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Introduction: 

Structured Questionnaires 

Structured questionnaires, a widely used research 

tool, are known for their efficiency (Ranganathan & 

Caduff,2023). Their predetermined questions and 

fixed response options, such as multiple-choice, 

Likert scales, and yes/no questions, allow the swift 

collection of quantifiable data from participants in 

diverse research contexts (Sreedharan et al., 2022). 

Structured questionnaires are designed to minimize 

variability in respondents' answers, aiming for 

uniformity in data collection (Jenn, 2006). 

Abstract    
Researcher uses various types of questionnaire to collect 

data. This literature review highlights the various types of 

questionnaires used in research, highlighting their definitions 

and characteristics. The review categorizes questionnaires 

into structured, semi-structured, and unstructured. Structured 

questionnaires are characterized by predetermined questions 

that facilitate statistical analysis but may limit nuanced 

responses. Semi-structured questionnaires combine closed 

and open-ended questions, offering flexibility and depth 

while complicating data analysis. Unstructured 

questionnaires prioritize qualitative insights, allowing 

respondents to articulate their thoughts freely, yet they pose 

challenges in interpretation and analysis. 

Understanding these types of questionnaire enables 

researchers to select appropriate instruments tailored to their 

research objectives, ultimately enhancing data quality and 

reliability. This review underscores the importance of careful 

questionnaire design in capturing comprehensive and valid 

data across diverse research contexts. This literature review 

focuses on the introduction and classification of these diverse 

questionnaires, enlightening researchers about the variety of 

data-collection methods at their disposal. 
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According to Marcano Belisario et al. (2015), their 

standardized format facilitates simplicity and 

clarity, making them easier to administer and 

analyze. This rigidity can be particularly beneficial 

in large-scale surveys where data comparability is 

essential (Ranney et al., 2015). 

Structured questionnaires, with their ability to 

generate statistically analyzable data, play a 

significant role in research (Ranney et al., 2015). 

According to Leung (2015) this format enhances 

the reliability and validity of the research findings, 

allowing for generalizations across a larger 

population. Furthermore, structured questions 

typically offer quicker response times, as 

respondents can easily select options instead of 

composing free-text answers (Dykema et al., 2022), 

thereby saving time and effort. 

Structured questionnaires, despite their strengths, 

come with limitations that should be considered. 

The fixed response options may restrict the depth of 

insights, potentially leading to oversimplification of 

complex topics (Ranganathan & Caduff,2023). 

Respondents may feel compelled to select an option 

that does not fully represent their views, which can 

result in response bias (Schatz, 2012). 

Structured questionnaires are extensively employed 

in various fields, including market research, public 

opinion polls, and health assessments. Their 

structured nature makes them particularly suitable 

for large samples where statistical analysis plays a 

significant role (Ponto, 2015). 

Semi-Structured Questionnaires 

Semi-structured questionnaires are a hybrid 

research tool combining the advantages of 

structured and unstructured formats (McIntosh & 

Morse,2015). They include a mix of closed-ended 

and open-ended questions, allowing for quantitative 

data collection and qualitative insights. This type of 

questionnaire is beneficial in exploratory research 

where flexibility is required (Renjith et al., 2021). 

Semi-structured questionnaires provide a 

framework with critical questions predetermined by 

the researcher while also allowing for additional 

open-ended questions that let respondents elaborate 

on their answers (Jamshed, 2014). This duality 

helps researchers delve deeper into complex topics 

while providing the option for quantifiable breadth 

(DeJonckheere & Vaughn, 2019). 

One of the primary strengths of semi-structured 

questionnaires is their flexibility. This format of 

questions enables researchers to adapt inquiries 

based on respondents' previous answers, potentially 

leading to richer data (DeJonckheere & Vaughn, 

2019). Furthermore, Bell et al. (2019) notes that 

they encourage respondent engagement by allowing 

participants to express their thoughts more freely, 

providing depth and context that purely structured 

questionnaires lack. However, semi-structured 

questionnaires also carry limitations (Ranganathan 

& Caduff,2023). Data analysis can become 

complicated due to the combination of response 

types. Coding open-ended responses requires 

thematic analysis, which can be time-consuming 

and subjective (Jowsey et al., 2021). Additionally, 

the reliance on researcher interpretation can 

introduce biases that may affect the validity of 

findings (Vukojević, 2016). 

Semi-structured questionnaires are widely 

embraced in qualitative research across various 

fields, including social sciences, market research, 

and healthcare studies. They are particularly 

advantageous in situations where understanding 

participants' motivations and experiences is 

paramount (Jordan et al., 2021), making you part of 

a larger research community.  

In market research, for example, semi-structured 

questionnaires allow companies to gather customer 

feedback on products while exploring areas for 

improvement (Chen et al., 2022). They facilitate 

understanding patient experiences and perceptions 

in healthcare, enabling more tailored care practices 

(El-Haddad et al., 2020). 

Unstructured Questionnaires 
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Unstructured questionnaires are a qualitative 

research tool primarily characterized by open-ended 

questions that allow respondents to express their 

thoughts and opinions in their own words 

(O'Cathain & Thomas,2004). This format is 

particularly beneficial in exploratory research, 

where detailed insights and a deeper understanding 

of a subject are required(O'Cathain & 

Thomas,2004). Unstructured questionnaires, 

designed to collect qualitative data, offer 

respondents a unique freedom (Paradis et al., 2016). 

