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The Survey Landscape Development

Face-to-face interviewing Online self-completion surveys

Dream

Reality Varying levels of digital access, 

skills, and preferences in the

general population

Balancing costs and benefits in 

mixed-mode designs

Decreasing response rates and 

increasing biases
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Pushing respondents to the web
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Online and offline respondents

34%

3

0.4

0.51

0.6

0.45

0.21
0.21

0.28

Wave 1 (Part I) Wave 1 (Part II) Wave 2

Online Paper Nonresponse

If given a choice, many 

people choose offline 

survey options.

Some can be pushed to 

the web by design 

changes.

Treatment: withhold

paper questionnaire

60%

40%

45%
51%

21%

28%

21%
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Online and offline respondents: synthesis
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Combining online and offline respondents

5

Paper and web 

respondents represent 

different groups.

Combined, they lead to 

lower bias than by 

themselves.



Moving towards the Survey Future

We need to target design 

features at them.

We need to motivate and 

enable them through new 

methodologies.

We need to understand our 

(non)respondents.
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Video interviewing

Consent to participate in video

interviews

(July 2022)

Invitation to make appointment

(Nov/Dec 2022)

Reminders 

(email, telephone)

Confirmation of appointment

Reminders

(24hrs, 1hr, 10m before appt)

No show SMS, telephone

reminders
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Cornesse, Phillips, Neiger, Farrell, Carmo (forthcoming). Testing Live Video Interviewing in the Life in Australia  panel survey: Experimental Study. methods, data, analysis (mda) 7



Video interviewing

Free video 

streaming services, 

such as: 

> 20 hours per week

16-20 hours per week

11-15 hours per week

6-10 hours per week

1-5 hours per week

0 hours per week
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*note: interviewer and respondent consented to their picture being shared

Cornesse, Phillips, Neiger, Farrell, Carmo (forthcoming). Testing Live Video Interviewing in the Life in Australia  panel survey: Experimental Study. methods, data, analysis (mda)



Video interviewing

Live video 

interviews

Online

self-completion

Response rates - +

Representation - +

Data quality = =

Video recordings +

Respondent satisfaction + +

Interviewer satisfaction +

9Cornesse, Phillips, Neiger, Farrell, Carmo (forthcoming). Testing Live Video Interviewing in the Life in Australia  panel survey: Experimental Study. methods, data, analysis (mda)



Multi-mode designs

Panel
(recruited 2011-2021)

Refreshment
(recruited in 2023)

C1

50%, N = 1100

E1

50%, N = 1100

E2

25%, N = 600

C2

75%, N = 1800

Witton, Cornesse, Grabka, Zinn (2026). Video-Interviews in Mixed-Mode Panel Surveys: Selective Feasibility and Data Quality Trade-offs. 

https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/
10

https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/
https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/
https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/
https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/
https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/
https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/
https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/
https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/
https://surveyfutures.net/events/2026/02/02/survey-futures-workshop-video-interviewing/


Realization Mode by Allocated Mode

Allocated starting mode Chosen mode



Mode choice predictors

Video Call Use (0-5, Median)

Education: High ISCED (%)

Age (Mean)
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Mode choice predictors

Age (Mean)
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Mode choice predictors
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More modes, more differences

OFFLINE 

PARTICIPANT
VIDEO 

PARTICIPANT

ONLINE 

PARTICIPANT
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Future Mode Preference
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No Survey Future without the Young
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Respondent-driven sampling (RDS)

copy link
share via 

WhatsApp

share via 

email

21
Todd M, Li T, Maslovskaya O, Cornesse C & Jessop C (2026) ‘Respondent driven sampling: evidence review’, Survey Futures Report no. 10. Colchester, UK: University of Essex. 

Available at https://surveyfutures.net/reports/. 



Who does it work for?

Figure 3: Model 1: ordinal logistic 

regression of willingness to recruit on 

sociodemographic characteristics 

(n=1,819, McFadden R2=0.042). Pooled 

coefficients from m=20 imputations.

