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Introduction



Introduction – 3 Questions

Is there a link between respondent recruitment practices and 
the level of duplication across online panels?

Is there a link between the level of duplication
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across online 
panels and poor respondent cooperation?

Is there a link between poor online panel management
practices and respondent cooperation/survey participation?



Introduction – 3 Questions

Is there a link between respondent recruitment practices and the 
level of duplication across online panels?

Yes.  “Over-fishing” in the same waters results in significant levels of 
online cross-panel duplication

Is there a link between the level of duplication
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across online 
panels and poor respondent cooperation?

Yes.  It appears that the collective “bombardment” of online surveys to 
individuals on multiple panels results in poor respondent cooperation

Is there a link between poor online panel management practices 
and respondent cooperation/survey participation?

Yes.  Well-managed online panels enjoy the highest levels of 
participation (response rates and retention rates).  And vice versa.
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Linkages



© 2006 eRewards, Inc. All Rights Reserved 7

Linkage 1 –

Recruitment Methods and Cross-Panel Duplication 



Linkage 1 - Recruitment Methods and
Cross-Panel Duplication

A main recruitment method for nearly all of the online panels 
involves the procurement of panelists from a common set of 
web lead generation sites / paid recruitment sites
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This dependency results in a high level of online cross-panel 
duplication

High levels of panelist duplication are bad for the researcher 
because on low-incidence studies where multiple panels are 
used, the risk of “double counting” is significant…

…which can distort the research results



What comScore Sees:
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“More Than 30% Of All Online Surveys Are Completed By Less 
Than 0.25% Of The Population 1

A recent study by comScore has confirmed the dawn of the "professional 
survey respondent," and validated the growing concern that such consumers 
do not represent the broader population. Further, panelists in this small group 
take an average of 80 surveys over a 90-day period — with some taking 
several surveys per day! 

comScore research also shows that members of the panels offered by most of 
the leading online survey suppliers are, on average, members of as many as 
seven other panels! It goes without saying that these levels of saturation are 
unacceptable and can be expected to have a significant negative impact on 
the quality and accuracy of panelists' survey responses.

The industry is at a crossroad — market factors render a complete return to 
RDD impractical, but there is clearly a need to identify methods to improve the 
quality of online samples and associated responses.”

1 Source: http://www.comscore.com/custom-research/sample.asp Also referenced by Mary Beth Weber, Sigma Validation 
at AMA 2005 Marketing Research Conference, Boston, MA September 25-28, 2005, “Why Validate Internet Research?”

http://www.comscore.com/custom-research/sample.asp


What is Meant By “Open” vs “Closed” Online Panel
Recruitment / Sample Sourcing?

“Open” Online Panel Recruitment may be defined as a method of 
allowing any person who has access to the Internet to “self select” and 
enroll into a market research panel.  

This method typically lacks validation capabilities which allows respondents to 
enroll multiple times using different names and addresses without consequence.

By contrast, “Closed” or “By Invitation Only” Online Panel Recruitment 
may be defined as a method of inviting only pre-validated individuals or 
individuals who share known characteristics to enroll into a market 
research panel.

This method provides inherent validation capabilities which prevents respondents 
from enrolling more than once.
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The “Open” Recruitment Problem: 
Self-Selecting Professional Survey Takers“Open” Online Panel Recruitment
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The Open Door

Literally scores of 
pages of links to 
“open” online panel 
recruitment sites



“Open” Panel Recruitment—Example #1
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Dozens of
panels 
sourcing 
members 
from the 
same place

Multiple URL 
Variations



“Open” Panel Recruitment—Example #2
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Over 300 more
Panels Listed



CASE STUDY:  A Comparison of “Open” vs.
“By Invitation Only” (or “Closed”) Sample Sourcing

e-Rewards Market Research conducted a 6-month 
observational test during the first half of 2004 to 
compare and contrast “open” sample/respondent 
recruitment quality vs. e-Rewards’ controlled “by 
invitation only” or “closed” sample/respondent 
recruitment approach.

