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Figure 1: This paper investigates UI response widgets – Dropdown, Discrete Slider, and Radio Button – for their impact on a
scale questionnaire’s overall reliability and validity using 7-point Likert scales and user experience.

ABSTRACT
Scale questionnaires are psychometric tools that capture perspec-
tives and experiences. Consequently, these tools need to be reliable
and valid. In this paper, we investigate the impact of response wid-
gets - the UI elements that allow users to answer scale items - on the
overall scale reliability and construct validity of three varied length
scale questionnaires in a user study (N=30). Our results reveal that
optimum reliability was achieved using radio buttons and drop-
downs in all varied-length questionnaires. Further, valid results
were produced utilising the slider and dropdown. No significant
differences were found in time consumption, but click count was
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significantly higher with dropdown. Radio buttons scored lower
in format satisfaction than others, and dropdown was the least
effective in ease of selection and quick completion. In light of these
results, we conclude that response widgets are more than just aes-
thetics and should be selected as per the researcher’s aims.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Scale questionnaires are frequently administered on a large scale to
collect information from participants in HCI and related research
fields such as [4, 12]. The questionnaire life cycle comprises three
stages: (1) design, (2) distribution, and (3) evaluation. The design-
ing phase includes taking care of user interface elements such as
the style of interaction [29], and the distribution phase involves
utilizing different methods to invite participants to complete the
questionnaires, for example, by providing incentives and reminders.
Lastly, in the evaluation phase, the data gathered is analysed us-
ing different quantitative or qualitative methods depending on the
researcher’s aim. In particular, the design phase, which includes
taking care of the user interface elements, is the most pivotal, as it
directly impacts the quality of responses and errors in this phase
propagate to all later phases. Among the various aspects of the user
interface, one of the most important decisions is to choose the most
appropriate response widget, such as radio buttons or sliders.

Prior work has investigated several aspects of the transition
from paper to online questionnaires, such as response rates [24],
acquiescence bias [20], response biases [17], and different ques-
tionnaire modes [5]. Among this research, it has also been shown
that the usability of response widgets – the UI elements that study
participants use to select their answers – impacts the responses of
participants [29]. Based on that, this paper takes a closer look at
different response widgets in the context of questionnaire design.
In this scope, we also investigate two important research constructs
in questionnaire design: reliability and validity. Reliability refers to
the extent to which the items of a scale are consistent with each
other [7], while validity indicates if the questionnaire indeed mea-
sures the construct that it aims to [6, 19]. Consequently, reliability
and validity ensure the integrity and quality of the measurement
tool. While prior work has investigated the impact of individual
scale items [3], this paper examines the impact of response widgets
on the overall reliability and validity of the measured construct. For
this, we explore our first research question:
RQ1: How does using response widgets offering different selection
methods impact the reliability and validity of a scale questionnaire?

To complement the findings of selecting the most appropriate
response widget, we additionally explore the user experience of the
widgets. This leads us towards our next research questions:
RQ2:Which response widgets require more user time and effort to

complete a questionnaire?
RQ3: How does the user experience vary across interchangeably used

response widgets?
To answer our research questions, we conducted an in-the-wild

study, allowing participants to fill out the questionnaire in the
naturalistic setting with 30 participants who filled out validated
and reliable scales from the literature. We investigated three styles
of response widgets for Likert scales in online questionnaires that
are widely used in HCI research [18]: (1) radio buttons, (2) discrete
sliders, and (3) dropdowns.

Our results show that radio buttons and dropdowns are appro-
priate for optimum reliability as a single selection response widget

in any length scale questionnaire. Valid results can be produced
using any widget style in long and medium-length questionnaires.
However, care should be taken when using radio buttons in small-
length questionnaires. All widgets acquire equal time to complete
the questionnaire regardless of the length of the questionnaire. Still,
dropdowns require the most clicks, which may lead to selection
errors and cause user fatigue. Sliders and radio buttons are seen
as offering quick completion. All are seen as equal in terms of un-
derstanding and clarity of meaning. Based on these findings, we
recommend selecting a response widget with the study’s focus in
perspective, as each widget has its pros and cons. On the whole,
this paper makes the following core contributions:

• We contribute an evaluation of the commonly used response
widgets, radio buttons, sliders, and dropdowns focusing on
a scale questionnaire’s reliability and validity in a user study
with 30 participants on three standard 7-point Likert scale
questionnaires.

