
Building an Improved 
Respondent Experience for 

Better Insights

Methodological Approach

Phase 1: Participant Research 
We conducted two phases of research to explore participant’s opinions of 
qualitative market research

Phase 1:  Qualitative bulletin board in English with physicians (n=15) and 
patients (n=13) in France, the UK and the US 

Phase 2: Quantitative survey in the native language with physicians (n=152) and 
patients (n=130) in China (physicians only), Brazil, France, the UK and the US

Phase 2: Industry Research
We conducted a bulletin board (in conjunction with 20/20 Research) presenting 
the findings from the first phase of research (shown here) to solicit the opinions 
of the market research industry professionals on the importance of those 
findings.  As well as to understand what the industry thinks should be done to 
improve the participant experience

We had 27 industry representatives respond to the board representing fieldwork 
agencies, full-service research firms and research buyers 

Foundation: Market Research Professionalism

Respondent perspective

Participant feedback is based on their own experiences, so this 
is happening.  If no one was doing it, respondents wouldn’t be 
experiencing it

1st Floor: Recruitment

Respondent perspective Respondent perspective

2nd Floor: Fieldwork

Respondent perspective Respondent perspective

Attic: Honoraria

Respondent perspective

Practice that can risk undervaluing respondent time:
1. Recruitment companies provided suggested honoraria and market research companies opting to pay lower than the 

recommendation or the lower end of a recommended range 
2. Incentive caps instituted by pharmaceutical companies also run the risk of undervaluing respondent time 

Two key issues are raised as driving payment delays:
1. Longer manufacturer payment terms (e.g., up to 120+ days) have had a trickle down effect in the industry with 

market research firms being slower to pay the recruiting agencies and then the recruiting agencies being slower to 
pay honoraria.  As one field agency said:  “we are not banks!”

2. Internal accounting practices mean that everything is paid at one time in a month; resulting in a potential further 
delay in payment

Solutions for consideration:
• Better communication about honoraria payment

• Being upfront with individuals about when payment can expect when they agree to participate
• Moderators need to be proactive in understanding when payment will be made to ensure they understand the 

process and can also communicate information, as needed to the participants 
• Active monitoring/notification of when the participants are paid by the moderator

• Re-evaluation of invoicing policies at every layer to ensure that the money to pay the honoraria is made available at 
the initiation of fieldwork

• Market research firms are using alternative methods (e.g., incentive payment companies) to self-pay respondents 
when they are able as they have seen even when they pay the honoraria upfront there is a delay in payment 

Concerning…
• Industry concurs that these top 2 box scores are low and are of concern; they 

should be at a minimum at 80%
• We are seeing these levels of agreement despite data protection laws and 

market research codes of conduct to which market research abides
• Assurance of confidentiality is often reinforced at multiple points in time 

during the course of a project (e.g., during recruitment and again during 
fieldwork)

• Professionalism is a little more difficult to assess as it is a subjective view 
and every industry is going to see a degree of unprofessionalism in their 
ranks

• A few recruitment/fieldwork agencies note that this mirrors what they have seen 
and heard and are not surprised that the level of confidence is low

“These scores are definitely low.  They must be at 
least 75% or more….based on what I have 
experienced respondent comfort is the most 
critical factor that direct impacts on the quality of 
data.   Based on the data shown it is evident that 
more than 50% of HCPs and Patients are not 
comfortable participating in research.”  - Research 
Buyer
“Obviously there is work to be done.  Not only 
does it  have implications in terms of our image, 
etc., but it is getting harder and harder to get 
good respondents to participate in 
research…without good respondents we can’t get 
good insights. Without good insights we can’t 
have strong strategic recommendations.  Basically 
we are killing our industry over time.”  - Full-
Service Provider

There is more to learn
• These data raise several questions to be answered before solutions can be determined:

• More details around what contributes to this:
• How does other data leaks impact their confidence in our ability to keep our promised 

confidentiality?/Will increasing regulations about data protection (e.g., GDPR) assist in 
addressing these concerns?

• Is potentially negative impressions of big data/IoT impacting perceptions of “traditional” 
market research?

• How does the number of “hands” in the chain impact their confidence in their 
confidentiality – recruiters, moderators, colleagues/clients listening/watching

• How can we approach them differently to improve their confidence in the industry?
• In some countries, where physician top box scores are higher, what could we learn from 

the physicians to make patients more confident?
• To a degree are both of these such subjective measures that we may be able to impact them?

