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Forschungsschwerpunkte:
§ Forschungssynthesemethoden (Systematische

Übersichtsarbeiten,	Meta-Analyse)
§ Datenerhebungsmethoden /	Umfragemethodenforschung
§ Konsumentenpsychologie (insbes.	Selbstkongruenztheorie)

Lehrveranstaltungen:
§ Forschungsmethoden (insbes.	Meta-Analyse)

bis 2012:
§ Markt-/Werbe-/Konsumentenpsychologie
§ Marketing
§ Allgemeine	BWL

Forschung und	Lehre
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§ GESIS	Panel	
} 2013:	BMBF	Drittmittelprojekt
} 2014-2017:	Befristeter Sondertatbestand (BMBF)
} Ab	2017:	Strategischer Sondertatbestand ´Integrierte Erhebungs- und	

Dateninfrastruktur´ (GESIS	Dauereinrichtung)

§ GESIS	Panel	Campus	>	GESIS@Campus
} 2013:	BMBF	Drittmittelprojekt
} Ab	2017:	Strategischer Sondertatbestand ´Integrierte Erhebungs- und	

Dateninfrastruktur´ (GESIS	Dauereinrichtung)

§ DFG	SFB	884	(Political	Economy	of Reforms)
} 2013-2017:	Teilprojekt	A8:	German	Internet	Panel	

§ DFG	SPP	1292	(Survey	Methodology)
} 2008-2010:	Teilprojekt:	Panel	survey	nonresponse

§ EU	Thematisches Netzwerk im 5.	Rahmenprogramm
} 2002-2005:	Web	Survey	Methodology	Site	Repository

Ausgewählte (Infrastrukur-)Projekte
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Evidence-based	research	
infrastructure	development:	
Selected	findings	having	shaped	the	GESIS	Panel

Prof.	Dr.	Michael	Bosnjak
Universität	Mannheim,	Fachbereich	Psychologie
GESIS	Leibniz	Institut	für	Sozialwissenschaften



§ What	is	the	GESIS	Panel?	

§ Which	(major)	decisions	had	to	be	made?

§ What	does	evidence-based	infrastructure	development	
mean?	

§ Selected	findings	having	shaped	the	GESIS	Panel	
(respondent	recruitment	procedure,		data	collection	
waves)
} Experimental	findings	considered
} Community-augmented	meta-analysis

Agenda
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GESIS	Panel	Overview



Providing	free	data	collection	services	for	
social	scientists1

Providing	free	access	to	the	data	collected2

Enabling knowledge transfer on	how to build
and operate a	research panel infrastructures3

Generating	methodological	findings	on	
panel	data	quality	issues4

Panelists

Primary	Researchers

Data	Users:	
Secondary	
Researchers

Academic	Panel	
Provider

(Survey	)	
Methodologists

Deliverables	and	Target	Groups
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§ Probability-based	panel	of	individuals:	
General	population	in	Germany,	German-speaking,	
18-70	years

§ Recruited	panelists	from	population	registers	
(270	sampling	points)	

§ 7599	face-to-face	interviews	(CAPI)	in	2013
ALLBUS-based	refreshment	in	2016

§ About	5,000	panelists	(2014	starting	sample)
§ 40+	externally	submitted	studies	conducted	since	
2014

§ Regular	core	study	modules	(´evergreen	topics´)

GESIS	Panel	Characteristics

9



§ Mixed-mode	surveys:
} Web-based	surveys	(approx.	65%	of	panelists)
} Mail	surveys	(approx.	35%	of	panelists)

§ Unified	mode	questionnaire	design

§ Bi-monthly	data	collection,	approx.	20	
minutes	of	data	collection	time	each	wave.

§ Prepaid	tangible incentive:	
5	€	sent with each postal invitation letter
(also	to Web	respondents)

GESIS	Panel	Characteristics
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§ Single-wave	studies:	
} Cross-sectional	designs	(e.g.,																and															)
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time
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Waves	and	Accepted	Study	Designs
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§ Single-wave	studies:	
} Cross-sectional	designs	(e.g.,																and															)

§ Multiple-wave,	longitudinal	studies:	
} Multiple	cross-sectional	designs	(e.g.,	S2								)

S2.W1 S2.W2

S2.WkS1

S420
	m

in
ut
es

Wave	1 Wave	2 Wave	3 Wave	k

time

S1 S4

Waves	and	Accepted	Study	Designs
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§ Single-wave	studies:	
} Cross-sectional	designs	(e.g.,																and															)

§ Multiple-wave,	longitudinal	studies:	
} Multiple	cross-sectional	designs;	(e.g.,	S2									)
} Longitudinal	designs	(e.g.,				S3						)

§ NOT considered:	Cohort	(sub-sample)	studies
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S2.WkS1

S4 Sx.Wk20
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time

S3.W1 S3.W2

S1 S4

S2
S3

Waves	and	Accepted	Study	Designs
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GESIS	Panel	Setup	&	Selected	Decision	Calls

§ How to design	the recruitment procedure?	
} Self-administered or personal	interviews?*
} Standardized or personalized interview	topic?

