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With the widespread use of online questionnaires, motivating people to participate in
web-based studies has become crucial to research success. Much of web-based research
is conducted using online panels. This experiment examined the long-term effect of 6
rewards on response quantity in an online panel. All 3,200 newly recruited members of
a noncommercial online panel were invited to 7 study waves. One half of the partic-
ipants were offered a result summary in each wave; the other half was not. In addition,
1 of 6 rewards was promised for participation in each wave: no reward, money via bank
transfer, money via PayPal, redeemable loyalty points, donation to a predetermined
charity, or donation to a selectable charity. Measures of response quantity were
attrition, response, and retention. Latent growth curve models revealed incentive effects
on the intercept (i.e., baseline in Wave 1) and on the slope (i.e., change over the waves).
Neither incentive influenced attrition and retention. PayPal and donations lowered
baseline response. Result summary reduced the slope of response over the 7 waves. To
maximize response quantity, researchers and practitioners should avoid using nonmon-
etary incentives such as donations and result summaries. When considering incentive
costs, the findings call into question the usefulness of offering any incentive to boost
response quantity, at least in noncommercial online panels. The present research has
covered much ground in that it contrasted 6 rewards over time and crossed the rewards
with the (non)offer of a summary. Explaining these differences remains to future

experiments that trade breadth for depth.

Keywords: incentives, result summary, web-based data collection, longitudinal

experiment, response quantity

Supplemental materials: http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/tps0000071.supp

Motivating people to respond to a study re-
quest and motivating respondents to stay in the
study until its end are key to the quality of
resulting data. Data quality is higher in the
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absence of both nonresponse error and measure-
ment error (Dillman & Bowker, 2001; Groves,
1987). Failure at motivating people to start or to
finish a study potentially entails nonresponse
error because the loss of sample units at differ-
ent stages may bias estimates of population
parameters, particularly if the loss of sample
units occurs systematically and is not controlled
for in analysis (Groves & Peytcheva, 2008).
Preventing nonresponse is hard work for re-
searchers and survey practitioners. In recent de-
cades, this task has become even more difficult
because of the abundance of academic and com-
mercial surveys, a change in cultural norms of
cooperation (Porter, 2004, p. 5), and the fact
that studies are increasingly conducted via the
web rather than in traditional survey modes
such as telephone, mail, or face-to-face. Thus,
although web-based data collection bears many
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economic and methodological advantages for
conducting research (Goritz, Wolff, & Gold-
stein, 2008), it is not immune to nonresponse.
The danger of nonresponse looms even larger
on the web, perhaps because of the greater ease
of refusing a survey request that is delivered by
a computer rather than a human being. Man-
freda, Bosnjak, Berzelak, Haas, and Vehovar
(2008) meta-analyzed 45 experimental compar-
isons between web and other survey modes and
found that, on average, web surveys yield an
11% lower response rate compared to other
modes.

Web-based data collection often takes place
in online panels (Batinic & Moser, 2005; Cal-
legaro et al., 2014). Online panels are pools of
people who have agreed to occasionally take
part in web-based studies. Online panels are
distinct from crowdsources such as Mechanical
Turk, which comprise people who have agreed
to occasionally carry out all kinds of work.
Crowdsources are beset with problems when
used to conduct studies (Peer, Vosgerau, & Ac-
quisti, 2014; details are beyond the scope of this
article). Goritz and Wolff (2007) discussed sev-
eral benefits of online panels: Participants must
be recruited only once and subsequently are
readily available for individual studies. Panel-
ists’” profile data and historical data are available
and need not be collected repeatedly. Conse-
quently, time and money are saved, respondent
burden is reduced, and a wide range of infor-
mation is accessible for substantive analyses
and for quality assurance.

