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Abstract

This paper examines the influence of an in advance provided non-monetary incentive on the response rate and response quality of a job satisfaction survey (JSS). This is done by sending a paper JSS to the home addresses of all 180 employees of a Dutch company. The employees were randomly divided in three equal groups. All groups received a JSS and in addition one group received a ballpoint together with the survey, one group received a chewing gum and the remaining group received no incentive. The research contributes to the insight in the reciprocal behaviour between employees and employers in relation with the gift-exchange hypothesis. We find that the in advanced provided non-monetary incentives have no effect on the total response rate. We do find an increase in the response speed. Moreover, both gifts increase the response quality, as respondents provide more answers to both open and closed questions. These results indicate that the reciprocal behaviour predicted by the gift-exchange hypothesis helps to improve the answer quality, but is unable to influence the response rate.
Effects of non-monetary incentives on the response rate and the response quality of a job satisfaction survey: experimental results 
Introduction
Most firms are interested in the job satisfaction of their employees. Although the evidence on the relation between job satisfaction and performance is weak (e.g. Judge et al., 2001 : 384-389), there is strong evidence for a negative relation between job satisfaction and turnover rate (Kristensen and Westergard-Nielsen, 2006 : 1-17). Low turnover rates reduce the loss of experience and knowhow, which is important for firms. 

An important instrument used to determine the job satisfaction level is a job satisfaction survey (JSS). A JSS collects information on the behaviour and opinions of employees. However, it’s usefulness depends strongly on the response quality and response rate, because they both influence the trustworthiness of the results (Asch et al., 1997 : 1129).
This study investigates whether incentives can contribute to a higher response quality and response rate of a JSS. Incentives motivate people to provide a certain amount of effort (Prendergast, 1999 : 7-14). We focus on incentives provided in advance, where everyone receives a ‘gift’ in advance of answering the survey. The ‘gift’is then provided independent of the level of effort provided in answering the survey. The effectiveness of these incentives is based on the gift-exchange hypothesis. According to this hypothesis a gift increases the receiver’s utility, which in turn increases the pressure to do something ‘in return’ (Akerlof, 1982 : 544-551). In the case of a JSS, this may translate into a higher response rate and higher response quality for the JSS. Bolstein and James (1992 : 442-453) found empirical evidence, based on other survey types, that several in advance provided monetary incentives can influence the response rate and response quality of surveys. Their finding is supported by Cooper and Yu (1983 : 36-44), who found that in advanced provided non-monetary incentives have a positive effect on the response rate of surveys, again based on commercial and social surveys rather than a JSS.  
The purpose of this paper is to examine the effects of in advance provided non-monetary incentives on the response rate and response quality for a JSS. A research structure is designed in this paper to examine these effects, by using two different in advance provided non-monetary incentives. This is done by sending a paper JSS to the home addresses of all 180 employees of a Dutch company that operates in the service industry. The employees were randomly divided in three equal groups and they all received a JSS  especially designed for this purpose. In addition one group received a ballpoint together with the survey, one group received a chewing gum and the remaining group received no incentive

Most previous research is based on commercial, social or industry based sample groups that are fundamentally different than the sample group of a JSS and in addition it is often hard to determine the precise orientation of the examined sample group (Cooper and Yu, 1983 : 37). A JSS has a unique characteristic due to the strong personal relation between the respondent and provider, that is lacking or at least less strong with almost all other sample groups (e.g. Porter et al., 1974 : 605-607). Due to this connection there is a natural pressure to answer the survey. It is possible that this pressure changes the effect of the provided incentives. The social relevance of this paper is that it provides firms specific empirical insight in the effects of in advance given non-monetary incentives on the response rate and response quality of a JSS.
The effectiveness of both in advance provided non-monetary incentives is based in the gift-exchange hypothesis. The gift-exchange hypothesis argues that employees are willing to work harder in a reaction on a wage offer that is higher than the market clearing wage (Akerlof, 1982 : 544-551). Many laboratorial experiments provide strong support for the gift-exchange hypothesis (e.g. Fehr et al., 1993 : 437-460, Fehr and Falk, 1999 : 106-134 and for a literature overview Charness and Kuhn, 2010 : 1-24), whereas field experiments support is much weaker (e.g. Gneezy and List, 2006 : 1365-1384 and Hennig-Schmidt et al., 2010 : 1-17). Our research can contribute to the field experimental literature by providing more insight in the effects of non-monetary gift in the case of a JSS.
We find that the in advance provided non-monetary incentives have no effect on the total response rate. We do find an increase in the response speed. Moreover, both gifts increase the response quality, as respondents provide more answers to both open and closed questions. These results indicate that the reciprocal behaviour predicted by the gift-exchange hypothesis helps to improve the answer quality, but is unable to influence the response rate.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In the first section the theoretical framework is created. In this framework the main reasons and characteristics of a JSS are examined and the effectiveness of incentives is described. In the second section the research set-up is described and in the third section the survey statistics and analysis for both the response rate and response quality is examined. The main results are discussed in the fourth section and the final section provides the concluding remarks and some additional research.
(I)
Theoretical framework

