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Abstract
Video calls have become common in many people’s lives, especially since the COVID-19 
pandemic. Interviewing respondents via video calls may be a useful addition to the sur-
vey mode toolbox as it may increase response rates as well as data quality for at least 
some population subgroups. To assess the potential of live video interviews (VI) in Aus-
tralia, a study was implemented, examining VI in a probability-based online panel in 
Australia in 2022, using an experimental design. The focus of the assessment presented 
in this paper is on (a) factors that influence VI uptake (as measured by general willing-
ness, consent, appointment-making and response to VI), and (b) factors that influence 
the data quality of the resulting survey responses (as measured by satisficing and social 
desirability indicators), comparing the VI response group to a group using the panel’s 
regular online self-completion design. We find that panel members who are highly edu-
cated, frequently use the internet, and have high prior panel wave completion rates are 
the most likely to try VI. Older panel members are more willing to try VI than younger 
ones, but do not actually participate at higher rates. Regarding data quality of respons-
es, VI respondents produce more socially desirable responses compared to the online 
self-completion respondents while no differences in terms of satisficing behavior are 
detected.
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In the past, face-to-face interviewing was considered the gold-standard among 
survey modes and was widely used as the primary mode for data collection in 
most major survey programs. However, over the years, response rates have 
steadily decreased in this mode, while its costs have risen (de Leeuw et al., 2018; 
Smith, 1995; Williams & Brick, 2018). In today’s digital era, there is a growing 
preference for more flexible survey modes which align with our modern lives 
(Schober, 2018; Smyth et al., 2014). This shift is particularly evident among cer-
tain socio-demographic subgroups, such as younger adults and highly educated 
people (Haan, 2015). Due to growing cost restrictions and difficulties with reach-
ing people at home, many major survey programs are increasingly incorporat-
ing online surveys as a self-completion option for some or all their participants 
(Burton et al., 2020; Cernat & Revilla, 2021; Maslovskaya & Lugtig, 2022). 

Online self-completion surveys promise reduced costs, faster data collection, 
and low social desirability bias (Bianchi et al., 2017; Kreuter et al., 2008). How-
ever, they may also come with notably higher nonresponse rates and therefore 
likely higher nonresponse bias, particularly among older individuals or those 
with lower educational attainment (e.g., Cornesse & Schaurer, 2021), ignoring 
the offline population altogether (Bach et al., 2024), and data quality issues, such 
as break-offs and speeding (e.g., Heerwegh & Loosveldt, 2008; Revilla & Ochoa, 
2015; Zhang & Conrad, 2014). This is especially true in comparison to face-to-face 
interviews, where respondents can see, hear, and interact with interviewers (Al 
Baghal & Lynn, 2015; Daikeler et al., 2020; Peytchev, 2009). Live video interview-
ing, where respondents and interviewers are connected via video conferencing 
software, may offer an adequate compromise between the different types of sur-
vey modes: convenient and more cost-efficient than face-to-face interviewing, 
but with personal real-time interviewer interaction and assistance (Weller, 2017) 
and potentially higher data quality (comparable to face-to-face). In the follow-
ing, we will refer to live video interviewing as just “video interviewing” (abbre-
viated VI)1. At present systematic assessments of VI are still scarce, in partic-
ular in the context of panel studies. Also, most studies use observational and 
not experimental data that systematically assess the implementation of VI. We 
address these gaps here. 

The study presented here examines VI using an experimental design in a prob-
ability-based online panel in Australia. We investigate (a) how factors including 
characteristics of respondents, access to the internet, and previous participa-
tion history in an online panel impact uptake of VI (as measured by general 

1	 VI can also include the use of (pre-)recorded videos (e.g., Fuchs, 2009; Haan et al., 2017; 
Höhne et al., 2024), but this is outside the focus of this study. 
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willingness, consent, appointment-making and response to VI). Furthermore, 
we investigate (b) factors that influence the data quality of survey responses 
(as measured by satisficing and social desirability indicators), comparing the 
VI response group to a group using the panel’s regular online self-completion 
design. Considerations and design choices around the practical implementation 
of VI are also briefly presented. 

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: The Background section 
presents relevant context on VI, followed by a section outlining our expectations 
and hypotheses regarding effects of factors and characteristics that may influ-
ence uptake of VI (here in an online panel setting). We then present our data and 
analytical strategy to assess VI and the details on the VI implementation in the 
Data and Methods section. Subsequently, we discuss the main results from our 
modelling in the Results section and conclude with a summary of findings and 
discussion of limitations and future research avenues.

Background
In this section, we first discuss the potential that VI may have as a new survey 
mode based on the evidence of video call use in the general population and then 
the potential benefits that VI may offer.

Trends in Uptake of Video Calling

VI may be particularly attractive as a new survey mode because an increasing 
number of individuals use video calls regularly and confidently in their profes-
sional and social lives. For example, in the United States, 81% of adults utilized 
video calls during the pandemic, with 12% using them multiple times a day 
(McClain et al., 2021). In Australia, official statistics indicate a significant rise in 
the use of app-based video calls during and after the pandemic: While in 2019, 
only 41% of adults had engaged in app-based video calling, this figure increased 
to 64% in 2023 (Australian Communications and Media Authority [ACMA], 2023). 
The potential for even more people to do video calls in the futures is high, since 
93% of Australian households already have a home internet connection, 99% of 
the Australian population generally use the internet, and 92% use the internet 
multiple times a day (ACMA, 2023; ACMA, 2024). 