Whether panelists respond to a study request
and how long they stay in the study depends on
their motivation (Krosnick, 1991). Incentives
attempt to foster motivation by enhancing par-
ticipants’ benefit of participation (Goritz, 2010,
2014b). For practical reasons, in web-based data
collection, incentives are usually issued after
study completion (Goritz, 2014b), that is, they
are postpaid. There are monetary and nonmon-
etary postpaid incentives: On the web, monetary
rewards can be implemented in at least three
ways: (a) An intermediary such as PayPal can
be used to effect a payment (BoSnjak & Tuten,
2003; Goritz et al., 2008), (b) money can be
transferred into a respondent’s bank account,
and (c) loyalty points—an artificial currency
that can be redeemed for money after having
collected a particular number of points—may
be offered to respondents (Batinic & Moser,

2005; Goritz, 2008). With regard to the effec-
tiveness of monetary rewards in offline studies,
in a review of 10 meta-analyses, Goritz (2014b)
found that postpaid monetary incentives slightly
increase the response rate, namely by six to
eight percentage points. In online studies, we
found the following effects:

1. Payments via PayPal had no effect on
response and retention in a cross-sectional
study (Bosnjak & Tuten, 2003). Goritz
and colleagues (2008) found that use of
PayPal diminished response in Wave 1 of
a longitudinal experiment; there was a re-
sponse-enhancing effect in Wave 2 but no
influence in Wave 3. However, the null
effect in Wave 3 should be interpreted
with caution because participants had not
received their payment for Wave 2 when
they were invited to Wave 3. To summa-
rize existing research on payments via
PayPal, when PayPal was used for the first
time, it tended to have a neutral or a di-
minishing influence on response, whereas
in later waves, it tended to have a neutral
or enhancing influence on response and
was generally neutral to or enhancing re-
tention.

2. Some web-based studies have examined
loyalty points. In a review of 65 uncon-
trolled online studies, Batinic and Moser
(2005) found a response-enhancing effect
compared to no incentive. However, this
analysis was not based on experimental
studies, and it did not account for longi-
tudinal effects. In a cross-sectional exper-
iment (Goritz, 2004), loyalty points in-
creased response and retention more than
did a cash lottery, but there was no no-
incentive condition. In a longitudinal ex-
periment (Goritz, 2008), panelists who
were offered loyalty points responded to
the first wave as frequently as panelists
who were offered a cash lottery. However,
the attractiveness of loyalty points in-
creased compared with the cash lottery
over the five waves of the study. Because
there was no no-incentive condition, the
absolute effect of loyalty points is un-
known.

3. We did not find any study that examined
payments via bank transfer.
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Researchers and practitioners can provide
nonmonetary incentives rather than monetary
rewards. The present study examined two types
of nonmonetary incentives. First, the panel of-
fered to donate to charity in exchange for pan-
elists” study participation. This type of reward
can be implemented in two ways: With a fixed
charity donation, the panel preselects a charity,
and with a selectable charity donation, panelists
are given a choice among several charities. Few
studies have investigated the effectiveness of
donations in offline studies. In eight studies,
donations to a charity yielded a lower response
rate compared to 31 studies that used monetary
rewards (Engel et al., 2004). We did not find
any published study on the effectiveness of do-
nations in a web-based study.

Second, panelists were offered the results of
the study in which they participate. This type of
nonmonetary incentive is economical for the
panel operator because a summary can be com-
posed quickly, and sending it via e-mail does
not incur noteworthy costs. Examining the ef-
fectiveness of result summaries in offline stud-
ies (Edwards et al., 2009) shows that they some-
what decrease response (odds ratio [OR] =
0.90). With regard to online panels, in a review
of uncontrolled studies (Batinic & Moser,
2005), studies that offered results elicited lower
response than did studies without a result sum-
mary. In a review of 204 studies that were
conducted in an online panel, 71 studies that
offered a result summary did not obtain a dif-
ferent response and retention rate from 133
studies without a result summary (Goritz,
2014a). With regard to experimental evidence,
offering a result summary decreased response in
a commercial online panel (Goritz & Luthe,
2013b). By contrast, in Goritz and Luthe’s
(2013a) Experiment 2, which was conducted in
a nonprofit panel, a result summary had no
effect. Likewise, in Scherpenzeel and Toepoel
(2014), various implementations of study re-
sults had no or inconsistent effects on partici-
pation behavior in a probabilistic online panel.
Unless study results are tailored to the respon-
dent (Marcus, Bosnjak, Lindner, Pilischenko, &
Schiitz, 2007) and the study topic is salient
(Tuten, Galesi¢, & Bosnjak, 2004), study results
seem to have no effect or a deleterious effect.
Last, a result summary can be combined with
other rewards. No research that has tested the

combination of a result summary with dona-
tions, loyalty points, or money was found.