The theoretical framework is conducted in the following manner. The first section examines the major literature findings about the relationship between job satisfaction and performance. The second section describes the characteristics of a job satisfaction survey (JSS) and it gives the main arguments to use techniques that increase the response rate or response quality. In the third section the major theoretical and empirical findings on the effects that structural techniques and incentives have on the response quality and response rate are examined. 

(I)
Job satisfaction and performance
According to Locke (1969 : 314-318) job satisfaction is a complex combination of positive and negative emotional reactions to a job. This complex combination can be summarized as the relationship between the desired and experienced job characteristics. There is a wide range of theoretical models that try to reveal the relationship between job satisfaction and performance. There are models that assume that job satisfaction can influence job performance, because higher satisfaction lowers absenteeism and motivates to provide more effort (Lawler and Porter, 2000 : 22). However, there is little empirical evidence for this relation (e.g. Vroom, 1964 : 145-146 and Judge et al., 2001 : 378). Another important category of models assumes that job satisfaction is an indicator of performance. These models assume that high performance results in a reward and this reward increase in turn total satisfaction of the employee (Locke, 1970 : 495-497). Behrman and Perreault (1984 : 13-17) found empirical evidence that supports this theory. Another category of models predicts a reciprocal relation between job satisfaction and performance. Evidence for these models is ambiguous and in most cases insignificant (Judge et al., 2001 : 379). Given these findings it is arguable that there is a correlation between job satisfaction and performance and that most evidence supports models that assume that performance influences job satisfaction, although the precise causal relation remains ambiguous (e.g. for literature review Judge et al., 2001 : 376-389).
In addition job satisfaction can be used to indicate a firm’s total turnover rate, which is important because turnover rates are positively related with loss of experience and knowhow. Kristensen and Westergard-Nielsen (2006 : 1-17) used a dataset with characteristics of Danish families and identified a significant negative relationship between job satisfaction and total turnover. Their finding is supported by the study of Shield and Prince (2000 : 295-322) who used data about the job satisfaction rate of British nurses. 
(II)
      Job satisfaction survey characteristics
The purpose of a survey is to reveal the opinions and behaviour of a certain sample group (Dillman et al., 2009a : 1-10). A JSS uses employees as sample group and tries to reveal their job satisfaction level. Theoretically, respondents are willing to answer if the benefits of answering a survey outrange the cost of answering. In the case of a JSS a possible benefit is that doing something for another (provider) results in a good ‘feeling’. There are three major survey methods that are used to reveal total job satisfaction:

· Mailing Survey: With a mailing survey a paper questionnaire is used, which respondents have to send back to the provider after answering the questions. A major advantage is that providing the survey is relatively cheap, because there is no need for expensive personal contact between the respondent and provider. Major disadvantages are that answer processing is expensive and that total non-reply is often high, due to the lack of personal contact which reduces the pressure to answer (Scott, 1961 : 143-145).   

· Internet Survey: With an internet survey a digital questionnaire is sent to the respondent’s mail address. Major advantages are that both the distribution and processing of the answers is cheap and that mistakes are reduced, because it is possible to make respondents aware of forgotten answers. The major disadvantages are that the non-response is often high and due to undesired email filters or spam blocks it is sometimes hard to reach the respondent (Dillman et al., 2009b : 2-4).

· Telephone survey: Respondents are called with a telephone by an employee of the survey provider and asked to answer the questionnaire. A major advantage is that due to the personal contact the respondent feels some additional pressure to answer the questionnaire. Major disadvantages are the high costs of processing the answers and that personal contact can cause a bias to provide friendlier answers (Dillman et al., 2009a : 182-184).  

These methods do not exclude each other and combinations of different methods are used to increase the response rate, because respondents can select their favourable way of responding. An important drawback is that the survey method can influence the answers, which makes it harder to compare the answers of the different methods. This disadvantage is caused by possible biases for respondents to provide friendlier answers that some survey methods have (Dillman et al., 2009b : 1-17).

