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ABSTRACT

Objective: Recent growth of online research has been accompanied by an increase in reports of fraudulent participants, which
can significantly comprise research validity. Drawing from our experience using Qualtrics with open recruitment, existing lit-
erature, and emerging studies in eating disorders (ED), we outline the risk and provide simple, practical recommendations for
preventing, detecting, and managing fraudulent participants in online ED research.

Method: Over the conduct of a three-round Delphi consensus study with 138 English-speaking individuals aged 18 and older, we
were inundated with fraudulent sign-ups between July and August 2024, despite implementing multiple fraud prevention strat-
egies. In response, we introduced additional fraud mitigation strategies and established a three-step procedure for identifying
and managing fraudulent participants.

Results: The additional fraud mitigation measures, including a second reCAPTCHA, a duplicate question for consistency
checks, and modified attention check questions, potentially aided in preventing further fraudulent sign-ups. Our procedure in-
volving manual comprehensive review of all incoming survey data and checks against a fraudulent participants' profile enabled
us to identify and withdraw suspected or likely fraudulent participants.

Discussion: With increasing fraudulent participation rates and rapidly advancing technological advancements such as artificial
intelligence, all online studies are at risk and researchers need to be proactive in their use of antifraud practices to safeguard
online research. Our practical recommendations can assist future researchers in managing fraudulent participants.

1 | Introduction platforms such as social media (e.g., Instagram, TikTok, X/
Twitter), and major advancements in digital technologies
such as the development of wearable sensors and artifi-

cial intelligence (AI), for example, Chat GPT (Gosling and

1.1 | Online Research and Its Benefits

The popularity of online research, including surveys and the
use of crowdsourcing websites such as Amazon's Mechanical
Turk (MTurk), has exploded in recent decades (Evans and
Mathur 2018; Hulland and Miller 2018; Lawlor et al. 2021;
Wright 2005; see Gosling and Mason 2015 for a review).
This coincides with increased use of digital devices and net-
works such as smartphones, widespread adoption of online

Mason 2015; Sullivan et al. 2013; Yao and Ling 2020). These
online research methods enable access to wider, more diverse
populations (e.g., low-prevalence and hard-to-reach groups);
recruitment of larger, more representative samples; improved
accessibility for participants; flexible research designs (e.g.,
online features such as branching logic); studies that are time-
and cost-efficient, easing burdens on both researchers and
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Summary

« Fraudulent participation in online research is rising
rapidly and presents a significant threat to research
integrity.

+ All online studies are at risk and researchers must

adopt proactive antifraud practices to safeguard data
quality.

« We provide straightforward, practical recommenda-
tions for preventing, detecting, and managing fraud-
ulent participation in online research.

participants; and anonymous, unsupervised self-reporting of
responses, encouraging more honest responses by minimiz-
ing stigma (Evans and Mathur 2018; Gosling and Mason 2015;
King et al. 2014; Wright 2005).

1.2 | Fraudulent Participants: The Cost of Online
Research

The rapid growth of online research has been accompanied
by increased reports of fraudulent participants (e.g., Burnette
et al. 2022; Goodrich et al. 2023; Lawlor et al. 2021; Roehl and
Harland 2022; Storozuk et al. 2020), including individuals or
bots (short for robots) deliberately attempting to defraud re-
search studies, commonly to receive financial incentives or
influence study results. Bots (also called fraudsters, automatic
survey-takers, automated form-fillers, or botnets; Buchanan
and Scofield 2018; Dupuis et al. 2019; Teitcher et al. 2015)
are malicious software applications programmed to perform
automated tasks such as filling out online surveys (Griffin
et al. 2022; Storozuk et al. 2020; Teitcher et al. 2015). Emerging
evidence suggests that advanced agentic AI models, such as
the ChatGPT agent (https://openai.com/index/introducing-
chatgpt-agent/), can complete online surveys in a human-like
manner that may be difficult to distinguish from genuine par-
ticipants, raising concerns about their potential misuse as au-
tomated respondents (Walker et al. 2026). In a 2025 review of
fraudulent responses in health research studies employing on-
line recruitment strategies, most published within the last five
years, 78% (18/23 studies) reported encountering fraudulent re-
sponses (Comachio et al. 2025). Furthermore, another review
of 36 online studies shows a significant decline in reports of
usable data from 75% to 10% in recent years due to fraudulent
participation (Pinzon et al. 2024). Fraudulent participants may
retake a screening survey until they learn which responses
yield eligibility, sign up to a study multiple times, provide false
responses, or deliberately make false claims or exaggerate their
experiences to gain access to a study, for example, reporting a
certain health condition, geographic location, or gender identity
(Roehl and Harland 2022; Saberi 2020; Schneider et al. 2024;
Teitcher et al. 2015). In this Forum paper, we focus on fraud-
ulent participation, where research enagement is intentionally
deceptive. However, we note that many of the methodological
challenges discussed, and several of the potential solutions (e.g.,
attention checks), also apply to careless or inattentive partici-
pants who fail to engage with research questions thoughtfully.
Such responding may arise from lack of attention, low effort, or

misunderstanding (Bowling et al. 2016; Chandler et al. 2020;
Yarrish et al. 2019), but can nonetheless pose similar threats
to research integrity (see Ward and Meade 2023, for overview).

Fraudulent participation in online research poses a serious
threat to the integrity and validity of research findings by
introducing systematic bias, distorting data accuracy (e.g.,
increasing the risk of Type I and II errors), and potentially
invalidating results (Chandler et al. 2020; Dupuis et al. 2019;
Gonzalez et al. 2023; Storozuk et al. 2020; Teitcher et al. 2015),
a problem detected for quantitative and qualitative studies
(Drysdale et al. 2023; Jones et al. 2021; Ménard et al. 2025;
Roehl and Harland 2022; Schneider et al. 2024). Fraudulent
participants can disrupt targeted recruitment efforts, particu-
larly when specific populations are being studied (e.g., eating
disorders [EDs]), and drain valuable resources (e.g., incen-
tives, researcher time). Furthermore, they can also undermine
randomization in clinical trials, leading to unbalanced groups
that threaten the validity of the findings (Davies et al. 2023).
These issues can compromise the effectiveness of subsequent
interventions, resulting in the development of interventions
lacking validity and may even increase the risk of harm for the
intended population.

1.3 | Strategies for Managing Fraudulent
Participation

This phenomenon indicates the urgent need for researchers
to be aware of the growing risks and the most effective strat-
egies to prevent and manage them. A rapidly growing body
of research is focused on identifying potential strategies for
managing fraudulent participation (e.g., Bonnamy et al. 2025;
Comachio et al. 2025; Davies et al. 2023; Ménard et al. 2025;
Storozuk et al. 2020; Teitcher et al. 2015; Yarrish et al. 2019),
advancing statistical methods to detect fraudulent responses
in survey data (e.g., Buchanan and Scofield 2018; Dupuis
et al. 2019; Irish and Saba 2023; Pinzén et al. 2024), proposing
frameworks to guide planning and decision making in study
design (e.g., Lawlor et al. 2021; Wessling et al. 2017), and es-
tablishing techniques to reliably detect and screen for AI re-
spondents (e.g., Walker et al. 2026), especially as advancing
technologies increasingly find ways to outsmart conventional
safeguards.

1.4 | Managing Fraudulent Participation in Eating
Disorder Research

The issue of fraudulent participation in online research has been
addressed in only a few ED studies; all published within the last
four years. The first was Burnette et al. (2022), who raised con-
cerns about the validity of crowd-sourced data from their expe-
rience of MTurk, where 91% of responses were deemed invalid,
leading to the project's abandonment. They offered several rec-
ommendations to help ED researchers identify and mitigate in-
valid data. This publication sparked considerable debate among
ED researchers regarding the suitability of crowd-sourcing
platforms like MTurk for recruitment and data integrity, the
value of conducting online research despite its inherent chal-
lenges, and strategies recommended for mitigating fraudulent
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responding (e.g., De Young and Kambanis 2022; Simone 2022;
Vogel et al. 2022).

Davies et al. (2023) was the first to report fraudulent participa-
tion within an online clinical trial for early intervention in EDs.
Despite having several security measures and a complex design,
the study experienced two waves of fraudulent sign-ups. They
outlined the strategies implemented to address these fraudulent
attacks, detailing their decision-making processes and their ef-
fectiveness, and provided practical recommendations to future
researchers.