Because incentives are costly and high-
quality data are essential for successful re-
search, it is important to maximize incentive
effects. The present study aimed to extend the
knowledge about incentive effects in online
panels in six directions: First, we conducted an
experiment with high internal validity. Second,
we conducted this experiment in a natural en-
vironment (i.e., in the field), thus ensuring high
external validity of findings. Third, as many as
six different rewards were examined; some of
them were tested for the first time in the context
of web-based data collection. We examined the
following: no reward, payment via bank trans-
fer, payment via PayPal, loyalty points, dona-
tion to a charity that was predetermined by the
panel, and donation to a charity that respondents
could choose from among three charities.
Fourth, the six rewards were systematically
crossed with the offer or nonoffer of a result
summary, thus revealing potential interaction
effects besides main effects. Fifth, the effect of
these incentives was assessed in a comprehen-
sive manner, specifically on three measures of
response quantity. Dependent measures were
attrition, response, and retention. Sixth, this re-
search was implemented as a seven-wave lon-
gitudinal experiment to shed light on immediate
and long-term incentive effects.

Method

Participants

A total of 3,200 panelists were newly re-
cruited into a noncommercial, university-
based opt-in online panel. Various methods of
recruitment such as banners, links on other
websites, postings in newsgroups and mailing
lists, and word-of-mouth were employed. At
panelists’ sign-up, no specific expectations
were roused concerning what type and
amount of incentives would be offered for
participation in the studies run in this panel.
The sample was 60.8% women. Mean age
was 41.5 years (SD = 14.9). Most partici-
pants were German (97.8%). In terms of ed-
ucation, 29.7% held a university degree. Half
of the participants were employed (54.2%).
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Measurement and Design

The study was based ona 7 X 2 X 6 factorial
design, with the first factor (7) being the number
of waves. The second factor (2) was the
(non)offer of a result summary: Half of the
participants were offered a summary in each
wave, and half of the participants were not
offered a summary. The third factor (6) was
type of reward: Participants received one of the
following: no reward, money via bank transfer,
money via PayPal, loyalty points that were re-
deemable against money, the possibility to do-
nate to a charity that had been preselected by the
panel (i.e., Amnesty International), or the pos-
sibility to donate to a charity that panelists could
select from among three renowned charities
(i.e., Amnesty International, World Wide Fund
for Nature, or Cancer Aid). Panelists were ran-
domly assigned to one of the 12 (2 X 6) incen-
tive conditions and remained in this condition
throughout all seven waves. The reward amount
varied between 1 and 2 euros (US$1.30 and
$2.60) among waves according to survey length
but was the same for all types of rewards within
any given wave. PayPal is a well-known com-
mercial intermediary for web-based money
transfers. For private individuals, there is no
cost to open a PayPal account to receive small
amounts of money such as were paid within this
study. Loyalty points could be exchanged for
real money (5 euros [US$6.50]) but only after
having collected 50 points. Introducing a
threshold for redeeming loyalty points that was
not yet reached after a participant had taken part
in the first wave made loyalty points differ from
the other rewards more than was absolutely
necessary. However, we implemented such a
threshold in the interests of ecological validity
because most panels that rely on loyalty points
have a threshold.

There were three dependent variables: (1)
Attrition refers to the number of panelists who
left the panel for good between any study and a
subsequent study divided by the number of pan-
elists present in the panel at the end of the
previous study. (2) Response refers to the num-
ber of panelists who accessed the first page of a
study divided by the number of panelists who
were invited to this study. (3) Retention is the
number of panelists who reached the final page
of a study divided by the number of panelists
who accessed the first page of that study. In the

following sections, an invitee who loaded at
least the first page of a study is called a re-
sponder, whereas a responder who stayed until
a study’s final page is called a retainee.