As people have become more accustomed to video calls, they may also increas-
ingly find it convenient and even enjoyable to participate in surveys through this 
mode (Schober et al., 2023). However, willingness and enjoyment of VI partici-
pation will likely differ across population subgroups depending on their inter-
net access, digital skills, and use behavior. Official statistics on video call use 
from various countries convey that people who live in urban areas, are younger, 
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female, and more highly educated are more likely to have (regular) experiences 
with video calls than people who live in more remote areas, are older, male, and 
less highly educated (ACMA, 2023; Eurostat, 2022; Thomas et al., 2023). In Aus-
tralia, 74% of 18– to 24–year-olds had used app-based video calls within 6 months 
in 2023, but only 31% of people aged 75 and older. Furthermore, a higher share 
of women (69%) than men (58%) used video calls (ACMA, 2023). While official 
statistics on the interaction with education are unavailable for Australia, data 
from other countries suggests that such a correlation exists, with more highly 
educated people using video calls more often than people with low educational 
attainment (e.g., Germany: International Standard Classification of Education 
(ISCED) 1 and 2 (primary and lower secondary education): 72% video call users 
vs. ISCED 5 to 8 (tertiary education): 83%, see Destatis, 2024).

Benefits and Uptake of VI

VI offers several benefits. Compared to online self-completion surveys, for 
example, recent studies indicate lower cognitive response burden and higher 
data quality in VI (e.g., Conrad et al., 2023; Endres et al., 2023). Moreover, unde-
sirable interviewer effects appear to be less pronounced in video than in offline 
in-person interviewing (West et al., 2022). VI may thus strike an optimal bal-
ance in terms of interviewer social presence: sufficiently close to provide assis-
tance but not overly intrusive into the respondent’s private space (Schober, 2018). 
Additionally, the ability for both respondents and interviewers to share screens, 
upload documents, or exchange text messages in the chat enhances the flexibil-
ity of this survey mode. However, the extent to which VI can be a successful 
alternative to other modes depends on its implementation, including the choice 
of video call platform, interview scheduling tools, interviewer hardware, and 
setup (camera, background, attire, screen configuration), and interviewer train-
ing (e.g., Engward et al., 2022; Jeannis et al., 2013; Oates et al., 2022; see Schober 
et al., 2020 for a comprehensive overview and recommendations). In a panel sur-
vey context, the success of VI may also depend on the survey modes respondents 
are used to and whether they perceive VI as an improvement over the status quo.

Several studies have shown that younger and more highly educated individu-
als are more likely to be video interviewed than others (Martin & Fradier, 2023; 
Thorolfsson et al., 2023; Dulaney et al. 2023). Evidence regarding gender bias 
is inconclusive. Dulaney et al. (2023) and Kocar et al. (2025) report no gender 
differences in video participation, whereas Thorolfsson and colleagues (2023) 
observe that women are more likely to participate via video than men. In con-
trast, Fradier and Martin (2023) find higher VI uptake among men than women. 
Schober and colleagues (2023) suggest that socio-demographic characteristics 
may be completely unrelated to survey respondents’ willingness to participate 
in VI. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?XPrxTO
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?XPrxTO
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?XPrxTO
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Expectations of VI Uptake and Data Quality Effects
Our expectations regarding which subgroups are more likely to take up VI and 
which circumstances may lead to a higher data quality in our study are informed 
by considerations relating to the concept of digital inequality. The concept 
evolved as an alternative to theories on the so-called digital divide and claims 
that nowadays, digital inclusion should not be viewed as a binary variable any-
more, where people either do or do not use the internet. Instead, it postulates 
a continuum of digital inclusion, where most people use the internet, but they 
systematically differ in how easy it is for them to do so as well as their use pref-
erences. Digital inequality consists of the infrastructure component of digital 
access and the individual-level components of digital skills and use behavior 
(see Helsper, 2021 for a detailed theory of digital inequality). It can generally 
be expected that people who benefit from good digital access (i.e., high speed 
internet connections and high quality devices) and who use the internet confi-
dently for a variety of tasks (e.g., taking online surveys but also shopping, bank-
ing, social media; e.g., Jäckle et al., 2024) will be more willing and able to try 
VI than people in a less digitally privileged situation. Based on the concept of 
digital inequality, as well as the empirical evidence on uptake of video calling 
and VI (see Background section), we develop seven hypotheses around the char-
acteristics of those that take up VI. We expect panel respondents used to online 
self-completion surveys to be more likely to try VI if …

… they live in urban rather than remote areas (H1), because of the better high-
speed internet access. 

… they are younger rather than older (H2) and/or more highly educated rather 
than not (H3), because they may have more confidence in their digital skills. 

… they are female rather than male (H4), because video interviews fit well with 
women’s higher video call use as already evidenced in official video call sta-
tistics. 

