0.466 0.001
VE: *7E 0.05 K F LEE.
Table 14. Simple effect test of major and profession
2 14. HALFRERAL B {8 B S RS TR 25 R
A% KR ss ms F B LSD
iAN1
e 0.191 0.191 0.265 0.607
ol TEERA 3 5.497 5.497 7.611%% 0.006 NSCHERLE > HTR
Ll
" BT 0.066 0.066 0.092 0.762
AR 6.527 6.527 9.038%* 0.003 AR > 228

VE: *E0.05 K EEFE; **7E0.01 KV LEEFE.

@ FEHIL

B B USSR B AN A F i SR B A i 22 RO, NG E BN H S H R 7. AT AR A
AESHOR 56 1) 22 28R SERE A AR RS 56 05 B AN [R) B I S AL IR = ABEREAT LU . 5 RSB0, =4k
1E ASQ SERENR LN DA R EZTR(P wn = 13.621, p=0.001).

WP LLE R RIL, PR SZEICAH P02 A BEEZR(P ww = —3.156, p «u = 0.005), ZEidAH
PG RE S TR AP PRS- 530 Z WA B3 2 702w = —3.669, p s = 0.001),
G A5 B3 & TR . HEILAS & S 2 043 5 TR 2 R (O v = —1.566,
p e =0.352>0.05).

(3) QUIS &
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© ZHEITEI

PEAITE QUIS =R AANFKANBR S H AR EZ R TAAINERE/AE B RS T WAL R
EER.

RHRNY 5 F VAR AR SR 57 % 2 S VERN R GERE 7 DA 2R 4543 S R I A8 FBUNE(F w1 a29)
=6.697, p=0.010, 77=0.016; F yi44=4.890, p=0.028, n7=0.011; F wiuq44=3.952, p=0.047,
N7 =0.009; F zuien040="5352, p=0.021, n7=0.012). ERERNAGFERE L, ASCHBEEEIRA R
% Windows 11 R4t 1 s MATFAN 5 4F«

Bk ASCHBESER P, ERARR& KNG BEm T AR EIRARS, ASCHFR
KN Rr RERSTH TRV EEIMMASRR T L, AN SCHERPEFEIR R 224 H
(W3 15, £ 16).

Table 15. The results of multivariate analysis of variance of the QUIS scale

F 15.QUIS ERZFERRFESNIER

F AR B R A 5
SY LN % NS SE N o RGHe
F ne F ne F nw F nw F ne
51 0.651  0.002 0987 0.002 2405  0.006 1.851  0.004  0.684  0.002
B, 3.004  0.007 5.155% 0.012 2945  0.007 3782 0.009  1.781  0.004
Ll 0.748  0.002 1356  0.003 1.034  0.002 0.728  0.002  0.193  0.000
PR B 0.174  0.000 1322 0.003 0.175  0.000 0.098  0.000  0.088  0.000
PEG =l 0.188  0.000  0.000 0.000 0.117  0.000 0233  0.001 0556  0.001
Bl 6.697* 0016 4.890* 0.011 3.178  0.007  3.952* 0.009 5.352*% 0.012

PR * 5k 0.016  0.000 0.009 0.000 0.124 0.000 0.009  0.000  0.023  0.000
VE: *7E0.05 KF EEZE.

Table 16. Simple effect test of profession & major
F= 16. Bl FnE L pofE B 3R 3 47

ERYEE AR SRR ss ms F EEM LSD
Ll
- PR 0.587 0.587 0.374 0.541
NSCHERLE 14.332 14.332 9.125%* 0.003 RN > 224
KR J52 B s
S 2.641 2.641 1.681 0.195
ol TEERA 3 8.381 8.381 5.336* 0.021 AR > BT
Ll
- T 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.966
NSCHEREE 17.532  17.532  9.817** 0.002 NG > 54
i B
S 1.109 1.109 0.621 0.431
Ll
TEHR 9.109 9.109 5.100% 0.024 NSCHERES > BT
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Ll
- T 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.975
\\
: ' NSCHRRE 13.074  13.074  7.559%* 0.006 NG > 8
23]
i1
=% 1.261 1.261 0.729 0.394
Ll
TEHR 6.25 6.25 3.613 0.058
Ll
- T 0.786 0.786 0.49 0.484
\\
. ) NSCHEREE 10426 10.426 6.504* 0.011 RN > 22k
AYifE T
T
A 3.19 3.19 1.99 0.159
Ll
TEHR 5.435 5.435 3.39 0.066

