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Session 1
Panel offering in the Netherlands



Agenda session 1: Panel offering in the Netherlands

• NOPVO planning and objections 

• Fieldwork experience and service level

• Overview of panels based on 25 ESOMAR questions 

• Response and sample characteristics

• Target samples on panel characteristics

• Panel overlapping

Guest speaker

Els Molenaar

“Als je wint heb je 
vrienden” ("If you
win, you have 
friends")



More than 50% of the data collection in the NL is online

This boosted the Netherlands' progress in the market research world

As a result, relatively strong development of:
• technology
• specialist services: more than 25 online panels in the NL

Reasons for strong growth in online research
• Increased costs of traditional research due to change in law
• CATI response dropped considerably, resulting in increased costs

for fieldwork
• Strong growth of internet penetration 

as a result of active government policy (broadband in the NL 
80%)



Online panels: different times, different opinions

Fieldwork shift to web: how was this accepted?

1998 – 2001: Skepticism and restraint
Representativity, potential mode problems

2002 – 2004: Almost blind acceptance: hardly any attention to   
quality
Focus on costs, speed, competitors

2005 – present: Renewed preoccupation with the quality of 
online panels
duplicate respondents, dumping prices, no
guidelines



Therefore: NOPVO 2006

Two good reasons to start NOPVO in the Netherlands this year
1. To find a good solution for providing increased quality
2. Broad offering of panels in the NL creates a unique situation

Presentation of the NOPVO question 
1. What is the scope of the current panel in the NL?
2. Who is the online panel respondent?
3. How do members of different panels respond 

to a standardized questionnaire?
4. To what extent do opinion and marketing data depend on 

panel selection?



NOPVO approach briefly described

1. Classification of online panels in the Netherlands on the basis of 
ESOMAR criteria

2. Empirical study
• one questionnaire with typical market research questions
• each panel delivers a gross sample of 1000 respondents
• each panel stratifies the gross sample in its own way in order 

to obtain representative net sample for the NL
• equal fieldwork period of 7 days, no reminders 

19 panels have 
participated:

together > 90% of 
the whole online 
research in the 
Netherlands



NOPVO approach briefly described

Very extended data available:

Per panel:
-reward form
-age panel
-invitation policy
-etc.

Per panel member:
-panel history
-number of invitations
-averaged response
-last participation
-socio demo, etc. Per respondent:

-response behavior
-check panel history
-check socio demo
-answers to
questionnaire



Online panels in the Netherlands

Naam bureau / bedrijf Naam panel

EuroClix PanelClix
Flycatcher Flycatcher Panel
GfK PanelServices ConsumerJury
GMI Global Test Market
Interview NSS Interviewbase
Intomart GFK Panel.IntomartGfK
Lightspeed Lightspeed Research
MarketRespons International Group De Onderzoek Groep
Metrixlab OpinionBar
Millward Brown IK ZIE HET ZO.nl
Motivaction Stempunt
Multiscope Multiscope Online Panel System (MOPS)
RM Interactive Het Internet-Panel
Ruigrok|NetPanel Netpanel Adviesraad
Survey Sampling International www.opinieland.nl
Synovate Synovate Global Opinion Panels
Team Vier ism IBT Team Vier Panel
TNS NIPO TNS NIPOBase
USP-MC DeelUwMening.nl
Ciao / Greenfield Ciao GmbH
PanelWizard PanelWizard
Trendbox Het Nationale Panel

plus:
InVotes, Blauw, 
the Choice, 
KNOT’s
research, de 
Vos en Jansen, 
MSI-ACI, 
Newcom
Research, 
Peil.nl, Wemar, 
Telder



Majority of the panels is older than 5 years

14%

9%

5%

14%

5%
18%

36%

before
2000

2000

2002

2003

2004

2005

2001



Recruitment mainly online 
Methods adapted to the panels

18%

50%

50%

55%

64%

77%

77%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Vanuit bestaande schriftelijke panels

Nog anders

Telefonische werving

Adressen aangekocht

Uit onderzoek via traditionele
dataverzamelingsmethodes

Sneeuwbalmethode onder
panelleden

Via links op websites



To reward all panels, with approximately €1,20 for 10 minutes

Beloning Aantal %

<1 euro 5 24%
1 euro 8 38%
1-2 euro 5 24%
>2 euro 3 14%

*to reward 21 out of 22 panels

*

Hoe vaak mogen panelleden bij

uw bureau per maand aan

onderzoeken meedoen? Aantal %

Geen beperkingen 6 27%
4x per maand of vaker 1 5%
3x per maand 1 5%
2x per maand 7 32%
1x per maand 6 27%
Grens is 35 vragen per maand 1 5%

Worden paneldeelnemers die recentelijk aan een

onderzoek hebben deelgenomen uitgesloten van

nieuwe steekproeven? Aantal %

Ja, soms op basis van soort onderzoek, soms niet 5 23%
Ja, op basis van soort onderzoek 14 64%
Ja, maar niet op basis van soort onderzoek 1 5%
Nee (behalve bij herhaalmetingen) 1 5%
Nee 1 5%

Most panels impose restrictions on participation, 
but is this useful?