… they are more frequent internet users (H5) and use the internet for other less 
traditional communication tasks such as social media (H6), because they 
should be more confident in their digital skills.

… they have high prior panel survey wave completion rates, indicating a high 
willingness to take part in a survey and suggesting low barriers to doing so 
(H7).

These hypotheses are all in line with the concept of digital inequality as well as 
official statistics on video call use (ACMA, 2023). In addition, H2 and H3 are also 
in line with some studies on VI (see Martin and Fradier, 2023; Thorolfsson et 
al., 2023; Dulaney et al. 2023) but not others (Schober et al. 2023). Furthermore, 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?XPrxTO
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?XPrxTO
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?XPrxTO
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?XPrxTO
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while H4 is in line with research by Martin and Fradier (2023) and Thorolfsson 
and colleagues (2023), it is not supported by Dulaney and colleagues (2023) or 
Schober and colleagues (2023). Regarding H7, no study to our knowledge has yet 
examined the association between online panel members’ participation history 
and their likelihood to engage in video interviews. Completing online panel sur-
vey waves is a digital task like many others and requires digital access and skills. 
We therefore also expect this to be positively associated with uptake of VI. We 
expect that the seven hypotheses apply to the different phases of uptake which 
include general willingness to participate in VI, consent to actually do so, mak-
ing an appointment for VI, and completion of the actual VI.

Apart from uptake to VI, it is also important to assess whether data quality of 
the resulting responses differs between this survey mode and the regular Life 
in Australia™ protocol, which requires online self-completion. It is reasonable 
to expect that common findings on comparing interviewer-administered to self-
administered survey modes regarding cognitive burden, data quality, and inter-
viewer effects apply to our setting (e.g., West & Blom 2017; Kreuter et al. 2008). 
This is especially true since the scarce existing literature on VI data quality out-
lined in the sections above suggests that such differences between modes exist. 
We, therefore, expect that the presence of the interviewer in the VIs will reduce 
satisficing behavior (H8) but increase socially desirable responding (H9) as com-
pared to online self-completion.

Data and Methods
Life in Australia™ and the Australian Comparative Study of Survey 
Methods (ACSSM)

The study we report on in this manuscript was conducted in the Life in Austra-
lia™ panel, which is Australia’s only probability-based online panel (Kaczmirek 
et al., 2019). Life in Australia™ was initially recruited in 2016 using telephone 
interviewing and dual-frame random digit dialing (RDD; n=3,322), topped up in 
2018 using mobile-only RDD (n=267), expanded in 2019 using address-based sam-
pling (ABS; n=1,810), topped up in 2020 using a combination of ABS, interactive 
voice response calls to mobile RDD sample, and SMS push-to-web to mobile RDD 
sample (n=612), topped up again in 2021 using SMS push-to-web to mobile RDD 
sample (n=510) in a trial of retention initiatives, and expanded in 2021 using ABS 
(n=3,715). Panel members unwilling or unable to participate in the panel online 
are interviewed via telephone. Following Callegaro and DiSogra’s (2008) defini-
tions, the weighted average Recruitment Rate for the study sample was 11.0% 
and the Profile Rate was 93.6%. 
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All panel members receive incentives of 10 AUD for completion of surveys 
of typically 20 minutes or less. The survey content consists of social and health 
research. Examples include surveys of Australian opinion on international 
affairs, social cohesion, disability attitudes, and topics in women’s and sexual 
health. Surveys were released monthly at the time of the ACSSM, although not 
all panel members are invited to complete surveys each month and some are 
invited to complete multiple surveys in a given month. At the time of sample 
selection for the ACSSM in 2022, there were 7,265 active panel members. Over 
the period from October 2021 to November 2022, panel members were invited to 
an average of 12 monthly waves and completed an average of 9 surveys.

The experiment we report on in this paper is part of the ACSSM (Pennay et al., 
2023; Phillips et al. 2023), which had the goal to evaluate and improve contempo-
rary and emerging practices for general population surveys building on earlier 
work conducted in Life in Australia™ and beyond (Cornesse et al., 2020; Dutwin 
& Lavrakas, 2016; Lavrakas et al., 2022; Pennay et al., 2018; Pew Research Cen-
ter, 2019). For the full experimental design of the ACSSM see its technical report 
composed by Pennay et al. (2023). In the ACSSM, surveys with questionnaires as 
similar as possible were fielded in different designs (e.g., different modes and 
sample selection procedures). Our paper focuses on the comparison of VI versus 
online self-completion implemented experimentally in Life in Australia™.

VI Study Setup and Sample Allocation

Our VI study consists of three phases, with the first one exploring general will-
ingness to take part in VI, phase 2 asking about consent to take part in VI, and 
phase 3 VI implementation (treatment) and parallel data collection phases. Fig-
ure 1 schematically depicts key outcomes and sample allocation at each phase. 
At phase 1, we explored the general potential of VI in our panel by asking for 
general willingness to participate in the new mode. At phase 2, we asked a sub-
set of panel participants to consent to participate in a VI study, which we then 
conducted at phase 3. In the following, we describe each study phase in more 
detail. Key variables of interest that are later used as dependent variables in our 
models are indicated as DV.