Preliminary ideas…
• Provision of additional explanation of codes of conduct and/or data 

protection laws
• Moderator training to ensure professionalism and that confidence 

is built in the process and QA procedures to ensure this is occurring
• PR campaigns – General explanation about market research codes 

of conduct/data protection laws (e.g., “The German Market 
Research Associations have radio ads supported by the radio 
stations that explain data protection.  This way they strengthen the 
trust in market research and increase our integrity.” – Fieldwork 
Services)  

However, to be cynical – can we undue whatever damage has been 
done given oversampling of markets and respondents, particularly 
physicians 

Sharing about the topic is a balancing act, but one that can be solved 
• Fieldwork agencies are not surprised by these results.  They have found:

• Being able to provide detail, even a little detail, helps garner participants’ attention and they do see a difference in the success of the recruitment efforts when they can 
provide more detailed information

• They are asked about the client and topic – understandably the client needs to be kept confidential but we could do a better job with the topic 
• It is not unusual to only see the name of the condition as the topic
• They do have participants call and asked to be removed from panels after participating in a research study that did not meet their expectations in terms of the topic

• Many agree that we could do a better job of providing more information about how and why market research is being conducted (e.g., the objectives of the research, what 
decisions will be made based on the research)
• While we may not want to pre-bias respondents and/or provide the ability for people to cheat the screeners, individuals want to feel they can discuss a topic in a 

knowledgeable way 
• And, often the screening questions give the respondent some insight – why not just be more forthcoming and transparent 

• Creativity is key and it can be done 
• To allow participants to understand what the research will be about without giving away more information than we want 
• To make even the less interesting research, interesting

• For advertising research, a researcher even suggested “acknowledge the elephant in the room” and make it sound as interesting and/or as fun as possible  Also, it 
would allow participants who truly do not like this type of research to self-select out and save everyone painful and, potentially unproductive, interviews

Recommendations to improve the screening process 
• Store the standard “demographic” information in the panel and rather than ask those 

questions every time, just confirm that nothing has changed
• Fieldwork agencies need to communicate if any of this information is stored in 

their databases/panels and does not need to be asked (e.g., years in practice)
• Clients (full-service research firms and research buyers) will need to have 

confidence that the data are accurate 
• Streamline screeners; removing “redundant” questions

• I.e., Instead of asking the type of cancers seen, then ask how many patients they 
see with each of the selected cancers – just ask how many patients they see with 
each cancer type.  If they say 0, then they do not see that cancer

• Do not use screeners as a means of data collection; do not ask questions that do not 
qualify the individual to participate
• Any other questions should be included in the fieldwork/interview

• Consider the order to screen individual out sooner than later 

It is a balance of what to share and when through the course of the 
interview about the goals and objectives 
• Often times there is a need to maximize unaided and organic responses, so 

the moderator does not want to introduce bias…BUT  
• More detailed background/context could actually allow for a more in-depth 

and detailed discussion; the participants are “not playing a guessing game”

Moderators should…
• Explain the purpose of the questions as 

needed 
• Acknowledge what the respondent has 

already said; asking them to expand on 
it or “tell me more”

• Employ more methods that get at ideas 
from a different angle rather than 
probing (be repetitive without 
appearing repetitive)

• Ensure they are properly prepared to 
discuss the topic 

Addressing these issues/concerns fall primarily on the shoulders of the moderator. They are relied on to ensure that the participant is comfortable with the interview and the interviewing process

Once they get to the interview itself, participants want to understand what we are looking to understand with our research.  

Why are they there?  What decisions will be made as a result?  They want to know this so they can be as useful as they 

possible can….

“Sometimes there is only so much you can say about a particular question, but often then interviewer wants more…it becomes 

very repetitive and we seem to be going round in circles.  No agenda had been set out and, if it had, maybe I would have been

able to elaborate.”  - Physician, UK

“It can be very vague at times and I may not be clear on what the client wants.”  - Physician, UK

Respondent perspective

Respect for time is best served by ensuring that…
• An accurate assumption is made at the outset on how much time will be needed to meet the objectives
• Moderators take responsibility for ensuring that interviews ends on time

• Experienced moderators know when a discussion guide is too long; guideline lengths need to be 
managed during the development process to ensure the interview can be done in the promised time 

• A couple of Research Buyers acknowledge that they also need to do a better job of managing team 
expectations on what can be addressed in a single study; limiting the number of central questions; 
they have to help the moderator ensure the discussion guide is manageable 

• If the moderator needs to run over on time…
• Always ask to go over time and pay additional honoraria to compensate them for that time 

• Ensure that the invitation clearly outlines any additional time needed to test technology and compensate 
the respondent for that time 

• Pay additional for travel time (not just a token increase in incentive)


