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A Q-Study of Game Player Aesthetics

David Myers
Loyola University

Thix article investigates computer-game gesthetics using O methodology. Four criteria (fantasy,
curiesity, challenge, and interactivity) useful in evaluating computer garnes in past research are
isolated. A naturalistic Q-sample of statements bused on these criteria ore then rank ordered by
“frequent™ and Yaccomplished"” computer game players. Factor analysis of the Q-sort indicates
those assthetics associated with “all games, " “video games,” and “home computer games. "
Further results compare video-game aesthetics with home-computer-game aesthetics. Sugges-
tions for further research discuss the advantages of basing game evaluarion and criticism on
subjective glemenis of play.

KEYWORDS: aesthetics; computer games; game players; pames; & methodology; videp
games.

Thete is little literature on computer-game aesthetics. Yet home computers
were first introduced into the home as game-playing machines in the early
1980s,' and play behavior remains an important part of creating and adopting
new technologies.” Aesthetic analysis of this new medium and its most
popular art form has the potential of clarifying how values, preferences, uses,
and gratifications established in other media are transformed by the unique
characteristics of computer-based media.

Literature Review

In reviewing past literature it is first important to distinguish between
those video games that are played—for 25 cents a game——in the presence of
other games and other players, and the more sophisticated home computer
games played repeatedly in relative silence and isolation on the increasingly
ubiquitous personal computer.
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The largest category of rescarch concerns those video games that are
played in public. These games have been a topic of both sociological and
psychological studies. Probably precipitated by concern over adolescent
attendance at video-game arcades in the early 1980s (see Ellis, 1984),
sociological studies have investigated the video-game community and the
motivations of video-game players. Selnow (1984) applied research on
television uses and gratifications to the study of video games and compared
video-game play with television viewing behaviors. He suggested that video
games differ from television primarily in their ability to provide active
participation—or “an electronic friend”—uscful in the socialization of cer-
tain “heavy” players. Wigand, Borstelmann, and Boster (1986) concentrated
on the communication climate in video arcades and correlated “nonmediated
communications” with video-game play. These authors concluded that “the
video game arcade functions as a place to meet people” and “possesses more
positive attributes than has previously been assumed” (pp. 289-290). These
and other similar studics (Dominick, 1984; Ellis, 1984) did not investigate
individual characteristics of specific video games.

While possibly antisocial effects of video-game play concern most of the
sociological studics, a large amount of research assumes prosocial-—primar-
ily educationat—cffects as well (see Condry & Keith, 1983, for an agenda).
In several laboratory-based studies representative of the psychological ap-
proach, Malone (1981a, 1981b) found three characteristics that make instruc-
tional environments (in this case, computer games) interesting and produc-
tive: challenge, fantasy, and curiosity. He identificd these characteristics in
different game types and distinguished the effect of these characteristics on
diffcrent player types (males and females, for instance).

Both sociological and psychological studies assume a particular set of
player uses and gratifications. Sometimes, these uses and gratifications are
defined somewhat arbitrarily by the researchers; for instance, Malone and
others (Bright, 1985; Dorval & Pepin, 1986) assumed that “learning” is-the
proper outcome for playing computer games. At other times, computer-game
uses and gratifications are assumed to be similar to audience interactions with
other noncomputer media. In either instance, game players are typically
observed or surveyed in order to isotate and cotrelate uscs-and-gratifications
categories in game, game player, and/or game-playing environment.

The few available critical analyses of computer games apply other meth-
odological techniques and make different theoretical assumptions, Here, the
emphasis is less on player than on game——perhaps, for this reason, video
games serve as objects of interest less often than the more complex home
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computer games. A particular genre of home computer games—interactive
fiction (also known commercially as “text adventures”y—has received most
critical attention,

Niesz and Holland (1984) evaluated the current status of computer game
as art by legitimizing interactive fiction as the most “literary” of computer
game forms. However, this assumes that interactive fiction is experienced as
literature rather as a literary process (such as play). Randall (1988) defined
“literarincss” in a manner which he believed most appropriate for computer
gamc analysis and then used that definition to eritique popular, commercial
homc computer games. He found that interactive fiction was least susceptible
to such analysis in the arca of plot continuity but concluded that computer
games do meet an essential criterion of literariness: making strange that
which is linguistically familiar,

Popular commentary has combined sociocultural, psychological, and
critical approaches, with emphasis on the latter. The vested interests of most
computer magazine reviews of games make their analysis suspect; however,
Crawford (1984), a popular game designer, offcred a well considered
marketer’s version of computer game aesthetics.

Goals

Unsatisfied with past research, I have tried in this study—using Q meth-
odology—t0 observe more closely (and measure, if possible) the subjective
experience of game play. My approach attempts to test the partial and
mechanistic theory of computer-game aesthetics that has cmerged from
sociocultural and psychological studies—without forced reference to more
“literary” analysis—and, simultaneously, to shape that theory through the
eyes of experienced game players. The goal of the Q-technigue, as applied
in this study, is to develop a computer-game aesthetic that does not depend
on borrowed definitions but springs more naturally from the comments,
evaluations, and human subjectivity of those who frequently play computer
games.’