The following pages present the key findings of our study.
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CASE STUDY: Experiment Methodology Overview

Between January 2004 – June 2004, e-Rewards Market Research 
enrolled 38,162 panel members (representing less than 2% of all 
currently enrolled panel members) into its Consumer Panel using an 
“open” enrollment methodology.

In a parallel tracking experiment that was conducted for an additional 
year of study (July 2004 – July 2005), observations were made to 
compare these “open-sourced” members with e-Rewards’ “by invitation 
only” sourced panelists.
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CASE STUDY:  Demographic Comparison
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“Open” Sourced                vs. “Closed” Sourced

“Open”
Sourced 
Respondents 
skew female 
and are less 
likely to be 
married

Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005 Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005



CASE STUDY:  Demographic Comparison

“Open” Sourced        vs. “Closed” Sourced

Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005

“Open” sourced respondents tend NOT to work outside the home
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CASE STUDY:  Outside Panel Membership
(e.g. Cross Panel Duplication)

“Open” Sourced        vs. “Closed” Sourced

Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005 Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005

“Open” sourced 
respondents are much 
more likely to belong on 
multiple panels (87%)
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CASE STUDY:  Outside Panel Membership
(e.g. Cross Panel Duplication)

“Open” Sourced                  vs. “Closed” Sourced”

Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005

Nearly 60% of “open” sourced respondents belong to 5 or 
more research panels, with a mean of 5.4 panels each

When identified, these 
panelists are “retired”
from service
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CASE STUDY:  Outside Panel Survey Frequency
(e.g. Cross Panel Duplication)

“Open” Sourced               vs. “Closed” Sourced

Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005

There is a high level of cross-panel duplication (over 50% in 
many cases) amongst the major online panels who use the 
“open” recruiting method and paid recruitment sites



© 2006 eRewards, Inc. All Rights Reserved 21

Linkage 2 –

Cross-Panel Duplication and Poor Respondent Cooperation



Linkage 2 - Cross-Panel Duplication and 
Poor Respondent Cooperation
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While cross-panel duplication is bad for the researcher as far as 
response “double counting” and potentially skewed data results…

…it is also bad for another reason—it is harmful to the 
respondents’ experience with and perceptions of our market 
research industry

Respondents’ expectations are set incorrectly from the beginning 
by misleading web lead generation / paid recruitment sites 

Furthermore, the respondent (who now belongs to a dozen or 
more online panels) is suddenly bombarded with scores of online 
survey requests on a daily basis

This inundation with online survey invitations has an observed 
negative effect on respondent cooperation
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How Expectations are Being Set—Example #1

Mixes 
Research 
and 
Marketing 
Messages

viral



How Expectations are Being Set—Example #2

© 2006 eRewards, Inc. All Rights Reserved 24



What 20/20 Research–Online Says:

“Almost all paid survey sites encourage members to join all 250-450+ research 
companies’ panels on their list so their members can have the chance to 
participate in hundreds of surveys
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, focus groups and mystery shops.”

“Some sites even offer software to ‘help you fill out your surveys up to 300% 
faster.’ In essence, these sites teach people how to be professional 
respondents.”

Because these sites are legal as long as they deliver the list/report/database 
consumers are paying for, market research professionals have to be proactive in 
protecting the integrity of their databases by using some of the following 
practices:

…Decide if you will accept respondents from paid survey sites into your database 
at all or conditionally

…Contact paid survey sites and ask them to remove your company from their 
list/report/database”
Source: September 1, 2004 White Paper by Rachael Krupek entitled “Handling Paid Survey Sites.”
http://www.qualtalk.com/news/wp040901.htm Also referenced by Mary Beth Weber, Sigma Validation at AMA 2005 
Marketing Research Conference, Boston, MA September 25-28, 2005, “Why Validate Internet Research?”

http://www.qualtalk.com/news/wp040901.htm


CASE STUDY:  Cross-Panel Duplication Effects:
“Mean Survey Time” and “Outliers”

Those on Multiple Panels      vs. Those on Single Panel
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Mean Time to Complete =
9 minutes : 40 Seconds

Mean Time to Complete =
7 minutes : 53 Seconds

18% Faster
Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005 Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005