Recently, Schneider et al. (2024) reviewed common challenges
associated with fraudulent participation in quantitative and
qualitative research, drawing on case studies from body image
and appearance research, fields that closely align with ED re-
search. They proposed strategies to mitigate these challenges in
future research and advocate for a strategic, collaborative, global
approach to address the problem. Although fraudulent partic-
ipation in online research is not unique to ED research, ED
studies are published less frequently than those in other areas
of mental health (e.g., Frost et al. 2003) and comparatively re-
ceive less funding (e.g., Bryant et al. 2023; Murray et al. 2017),
despite EDs being among the most severe psychiatric disorders.
Consequently, ensuring the validity of data collected online is
cruicial for the ED field, where compromised data risks further
undermining an already underfunded area. This underscores
the relevance and importance of this topic for IJED readers and
other peer-reviewed journals focused on body image and EDs.

1.5 | Aim of This Forum Discussion

As fraudulent participation continues to rise and traditional pre-
vention methods become less effective amid rapid advances in
technologies such as AI, the challenges confronting online re-
search are becoming increasingly complex. Following the help-
ful structure offered by Davies et al. (2023), the aim of this Forum
paper is to provide an overview of the emerging literature across
different research areas and provide simple and practical recom-
mendations for preventing, detecting, and managing fraudulent
participants, to assist future ED researchers—and researchers
broadly—address this issue more effectively. We start by pre-
senting an overview of our experience with fraudulent partici-
pants using the platform Qualtrics with open recruitment, and
describe the evidence-informed strategies implemented to miti-
gate this issue. We then provide recommendations for managing
these issues in online research, drawing from our experience
with fraudulent participants, published research of online de-
tected fraud, and emerging studies in EDs.

2 | The Delphi Study
2.1 | Study Design

We conducted a modified three-round Delphi consensus study
with 138 individuals aged 18 and older, who spoke English, and
self-identified as belonging to one of four stakeholder panels
(i.e., people with lived experience, significant others, ED cli-
nicians, ED researchers). Participants were recruited online,

primarily via the mailing lists, websites, and/or social media
pages of reputable ED organizations and research groups, lived
experience groups, an ED practitioner's registry, and specialist
ED services across Australia. Recruitment was initially limited
to Australian residents. Invitations to participate were sent via
email, with an overview of the study and a generic hyperlink
and QR code linking to the online participant information sheet
and consent. The study was described as a project to develop
consensus on the essential transdiagnostic targets (a key target
of an intervention) to address in future interventions for EDs.
Interested participants completed an online screening survey to
assess eligibility, and eligible participants were taken directly to
the round one survey, which collected demographic information
and asked participants to rate the importance of transdiagnostic
targets (presented as statements) for inclusion in ED interven-
tions. Participants who completed round one were subsequently
invited via email, using unique (personalized) survey links, to
rounds two and three, which included a summary of results
from the previous round and asked participants to re-rate state-
ments that had not reached consensus. All surveys were com-
pleted online on the survey platform Qualtrics between July and
September 2024. Completion of each round was required for
participation in the next, and completion of all three rounds was
required to receive a digital gift card valued at $AUD100. For
full details see Pennesi et al. (2025).

2.2 | Evidence-Informed Fraud Prevention
and Detection Strategies Initially Implemented

Several fraud prevention and detection measures were inte-
grated into the study design from the outset, informed by recent
recommendations and firsthand experiences from online stud-
ies where fraudulent responses have been detected (e.g., Davies
et al. 2023; Lawlor et al. 2021; Roehl and Harland 2022; Storozuk
et al. 2020; Teitcher et al. 2015). Most strategies were utilized
at multiple timepoints and included: (a) a screening survey; (b)
Google revised Completely Automated Public Turing test to tell
Computers and Humans Apart (reCAPTCHA) v2 verification;
(©) Qualtrics in-built survey features (fraud detection elements
e.g., Prevent multiple submissions, Bot detection) and analysis
of fraud scores; (d) IP address review (i.e., manually checking
if country location matched self-reported postcode); (¢) unique
(personalized) survey links for subsequent rounds; (f) attention
(validity) check questions; (g) open-ended or free-text questions;
(h) cross-referenced or duplicate questions; (i) multiple data
points; (j) affirming non-fraudulent participation; (k) targeted
recruitment; (1) careful consideration of reimbursement (type,
conditions, timing); (m) transparency around fraudulent partic-
ipation and eligibility for reimbursement; (n) satisficing versus
fraud-generated responses; (0) a fraudulent participants’ profile;
and (p) regular data quality checks. A detailed summary of these
safety measures is provided in Table 1. Given the range and ro-
bustness of evidence-informed strategies in place, we assumed
our study was well-protected against fraudulent participation.

2.3 | The Surge of Fraudulent Participants

Despite the fraud strategies implemented, we were inundated
with fraudulent sign-ups (n=431) over the first round of the
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Delphi study, between July 4, 2024 and August 2, 2024, as
shown in Figure 1. The first suspicious sign-up (n=1) was de-
tected 3days after the study's launch. One week later there was
a sudden surge in sign-ups (73 in 1day vs. ~11 per day) asso-
ciated with multiple “red flags” identified during manual data
checks. These red flags showed a similar pattern: a Qualtrics
fraud score >0; failed two or all three attention checks; identi-
cal start/completion times (e.g., clusters of sign-ups starting at
2:06p.m.); invalid Australian mobile numbers (e.g., incorrect
format or landline); IP address from another country; invalid or
mismatched postcodes (e.g., did not match postcode reported in
the screening survey); and suspicious email addresses, such as
those unrelated to the participant's name (e.g., sophieblogg96@
gmail.com used by someone signed up as Melanie A. Rowley),
containing random strings or numbers (e.g., $7035240593@
gmail.com), using a similar format (e.g., first name and last
name followed by numbers, michaelava9999@gmail.com), or
repeatedly using the same email provider (e.g., clusters of sign-
ups using @outlook.com addresses). Some of these sign-ups also
occurred at unlikely hours for their reported timezone (e.g., be-
tween 9:00 p.m. and 5:00a.m.).

One week after this surge in fraudulent sign-ups, the number
of fraudulent participants had risen to 301, suggesting that our
existing fraud prevention strategies were no longer effective. We
implemented new fraud strategies (specified below) that same
day. While a further 110 fraudulent sign-ups occurred on the
same day the measures took effect, we believe these sign-ups
had already been initiated prior to the implementation of the
new strategies. Only 20 additional cases were detected over the
subsequent two weeks, occurring sporadically before declining
to zero, and no further cases were detected after August 2, 2024.
An additional two fraudulent participants were detected during
the second-round survey, on August 15 and 28, 2024, and no
cases were detected during the third-round survey. Although
this cessation of fraudulent activity could suggest that the fraud
prevention strategies implemented in subsequent rounds were
working as intended, this was not tested empirically or statisti-
cally. Other explanations are also possible, such as a decline in
automated bot activity or shifts in the focus of fraudulent par-
ticipation (e.g., migration to other platforms, higher-incentive
studies). Notably, 22 fraudulent participants were still detected
after the introduction of additional fraud strategies, highlighting
that these measures did not fully deter or prevent all fraudulent
sign-ups. Fraudulent participants, alongside ongoing technolog-
ical advances, are rapidly developing more sophisticated ways
to circumvent safety measures (e.g., Dupuis et al. 2019; Simone
et al. 2024; Ye et al. 2018), indicating that no strategy is foolproof
(Walker et al. 2026).

2.4 | Response to Surge of Fraudulent Participants

We thoroughly examined our internal procedures and the
fraudulent sign-ups during this period to identify possible
causes of the surge. We discovered that this surge coincided
with a public X/Twitter post by an ED organization, which
shared the study hyperlink. The post was viewed 212 times
and reposted by one of the group’s 34.8k followers. It became
clear that some fraudulent participants may have identified
our eligibility criteria and used this knowledge to pass the

screening survey and gain access to the study. In addition,
some appeared to bypass other safeguards, such as the re-
CAPTCHA verification, postcode validation (e.g., AU post-
code for Australian participants), and attention checks, by
providing plausible responses to appear as legitimate partic-
ipants. Bots can increasingly be programmed to bypass se-
curity measures such as CAPTCHA (e.g., Dupuis et al. 2019;
Simone et al. 2024; Ye et al. 2018) and produce high-quality,
coherent survey responses resembling human reasoning
(Walker et al. 2026; Westwood 2025).