Method

Inbrief, Q methodology requires a list of statements representing a variety
of attitudes or beliefs concerning a particular topic—in this case, computer
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games. These statements are rank ordered into a forced distribution (for later
statistical manipulation) by persons purposively selected to represent estab-
lished points of view concerning the topic in question. A factor analysis of
these Q-sorts indicates those combinations of statements that seem somehow
linked together to form a singular point of view, perspective, or aesthetic.
Construction of factor arrays based on the original factors makes interpreta-
tion and description of the subjective perspectives represented by each factor
easier to understand.

Procedure

The procedure is statistically similar to more common applications of
factor analysis; however, there is both a theory and a methodology connected
with the Q-technique and the curious are referred to Stephenson (1953) and
McKeown and Thomas (1988) for mare detailed explanations.*

To develop statements for the Q-sorts, four acsthetic criteria were isolated.
These criteria have been discussed and applied to the analysis of computer
games in previous research dealing with player uses and gratifications. The
first three—challenge, fantasy, and curiosity—are defined in parallel with
Malone (1981a) and might apply equally well to computer and noncomputer
games, while the fourth—interactivity—was derived from Niesz and Hol-
Tand (1984) and Crawford (1984) and defines a characteristic assumed more
peculiar to computer-game play:

Criterion 1: Challenge
“For an aclivity to be challenging, it should have a goal whose outcome is

uncertain” (Malone, 19813, p. 266).

Criterion 2: Couriosity

“Environments can evoke a learner's curiosity by providing an optimal level of
information complexity” (Malone 1981, p. 272).

Criterion 3: Fanlasy
“Computer-game fantasies almost certainly derive some of their appeal from the

emotional needs they help satisfy” (Malone, 1981z, p. 272).

Criterion 4: Imeractivity

“nteractive fiction actively tests the reader’s responses " (Niesz & Holland, 1984,
p. 122). “[The computer game] can react to the player’s moves with speed and

thoroughness” (Crawford, 1984, p. 10).

These four criteria were used to create 48 Q-statements. Each criterion
was expressed positively in three statements and negatively in three state-
ments. Wherever possible, these statements were derived from game player
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interviews in order to form a naturalistic Q-sample. Each of the four criteria
was also expressed in an “opposite” or “lack of” way. That is, three positive
and three negative statements were created to express “ease of play” (the
opposite of challenge), “realism™ (the opposite of fantasy), “familiarity” (the
opposite of curiosity), and “stability/constancy” (the opposite of interactiv-
ity). All Q-statemnents arc listed and labeled in Appendix 1.

To gain a baseline comparison for the analysis of computer games, thesc
48 statements were first O-sorted by 44 junior and senior college communi-
cations students instructed to select those statements that were most and Jcast
like their “favorite game.” The results of this sort, which described favorite
games without regard to the medium in which they are played, served to
validate the criteria chosen; in fact, these results are interesting in themselves
(see Results section).

Personal data collected concerning type and frequency of computer-game
play showed that 11 of the 44 original sorters were self-designated “frequent™
(24 hours per week) and “accomplished” (high scoring) video-game players.
These 11 students Q-sorted the statements again in order to describe their
“favorite video arcade game.” Finally, a matched (in age and sex) group of
11 seif-designated “frequent” and “accomplished” home-computer-game
players—chosen from local computer clubs and interest groups—Q-sorted
the statements in order to describe their “favorite home computer game.™

Results

There are three scts of results from the Q-sorts, each of which indicates
one or more preferred types of games, video games, or home computer
gamcs. While interesting individually, these results are most significant in
comparison—tevealing how preferences differ concemning the three types of
games. First, were the four criteria chosen adequate to express game prefer-
ences? Yes, subjects had no difficult modeling their favorite games with the
statements provided, and the resulting sorts showed a high degree of consis-
tency (p < 1.0000E-4)° in all three cases.

Of the four criteria, challenge was most crucial to a preferred game and
fantasy the least. Interactivity gained in significance when rating computer-
based games. Though other critcria may also be necessary for describing a
successful and popular game, the four criteria under investigation allowed
sufficicnt choice and varicty to differentiate successfully among several
popular game types.
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Favorite Games

Orthogonal factor analysis produced 10 minor factors (proportionate
variance contributions ranging from .357 to .039) from the first set pf Q-sorts
(N = 44) describing “favorite games.” The mean ranking” of cach criterion
is shown in Appendix 2, along with how five of the more significant factors
(selected for detailed deseription either due to their uniqueness within the
sort or duc to their similarity to subsequent Q-sorts) differed from that mean.