§ How to design	the wave surveys?
} Length of studies?*
} Promised or prepaid monetary incentives?*
} Web	mode or combined with paper-based mode?**
} Multiple	contacts/reminders for Web	mode?**
} Unimode or device-specific design	of questionnaires?
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Evidence-based Infrastructure	
Development?



Evidence-based recommendations?
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The evidence-based movement, originating in the 
health sciences (e.g., Sacket, 2005), posits that:

• … empirical studies can be assigned to different 
levels of evidence in terms of their epistemological 
quality (visualizable as an ´Evidence Pyramid´)   

• ... decisions should be based on the best available 
evidence for causal inference.

• … the higher the quality, the more weight in 
decision making a study / body of evidence should 
get.



The Evidence Pyramid for Causal Inference

18Adapted from:	Straus,	Richardson,	Glasziou &	Haynes	(2010)	

Hierarchical	
categorization	of	

study	
types/designs	into	
levels	of	evidence	
in	terms	of	quality:	
Higher	=	more	

reliable	evidence.		



The Evidence Pyramid for Causal Inference
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The Evidence Pyramid for Causal Inferences
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The Evidence Pyramid for Causal Inference
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The Evidence Pyramid for Causal Inferences

22

Promised	or	prepaid	
monetary	incentives?

Experiment	on	prepaid	and	
postpaid	incentives	in	the	

GESIS	Panel

(2015,	with Ines	Schaurer)

Participation	rates	for	groups:	
(1)	postpaid	:	78%
(2) prepaid: 91%

Relevance:
Use	prepaid	incentives	from	

the	onset	in	panels.



The Evidence Pyramid for Causal Inferences
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Length	of	studies?

Effects	of	questionnaire	
length	on	participation	and	

indicators	of	response	
quality	in	a	web	survey
(2009,	POQ,	with Mirta	

Galesic)

Announced	length	influences	
(1)	the	propensity	to	start,	
(2)	complete	when	started.
Serial	position	item	affects	

data	quality.
Acceptable	max.	duration:	

20	minutes.

Relevance:
Consider	serial	position	of	

items
Approx.	20	minute	surveys



The Evidence Pyramid for Causal Inference
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Meta-Analysis: Key Characteristics

• Meta-Analysis = Umbrella term
• Overall process of systematically 
retrieving, synthesizing, and analyzing
the results of thematically related 
studies.

• Effect sizes are being synthesized and 
analyzed (e.g., r, d, OR/RR).

• Estimation of a ´true´ effect, 
characterized by a higher precision and 
validity compared to any primary study.



(x1,	y1),	(x2,	y2)	…	(xn,	
yn)

(x1,	y1),	(x2,	y2)	…	(xn,	
yn)

(x1,	y1),	(x2,	y2)	…	(xn,	
yn)

Primary	studies

Raw	data

r1 r3

r2
…rk

Effect	sizes	(documented)

´Study	universe´
´True´
rhoU2

´True´
rhoU1

Meta-analytic	integration ´mean	r´

r

Rep.

Meta-Analysis: Analysis Part

Bosnjak	&	Viechtbauer (2009)



The Evidence Pyramid for Causal Inference
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Self-administered	or	
personal	interviews	for	

recruitment?	

Systematic	review	of	
available	meta-analyses

(2017)

Average	cooperation	rate	
difference between	personal	

and	self-administered	
surveys	is	about	10%	points	

(in	favor	of	personal	
interviews).



The Evidence Pyramid for Causal Inference
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Web	mode	or	combined	
with	paper-based	mode	
for	data	collection	waves?

Reminder	frequency	for	
Web	mode?

Cumulative,	community-
augmented	meta-analysis	
(CAMA)	which	started	in	

2006.



29

GESIS Panel & CAMA



Response Rate Web- versus other Modes CAMA
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• CAMA: 
– Community augmented meta-analysis
– Distributed updating of meta-analytic findings
when new evidence becomes available

• Research questions:
– Do Web surveys yield different cooperation
(response) rates compared to other data
collection modes?