We then implemented additional fraud mitigation strategies
including: (a) adding a second reCAPTCHA between screen-
ing and the first-round survey; (b) adding a duplicate age item
in the first-round demographic questions to check for consis-
tency with screening responses; and (c) modifying attention
check questions to require new correct responses (see Table 1
and Figure 1). Several other evidence-informed measures were
considered, such as replacing the original survey link, using
unique links for the screening and first-round surveys, requir-
ing phone or video verification, and issuing reimbursement via
postal mail instead of email, but we felt these were not feasible.
Replacing the original link would have required recalling ad-
vertisements already widely distributed by ED organizations,
risking confusion. Unique links would introduce additional
steps for the participant that might deter participation for an
already hard-to-reach population. Phone or video verification
was not used because it was inconsistent with the study’s on-
line survey design, could undermine anonymity and honest
responding given the sensitive topic, may deter participants
with appearance-related concerns who do not want to appear
on camera, and would not have been feasible for our planned
large-scale recruitment and international sample. Lastly, postal
mail reimbursement was not feasible due to cost, budget con-
straints, and privacy concerns.

2.5 | Managing Suspected or Likely Fraudulent
Participants

We outline a three-step procedure for identifying and managing
suspected or likely fraudulent participants, adapted from Davies
et al. (2023). Whilst critical in ensuring valid data, we note it is
time consuming for the research team and may inadvertently
deter genuine participants, particularly, within a population
that is already difficult to engage in research.

First, we developed a procedural checklist for managing sus-
pected or likely fraudulent participants; see Table 1 for the
full list, as these had not yet been manualized. The protocol
is summarized in Figure 2, which presents a flowchart de-
tailing the steps taken to identify and withdraw suspected
or likely fraudulent participants. First, two members of the
research team manually reviewed each new sign-up (post-
round one) and subsequent survey completion (postrounds
two and three). This involved checking a comprehensive set
of data (e.g., participant details, demographics, survey re-
sponses) against a fraudulent participants' profile, which
outlined expected “red flags” for identifying likely fraud-
ulent participants (Table 2). This list of red flags was ini-
tially informed by previous research identifying fraudulent
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Study Period (Enrolment, Screening, & First-Round Survey)

FIGURE 1 | Daily fraudulent participants through enrolment, screening, and the first round survey between July 1, 2024 and August 8, 2024.
Dotted line in indicates the point at which the research team implemented additional fraud strategies during this phase of the study (July 19, 2024,
1.53p.m. ACST). Data labels provided for n's > 0.

Step 1: Manually review new sign-ups (post-

round one) & subsequent survey
completions (post- rounds two & three);
Check against fraudulent participant
profile (a list of red flags)

v
’ Step 2: ‘ Classify participant’s fraudulent status H Genuine participant }—V‘ Proceed with the study

‘ Suspected or likely fraudulent participant }—>‘ Presence of many red flags }—V Likely fraudulent participant:
Withdrawn (sent fraud
withdrawal email) & no

compensation provided; Data
excluded from the study

7y

Presence of some red flags including IP
address from another country or
inconsistent postcodes across timepoints

l

‘ Suspected fraudulent participant ‘

l

’ Step 3: ‘ Emailed and asked to verify details }—» Unable to confirm details or no
i response

‘ Able to confirm details H Confirmed genuine participant }—» Proceed with the study; Data
included in the study

FIGURE2 | Flowchart for identifying and withdrawing suspected or likely fraudulent participants. Figure adapted from Davies et al. (2023).

responses (e.g., Davies et al. 2023; Lawlor et al. 2021; Roehl Table 2. Simone et al. (2024) recommends a threshold of three
and Harland 2022; Storozuk et al. 2020; Teitcher et al. 2015) or more infractions before withdrawal is considered. Second,
and further refined through analysis of the characteristics and suspected fraudulent participants with some red flags which

patterns observed in the initial surge of likely fraudulent par- included either an IP address from another country or incon-
ticipants. It was then iteratively updated throughout the study sistent postcodes across timepoints, but were able to confirm
as new fraudulent cases emerged to ensure it remained rele- their details when contacted and whose data were overall log-
vant and responsive to evolving indicators of fraud. ical and consistent. Third, genuine participants with minimal

red flags (typically one or two), whose responses were overall
Second, two researchers independently classified participants credible, non-contradictory, and consistent across timepoints.
into three categories, informed by Davies et al. (2023), though ~ Any unclear cases were resolved by discussion. While par-
the category labels and criteria differed. First, likely fraudu- ticipants categorized as genuine were able to proceed with
lent participants whose data displayed many red flags listed in the study as normal, those that were categorized as likely
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TABLE 2 | Fraudulent participants’ profile (a list of “red flags”).

Data category  Variable/other Participant characteristics or response patterns with examples
Personal Full name Suspicious or unlikely names, for example:
information « Duplicates or similar names (e.g., repeated last name like Bentley, first and last name

swapped, or exact duplicates such as Eli Flynn appearing twice)

« Unusual names (e.g., Adair Childe, Rex Wine, Mohammed Bacon, Creed Self) or
names with irregular or unlikely spelling (e.g., Yehudith, Christeena, Pag)

« Names of famous people or celebrities (e.g., Tony Garcia, George Mason, Marsha
Mason)

« First or last name only (e.g., Marcy)

Email address  Suspicious email addresses, for example:

- Emails unrelated to the participant's name or associated with a different name (e.g.,
admireerror@gmail.com, sophieblogg96@gmail.com used by someone signed up as
Melanie A. Rowley)

« Emails containing random strings or numbers (e.g., mrhwvrgmlcm@gmail.com,
§7035240593@gmail.com)

» Emails followed a similar format (e.g., different iterations of first name and last
name followed by numbers, such as apearce9@gmail.com, nigelb784@gmail.com,
michaelava9999@gmail.com)

+ Same email provider (e.g., clusters of sign-ups using@outlook.com addresses)

Keep in mind that these may be legitimate email addresses for some genuine participants.

Mobile phone Invalid mobile phone number based on country of residence (for Australian and
number International participants), for example:
« Incorrect format (e.g., too few or too many digits, irregular spacing, phone numbers
beginning with +, 61, or 4, as expected for Australian participants)
« Landline provided instead
« No phone number provided
While not all of these mobile phone numbers are technically invalid, we observed that
genuine participants typically entered numbers in the standard Australian format (i.e.,
beginning with 04 and spaced as 04XX XXX XXX), whereas fraudulent participants
frequently used inconsistent or non-standard formats.

Demographics Stakeholder Suspicious panels/groups reported, for example:
panel/group « Similar panels types (e.g., consecutive sign-ups identifying as lived experience or
significant others)
« Sudden influx of a specific panel without a corresponding change in recruitment of
that group (e.g., a spike in sign-ups identifying as clinicians)

Residential Invalid postcode based on country of residence (for Australian and International
postcode participants), for example:
« Incorrect format (e.g., too few or too many digits)
« Full, invalid address entered in postcode
« Nonsensical entry or information other than postcode (e.g., age reported instead)
« Similar or unlikely postcodes (e.g., clusters of sign-ups with the same postcode, or
central business district postcodes)
» No postcode provided
Inconsistent postcode reporting across timepoints (e.g., postcode for round one did not
match postcode reported in the screening survey)

Age Suspicious age reported, for example:
« Age was not within the inclusion range of 18 or older
« Irregular format (e.g., age of adults reported in months)
« Age patterns (e.g., consecutive sign-ups with ages increasing by 2-year intervals or
clustered within a narrow range)
« Nonsensical entry or information other than age
« Age not provided
Inconsistent age reporting (e.g., age provided in round one did not match age reported in
the screening survey, completed at the same timepoint)

(Continues)
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TABLE 2 | (Continued)

Data category  Variable/other Participant characteristics or response patterns with examples
Survey IP addressand  Suspicious IP addresses, for example:
metadata location and « IP address from another country (Australian participants) or didn't match the country

Qualtrics in-
built survey
features (fraud
detection
elements)

Failed attention
checks

Response
patterns within
a single survey

Other

hosting server

User language

Start or
completion time

Duration

ReCAPTCHA
score

Relevant ID
duplicate

Relevant ID
duplicate score

Relevant ID
last start date

Fraud score

Attention
(validity) check
questions
and overall
validity score

Delphi
statements

Sign-ups

Emails to the
researcher

of residence (International participants)
« Duplicate IP address (e.g., more than one sign-up with the same IP address)
« IP address is not within the expected enrolment geographic location
Keep in mind that multiple genuine participants can have the same IP address (e.g.,
participants using the same network or device such as organization staff or clinicians on a
workplace VPN or computer, or lived experience participants from the same household).

