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The present data set contains self-report data of German in-
dividuals participating in a longitudinal data assessment via
online surveys conducted in the year preceeding the general
elections in Germany.

Data of N = 122 individuals are included in the data set.
Those individuals participated in an initial, extensive survey
between November 2020 and February 2021 (T1) as well as
in a final survey after the general German elections, thus, be-
tween the end of September 2021 and October 2021 (T3). Of
those individuals, n = 93 additionally participated in an in-
termediate survey in between the previously mentioned ones
between the end of May and the end of June 2021 (T2).
Next to the assessment of sociodemographic variables, in-
formation on (political) news consumption, such as the fre-
quency of being confronted with counter-attitudinal news,
and on political attitudes, for example via current voting in-
tentions for one of the major German parties, were assessed
in the initial survey (T1).
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In the intermediate survey (T2), participants provided in-
formation on recent political news consumption habits in-
cluding the frequency of being confronted with counter-
attitudinal news, current voting intentions for one of the ma-
jor German parties, as well as on extraordinary events that
happened recently and impacted their voting intentions.
In the final survey (T3), sociodemographic variables and ac-
tual voting decisions in the general German elections in
2021 were assessed. Moreover, variables on recent political
news consumption habits, including the frequency of being
confronted with counter-attitudinal news, and extraordinary
events that happened recently and impacted voting decisions
were assessed. Finally, a detailed self-report questionnaire
retrospectively assessing political news consumption for the
time between participation in the initial survey (T1) and the
final survey (T3) was completed by participants. Not only
did this questionnaire assess which online and offline news
channels (e.g., TV, print, news websites) participants used.
Besides, the questionnaire included items on how many out-
lets per channel were used and the frequency of being con-
fronted with counter-attitudinal news within each channel.
This data set is provided alongside the present article to be
used for further investigations of the stability of voting inten-
tions, thus, political attitudes. Moreover, a content analysis of
the open responses on which extraordinary events happened
and impacted voting intentions/decisions can provide further
knowledge on factors influencing voting intentions and their
variability versus stability.
© 2022 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Inc.
This is an open access article under the CC BY license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)

Specifications Table

Subject
Specific subject area

Type of data
How the data were acquired

Data format

Political Scie!

nce

Longitudinally assessed self-report data on (political) news consumption and
voting intentions/decisions in a German sample in 2021

Table (Excel)

Data were collected in three online surveys programmed on the SurveyCoder
platform (https://www.surveycoder.com/; https://ckannen.com/) between i)
November 2020 and February 2021 (T1), ii) May and June 2021 (T2), ii)
September and October 2021 (T3). Participants could complete the surveys
from any electronic device connected to the internet.

Participants were invited via email and pseudonymous individual codes were
used to match data across measurement times/surveys. All participants
provided informed electronic consent prior to participation in each of the
surveys.

Data were downloaded in one .xlsx-file (one row per participant, one column
per variable) and data cleaning was implemented using the statistical software
R as well as R Studio [1,2]. The wording of each item and its response options
in English and German language can be found on the second sheet of the excel
data file (name of the sheet: “codebook”; first sheet: “data”).

Additionally, the wording of each item in English language is provided in the
PDF file uploaded to the OSF available from: https://osf.io/4hsxe/.

Raw, filtered

(continued on next page)
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Description of data collection Inclusion criteria for participation in the online surveys:

« Age > 18 years
- Eligibility to vote in the general German elections in 2021
+ Giving informed electronic consent prior to participation

For eligibility to participate in the surveys at T2 and T3, participants needed to
participate in the initial survey (T1), first.

Data source location Institution: Ulm University
City: Ulm
Country: Germany
Data accessibility Repository name: Open Science Framework - osf.io

Project identification number: DOI: 10.17605/0SE.I0/DR2PQ
Direct URL to the dataset: https://osf.io/5629k/

Value of the Data

The present data set is useful to further examine relations of, for example, sociodemo-
graphic variables, extraordinary events, and news consumption with voting intentions (cross-
sectionally) as well as to investigate the stability (longitudinal data) of voting intentions, thus,
political attitudes, in relation to the aforementioned variables.

Political scientists as well as researchers from the field of psychology can profit from using
and analyzing this data set.

The present data set can provide first insights into associations of variables across time (e.g.,
frequency of being confronted with counter-attitudinal news when consuming political news,
political attitudes, etc. across T1, T2, T3). These associations provide insights of importance
to estimate the necessary sample sizes for forthcoming research projects.