Marital status: widowed (ref: married)

Marital status: single (ref: married)

Marital status: divorced (ref: married)

Immigration background

Gender: female (ref: male/diverse)

Employment: part-time (ref: full-time)

Employment: none (ref: full-time)

Education: medium (ref: low)

Education: high (ref: low)

Age: 35-64 (ref: <35)

Age: >65 (ref: <35)

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5

Axenfeld, Cornesse et al. 

(forthcoming). Willingness 

to participate in 

Respondent-Driven 

Sampling: Findings from 

the German Social 

Cohesion Panel. Journal 

of Survey Statistics and 

Methodology.

Coefficient size, 95% confidence intervals
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Who does it work for?

23Cornesse, Kraft, Zinn (2026). Bias Assessment in Respondent-Driven Sampling within a General Population Panel. Paper presented at the Panel Survey Methods Workshop.



RDS is not great for gen pop surveys

24

G0 G1 … G6 +

Potential Recruits - 2572 13

- Completed Survey 3,545 537 (21%) 2 (15%)

Potential Recruiters 3,633 543 2

- Agreed to Recruit 1,214 (33%) 315 (58%) 1 (50%)

- Successful Recruits / Recruiter 0.4 0.4 -

Cornesse, Kraft, Zinn (2026). Bias Assessment in Respondent-Driven Sampling within a General Population Panel. Paper presented at the Panel Survey Methods Workshop.



RDS for young adults

25Jessop C, Maslovskaya O & Cornesse C (2026) ‘Respondent Driven Sampling Feasibility Study: Technical Summary, Survey Futures Report no. 11. Colchester, UK: University of 

Essex. Available at https://surveyfutures.net/reports/. 



RDS for young adults

Participant Type n

Seeds 317

Consenting seeds 183 (58%)

Recruits 1,396

Total 1,713

26

Jessop C, Maslovskaya O & Cornesse C (2026) ‘Respondent Driven Sampling Feasibility Study: Technical Summary, Survey Futures Report no. 11. Colchester, UK: University of 

Essex. Available at https://surveyfutures.net/reports/. 

Maslovskaya, Perfetti Villa, Jessop, Cornesse (in preparation). Recruitment, Super-Seeds, and Non-Compliance in Probability-Based RDS.

Cornesse, Perfetti Villa, Maslovskaya, Jessop (in preparation). Respondent-Driven Sampling (RDS) for the Recruitment of Young Adults: A Total Survey Error Perspective.

Note. Numbers refer to our analysis sample, for which cases

flagged as implausible/likely fraudulent were removed.



RDS for young adults

27
Cornesse, Perfetti Villa, Maslovskaya, Jessop (in preparation). Respondent-Driven Sampling (RDS) for the Recruitment of Young Adults: A Total Survey Error Perspective.
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Conclusion: One size does not fit all anymore

In times of digital inequality, respondents need

different survey options to engage them.

We need to continuously work on the toolbox

of survey options.

We need to learn how to design features that

enhance engagement among different 

subgroups and target design solutions at 

them.

28
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Thank you for your attention!



Understanding our (non)respondents

Control Group:

Concurrent Mode 
N Invited = 1,042

N response = 771 

(71.99%)

Experimental Group:

Sequential Push-

to-Web Mode

N Invited = 10,551

N response = 7,596 

(73.99%)

30



Digital Inequality & Why It Matters
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Data source: DG Communications Networks, Content and Technology and Eurostat
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Online-Only Survey Strategies

• Benefit: Collect data fast, 
frequent, (relatively) cheap, 
flexible

• Challenge: What about the 
people 
who do not use the internet 
(for participating in 
surveys)?

32

Share of Mannheim Corona Study (MCS) respondents meeting with other 

people from outside of their own household during the previous week across the 

MCS study period

Cornesse, C., Krieger, U., et al. (2021). From German Internet Panel to Mannheim 

Corona Study: Adaptable probability-based online panel infrastructures during the

pandemic. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series A (Statistics in Society).