Language other than EN =English

Suspicious start or completion times, for example:

« Survey completed at unlikely times of day (e.g., between 9:00 p.m. and 5:00a.m.)

« Identical start or completion times (e.g., clusters of sign-ups starting at 2:06 p.m., or
completing at 2:53 p.m.)

Survey completed significantly faster than expected (e.g., round one < 15min, round
two <8-10min, round three <2min), representing approximately half the estimated
completion time

A score of <0.5 out of 1 (e.g., 0.2, 0.4)

A score of TRUE (1)

A score of >75 out of 100 (e.g., 90, 100)

Recorded last survey date reported

A score of >30 out of 130 (e.g., 45, 90, 105)

Failed two or all three attention check items (e.g., validity score of 0 [no valid responses|
or 1 [1 valid response])

Suspicious response patterns, for example:
« All items were rated as “Important” or “Essential,” reflecting the highest ratings
« All items were rated the same for early intervention and for augmenting treatment

Influx/large number of sign-ups in a short amount of time (e.g., > 20 sign-ups in a
day, or in noticeable intervals, such as every 3-20 min for 3-6h block; e.g., Davies

et al. 2023), particularly if no change or increase in recruitment efforts (e.g., no active
advertising or outreach).

Suspicious emails to the researcher, for example:

« Asking about reimbursement before study completion

« Emails with identical or similar language

« Emails containing unusual phrasing or inconsistent English grammar or spelling

Note: This table presents a list of red flags—developed from previous research and analysis of response patterns among participants deemed likely fraudulent—
outlining characteristics and response patterns expected of likely fraudulent participants, with examples. This list is not exhaustive, but these are some of the main
fraud indicators. While the exact combination of red flags varied, multiple indicators were used to assess fraudulent status. Individual red flags were noted, as each
contributed to the overall review; however, one or two alone were not considered enough to raise suspicion, since genuine participants may trigger these by mistake
(e.g., a typo on one occasion or a legitimate email address like joebloggs246@gmail.com). In contrast, suspected or likely fraudulent participants often triggered
numerous red flags, giving an overall impression that something is not right. Table and note adapted from Davies et al. (2023).

Abbreviations: IP =Internet protocol; reCAPTCHA =revised completely automated public turing test to tell computers and humans apart; VPN =virtual private

network.

fraudulent were sent a “fraud withdrawal email” informing
them of their immediate withdrawal from the study due to
suspected fraudulent activity. The email also stated that no

compensation would be provided and invited them to contact
the research team if they believed the decision was made in
error. Given our transparency around fraudulent participation
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and eligibility for reimbursement in the participant informa-
tion sheet prior to consent (listed in Table 1), we felt that with-
drawing these participants and not providing compensation
was ethically appropriate.

Third, participants that were categorized as suspected fraudu-
lent were emailed and asked to verify their current residential
address and postcode via self-report in order continue with the
study and be eligible for reimbursement. Those who were able to
verify their details within the expected geographic location (e.g.,
within Australia for Australian participants) were categorized
as genuine participants and given the opportunity to continue
in the study. Those who failed to confirm these details or did
not respond were classified as likely fraudulent and immediately
withdrawn. Data from participants categorized as likely fraudu-
lent were excluded from the study, whereas data from suspected
fraudulent participants who were able to successfully verify
their information were included.

2.6 | Persons With Lived Experience Statement

Persons with lived experience participated in this study, and
their deidentified data support the findings, however, they did
not have a role in the study's conceptualization, design, data
collection, analysis, interpretation, manuscript preparation, or
decision to submit the paper for publication.

3 | Practical Recommendations

Based on our experience with fraudulent participants, existing
literature across multiple research areas, and emerging studies
in EDs, we have collated 52 straightforward, practical evidence-
informed recommendations to help future researchers more ef-
fectively prevent, detect, and manage fraudulent participants in
online research, summarized in Table 3. For a detailed list of spe-
cific features, real-world examples, and additional considerations
for each of these recommendations see Supporting Information S1.

This list is not exhaustive, nor are we the first or only research
team to propose such recommendations in ED and other re-
search areas (see Bonnamy et al. 2025; Comachio et al. 2025;
Davies et al. 2023; Lawlor et al. 2021; Ménard et al. 2025; Roehl
and Harland 2022; Simone et al. 2024; Storozuk et al. 2020;
Teitcher et al. 2015; Yarrish et al. 2019), this is, to our knowledge,
the largest set of practical, easy-to-implement recommendations
in ED research. Davies et al. (2023) was especially influential
in guiding strategy selection and use, offering detailed evidence
for 11 broad (15 specific) practical recommendations to prevent
or detect fraudulent responses across key areas. We build on
and integrate this existing work by compiling a wide range of
evidence-informed strategies from across research areas and
presenting them in a clear, accessible table to support research-
ers in applying them more easily. We further extend this work by
providing detailed practical guidance and examples that serve
as a how-to resource for researchers.

Although these recommendations were developed in the con-
text of ED research, they also draw on emerging literature
from other fields and are therefore applicable across research

domains. While some strategies are based on our experience
using Qualtrics, these are likely applicable to similar survey
platforms used for open recruitment (e.g., RedCap, LimeSurvey,
SurveyMonkey). We note that the risk of fraud and mitigation
approaches can vary across platforms. For example, crowd-
sourcing and panel-based platforms (e.g., MTurk, Prolific,
Qualtrics Panels) typically include in-built, layered safeguards,
such as account verification, eligibility screening, quality track-
ing, and location/device checks, combined with researcher re-
view, which can reduce fraud risk and partly offset the need for
additional researchers-implemented strategies.

We acknowledge that many recommended fraud strategies are
resource-intensive, placing a considerable burden on researchers
and participants. For researchers, these demands may increase
workload, staffing needs, and study costs, while for participants,
additional screening measures, attention checks, or verification
procedures may increase the time commitment and survey bur-
den. Researchers should carefully consider which strategies
are appropriate and feasible, balancing the need to safeguard
data quality against practical, ethical, and participant-related
burdens.

3.1 | Additional Literature on Managing
Fraudulent Participation

While the current research provides practical recommenda-
tions for detecting and managing fraudulent participants, three
complementary areas of work fall outside its scope. First, an
emerging literature advances statistical methods and indices
for detecting fraudulent responses in survey data (Buchanan
and Scofield 2018; Dupuis et al. 2019; Irish and Saba 2023;
Pinzon et al. 2024). For example, Dupuis et al. (2019) con-
ducted an empirical comparison of seven indices for detect-
ing computer-generated (i.e., nonhuman) responses in online
questionnaires, using a large sample of real and simulated
data, and determined the best estimators. Recently, Pinzon
et al. (2024) systematically examined the performance of 31
fraud indicators, and combinations of these (i.e., indicator en-
sembles), using predictive power (i.e., a variation of precision
that takes into account the proportion of fraud in the sample),
and recall, and provide a thorough review of which methods
were most effective (e.g., novel email address, consecutive
submissions, improbable locations).

Second, several researchers have proposed frameworks to
guide planning and study design decisions aimed at antici-
pating and mitigating survey fraud (e.g., Lawlor et al. 2021;
Wessling et al. 2017). For example, Lawlor et al. (2021) de-
veloped the Reflect, Expect, Analyze, and Label (REAL)
Framework, consisting of four sets of guiding questions, to
guide researchers to identify and address suspected online
survey fraud, particularly for those studies offering financial
incentives where fraud risk is high.

Third, recent research has highlighted the capabilities of agen-
tic AI models, such as the ChatGPT agent, to complete online
surveys in ways that closely mimic human responses, bypass-
ing once effective bot-detection safeguards and threatening
the validity of the data (Walker et al. 2026; Westwood 2025).
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TABLE 3 | Practical recommendations for preventing, detecting, and managing fraudulent participants in online research.

Aspect of the study Recommendation®

Category®

References

Study procedure and
design

Use as many fraud
prevention and detection
strategies as possible.

Use multiple data points
where possible.

Include a real-time
or live questioning
component during the
study (e.g., identity
verification during
screening or enrolment).

Develop a plan to recontact
suspected or likely
fraudulent (suspiscious)
respondents. See
Figure 2 for an example
of this procedure.

Incorporate PPI to help
balance participants’
needs with use of
fraud strategies.

Create a fraudulent

profile (a list of red

flags). See Table 2
for an example.

Differentiate satisficing
versus fraudulent
responses. See Supporting
Information S1.1 for
full description.

