
 

Do visual analogue scales perform better than 

Likert-type scales? 

…the Visual Analogue Scale 

does not outperform the 

Likert Scale in criterion validity, 

internal consistency, stability, 

or dependability of test scores. 

It only takes more time. 
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One might consider a Visual Analogue Scale (VAS) as a better option for measuring continuous latent traits compared to 

a Likert Scale (LS). Since the VAS is essentially a LS with an infinite number of points, it offers a more nuanced way to 

respond, increases systematic variance, and better approximates the continuous nature of data (Chyung et al., 2018). Hence, 

some authors (e.g., Funke & Reips, 2012; Haslbeck et al., 2024; Kuhlmann et al., 2016) recommend prioritizing VAS over LS. However, our within-

subject experiment indicates that… 

METHOD 

• N = 980, online within-subject experiment 

• measures: Height Inventory (Rečka, 2018; Tancoš, 2019), Autonomy 

Subscale from the Basic Needs Satisfaction in General Scale 

(Gagné, 2003) + additional data (e.g., self-reported height) 

• response formats: a 5-point LS, a VAS with verbal anchors 

• b, c) internal consistency (Cronbach’s α, ordinal α by Zumbo et al., 2007), 

test-retest reliabilities (pairwise correlation matrices) – comparable results 

• d) response times (log-linear mixed-effect models) – VAS took 16% longer 

than LS (p < .001) 

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION 

• Both LS and VAS proved to be realistically valid and reliable 

with only negligible differences. The only exception was the 

response time (in favor of the LS). Similarly to Simms et al. 

(2019), we conclude that the VAS has no advantages over the LS. 

Due to greater time demands of VAS, we recommend using LS. 
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INTRODUCTION 

• contradictory findings on internal consistency, descriptive 

statistics, and respondents’ preferences (e.g., Hilbert et al., 2016; Kuhlmann et 

al., 2017; Lewis & Erdinç, 2017; Preston & Colman, 2000; Simms et al., 2019; Voutilainen et al., 2016) 

• lacking evidence for the criterion validity and temporal stability 

• this study aims to compare VAS and LS in terms of: 

a) criterion 

validity 

b) internal 

consistency 

c) test-retest reliability 

(short-term dependability, 

long-term stability) 

d) response 

times 

ANALYSES & RESULTS 

• a) criterion validity from the realistic perspective (path analyses on the 

HI sum score ~ self-reported height) – comparable results: for LS: rmen = .91, 

rwomen = .90; for VAS: the same 
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