In any case, a limited breakout of approximately 13% per year

Paneluitval op jaarbasis (% van

actieve panelleden) Aantal %

<10% 8 36%
10-19% 9 41%
>20% 5 23%

Panelgrootte x paneluitval

0

50000

100000

150000

200000

250000

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

without essential relation with panel scope



Find the answers to this and more in: The 'Esomar 25 
questions' overview



Find the answers to this and more in: The 'Esomar 25 
questions' overview



Find the answers to this and more in: The 'Esomar 25 
questions' overview

Find NOPVO overview of all panels 
in:

• magazine Clou Sept. 2006
• www.moaweb.nl



However, the key question is:

To what extent do these and other 
panel factors influence the behavior of 
respondents?

and,

To what extent does this affect the 
way panelists respond to 
questionnaires?



Firstly.....

• from now on, panels are not called by name anymore

• Aim of NOPVO: 
• To give insight into the differences and similarities of online 

panels
• To stimulate discussion about which panel factors are relevant 

by planning and maintenance of panels 

• Not an aim of NOPVO: To rate panels as good and bad

• Panels have insight into their own performance through a 
benchmark report



Considerable differences in response per panel

Response per panel

18 19

36 39 39 39 40 41

49
54 55 56

60 60 62
66 68 70

77

50

%

Level of response is linked to different panel characteristics

• Panel age

• Recruitment method

• Reward system

• Panel monitoring

• Contact with respondents

Difficult to establish influence of factors individually



Not only reliable respondents invited…

Panels with high percentage “100%” are mainly
• panels which have just been established
• To have many "fresh" respondents
• To have sent a limited number of invitations 

• Panels with low responses are panels with less panel monitoring

Respons historie voorgaande 12 maanden in bruto ste ekproef per panel
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Some panels don't do panel monitoring….

• Respondents are invited who haven't completed a questionnaire for years

• Some panels remove badly respondent panel members after a while

• Scope of the panel is important to communicate to the market

Aantal ingevulde vragenlijsten afgelopen 12 maanden  per panel
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Diversity in compound sample according to panel age

• Some panels have principally fresh respondents (also those panels which 
have existed for a longer time)

• Other panels invite mainly panel members who have participated for a 
long time (since establishment). They probably do poorly in expansion and 
replacement.

Panelleeftijd in bruto steekproef per panel
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%
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Fresh panel members respond better

Respons NOPVO naar duur panellidmaatschap

67%

61%

56%

54%

47%

47%

0 maanden

1-2 maanden

3-4 maanden

5-6 maanden

6-12 maanden

> 1 jaar

respons %

• Response level stabilizes after 6 months

• Databases are cleaned up

• Most drop out rates during the first months of panel membership



Extent of using recruitment methods differs

Werving panelleden  per panel
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Recruitment through research (instruments) provides high 
response rates

Respons per wervingsmethode

73%

66%

61%

57%

53%

51%

39%

39%

vanuit bestaande panels

sneeuwbal methode

via traditioneel onderzoek

adressen gekocht

telefonische werving

via onderzoek op websites

heeft zichzelf aangemeld

via links/banners

respons %

• Recruitment through research provides highest response rates (are 
already willing)

• Self-registration or signing up through links / banners significantly lower  

• Response in first year of panel membership for all recruitment methods 
higher

• In case of panel members who register themselves or are recruited 
through links / banners, response decreases over time



Security concerning rewards provides higher response rates

Respons NOPVO naar wijze van beloning

70%

62%

58%

49%

39%

29%

Geld

Geen beloning

Puntensysteem

Goede doelen en loterijen

Puntensysteem en loterijen

Loterijen

respons %

No reward is also security

Respons NOPVO naar hoogte beloning

59%

57%

37%

42%

Meer dan 1 euro

1 euro

Minder dan 1 euro

Geen (vaste) beloning

respons %



Response rate has little influence on the results

• No differences between the panels have been found to have a 
direct link with the response rates

• Members of online panels form a homogenous group
• They are willing to take a survey 
• Heavy users of the Internet 

• Hardly any misrepresentation due to groups which are lacking in 
online panels (they are lacking in all panels)

Amount of response rates actually not relevant for 
online panels

Ineke Stoop will explain in more detail later this afternoon



Samples are not always optimally managed

• Assignment to panels: Deliver a gross sample which reflects Dutch society 
as well as possible.