Procedure

In each wave, an invitation e-mail that out-
lined length and topic of the current study was
sent to the panelists. Apart from a variable text
segment about the incentive, the e-mail was
identical for all participants within each wave.
The wording of the incentive information was
kept constant across waves except for altering
the amount of the reward. For instance, the text
segment in the PayPal condition read: “In ap-
preciation of your efforts, we will pay you a
reward of 1 euro (US$1.30) via the online pay-
ment service PayPal for your participation in
this study.” In the summary condition, the fol-
lowing sentence was added: “In case you are
interested, you will receive a summary of the
findings of this study as soon as we have ana-
lyzed the data.” Thus, participants were told
prior to their potential participation what and
how much they would earn. Note that the pan-
elists were not told that they would participate
in a longitudinal study. Participants who were
not retained in any of the waves were free to
participate again in later waves.

The questionnaire in each wave started with a
welcome screen that repeated the topic and
length of the study. Content, number of pages,
and number of questions varied across waves.
The announced completion times ranged from
7.5 to 20 min. According to expected comple-
tion time as well as tediousness, the amount of
the promised reward varied from 1 to 2 euro
(US$1.30-2.60) across waves but was the same
within a wave. Thus, we paid roughly 6 euros
(US$7.80) per hour, which was slightly lower
than the minimum wage, but it was tax free and
participation was not dangerous, dirty, or phys-
ically demanding and could be done at partici-
pants’ own discretion with regard to time and
place. The interval between any two waves var-
ied from 1 to 3 months. The field time of each
wave varied from 1 to 2 weeks (see Table 1). It
is typical that in online panels the between-
studies interval and the studies’ topic, length,
amount of reward, and field time vary. The
instances of these characteristics as realized in
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Table 1
Overview of Waves: Topic, Length, Amount of Reward, Field Time
Length Amount in euros Field time

Wave Topic (min) (US$) (days)
1 Occupational attitudes 20 2.00 ($2.60) 14
2 Appraisal of situations at work 15 1.50 ($1.95) 13
3 Buying behavior and recreational activities 15 1.00 ($1.30) 10
4 Internet use 12.5 1.00 ($1.30) 8
5 Self-other perception and well-being 10 1.50 ($1.95) 10
6 Self—other perception and well-being 7.5 1.50 ($1.95) 8
7 Self-other perception and well-being 10 2.00 ($2.60) 11

this research were typical for online panels as
well.

Incentives were paid out within 2 weeks after
each wave had been closed. Payments via Pay-
Pal and loyalty points as well as donations were
made within 3 days after each wave, whereas
bank transfers and result summaries took a few
days longer. Payments via PayPal, bank transfer
and loyalty points were effected without any
further notification by the panel. In the case of
PayPal payments, participants received an e-
mail from PayPal that they had received the
given amount in their PayPal account. In the
case of bank transfers, participants could see by
their bank statement that the money had been
transferred into their account. In the case of
loyalty points, participants could log into their
panel profile and see their credit, and once their
credit exceeded the threshold of 5 euros
(US$6.50), they could redeem the credit for
money that would be transferred into their bank
account. Participants in the donation conditions
received an e-mail reporting that the money had
been donated to the charity to which they had
contributed. A link to a web page that showed a
proof of donation issued by the charity was
included. Participants in the summary condition
who in the questionnaire had requested to be
informed about the study’s results received an
e-mail that contained a link to a web page that
contained a general summary of the results of
the study (i.e., it was not tailored to a partici-
pant’s individual answers in the study but was
an overview of aggregated results) that was one
to three pages long.

