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Supplementary Material 

Identification of careless respondents 

Overall, 1,640 male, heterosexual pornography users completed the online survey without missing data. We excluded 

21 participants who indicated that they did not use IP within the past 30 days. As recommended by Meade and Craig 

(2012) and Curran (2016), the following methods were used to identify careless respondents:  

(1) Response times: Response times for the whole online survey were tracked. On average, participants needed 27 min to 

complete the online survey (min–max: 2–759, SD = 31). After careful investigation by EW and SA, we decided to 

include all participants who needed 12–72 min to complete the survey with 158 items. Based on this range, 

participants needed 5–27 s for one item, a duration evaluated as realistic. Furthermore, this corresponded to the upper 

and lower 2.5 percentile. Thus, 65 participants were excluded due to response times. 

(2) Unrealistic responses regarding IP use: Since IP use was the dependent variable in this study, we aimed to include 

only participants with realistic responses. Accordingly, we excluded participants who indicated that they use IP more 

than 1,440 min (24 hr) on average per session, or more than 10,080 min a week, which matches with 24 hr, 7 days a 

week. Furthermore, we excluded participants with unrealistic answers with regard to their age of first IP use (2 < age 

of first IP use > 100). Overall, 23 participants were excluded because of unrealistic responses regarding their IP use. 

(3) Long-string analysis: We used the long-string analysis to identify participants who consistently answered alike. We 

(EW and SA) visually analyzed those individuals who responded more than 25% items in a row within one 

questionnaire with the same response. Participants who showed a response pattern characterized by consistently 

answering with the same response over multiple questionnaires, which could not be reasoned with ceiling or ground 

effects, were excluded. Overall, 11 participants showed a striking response pattern, characterized by consistent 

responses.  



(4) Mahalanobis distance: The Mahalanobis distance is a multivariate distance between respondent’s response vector and 

the vector of sample means and is used to identify outliers on a multivariate basis. We estimated the Mahalanobis 

distance for each item of each questionnaire. High values indicate a higher deviation from the groups mean. Based on 

a χ
2
 test we used and p < .0001 as a cut-off value. Nine participants were identified as outliers with this multivariate 

method. 

(5) Odd–even consistency: We used the even–odd consistency measure to identify respondents with an inconsistent 

response pattern. To estimate the consistency measure, unidimensional scales were divided using an even–odd split 

based on the order of the items. For both the even and the odd subscales, mean scores were calculated. For each 

participant, a correlation is then computed based on the two sets of subscale scores for each scale. Low (r < .30) or 

negative correlations indicate an inconsistent response pattern. Thirteen participants were identified with the odd–

even consistency measure. 

Overall, 145 participants were excluded from the analysis.  
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