• Limited number of panels succeed in realizing a well-distributed sample 
based on background characteristics
• Panel members' historical data are not used or not available
• Gross sample of several panels has very different male / female 

distribution
• Big towns systematically overrepresented

3829161514121110977655422Total differences

-12-125-5764-42411-1111050 - 65 years

9-233-30213-122-1-2-10135 - 49 years

10-1-25-2-4-14-301-22210025 - 34 years

-714-6-2-2-2-4-1-1-3-3-110-1-1-118 - 24 years

%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%

Net sample deviates from the Golden Standard per panel per age category



In practice it is different

• Samples quotas are based on diverse characteristics

• Reminders are sent to gain responses still required

• When cells are full, the panel member receives a message that 
the questionnaire no longer needs to be completed

Advantages

• Particularly of an economical nature

Disadvantages:

• The net samples are primarily made up of respondents who react 
quickly
• Three-quarters of NOPVO questionnaires are completed within 

24 hours
• Heavy Internet users

• If respondents are often too late in responding, they stop 
completing surveys



Panel overlap cross out panel management activities

• 62% of respondents are members of several panels

• On average, a respondent is a member of 2.73 panels

With this extent of overlap, a restrictive policy concerning the distribution of 
questionnaires makes little sense

• Overlap in the panel database is less

Lidmaatschap aantal panels
1 panel

38%

2 panels
15%

3 panels
14%

4 panels
10%

6-10 panels
13%

Meer dan 10 
panels

3%

5 panels
7%



Overlap with other panels varies greatly per panel

Gemiddeld aantal panellidmaatschappen per panel

3,25

1,691,861,982,15
2,392,54

2,772,912,96
3,163,32

3,783,853,924,044,04

4,64

5,275,42

• Average number of memberships in NOPVO sample 3.25

• Corrected for panel scope: 2.73



Guest speaker: Els Molenaar

“Als je wint heb je vrienden”
("If you win, you have 
friends")



Session 2
Who is the panel respondent?



Agenda session 2: Who is the panel respondent?

• Why do people take part in an online panel survey?

• Who does (not) take part in online panels?

• How many panel members does the Netherlands have?
• A closer look at panel overlap

• Number of invitations and completed questionnaires annually

• What kinds of respondents exist?

Guest speaker

Andy Santegoeds

"Online onderzoek
reality check" (Online 
research reality 
check)



Panel members always like…….

Redenen om aan online onderzoek mee te doen

43

38

34

21

20

13

13

8

26

22

17

9

8

5

5

4

Ik vind het leuk om vragenlijsten in te
vullen

ik w il graag mijn mening kw ijt

Ik vind de beloning interessant

Nieuwsgierigheid

Ik vind het leuk om nieuwe ideeën en
producten te zien

Ik vind de onderwerpen van de
vragenlijsten interessant

Ik vind het leuk om de resultaten van
onderzoeken te zien

Ik vind het leuk om onderdeel uit te
maken van een online groep

 %

Totaal redenen om mee te doen Belangrijkste reden om mee te doen



Motives differ per panel, 
particularly determined by recruitment method

"Ik vind het leuk vragenlijsten in te vullen" per p anel

14 15
18 18 19 19 20 20 21 22 22 23 23

25 26 26 26

32
35

21

%

Selectie: lid van 1 panel

"Ik vind de beloning interessant" per panel
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7 8
9 10 11 11

12 12 12
14

17 18
19

22 22
24 25

27

14%

Selectie: lid van 1 panel



Self registration because people like to complete 
questionnaires………and because they receive something

Belangrijkste reden om aan online onderzoek mee te doen 
naar wervingsmethode

31

29

25

22

22

20

19

16

21

17

13

17

6

9

23

11

4

11

heeft zichzelf aangemeld

via onderzoek op websites

adressen gekocht

vanuit bestaande panels

via links/ banners

sneeuwbal methode

via traditioneel onderzoek

telefonische werving

totaal

 %

Ik vind het leuk om vragenlijsten in te vullen Ik vind de beloning interessant

Selectie: lid 
van 1 panel



Reward particularly motivates young people, curiosity drives 
well-educated people

"Ik vind de beloning interessant" naar leeftijd

28

22

15

10

17

18 - 24 jaar

25 - 34 jaar

35 - 49 jaar

50 - 65 jaar

Totaal

%

Belangrijkste reden om mee te doen naar opleiding
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Basisonderw ijs
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MBO
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Wetenschappelijk

Totaal

Ik vind het leuk om vragenlijsten in te vullen Nieuwsgierigheid



Who does (not) take part in panels?

• In most cases, composition according to age, gender, education 
and region correct (recruited and sent questionnaires)

• Limited deviation of Socio-Economic Class

• Almost complete lack of non-western minorities

• Heavy Internet users overrepresented

• Too few CDA voters and too many SP supporters

• Few church-goers

• Deviations occur in all panels



Not only students and unemployed…

Limited deviation of Socio-Economic Class

Sociaal Economische Klasse volgens GS en in NOPVO
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47
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8
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7

15

Ondernemer

Loondienst (excl. overheid)

Overheidsdienst

Arbeidsongeschikt

Werkloos/bijstand

VUT/gepensioneerd

Studerend

Overig

 %

Gouden Standaard

In NOPVO

• Rather differences per panel
• Highest percentage of students: 11%
• Lowest percentage of students: 2%

• Highest percentage of disabled / unemployed: 18%
• Lowest percentage disabled / unemployed: 5%



Almost complete lack of non-western minorities

• According to CBS definitions, 17% of the population is minority

• According to NOPVO, 10% of minorities

• Majority thereof is western minority

• According to NOPVO, only 1% non-western minorities (should be 
9%, according to CBS)