Each factor represents a differcnt perspective—or aesthetic—applied to
game choice and evaluation.” The most common aesthetic (A1) described a
favorite game as a new and exciting challenge, offering the opportunity to
build and improve skills. A brief label and description of the five most
representative factors follows, These descriptions are based on constructing
factor arrays—one for each factor. Factor arrays are, in essence, “pure”
representations of a particular aesthetic—or at least those representations that
would be statistically centered among those individuals loading highly on
that factor. Specific games associated with each acsthetic are those that were
listed most often by appropriate respondents to the question “What is your
favorite game?”/ The final interpretation of each array was aided by focus-
group interviews with the respondents. The five factors are:

Al. The game as a new challenge—skill-building (proportionate variance = .357),
This aesthetic preferred games that were new and somewhat unique, offering
the opporlunity to learn and improve practical skills throngh immediate feed-
back. New and currently popular games were included in this category.
Examples: FICTIONARY and TRIVIAL PURSUTT.

A2. The pame as a pleasant, nonthreatening social diversion (proportionate
variance = .181). This aesthetic preferred games that were familiar and non-
complex. Enjoyment of the game experience was a firsl priority, with “the game
experience” defined as social interaction. Examples: HIDE-AND-SEEK,
CHARADES, and drinking games.

A3, The game as meditative withdrawal (proportionate variance = .067). This
aesthetic preferred a solitaire game that was highly engaging. Improving skills
during game play was not s0 important as maintaining an wninterrupted game
experience. These experiences could either be physical or mental. Examples:
KLONDIKE and basketball (shooting hoops).

Ad. The game as enemy (proportionate varance = .056). This is a sort of
“antigame” aesthetic in which “favorite game” was a contradiction. This
aesthetic was a broad rejection of the values dorminating the previous three
aesthetics—challenge, social interaction, and mediation. Games were most
disliked when they were too challenging. Example: CHESS.
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AZ. The pame as new challenge—skill-proving (proportionate variance = 099).
This aesthetic was closely correlated with Al (correlation with Factor 1/Ait
Games » .8). However, players loading highly on this factor showed much
more interest in applying old skills than learning new skills. Examples:
Manopoly and Euchre.

The relative low-variance contributions of the factors in this first set of
Q-sorts demonstrates the number of aesthetics applied to games in general
and the possibility that the criteria developed in this study to evaluate
computer games are not really sufficient to represent a wider variety of
games. However, many of the perspectives uncovered in this first analysis
reappear in stronger form in the subsequent sorts that follow,

Favorite Video Arcade Games

The Q-sort (n = 11) describing favorite video arcade games produced three
factors, two of which prioritized the challenging aspects of video games and
were quite similar to A1 and A5:

Bl. The game as new challenge—skill-proving (proportionate variance = .513).
This aesthetic preferred a complex and challenging game that had been well
mastered. Thus this most dominating aesthetic within the video-game catagory
carresponded most closely to A5 (correlation with Factor 5/A1l Games 9.
Examples: DEFENDER and CENTIPEDE.

B2. The game as a pleasant, nonthreatenin g social diversion (proportionate
variance = .195). This aesthetic, similar to A2 {correlation with Factar 2/All
games > .75), was less concerned with games than with game players. Games
were preferred that required minimal concentration and interaction, so that
more atlention could be given to the social environment surrounding the game.
Examples: MARIOS BROS.

B3. The game as challenge—skill-proving and meditative withdrawal (propor-
tionate variance = .292). This aesthetic represented an evolution of B1 (corre-
lation with Factor 1/Arcade Games > .95), wherein video game play was valued
asa quickly flowing, yet highly structured and patterned meditative experience.
This aesthetic rated highly some of the same games as B1 but also preferred
slightly older and more structured games. It combined elements of A3 {corre-
lation with Faclor 3/All Games » .55) and A5 (correlation with Factor 5/All
Games > .9). Examples: SPACE INVADERS and PACMAN.

Again, challenge and social diversion proved the most desired character-
istics of video games. However, the variance explained by these three factors
was much greater than before-—perhaps representing a convergence of
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opinion concerning “favorite video arcade games.” This convergence might
be expected among the “frequent” and “accomplished” players chosen to do
the Q-sort.’

Home Computer Games

The final Q-sort {n = 11) again produced three factors, described and

paralleled with previous factors as follows:

C1. The game as new challenge—skili-defeating (proportionate variance = .460).
Somewhal surprisingly, even among practiced and accomplished computer-
game players, there were strong negative sentiments toward currently available
home computer games. This factor was most highly cortelated with A4
(correlation with Factor 4/All Games > .7) and expressed both pleasure with
hame-computer-game novelties and displeasure with the overall emotional
experience provided by the home computer game. This aesthetic preferred
long, complex (and occasionally tortuous) games that were only partially
mastered through great effort. Examples: DEFENDER and SCEPTRE (a
Dungeons & Dragons variant).

C2. The game as diversion—meditative withdrawal (proportionate varianee =
.171). This acsthetic was similar to A3 (correlation with Factor 3/All Games >
.9). Games preferred were relatively simple and wetl known and usually played
outside the computer mediumn as well, Interactivity was rated very highly.
Examples: KLONDIKE and BACKGAMMON.