They are often composed of open-ended questions 

without predetermined response options, allowing 

individuals to provide detailed answers and 

encouraging thoughtful reflection on the topic at 

hand (Connor Desai & Reimers,2019). This 

freedom from fixed categories facilitates a richer 

exploration of respondents' perspectives, 

empowering them to express their thoughts and 

opinions in their own words (Rana et al., 2023). 

The main advantage of unstructured questionnaires 

lies in their ability to capture complex, nuanced 

information (Hacking et al., 203). This format of 

questionnaires can uncover insights that structured 

formats might miss, with providing a depth of 

understanding crucial for qualitative analysis 

(Hacking et al., 203). This format fosters a 

conversational tone, akin to a one-on-one 

discussion, which often leads to more honest and 

comprehensive responses, revealing underlying 

motivations and attitudes (Amirova et al., 2024). 

Moreover, unstructured questionnaires are helpful 

in new or poorly understood research areas. They 

allow researchers to explore topics without the 

limitations imposed by predefined categories, 

making them ideal for exploratory studies (Choo et 

al., 2015). 

Despite their strengths, unstructured questionnaires 

come with notable limitations. One significant 

challenge is the complexity of data analysis (Bai et 

al., 2018). The varied nature of responses requires 

careful coding and interpretation, which can be 

labor-intensive and subjective (Glaser & Strauss, 

1967). The potential for researcher bias in 

interpreting open-ended responses raises concerns 

about validity and reliability. Furthermore, the 

open-ended format can lead to more precise or off-

topic responses, complicating the data collection 

(Wijngaards et al., 2019). Respondents may also 

experience anxiety about articulating their thoughts, 

leading to varied engagement levels. 

Unstructured questionnaires are widely used in 

qualitative research across various fields, including 

social sciences, market research, and healthcare 

(Denny & Weckesser,2022). In social research, they 

are effective for exploring sensitive topics, as they 

allow participants to express their experiences 

freely ((Denny & Weckesser,2022). They can 

capture patient experiences and perceptions in 

healthcare, informing better care practices (Schöpf 

et al., 2019). 

Validity and Reliability of Questionnaire 

Questionnaires are widely used in research to 

collect data, but their effectiveness hinges on their 

validity and reliability (Ranganathan & Caduff, 

2023). Validity refers to the extent to which a 

questionnaire measures what it purports to measure 

(Belita et al., 2022). It concerns the accuracy and 

appropriateness of the inferences drawn from the 

data collected (Belita et al., 2022). Conversely, 

reliability pertains to the consistency and stability 

of questionnaire results over time, across different 

contexts, and among various populations (Ahmed & 

Ishtiaq, 2021).  

Questionnaire Validity 

Establishing validity is crucial for ensuring the 

data's applicability. Content validity is often 

achieved through expert reviews and pilot testing, 

which help ensure that all relevant aspects of the 

construct are covered (Lynn, 1986). Construct 

validity is assessed through factor analysis, 

revealing the underlying relationships among 

measured items (Tavakol & Wetzel, 2020). 

Correlation studies can evaluate criterion-related 
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validity by comparing new questionnaire results 

with established benchmarks (Carmines, 1979). 

Questionnaire Reliability 

Reliability is vital for confirming that a 

questionnaire yields stable and consistent results 

(Trabelsi et al., 2024). Researchers often use 

Cronbach's alpha to measure internal consistency, 

aiming for a value above 0.70 to indicate acceptable 

reliability (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Test-retest 

reliability is gauged by calculating the correlation 

between two sets of scores, with coefficients above 

0.80 generally considered acceptable (Matheson, 

2019). Inter-rater reliability measures, such as 

Cohen's kappa, are helpful when different observers 

rate the same phenomenon (McHugh, 2012). 

A questionnaire demonstrating high validity and 

reliability enhances the trustworthiness and 

credibility of research findings (Lenaerts et al., 

2021). Valid data leads to accurate interpretations 

and meaningful conclusions, while reliable 

instruments provide consistency across studies, 

fostering comparability and repeatability (Bernardi 

et al., 2023). Researchers must continuously 

evaluate and refine their questionnaires to address 

potential threats to these attributes as the field 

evolves. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this literature review highlights 

various types of questionnaires used in research, 

each with distinct characteristics, advantages, and 

limitations. Structured questionnaires excel in 

generating quantitative data and providing clear 

statistical insights, making them suitable for large-

scale studies. However, their rigidity can limit the 

depth of understanding that more flexible formats 

can offer. Semi-structured questionnaires strike a 

balance, allowing for both quantitative and 

qualitative data collection, which enhances 

respondent engagement and provides richer 

insights. Yet, their complexity in analysis 

necessitates careful consideration to ensure valid 

interpretations. Unstructured questionnaires, while 

providing a platform for nuanced and descriptive 

responses, involve significant challenges related to 

data coding and potential biases.  

Finally, the choice of questionnaire type should 

align with the specific research objectives and the 

characteristics of the target audience. A thoughtful 

approach to questionnaire design is essential for 

producing reliable and valid data, thus enriching the 

overall quality of research outcomes. Future studies 

should continue to explore innovative approaches to 

questionnaire development and administration to 

enhance data collection efficacy across varied 

research domains. 
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