Study Phase 1
To understand the potential of offering VI (study phase 1), we implemented a 
question on general willingness to be video interviewed as part of the panel’s 
May 2022 data collection wave, which was introduced for a random subsample 
of panel participants. Offliners (i.e., panel participants unwilling or unable to 
participate in the panel online) were excluded from this question, the actual 
VI treatment later that year, and hence from our analyses. Of the 4,183 invited 
panel members, 3,441 responded to this VI willingness indicator. In total, 1,447 
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† Includes 3 partial 
respondents who did 
not reach the consent 
question

Indicator of general willingness to take part in VI 
Invited: 4,183, respondents: 3,441; 

willing: 1,447; unwilling: 1,553; unsure: 441
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Figure 1 	 Schematic depiction of the Life in Australia™ VI study in 2022 (num-
bers refer to observed sample cases at each phase

(42%) were in principle willing to participate, 1,553 (45%) were unwilling, and 
441 (13%) were unsure. 
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Study Phase 2
The results from the willingness indicator variable were sufficiently encourag-
ing to subsequently trial VI in Life in Australia™. To be able to do so, all online 
respondents of the July 2022 wave were asked for VI consent (study phase 2). 
Of the 7,067 online Life in Australia™ members, 1,506 (21%) did not complete 
the July 2022 survey and 3 (< 1%) were partial interviews that did not reach the 
consent question. Of the remaining respondents, 2,335 (42%) provided consent, 
3,221 (58%) did not consent. 

Study Phase 3
Study phase 3 started with dividing the panel sample into two groups to be sur-
veyed between November and December 2022. The first is a comparison group, 
which consists of a random draw of 797 Life in Australia™ active panel members 
stratified by age, education, and gender. This group was supposed to be surveyed 
using the regular Life in Australia™ study design, which consists predominantly 
of online self-completion questionnaires while non-internet users are inter-
viewed via telephone. 

By chance, however, a relatively high number, 281 people (35%), in the com-
parison group were VI consenters. Since it was unclear how many cases would 
have to be released into field to be able to meet the target number of 600 VIs, 
keeping 281 consenters from the VI group was deemed too risky. Therefore, the 
decision was taken to substitute a certain number of these cases from the ran-
domly drawn comparison group. Through sample matching based on a VI con-
sent propensity model, 171 (61% of consenters in the comparison group) were 
substituted by other active panel members who had not consented (see Table 
1). This procedure maximized the pool of consenters that could be invited to VI 
but also ensured that both groups still contained VI consenters for comparative 
analyses.

To ensure that not all VI consenters would be removed from the comparison 
group, 600 cases were held out of the sample replacement but were still used in 
the propensity modeling.

Propensity modeling variables in the sample matching procedure included 
location (state ✕ capital city/rest of state), area-level socio-economic status quin-
tile, remoteness, gender, citizenship status, using a language other than English 
at home, Indigenous status, country of birth groupings, number of adults in the 
household, household type, household tenure, marital status, employment sta-
tus, income, education, television viewing, digital affinity, Big Five personality 
indicators, self-assessed health, life satisfaction, alcohol and tobacco consump-
tion, internal migration, concession card status, and telephony status. Charac-
teristics that were highly correlated were excluded from the propensity model 
to avoid multicollinearity. There were a total of 480 combinations of propensity 
classes and selection strata (40 classes ✕  12  strata). Matched panel members 
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Table 1	 Selection into comparison group before and after sample matching 
case substitution 

Selected Not selected Total

Before substitution:
VI consenters 281 2,054 2,335
Remaining panel membersa 516 4,414 4,930

Total 797 6,468 7,265

After substitution:
VI consenters 110 2,225 2,335
Remaining panel membersa 687 4,243 4,930

Total 797 6,468 7,265

Notes: aRemaining panel members include non-consenters, nonrespondents to the VI re-
quest, and offliners not asked for their consent

were defined as being in the same propensity class and selection stratum combi-
nation as the selected panel members. Each panel member who consented to VI 
and was included in the regular Life in Australia™ design was then replaced with 
one of the matched panel members who had not consented to VI. When there 
were multiple matched panel members available, one was selected at random. 
Robustness analyses comparing substitute cases with their substitutes show 
no differences with the exception that the cases brought in from the remaining 
panel sample into the comparison group to replace 171 VI consenters had sig-
nificantly lower prior survey completion rates than VI consenters (see the addi-
tional model Add. M1 in Appendix B). 

In the end, 797 panel members were invited to the survey in their accustomed 
mode design, with 110 of them (14%) being VI consenters. The invitation was 
sent via email, followed by three reminders and a mop-up call the week before 
fieldwork ended. In total, 582 people completed the survey, with 554 of them par-
ticipating online and 28 via telephone. The latter are excluded from our analyses 
to focus on the comparison between online self-completion versus VI.