@ FZHa%

[FIRTIRATFT, FRAVKIRR 2 IS REAR RS SRR 4T 22 5 0 i . A5 RR W] = 0A/E QUIS &
RN S IAEAE B35 22 7 O e = 15.954, p<0.001; x?ms =14.840, p=0.001; 3> smpess =
12.816, p=0.002; 2 5ae =10.950, p=0.004; y*z5ms =13.264, p=0.001),

BE— B PIPTELE HT St EEA RN b, RS G SRR IS0 2 57 B3 (1 snns = —3.096, p =
0.006), “FHH 10 BT GXRMA T ZIlA S 6 M NE D 27 B E (7 wms =—3.188, p
=0.004), HRHMWHP AT EEEGTEILAR: FIRSZEILANE ZRAEE (P e =-2.160,
p =0.092>0.05). %4k I, GBS X Windows 11 REAE SN EIPF3 8 -

ERRE L, PIREEILA. PG 6B, BidAS5 6 XM =R A EREZR( wm =
—2.562, p=0.031; y*ms =-3.329, p=0.003; y’ws =-2.676, p=0.022). BRI RI N: B >
LA > P, K] Windows11 RGBSt T RE T 6 2 i 58 52 1 P B3

HEAREEERGMAG R L, FREZBCAMN BRI AEEZENER (P vpess =—2.631, p=
0.026; 32 sy =—2.657, p=0.024), FEICAHPERXPINERE EGESBE ST PR FiRE 6K
FI P A 0 AR AE B B I 22 7 02 wmess =—3.255, p=0.003; »* a5 =—3.299, p=0.003), FH
W P A5 e m TR A s (BEILAS G NN I LR 25 (O raemezs = —2.222, p =
0.079; % z4mn =—2.283, p =0.067>0.05). &S, GBS ZHBIT.

EF MR, REFRS 6B P Z B0 5% Z 55 (P vm =-2.892, p=0.011), RIA
S P AR AR T B R P

4. g
4.1. =ZPMERNPICARAIEIE

SRR A BRI MW7 BRI T 0T WL o007 (5ERSe . MRS T AR,
IR bR B BT

ST CSUQ R, TiH A M ER, &SR AR REUNTEA RO LU, BA BT
HOIX SR 90 R 40T (BFA) S HAIE R DR 7407 (CFA)VKATE T MR AGHL A R0R . #0045 ROt A7
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=
=

s FHETE F

BRSO R I T SE R

KT ASQ BR, WHMHERH XM =AU 5 RS M DAL (ERE . R X
FF), WHRIEW, R RPN I EISAESE . & TS B R AR Ak B bR

£ QUIS 3K L, WUH /- Hr4l R B s Uit & B, RERSA RX 20 AR & L A 7 R

JS2 P BAIENE BB 73 AT (CFAYR B3R 5 AN AT IR T A5 M U 70, B S s R4, BETER
RIRULRT A 2R . HAM R IUE R Fabr ik BIARiE

4.2. Windows 11 RZG AT AMY XA R#EENR S

4.2.1. BEIEM

RYE CSUQ. ASQ Ml QUIS ERMHEL RN, CSUQ EK(7 i) ASQ E3R(7 4-1fil). QUIS &
FO HHNES B EEETHEME, B X Windows 11 Z 58 ()] AN & RPN Bk o . (BAE
HE M E RV A A Windows RGUARK AT LIS KRG AT, DU IR AL TE AT 2% 5] Bt
U, BRI RS