• To strengthen the persuasiveness of selecting the appropri-
ate response widget considering scale metrics, we assess
and compare the user experience of response widgets on
questionnaires of varied lengths, emphasising five attributes:
ease of selection, format satisfaction, quick completion, un-
derstanding, and clarity in the meaning of three lengths
of standard scale questionnaires (short (19-items), medium
(26-items), and long (38-items)).

2 BACKGROUND & RELATEDWORK
2.1 Reliability & Validity in Designing

Questionnaires
When questionnaires are administered electronically, there are var-
ious issues to be dealt with while aiming for reliability and validity,
for example, whether all response items should be labelled or just
the endpoints. It has been demonstrated that there is no difference
between a) labelling each response item and b) labelling the end-
points only [11]. Full labelling and having amidpoint on a scale with
five response items is the most recommended [6]. However, reliabil-
ity is not affected by the number of scale points [16]. Consequently,
seven-point and five-point scales result in the same reliability. Va-
lidity is also independent of the number of steps involved in the
scale [16]. Hence, any numbered-point scale can be used per the
researcher’s choice.

The effect of response option orientation and directionality, such
as vertical, horizontal, ascending or descending, on internal consis-
tency and factorial validity has been investigated [21]. The results
showed that internal consistency is consistent in all configurations
and that altering the orientation of response options did not impact
factorial validity. Further, the impact of radio buttons and sliders on
reliability in a probability-based panel in Norway was explored [3].
It also included exploring the effects of smartphone and PC/tablet
responses. The study showed that radio buttons and sliders have a
similar measurement quality and can be used interchangeably [3].
However, if the device is not a smartphone, a marker indicating the
slider should be placed in the middle rather than on the left side.
This study, however, focused on only two commonly used styles
of widgets and explored the reliability and validity of individual
questionnaire items. Moreover, the study was restricted to Norway;
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only two questionnaires from a specific field were investigated.
Since questionnaires are designed to measure different concepts
in different fields, there is a need to confirm if guidelines about
designing questionnaires are consistent across all disciplines and
geographical regions.

To sum up, the literature recommends a method for designing a
questionnaire, i.e. full labelling of response items [11], including a
midpoint and five response items in total for each statement [6, 16],
using Item Response Theory for ordinal data achieved from Likert
statements [6], opting for any response option configuration such
as horizontal, vertical, bidirectional, ascending or descending [21],
and various interaction styles for response option selection [29].
However, it is still unclear how different response widgets may
impact the reliability and validity of the complete questionnaire.

2.2 Styles of Response Widgets
Selecting the most appropriate response widget for the statements
is another essential step of questionnaire design. While numerous
widgets exist, sliders, dropdowns, and radio buttons are the most
frequently used. Comparing these generally, sliders offer multiple
responses but may be less suitable for labelling. Long drop-downs
allow respondents to see and scroll through all available options
but may also be impractical due to the requirements use of screen
retail and longer navigation by users; radio buttons are simple and
conventional. Different styles might consume various amounts of
time to get selected by participants and may demand different user
efforts. Increased user effort may lead to more errors.

Radio buttons and sliders have been studied and compared ex-
tensively. Sliders are more challenging to use than radio buttons
and, thus, more inclined towards response biases [27]. The initial
position of sliders handles impacts responses, especially on smart-
phones [22]. Radio buttons have also been compared to pictorial
answer categories, such as smileys, which performed poorly by com-
parison [28]. Pictorial answer categories bring along the challenge
of cognitive load and usability, impacting their use. Different slider
styles have been proposed and investigated for different purposes,
such as entering uncertain data. Examples include fixed/flexible
range sliders and flexible and advanced flexible range best estimate
sliders [14]. Furthermore, the precision of entered values is affected
by the orientation and visual style when the slider is presented on a
touchscreen [9]. Moreover, visual appearance, such as decorations,
for example, tick marks or labels, along the slider, contributes to
response biases [23]. Despite this, generic-styled sliders like those
investigated in this work remain the most commonly used.

In sum, prior work investigating sliders has focused on how the
initial positioning of the handle, the presence of numeric labels, re-
sponse rate, response time, and visual appearance impact response
biases and participant confidence. This paper, in contrast, explores
how reliable and valid results can be produced using different re-
sponse widget styles, specifically comparing radio buttons, sliders,
and dropdowns.