• In big towns, more than 30% is non-western minority

• According to NOPVO, only 2%



Heavy Internet users overrepresented

Some spread in internet use due to recruitment method
• High frequent use among those who self-registered or registered 

through links / banners or whose addresses are purchased (more than 
85% daily)

• Less frequent use among those recruited by phone or through 
traditional research (about 75% daily)

Internetgebruik volgens CBS en NOPVO

68
81

25

18
7

1

CBS NOPVO 

%

Minder vaak

Wekelijks

Dagelijks



Too few CDA voters and too many SP supporters

Stemgedrag bij verkiezingen 2003
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27
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1

14
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2

29
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4
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27
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18

1
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ChristenUnie

D66

GroenLinks

LPF

PvdA

PvdD

SGP

SP

VVD

Andere partij

%

NOPVO 2006

Uitslag 2e kamer 2003

• More voters than in reality: 90% claim to have voted while turnout was 
80%

• CDA structurally too low with all panels, SP too high

• CDA/SP distribution also noticeable by vote intention



Why bias?

Mate van interesse in politiek

34

12

44

42

13

23

7

16

2
7

Aangesloten bij
Peil.nl

Geen lid van Peil.nl

%

Niet geïnteresseerd

Weinig

Matig

Gewoon

Sterk



Fewer believers and church-goers

• 23% of online panel members claim to belong to a religious community.  
According to SCP, this figure is 36%.

• Particularly Catholics are underrepresented

• 12% of panel members said they went to church at least once in the past 
month. According to SCP, 19% .

Respons NOPVO naar duur panellidmaatschap

9

7

7

77

17

10

8

64

Rooms katholiek

PKN

Overig

Behoort niet tot
kerkgenootschap

 %

NOPVO

SCP 2006 



Panel overlap in net sample considerable

• 62% is member of more than 1 panel

• Panel overlap varies from 29% to 88%

• Average number of memberships: 2.73 (weight by panel size)

• Highest overlap between two panels: 42%

Lidmaatschap aantal panels  per panel
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‘My panel is my church’



Average number of memberships varies significantly per panel

Gemiddeld aantal lidmaatschappen per panel

6,6 6,4

5,1 4,8 4,7
5,1 4,8 4,6 4,5 4,3 4,3 4,0 4,1 3,8

4,2

3,3
3,7 3,8

3,4

4,7

5,7
5,3

4,6
4,0 3,9 3,9 3,8 3,8

3,3 3,2 3,0 3,0 2,9
2,5 2,5 2,2 2,0 1,9 1,7

3,3

Lid van andere panels Totale steekproef

• Lowest average: 1.7

• Highest average: 5.7

In case of members of several panels

• Lowest average: 3.4

• Highest average: 6.6



Most panel overlap among purchased addresses

• Four out of five panel members, recruited by purchased addresses, are 
member of several panels

• Least overlap in the case of recruitment by phone (by far the most expensive 
recruitment method)

• Average number of panels varies from 2.0 in the case of recruitment by phone 
to 4.3 in the case of recruitment by purchased addresses

• Some discrepancies occur in these results due to panel overlap

Lidmaatschap aantal panels  per wervingsmethode
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How many panel members does the Netherlands have?

Around 900,000 unique panel members

• According to panel statements, 1,650,000 panel members

• Chance of being selected in the sample depends on the number of 
panels in which members take part

• Average panel overlap 2.73

• 6% double addresses in the sample

Panel database consists of:

• Around 700,000 panel members who are in 1 panel

• Around 200,000 panel members who are on average in 4.7 panels



Panel members are involved in ……..

• For comparison purposes, only respondents who have been panel 
members for more than 1 year are considered

• On average 19 invitations

• In practice, panels seem to comply with restrictions regarding the number 
of invitations

• Low number of invitations is determined by lack of projects

• Not all panels have data about invitations available

Gemiddeld aantal uitnodigingen in afgelopen 12 maan den per panel
bruto steekproef

2,2 3,4 3,6

11,1 12,7 13,2 14,5 16,1 17,2 18,2

31,1

45,9 47,8

18,9

Selectie: langer dan 1 jaar panellid



More responsive panel members overrepresented

Gemiddelde respons op uitnodigingen in afgelopen 12  maanden
per respons categorie van NOPVO

67%

54%

31%

51%

Geslaagd

Afgehaakt

Non respons

Totaal

• Response to invitations in past 12 months corresponds to NOPVO 
response

• Response per panel based on invitations in past 12 months 
comparable with NOPVO response

• NOPVO net sample is somewhat different from panel database



Large variation in number of completed questionnaires

Gemiddeld aantal ingevulde vragenlijsten in afgelop en 12 maanden
binnen het panel van de bruto steekproef 

2,4

9,5
6,0 6,9 7,9

10,6

30,3

22,8

34,8

12,8

2,2 1,6
4,5 4,4 5,8

3,1
5,7

16,4

24,7

6,1

Respons bij NOPVO Non respons bij NOPVO

Selectie: langer dan 1 jaar panellid

Totaal



Panel members have actually lots of work with this….

Number of invitations in past 4 weeks of all panels they are a member of.