– Actionable recommendations for data collection
infrastructures?

• First round meta-analysis 2006
(Lozar-Manfreda, Bosnjak et. al, 2008)



Response Rate CAMA: Method Sketch
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• 107 expermintal comparisons Web- versus 
other modes (nested in 91 studies, nested in 70 manuscripts)

• RD metric, based on 2(mode)*2(inv./partic.) raw counts
• HO-type meta-analysis (RE model)
• Meta-regression/s to estimate the impact
of moderators (selection):
– Type of comperator (other mode)
– Promised incentives (y/n)
– No of contacts
– World region of study



Response Rate CAMA: Findings 1

32
RD=	-0.12	(95%	CI =	-0.15/-0.08),	k=	107,	Q=	7341	(df=106,	p <	.01),	I-sq=	99%



Response Rate CAMA: Findings 2
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2002

No substantial	
changes in	mean
RD	in	Web	versus	

other data
collection modes

since 2002

1997

2016



Response Rate CAMA: Findings 3
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Selected moderator findings:

• Type of comperator (other mode)
– Smallest mean RD for mail mode: 9%
– Highest mean RD for telephone: 14%

• Incentives (y/n)
– Promised incentives increase the mean RD on the expense of
Web surveys (with: 15%, without: 9%) 

• No of contacts:
– Increases the level of response rates
– Does not reduce the mean RD difference

• World region of study
– Lowest mean RD: USA (5%)
– Largest mean RD: The Netherlands (26%).



GESIS Panel Setup & Selected Decision Calls

• Evidence-based design of the recruitment
procedure: 
– Self-administered or personal interviews?
Personal, expect a 10% higher cooperation rate

– Standardized or personalized interview topic?
(Personalized)

• Evidence-based design of wave surveys:
– Length of studies?
About 20 minutes

– Promised or prepaid monetary incentives?
Prepaid (tangible), expect a 13% higher cooperation rate

– Web mode or combined with paper-based mode?
Combined (to compensate for Web nonresponse)

– Multiple contacts/reminders for Web mode?
Multiple, more for Web than for other modes

– Unimode or device-specific design of questionnaires?
(still unresolved)



Evidence-based	research	
infrastructure	development:	
Selected	findings	having	shaped	the	GESIS	Panel

Thank you!



Generic	Procedure

Interpretation/	
Communication

Systematic	
retrieval
of	studies

Sources	
(databases)

non-
published		
articles

Coding/
Transformation

Coding	
manual

Coding	
form

Unifying	ES	
metrics

Coding	
reliability

Analysis

Homogeneity	
analysis

ES	
synthesis

Sign.	testing

Moderator	
analysis

Problem	
statement

Data	
generation	
model	FE/RE

Dependent	
ES

ES	metric

Research	
questions

Inclusion/	
exclusion	
criteria

Describes	data	
generation	
process	(of	
observed	ES)

Meta-Analysis: Generic Procedure

Bosnjak	&	Viechtbauer (2009)



Example:	Evidence	Unclear?

r N Sig.?

95%	CI

- +

Study	1 0,25 30 n.s. -0,13 0,63

Study	2 -0,18 40 n.s. -0,50 0,14

Study	3 0,41 50 * 0,12 0,70

Study	4 0,09 60 n.s. -0,17 0,35

Study	5 0,28 70 * 0,04 0,52

Study	6 0,32 80 * 0,10 0,54

Study	7 0,11 90 n.s. -0,10 0,32

Study	8 0,31 100 * 0,11 0,51



Example:	Evidence	Unclear?

Model Results:
estimate       se     zval     pval    ci.lb    ci.ub          
0.2163 0.0579   3.7359   0.0002   0.1028   0.3298

Test for Heterogeneity: 
Q(df = 7) = 13.5706, p-val = 0.0594



Data	Usage:
§ Datasets	usable	for	free	via	the	GESIS	data	archive	for	

scientific	research
§ Two	versions:	Standard	Edition	&	Extended	Edition

} Due	to	privacy	protection	regulations,	some	variables	are	not	
included	in	the	Standard	Edition

} Differences	between	the	versions	are	marked	in	the	Codebook

§ GESIS	Panel	Campus	File	(available	Q1/2017)
} Dataset	for	academic	teaching
} Based	on	Standard	Edition
} Reduced	sample,	missing	scores	imputed,	selected	studies	only,	

strengthened	anonymization

40

Target	Group:	Secondary	Researchers



Examples:	Fielded	Topics	(40+	studies)

41

Sociology § Pro-Environmental	Behavior in	High-Cost Situations*
§ Leisure Travel	and Quality-of-Life*