4.22. ERNH

(1) rEH Fr 2R

AR FAEREN, CSUQ. ASQ. QUIS &R MMl FEHE S B tH 1 22 et AN 25, 55 L P AEAE
55 56 SURN S B B AR LA — 3, X S AT AN FAAAEZE R [19] SRR T REAE T2 BE (5 B AT
FACRE ST B, AN [EHE I B P AE TSN SRz e 48 1 22 i e /b AR AMLAE BL(HCL) %
T 3k K FH 59 7 37 (Gender-Neutral) BRI, B BL, - 15900 45 E 22 G405 1 52 1A m] REAE A 5544 o

(2) Bk EL 2 (822 B AR

AWFFEERERH, £ CSUQ. ASQ. QUIS =RMMIVTFEEH, B 5Lz BERYEE, HEH
AIRETET: O ASCHRERTERR N A A TAE W IR 2 HISCRIAR B (5 B R 2R UMESEATE
KA ATy 5. A TR BE S A T ERAL AL (GUD B B R, MiEar S ATEE 248, Y A%
it TG B R IATEWE BRI E R (20], PIGAE RS A VRN FtiH BT & b vr o 2 e T
. @ BT S R EMBIARYERE, AT SRR ). T RIABE A1
AT LHSCRFSE . SR80, Windows 11 fEHF K TR, BISCR . S RG0S B RESE J7 T v] R
RETE AT R H TR R, FEUXBART RS0 AT A S VP AR [19]. thah, BRI AR n @ 1)
T E MR RG] R S R ERIVE A . B FEHRN D@ T BEAE KR B[R] P v Rk 58 i TARAT 5%
DR VR R Gy o L S . AT V)i E RS e R T vy, AR P I S E 2 AL, &
PR 2T AR RS, N RS 2 A SCRE (i AR PERE « 52 55 3850 AN AL 2 114G 8 2 R R BAAE
XEeH L SHEORFEBL 5 B I REALE Windows 11 R G80] IR E Y EAFEZER .

(3) TEHMZEE R ER

WA R KN, AR EEECA . i, &XNBMRHFE CSUQ. ASQ. QUIS &£ LT
o L2 EREEER, SR P TE RG] YRR BRIV R, A E AR AN SR HA )
PRk, JRRATRELE T & 2 H i i P 4 1R S e P R A A, SE AR ORI AL ERES . S K IAE % 2 1],
PAK BEAR B () B Ve 4, AT RIS AT R AN S B 0 10 SCRYRTE A, 34 B A 5 L T Wi S J (B3R <
100 ms), XL P IRAE T B NI KRR AR I AN T & 1) AR RCR[21]. AHELZ T, il A H i B
SRAEAEHEYE B PR3y, LR TR B R 2 TR BT R A T TR, (B A R &
WIZATEHAT ETE L BUT SR, T RE 2 BIHEAA Bt SR ) PR, 52 B P RS . i~PAR F i, R
BRI ERAE . FEEMAMEIE R 6, (BHEIERRFRN, BT AR, A4S RT
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B, TR

Faly

55 BEAE S5 E B TCIL R FTF P AN 52 8 1) Word SCHS, RBEZ B Bon = TN B I B3 /1AL, 5L
G0 A] A S PR B

ik, AFRNRARPE S ZRAR LR “REEYERE - Bt AL - AT = VLR AL
BRHMEL “PERILE” M, WE TR mtERETF RS TR, BICAHN DL 5 S kR
i WENL, ERC T BB AR SPARCRIRI DL “ s SRR L, RETEHRIRAKRE P A . KK
AN FI B R R ZE R, FREEX % B RS AT I — B0, SEiCA BN T A EA
FETt SRR RS, PARCEINRTIEIE ARG JRE B AN AE, A A DG B 2 e R

5. &g

(1) X Windows 11 RGLH 7T IEE, I84F T CSUQ. ASQ Al QUIS &R 7EH [ B A # M=l S
b3

(2) BAEJ5 ) CSUQ. ASQ A1 QUIS &% Windows 11 RZEH P HURE A L8, &2 H 7 iR SR
BERT.

(3) ARVEAEVHT EIERE 2R . G A AR R G0 n] YRR R Eom, B ILAATT
BRI PR IRz o BRME 5B MV AFE S BAE T, AN SCAERERAEIR N G 2 A e

Bk
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