The second group in this study is the VI treatment group. It consists of all 
panel members who consented to VI in study phase 2 except for the 110 cases 
randomly drawn into the regular Life in Australia™ design comparison group 
and not replaced in the sample matching procedure. These 2,225 cases in total 
were released into field in batches of approximately 200 cases until the target of 
600 completed video interviews was reached. In each batch, invitations to make 
an appointment for the video interview were sent via email, followed by three 
reminders and a mop-up call the week before fieldwork ended. Only 1,399 cases 
(63%) had to be released into field to achieve the target number of video inter-
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views, meaning that our expectations about how many panel members would 
participate in the VI were exceeded. Of those cases released into field, 128 had 
initially been drawn into the comparison group but then re-assigned to the VI 
group as a result of the sample matching procedure. Of all cases released into 
field, 710 people made a VI appointment and 600 completed the interview via 
video. 

VI Implementation

We describe briefly the VI implementation, guided by prior work conducted by 
Schober et al. (2020) and Hanson (2021). First, we selected our treatment sample 
as described above and sent out invitations and reminders asking participants 
to schedule an appointment. To support panel members for whom VI was likely 
to be a new concept, a microsite was created on the Social Research Centre (SRC) 
website to explain what was being asked of them (see Supplementary Document 
1 for all VI communication).

Appointment-Setting
Scheduling an interview appointment was necessary because maintaining a 
group of interviewers available to complete interviews without appointments 
(i.e., on-demand) was deemed infeasible in terms of costs and logistics due to 
lack of prior experience with VI in Life in Australia™. Study participants set 
and, as necessary, canceled and rescheduled appointments using the commer-
cial booking website OnceHub. The OnceHub site look and feel was customized 
for Life in Australia™. Confirmation emails (and optionally SMS) were sent for 
appointments, cancelations and reschedules. Reminders were sent 24 hours, 1 
hour and 10 minutes before the scheduled time of the appointment. 

Conducting VIs
Interviews were conducted on MS Teams. A typical interviewing set-up con-
sisted of a desktop computer with keyboard, mouse, and two screens. On the 
first screen, the interviewer would see the interview software (UNICOM Intel-
ligence computer-assisted interviewing interface) with the survey questionnaire 
as well as the respondent video window on MS Teams. On the second screen, the 
interviewer would see the showcards, which they shared with the respondent 
via MS Teams. Interviewers were instructed to have the survey questionnaire 
on the screen where the camera was facing, so that the interviewer was looking 
in the respondent’s direction when questions were being asked. A neutral, stan-
dardized background was used via the MS Teams’ background function.

The interviewers were selected from the SRC established interviewing staff, 
who usually conducted telephone interviews for Life in Australia™. Altogether, 
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six interviewers were trained. VI interviewer training included an overview of 
VI, how appointments were made, how to access appointments, computer set-
up and use of software (calendar, showcards, CATI software), being present on 
Teams two minutes before the scheduled interview start, interviewer etiquette 
(relaxed and friendly rapport-building introduction including greetings and 
thanks, neutral and unbiased manner during interview, relaxing one’s face and 
gently smiling, maintaining eye contact with the camera, good posture), iden-
tifying signs of distress, and interviewer welfare (see the Supplementary Docu-
ment 2 for our video interviewer manual).

Analysis Strategy

In our analyses, we investigate the characteristics of panel respondents who 
are generally willing to participate in video interviews, consent to it for our 
VI experiment, make an appointment, and actually participate. Moreover, we 
explore differences in data quality between respondents in the VI group and 
respondents in the online self-completion mode control group.

Dependent Variables
In total, we estimate 16 regression models (M1 to M16; see Table 2). The first four 
focus on the group of panel members invited to VI. Key dependent variables are 
general VI willingness (M1) and actual consent (M2), making a video interview 
appointment (given consent and inclusion in the VI group; M3), and complet-
ing VI (given having an appointment; M4). The remaining models (M5 to M16) 
focus on data quality of responses in the VI group versus the comparison group. 
We calculate three separate models to examine satisficing (M5 to M7) and nine 
models to examine social desirability indicators (M8 to M16). In the data qual-
ity models, the dependent variables are the responses to survey questions sup-
posedly attracting satisficing behavior (number of selected health conditions, 
rounded numeric punch, reported payments) or social desirability (support for 
multiculturalism, life satisfaction, general health, psychological distress, gen-
eralized trust, smoking, alcohol consumption, exercise frequency, unpaid care; 
for a full overview of the dependent variables and models see Table 2).
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Table 2	 Models and variable types across study phases (DV = dependent 
variable, study phases: 1 = May, 2 = July, 3 = November to December)

Model Regression model type Study 
phase

DV type DV (categories)

M1 Multinomial logistic 1 Nominal General willingness to use VI (unwilling, 
unsure, willing)

M2 Binomial logistic 2 Binary Consent to participate in VI study  
(no consent, consent) 

M3 Binomial logistic 3 Binary Made VI appointment (no, yes)
M4 Binomial logistic 3 Binary Completed VI (no, yes)
M5 Poisson 3 Count Number of selected health conditions 

(0–7)
M6 Binomial logistic 3 Binary Rounded punches (no, yes)
M7 Poisson 3 Count Number of reported payments (0–5)
M8 Ordinal logistic 3 Ordinal Support for multiculturalism (Strongly 

disagree, Disagree, Neither agree nor  
disagree, Agree, Strongly agree)