It is often expensive or even impossible to provide a survey to all members of a specific population. As a result a sample group is used that represents the population as good as possible. A high response rate is important, because a high non-response causes three major problems for result interpretation:

· Non-response bias: Samples are drawn randomly in order to create a sample group that represents the real population and is only representative if it’s distribution is not changed. Non-response harms the quality of the survey by reducing the trustworthiness of the results and it can cause a bias within the sample group. Non response is often high for mailing and internet surveys, due to the lack of personal contact and it is often harder to reach all sample members, for example due to access problems to internet (Sax et al., 2003 : 409-413). 

· Higher survey costs: A certain number of respondents is necessary to retrieve representative results. Low response rates force the provider to increase the sample size, in order to achieve the minimum level of responses. Providing extra surveys is expensive for telephone surveys and in a lesser extent for mailing surveys (Asch et al., 1997 : 1129). 

· Reduces comparability of results: It is hard to compare results of different points in time if the non-response is high, because non-response can change the sample. Due to this change the results are no longer based on the same sample (Sax et al., 2003 : 409-413).

A JSS is often customized and most questions are firm-specific. Nevertheless, in order to reveal total job satisfaction as good as possible, most surveys are a combination of the following categories (Spector, 1985 : 693-698): 
· Job Characteristics: measures the opinion about job quality and other job specific characteristics. 

· Leader Behaviour: measures for example the perceived quality of the general management, the provided management support and the quality of internal communication.

· Personal Characteristics: measures the employee’s personal characteristics, such as age, gender and working experience.

· Organizational commitment: measures the commitment of the employee with the firm. 

· Firm characteristics: measures the employee’s opinion on the firm such as the firm’s characteristics, bureaucracy level and innovativeness.
A JSS can be distinguished from other surveys by it’s strong relation between the respondent and provider of the survey, where this relation is impersonal with most other surveys. In addition, for almost all survey types the final results are more important for the provider than for the respondent, where the interest is more equally distributed with a JSS. It is arguable that a strong personal relation or personal interest influence the willingness to answer a survey (Porter et al., 1974 : 605-607). Van Loon et al. (2003 : 105-110) found empirical evidence that a higher personal interest in a survey reduces the non-response. 
(III)
Techniques to increase the response rate and to improve the response quality 
Structural techniques and incentives that are added to a mailing survey can improve the response rate and response quality. In this section structural techniques are explained in subsection IIIa and the effects of incentives are described in subsection IIIb. 

(IIIa)
Structural techniques

The major structural techniques that can influence the response rate of a mailing survey are:
· Preliminary notification: Informing respondents by e-mail or letter about the upcoming survey can increase the response rate, because it increases the respondent’s knowledge about the survey (Wright, 1995 : 1-2). Cooper and Yu (1983 : 36-44) found in their literature review that preliminary notification increases the response rate of commercial or social sample group based surveys. Wright (1995 : 1-6) found evidence that preliminary notification increased the response speed and that it has no significant positive effects on the response rate in the case that the overall response rate is already high.
· Reminders: Reminders make non-respondents aware that they still have to answer the questionnaire, which makes it more likely that they will answer it. Asch et al. (1997 : 1129-1134) used data on the response rate of 312 mailing surveys, all based on inter-firm sample groups with a medical background. They found evidence that reminders increase the final response rate. Their finding is supported by the earlier literature review of Berenson and Kanuk (1975 : 441-448), who found evidence that two reminders cause a higher response rate than one reminder and that more than two reminders have no additional effects. In addition they found evidence that preliminary notification has no significant effect on the response rate if it is used in combination with reminders, which is supported by latter research of Wright (1995 : 1-6).
· Understandable, short and interesting questions: Incomprehensible, uninteresting or to many questions increase the effort needed to answer the questionnaire and as a results reduces the willingness to answer. Scott (1961 : 166-168) provided one commercial sample group two short questionnaires and the other sample group one long questionnaire, but was unable to find evidence that question length influenced the response rate. Both Berenson and Kanuk (1975 : 441-448) and Scott (1961 : 168) found empirical evidence that interesting and understandable questions result in a small, but significant increase in the response rate.
· Anonymity: lack of anonymity can reduce the willingness to provide criticism on the provider, especially in the case that there is a strong personal connection between the provider and respondent. An external and trustworthy company that analyses the survey answers can be used as anonymity guarantee (e.g. Berenson and Kanuk, 1975 : 446 and Fuller, 1974 : 292-293). Scott (1961 : 176-177) found no significant evidence for the negative implications of lack of anonymity, because only 3.1 percent of the respondents failed to sign a questionnaire with a non-personal topic. One of the very scarce researches that uses a JSS is done by Fuller (1974 : 292-293). He divided navy personnel into two categories: officers and non-officers. In addition he divided both categories into two groups, where the treatment group received an obvious non-anonymous survey and the control group a completely anonymous survey. No difference was found for the non-officer personnel category, but for the officers category the response of the non-anonymous group was higher and more positive about the navy, although this last effect was insignificant. A possible explanation be that respondents feel less pressure to answer if the provider is unable to identify them. Fuller argues that the promise of anonymity is only valuable if the promise is credible, especially if a personal relation between the respondent and provider can be influenced by the answers. This last argument explains the finding of more provider friendliness without anonymity, which is an important in the context of a JSS. 
· Clear deadline: Theoretically, a deadline can increase the response speed, because it reduces the natural suspension behaviour. Empirical evidence shows that a clear deadline increase the response speed, which is important because the chance that respondents will answer the questionnaire is reduced over time (Berenson and Kanuk, 1975 : 448). 
(IIIb)
Gift-exchange hypothesis and incentives