Mixed-Mode Survey Strategies

• Benefit: Smaller biases

• Challenge: Slower data 
collection, mode effects, 
higher costs

33

Cornesse, C., & Bosnjak, M. (2018). Is there an association 

between survey characteristics and representativeness? A meta-

analysis. Survey Research Methods, 12(1). 



Online Panel With Offline Equipment

• Benefit: all data collection online

• Challenge: Can offline populations be given the tools and motivation to 
go online?

• Challenge: Even internet users may opt out of online surveys – access 
alone is not enough

34

Blom, A. G. et al. (2017). Does the Recruitment of Offline Households Increase the Sample 

Representativeness of Probability-Based Online Panels? Evidence From the German Internet 

Panel. Social Science Computer Review, 35(4), 498–520. 



35

Bach, R. L., Cornesse, C., & Daikeler, J. 

(2023). Equipping the Offline Population 

with Internet Access in an Online Panel: 

Does It Make a Difference? Journal of 

Survey Statistics and Methodology.



Online Panel With Offline Option: GESIS Panel

• During recruitment, respondents were asked whether they would be 
willing to be resurveyed.

• If they said yes, they were asked whether they would participate online.

36
Cornesse, C., & Schaurer, I. (2021). The Long-Term Impact of Different Offline Population Inclusion Strategies in 

Probability-Based Online Panels: Evidence From the German Internet Panel and the GESIS Panel. Social Science 

Computer Review, 39(4), 687–704. 

Those unwilling to be surveyed 

online (38.6% in 2013) 

subsequently received paper 

questionnaires.



Social Cohesion Panel (SCP) Concurrent-
Mode Recruitment (60% Paper)

37
Cornesse, C., Witton, J., Axenfeld, J. B., Gerlitz, J., & Groh-Samberg, O. (2025). From Concurrent to Push-

To-Web Mixed-Mode: Experimental  Design Change in the German Social Cohesion Panel. 

https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/526vc_v1



Switching: Concurrent to Sequential 
Design

38
Cornesse, C., Witton, J., Axenfeld, J. B., Gerlitz, J., & Groh-Samberg, O. (2025). From Concurrent to Push-

To-Web Mixed-Mode: Experimental  Design Change in the German Social Cohesion Panel. 

https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/526vc_v1



Switching: Concurrent to Sequential 
Design

• are less urban

• have higher incomes

• are more healthy

• have a higher education

• are younger

• are less likely to have a migration background

39

• Respondents who switch from paper to online due to being pushed online (W1T2 → W2 Exp.)…



Video Interviewing

40



Video Interviewing

41



Video Interviews

42



Video Interviews: Social Desirability

43



The RDS-ECN Project 

• Start with seeds, who are panel respondents (SCP)

• Build referral chains

• At each step, we ask questions about a person‘s network, including

• Network size

• Network composition

• Tie strength (globally)

• Along the referral chain, we assess

• Relationship between recruiter and recruit (e.g. emotional and geographical
proximity)

• Network transitivity between recruiter and recruit

44
DFG Infrastructure Prioirity Programme „New Data Spaces for the Social Sciences“ project with Jean-Yves Gerlitz, Olaf Groh-Samberg, Sabine Zinn



Pre-study 1: Hypothetical scenario in the 
SCP

45Axenfeld, Cornesse et al. (under review). Willingness to participate in Respondent-Driven Sampling: Findings from the German Social 

Cohesion Panel.

Figure 1: Willingness of online respondents to recruit network members to 

participate in the German Social Cohesion Panel survey (n=1,812). 7 

respondents are excluded due to item nonresponse.



Pre-study 1: Hypothetical scenario in the 
SCP

46Axenfeld, Cornesse et al. (under review). Willingness to participate in Respondent-Driven Sampling: Findings from the German Social 

Cohesion Panel.



47

5,000 members of a probability-based panel study

Invitation

1st reminder

2nd reminder

Questionnaire:

- Social cohesion (3 mins max.)

- Social network (2 mins max.)