3 METHODOLOGY
We conducted a study with 30 participants to answer the research
questions. The response widget presented served as the indepen-
dent variable, resulting in three conditions: (1) radio buttons, (2)
discrete sliders, and (3) dropdowns.

Design. To ensure participants were not biased, we adopted a
simple cover story where participants were asked to play a game
and then answer a questionnaire. For the game, we chose Fruit-Salad
Slice [15] due to its ease of play and requiring minimal training.
To heighten validity, we selected three well-established and vali-
dated gaming evaluation questionnaires, namely the Game Engage-
ment Questionnaire (GEQ) [4], the Gameplay Scale Questionnaire
(GSQ) [25], and Gaming Experience Questionnaire (CEGEQ) [8].
Each features a different number of items (19, 26, and 38), allowing
us to study the impact of questionnaire length. We opted for a simi-
lar methodology used in related prior work to report the impact on
reliability with different presentation styles of responses [21].

We constructed one questionnaire per response widget, lead-
ing to nine total questionnaires: three versions of the GEQ, GSQ,
and CEGEQ. We deployed each questionnaire using a 7-point scale
because (1) 7-point scales were used in the original study, and (2)
5-point and 7-point scales both produce valid results [16]. Partici-
pants answered the questionnaires in counterbalanced order (Latin
square) to mitigate sequential effects. The questions in each ques-
tionnaire were also randomized to mitigate these effects further. We
further counterbalanced the combinations of widgets and question-
naires. In summary, participants experienced all response widgets
by completing three scale questionnaires. Alongside the scale ques-
tionnaires, a further short questionnaire was administered that
assessed participant experience of filling out the scale question-
naires, comprising five questions and referred to as the Response
Widget Questionnaire (RWQ) (see Appendix A). The questions used
in the RWQ were inspired by previous work [14]. The RWQ also
used a 7-point Likert scale similar to the scale questionnaires. RWQ
was deployed after each main questionnaire and utilised the same
response widget as the previous scale questionnaire not to impact
user experience. Participants were allowed to use any device to
participate in the study. Completion time and the number of clicks
were recorded to investigate RQ2. Before running the study, we
pilot-tested it with three participants and ensured it ran smoothly.

Procedure. Participants were informed that the study aimed
to measure gameplay elements. The actual aim of the study was
kept hidden to mitigate response biases. The participants were
then asked to sign the consent form. Participants played the game
Fruit-Salad Slice [15] for three minutes. After the game session, par-
ticipants were asked to fill out three main questionnaires, each fol-
lowed by the RWQ that assessed the user experience of the widgets.
After completing the six tasks mentioned above, a demographic
survey was provided, a final debriefing section, and a comment of
appreciation. We developed a web application using Django that
included the game and follow-up questionnaires. Respondents were
then informed that the real aim of the experiment was to evaluate
and compare different response widgets. Our study received Ethical
Approval at our institute. Participants optionally participated in a
one out of five £20 Amazon voucher raffle.
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Recruitment & Participants.We opted for convenience sam-
pling, and the study was advertised via email distribution lists and
university platforms. N=30 participants took part in the survey.
Participants reported ages ranged from 21 to 47 years (mean = 26.0,
SD = 7.7), with 20 identifying as male, nine as female, and one as
"other". Respondents were asked to indicate their preferred device
when completing questionnaires. All participants chose either a
laptop (66.7%) or a desktop PC (33.3%), with all respondents except
one having at least some experience completing questionnaires.
This was also reflected in the participants’ device selection for the
study, where all participants chose a desktop or a PC to partici-
pate in the study, and none used a smartphone. Moreover, 20% of
the sample reported completing questionnaires frequently. 43.3%
of participants had completed a bachelor’s degree, and 20.0% had
finished high school. This was closely followed by master’s and
doctorate degrees, with 16.7% and 13.3%, respectively.

Limitations.We opted for an in-the-wild survey that allowed
participants to use their preferred device in their naturalistic en-
vironment. Though all our participants used either a desktop or a
laptop to participate, further studies comparing smartphones with
desktops/PCs should be conducted. Second, our study serves as an
exploratory study for the impact of widgets of scale reliability and
validity. Further studies involving users with diverse backgrounds
and a large sample size should be conducted. Third, compared with
the slider and radio button, the dropdown menu has a larger space
to click on. This may have impacted how users responded to the
questionnaires. Next, each participant filled in one version of all
three questionnaires, which might have caused fatigue and im-
pacted user experience. Moreover, while we only investigated three
commonly used widgets, studies examining and comparing more
widgets should be conducted. Despite these limitations, our study
takes a crucial step in evaluating the impact of response widgets
on questionnaire reliability, construct validity, and user-centred
evaluation. Future research in this field should consider and ad-
dress the limitations highlighted by (1) conducting studies that
explore questionnaires from other disciplines, (2) controlling the
prior questionnaire experience of participants, and (3) recruiting a
larger group of participants with diverse backgrounds.