C3. The game as new challenge—skill-building (proportionate variance =.369).
This aesthetic was the home-computer-game version of the most common
game aesthetic running through all three game lypes (comelation with Factor
1/All Games > .9) Players holding this aesthetic found (or imagined) a
comfortable and enjoyable level of interactivity in their favorite home com-
puter game, Examples: BOUNCING BABIES and several different types of
wargames/simulations.

The results of the home-computer-game Q-sorts are statistically similar
to those for video arcade games—a smaller number of factors explaining a
larger percentage of the variance. The most revealing difference between the
two sets of sorts is the dominance of a somewhat masochistic aesthetic in the
latter case. Obviously, video-arcade-game players prefer less difficult games
than home-computer-game players. And many things—including costs of
game play—might reasonably lead to this preference. Most surprising is the
degree to which home-computer-game players enjoy games which begin and
remain somewhat above their abilities to play them well.

In the player interviews conducted after the Q-sorts, home-computer-
game players frequently referred to the “replayability” of a game as an
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important component of its success. Replayability may be defined as either
(a)ahigh level of interactivity (as in C3)y—in which the home computer game
creates an acceptable opponent for its players—or {b) a high level of
frustration (as in C1)~—in which the home computer game itself becomes the
opponent through posing increasingly novel and difficult puzzles for the
player to solve,

Comments and Conclusions

The Criteria

Are these criteria valid to determine a “player’s aesthetic™? Yes, with
limitations and qualifications. The distribution of the criterion statements is
far different from what would be expected from chance alone. However, this
only indicates the relative significance of each criterion. That is, although the
results indicate that favorite games can indeed be described using these four
criteria (and their opposites), these four criteria may not be the best of all
possible criteria available to describe such games.

Furthermorc, statistical significance may not indicate construct validity.
In many of the factor arrays, curiosity, fantasy, and (at least in the case of
noncomputer games) interactivity loaded lower than their opposites, famil-
iarity, realism, and stability/constancy, This contradicts conclusions found in
Malone (1981a, 1981b) and deserves further anal ysis, including a closer look
at how these criteria were operationally defined in this study. Obviously,
however, psychological analyses of computer games have largely ignored
the social context of video-game play, which has proved important here.

Favorite Games

“Challenge” is easily the most preferred characteristic of a favarite game.
“Game as challenge” (A1) and “game as social activity” (A2) explained the
greatest amount of variance among the Q-sorts, Other factors derived in this
set of Q-sorts were not so clearly drawn as these two.

Favorite Video Arcade Games

The increasing importance of “interactivity” in the Q-sorts of computer-
based games occurred as expected. However, it appears from the current data
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that vidco-arcade-game players apply a very similar (though not identical)
aesthetic to computer and noncomputer games, with both types of games
regarded as most successful when they are difficult, but not irnpossible, to win.

“Curiosity” is one of the least preferred characteristics of a video arcade
game (although this may apply only to the “accomplished” players mea-
sured). Players preferred familiar games with simple, easy-to-understand
rules and play. The degree of fantasy in a game was relatively unimportant
in determining the game’s popularity.

Favorite Home Computer Games

Since home-computer-game play is not so immediately dependent on
social context as video-game play (thus the absence of a “social diversion”
aesthetic here), the home-computer-game design must stand more indepen-
dently—and perhaps be more carefully considered. Nevertheless, there are
strong social aspects to home-computer-game play since that play, in many
cases, seems to substitute partially for (rather than entirely replace) social contact.

Those players who have had the most success playing computer games
and who, as a result, have the most finely developed game aesthetic are
members of a relatively rare and unique group. These most successful players
(represented best by aesthetic C3) appear to value computer game “inter-
activity” very highly. And their (pseudo-social) interactions with the com-
puter game are instrumental in determining that game’s success or failure.
Therefore, it is likely (as was suggested by Mycrs, 1984) that a computer
game “aesthetic” cannot be based solely on game content but must consider
player-game relationships as well--and further detail the interactive process
of play.

Current results show home-computer-game players most often in an
intense struggle with their games for mastery and control. And, even in those
cases where “ease of play” is valued over “challenge” (in aesthetic C2),
successful play is determined by frequent “interaction” between player and
game, in which there is escape from struggle only through constant reaffir-
mation of mastcry/control already achieved.

Summary

This study found at least three common aesthetics used by experienced
game players to evaluate computer games, based on the subjective critetia of
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challenge, fantasy, curiosity, and interactivity. These aesthetics go beyond a
mere list of uses and gratifications categories: they demonstrate how players
apply these criteria in a linked and structured manner.