% of “Too Fast” Outliers
Average per Study

2.4%

% of “Too Fast” Outliers
Average per Study

0.7%

Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005Source: e-Rewards Market Research panel statistics, 2005

3x the Outlier Rate



Those on Multiple Panels (Cross Panel Duplication) Are More 
Likely to Provide Bad Survey Response Data

e-Rewards asks all enrolling panelists about their experiences and level 
of involvement with market research

e-Rewards labels as “hyperactive” those who participate in 5 or more 
other market research panels and stops sending surveys to them

Here’s why: Relationship Between Cross-Panel Duplication and Bad Respondent Data

Our testing has shown that 
“hyperactive” respondents
detected during the online 
panel enrollment process 
are 4 times more likely than 
others to provide bad 
survey data in subsequent 
follow-up surveys
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4x the Bad Data Rate
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Linkage 3 –

Poor Panel Management and Falling Survey Participation Rates



Linkage 3 - Panel Management and 
Falling Survey Participation Rates

Once an online panelist is recruited, the next important consideration 
is how the panelist is treated
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over time (e.g. panel management)

Some Key Panel Management Questions:
How should the respondent be incentivized (if at all)?
How many survey invitations should be sent to panelists?
What panel participation rules should exist?
How should “terminates” be treated?
How is a panelist’s profile data kept fresh?
Should extra long surveys be allowed?
What sense of panel community should be fostered (if at all)?

The way these questions are answered will determine the level of
survey response rates and attrition that a panel will experience



Linkage 3 - Panel Management and 
Falling Survey Participation Rates
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Two simple adages apply:
“Treat others as you wish to be treated” (be courteous)

“Treat others as they wish to be treated” (ask them)

By not practicing the above ideals, we may well deserve what we get 
as an industry—people are voting with their dwindling participation 
levels!

Taking respondent incentives as an example: 
Would you rather receive a “sweepstakes entry” or a “pay all”?

Our experience over the past 7 years indicates that providing “pay all”
incentives to panelists results in higher survey complete rates and lower 
levels of panel attrition



Incentive Model Response Rate Test - Methodology

Methodology:

Two random sample selections utilized:
4,000 invited to complete the survey for entry into a sweepstakes 
drawing
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of $2,500

4,000 invited to complete the survey for $2.00 in cash

Both groups launched and closed on the same day of the week and 
the same time of the day

One-minute survey about books and music

Response rates were then observed



Incentive Model Response Rate Test – Response Comparison

Response Rate Percentage of Total by Day

Pay-all ($2.00)
Sweepstakes

20%

10%

0%
Day  1 Day  2 Day  3 Day  4 Day  5 Day  6 Day  7

50%

40%

30%
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Incentive Model Response Rate Test – Response Comparison

Response Rates in Total

20%

10%

0%
7-Day Period

Pay-all ($2.00)
Sweepstakes

The Pay-all 
approach achieved 
a significantly 
higher response 
rate 
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Some Solutions



Some Solutions - Best Practices in Respondent Recruitment
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Set the proper respondent expectations during panel recruitment
Don’t over-hype the benefits

Provide a realistic view of what it means to be a panelist

Shun web lead generation sites / paid recruitment sites

Employ “closed” verses “open” recruitment methods

Use a diverse and unique set of recruitment sources and modes 
(avoid over fishing the same pond)

Identify and “retire” hyperactive panelists who are on multiple panels



Some Solutions - Best Practices in Panel Management

Maintain trust and value
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if you want respondent cooperation

Religiously track panelist satisfaction—listen to their suggestions

Religiously track panelist response rates and retention rates

Employ a “pay-all” incentive model that achieves a “fair-value 
exchange” for respondent time

Make respondents feel like winners, not losers (pay for “terminates”)
Communicate clearly and honestly about survey length and incentive

Provide a mix of short and long surveys

Maintain a sense of involvement and community

Don’t over or under survey the panel (ask panelists their involvement 
preferences)

Set respondent validation & veracity traps to weed out the bad eggs



Questions and Answers
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Thank You!
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