• On average 5.1 invitations per 4 weeks

• The average number per panel varies between 2.8 and 7.2

• Only 2% did not receive an invitation

• In case of membership of several panels, average of 6.4 invitations 

Gemiddeld aantal uitnodigingen in 4 weken 
voorafgaand aan NOPVO per panel

2,1
1,7

2,9 2,9 3,2

2,1
2,8

2,2
2,7 3,0

2,4
1,9

2,7 2,8
3,7 4,0

2,1

4,6

2,5 2,7

4,4
4,9

5,3 5,7
6,1

5,4
5,8 6,0 6,2

6,7 6,5 6,6 6,6 7,0 7,4 7,3 7,3 7,6
8,2

6,4

Lid van 1 panel Lid van >1 panel



It is fine that there are professional respondents……..

• Members have completed an average of 4.4 questionnaires in the last 4 
weeks

• Response to invitations in the last 4 weeks is (should be) 88%

• How many panels people take part in 
• How well people respond
• How fast people respond

Gemiddeld responspercentage op uitnodigingen afgelo pen 4 weken 
naar lidmaatschap panels

83

88

91

90

92

92

95

88

1 panel

2 panels

3 panels

4 panels

5 panels

6-10 panels

11 panels of meer

Totaal

respons %



80-20 rule also applies to completion of questionnaires 
On yearly basis 25,000,000 completed questionnaires

• Limited group of panel members completes substantial part of 
questionnaires

• The following are taken into account in calculation of these numbers:
• Average number of panel memberships
• Response to invitations by good / bad respondent panel members
• Scope of panels

Respondenten, ingevulde vragenlijsten en lidmaatsch ap aantal panels

78%

20%

6%

12%

5%

13%

4%

12%

2%4%

25%

1%
8%

9%

900.000 Panelleden
25.000.000 ingevulde

vragenlijsten

11 panels of meer

6-10 panels

5 panels

4 panels

3 panels

2 panels

1 panel



Response typology

•professional

•loyal

•idle



“By signing up on this website you join a community of 
professional respondents…”

“It is the perfect job for women staying at home 
with their children or for everybody who wants to 
earn some extra money”

(Source: www.thesurveypro.com/dutch.htm)

“To earn as much money as possible, you need 
to register on as many websites as possible”



It is a pleasure to meet: the professional respondent

• A member of many panels

• Completes many questionnaires

• NOPVO Operationalization:
professionalism index’= 

1. number of panels of which a member (Z) +
2. number of questionnaires completed in the last 4 weeks 

(Z)

• Selected for analysis: top 10%



It is a pleasure to meet: the loyal respondent

• The ‘loyal’ respondent: takes time to complete questionnaires 
and does not want to avoid open questions

• NOPVO Operationalization:
loyalty index’=

1. interview time (Z) +
2. open question length 1 (Z) + open question length 2 (Z) 

+ open question length 3 (Z)

• Selected for analysis: top 10%



It is a pleasure to meet: the idle respondent

• The idle respondent: versus loyal respondent

• Thus: races through the questionnaire and avoids open questions

• NOPVO Operationalization:
‘idle index’= loyalty index * -1
Selected for analysis: top 10% 



Professional respondent is only incidentally idle

combi
2%

professioneel
8%

loyaal
9%

gemakzuchtig
9%

overig
72%

• When top 10% of the respondent indexes selected, very limited 
overlap in respondent types



Respondent type & characteristics

• Professional respondent
• higher internet frequency
• More often in new panels
• lower educated
• more often incapable of work
• less satisfied with income
• less satisfied with way democracy functioning
• less healthy

• Loyal respondent
• higher educated

• Idle respondent
• not as old



Panel membership: Whose idea was this initiative?

31%

14% 17%

19%

33%

9%

30%

17% 23%
14%

17%

12%
14%

7% 17%

21% 16%
24% 20%

45%

Totaal professioneel loyaal gemakzuchtig

Overig

Heeft zichzelf aangemeld

Via links/banners op websites

Adressen aangekocht

Traditionele
dataverzamelingsmethodes

idle:
from

respondent

loyal: 
from panel

professional: 
from

respondent

recruitment of panel member (data known from 12 panels)



43%
60%

51%

34%

46%

20%

50%

75%

54%

88%

59%

6% 1% 7% 5%

33%

Totaal professioneel loyaal gemakz

anders

intrinsieke motivatie

beloning interessant

leuk om vragenlijsten in te
vullen

Large differences in motivation

idle:
extrinsically
motivated

loyal: 
intrinsically
motivated

professional: 
fun

completing
questionnaires

A number of reasons why people take part in online 
surveys can be found below.

What do you consider the most important reason?
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Differences between types increase to 15% according to familiarity with 
commercials…

• Familiarity with commercials displayed as deviation of total

• Largest effect among idle respondents

(0 line
=

total)



Or even over the 20%...
brand familiarity via television displayed as deviation of total
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7% 8%
15%

16% 18%

9%

22%

22% 21%

18%

21%

43% 42%

50%

34%

12% 11%
21%

8%

2%
Totaal professioneel loyaal gemakzuchtig

Sterk

Gewoon

Matig

Weinig

Niet geïnteresseerd

Large variation of politic interest

idle:
weak

political
interest

loyal: 
strong
political
interest

professional: 
no

effect

To what extent are you interested in politics?