Informed consent Be transparent about

fraudulent participation.

Have participants affirm
nonfraudulent participation
during consent.

Be transparent about
the identifiable
information collected and
its use for study eligibility
and fraud detection.

Prevention, detection,
mitigation

Prevention, detection

Prevention, detection

Detection, mitigation

Prevention, detection

Detection

Prevention

Prevention

Prevention

Davies et al. (2023); Godinho
et al. (2020); Lawlor et al. (2021);
Storozuk et al. (2020)

Kramer et al. (2014)

Roehl and Harland (2022);
Saberi (2020); Teitcher et al. (2015)

Davies et al. (2023);
Kramer et al. (2014)

Davies et al. 2023

Davies et al. (2023);
Teitcher et al. (2015)

Hamby and Taylor (2016)

Teitcher et al. (2015)

Roehl and Harland (2022)

Screening Use a presurvey screener Prevention, detection Lawlor et al. (2021); Pozzar
or screening questions. et al. (2020); Roehl and Harland (2022)
Ask potential participants to Prevention, detection Kramer et al. (2014); Nosek
report how and where they et al. (2002); Pozzar et al. (2020);
heard about the research study Teitcher et al. (2015)
and provide evidence of this.
Collect contact information Prevention, detection Godinho et al. (2020); Lawlor
and authenticate manually et al. (2021); Roehl and
before enrolment. Harland (2022); Teitcher et al. (2015)
(Continues)
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TABLE 3 | (Continued)

Aspect of the study Recommendation®

Category®

References

Enable in-built fraud
detection features in data
collection platforms used

for open recruitment

(e.g., Qualtrics, RedCap,
LimeSurvey, SurveyMonkey)
and manually review
embedded data (e.g., fraud
scores). See Table 1 for further
information on Qualtrics
fraud detection features.

Technical and software
security measures

Use automated bot detection
such as CAPTCHA or
reCAPTCHA verification
and manually review the
associated embedded data.

Consider blocking
the use of VPNs.

Enable cookies.

Include attention check
questions (also called
validity questions or

trap questions) and
manually review
responses to check for
validity/correctness.

Survey design

Include open-ended or
free-text questions without
validation and manually
review responses.

Include cross-referenced
or duplicate questions and
manually review responses
for inconsistencies.

Include honey-pot questions
(also called hidden items)
such as using JavaScript.

Include reverse scored items.

Include illogical options on
multiple choice questions.

Do not include a back
or previous button.

Randomize or change the
order of questions/question
blocks where possible.

Present text or
instructions as an image
or distorted image.

Prevention, detection,
mitigation

Prevention, detection,
mitigation

Prevention, detection

Prevention, detection

Detection, mitigation

Detection

Detection, mitigation

Detection

Detection
Detection

Prevention

Prevention, detection

Prevention, detection

Godinho et al. (2020);
Teitcher et al. (2015)

Davies et al. (2023); Dupuis
et al. (2019); Godinho et al. (2020);
Kramer et al. (2014); Lawlor
et al. (2021); Pozzar et al. (2020);
Storozuk et al. (2020); Teitcher
et al. (2015); Walker et al. (2026)

Davies et al. (2023)

Godinho et al. (2020); Lawlor
et al. (2021); Teitcher et al. (2015)

Davies et al. (2023); Lawlor
et al. (2021); Liu and Wronski (2018);
Storozuk et al. (2020)

Davies et al. (2023); Perkel (2020);
Pozzar et al. (2020); Simone
et al. (2024); Storozuk et al. (2020)

Davies et al. (2023); Kramer
et al. (2014); Nosek et al. (2002);
Teitcher et al. (2015);
Walker et al. (2026)

Davies et al. (2023); Perkel (2020);
Pozzar et al. (2020);
Storozuk et al. (2020)

Johnson (2005); Storozuk et al. (2020)

Davies et al. (2023); Nosek
et al. (2002); Storozuk et al. (2020)
Teitcher et al. (2015)

Teitcher et al. (2015)

Storozuk et al. (2020)

(Continues)
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TABLE 3 | (Continued)

Aspect of the study Recommendation® Category® References
Financial incentives and Carefully consider Prevention Davies et al. (2023); Storozuk
compensation financial incentives. et al. (2020); Teitcher
et al. (2015); Wright (2005)
Consider lowering incentives Prevention Storozuk et al. (2020); Teitcher
and/or emphasizing the et al. (2015); Wright (2005)
importance of research.
Consider conducting a Prevention Kramer et al. (2014); Teitcher
lottery rather than providing et al. (2015); Wright (2005)
individual payments.
Consider providing non- Prevention Storozuk et al. (2020); Wright (2005)

financial incentives.

Consider using incentives only
valid in the host country.

Do not automate
compensation.

Consider sending
reimbursement in the
post/mail (vs. email).

Prevention, detection

Prevention, Detection

Prevention, detection

Davies et al. (2023)

Konstan et al. (2005)

Davies et al. (2023);
Teitcher et al. (2015)

Consider providing Prevention Teitcher et al. (2015)
reimbursement contingent
on completion of all
timepoints or break down
reimbursement into smaller
chunks for each timepoint.
Be clear regarding eligibility Prevention Davies et al. (2023);
for compensation. Teitcher et al. (2015)
Consider not publicly Prevention Davies et al. (2023); Kramer
advertising the amount et al. (2014); Lawlor et al. (2021)
or type of compensation
that will be provided.
Survey distribution and Use targeted survey Prevention Jones et al. (2021); Lawlor
recruitment distribution and recruitment et al. (2021); Nosek et al. (2002);
outside of social media Storozuk et al. (2020)
where possible.
Do not publicly disclose the Prevention Lawlor et al. (2021); Pequegnat
study eligibility criteria. et al. (2007); Pozzar et al. (2020)
Use unique, single- Prevention, detection Godinho et al. (2020); Jones
user survey links. et al. (2021); Lawlor et al. (2021);
Pozzar et al. (2020); Storozuk
et al. (2020); Teitcher et al. (2015)
Restrict survey access Prevention Pozzar et al. (2020)
with invitation, access
code, or password.
Shut down the survey link. Mitigation Storozuk et al. (2020)
Do not share the study Prevention Perkel (2020); Pozzar et al. (2020);
link publicly. Storozuk et al. (2020);
Teitcher et al. (2015)
Track or search for the Prevention, detection, Teitcher et al. (2015)
survey URL online. mitigation
(Continues)
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TABLE 3 | (Continued)

Aspect of the study Recommendation® Category® References
Data quality checks Regularly check Detection Davies et al. (2023); Godinho
incoming data. et al. (2020); Konstan et al. (2005);
Lawlor et al. (2021); Perkel (2020);
Pozzar et al. (2020); Storozuk
et al. (2020); Teitcher et al. (2015)
Manually check for Detection Davies et al. (2023); Kramer
inconsistencies or illogical et al. (2014); Perkel (2020);
data, appropriate to the study. Pozzar et al. (2020); Roehl and
Harland (2022); Teitcher et al. (2015)
Manually check for Detection Davies et al. (2023); Lawlor
response patterns. et al. (2021); Perkel (2020); Storozuk
et al. (2020); Teitcher et al. (2015)
Survey metadata Collect and manually Detection Godinho et al. (2020); Konstan
review survey metadata. et al. (2005); Lawlor et al. (2021);
Pozzar et al. (2020); Storozuk
et al. (2020); Teitcher et al. (2015)
Manually review time Detection Davies et al. 2023; Konstan
of survey completion. et al. (2005); Kramer et al. (2014);
Lawlor et al. (2021); Pozzar
et al. (2020); Storozuk et al. (2020);
Teitcher et al. (2015)
Manually review survey Detection Lawlor et al. (2021); Pequegnat
response time (or speed et al. (2007); Storozuk
of survey completion). et al. (2020); Teitcher et al. (2015);
Walker et al. (2026)
Manually review geolocation Detection Godinho et al. (2020); Lawlor
and IP address. et al. (2021); Roehl and
Harland (2022); Storozuk
et al. (2020); Teitcher et al. (2015)
Check user language Detection —

(survey embedded data).

Abbreviations: CAPTCHA =revised completely automated public turing test to tell computers and humans apart; ED = eating disorder; IP =Internet protocol;
PPI=patient and public involvement; reCAPTCHA =revised CAPTCHA; VPN =virtual private network.
aSee Supporting Information S1 for extended list of practical recommendations with specific features, examples, and additional considerations.

bSeveral categories may apply to a single strategy based on how it is applied.