Again summarizing the results of the factor arrays in capsule form, three
most commaon acsthetics might be best interpreted as:

1. Game as challenge, subcategorized as (a) game providing a challenging oppo-
nent (game as referee) and (b) game being a chaltenging opponent (game as
enermny),

2. Game as social activity (more common in videa than home compuler games).

3. Game as meditation,

Q methodologics such as the one presented in this study offer unique
opportunities for game designers to explore the subjective experience of
game play. And the currently isolated nature of home-computer-game play
argues strongly against the use of extensive survey techniques and strongly
for more intensive and qualitative analyses of how players interact and relate
to their favorite games. The effect of the computer medium on game play and
preferences is but one question that can be investigated with techniques of
this kind. Future studies might be designed to correlate specific characteris-
tics of individual games with the subjective experience of fantasy, challenge,
or other such critcria. Alternatively, the game player’s personal or social
characteristics might be correlated with preferred aesthetic. This study, for
instance, said nothing concerning any possible reasons for preferred

acsthetic—an important question for further analysis,

Game designers might apply the current data either to create new games
Or to promote existing ones, since game popularity and success is as likely
to depend on subjective audience preference as objective game content. But
probably most important, studies of this kind tend to base game design and
evaluation in the subjective experience of game players. And this emphasis,
regardless of its impact on game design, might serve to collapse computer
games, {ilms, novels, and other popular art/recreational forms into a single
category for analysis, wherein more critical and interdisciplinary methods of
rescarch might be more casily justified and applied.
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APPENDIX 1: Q-Statements

Challenge

This game is an enjoyable challenge. (+)*

Winning this game makes me feel like I've accomplished something. (+)

This game rewards me when I do something well. (+)

Playing this game requires too much time and effort. (-)°

Winning this game is so hard that it’s not fun. (-)

The goals of this game are not made clear enough for me. (=)
Fantasy

This game arouses my fantasies. (+)

While I'm playing this game, I can imagine I’m someone else. (+)

'This game lets me enter a world outside my own experiences. {+)

This game is so far removed from reality that it's absurd. (=)

Playing this game is like having a nightmare. (=)

This game leaves me emotionally devastated, (=)
Curiosity

This game arouses and satisfies my curiosity. (+)

Playing this game always surprises me—in a good way. (+)

This game is novel and unique. (+)

There are some things about this game that I will never understand, (~)

This game requires that T deal with information overload. {~)

Playing this game always surprises me—in a bad way. (-)
Interactivity

This game lets me change it during play. (+}

T can interact with this game as I play it. (+)

This game plays differently for different people. (+)

This game forces me to change it duting play. (-}

This game requircs that I interact with it every gsecond. (=)

This game is fun only when the players who are playing it are fun. (=)
Ease (lack of challenge)

This game is easy to understand and play. (+)

Winning this game is simple. (+)

I find the trick to winning this pame very quickly. (+)

This game doesn’t challenge me at all. (~)

Anybody can win this game—winning requires no skills whatsoever. {~)

When I play this game, T can’t tell whether I'm winning or losing. (=)
Realism (lack of fantasy)

This game seems vety realistic. (+)

Maying this game requires down-to-earth, problem-solving skills. (+)

I have to be very honest about myself to play this game well. (+)

This game 15 50 realistic that it’s tedious. (=)

Playing this game is like living everyday life—dull and boring. (-}
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APPENDIX 1 Continued

This game just doesn 't excite me. (=)
Familiarity (lack of curiosity)

This game plays just how I expected it would. (+)

This game doesn’t need a lot of bells and whistles, (+)

This game is just like a lot of other games—games that I like, {+)

There’s nothing inieresting or exciting about this game. =)

T get bored with this game very quickly, ()

This game is just like a lot of other games—games I dislike. (=)
Stability/constancy (lack of interactivity)

This pame has the same rules for everyone. (+)

Everyone who plays this game has the same experience. (+)

This game seems to play itself, (+)

This game forces you to play one way—and one way only. (=)

T'like to watch this game more than I do play this game. (=)
No matter how I play this game, the outcome is always the same. )

a. A plus sign (+} = positive expression of eriterion.
b. A minus sign (-) = negative expression of eriterion.

APPENDIX 2: Factor Analysis of Favorite Game, Favorite
Arcade Game, and Favorite Home Computer Game

Favorite Game

Al. Factor 1/Array

Group Mean Factor Mean
28.8 Tnteractivity (+) 30.1
26,7 Curiosity (+) 284
27.0 Challenge (+) 27.7
21.2 Fantasy (+) 23.2
20.6 Fantasy (=) 21.2
22,5 Curiosity (=) 210 ,
22.6 Interactivity (-) 205
22.7 Challenge (=) 19.9

Highly ranked statements:
1. This game js an enjoyable challenge, (Challenge)
2. Winningthis game makes me feel like I've accomplished something, (Challenge)
3. This game is novel and vnique. (Curiosity)
Lowly ranked statements:
48. This game doesn’t challenge me at all (Ease)
47. There’s nothing interesting or exciting about this game. (Familiarity)
46. Playing this game is like living everyday lift—dull and boring. (Realism)

(continted)
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APPENDIX 2 Continued
A2, Factor 2/Array
Group Mean Factor Mean
28.8 Interactivity (+) 232
227 Challenge () 27.6
27.0 Challenge (+) 26.5
22.6 Interactivity (-) 25.6
26.7 Curiogity (+) 25.4
22.5 Curiosity () 24.1
20.6 Fantazy (=) 199
21.2 Fantasy (+) 14,7
Highly ranked statements:

1. This game is an enjoyable challenge. {Challenge) ;
2. This game is easy to understand and play. (Ease) |
3. This game has the same rules for everyone. (Stability/constancy) :

Lowly ranked statemnents: \
48. Playing this game is like having a nightmare. (Fantasy)
47. This game leaves me emotionally devastated. (Fantasy)
46, This game arouses my fantasies, (Fantasy)

A3, Factor 3/Array

roup Mean Factor Mean

28.8 Interactivity (+) 66.2 |
22.7 Challenge (-) 62.3

22.5 Curiogity (-} 36.5

26.7 Curiosity (+) 25.9

22.6 Interactivity () 229

21.2 Fantasy (+) 16.9

27.0 Challenge (+) -84

20.6 Fantasy (=) =30

Highly ranked statements:

1. Anybody can win this game—~winning requires no skills whatsoever. (Ease)

2. This game requires that | interact with it every second. (Interactivity)

3. There's nothing interesting or exciting about this game. (Familiarity)
Lowly ranked statements:

48. This game seems very realistic (Realism)

47. This game is so realistic it’s tedious. (Realism)

46. Winning this game makes me feel like I've accomplished something.

(Challenge)
Ad. Factor 4/Array
Group Mean Factor Meuan
27.0 Challenge {+) 43,4
26.7 Curlosity (+) 323
22.5 Curiosity (-) 3.9

28.8 Interactivity (+) 28.8
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APPENDIX 2 Continued
21.2 Faniasy (+) 5.3
22.6 Interactivity (~) 24.8
20.6 Fantasy (-) 19.9
22.7 Chalienge {(-) -14.0

Highly ranked statements:

L. Winning this game is so hard that it's not fun. (Challenge)

2. Playing this game requires too much time and effort. {Challenge)

3. This game requires that 1 deal with information overload, (Curiosity)
Lowly ranked staternents:

48. Winning this game is simple. (Ease)

47. This game is easy to understand and play. (Easc)

46, This game doesn’t challenge me at all. (Ease)

A3, Factor 5/Array

Group Mean Factor Mean
28.8 Inieractivity (+) 3a
27.0 Chatlenge (+) 26.3
26.7 Curiosity (+) 25.7
22.7 Challenge (=) 3.3
226 Interactivity (-} 227
22.3 Curiosity {(-) 220
2].2 Fantasy (+) 21.8
20.6 Fantasy (~) 19.1

Highly ranked stalements:
1. This game is an enjoyable challenge. (Challenge)
2. This game is novel and unique. (Curiosity)
3. This game is fun only when the players who arc playing it are fun.
{Interactivity)
Lowly ranked statements:
48. There's nolhing interesting or exciting about this game. (Familiarity)
47, This game just docsn't excite nre. (Realism)
46. Playing this game is like living everyday life~—dull and boring. (Realism)

Favorite Arcade Game

Bl. Factor 1/Array |

Group Mean Factor Mean
28.7 Interactivity (+) 31.8
26,7 Challenge (+) 283
26.8 Curiosity (+) 28.2
22.4 Fantasy (+) 235
24.7 Interactivity (=) 229
23.2 Challenge (=) 20.9
21,7 Curiosity (=) 19.9

(continued)
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APPENDIX 2 Continued

17.8 Fantasy (-) 16.4
Highly ranked statements:

1. This game is an enjoyable challenge. (Challenge)

2. I can interact with this game as I play it. (Interactivity)

3. This game requires that I interact with it every second. (Interactivity)
Lowly ranked statements:

48, This game doesn’t challenge me at all. (Ease)

47. This pame just doesn’t excite me. (Realism)

46. Playing this game is like living everyday life——dull and boring. (Realism)

B2, Factor 2/Array .

Group Mean Factor Mean

24.7 Inleractivity (-) 29.9

26.8 Curiosity (+) 27.6

23.2 Challenge (~) 26.6 1
26.7 Challenge (+) 25.6

2.7 Intecactivity {+) 25.4

21.7 Curiosity (=) 22.4

22.4 Fantasy (+) 18.2

17.8 Fantasy () 16.3

Highly ranked statements;
1. Everyone who plays this game has the same experience. (Stability/constancy)
2. This game has the same rules for everyone. (Stability/constancy) -
3. This game plays just how I expected it would. (Familiarity)

Lowly ranked statements:
48, This game is just like a lot of other games—games that I dislike. (Familiarity)
47. This game doesn’t need a lot of bells and whistles. (Familiarity)
46, This game leaves me emotionally devastated. (Fantasy)

B3. Factor 3/Array

Group Mean Factar Mean
28.7 Interactivity (+) 34.7
26.8 Coriosity {+) 29.4
26.7 Challenge (+) 29.1
22.4 Fantasy (+) 228
21.7 Curiosity (=) 22.3
23.2 Challenge (-) 2.7
247 Interactivity (=) 21.7
17.8 Fantasy (-} 10.3

Highly ranked statements:
1. This game has the same rules for everyone. (Stability/constancy)
2. This game doesn’t nced a Jot of bells and whistles. (Familiarity)
3. 1 can interact with this game as I play it. (Interactivity)