4 ANALYSIS
To determine the internal consistency as the original studies used
this method for the scales we used, we calculated reliability using
Cronbach’s Alpha (𝛼) [6, 10]. A reliability coefficient of 0.70 or
higher is typically considered "acceptable" [10].

Validity refers to whether the measured concept fully corre-
sponds to the intended construct [6] and is the foundation of any
questionnaire [7]. This paper measures validity by checking if the
scales with different response widgets received similar responses
by calculating scale scores ranging from one to seven. Similar mean
values of versions of the same questionnaire indicate the validity,
and the items correlate with some reference criteria of what the con-
cept means [6]. As the scales used are validated and well-established
questionnaires, we assume they will produce valid results.

Finally, linear mixed-effects models were fitted to the data to
predict the effect of each widget on the overall score, as well as
for responses to each of the five RWQ questions. Additionally, a

generalised linear mixed effects model was fitted to predict the
effect of widgets on click count. These models were estimated using
Maximum Likelihood (ML) and the bobyqa optimizer. Confidence
Intervals (CI = 95%) and p-values were computed using a Wald
t-distribution approximation. In keeping with guidance from Barr
et al. [2], the simplest models that explained the greatest variation
were retained and presented here. More complex models that did
not significantly improve the variation explained are omitted here
for relevance, as they do not provide any greater explanation of the
data than the simpler models. Similarly, models that did not reveal
any significant effects were also omitted for conciseness.

5 RESULTS
5.1 Internal Consistency Reliability
Table 1 shows the results of reliability tests and compares these
results with the reliability achieved in the original study of each
scale. Radio buttons and dropdowns have alpha values comparable
to the original scale questionnaire studies, and the 95% CI includes
that value. No formal test was applied to these results because there
are no commonly accepted tests for Cronbach’s Alpha. The results
suggest that radio buttons and dropdowns can be used for optimum
reliability. However, discrete sliders are observed as less reliable.

Key Takeaway: The reliability test suggests that radio buttons
and dropdowns can be reliably used.

5.2 Construct Validity
Abetween-groupANOVA comparing the effect of theWidget on the
Score for each questionnaire found that theWidget had a significant
effect for the GEQ (F(2) = 7.914, p = 0.002). Post hoc Tukey tests
showed that the Radio Button Widget scores were significantly
higher than the Dropdowns (p = 0.003) and the slider (GEQ p =
0.013). However, there were no significant differences in GSQ or
the CEGEQ scores for any of the Widgets.

A linear mixed model was fitted to predict the main effect of
Widget on Score across all questionnaires, including participant
and Questionnaire Type as random effects. The model’s total ex-
planatory power was substantial (conditional R2 = 0.71). Within
this model, Scores for the Dropdown Widget were significantly
higher than the Radio Button Widget (-0.32, p = 0.009), but there
were no significant differences with other comparisons.

Key Takeaway: Similar results were obtained in the CEGEQ
and GSQ questionnaire versions, suggesting that valid results can
be produced using any widgets in medium and long-length ques-
tionnaires. However, results differed for the radio buttons version
of GEQ from the dropdown and slider version of GEQ. This points
out that the role of radio buttons in validity requires further inves-
tigation.

5.3 Response Time & Click Counts
The time taken to complete the questionnaire with each response
widget was recorded in seconds to see if one response widget took
more time than another, as this would help save the respondents’
time. The time taken was documented for each questionnaire in-
dividually. The effect of the Widget on time taken was analysed
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Questionnaire Original Study Widget Style Our Study
Lower Bound 𝛼 Upper Bound

CEGEQ (38-item questionnaire) 0.79
Radio Button 0.653 0.839 0.952
Dropdown 0.521 0.777 0.934

Discrete Slider 0.43 0.735 0.921

GSQ (26-item questionnaire) 0.9
Radio Button 0.616 0.823 0.947
Dropdown 0.537 0.787 0.937

Discrete Slider 0.346 0.699 0.91

GEQ (19-item questionnaire) 0.85
Radio Button 0.557 0.798 0.94
Dropdown 0.657 0.844 0.954

Discrete Slider 0.261 0.663 0.9
Table 1: The Table shows the Cronbach’s Alpha (𝛼) values for each scale questionnaire and widget with the three widget styles:
Radio Buttons, Dropdown, and Discrete Slider.

using a between-groups ANOVA and a linear mixed-effects model,
but there were no significant differences. Next, we took notes of
click counts.