Idle respondent also annoyed respondent? 
Evaluation of questions at end of questionnaire

1,0

2,0

3,0

4,0

5,0

6,0

7,0

eentonig begrijpelijk boeiend eenvoudig

Total top 10% professioneel top 10% loyaal top 10% gemakz

afwisselend onbegrijpelijk saai ingewikkeld

• Idle respondent considers questionnaires duller, more 
incomprehensible, boring and more complex

How did you like this survey?
Give your opinion according to the scales.



Loyal respondent often drinks more, particularly beer

• Possibly less socially desirable response behavior?

3,3

2,9

4,5

3,0

Totaal professioneel loyaal gemakzuchtig

How many glasses of beer do you drink on average?
(corrected for non-beer drinkers)



Respondent types differ significantly between panels

low idle

high idle
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Type determines familiarity with commercials 

• Effect of respondent type affects panel level

• Thus: panels with many loyal respondents have a higher brand 
familiarity than panels with professional and / or idle 
respondents!
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Greatest concern: the idle respondent

• Q: Is the fear for the professional respondent justified?

• A: Partly, because this type of respondent has rather a different 
response pattern, the effects are, however, small

• Q: Is the loyal respondent also the ideal respondent?

• A: This is still a question.
• High data quality
• But: Different response pattern
• Who is actually different now? the loyals or the less loyals?

• Q: Is the idle respondent a danger for panel research?

• A: Absolutely: a-typical group with large influence generating 
possible discrepancies in data



Guest speaker: Andy Santegoeds

‘Online onderzoek reality check‘
(Online research reality check)



Session 3

How do panel members react 
to a questionnaire?



Agenda session 3: How do panel members react to a 
questionnaire?

• Time / day of completion

• Speed of completion

• Response according to background characteristics

• The quality of answers to a questionnaire

Guest speaker

Ineke Stoop

“High response and 
self-selection 
respondents”



Within 24 hours 75% of questionnaires completed

100%1%3%5%6%8%27%50%Total

6%4%12%5%5%8%6%5%23.00 - 01.00

23%24%21%21%18%13%13%32%20.00 - 23.00

22%14%16%18%17%16%16%28%17.00 - 20.00

26%19%13%17%17%20%17%34%14.00 - 17.00

7%13%12%11%17%13%11%1%12.00 - 14.00

11%17%17%22%21%20%23%0%09.00 - 12.00

4%4%6%5%3%5%9%0%07.00 - 09.00

2%5%4%1%2%4%4%0%01.00 - 07.00

End totalWednesdayTuesdayMondaySundaySaturdayFridayThursdayFill in time



Large part of questionnaire completed at work (times)

note: invitations are sent from Thursday afternoon

Selection: Does paid work for more than 15 hours a week
Fill in time questionnaire on work days

86%1%3%5%27%50%
Part completed
questionnaires

100
%

100%100%100%100%100%Total

6%4%10%4%6%6%23.00 - 01.00

27%26%22%23%16%34%20.00 - 23.00

24%18%18%18%17%30%17.00 - 20.00

24%20%11%17%16%30%14.00 - 17.00

5%9%13%10%10%1%12.00 - 14.00

9%13%18%20%21%0%09.00 - 12.00

4%6%5%6%9%0%07.00 - 09.00

2%5%3%1%5%0%01.00 - 07.00

TotalWednesdayTuesdayMondayFridayThursday
Fill in time



Required completion time varies over panels: refers to other 
behavior

Interviewduur x panel (n=4 extreme waarden)
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

duur (in minuten)

%

M=15 M=10,9 M=11,5 M=14

2 fastest panels 2 slowest panels

internet use p. week 14.3 and 15.3 hours 7.9 and 8.5 hours
takes part out of interest 31%, 40% 50%, 54%
takes part because of reward 40%, 44% 11%, 25%
number of panels of which are 
a member 5.3 and 5.4 1.7 and 2.4
number of advertisements seen 4.1 and 4.4 5.3 and 5.5
brand familiarity no effect



Multiple panel members work faster

• Average completion time

• Member of 1 panel: 13.5 minutes

• Member of 2-5 panels: 12.9 minutes

• Member of 6-10 panels: 11.9 minutes

• Member of 11 or more panels: 11.2 minutes

Interviewduur x aantal panels lid
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duur (in minuten)

%

1 panel (M=13,1) 2-4 panels (M=12,4) 5+ panels (M=11,5)

member of 5 panels

member of 1 panel



No strong effect noticeable regarding interview day

Interviewdag x aantal panels lid
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%
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Interviewdag naar lidmaatschap aantal panels
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2,65

2,43
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3e dag

4e dag

5e dag

6e dag
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Gemiddeld aantal panels waar men lid van is

<- = 75% of the response



The better responding panel member is….