M9 Ordinary least squares 3 Continuous Square of life satisfaction (0–100)
M10 Poisson 3 Count General health (Poor, Fair, Good, Very 

good, Excellent)
M11 Ordinary least squares 3 Continuous Psychological distress2 
M12 Ordinal logistic 3 Ordinal Generalized trust (Strongly disagree,  

Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, 
Agree, Strongly agree)

M13 Binomial logistic 3 Binary Smoking behavior (no, yes)
M14 Ordinal logistic 3 Ordinal Alcohol consumption frequency (Do not 

drink alcohol, Less often than 1 day a 
month, About 1 day a month, 2–3 days a 
month, 1–2 days a week, 3–4 days a week, 
5–6 days a week, Every day)

M15 Ordinary least squares 3 Ordinal Exercise frequency (Not at all, Less than 
once a week, 1 to 2 times a week, 3 times 
a week, More than 3 times a week (but not 
every day), Every day)

M16 Binomial logistic 3 Binary Provides unpaid care (no, yes)

We analyze our video interview study data using multivariate regression analy-
ses. To analyze general VI willingness (3-category nominal variable; study phase 
1), we apply a multinomial logistic regression model. For the analyses of the VI 
experiment (study phases 2 and 3) analyzing the different stages of taking part 
in VI and our data quality indicators, we use - depending on the dependent vari-

2	 Kessler scores 6–30 (Kessler et al., 2010)
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able type - binomial logistic regression models, Poisson models, ordinal logistic 
models, and Ordinary Least Square models.

Independent Explanatory Variables 
Independent variables that may explain effects on uptake of VI were selected 
based on our hypotheses for direction of effects outlined in the section above. 
The variables include: degree of area remoteness (H1), age (H2), education (H3), 
gender (H4), frequency of internet use (H5), amount of daily social media use 
(H6), completion rate across the surveys in the four months prior to the video 
interview study (H7), and the survey mode (video vs. online self-completion; 
H8 and H9). As control variables, we also include panel recruitment year, state 
of residence as well as country of birth and indigenous status (see Table A1 in 
Appendix A for a full overview of the independent variables and rationale for 
selection). 

Robustness Analyses for Group Selection Effects
As described above, in the VI group, only panel members who had previously 
consented to VI could be invited while the regular survey comparison group con-
tained VI consenters, non-consenters, and panel members who did not answer 
the consent question (e.g., because they skipped the phase 2 survey).This differ-
ence between the groups is of no consequence for M1 to M4, which focus exclu-
sively on the group invited for video interviews. However, this potential selec-
tion effect may impact the data quality comparisons between the VI respondents 
and the web self-completion respondents in M5 to M16. We, therefore, examined 
to what extent the invited and responding samples across these two groups dif-
fered (see Table B1). Results show that panel members invited to (see additional 
model Add. M2) as well as participating in the video interviews (see additional 
model Add. M3) were significantly more likely to have higher education, higher 
internet use frequency, and higher survey completion rates than the online self-
completion comparison group invitees and respondents. Panel members invited 
to the video interviews were also more likely to be in the oldest age group (75 
years and older; reference category: 18 to 24 years) and use social media less 
than 30 minutes a day (reference category: not at all). Women were less likely to 
respond to the video interview than the online self-completion survey. All differ-
ences are accounted for through inclusion of the relevant characteristics in the 
set of analyses variables applied throughout all models. 
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Results
First, we model uptake of VI (models M1-M4) and focus on understanding the 
influence of the key variables of interest (relating to hypotheses H1 to H7) across 
all three study phases We then examine the data quality indicators (satisficing 
[H8] and socially desirable responding [H9]) of the actual responses on key vari-
ables of interest, comparing the VI group with the comparison group.

Uptake of VI: Willingness, Consent, Appointment-Making, and 
Survey Completion

To summarize the earlier overview described above, we asked an initial ques-
tion on general willingness to participate in VI in May 2022, where 42% of panel 
members agreed in principle to participate, 13% were unsure, and 45% were 
unwilling. Actual VI consent was asked in July 2022, again with 42% consenting. 
Only a subset of panel members who consented were selected for the VI arm 
of the trial. Of the 2,225 panel members assigned to the VI group, 1,399 were 
released into field in batches until the target number 600 VIs was reached. Among 
the 1,399 panel members who were invited, attrition occurred at appointment 
setting (51% invited did not set an appointment) and appointment keeping (8% 
invited set an appointment but did not complete an interview), with 43% of panel 
members invited being interviewed. By contrast, 73% of panel members invited 
to the regular arm completed the survey in their usual mode of interview.

Higher VI participation was expected in major cities as compared to regional 
and remote areas (H1). No support for this hypothesis was found for general 
willingness to participate (M1) or at any of the three study phases (M2‒M4). 
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Higher participation from younger adults was expected (H2). For general will-
ingness to participate (M1), contrary to expectations, older adults were more 
willing to participate in VI than younger adults (highest odds ratios for those 
aged 55 to 74 years). Moreover, older panel members, particularly those 75 years 
and older, are more likely to be undecided than unwilling to participate. Simi-
larly, H2 was rejected for consent to participate in VI (M2), where older adults 
were also more likely to consent to a VI than younger adults. Among those who 
consented, however, older adults were not significantly more likely to make an 
appointment for (M3) or complete the VI (M4) than younger adults3. 