Additionally, content analyses on which kinds of extraordinary events impact voting inten-
tions, thus, political attitudes, can be conducted.

Finally, the present data on a German sample might contribute to cross-cultural comparisons
of associations between various variables related to news consumption and political attitudes
when combined with additional data sets from other countries.

1. Data Description

The relations between information consumption, more specifically political news consump-
tion, and political attitudes gained increasing attention during the last decade. More specifically,
some experts fear that a high degree of homogeneity (i.e., mostly attitude-aligning news) of po-
litical news consumption is contributing to extremization and polarization of political attitudes;
see, for example, discussions on “filter bubble” and “echo chambers”. Oftentimes especially algo-
rithms on the internet are being criticized for information filtering and contributing to extrem-
ization and polarization of opinions [3-5].

However, empirical research on the existence of absolutely homogeneous information envi-
ronments is inconclusive [6-11]; specifically since individuals can use various different online as
well as offline news outlets. Similarly, also findings on the extent of associations between the de-
gree of homogeneity versus heterogeneity of political news consumption and political attitudes
[9,12-14] are heterogeneous. Finally, the causal direction of relations between news consump-
tion and political attitudes are unclear. Based on the heterogeneous findings as well as the lack
of longitudinal data sets to investigate causal relations, the present data set was collected. It
contains data of German individuals providing information on some control variables, such as
sociodemographic variables, as well as on news consumption, and political attitudes longitudi-
nally assessed at three assessment time points (T1, T2, T3).
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N Min Max Mean SD Histogram Boxplot

T1: Frequency in general 122 2.00 10.00 537 1.78 wilinsm Ea——
T2: Frequency during past month 93 100 11.00 577 201 ikl — "
T3: Frequency during past month 122 1.00 11.00 6.19 206 bk, "

T3: Frequency since participation in initial survey 122 2.00 11.00 5.71 1.79 dims . —

Fig. 1. Descriptive statistics on frequency of being presented with views that contradict own views when consuming
news about political issues assessed at T1, T2, and T3 (possible range of responses: 1-11).

After data cleaning (explained in detail below), the final data set comprises data of N = 122
individuals (n = 84 men, n = 38 women) who participated at least in the survey at T1 and the
survey at T3. The mean age of the sample at T1 was M = 30.09 (SD = 12.53) years, and the
mean age at T3 was M = 30.85 (SD = 12.61). Most participants indicated either high school
degree/A-level (T1: n = 48, T3: n = 50) or a university, including university of applied sciences,
degree (T1: n = 52, T3: n = 57) as their highest educational degree. Participants came from all
federal states in Germany, except the Saarland and Saxony-Anhalt.

Items presented to all participants in the surveys at T1, T2, and T3 and for which data are
included in the data set are presented in Table 1. References to the original publications of es-
tablished measures, which were not specifically created by the project team for the present data
assessments, are provided in this table as well.

Data of all surveys and all items are included in the excel file (sheet: “data”) provided along-
side this article. The excel file does also include detailed descriptions of the wording of each
item and its response options in both German and English language (sheet: “codebook”). Addi-
tionally, the wording of each item in English language is provided in the PDF file uploaded to
the OSF available from: https://osf.io/4hsxe/.

Fig. 1 and Table 2 contain information on the distributions of the variables on being con-
fronted with views contradicting one’s own views when consuming political news (Fig. 1) and
on voting intentions/decisions (Table 2) across T1, T2, and T3. Fig. 2 additionally provides an
illustration of voting stability/change of individuals from T1 to T3. The html code for the inter-
active plot related to Fig. 2 is available from: https://osf.io/r6yfv/.

2. Experimental Design, Materials, and Methods

The present data set was collected from a sample of German volunteers eligible to vote in
the general German elections in 2021. More specifically, all participants included in the data
set participated in an initial survey (T1) between November 2020 and February 2021. After par-
ticipating in this survey, participants were re-invited to participate in monthly surveys starting
in the end of February until after the general German elections in September 2021. Invitations
were sent to all participants who provided their email address after participating in the initial
survey (T1) on a monthly basis via email. Unfortunately, due to issues related to data match-
ing and issues when programming the survey, only data from two additional surveys after the
initial survey (T1) can be provided: Data from the survey (T2) conducted from end of May to
end of June 2021 and data from the final survey (T3) after the general elections in Germany
in 2021, which was conducted between end of September 2021 and October 2021. A summary
of the data collection is depicted in Fig. 3. One of the aforementioned issues and, hence, one
reason for restriction in the provision of data (i.e., providing data of only three surveys) is re-
lated to issues with data matching across the monthly surveys. More specifically, to match data
across surveys, participants needed to provide an individual code in the beginning of participa-
tion in every survey. Unfortunately, there were many data sets of individuals who apparently
provided different individual codes in different surveys and whose data could not be matched,
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Table 1
Items in the data set.

