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Improving Response Rates of Mail
Surveys on Industrial Samples

Lien-AN HSU*, Ruey-SHyy SHIEH**

* Department of Business Administration, Chung-Cheng University

**Department of Accounting and Statistics, Ta-Tung Junior Technological College of Commerce

ABSTRACT

This study assesses efforts to increase response rates to a mailed industrial survey by equally dividing 400
sample data into four groups: (1) control (2) design (3) incentive and (4) design-incentive. The results of
analyses indicate that neither simplifying questionnaire design (group 2) alone nor offering incentive (group 3)
alone helps raising the response rates at all, but when the two are adopted together (group 4), the response rate
of the fourth group is 3.33 times more than that of control group (group 1). Besides, two phone-call
follow-ups gain additional 13.5% of response rates, which is 4.5% higher than the response rate before
follow-ups; however, the effectiveness of follow-up decreases significantly in the second round. Also, both
incentive factor and different survey designs don’t affect the quality of the questionnaires by analyzing part of
the answers filled, and questionnaires received in different period of time have consistent quality on filled
answers as well.

Keywords: mail survey, response rates, survey design, incentive
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