The principle of incentives is based on the belief that incentives motivate people to improve their performance because, due to the existence of the incentive a performance improvement results in a utility increase (Prendergast, 1999 : 7-14). The gift-exchange hypothesis plays an important role in explaining the effectiveness of certain incentives. Traditionally the gift-exchange hypothesis is based on an employee-employer relationship, where the employer provides a higher wage than the market clearing wages and in return the employee is willing to provide more effort (Akerlof, 1982 : 544-551). A well known laboratorial experiment is done by Fehr et al. (1993 : 437-460). They used a set-up where employees had no incentive to provide more effort than the minimum required effort and as a consequence it is optimal to set their wages at the market clearing level. Nevertheless, some employers tried to persuade their employees to provide more effort by offering a higher wage. They found evidence for the gift-exchange hypothesis, because employees showed reciprocal behaviour by increasing their willingness to provide extra effort when a higher wage was offered. Fehr and Falk (1999 : 106-134) did a laboratorial experiment where employees were able to vary their effort level due to the incompleteness of the contracts. They found evidence that offering a higher wage increased the employee’s willingness to provide effort, which is in line with the gift-exchange hypothesis. These experimental findings are only partly supported by the field experiments of Gneezy and List (2006 : 1365-1384). In one of their experiments they promised two groups of employees the same wage, but they unexpectedly increased the wage of one group just before the work started. They found evidence that those employees with a higher than expected wage increased their effort in the first few hours, however this effect disappeared over time. Hennig-Schmidt et al., (2010 : 1-17) did both a laboratorial and field experiment, in order to compare the results of both experimental set-ups. They found support for the gift-exchange hypothesis in their laboratorial setting where they were unable to find an effect in their field experiment. Dur (2009 : 550-560) provides an argument that these field experiment results do not necessary reduce the importance of gift-exchange hypothesis. He assumes that employers are able to provide other incentives based on personal attention besides the extrinsic motivation of a wage. He shows that employees are willing to work hard under relative low wages as these lower wages signal that there are also symbolic gifts provided, such as a good relation between employee and employer. His finding can be used as an argument that a wage offer in a laboratorial experiment may cause another reaction than in a field experiment, because the wage offer in a field experiment can be influenced by other external factors. This influence is an argument for the usefulness of laboratorial experiments, because external factors can be extracted in such a setting (Charness and Kuhn, 2010 : 1-24).
Strong personal relations can influence the reciprocal behaviour that is predicted by the gift-exchange hypothesis. As a result it is possible that the effectiveness of incentives provided with a JSS is influenced by the employee-employer relation. In the case of a JSS incentives increase the total benefits that a respondent receives by answering the survey. This increase makes it more likely that the total benefits outrange the total costs, which can result in an increase in the response rate and response quality. Incentives represent all additional rewards that are added to the survey and can be divided in two categories:

· In advance provided incentive. In this case the incentive is provided before the questionnaire is answered and as a result it has no direct connection with the provided effort. The usefulness of an in advance provided incentive can be explained with the gift-exchange hypothesis. This hypothesis can be customized for a JSS by assuming an incentive increases the respondent’s utility, which increases the pressure for the respondent to answer the questionnaire in return. This reciprocal obligation is increased due to the personal relation between the employee and employer, which causes an additional pressure to answer. An advantage of in advance provided incentives is that it is not necessary to identify the respondent, which makes an anonymity guarantee possible. 
· Afterwards provided incentive. In this case the respondents only receive the incentive if they have answered the questionnaire. With this incentive structure the respondent is paid for the provided effort (see for wage based examples Prendergast, 1999 : 7-14). It is likely that this incentive structure is more effective than in advance provided incentives, due to the direct connection between the incentive and the provided effort. A major disadvantage is that it is necessary for providing an incentive to recognize the respondent, so anonymity cannot be guaranteed.  
These categories can be further divided by splitting them in monetary and non-monetary incentive based categories. Monetary incentives have a clear extrinsic value, where this value is less clear with non-monetary incentives. Monetary incentives will always maximize utility, because the receiver can determine where the money is used for. After splitting the categories it is possible to create four incentives based categories:
· In advance provided monetary incentive: Bolstein and James (1990 : 346-353) used cable television subscribers as a sample group to examine the effects of monetary incentives on the response rate and response quality. The treatment groups received $0.25, $0.50, $1.00 or $2.00, whereas the control group received no incentive. They found evidence that an incentive increased the response speed of all treatments groups. However, after providing reminders only the incentives worth $1.00 or $2.00 had a significant effect on the final response rate. In a more recent study Bolstein and James (1992 : 442-453) examined the effect of larger monetary incentives on the response rate of a mailing survey based on an institutional sample group. The treatment group received $1.00 or $5.00 cash or a check of $5.00, $10.00, $20.00 or $40.00 in advance and the control group received no incentive. They found evidence that both the cash and check incentives increased the response rate and that in most cases incentives with a higher value increased were more effective. In addition they found evidence that the $40.00 incentive resulted in more favourable answers towards the survey provider. Brenham (1992 : 1-15) found support for Bolstein and James their findings in his literature review on the effects of monetary incentives on the response rate in the case surveys based on commercial or social sample groups. His major finding is that monetary incentives are only effective it they are worth more than $0.50, which is $0.50 lower than the minimum value that was found by Bolstein and James (1990 : 346-353). Bolstein and James give as an explanation that their survey topic is more related with the respondent’s personal interest, which according to them reduces the effectiveness of an incentive.
 
· In advance provided non-monetary incentives: Cooper and Yu (1983 : 36-44) found that in advance provided non-monetary incentives increase the response rate of commercial or social sample group orientated surveys and that the most common used incentive are pens, pencils and books. Their finding is supported by Church (1993 : 62-75), who found that non-monetary incentives cause a significant increase in the response rate, however this increase is larger in the case of monetary incentives. This last result that monetary incentives are more effective is supported by the study of Hansen (1983 : 77-83), who did an explicit study to examine the difference between the effects of monetary and non-monetary incentives. In addition he found a significant lower quality of the open questions if incentives were used. An explanation for this can be found in the fact that when the response rate is relatively low the less dedicated respondents are the ones that dropped out and as a result the quality of the answered open questions was increased.

· Afterwards provided monetary incentive: Bolstein and James (1992 : 442-453) promised respondents a check of $50.00 after answering the survey, but were unable to find a significant effect. An explanation can be that the lack of anonymity reduces the effectiveness of the incentive. They did find that the afterwards provided incentives caused a significant bias to more provider friendlier answers. Their findings are supported by the meta-analyse of Church (1993 : 62-75), who found that an afterwards provided incentive resulted in an insignificant response rate increase.
· Afterwards provided non-monetary incentive: There is relatively little empirical research that examines the effectiveness of afterwards provided non-monetary incentives. An important study is done by Church (1993 : 62-75), who found that an afterwards provided incentive had no significant effect on the response rate. 
When these findings are compared, it is likely that monetary incentives are more effective than their non-monetary counterparts. Furthermore, given the importance of anonymity for a JSS it is likely that anonymity guarantee is more important than a direct link between the answering of the survey and the provided incentive.
(V)
Summary

It is arguable that job satisfaction is related with both performance and turnover rate, which makes job satisfaction an important variable to measure. This is done by a JSS, where both response quality and a high response rate contribute to a reliable result. The most important methods to increase the response rate and response quality are incentives or structural techniques. Empirical evidence shows that especially the in advance provided monetary and non-monetary incentives are likely to contribute to a response rate increase. Furthermore, there is some evidence that high monetary incentives cause friendlier answers for survey providers and that the response quality can be reduced in the case of a higher response rate. In the next chapter the effects of in advanced provided non-monetary incentives in the case of a JSS are tested within an experimental setting. 
(II)
Research set-up

(I)
Sample group characteristics

The purpose of the research is to measure the effects that in advance provided non-monetary incentives have on the response rate and response quality of a job satisfaction survey (JSS). The examined sample group is formed by all 182 employees of a Dutch firm that operates in the travel industry and that provides a JSS for the first time. Two employees cooperated with the experiment and were left out of the analysis. The other 180 employees were not informed about the experiment and were divided into three groups of 60 respondents. The majority of employees work at the firm’s headquarter and are randomly divided between the three groups. A minority of the employees works at six small stores, with around 5 employees per store. Due to the store size it is likelier that they will discuss the incentives. This problem is reduced by dividing all employees of a store in the same group and the stores are randomly divided between the groups. Only the two treatment groups receive an incentive and these incentives are:

· Ballpoint: A blue writing ballpoint with a retail value of € 0.504 is used as an incentive. It has a classical appearance with a black metal looking body and two golden rings. A ballpoint is a commonly used non-monetary incentive, which makes it easier to compare the results with other researches. 
· Chewing gum: A piece of Stimorol chewing gum with the taste ‘Fresh zone peppermint’  is offered as an incentive. Stimorol is a well-known chewing gum brand in the Netherlands and this product of the brand has a retail value of € 0.50. Both the incentives have approximately the same retail value; nevertheless it is possible that the perceived value of the two incentives differs. 

Table 1 shows the gender and age characteristics of the control and treatment groups. An interesting characteristic is that most employees are female and older than 30, which is a common gender and age distribution in the travel service industry. In addition it is clear that there are significantly more women in the control group than in the treatment groups, which makes later extraction of gender influences on the results necessary.

	Table 1. Main population characteristics, in percentages

	
	Women
	<30
	30-40
	>40

	Pen
	65,0
	20,0
	35,0
	45,0

	Gum
	60,0
	13,3
	40,0
	46,7

	Control
	81,7(***)
	15,0
	50,0
	35,0

	Total
	68,9
	16,1
	8,3
	19,0

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the average percentage (total)


(II)
Survey characteristics and distribution

An introduction letter and a three page JSS was sent to the home addresses of all 180 respondents, together with a pre-stamped return envelop with a pre-printed address of the Erasmus University Rotterdam. The Erasmus University was introduced in the introduction letter as an independent and trustworthy institution that was hired to analyse the results and in order to make an anonymity guarantee possible. In addition the official purpose that the survey results are used to improve the firm’s future strategies was explained and a clear deadline for answering the JSS was given. The two treatment groups had one additional phrase, where the incentive was presented as a gift to compensate for the effort needed to answer the survey. Finally the introduction was personally signed with a blue gel pen by the HR-manager. 

On the top of the real survey information about the 39 closed questions and 2 open questions was given. In addition the answering scale of five options was explained, where 1 symbolized ‘completely disagree’ and 5 ‘completely agree’. In total 37 closed questions were divided in four categories about the job content, management and rewards, working conditions, and colleagues respectively. The other two closed questions asked about the gender and an age indication of the respondent. The two open questions asked for the three advantages and three disadvantages of working at that the firm and at the end finally there was an option to give comments about the research. 
In order to be able to identify the initial treatment groups a certain mark is needed. A major disadvantage of clear marks is that it can reduce the credibility of the anonymity. In order to avoid this problem only an inconspicuous change was made by changing the position of the page numbers. For the ballpoint, chewing gum, and control group the page numbers were respectively on the left, middle, and right side

Response quality is a more subjective variable than response rate and in order to reduce this subjectivity, quality is measured by the following criteria:

1. the absolute number of answered open questions; 2. the absolute number of fully answered open questions; 3. the absolute number of fully answered closed questions; 4. whether or not the survey is fully answered (with the criteria: minimum of six open answers); and 5. whether or not the survey is fully answered (with the criteria: minimum of five open answers). Six open questions are a relative objective criteria, because the open questions asked for six answers. 

Two important structural techniques that are used to increase the overall response rate are preliminary notifications and reminders, which are all sent by the firm’s intranet. The preliminary notifications are provided a week and a day in advance and the reminders are sent two and three weeks after the last notification. Their purpose was to inform the respondent about the survey and to highlight the importance of the deadline.
(III)
Survey statistics and analysis
(I)
Effects on the response rate
Table 2 shows the response rates and absolute responses, given the characteristics of the respondents. An independent sample t-test is used to analyse the differences in response rate between the treatment and control groups. This test is used, because all groups are based on a non-overlapping and independent sample. The most important findings that the table shows are that the final response rate is 48,3 percent and that there is no evidence that the incentives have an effect on the response rate, neither for the total population, nor for any age or gender group. 