Survey Items

T1 - Date of participation
- Items on sociodemographic background (age, gender identity, highest educational degree, income,
employment status, federal state)
- Additional items on inclusion criteria (eligibility to vote in the general German elections in 2021,
attention check item)
- Item on which news channel is in general used most often to inform oneself of news about political
issues
- Item on which news channel is considered most trustworthy when it comes to complete, truthful and
unbiased reporting of current news
- Item on frequency of being presented with views that contradict own views when consuming news
about political issues in general
- Item on average time spent (in hours) to consume news per week in general
- Item on stability of voting decisions for a specific party
- Items on party affiliation [15]
- “Sonntagsfrage” to assess voting intentions (based on Sindermann et al. [16])
- Left-right ideological self-placement [17]
- Item on interest in politics [15]
T2 - Date of participation
- “Sonntagsfrage” to assess voting intentions (based on Sindermann et al. [16])
- Item on which news outlet was most frequently used to inform oneself about political matters most
recently (over the past month)
- Item on frequency of having been presented with views that contradict own views when consuming
news about political issues during the past month
- Item on average time spent (in hours) to consume news per week during the past month
- Items on whether any special event happened that changed one’s voting intentions during the past
month; if yes, what the event was
T3

- Date of participation

- Items on sociodemographic background (age, gender identity, highest educational degree, income,
employment status, federal state)

- “Sonntagsfrage” to assess voting decisions in terms of first vote as well as second vote in the general
German elections (based on Sindermann et al. [16])

- Items on most recent patterns of news consumption (during the past month):

- Item on which news outlet was most frequently used to inform oneself of news about political
issues during the past month until the general elections

- Item on frequency of having been presented views that contradict own views when consuming
news about political issues during the past month until the general elections

- Item on average time spent (in hours) to consume news per week during the past month

Items on whether any special event happened that changed one’s voting decision during the past

month; if yes, what the event was

- Retrospective items on the time between participation in the initial survey (T1) and the final survey
(T3):

- Questionnaire to assess the degree of homogeneity versus heterogeneity of political news
consumption (HoHe) score [14] for the time between participation in the initial (T1) and the final
survey (T3)

- Item on which news outlet was most frequently used to inform oneself of news about political

issues during the time between participation in the initial (T1) and the final survey (T3)

Item on which news outlet was considered most trustworthy when it comes to complete, truthful

and unbiased reporting on current news for the time between participation in the initial (T1) and

the final survey (T3)

Item on frequency of having been presented views that contradict own views when consuming

news about political issues during the time between participation in the initial (T1) and the final

survey (T3)

- Item on average time spent (in hours) to consume news per week during the time between
participation in the initial (T1) and the final survey (T3)

Note: The past month was used as time frame for “most recent” news consumption in order to get an impression
of the general current/recent patterns of news consumption and to prevent non-generalizable/biased responses when
only focusing on single days/weeks. Most items/measures were created by the research team for the present surveys; if
items/measures from previous works were used, the respective reference is provided.
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Table 2
Descriptive statistics of voting intentions at T1 and T2, and actual voting decisions provided at T3.
T1 T2 T3
Voting decision: Voting decision:
Voting intentions Voting intentions First vote Second vote
N % N % N % N %
Die Linke 16 13.11 7 753 15 12.30 17 13.93
SPD 13 10.66 5 5.38 26 21.31 13 10.66
Biindnis 90/Die Griinen 63 51.64 57 61.29 56 45.90 66 54.10
FDP 10 8.20 11 11.83 8 6.56 1 9.02
CDU/CSU 5 4.10 6 6.45 9 738 5 4.10
AfD 3 2.46 2 215 2 1.64 2 1.64
Other 12 9.84 2 215 5 410 7 5.74
Would not vote 0 0.00 3 3.23 1 0.82 1 0.82

Note: German parties are ordered from left (Die Linke = The left) to right (AfD = Alternative for Germany) according to
Volkens et al. [18]; SPD = Social Democratic Party of Germany, Biindnis 90/Die Griinen = Alliance 90/Greens, FDP = Free
Democratic Party, CDU/CSU = Christian Democratic Union/Christian Social Union. If percentages do not add up to exactly
100%, this is due to rounding.