Higher participation in VI for more highly educated adults was expected (H3). 
Results were consistent with H3 for general willingness (M1) and actual con-
sent (M2) to participate. However, no differences were found for scheduling an 
appointment (M3) or completing the survey (M4). 

Women were expected to be more likely to participate in VI than men (H4). 
Contrary to H4, women were generally less willing to try VI (M1) and to con-
sent to it (M2) than men. There was no statistically significant gender difference, 
however, regarding appointment making (M3) or survey completion (M4). 

More frequent internet users were expected to be more likely to participate 
in VI than those who used the internet less frequently (H5). Consistent with H5, 
frequent internet users were more likely to generally be willing to try VI (M1), 
consent to participate in VI (M2), schedule an appointment (M3), and complete 
the survey (M4) than less frequent internet users. 

More frequent users of social media were expected to be more likely to par-
ticipate than less frequent users (H6). In partial alignment with H6, panel mem-
bers reporting 30 to 59 minutes per day of social media use and those reporting 
2 to 4 hours are more likely to be generally willing to participate in video inter-
views than those who did not use social media (M1). Moreover, panel members 
who used social media were more likely to consent to VI than those who did not 
(M2). However, users with higher levels of social media use were not more likely 
to make an appointment (M3) or complete VI (M4). 

Panel members with high prior wave completion rates were expected to be 
more likely to participate in VI than panel members with lower completion rates 
(H7). In line with H7, panel members with higher completion rates were more 
likely to be willing to participate in VI (M1), consent to VI (M2), make an appoint-
ment (M3), and complete the VI (M4) than panel members with lower prior sur-
vey wave completion rates.

Regarding our control variables, we find that panel members born overseas 
are less likely to be willing to agree and to consent to VI than panel members 

3	 A potential post hoc explanation for these findings is that older panel members may be 
drawn to VI due to a desire for interviewer assistance and a more conversational survey 
environment. However, they may lack confidence in their digital skills or equipment per-
ceived as necessary to master the task.
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born in Australia (see Appendix B). Moreover, panel members recruited in 2018 
are more likely to be willing to try video interviews or be undecided about it than 
panel members recruited in 2016. We find no significant association with state 
of residence (except a lower likelihood of Queensland panel members to com-
plete the video interviews) or Indigenous status. 

The explanatory power of all results reported in this section is small with 
McFadden’s McFadden’s R2 statistics between 0.03 and 0.11.

Data Quality of Survey Responses: Satisficing and Social 
Desirability 

This section reports the results for the data quality indicators on satisficing 
and social desirability in survey responses, comparing VI and online response 
modes. 

Satisficing (H8) 
We expected that satisficing would be lower for VI mode (H8). Our regression 
models reveal no support for H8 (see Table 4 for results and Table 2 for details 
on the satisficing variables). There were no significant differences between 
the modes regarding the number of selected health conditions and rounding 
numeric punches. In M7, the coefficient was significant, albeit only at the p < .05 
level, but in the opposite direction to H8 (i.e., VI had fewer reported payments, 
from which we infer more satisficing).

Table 4	 Regression model coefficients comparing satisficing indicators in the 
video and online self-completion group (key independent variable: 
survey mode, controlling for sample composition)

Dependent variable of interest  
(survey response variable)

Model Coefficient for VI mode  
(reference: online mode): b (SE)

N

Number of selected health conditions M5 	 0.07 	 (0.06) 1,176
Rounded punches M6 	 0.13 	 (0.16) 1,168
Number of reported payments M7 	−0.27*	 (0.11) 1,176

Notes: Model type: Poisson (M5, M7) or logit (M6). Controls (not shown; all dummy variables 
except completion rate): year of recruitment to panel, completion rate in four prior waves, 
state, remoteness, gender, age group, place of birth (Australia, overseas), Indigenous status 
(Indigenous, not Indigenous), and frequency of internet use, frequency of social media use.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
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Social Desirability (H9)
We find evidence of higher socially desirable responding (SDR) for VI (see results 
in table 5) supporting our hypothesis H9. Table 5 shows the coefficient for mode 
of interview (VI, where online is the reference), controlling for sample com-
position. The results are consistent with the hypothesized (H9) higher SDR for 
VI in seven of nine variables tested (i.e., significant at the p < .01 level in the 
hypothesized direction of effect): higher support for multiculturalism, higher 
life satisfaction, better general health, higher generalized trust, higher exer-
cise frequency, higher reported provision of unpaid care, and lower psychologi-
cal distress after controlling for sample composition differences across the two 
groups (see Table 2 for details). The only results inconsistent with higher SDR 
for VI are for substance use: smoking and alcohol consumption were not signifi-
cantly different between VI and online mode at the p < .05 level.