Political	Science § European	Election Study*
§ Conceptions of Democracy

Psychology § Short	Time	Perspective Scale – Validation
§ Spatial Cognition
§ PANAS	Scale – Norms for Germany	
§ Prospective Memory	Battery*
§ Within-Yearly	Dynamics	and	Cycles	in	Subjective	Well-Being*

Economics § Inheritance taxes

Survey	
Methodology

§ Cross-National	Replication	of Question Design	Experiments	
§ German	Panel	Comparison Study

Cross	National § International	Panel	Comparison Study
§ Reforms	monitor:	GESIS	Panel,	GIP,	LISS,	ELIPSS

*Longitudinal	Studies



1. Subjective	Well-Being
2. Political	and	Social	Participation
3. Environmental	Attitudes	and	Behavior
4. Personality	and	Personal	Values	
5. Media/Communication	Technology	Usage	
6. Socio-Demographic	Update
7. Work	and	Leisure	
8. Panel	Survey	Participation	Evaluation	

&	Survey	Mode	Preferences

Longitudinal	Core	Study
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Recruitment



Stages	of	the	recruitment	process

Recruitment	

Population

Probability
sample

of individuals
(from

population
registries)

Participated
in	the f2f	

recruitment
interview	

Consent
for Panel	

participation

Self-
administered

profile
survey

(online	&	
offline)

Active Panel
(2014)
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Stages	of	the	recruitment	process

Recruitment	

Population

Probability
sample

of individuals
(from

population
registries)

Participated
in	the f2f	

recruitment
interview	

Consent
for Panel	

participation

Self-
administered

profile
survey

(online	&	
offline)

Active Panel
(2014)

N=	21870
N=7599

AAPOR	RR5
39	%

N=6210
AAPOR	RR5

32	%

N=4888
AAPOR	RR5

26	%
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Characteristics	of	the	face-to-face	recruitment

§ CAPI	Interview	at	respondent’s	home

§ Median	interview	duration:	15	min

§ Fieldwork	period:	June	2013	- December	2013

§ Fieldwork	agency:	TNS	Infratest

§ 267	interviewers

Recruitment	
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Sample:	Recruitment	phase	and	development	
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Face-to-face	Recruitment Interviews
N=7599

Welcome	Survey	(online/offline)	=	Profile	Survey
N	invited=6210

Wave	aa
N=833

Wave	ab
N=2046

Wave	ac
N=3304

Wave	ba
N=4888

June	2013 February 2014August	2013 October 2013 December 2013

Wave	da
N=3797

February	2016



Attrition	rates	(cumulative)
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§ Recruitment	question	following	the	German	
General	Social	Survey	interview	(ALLBUS	2016)

§ Same	recruitment	procedure	as	for	the	initial	
sample	2013

§ about	3500	face-to-face	interviews
§ about	1700	new	panelists
§ Data	of	the	new	panelists	will	be	included	in	the	
data	set	in	mid-2017

Sample	Refreshment (Cohort 2)
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Stages	of	the	recruitment	process

Recruitment	

Population

Probability
sample

of individuals
(from

population
registries)

Participated
in	the f2f	

recruitment
interview	

Consent
for Panel	

participation

Self-
administered

profile
survey

(online	&	
offline)

Active Panel
(2014)
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GESIS	Panel	&	German	Microcensus (%)

Group Population	
(Microcensus

2013)

GESIS	Panel
(Starting sample	

2014)

Bias

Age	≥	65	 8.1 9.3	[8.5;	10.1] +1.2
Gender:	Male 50.0 48.1	[46.7;	49.5] -1.9
Urban	area (≥	100,000) 32.0 24.9	[23.6;	26.1] -7.1
Education:	upper
secondary (Abitur)

26.0 32.1	[30.8;	33.5] +6.1

One-person	household 20.4 16.1	[15.1;	17.1] -4.3
German	citizen 89.8 94.7	[94.1;	95.4] +4.9
Marital status:	single 34.5 30.3	[29.0;	31.5] -4.2

Representativeness	(Cohort	1)
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Group Population	
(Microcensus

2013)

GESIS	Panel	Online
(Starting sample	

2014)

Bias

Age	≥	65	 8.1 5.9	[5.1;	6.7] -2.2
Gender:	Male 50.0 51.0	[49.3;	52.8] +1.0
Urban	area (≥	100,000) 32.0 26.8	[25.3;	28.5] -5.2
Education:	upper
secondary (Abitur)