Respons NOPVO per leeftijdscategorie

44%

48%

51%

57%

18 - 24 jaar

25 - 34 jaar

35 - 49 jaar

50 - 65 jaar

respons %

Respons NOPVO naar geslacht

48%

53%

Man

Vrouw

respons %

Respons NOPVO naar hoogst genoten opleiding

44%

49%

51%

50%

54%

52%

51%

Basis onderw ijs

LBO/VMBO

Mavo

MBO

Havo/VWO

HBO

Wetenschappelijk 

respons %

• Female

• Over 50

• Higher educated



Quality of data, among other things, dependent on:

• Effort in open answers

• Tendency to use category ‘don't want to say’

• Tendency to use category ‘don't know’ 

• ‘Click-through respondents’: respondents giving the same 
answer to a range of scales every time

• Tendency to use neutral answers

• Mention of non-existent brands



Open answers: from one word to an essay (1/2)

number of words explanation

• Open question:
Why do you give the policy of the present cabinet a <report grade>?

What do you like and not like about the policy of the present cabinet?



2%
7%

52%

20%

5%
11%

58%

26%

10%
14%

63%

35%

zeer kort: 1 woord kort: 2-4 woorden zin: 5-30 woorde n
verhaal: 31 of meer

woorden

Open answers: from one word to an essay (2/2)

5% >80 words!

• One in eight answers this quickly to very quickly (1 word or 2-4 
words)

• But also: very long stories!

min. to max. min. to max. min. to max. min. to max.



• Asked:
Which beer brands do you know, even if only by name?

TOMA: 1 out of 8 gives up after 1 brand

to: 13%



9%
14%

40%

13%

1%

13%
18%

46%

18%

4%

21%
24%

51%

23%

8%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

1 2-3 4-8 9-15 16+

Lazy and active panels?

Number of spontaneously mentioned beer brands

• Again: substantial part knows very few beer brands…

• …or just gives up very quickly?

• But also very long brand lists

• Question: do we measure spontaneous familiarity or effort?

min. to max. min. to max. min. to max. min. to max. min. to max.



‘Don't want to say’: politics yes, ethnicity no

• 7 questions with ‘don't want to 
say’ category

• voting behavior / intention: 4

• country of birth him / herself 
/ father / mother: 3

• Regularly ‘don't want to say’ on 
political questions but hardly 
ever on ethnicity 

• because this is not a sensitive 
point?

• or because we do not have 
ethnic diversity in panels?



Few ‘straightliners’ to be considered

5%

2% 0%

7%

3%
1%

12%

7%

2%

0%

10%

20%

30%

doorklik Balkenende doorklik eigen buurt doorklik bei de

min totaal max

saboteurs?

• ‘straightliners’: respondents giving the same answer to a range of 
scales every time

• How does this work out with long(er) statement blocks?



Idle respondent delivers less useful data
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0 reclames gezien
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Guest speaker: Ineke Stoop

Effects of planning and maintenance of panels on 
response

High response and self selection respondents



Session 4

Differences in panel results



Agenda session 4: Differences in panel results

Guest speaker

John Faasse

• What kind of differences we may expect

• What kind of differences we find

• How we can explain the differences



What kind of differences we may expect

• Sample research, thus by definition some fluctuation (sampling 
error)

• Response percentage of panels differ considerably

• Thus net samples of a small 200 to almost 800

• On the strength of completely random samples, this provides a 
maximum 95% confidence interval of 7% (+/-) for the smallest 
net samples 

• Testing differences does not make much sense



Majority of differences are not expected to be much bigger 
than the confidence intervals 

To what extent are you satisfied with your life
at this moment? Are you: ....
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Extremes lead to other conclusions

Are you planning to move within 2 years?

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

T
ot

aa
l A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S

Ik heb reeds andere huisvesting
gevonden

Beslist wel

Misschien wel

Beslist niet

8%
16%

60%

47%



Number of results differ significantly to very significantly…

min. to max
.

53%

12%

60%

21%

62%

19%

69%

35%

82%

31%

77%

50%

Doet betaald werk voor
meer dan 15 uur per week

Met welke
vervoermiddelen gaat u

naar uw werk? OV Merkbekendheid Corona
Aantal uur surfen per

week: 10+ uur

min
.

to max. min
.

to max. min
.

to max.

28% 19% 17% 29%

difference
min/max:
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Panel change gives a chance to trend breaks

panels with high
commercial familiarity

panels with low
commercial familiarity

haven't seen any
commercial:
•total: 11%
•min: 7%
•max: 16%



Large differences: What does that mean?

• Important question: do large differences between minima and 
maxima indicate the bandwidth of:
• confidence intervals? 
• the variation in the panel market?
• particularly extreme scores of (exceptional?) panels?

• Analysis
• large differences mapped (N=19)
• minimum and maximum deleted (N=17)
• 2 minima and maxima deleted (N=15)



Large differences usually by panels with extreme score
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Met welke vervoermiddelen gaat
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28% 15% 9% 19% 10% 9% 17% 9% 7%
difference
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Exception: frequency of internet use

• Clearly provides difference 
between more traditional 
recruited panels and internet 
recruited panels!