Click counts represented the number of clicks made while filling
out the three game-play-related scale questionnaires. A between-
group ANOVA compared the effect of the Widget on the Click
Count for each Questionnaire Type. There was a significant effect
of the Widget on the number of clicks for the GEQ (F(2) = 96.78, p
< 0.001), GSQ (F(2)= 190.1, p < 0.001) and CEGEQ (F(2) = 111.6, p
< 0.001). As expected, post hoc Tukey tests showed that the click
counts from using the dropdowns were significantly higher in all
questionnaires than both the slider (GEQ p < 0.001, GSQ p < 0.001,
CEGEQ p < 0.001) and the radio button (GEQ p < 0.001, GSQ p
< 0.001, CEGEQ p < 0.001). However, there were no significant
differences in the number of clicks between the radio button menu
and the slider on any questionnaire type.

A generalised linear mixed model was fitted to predict the main
effects of Widget on Click Count across all Questionnaires, includ-
ing participant (𝑏p) and Questionnaire Type (𝑏h) as random effects..

Themodel’s total explanatory powerwas substantial (conditional
R2 = 0.88). Within this model, Scores for the Dropdown Widget
were significantly higher than the Radio Button Widget (-0.71, p <
0.001) and the Slider Widget (-0.76, p < 0.001). There was no signifi-
cant difference between the Slider and Radio Button widgets.

Key Takeaway: All widgets require a similar amount of time
to fill in the three varied lengths of questionnaires. However, drop-
downs require the most number of clicks in all three varied-length
questionnaires.

5.4 User Experience of Response Widgets
Following the scale questionnaires, participants were presented
with an additional questionnaire (Response Widget Questionnaire
(RWQ)) to capture their interaction experience with the response
widgets. Inspired by previous work [28], the interaction experience
was assessed on five attributes on a 7-point scale: ease of selection,
clarity in meaning, understanding, format satisfaction, and quick
completion. The reader is referred to Appendix A for the Response
Widget Questionnaire. Linear mixed-effects models were fitted to
predict the main effects of each UX question in the RWQ, including
Participant ID (𝑏h) as a random intercept for each group. These

models were fitted using the procedure outlined above in Section 4.

For Format Satisfaction, the model’s total explanatory power
was substantial (conditional R2 = 0.39). Within this model, there
were significant effects of the Widget, with radio button ratings be-
ing significantly lower than both the Dropdown (-0.9,p = 0.007) and
Slider (-0.933, p = 0.006) widgets. However, there was no difference
between the Slider and Dropdown ratings. For Ease of Selection,
the model’s total explanatory power was substantial (condition R2
= 0.27). Within this model, there was a significant effect of the Wid-
get, with the Dropdown widget being rated significantly lower than
the Radio button (-1.1, p = 0.002). However, there was no difference
between the Slider and either Dropdown or Radio button menu rat-
ings. For Quick Completion, the model’s total explanatory power
was substantial (conditional R 2 = 0.46). The Widget had significant
effects, with Dropdown ratings being significantly lower than the
Radio Button (0.9, p = 0.004) and Slider (0.933, p = 0.003) widgets.
However, there was no difference between Slider and Radio Button
ratings or Dropdown and Slider ratings. Models were also fitted for
Understanding (conditional R2= 0.21) and Clarity in Meaning
(conditional R2= 0.36), but these found no significant differences
between ratings for any of the widgets and so are omitted here for
conciseness.

Key Takeaway: Radio buttons were rated with less format
satisfaction overall and dropdown were seen as offering least ease
of selection. Both the Radio button and Slider widgets are rated
higher for quick completion than the dropdowns. All three widgets
are perceived equally for understanding and clarity in meaning.