26.0 41.2	[39.4;	43.0] +15.2

One-person	household 20.4 14.0	[12.8;	15.3] -6.4
German	citizen 89.8 95.0	[94.2;	95.8] +5.2
Marital status:	single 34.5 35.2	[33.5;	36.9] +0.7

GESIS	Panel	Online:	Representativeness
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Completion	rates	(Cohort	1)
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Completion	rates	(Cohort	1)
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Subgroup	participation	rates	(%)

Group Stage	1
gross sample→
recruitment

Stage	2
recruitment→

consent

Stage	3
consent→
active panel

Total 38.6* 81.7 79.5
Age	≥	65	 37.2	(-0.3) 77.3	(-4.4) 90.7	(+11.2)
Gender:	Male 38.8	(+0.2) 80.6	(-1.1) 78.6	(-0.9)
Urban	area (≥	100,000) 30.9	(-7.7) 84.9	(+3.2)	 77.5	(-2.0)
Education:	upper
secondary (Abitur)

n/a 86.3	(+4.6) 82.6	(+3.1)

One-person	household n/a 83.0	(+1.3) 80.3	(+0.8)
German	citizen n/a 82.7	(+1.0) 80.8	(+1.3)
Marital status:	single n/a 85.6 (+3.9) 73.0	(-6.5)
Internet	use n/a 84.2	(+2.5) 79.1	(-0.4)

Representativeness	(Cohort	1)
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GESIS	Panel	2013
versus

Microcensus 2013

ALLBUS 2008
versus

Microcensus
2008

ESS	Round	5	
2010	versus	
Microcensus

2010Recruitment
Interview

Initial	Panel

Gender 0.67
[0.59 ;	1.93]

1.89	
[0.18	;	3.59]

0.40 2.80

Age 2.06
[1.01	;	3.11]

3.44	
[1.85	;	5.03]

3.10 5.90

Citizenship 2.52
[1.76	;	3.28]

4.97	
[4.16	;	5.79]

1.90 3.30

Marital Status 3.67
[2.34	;	5.00]

4.60	
[2.83	;	6.38]

4.50 1.30

Household Size 4.72
[3.62	;	5.82]

4.36	
[3.11	;	5.61]

2.95 6.20

Mean dissimilarity
(across all	five
comparison dimensions)

2.73
[2.20;	3.25]

3.85
[3.08	;	4.62]

2.57 3.90

Duncan	dissimilarity	indices	of	the	GESIS	Panel,	ALLBUS	and	ESS	
compared	to	the	German	Microcensus
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Data	collection	waves



§ Six	waves per	year (February,	April,	June,	August,	
October,	December)

§ Invitation	letter for online	&	offline	participants
§ Unconditional incentives:	5	€	per	wave (prepaid)
§ Two	reminder emails (online-only)
§ Field	period:	2	months
§ Data	release about 2	months after	the end	of the
field periodè immediately available for the
entire scientific community (no embargo)

Data	collection	&	preparation
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GESIS	Panel	Questionnaire Editor	(Unipark)

Target	Group:	Primary	Researchers
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Data	collection
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Submission	materials:

1. Proposal
filled form

2. Questionary
implementation in	
Unipark (.gpx)

3. Codebook
per	wave (.xls)	

www.gesispanel.gesis.org/submission/



Data	collection
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Wavedesign

Data	collection

Finalizing the study

Acceptance rate	
approx.	80%

GESIS	Panel	Proposal Submission

Peer	review

Admission	as
submitted

Admission	after	
revision Rejection



Fast-Track	Procedure
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Data	access
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Data	Usage:	DBK	(Archive)
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Data	dissemination portal for
incremental master-dataset

Questionnaires,	study
descriptions,	codebook,	
technical reports,….
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Study	Description
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Codebook
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Data	use	agreement
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Internationalization	(OPPA)
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www.openpanelalliance.org



§ Open	network of probability-based Panels
§ Cross-cultural survey research around the globe
§ Initiators:

§ Panel	infrastructures	all	over	the	world	are	invited	
to	join	the	alliance

www.openpanelalliance.org

Open	Probability-Based	Panel	Alliance
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OPPA:	Submission	and Data	Usage

§ Submission:
} Every	researcher,	research	group	or	policy	maker	can	
use	the	OPPA	affiliated	panels	in	paid	assignment

} One-stop	entry	point	to	submit	proposals
} Data	can	be	collected	in	all	countries	participating	in	
the	network	or	in	subsets	of	it

§ Data	Usage:
} All	collected	microdata	are	made	available	to	the	
research	community

} Data	Usage	is	mostly	free	of	charge

www.openpanelalliance.org
73