Analyses

Data were analyzed using latent growth curve
models (McArdle, 1986; Meredith & Tisak,

1990; Stoel, van den Wittenboer, & Hox, 2003).
In the study at hand, the pattern of change in the
dependent variables over time (i.e., trajectory)
was of interest (e.g., linear growth, quadratic
growth), as were whether the independent vari-
ables (i.e., the incentives) would affect the ini-
tial level of the dependent variables (i.e., inter-
cept) and whether the incentives would affect
change in the dependent variables over time
(i.e., slope). Latent growth curve models are
appropriate to analyze these effects and take the
dependencies in longitudinal designs into ac-
count (Duncan & Duncan, 2004).

In latent growth curve modeling, the trajec-
tory of each dependent variable over the seven
waves is represented by two latent random fac-
tors: (1) The random intercept factor captures
the initial level of the dependent variable,
whereas (2) the random slope factor captures
the change of the dependent variable over the
waves. To link these two latent factors to the
manifest dependent variables of the seven
waves, the factor loadings of the seven depen-
dent variables on the intercept factor were con-
strained to 1, and the factor loadings of the
dependent variables on the slope factor were
constrained according to the growth function in
question. For instance, when testing for a linear
slope, the factor loadings (time scores) were
constrained to equally spaced integers ranging
from O to 6. For a quadratic slope, these factor
loadings would be squared. To test for incentive
effects, the independent variables were intro-
duced as time-invariant covariates in the latent
growth curve model. That is, the two latent
factors—intercept and slope—were regressed
on the independent variables.

Because the independent variables were dis-
crete, they were dummy-coded to include them
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as predictors (Eid, Gollwitzer, & Schmitt, 2011,
p. 648 ff.). That is, for each level of the variable
reward except for the no-reward condition, a
new variable was created and coded “1” if the
participant received this type of reward and “0”
if not. Similarly, a new variable was created for
each interaction between each level of reward
and result summary. For instance, the variable
Bank Transfer X Result Summary was coded
“1” if the participant received both incentives
and “0” if not. Because the result summary
variable was binary in the first place, it was not
recoded. In total, 11 binary predictor (indepen-
dent) variables resulted. The control condition
(no reward and no result summary) had a value
of zero on each of the dummy variables. Thus,
the control condition acted as a neutral and
consistent standard of comparison against
which the different incentive conditions were
tested.

Mplus Version 6 (Muthén & Muthén, 2007)
was used for all analyses. Models were esti-
mated with the weighted least squares mean and
variance adjusted (WLSMV) estimator and a
probit link function. Missing values were de-
leted pairwise. For model evaluation, we used
the chi-square test statistic, the comparative fit
index (CFI; Bentler & Dudgeon, 1996), the
root-mean-error of approximation (RMSEA;
Hu & Bentler, 1999), and the weighted root-
mean-square residual (WRMR; Muthén &
Muthén, 2007). Good model fit is indicated by
chi-square p > .05, CFI > .96 with CFI,
RMSEA < .05, and WRMR < .95 (Yu, 2002).

We additionally looked at, as a sensitivity
analysis, the results in the final wave relative to
randomization groups as inspired by intent-to-
treat analysis (Little & Yau, 1996). That is, cell
frequencies observed in Wave 7 were compared
to corresponding frequencies after participants’
assignment to the cells of the experiment prior
to Wave 1.

Results

Attrition

Attrition was low across the seven waves of
the study. Overall, 117 panelists (3.7%) quit the
panel. After seven waves, the largest cumulative
attrition had occurred with selectable charity
donation (5.6%) and the least attrition with Pay-

Pal (2.8%; see the online supplemental materi-
als).

The latent growth curve model with a linear
slope fit the data well, x*(55, N = 3,200) =
72.23, p = .0594, CFI = 0.995, RMSEA =
.010, WRMR = .313. Note that the attrition
model comprises only six time points because
attrition can occur only between waves. In ex-
ploring the research questions, there was no
effect of any independent variable on the inter-
cept of attrition: The baseline, that is, attrition
between Wave 1 and Wave 2, was the same
with all incentives. Furthermore, none of the
independent variables had an effect on the
slope. There were marked differences between
certain incentives (e.g., attrition after all seven
waves in the selectable charity donation condi-
tion was twice as large as in the PayPal condi-
tion). However, because these differences were
not expected, we abstained from performing
contrast analyses.