Lowly ranked statements:
48. This game just doesn’t excite me. (Realism)
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APPENDIX 2 Continued

47. The goals of this game are not made clear enough for me. (Challenge)
46. This game seems 1o play itself. (Stability/constancy)

Favorite Home Computer Game

C1. Factor 1/Array

Crroup Mean Factor Mean
26.2 Curiosity (+) 301
25.8 Challenge (+) 277
23.6 Interactivity (~) 26.9
22.4 Curiosity () 25.6
27.9 Interactivity (+) 24.8
24.3 Fantasy (+) 19.5
19.7 Fantasy (=) 19.0
21.4 Challenge (-) 184

Highly ranked staicments:

1. This game is an enjoyahle challenge. (Challenge)

2. Winning this game makes me feel like I've accomplished something,.

(Challenge)

3. This game requires that I deal with information overload, (Cutiosity)
Lowly ranked statements:

48. Playing this game is like having a nightmare. (Fantasy)

47. This game is so realistic that it's tedious. {Realism)

46. Anvbody can win at this game—winning requires no skills whatsoever.

(Ease)

C2, Factor 2/Array

Group Mean Facter Mean
27.9 Interactivity (+) 329
21,4 Challenge (=) 30.7
26.9 Curiosity (+) 259
23.6 Interactivity (=) 25.3
24.3 Fantasy (+) 23,5
22.4 Curiosity (-) 22.2
25.8 Challenge (+) 19.9
19.7 Fantasy (-) .6

Highly ranked statements:
1. I can interact with this game as I play it. (Interactivity)
2. This game requires that I intetact with it every sccond, (Interactivity)
3. This game is easy to understand and play. (Ease)
Lowly ranked statements:
48. This game seems very realistic. (Realism)
47. I have to be honest about myself to play this game well, (Realism)
46. Playing this parne requires down-to-earth, problem-solving skills. (Realism)

{continued)
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APPENDIX 2 Continued

C3. Factor 3/ Array

(rroup Mean Factor Mean
27.9 Interactivity (+) 29.2
26.9 Curiosity {+} 29.0
25.8 Challenge (+) 27.8
24.3 Fantasy {+) 26.2
2.6 Interactivity (=) 213
19.7 Fantasy {-) 20.6
22.4 Curiosity (-) 19.1
21.4 Challenge (-) 18.7

Highly ranked statements:
1. This game lets me enter a world outside my own experiences. (Fantasy)
2. This game is novel and unique. (Curiosity)
3. This game is an enjoyable challenge. (Challenge)
Lowly ranked statements:
48_ There's nothing interesting or exciting about this game. (Familiarity)
47. This game is just like a lot of other games—games that  dislike. (Familiarity)
48. No matter how I play this game, the outcome is always the same.
(Stability/constancy)

Notes

1. For a brief history of video games, see Price (1985).

2. This is most truc conceming the play behavior of saciety’s innovators (see “re-invention™
in Rogers, 1983, pp. 175-176). ,

3. Let me use & quote to summarize the benefits of the Q-technique in this respect: '

‘The main strength of Q is its close affinity to theory. Structured Q sorts, by
definition, are theoretically oriented. In order to build a structured sort, one has
perforce to entnciate some kind of theory. The theoretical emphasis becomes
especially prominent in factorial sors. Tn order to build two variables into an
instrument, one must relate them to each other in some sensible fashion. While
often rudimentary, this is the essence of theory: variables related in logical and
empirical fashion. ...

Two related strengths of Q are its hevristic quality and its uscfulness in
exploratoty research, Q seems to be helpful in turning up new ideas, new
hypotheses. Stephenson’s work perhaps best illustrates this quality. One gets
the feeling of a curious mind turning up interesting ideas while working with
Q. (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 594)

4. To summarize brielly the O-tcchnique in this particular case: 1 develop a scries of
evaluative statenents about games, T then ask a group of game players to use these statements
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to describe their “favorite” games. 1 expect that these statements will be used in difforont ways
to describe different sorts of games. However, T alse expect that there will be recurring patterns
of descriptions—patterns indicating that many people choose their “faverite games™ (whatever
those might be) for similar sorts of reasoms. 1 further expect that the reasons why some players
choose (for instance) Monopoly as a favorite board game may be different from the reasons why
those same players choose (for instance) Donkey Kong as  favorite video arcade pame. Statistics
(factor analyses) allow me to test these expectations—thal is, to detcrmine to what extent the
game players’ descriptions of “favorite games,” “favorite video areade games,” and “favorite
home computer games™ (represented by the Q-statement distributions) are alike and/or to what
externt they are different.

3. The sample of game players here is small, but purposively chasen, “O-method is biased
toward small person-samples and single case studies. . . . The purpose is to study intensively the
self-referenl perspectives of particular individuals in order to understand the lawful nature of
human behavior [in this case, computer-game play]. ._.. Subject selection, therefore, can be
governed by theoretical (persons are chosen because of their spevial relevance to thc goals of
the study) or by pragmatic {anyone will suffice) considerations” (MceKeown & Thomas, 1988,
p- 36; emphasis in original).