In a Forum paper, Walker et al. (2026) describe the chal-
lenges researchers—often without AI expertise—face when
screening for Al-generated responses. They outline the most
successful detection methods and provide practical recom-
mendations, including testing screening strategies across mul-
tiple AI platforms. Researchers are encouraged to consult this
broader literature alongside the recommendations provided in
the current study to strengthen their overall approach to pre-
venting and detecting fraud in online research.

4 | Discussion

The growth of online research has been accompanied by increas-
ing fraudulent participation and unusable data, undermining re-
search integrity and posing a major threat to all online research
studies. At the same time, continual advances in technologies
such as AI have enabled the development of more sophisticated
bots and automated software (e.g., systems using natural lan-
guage processing and generative Al similar to ChatGPT and its

agent model; Sager et al. 2021) that are capable of bypassing pre-
viously effective security measures and producing human-like
responses (Walker et al. 2026; Westwood 2025). It is essential
for researchers to have an awareness and understanding of the
current risks associated with online research and to be proactive
in their implementation of antifraud practices from the outset,
despite the increased burden to the research team. Researchers
will need to remain attentive and responsive to the changing dig-
ital and research landscapes and stay informed with current an-
tifraud practices (Donegan and Gillan 2022; Yarrish et al. 2019).
In the absence of a gold standard, we strongly recommend that
researchers employ a multifaceted, layered approach to fraud
detection and management to safeguard online research, no one
strategy alone is foolproof.

While we recognize that this approach is labor- and resource-
intensive and places a considerable burden on researchers and
on participants, our current online randomized controlled
trial, which incorporates several recommended strategies (e.g.,
a screening survey, manual review of sign-ups, a fraudulent
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participant profile, attention check questions, avoiding pub-
licly posting the survey link), suggests that these measures
substantially reduce fraudulent sign-ups from the outset. They
have also enabled us to rapidly identify and remove likely
fraudulent participants. Overall, we believe that implementing
these strategies has significantly mitigated fraud and strength-
ened the integrity of our data.

4.1 | Conclusion

Combining our experiences with insights from the existing lit-
erature and recent EDs studies addressing fraudulent partici-
pation, we highlight the inherent and growing risks faced by
online research. We synthesize current evidence and provide
simple, practical recommendations for preventing, detect-
ing, and managing fraudulent participants, to assist future
researchers in safeguarding online research against fraud.
While grounded in ED research, our discussion draws on lit-
erature from multiple research fields, suggesting that these
risks and recommendations are broadly applicable. Despite
implementing a wide range of evidence-informed strategies,
we found that fraudulent participants continued to evade
detection, even after additional safeguards were introduced.
This underscores a harsh reality: as fraudulent participation
becomes more sophisticated and widespread, and digital tech-
nologies advance rapidly, it is increasingly difficult for re-
searchers to stay ahead. No single strategy can fully prevent
fraud, and even once effective methods may soon become
obsolete. We therefore urge researchers to implement multi-
faceted, evidence-based strategies, stay vigilant, and contin-
uously adapt to stay ahead of ever-growing threats to online
research.

Author Contributions

Jamie-Lee Pennesi: conceptualization, data curation, investigation,
methodology, project administration, writing - original draft prepa-
ration, writing — review and editing. Mia L. Pellizzer: data curation,
investigation, project administration, writing - review and editing.
Tracey D. Wade: conceptualization, methodology, funding acquisi-
tion, resources, supervision, writing — original draft preparation, writ-
ing - review and editing.

Acknowledgments

Open access publishing facilitated by Flinders University, as part of the
Wiley - Flinders University agreement via the Council of Australasian
University Librarians.

Lived Experience Involvement Statement

Persons with lived experience participanted in this study, and their
deidentified data support the findings, however they did did not have
a role the study’s conceptualisation, design, data collection, analysis,
interpretation, manuscript preparation, or decision to submit the paper
for publication.

Funding

This work is funded by a National Health and Medical Research Council
Investigator Grant (2025665) to Tracey Wade. Funding sources did not
have a role in the study's conceptualisation, design, data collection,

analysis, interpretation, manuscript preparation, or decision to submit
the paper for publication.

Disclosure

The views expressed in the submitted paper are solely the authors and do
not necessarily represent the official views of the institution or funder.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

The deidentified participant data that support the findings of this study
are available on the Open Science Framework (OSF), https://osf.io/
e4nbf/. Additional variables are available from the corresponding au-
thor upon reasonable request.

References

Bowling, N. A., J. L. Huang, C. B. Bragg, S. Khazon, M. Liu, and C.
E. Blackmore. 2016. “Who Cares and Who Is Careless? Insufficient
Effort Responding as a Reflection of Respondent Personality.” Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology 111, no. 2: 218-229. https://doi.org/
10.1037/pspp0000085.

Bonnamy, J., B. Carr, M. D. Lazarus, and C. Connell. 2025. “Survey
Sabotage: Insights Into Reducing the Risk of Fraudulent Responses in
Online Surveys.” Anatomical Sciences Education 18: 767-773. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ase.70015.

Bryant, E., N. Koemel, J. A. Martenstyn, P. Marks, I. Hickie, and S.
Maguire. 2023. “Mortality and Mental Health Funding—Do the Dollars
Add Up? Eating Disorder Research Funding in Australia From 2009 to
2021: A Portfolio Analysis.” Lancet Regional Health—Western Pacific 37:
100786. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lanwpc.2023.100786.

Buchanan, E. M., and J. E. Scofield. 2018. “Methods to Detect Low
Quality Data and Its Implication for Psychological Research.” Behavior
Research Methods 50: 2586-2596. https://doi.org/10.3758/s1342
8-018-1035-6.

Burnette, C. B., J. L. Luzier, B. L. Bennett, et al. 2022. “Concerns and
Recommendations for Using Amazon MTurk for Eating Disorder
Research.” International Journal of Eating Disorders 55, no. 2: 263-272.
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23614.

Chandler, J., L. Sisso, and D. Shapiro. 2020. “Participant Carelessness
and Fraud: Consequences for Clinical Research and Potential
Solutions.” Journal of Abnormal Psychology 129, no. 1: 49-55. https://
doi.org/10.1037/abn0000479.

Comachio, J., A. Poulsen, A. Bamgboje-Ayodele, et al. 2025. “Identifying
and Counteracting Fraudulent Responses in Online Recruitment for
Health Research: A Scoping Review.” BMJ Evidence-Based Medicine 30:
173-182. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjebm-2024-113170.

Davies, M. R., D. Monssen, H. Sharpe, et al. 2023. “Management of
Fraudulent Participantsin Online Research: Practical Recommendations
From a Randomized Controlled Feasibility Trial.” International Journal
of Eating Disorders 57: 1-11. https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.24085.

De Young, K. P, and P. E. Kambanis. 2022. “Practice Makes Perfect:
Commentary on Burnette Et al. (2021).” International Journal of Eating
Disorders 55, no. 2: 273-275. https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23657.

Donegan, K. R., and C. M. Gillan. 2022. “New Principles and New
Paths Needed for Online Research in Mental Health: Commentary on
Burnette Et al. (2021).” International Journal of Eating Disorders 55, no.
2:278-281. https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23670.

Drysdale, K., N. Wells, A. K. J. Smith, N. Gunatillaka, E. A. Sturgiss, and
T. Wark. 2023. “Beyond the Challenge to Research Integrity: Imposter

1466

International Journal of Eating Disorders, 2026

85UB0|7 SUOWIWIOD BAITeID) 3|qedt dde ay3 Aq peusenob a1e ssppie YO ‘88N Jo S8|nl 10y ArIq1T 8UIIUO AB|IA UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SWLBH WD A8 | IM AleIq 1 Ul U0//:Sdny) SUOTIPUOD pue SWis | 8U188S *[9202/20/20] Uo AriqiTauljuo A8 |im * AIsBAIUN SiBpUlld - IAVM AZO VL Ad £800L 188/200T OT/I0P/W00" A3 1M ARe.q 1 puluoy/:sdny wioly pepeojumod ‘2 ‘9202 ‘X80T860T


https://osf.io/e4nbf/
https://osf.io/e4nbf/
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000085
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000085
https://doi.org/10.1002/ase.70015
https://doi.org/10.1002/ase.70015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lanwpc.2023.100786
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1035-6
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1035-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23614
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000479
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000479
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjebm-2024-113170
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.24085
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23657
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23670

Participation in Incentivised Qualitative Research and Its Impact on
Community Engagement.” Health Sociology Review 32, no. 3: 372-380.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14461242.2023.2261433.