	Table 2. Response rates, in percentage and absolute number of responses

	
	Total
	Women
	Men
	<30
	30-40
	>40

	
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#

	Pen
	48,3
	29
	38,5
	15
	66,7
	14
	41,7
	5
	38,1
	8
	59,3
	16

	Gum
	45,0
	27
	50,0
	18
	37,5
	9
	62,5
	5
	45,8
	11
	39,3
	11

	Control
	50,0
	30
	53,1
	26
	36,4
	4
	66,7
	6
	36,7
	11
	61,9
	13

	Total
	48,3
	86
	47,6
	59
	48,2
	27
	55,2
	16
	40,0
	30
	52,6
	40

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


Tables 3 until 5 provide insight in the weekly cumulative response rates, given the characteristics of the respondents. An independent sample t-test is used to analyse the differences in response rate between the treatment and control groups. An important finding is that the response speed is higher for the treatment groups, although the effect is only significant in two cases. More detailed, there is evidence that adding an incentive to the survey makes men more likely to respond directly and adding a chewing gum increases the early response of respondents who are older than 40 years. In addition the tables show that the increase in the response speed disappears over time and that there is no effect on the final response rate. 
	Table 3. First week cumulative response rates, in percentages

	
	Total
	Women
	Men
	<30
	30-40
	>40

	Pen
	13,3
	12,8
	14,3(***)
	8,3
	19,0
	11,1

	Gum
	20,0
	25,0
	12,5(***)
	25,0
	16,7
	21,4(***)

	Control
	10,0
	12,2
	0,0
	22,2
	10,0
	4,8

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


	Table 4. Second week cumulative response rates, in percentages

	
	Total
	Women
	Men
	<30
	30-40
	>40

	Pen
	28,3
	23,1
	33,3
	23,8
	28,6
	29,6

	Gum
	33,3
	36,1
	37,5
	33,3
	33,3
	32,1

	Control
	26,7
	26,5
	33,3
	16,7
	26,7
	38,1

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


	Table 5. Third week cumulative response rates, in percentages

	
	Total
	Women
	Men
	<30
	30-40
	>40

	Pen
	35,0
	30,8
	42,9
	33,3
	28,6
	40,7

	Gum
	35,0
	36,1
	33,3
	50,0
	33,3
	32,1

	Control
	35,0
	36,7
	27,3
	55,6
	26,7
	38,1

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


(I)
Effects on the response quality 
Tables 6 until 9 express the answer quality in four categories: fully answered open questions, fully answered closed questions, fully answered survey (6 questions criteria), and  fully answered survey (5 questions criteria). The response quality is expressed for the whole survey and several gender and age characteristics. An independent sample t-test is used to analyse the differences in response rate between the treatment and control groups. The tables show that there is evidence that adding an incentive to the survey increases the number of fully answered open questions in almost all cases and fully answered surveys (6 questions criteria) with more than 30 percentage points. In addition there is some evidence that incentives increase the number of fully answered closed questions. The differences between the treatment groups and the control group became smaller if the fully answered surveys (5 questions criteria) is used, but even under a less strict criteria there is still an indication that the treatment groups show a positive effect on the response quality. There is no indication that these findings are influenced by gender and age characteristics. In sum it is possible to conclude that adding an incentive to the survey increases the response quality indicators.
	Table 6. Response quality, fully answered open questions, in percentages

	
	Total
	Women
	Men
	<30
	30-40
	>40

	Pen
	65,5(*)
	66,7(**)
	64,3(*)
	40,0
	75,0 (**)
	68,8

	Gum
	63,0(*)
	55,6
	77,8(*)
	40,0
	72,7(**)
	63,6

	Control
	26,7
	30,8
	0,0
	0,0
	27,3
	38,5

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


	Table 7. Response quality, fully answered closed questions, in percentages

	
	Total
	Women
	Men
	<30
	30-40
	>40

	Pen
	100,0 (**)
	100,0 (***)
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0

	Gum
	96,3
	94,4
	100,0
	100,0
	90,9
	100,0

	Control
	86,7
	88,5
	75,0
	83,3
	90,9
	84,6

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


	Table 8. Response quality, fully answered survey (6 open answer criteria), in percentages

	
	Total
	Women
	Men
	<30
	30-40
	>40

	Pen
	65,5(*)
	66,7(**)
	64,3(*)
	40,0
	75,0 (**)
	68,8 (**)

	Gum
	63,0(*)
	55,6(***)
	77,8(*)
	40,0
	72,7(**)
	63,6

	Control
	23,3
	26,9
	0,0
	0,0
	27,3
	30,8

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


	Table 9. Response quality, fully answered survey (5 open answer criteria), in percentages