Response

Overall, response dropped from 63.7% in
Wave 1 to 46.5% in Wave 7. Testing the fit of
the latent growth curve model using a linear
slope and introducing all independent variables
as time-independent covariates revealed a sig-
nificant chi-square coefficient, x2(70, N =
3,200) = 106.32, p = .003. However, because
the chi-square test is sensitive to large samples,
which was the case in the study at hand, and
because the other fit indices indicated good
model fit (CFI = 0.995, RMSEA = .013,
WRMR = 0.872), we considered the model fit
acceptable.

With regard to the latent intercept, offering
payment via PayPal lowered baseline response
(Z = —042, p = .026). Bank transfer and
loyalty points did not affect baseline response.
By contrast, fixed charity donation (Z = —0.69,
p < .001) and selectable charity donation (Z =
—0.66, p = .001) reduced baseline response.
Result summary lowered baseline response, but
this effect did not reach a conventional level of
significance. There was no interaction effect
between result summary and bank transfer, Pay-
Pal, loyalty points, or fixed charity donation on
response in Wave 1. However, a significant
interaction effect occurred between selectable
charity donation and result summary on base-
line response (Z = 0.53, p = .041). This indi-
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cates that the response-diminishing effect of the
combination of these two incentives is weaker
than the sum of the response-diminishing ef-
fects of the two incentives.

With regard to the slope of response, we
found nonsignificant effects of all rewards and
their interactions with result summary (see
Figure 1). The only incentive that significantly
affected the slope was result summary (Z =
—0.24, p = .033); result summary reduced re-
sponse in the long term.

Retention

Retention was high in all waves of the study
(mean = 87.2%). It was lowest in Wave 3
(75.2%) and highest in Wave 6 (91.8%). The
latent growth curve model using a linear slope
fit the data well, x*(72, N = 2,810) = 90.17,
p = .073, CFI = 0.957, RMSEA = .009,
WRMR = .917. Neither the incentives nor their
interaction affected retention at baseline and
over time.

Sensitivity Analysis

We analyzed how many participants of the
original sample (N = 3,200) were no longer in
the panel by Wave 7 as a function of reward,
summary, and the Reward X Summary interac-
tion by means of stepwise logistic regression
analysis (forward: likelihood ratio). Neither re-

Response [%]
A A O OO O O
o o O o o O

ward nor summary nor their interaction influ-
enced attrition.

Next, we analyzed how the original sample
had participated in Wave 7. There was no Re-
ward X Summary interaction and no main ef-
fect of summary on response, so these terms
were removed from the model. However, re-
ward was significant. To locate the source(s) of
the effect, we calculated indicator contrasts with
no reward as a reference category (41.0% re-
sponse in Wave 7 relative to invitees in Wave
1). Bank transfer (51.0%, OR = 1.50), PayPal
(49.9%, OR = 1.44), and loyalty points (50.0%,
OR = 1.44) increased response over no reward.

We abstained from analyzing how many par-
ticipants of the original sample had been re-
tained in Wave 7, because response and reten-
tion in Wave 7 correlated at »r = .90. In a
wave-by-wave analysis as with latent growth
curve modeling, response and retention were
conceptually distinct; however, in this summa-
tive analysis the number of people who finished
Wave 7 was almost the same as the number of
people who responded to Wave 7 compared to
all invitees; there was conceptual overlap be-
cause finishing a study presupposes having
started the study.

This summative way of analyzing the data,
which does not distinguish the dependent vari-
ables’ baseline and trajectory over the waves
(i.e., as captured in the latent growth curves)

Wave

—&-No Reward & No Summary (Control) —¢—Summary & No Reward

& Bank Transfer
--- Fixed Charity Donation
—+-Loyalty Points

Figure 1.

-®- PayPal
—m-Selectable Charity Donation

Response by reward and summary.
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reveals results that are similar to those for more
complex analytical methods, and thanks to its
higher power, it brings out more clearly a small
participation-enhancing effect of postpaid mon-
etary rewards.