Dupuis, M., E. Meier, and F. Cuneo. 2019. “Detecting Computer-
Generated Random Responding in Questionnaire-Based Data: A
Comparison of Seven Indices.” Behavior Research Methods 51: 2228-
2237. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1103-y.

Evans, J. R., and A. Mathur. 2018. “The Value of Online Surveys: A
Look Back and a Look Ahead.” Internet Research 28, no. 4: 854-887.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-03-2018-0089.

Frost, S., R. Murphy, P. Webster, and U. Schmidt. 2003. “Are Top
Journals Biased Against Eating Disorders Topics?” American Journal
of Psychiatry 160, no. 2: 363-365. https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.
160.2.363.

Godinho, A., C. Schell, and J. A. Cunningham. 2020. “Out Damn
Bot, Out: Recruiting Real People Into Substance Use Studies on the
Internet.” Substance Abuse 41, no. 1: 3-5. https://doi.org/10.1080/08897
077.2019.1691131.

Gonzalez, J. M., K. Grover, T. W. Leblanc, and B. B. Reeve. 2023. “Did
a Bot Eat Your Homework? An Assessment of the Potential Impact
of Bad Actors in Online Administration of Preference Surveys.”
PLoS One 18, no. 10: €0287766. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0287766.

Goodrich, B., M. Fenton, J. Penn, J. Bovay, and T. Mountain. 2023.
“Battling Bots: Experiences and Strategies to Mitigate Fraudulent
Responses in Online Surveys.” Applied Economic Perspectives and
Policy 45: 762-784. https://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13353.

Gosling, S. D., and W. Mason. 2015. “Internet Research in Psychology.”
Annual Review of Psychology 66: 877-902. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-psych-010814-015321.

Griffin, M., R. J. Martino, C. LoSchiavo, et al. 2022. “Ensuring Survey
Research Data Integrity in the Era of Internet Bots.” Quality & Quantity
56, no. 4: 2841-2852. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-021-01252-1.

Hamby, T., and W. Taylor. 2016. “Survey Satisficing Inflates Reliability
and Validity Measures: An Experimental Comparison of College and
Amazon Mechanical Turk Samples.” Educational & Psychological
Measurement 76, no. 6: 912-932. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164415
627349.

Hulland, J., and J. Miller. 2018. ““Keep on Turkin’”?” Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science 46: 789-794. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11747-018-0587-4.

Irish, K., and J. Saba. 2023. “Bots Are the New Fraud: A Post-Hoc
Exploration of Statistical Methods to Identify Bot-Generated Responses
in a Corrupt Data Set.” Personality and Individual Differences 213:
112289. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2023.112289.

Johnson, J. A. 2005. “Ascertaining the Validity of Individual Protocols
From Web-Based Personality Inventories.” Journal of Research in
Personality 39, no. 1: 103-129. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2004.09.009.

Jones, A., L. Caes, T. Rugg, M. Noel, S. Bateman, and A. Jordan. 2021.
“Challenging Issues of Integrity and Identity of Participants in Non-
Synchronous Online Qualitative Methods.” Methods in Psychology 5:
100072. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.metip.2021.100072.

King, D. B.,, N. O'Rourke, and A. DeLongis. 2014. “Social Media
Recruitment and Online Data Collection: A Beginner's Guide and
Best Practices for Accessing Low-Prevalence and Hard-To-Reach
Populations.” Canadian Psychology/Psychologie Canadienne 55, no. 4:
240-249. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038087.

Konstan, J. A., B. R. S. Rosser, M. W. Ross, J. Stanton, and W. M.
Edwards. 2005. “The Story of Subject Naught: A Cautionary but
Optimistic Tale of Internet Survey Research.” Journal of Computer-
Mediated Communication 10, no. 2: JCMC1029. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1083-6101.2005.tb00248.x.

Kramer, J., A. Rubin, W. Coster, et al. 2014. “Strategies to Address
Participant Misrepresentation for Eligibility in Web-Based Research.”
International Journal of Methods in Psychiatric Research 23, no. 1: 120-
129. https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr.1415.

Lawlor, J., C. Thomas, A. T. Guhin, K. Kenyon, M. D. Lerner, and A.
Drahota. 2021. “Suspicious and Fraudulent Online Survey Participation:
Introducing the REAL Framework.” Methodological Innovations 14, no.
3:1-10. https://doi.org/10.1177/20597991211050467.

Liu, M., and L. Wronski. 2018. “Trap Questions in Online Surveys:
Results From Three Web Survey Experiments.” International Journal
of Market Research 60, no. 1: 32-49. https://doi.org/10.1177/1470785317
744856.

Ménard, A. D., S. McMurphy, M. Sterling, N. Armstrong, O. Cheek, and
S. Balint. 2025. “Bots, Scammers, and Fraudulent Responders: A Year of
Disrupted Data Collection.” Ethics & Behavior 1-15. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10508422.2025.2518270.

Murray, S. B., E. Pila, S. Griffiths, and D. Le Grange. 2017. “When Illness
Severity and Research Dollars Do Not Align: Are We Overlooking
Eating Disorders?” World Psychiatry 16, no. 3: 321. https://doi.org/10.
1002/wps.20465.

Nosek, B. A., M. R. Banaji, and A. G. Greenwald. 2002. “E-Research:
Ethics, Security, Design, and Control in Psychological Research on the
Internet.” Journal of Social Issues 58: 161-176. https://doi.org/10.1111/
1540-4560.00254.

Pennesi, J.-L., M. L. Pellizzer, and T. D. Wade. 2025. “Early Intervention
and Augmentation Therapy for Eating Disorders: A Delphi Consensus
Study on Transdiagnostic Cognitive Behavioural Processes.” Cognitive
Behaviour Therapy 1-15: 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/16506073.2025.
2564387.

Pequegnat, W., B. R. S. Rosser, A. M. Bowen, et al. 2007. “Conducting
Internet-Based HIV/STD Prevention Survey Research: Considerations
in Design and Evaluation.” AIDS and Behavior 11: 505-521. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/s10461-006-9172-9.

Perkel, J. M. 2020. “Mischief-Making Bots Attacked My Scientific
Survey.” Nature 579, no. 7798: 461-461. https://doi.org/10.1038/d4158
6-020-00768-0.

Pinzén, N., V. Koundinya, R. E. Galt, et al. 2024. “AI-Powered Fraud
and the Erosion of Online Survey Integrity: An Analysis of 31 Fraud
Detection Strategies.” Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics 9:
1432774 https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2024.1432774.

Pozzar, R., M. J. Hammer, M. Underhill-Blazey, et al. 2020. “Threats
of Bots and Other Bad Actors to Data Quality Following Research
Participant Recruitment Through Social Media: Cross-Sectional
Questionnaire.” Journal of Medical Internet Research 22, no. 10: e23021.
https://doi.org/10.2196/23021.

Roehl, J., and D. Harland. 2022. “Imposter Participants: Overcoming
Methodological Challenges Related to Balancing Participant Privacy
With Data Quality When Using Online Recruitment and Data
Collection.” Qualitative Report 27, no. 11: 2469-2485. https://doi.org/10.
46743/2160-3715/2022.5475.

Saberi, P. 2020. “Research in the Time of Coronavirus:
Continuing Ongoing Studies in the Midst of the COVID-19 Pandemic.”
AIDS and Behavior 24: 2232-2235. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-
020-02868-4.

Sager, M. A., A. M. Kashyap, M. Tamminga, S. Ravoori, C. Callison-
Burch, and J. B. Lipoff. 2021. “Identifying and Responding to Health
Misinformation on Reddit Dermatology Forums With Artificially
Intelligent Bots Using Natural Language Processing: Design and
Evaluation Study.” JMIR Dermatology 4, no. 2: €20975. https://doi.org/
10.2196/20975.