6. This indicates the level of significance reported by each of three » tésts{df= 47) designed
to determing the likelihood that the distributions of the 48 game evaluation statemants (within
each of the three Q-sorts) were similar to cach other. The low p level indicates that the
distributions were very dissimilar to each other and that sorters indeed tended 1o assign different
values tor the statements (i.e., distribote the statements differently) when rating a “favorite game”
vs. a “favorite video arcade game" ws, a “favorite home computer pame." Although the
adaptation of the F test is useful here, it is also somewhat problematic: ‘

Q has heen adversely etiticized, mostly on statistical grounds. Remember that
mosl slatistical tests assume independence. This means that the response to one
item should not be affected by the responses to ather items. In Q the placement
of one card somewhere on the continuum should not affect the placement of
ather cards. 1f Q placemnents affect each other, then the independence assump-
tion is violated. O is an ipsative, forced-choice procedure, and it will be recalled
that such procedures violate the independence assumption: the placement of
one Q) card affects the placement of other cards, Tt is, afier all, a rank-order
method.

The real question is: How serigius is the violation of the assumption? Is it serious
enough o invalidate the use of correlations and analysis of variance proce-
dures? There is no doubt that in an 80-item sort, there are not really 79 degrees
of freedom. Thus, to some extent, at least, the analysis of vatiance procedure
is vitiated, Tt is doubtful, however, that too much is risked in O statistical
situations, if there is a fairly large number of items. One can perhaps fall back
on Fischer's advice given long ago: raise the requirements for statistical
significance. Instead of accepting the .05 level in O sorts, require the .01 level
of signilicance. In mosi cases of O statistical significance encountered by the
author, F ratios are so high they leave little doubt as to statistical significance
(Kerlinger, 1973, p. 503)

7. A brief nole on the statistical “meaning”™ of the means: Mean rankings assume interval-
level daka, which is not strictly the case in this instance. The subjeets rank ordered the otiginal
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statements, But the Q-technique forces these ranks into a standard-score distribution, which
assumes equal intervals between each rank. Therefore, the reader should note that in Appendix
2, the means of each of the criterion categories (composed of six statements each) should be
expected to lie in the middle of the standard seore range which was set (rather arbitratily) from
010 8. Since the center of this range is 4, and since each statement category is composed of 6
statements each, 24 is uscd as the axpected center (in a completely random distribution) of each
criterion category. Admittedly, the “value™ of 24 i3 meaningless. But the distribution of
statements about this cxpected center of 24 is informative——the disiribution of statements is what
is indicated in the comparison of “group means” with “factor means” in Appendix 2. Indead,
the reader will note that each set of “group means” and each ser of “factor means” in Appendix
2 does have a center (mean) of 24, which is indicative of the foreed distribution in the original
Q-sorts.

8. “In Q methodology the presence of several orthogonal (independent) factors is cvidence
of different points of view in the person-sample. An individual’s positive loading on a fackor
indicates his or her shared subjectivity with others on that factor; negative Toadings, on the other
hand, are signs of rejection of the factor's perspective” (MceKeown & Thomas, 1988, p. 17). A
bit more explanation might help. Since these factors are hypothetical contructs, some of them
indicate very cxtreme (or “imaginary™) versions of the forced distribution curve (such as A3 and
Ad4). This is likely to be the case only when a factor—such as A3 or Ad—accounis for a very
small amount of the total variance.

9. The 11 subjects who described their favorite video arcade games through Q-gorts were a
subset of the 44 subjects who described their favorite non-computor-based games, To what
degree did these individual zorts differ in respect to the type of game preferred? These rankings
wete related (Spearman rank order) as follows:

Subfect Correlation Coefficient R?
1 -.502 813
2 713 508
3 T4 599
4 140 020
5 -.563 N7
6 A73 030
7 (99 010
] 331 110
9 937 878

10 650 A22
1 665 443

The correlation coefficient would be 1,00 if the 48 statements were ranked identically (by the
same person) for *favorite gamaes™ and for “favorite video arcade games™ and -1.00 if the
rankings were gxactly opposite. Although several relatively high degrees of correlation were
observed (subjects 1 and 9), there appears na pattern of correlation that would indicate rankings
for “favorite games" and "favorite video arcade games” were not independently considered and
made. (The predominance of positive correlations is in agreement with the similarity that might
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be expected hetween favarite games of different types——subjects 1 and 5 are exceptions in this
regard.) Looking for further relationships between the two sets of criteria revealed several
interesting patterns, Variance was greatest in haow the 11 respondents ranked “interactivity™ in
their favorite game versus how they ranked “interactivity” in their favorite video arcade game.
“Interactivity™ more consistently described a “favorile video arcade game™ than a “favorite
game” (p = .06587). And “challenge™ was preferred less often in “favorite video arcade games”
than “favorite pames™ (i = .0945),
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