Discussion

This longitudinal experiment examined the
effectiveness of three monetary and two non-
monetary rewards and the offer of a result sum-
mary to enhance response quantity in online
panels as indicated by attrition, response, and
retention.

According to the outcomes of fine-grained
analytic methods (i.e., latent growth curve mod-
eling), postpaid monetary rewards (i.e., bank
transfer, PayPal, and loyalty points) did not
reliably foster panelists’ willingness to remain a
member of the panel, to respond to study invi-
tations, and to finish the studies, compared with
those who did not receive any reward. However,
the summative picture in the final wave relative
to participants’ initial randomization showed a
mild participation-enhancing effect of the post-
paid monetary rewards: Compared with a per-
son who had been assigned to the no reward
group, a person who had been assigned to re-
ceive monetary rewards for study participation
was one and a half times more likely to take part
in the seventh study that was run in this panel.

Monetary rewards were somewhat more at-
tractive than no reward in the final wave (i.e.,
Wave 7), perhaps because panelists were now
familiar with them, thus eclipsing initial disad-
vantages such as (a) the process of receiving the
rewards was unfamiliar, (b) the threshold for
redeeming the loyalty points was reached after
Wave 4 at the earliest, (c) receiving bank trans-
fers requires disclosing one’s bank account de-
tails, and (d) receiving a payment via PayPal
requires opening a PayPal account or at least
disclosing one’s existing PayPal account. To the
extent that previous longitudinal studies have
examined long-term effects of monetary re-
wards, at least in part we found corroborating
evidence (Goritz, 2008; Goritz et al., 2008).

The magnitude, form, or immediacy of mon-
etary rewards in this study might explain that
they were only slightly better than no reward.
Monetary incentives that are contingent on
study completion are usually perceived as pay-
ment and as such invoke an economic exchange

(Dillman, 2007; Porter, 2004). To be effective,
the monetary value of any postpaid reward
should at least equal the perceived burden of
answering the questionnaire. In our case, par-
ticipants were offered 1 euro (US$1.30) for
approximately 10 min of their time. Monetary
rewards in this study might have failed to sub-
stantially increase response quantity because
panelists did not perceive the offered reward as
a commensurate payment for their perceived
burden of participation (Bosnjak & Tuten,
2003; Church, 1993; Dillman, 2007, p. 14; Ed-
wards et al., 2002; Yu & Cooper, 1983). In
addition to the moderate amount that was paid,
the monetary rewards were not money in hand
(BoSnjak & Tuten, 2003) but were paid out
electronically. This might alternatively or addi-
tionally explain their small effect. Furthermore,
assuming that many panelists were intrinsically
motivated (e.g., wanting to find out information
about themselves, contributing to topics that
help others, contributing to science as a whole),
the monetary rewards might have crowded out
this intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985).
The meta-analysis by Cameron, Banko, and
Pierce (2001) revealed reduced motivation to
perform initially high-interest tasks when being
offered a tangible rather than verbal reward that
is loosely tied to the level of performance—all
of these conditions of an overjustification effect
were met in the study at hand. Finally, the
monetary rewards were not immediately deliv-
ered, such as cash in hand upon participation,
but delivered after an unavoidable delay. All
rewards were paid out at the end of the field
period collectively; that is, participants who had
taken part at the beginning of the field period
were not paid before the study closed (see Table
1). In addition to this delay, which was constant
across rewards, there was an extra delay that
differed among rewards: Payments via PayPal
and loyalty points were effected within 3 days
after the study had closed, but bank transfer
took a few days longer.