- Recruitment process (3-4 mins)

- Recruitment evaluation (1-2 mins)

Recruit A Recruit B Recruit C

Questionnaire:

- Study introduction (1 min)

- Relation to seed (1 min)

- Social cohesion (3 mins)

- Social network (2 mins)

- Socio-demography (2 mins)

- Recruitment evaluation (1 min)



Pilot Study: Methodological Goals

• See if we can get a reasonable number of participants (i.e. seeds & 1st 
generation recruits)

• Examine the data generating process:
• E.g. hypotheses: Young people are more likely to… 

• try to recruit network members 

• recruit other young people (homophily hypothesis) 

• be recruited.

• Test different recruitment request wordings to maximize informed consent

• Program and test different technological survey link sharing options
• Copy-paste

• WhatsApp

• Email

48
Leonard et al. (in preparation). Maximizing RDS recruitment.



Pilot Study: Design

•Dual incentive scheme

• Survey participation incentive for seeds

• Survey participation incentive for recruits

• Recruitment incentive for seeds per successful recruit

•Experiments for improving recruitment consent & success

• Recruitment consent wording (gain versus loss framing)

• Offering data protection info in a dropdown or pop-up format

• Sharing options (copy-paste link plus adding sharing buttons for email and 
WhatsApp)

49
Leonard et al. (in preparation). Maximizing RDS recruitment.



Did the RDS work? Seed perspective

50

Seeds N % of all participants

Participated 2328 46.6% of all invited

Consented to recruit 624 26.8%

Provided proxy info on at least one person 512 22.0%

Successful at recruiting…

… in terms of getting at least 1 person 
to click on the survey link 399 17.1%

… in terms of getting at least 1 person 
to complete the survey 322 14.3%

… in terms of getting 3 people 
to click on the survey link 307 5.6%

… in terms of getting 3 people
to complete the survey 40 1.7%



Recruits N % of all recruits

Reported by panelists 1223

Clicked on invitation link 782 63.9%

Completed the survey 519 53.7%

Willing to continue recruiting 297 24.3%

Average no. of recruits per seed …

… reported 2.0

… clicked on link 1.3

… completed survey 0.8

… willing to continue recruiting 0.5

Did the RDS work? Recruit perspective

51



What motivated recruits to participate?

52

The majority of

recruits (54.4%) 

waived their

incentive!



Sample Composition

53
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Conclusion

54

• As expected, it is not trivial to get RDS to work

• Making the recruitment and participation experience enjoyable (e.g. less text) but still 
convincing seems to be essential

• It should be noted that the pilot study seed sample was rather old, so we expect more 
success in a younger sample

• More analyses on the pilot study are ongoing, e.g. in terms of bias and state transitions

• In 2025, we will implement an improved procedure in the Social Cohesion Panel and 
build longer referral chains!

• More features will be added, e.g.

• Seeds passing on reminders along the referral chain

• Early-bird recruitment bonus for successfully recruiting all intended recruits

• Option to donate incentives

• Ask a random subset to recruit 5 (rather than 3) network members



1. Estimation of 6 models with 1-6 LC (Mplus7, R misty)

2. Class Enumeration

3. Replication of the best-fit model with doubled number of start values

4. Classification diagnostics for the final model

5. Substantive model interpretation 

6. Apply procedure for all 6 conditions => 1 model per wave and mode

7. Sociodemographic correlates: Multinomial logistic 
regressions with bias-corrected three-step approach (Vermunt 2010)

8. Predict satisficing by previous-wave satisficing: Bivariate 

logistic regressions

Analytic Procedure

Masyn 2013; McCutcheon 1987; Muthén and Muthén 1998-2015; Nagin 2005; 

Nylund et al. 2007; Nylund-Gibson and Choi 2018; Van Lissa et al. 2023; Yanagida 2024

identify behavioral 

patterns of satisficing 

strategies



(1) Patterns of satisficing
• 3 latent satisficing patterns that replicate over 3 survey waves

• Mode effects

(2)Participant characteristics
• Several significant correlates that replicate over some models 

• Some effects change direction

(3)Predicting satisificing over waves & modes

• Significant positive correlations (.1 < Spearman 𝜌. <.3) 

