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Introduction I

▪ Self-administered web surveys are increasing
▪ Researcher perspective: Easy to conduct, timeliness, and cost-efficient 

▪ Respondent perspective: Flexibility regarding time, location, and device 

▪ No interviewers to motivate and engage respondents
▪ Superficial response behavior and survey satisficing (Krosnick 1991)

▪ Potential threat for data quality

▪ Methods to infer respondents’ attention
▪ Self-reports on attentiveness, third parties, and multitasking

▪ Paradata in terms of response times and OnBlur functions (on-device multitasking)

▪ Attention checks

2



Introduction II

▪ Attention checks
▪ […] flag respondents who do not pay sufficient attention to survey items or 

instructions at a specific point […]. (Shamon & Berning 2020, p. 56)

▪ Instructed Response Items (IRIs) (Gummer et al. 2021)

▪ Asking respondents to select a specific response option (e.g., “Don’t know”)

▪ Usually included in grids or item-by-item formats

▪ Difficult to distinguish between passing and failing respondents

▪ Instructed Manipulation Checks (IMCs) (Oppenheimer et al. 2009)

▪ Asking respondents to engage in untypical survey actions (e.g., clicking on a logo)

▪ Usually included in survey text – combination with questions/items possible

▪ Easy to distinguish between passing and failing respondents
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Research Questions

▪ RQ1: How many respondents pass an IMC?

▪ RQ2: What variables drive respondents’ passing of an IMC?

▪ RQ3: How many respondents purposefully non-comply with an IMC?
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Method: Data Collection

▪ Probability-based German Internet Panel (GIP)

▪ Wave 48: July 1 to 31, 2020 (Blom et al. 2020)

▪ Sample (N = 4,348)
▪ Median age category: 51-55 years

▪ Female: 48%

▪ High education: 47%

▪ Smartphone: 36%

▪ IMC was placed in the center of the web survey

▪ It was included in a text on Germany’s EU membership 

▪ It was accompanied by a closed question on a Grexit voting

▪ It was followed by an open question on the topic of previous page/pages
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Method: Experimental Design I
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Group Description n

1 Long text, IMC in first paragraph plus question 621

2 Long text, IMC in third paragraph plus question 622

3 Long text, IMC in first paragraph plus separate question 625

4 Long text, IMC in third paragraph plus separate question 620

5 Short texts, IMC on first page plus separate question 623

6 Short texts, IMC on second page plus separate question 619

7 Short texts, IMC on third page plus question 618

Experimental groups do not differ significantly regarding age, gender, education, and device.



Method: Experimental Design II
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Group 1 Group 6Group 4

IMC asked to 
click on GIP 
logo instead 
of „next“ 



Results: Research Question 1
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Results: Research Question 1
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IMC presentation Passing rate (%) p value

Text presentation

Long text 48.6 0.001

Short texts 62.6

Question presentation

Same page 48.5 0.001

Separate page 59.1

IMC position

First parag./page 54.4 0.872

Later 54.7

Results of student t-tests.



Results: Research Question 2
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Independent variables Model 1 Model 2

Long text -0.52 -0.53

Question on same page -0.35 -0.36

IMC first parag./page 0.02 0.03

Female 0.42

Young -0.32

High education 0.57

Recruitment 2018 0.30

Smartphone -0.16

First week participation -0.23

Logistic regressions with IV dummies. Passing (1 = yes) is DV. Bold indicates significant coefficients (p < 0.05). 
Young people were born in 1980 or later. High-educated respondents have a university entrance degree.



Results: Research Question 3
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IMC identified 
Yes (%)

IMC identified 
No (%) Non-response

IMC passed 1,022 (93.5) 1,238 (44.7) 112 (23.2)

IMC failed 1,535 (55.3) 370 (76.8)

n 1,093 2,773 482

Two coders independently coded the open answers to the 
question on the topic of the previous page/pages.

Agreement rate was 98.1% with kappa = 0.96. 

71 (6.5)

112 (23.2)



Discussion and Conclusion
▪ IMC passing rate varies in the probability-based GIP
▪ IMCs embedded in long text seem to be more difficult to pass

▪ This especially applies when accompanied with questions/items

▪ There are specific variables driving respondents’ passing
▪ Female, high education, and recruitment 2018 are positively associated

▪ Young and first week participation are negatively associated

▪ There is a small share of non-compliant respondents
▪ Some respondents might be annoyed by IMCs

▪ BUT there is some non-response among passing respondents

▪ Take home message
▪ Design IMCs in line with the web survey and its content

▪ For example, if questions/instructions are complex this may call for long texts
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