PayPal, unlike the other two monetary re-
wards, significantly lowered response in Wave
1. The finding that PayPal payments initially
reduce response confirms the finding of Goritz
and colleagues (2008) and thus can be consid-
ered robust. Receiving payments via PayPal re-
quires disclosing an e-mail address. Divulging
this private information on the web may be
perceived as risky. People might disapprove of
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the necessity to open an account with PayPal to
collect the reward. Moreover, panelists might
resent that the noncommercial panel was en-
dorsing PayPal, a commercial intermediary.
Any interpretations of effects that pertain to
attrition and retention are to be taken with cau-
tion because attrition was generally low, and
retention was generally high; hence, bottom or
ceiling effects might have left insufficient room
for an effect of the rewards. On a practical note,
when considering cost, the results challenge the
usefulness of employing monetary rewards to
increase response quantity in online panels.
Concerning fixed charity donation and select-
able charity donation, in the absence of previous
results from web-based studies, we merely ex-
plored donations’ influence on response quan-
tity. However, to no surprise when looking at
offline studies (Engel et al., 2004; Hubbard &
Little, 1988; Warriner, Goyder, Gjertsen, Hoh-
ner, & McSpurren, 1996), both donation types
reduced response in Wave 1 compared to no
reward and were not able to make up for this
initial difference over time. There are a number
of possible explanations for why donations are
counterproductive. Compared with being of-
fered no incentive, a donation might suggest to
panelists that they ought to receive a payment
for their efforts because it becomes obvious that
the panel has financial resources and is willing
to spend them on enhancing cooperation. Invok-
ing equity considerations, panelists might feel
that they themselves should receive the money
instead of other beneficiaries because panelists
carried the burden. Moreover, donation-type re-
wards might overstrain panelists’ readiness to
help others, which being reminded of through
the request to donate might arouse an adverse
feeling of shame. Furthermore, panelists might
fear being asked to donate repeatedly once they
have gotten involved (i.e., they give an inch and
are afraid of being asked to give a yard). This
might result in reactance (Brehm & Brehm,
1981)—a reaction of withdrawal when one’s
freedom or choice is perceived as threatened.
To summarize on donations, not only are they
counterproductive but they cost money. There-
fore, their use is not recommended.
Examining result summary, we found that its
null effects on attrition and retention might at
least in part be due to bottom or ceiling effects.
With regard to response, however, a result sum-
mary somewhat reduced the baseline response,

and it significantly reduced long-term response,
which corresponds to Batinic and Moser (2005)
and Goritz and Luthe (2013b). Moreover, this
finding corresponds to results from offline stud-
ies (Edwards et al., 2009) and thus is to be
considered a stable effect. As to potential mech-
anisms, first, offering a summary highlights the
topic of a study and the importance of partici-
pating in it. Thus, panelists who are offered a
summary compared to panelists who are not
offered a summary might more likely find that
they are not interested in the topic or that they
do not want to take the responsibility of partic-
ipating in a serious manner. Second, summaries
thwart panelists’ desire to quickly complete the
interaction with the survey. As long as they
must wait for the summary, they cannot men-
tally put aside the matter, preventing the pleas-
ant feeling of closure (Zeigarnik, 1927). Finally,
panelists might dislike the prospect that their
inbox is cluttered with even more inessential
e-mails. With the exception of selectable charity
donation, the result summary did not interact
with any of the rewards: If a result summary
was offered alongside a donation to a selectable
charity, the negative effect of a selectable char-
ity donation on baseline response was miti-
gated. On a practical note, we do not recom-
mend offering summaries as incentives in
online panels.

The work at hand is strong because it is a
field experiment with random assignment to
many conditions conducted on a large and het-
erogeneous sample spanning seven waves.
These properties increase the likelihood that the
findings have high internal and external valid-
ity. However, as with any research, many ques-
tions remain unanswered. For example, this
work is on response quantity as reflected in
attrition, response, and retention. The effect of
incentives on response quality is the topic of
another article, that is, Goritz and Neumann
(2016). Also, whether and how the incentives’
effectiveness changes if more than seven waves
are conducted remains an open question. More-
over, incentives other than those examined in
this experiment should be tested. This might
entail simple modifications such as different
amounts or result summaries tailored to individ-
ual participants rather than general summaries.
However, perhaps even after refining some of
the incentives, noncommercial online panels
might fare best in the long term if they simply
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allow panelists’ helpfulness and curiosity free
rein and otherwise treat panelists impeccably.
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