• Significant logistic regression estimates (2 < OR < 10, 0.07 < Nagelkerke R2 < 
0.17)

Results



IndifferentExtreMistOptimizer

One but not the same

Witton, J., & Cornesse, C. (2025). Identifying Optimizers, Extremists, and Indifferents: Latent Satisficing Patterns in Panel Surveys. OSF. https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/f4cgz_v1

Least satisficing

behavior

A little nondifferentiation on multi-

item scales

The most answer-scale

endpoint selection

The most item-skipping

The most neutral/midpoint and 

„Don‘t know“ responses

The most speeding behavior

Mid
50s

Mid
30s

57



Patterns over Waves and Modes



Latent Class Analysis

1. Estimation of models with 1-6 LC 
• Mplus 7, MLR (clustered robust standard errors) 
• 1,000 initial random starts, 500 final stage optimizations, 100 start 

iterations

2. Class Enumeration:
• discarded models with small LC
• Information criteria (BIC, CAIC, SABIC)
• approximate correct model probability (cmPk)
• Elbow plots

3. Replication of the selected model with doubled 
number of start values

(Masyn 2013; Nagin 1999; Muthén and Muthén 1998-2015; Nagin 2005;Nylund-Gibson and Choi 2018; Van Lissa et al., 

2023 )



Latent Class Analysis

3) Classification diagnostics for the final model
• Classification accuracy (comparison of posterior class 

probabilities Ƹ𝑝𝑖𝑘 and Ƹ𝑐𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑎𝑙(𝑖)(

• Entropy

• Average posterior probability of assignment (𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑃𝑃𝑘(

• Odds of correct classification ratio for each class (𝑂𝐶𝐶𝑘(

4) Substantial model interpretation 
• Class homogeneity (ෝ𝜔𝑚|𝑘(

• Class separation (෢𝑂𝑅𝑚|𝑗𝑘(

5) Apply procedure for all 6 conditions => 1 model per wave and 
mode

(Masyn 2013; Nagin 1999; Muthén and Muthén 1998-2015; Nagin 2005; Nylund-Gibson and Choi 2018; Van Lissa et al., 

2023 )



Data Basis for Indicators



Final Model Fits



RQ 1: Can distinct patterns of satisficing behavior be identified?
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Mannheim Corona Study

67

Cornesse et al. (2022). From German Internet Panel to Mannheim Corona Study: Adaptable probability-based online panel

infrastructures during the pandemic. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series A: Statistics in Society, 185(3), 773–797. 



Mannheim Corona Study

68

Cornesse et al. (2022). From German Internet Panel to Mannheim Corona Study: Adaptable probability-based online panel

infrastructures during the pandemic. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series A: Statistics in Society, 185(3), 773–797. 
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Cornesse et al. (2022). From German Internet Panel to Mannheim Corona Study: Adaptable probability-based online panel

infrastructures during the pandemic. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series A: Statistics in Society, 185(3), 773–797. 



Mannheim Corona Study
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Cornesse et al. (2023). Experimental Evidence on Panel Conditioning Effects when Increasing the Surveying Frequency in a 

Probability-Based Online Panel. Survey Research Methods, 17(3), 323-339.



Mannheim Corona Study

71
Cornesse et al. (2023). Experimental Evidence on Panel Conditioning Effects when Increasing the Surveying Frequency in a 

Probability-Based Online Panel. Survey Research Methods, 17(3), 323-339.



Recruiting GIP via postal mail
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Recruiting GIP via postal mail
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Recruiting GIP via postal mail
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Recruiting GIP via postal mail
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Offline population inclusion
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Offline population inclusion
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Offline population inclusion
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Offline population inclusion
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Offline population inclusion
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Support Agents for Survey Infrastructures

81

Enquiry

Classifier

Chat Model

Agent:

- Summarizes

- Evaluates

Human

- Enters Answer

- Aproves answer

Agent responds

to enquiry

Process

documentation

Piepenburg, Weiß, 

Cornesse. Support Agents for 

Survey Infrastructures (SASI).
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