Table 5	 Regression model coefficients comparing social desirability 
indicators in the VI and online self-completion sample (key 
independent variable: survey mode, controlling for sample 
composition)

Dependent variable of interest  
(hypothesized direction of SDR)

Coefficient of VI mode  
(reference: online mode): b (SE)

N

M8: Support for multiculturalism (+) 	 1.07*** 	(0.12) 1,174
M9: Square of life satisfaction (+) 	 5.25*** 	(1.30) 1,176
M10: General health (+) 	 0.39** 	 (0.11) 1,176
M11: Psychological distress (−) 	−0.89*** 	(0.23) 1,175
M12: Generalized trust (+) 	 0.39** 	 (0.12) 1,176
M13: Smoking behavior (−) 	−0.25 	 (0.26) 1,174
M14: Alcohol consumption frequency (−) 	 0.06 	 (0.11) 1,174
M15: Exercise frequency (+) 	 0.41*** 	(0.11) 1,176
M16: Provides unpaid care (+) 	 0.50** 	 (0.17) 1,143

Notes: Model type: ordinal logit (M8, M12, M14, M15), OLS (M9, M11), Poisson (M10), bi-
nomial logit (M13, M16). Controls (not shown; all dummy variables except completi-
on rate): year of recruitment to panel, completion rate in four prior waves, state, re-
moteness, gender, age group, place of birth (Australia, overseas), Indigenous status 
(Indigenous, not Indigenous), and frequency of internet use, frequency of social media use.  
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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Summary and Conclusion
We assessed the feasibility of conducting live VI in Australia using the proba-

bility-based online panel Life in Australia™. We investigated the factors predict-
ing uptake of VI and data quality of resulting survey responses. We found that VI 
attracted frequent internet users with a history of high panel survey completion 
rates. When compared to a subsample surveyed in the regular Life in Australia™ 
online self-completion mode, we found that VI seems to lead to more socially 
desirable responses while not helping to reduce satisficing behavior. Some of 
these results were expected while others were not (see Table 6 for an overview of 
which of our hypotheses were supported or had to be rejected). 

Table 6	 Summary of influencing factors on uptake of VI and the data quality 
of survey responses: our hypotheses and to what extent they are 
supported by the findings 

Hypothesis Supported?

Respondents used to online self-completion surveys will be more likely  
to take up video interviews if …
… they live in urban rather than remote areas (H1). No
… they are younger (H2) No
… they are more highly educated (H3) Partially
… they are female (H4). No
… they are more frequent internet users (H5). Yes
… they use social media (H6). Partially
… they have a history of high panel survey completion rates (H7). Yes
The presence of the interviewer in the video interviews will reduce  
satisficing behavior (H8).

No

The presence of the interviewer in the video interviews will increase  
social desirability (H9).

Yes

There may be multiple explanations for our findings. For example, Life in Aus-
tralia™ panel members are used to and seem to be comfortable with online self-
completion (or telephone interviews without appointments) and may, therefore, 
not see any reason to switch to other modes. In addition, having to schedule an 
appointment rather than participating ‘spontaneously’ may not have appealed 
to the respondents. Our results thus indicate that in the context of an already 
established online panel, it may have very limited benefits to offer respondents 
VI as a new survey mode option as respondents already routinely participate in a 
more cost-efficient and flexible survey mode. Results may be different in studies 
on cross-sectional surveys or panel recruitment, warranting further research.

When interpreting these findings, it is important to consider that results may 
differ in research settings with longer and more complex questionnaires, dif-
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ferent topics, or interviewers with prior experience in face-to-face interviewing 
(rather than telephone interviewing). Furthermore, one could speculate that the 
finding that older panel members expressed higher willingness and consent for 
video interviews than younger panel members but then did not participate in 
the video interviews at higher rates suggests that some people may want inter-
viewer assistance but face digital skill or equipment barriers preventing them 
from seizing the opportunity. A crucial barrier may have been the necessity to 
make an appointment before they could complete the survey.

We expect our results to be generalizable to other panels with online self-
completion as the only or dominant data collection mode, although more 
research from other panels is needed to confirm this. However, we expect lim-
ited generalizability to cross-sectional surveys, where respondents do not have 
a survey mode history. We do not expect our results to be generalizable to panel 
surveys where respondents have an interviewer-administered survey mode his-
tory, especially face-to-face surveys. It is possible that respondents from those 
surveys may perceive video interviews as a more flexible and convenient mode 
option compared to what they are used to. Moreover, fieldwork costs for the sur-
vey agency can be expected to be lower in VI than face-to-face interviewing. Fur-
thermore, our analyses are limited by the fact that in the data quality analyses 
we compare panel members who consented to VI to panel members who mostly 
did not do so, either due to consent refusal, nonresponse, or ineligibility. 

Since our study did not indicate much added value of offering VI in an estab-
lished online panel, future research should focus on other survey design settings 
in which VI may have a greater impact, for example panel recruitment or cross-
sectional surveys. Future research with fully randomized experimental design 
allocation may show to what extent our findings hold and are causally attribut-
able to the VI mode. Future studies should also consider finding ways to avoid 
the necessity to make an appointment to the VI and instead offer on-demand VI. 
In addition, it may be useful to collect interview paradata through the interview-
ers, for example on the extent to which technical problems occurred during an 
interview and whether the respondents seemed comfortable with the interview 
situation as such aspects may influence the quality of the provided data. All in 
all, more research into various aspects of VI and its optimal implementation is 
necessary if this mode is to establish itself as part of the survey mode toolbox.
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