6 DISCUSSION & FUTUREWORK
As a Late-Breaking Work, this research presents preliminary find-
ings on how response widgets play a role beyond just aesthetics
and hold crucial importance in determining the reliability and valid-
ity of scale questionnaires. This research paves the way for future
research needed in this direction to extend and validate the results
on a large scale using scale questionnaires from multiple fields.

A vital finding of this research is that radio buttons and drop-
downs had acceptable levels of reliability across all questionnaires.
However, great care should be taken when considering sliders as
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they produce less reliability scores than other widgets. With re-
spect to validity, radio buttons cannot be confidently used, and
their role requires further investigation of the impact on validity.
When examining the user experience performance of each wid-
get, however, we found that each brought its own strengths and
weaknesses for future researchers to consider when designing and
deploying their instruments. For example, the discrete slider was
less reliable across two questionnaires, although users perceived it
as satisfying, easy, and quick to use. On the other hand, the radio
buttons had significantly lower format satisfaction than the other
two widgets. This may be due to their very simple design compared
to other response widgets. Finally, the dropdowns were no less
valid or reliable, but users perceived them as taking less time to
complete despite there being no significant difference in time taken
between widgets. Additionally, users felt the dropdowns were less
easy to use than the Radio button, which aligns with a significantly
higher click count.

Our results suggest that researchers should select the widget de-
pending on the study’s aims. For example, for surveys that are long
or prioritise user experience, consider avoiding dropdowns. Mean-
while, researchers seeking to fully maximise reliability may wish
to avoid discrete sliders. Our work opens up many other directions
for future research. One exciting direction is how the user’s input
selection device or method impacts the widget choice regarding
reliability and construct validity. Recent advances in technology
have made gaze-based selections. More and more technologies have
been using gaze-based interaction [1, 26] and touchless gesture in-
teraction [13]. This raises the question of investigating novel input
selection methods.

Q1: How do the input selection methods, such as gaze-based
interaction and touchless gesture interaction, influence the widget

choice for optimum reliability and construct validity?
Second, as seen in our study, questionnaires can be of varied

lengths. Therefore, it is important to investigate how many ques-
tions per page should be displayed to participants and if they impact
the scale questionnaire’s reliability, validity, or user experience. This
directs us to another research question for future investigation, i.e.,

Q2: How does the presentation of questionnaire items impact scale
reliability and validity?

Lastly, in this study, we investigated three scale questionnaires that
relate to digital games. However, it would be interesting to explore
if the results of this study can be generalized to other domains as
well. Further, in our study all participants used either a desktop
or a PC to fill in the questionnaires. A cross-device comparison
would yield interesting results and a recommendation for the best
device to use for filling out questionnaires. This guides us to the
next research question, i.e.,

Q3: How does the impact of response widgets on scale reliability and
validity vary as we move across different devices and questionnaire

domains?

7 CONCLUSION
This work experimentally evaluated online questionnaire response
widgets, namely radio buttons, discrete sliders, and dropdowns,
with 30 participants for their impact on the complete question-
naire’s reliability and construct validity. We evaluated the widgets
with three scale questionnaires (short, medium, and long-length)
using a 7-point Likert scale. The results show that all questionnaires
of varied lengths can achieve optimum reliability using radio but-
tons and dropdowns. Sliders should be handled with utmost care as
they produce the lowest reliability score compared to other widgets.
Valid results can be produced with dropdowns and sliders for any
questionnaire size. All widgets consume equal time to complete
the questionnaire. However, dropdowns require most click counts,
which may cause fatigue and tiredness in users. Complimenting
this finding, dropdown was also seen as the lowest metric of ease of
selection and quick completion. Radio buttons were seen as offering
the least format satisfaction. However, they outperform other user
experience metrics and can be recommended for use. Last but not
least, sliders outperformed all five user experience metrics. Based
on the results presented in this paper, this paper raises awareness of
possible methodological concerns with scale widgets that motivate
further consideration. Overall, this paper recommends that the se-
lection of the response widget should be based on the researcher’s
study aim, as every widget comes with its own merits and demerits.
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A RESPONSE WIDGET QUESTIONNAIRE
(RWQ)

The following questions were presented to participants after filling
out each scale questionnaire. Participants were asked to rate their
experience on the following statements on a 7-point scale ranging
from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree".

(1) The response options were clear to me.
(2) It was easy to select a response for each item.
(3) I am satisfied with the format of the scale used in the question-

naire.
(4) It was easy to understand the response options of the questions.
(5) I was able to complete the questionnaire quickly.
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