• Internet frequency has no or 
hardly any influence on most 
variables!

0%

20%

40%

60%

n=19 n=17 n=15

Aantal uur surfen per week: 10+ uur

29% 25% 21%



Large variation in numbers of extreme scores

• All minima and maxima of 
answers to the questionnaire are 
identified by panel

• Result: some panels hardly give 
extreme answers, other panels 
often

• Q: Are the answers from the 
panels with few extremes alike?

• Q: Are the answers from the 
panels with many extremes 
alike?
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P2
P18
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P14
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P3P11

P13
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P17

P4

P12

P9
P7

Panels with many extreme scores are not alike
Panels with few extreme scores are alike!

orange: relatively high number of extreme scores

blue: relatively low number of extreme scores

Note: number of extreme scores not related to sample size
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P20

Position of panels provides information about respondent type
(1)

Many loyal
respondents Few loyal

respondents

R2 = 71%

moreover panels with most
traditionally recruited respondents!

top 3

low 3



Position of panels provides information about respondent type
(2)
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Position of panels provides information about data quality

careful response

R2 = 53% careless response

top 3

low 3



Two kinds of quality: data quality and sample composition

What kind of differences we find

• The majority of the questions do not provide shocking differences

• If shocking, then usually in case of panels with extreme scores 

How we can explain the differences

• Partly: respondent type in panels

• In a number of panels the questionnaires seem to be completed 
more carefully than in others

• In a number of panels the sample composition seem to be 
better than in others



Do we question the population with 
panel research?



we have none

low

Response tendency varies!

• Fact:
• We question by definition people with a high response tendency
• And thus hardly people with a low response tendency

• Question: does a lack of people with a low response tendency provide 
a distorted view?

response tendency
panel members

response tendency
population

we have many
we have
few

high



A first attempt…

• Select people who
• check e-mail less than 5 days a week
• and have a response of <50% 

• Move this border to <40%, <30% and <20%

• Less power: sample sizes respectively N=136, N=93, 
N=56, N=26



People with lower response tendency… mention more beer brands

spontaan genoemde biermerken
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respons < 50% (N=130) respons < 40% (N=93) respons < 30% (N=56) respons < 20% (N=26)

Totaal 6,2



People with lower response tendency… provide more extended explanation

aantal woorden toelichting

26

29 30

34

respons < 50% (N=130) respons < 40% (N=93) respons < 30% (N=56) respons < 20% (N=26)

Totaal 25,5



People with lower response tendency… have seen more commercials

% geen enkele reclame gezien

6%

5%

4%

0%

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

respons < 50% (N=130) respons < 40% (N=93) respons < 30% (N=56) respons < 20% (N=26)

Totaal 11%



Guest speaker: John Faasse



Conclusions



Looking back at NOPVO

• 19 samples in one week: compliments to the panels
• high willingness to collaborate
• all samples, templates in time
• 19 x 1000 respondents: a professional market

• A questionnaire in 19 variants parallel online
• 19 versions, same questionnaire and data set
• all performance metrics (time, length of open questions, 

extreme answers, etc.) real-time saved in the data set
• Thanks to Nebu for this free service



Conclusions NOPVO (1)

• There is talk of a select, deviated respondent group. 
The selection takes place before someone becomes panel 
member. 

• The majority of the population does not take part in the panels:
they would give other answers.

• For this reason, response amount is no longer an indicator for 
quality of the sample, but an indicator for the economic efficiency 
of the panels.

• Respondents honor their name: they are intensive survey takers. 

• There is a large overlap between panels by which influence of 
panel management is de facto limited.



Conclusions NOPVO (2)

• We see a learning effect: respondents with experience react 
differently to, for example, commercial and brand familiarity.

• Panels vary with regard to the research results, however, this 
can't be explained by underlying characteristics.

• Two quality issues present a problem with panel research: 
composition of the panel database and quality of data.

• Paradox: what drives a panel operator: continuity and cost 
efficiency exploitation versus quality of research?: it seems that 
the effects which we find particularly arise from aspect 1.



Forum discussion

Everything you have already 
thought,

but not yet have dared to ask



Recommendations (1)

• Think before you start

• Throw everybody with a bad response quality out of your panel 

• Use online panels particularly for trend measurement and concept
testing

• Be careful by using online panels for penetration measurement

• Don't change panel in continuous research: effects in case of 
changing are not really generated by difference in panel 
management but particularly by difference in sampling



Recommendations (2)

• In comparative research (0/1 measurement, continuous research) 
it is advisable to match samples on panel historical characteristics

• The old question “do you work for a market research company" 
needs to be substituted by "how often did you take part and how 
many invitations did you receive in the last four weeks?”

• Ask your sample provider for a hash of the gross sample

• Think about a way to recruit your panel: there are still 9 million 
people available…



September: Panel overview in Clou

October: 3-10 reading at MRS in London

November: Article in Magazine for Marketing
28-11 Reading at ESOMAR in 
Barcelona

December: Article in ESOMAR panel proceedings

2008: NOPVO2? (international)

NOPVO in the future:



Welcome at the 
gathering!

info@nopvo.nl