Biindnis 90/Die Griinen Biindnis 90/Die Griinen

SPD
I SPD I

Other
Die Linke
Die Linke Would not vote ==
Other
Would not vote
FDP FDP
B courcsu courcsu B
= AfD AfD =

Data: data_change « Chart ID: SankeylDd4bc52d9424d « googleVis-0.6.11
R version 4.1.0 (2021-05-18) « Google Terms of Use * Documentation and Data Policy

Fig. 2. Sankey diagram on voting intentions/decisions from T1 to T3 (second vote) on individual level. The graph was
built in the statistical software R [1] and R Studio [2] using the googleVis package [19]. The code of an interactive html
version is available from: https://osf.io/r6yfv/.
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N=122
T1: T2: T3:
November 23, 2020 May 28, 2021 September 30, 2021
to to to
February, 24, 2021 ‘ | | June 28, 2021 | | ‘ October 31, 2021
n=93

Fig. 3. Timeline of data collection (official start and end date of data collection per survey) and final sample sizes in the
data set.

accordingly. Additionally, another reason why only data of three surveys is provided is related
to a programming error (by the researchers, not related to the functionality of the survey plat-
form) which led to the item on voting intentions only being shown to few participants in the
first three monthly surveys.

Participation in the initial survey was advertised in various ways both offline (printed press,
etc.) and online (social media, online magazines, etc.): When the first author gave an interview
on topics related to the content of the survey, the link was presented. Additionally, Twitter ads
were used, and students writing their theses on data of this research project supported data
collection. Lastly, some influencers on Instagram and YouTube provided the link to the survey to
their audiences and followers.

All surveys were programmed on the SurveyCoder tool (https://www.surveycoder.com/;
https://ckannen.com/). As an incentive for participation, all participants received anonymous
feedback on their scores in several of the self-report measures assessed. The local ethics com-
mittee at Ulm University, Ulm, Germany approved the data collection including all monthly sur-
veys. The data set including the exact wording of all items and all response options in English
and German language is provided in the excel data file. Aside from sociodemographic variables,
which were used in previous studies, items on party affiliation [15], the “Sonntagsfrage” to as-
sess voting intentions (based on Sindermann et al. [16]), the item on left-right ideological self-
placement [17], and the item on interest in politics [15], all items used in the survey at T1 were
created by the research team specifically for this survey. At T2, the “Sonntagsfrage” (based on
Sindermann et al. [16]) was the only measure, which was not created by the research team. At
T3, sociodemographic variables, the “Sonntagsfrage” (based on Sindermann et al. [16]) and the
questionnaire to assess the degree of homogeneity versus heterogeneity of political news con-
sumption (HoHe) score [14] were the only measures derived from previous works. Researchers
interested in building the HoHe score from the present data can inspect the detailed descrip-
tions and the formula presented in Sindermann et al. [14] in order to receive information on
how to compute this composite score. Other than this score, measures included in the surveys
are single item measures and/or have not been collapsed to composite scores before.

The present data set contains data of individuals who completed the surveys at T1 and T3.
Data from the survey at T2 are also provided for those participants who participated in the
survey at T2 and whose data could be matched to their T1 and T3 survey data. Participants not
participating in both the T1 and T3 survey are not included in the data set.

During data cleaning, none of the participants completing both the T1 and T3 survey needed
to be excluded due to missing data. Data of n = 1 participant were excluded due to the partici-
pant stating to be younger than 18 years. Additionally, data of n = 2 participants were excluded
because their gender provided in the initial survey did not match the gender provided in the
final survey; thus, two people of different gender might have provided the same code and their
data sets have wrongfully been matched, accordingly. Next, n = 2 participants were excluded
due to implausible age specifications across the initial and the final survey (i.e., providing a
younger age in the final survey compared to the initial survey or aging more than one year), and
n = 2 additional participants were excluded due to providing a higher educational degree in the
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initial compared to the final survey. Finally, n = 9 participants were excluded due to failing the
attention check item. This led to the final sample size of N = 122 participants.

Ethics Statements

The present research project was approved by the local ethics committee of Ulm University,
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each of the surveys. Data were collected in a pseudonymous way to match data across surveys.
Data were anonymized before the upload.
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