Schneider, J., L. Ahuja, J. R. Dietch, A. M. Folan, J. Coleman, and K.
Bogart. 2024. “Addressing Fraudulent Responses in Quantitative and
Qualitative Internet Research: Case Studies From Body Image and

International Journal of Eating Disorders, 2026

1467

85UB0|7 SUOWIWIOD BAITeID) 3|qedt dde ay3 Aq peusenob a1e ssppie YO ‘88N Jo S8|nl 10y ArIq1T 8UIIUO AB|IA UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SWLBH WD A8 | IM AleIq 1 Ul U0//:Sdny) SUOTIPUOD pue SWis | 8U188S *[9202/20/20] Uo AriqiTauljuo A8 |im * AIsBAIUN SiBpUlld - IAVM AZO VL Ad £800L 188/200T OT/I0P/W00" A3 1M ARe.q 1 puluoy/:sdny wioly pepeojumod ‘2 ‘9202 ‘X80T860T


https://doi.org/10.1080/14461242.2023.2261433
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1103-y
https://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-03-2018-0089
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.160.2.363
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.160.2.363
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2019.1691131
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2019.1691131
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0287766
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0287766
https://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13353
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015321
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015321
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-021-01252-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164415627349
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164415627349
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-018-0587-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-018-0587-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2023.112289
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2004.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.metip.2021.100072
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038087
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2005.tb00248.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2005.tb00248.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr.1415
https://doi.org/10.1177/20597991211050467
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470785317744856
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470785317744856
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2025.2518270
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2025.2518270
https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20465
https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20465
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00254
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00254
https://doi.org/10.1080/16506073.2025.2564387
https://doi.org/10.1080/16506073.2025.2564387
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-006-9172-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-006-9172-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-020-00768-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-020-00768-0
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2024.1432774
https://doi.org/10.2196/23021
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2022.5475
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2022.5475
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-020-02868-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-020-02868-4
https://doi.org/10.2196/20975
https://doi.org/10.2196/20975

Appearance Research.” Ethics & Behavior 35: 1-13. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10508422.2024.2411400.

Simone, M. 2022. “Balancing Data Integrity Concerns With Ethical
Considerations in Online Research.” International Journal of Eating
Disorders 55, no. 2: 290-291. https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23674.

Simone, M., C. J. Cascalheira, and B. G. Pierce. 2024. “A Quasi-
Experimental Study Examining the Efficacy of Multimodal Bot
Screening Tools and Recommendations to Preserve Data Integrity in
Online Psychological Research.” American Psychologist 79, no. 7: 956—
969. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0001183.

Storozuk, A., M. Ashley, V. Delage, and E. A. Maloney. 2020. “Got
Bots? Practical Recommendations to Protect Online Survey Data From
Bot Attacks.” Quantitative Methods for Psychology 16, no. 5: 472-481.
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.16.5.p472.

Sullivan, P. S., J. A. Grey, and B. R. Simon Rosser. 2013. “Emerging
Technologies for HIV Prevention for MSM: What We Have Learned, and
Ways Forward.” Journal of Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndromes 63,
no. Suppl 1: S102-S107. https://doi.org/10.1097/qai.0b013e3182949¢85.

Teitcher, J. E. F., W. O. Bockting, J. A. Bauermeister, C. J. Hoefer, M.
H. Miner, and R. L. Klitzman. 2015. “Detecting, Preventing, and
Responding to “Fraudsters” in Internet Research: Ethics and Tradeoffs.”
Journal of Law, Medicine & Ethics: A Journal of the American Society of
Law, Medicine & Ethics 43, no. 1: 116-133. https://doi.org/10.1111/jlme.
12200.

Vogel, M., J. Kriiger, and F. Junne. 2022. “Eating Disorder Related
Research Using Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk): Friend or Foe?:
Commentary on Burnette et al. (2021).” International Journal of Eating
Disorders 55, no. 2: 285-287. https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23675.

Walker, D. C., M. P. N. Tran, G. Y. Bizer, and S. T. Flynn. 2026. “Initial
Attempts to Detect or Screen Out AI Responses Prove Elusive in the
Age of Agentic AL.” International Journal of Eating Disorders 59, no. 5:
666-673. https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.70024.

Ward, M.K.,and A. W. Meade. 2023. “Dealing With Careless Responding
in Survey Data: Prevention, Identification, and Recommended Best
Practices.” Annual Review of Psychology 74: 577-596. https://doi.org/10.
1146/annurev-psych-040422-045007.

Westwood, S. J. 2025. “The Potential Existential Threat of Large
Language Models to Online Survey Research.” Political Science 122, no.
47:€2518075122. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2518075122.

Wessling, K. S., J. Huber, and O. Netzer. 2017. “MTurk Character
Misrepresentation: Assessment and Solutions.” Journal of Consumer
Research 44: 211-230. https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx053.

Wright, K. B. 2005. “Researching Internet-Based Populations:
Advantages and Disadvantages of Online Survey Research, Online
Questionnaire Authoring Software Packages, and Web Survey
Services.” Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication 10, no. 3:
JCMC1034. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2005.tb00259.x.

Yao, M. Z.,, and R. Ling. 2020. ““What Is Computer-Mediated
Communication?”—An Introduction to the Special Issue.” Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication 25: 4-8. https://doi.org/10.1093/
jeme/zmz027.

Yarrish, C., L. Groshon, J. D. Mitchell, et al. 2019. “Finding the Signal in
the Noise: Minimizing Responses From Bots and Inattentive Humans
in Online Research.” Behavior Therapist 42, no. 7: 235-242.

Ye, G., Z. Tang, D. Fang, et al. 2018. “Yet Another Text Captcha Solver:
A Generative Adversarial Network Based Approach.” In Proceedings of
the 2018 ACM SIGSAC Conference on Computer and Communications
Security (CCS '18), 332-348. Association for Computing Machinery.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3243734.3243754.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section. Data S1: eat70083-sup-0001-supinfo.
docx. Table S1: Practical recommendations for preventing, detecting,
and managing fraudulent participants in online research with specific
features, examples, and additional considerations.

1468

International Journal of Eating Disorders, 2026

85UB0|7 SUOWIWIOD BAITeID) 3|qedt dde ay3 Aq peusenob a1e ssppie YO ‘88N Jo S8|nl 10y ArIq1T 8UIIUO AB|IA UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SWLBH WD A8 | IM AleIq 1 Ul U0//:Sdny) SUOTIPUOD pue SWis | 8U188S *[9202/20/20] Uo AriqiTauljuo A8 |im * AIsBAIUN SiBpUlld - IAVM AZO VL Ad £800L 188/200T OT/I0P/W00" A3 1M ARe.q 1 puluoy/:sdny wioly pepeojumod ‘2 ‘9202 ‘X80T860T


https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2024.2411400
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2024.2411400
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23674
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0001183
https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.16.5.p472
https://doi.org/10.1097/qai.0b013e3182949e85
https://doi.org/10.1111/jlme.12200
https://doi.org/10.1111/jlme.12200
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23675
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.70024
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-040422-045007
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-040422-045007
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2518075122
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx053
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2005.tb00259.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcmc/zmz027
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcmc/zmz027
https://doi.org/10.1145/3243734.3243754

	Safeguarding Online Research in Eating Disorders Against Fraud: Increasing Risks and Practical Recommendations
	ABSTRACT
	Summary
	1   |   Introduction
	1.1   |   Online Research and Its Benefits
	1.2   |   Fraudulent Participants: The Cost of Online Research
	1.3   |   Strategies for Managing Fraudulent Participation
	1.4   |   Managing Fraudulent Participation in Eating Disorder Research
	1.5   |   Aim of This Forum Discussion

	2   |   The Delphi Study
	2.1   |   Study Design
	2.2   |   Evidence-Informed Fraud Prevention and Detection Strategies Initially Implemented
	2.3   |   The Surge of Fraudulent Participants
	2.4   |   Response to Surge of Fraudulent Participants
	2.5   |   Managing Suspected or Likely Fraudulent Participants
	2.6   |   Persons With Lived Experience Statement

	3   |   Practical Recommendations
	3.1   |   Additional Literature on Managing Fraudulent Participation

	4   |   Discussion
	4.1   |   Conclusion

	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Lived Experience Involvement Statement
	Funding
	Disclosure
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	References





Accessibility Report





		Filename: 

		EAT70083.pdf









		Report created by: 

		



		Organization: 

		







[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]



Summary



The checker found no problems in this document.





		Needs manual check: 3



		Passed manually: 0



		Failed manually: 0



		Skipped: 1



		Passed: 28



		Failed: 0







Detailed Report





		Document





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set



		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF



		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF



		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order



		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified



		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar



		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents



		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast



		Page Content





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged



		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged



		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order



		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided



		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged



		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker



		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts



		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses



		Navigation links		Needs manual check		Navigation links are not repetitive



		Forms





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged



		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description



		Alternate Text





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text



		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read



		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content



		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation



		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text



		Tables





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot



		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR



		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers



		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column



		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary



		Lists





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L



		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI



		Headings





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting










Back to Top