	
	Total
	Women
	Men
	<30
	30-40
	>40

	Pen
	79,3
	86,7
	71,4
	100,0 (***)
	75,0
	75,0

	Gum
	74,1
	61,1
	100,0
	60,0
	81,8
	72,7

	Control
	66,7
	65,4
	75,0
	50,0
	72,7
	69,2

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


Table 10 shows the absolute number of answered open questions for the whole survey and several gender and age characteristics. An independent sample t-test is used to analyse the differences in response rate between the treatment and control groups. Table 10 shows that in almost all cases the number of answered open questions is higher if an incentive is added to the survey. We find that adding a chewing gum to the survey increases the number of open answers with almost 20 percentage points. Furthermore respondents between thirty and forty years old show a significant higher response rate if a chewing gum is added to the survey and respondents younger than thirty are significantly influenced when a pen is added to the survey.
	Table 10. Absolute number of answered open questions

	
	Pen
	Gum
	Control

	
	#
	SD
	#
	SD
	#
	SD

	Total
	5,45
	1,723
	5,96(**)
	1,829
	4,97
	0,890

	Female
	5,80
	1,642
	5,72
	1,965
	4,96
	0,958

	Male
	5,36
	1,865
	6,44
	1,509
	5,00
	0,000

	<30
	5,60(**)
	0,894
	5,00
	1,000
	4,17
	1,169

	30-40
	4,75
	2,315
	6,36(***)
	1,433
	5,09
	0,701

	>40
	5,75
	1,433
	6,00
	1,571
	5,23
	0,725

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


It is possible to make some specific linear regressions on the number of answered questions besides the independent sample t-tests executed above. A normal linear regression is possible, because the number of answered questions is a cardinal measure. All linear regressions are tested on linearity of the residuals by normal probability plots and histograms. The first regression shows that adding a gum to the survey causes a significant increase of 0,996 more answers. This effect remains significant if some basic gender and age characteristics are added to the regression. The third regression shows that adding more specifications to the regression results in no significant influence anymore of any variable. The overall conclusion is that there is no evidence that gender or age influence the earlier determined results and that incentives have a positive effect on the number of answers.

	Table 11. Regression on number of open answers

	
	Regression values
	Regression values
	Regression values

	Constant
	4,967 (*)
	5,279 (*)
	5,265 (*)

	Pen
	0,482
	0,407
	0,348

	Gum
	0,996 (**)
	0,972 (***)
	1,252

	Female
	
	-0,106
	-0,045

	L30
	
	-0,755
	-1,061

	L30_40
	
	-0,188
	-0,129

	Pen×Female
	
	
	0,441

	Gum×Female
	
	
	-0,903

	Pen×L30
	
	
	0,756

	Gum× L30
	
	
	0,113

	Pen×L30_40
	
	
	-0,962

	Gum× L30_40
	
	
	0,752

	R² (adjusted R²)
	0,068 (0,046)
	0,177 (0,055)
	0,102 (0,046)

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


Table 12 shows a rough indication for the link between incentives and more provider friendlier answers by summarizing the average points per question for different question categories. An independent sample t-test is used to analyse the differences in response rate between the treatment and control groups. The Cronbach’s alpha is high for almost all categories, which is an indication that the questions within their factor category are consistent. An interesting finding is that there is evidence that a pen increases the average point per question for the categories about job content and provided rewards. This is an indication that a pen influences the provider friendliness of the answers by making the respondents more content with the firm’s reward system and with their jobs. In order to analyse the influence of an incentive on provider friendliness of the answers in more detail, the average point per question are given for all questions in table 13 in the appendix. Table 13 provides some support that a pen is able to increase the provider friendliness of the answers, although the evidence is weak and insignificant if individual questions are examined. In addition it is hard to provide an explanation that a pen may result in more provider friendlier answers and a chewing gum shows no influence at all. It is important to notice that the results of table 12 and 13 are based on a very rough method to analyse provider friendliness and as a result it is difficult to create trustworthy implications. 
	Table 12. Average point per question category and an extra reward  category 

	
	Cronbach’s α
	Pen
	Gum
	Control

	Job content, question 1-8 and 37
	0,823
	4,13(***)
	3,97
	3,84

	Management, question 9-19
	0,861
	3,57
	3,42
	3,53

	Working conditions, question 20-32
	0,585
	3,38
	3,39
	3,33

	Colleagues, question 33-36
	0,770
	3,87
	4,09
	3,95

	Provided rewards, question 17-19
	0,850
	3,14(***)
	2,62
	2,68

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


(IV)
Discussion
The overall response rate was relatively moderate, with 48,3 percent. A possible explanation for this moderate response rate is that it was the first job satisfaction survey (JSS) taken by the firm. This causes a lack of reputation, because respondents have no experience with the anonymity level and the possible implications of the results on the firm’s policy. Especially uncertainty about the anonymity guarantee can cause a reduction in the response rate (e.g. Berenson and Kanuk, 1975 : 446 and Fuller, 1974 : 292-293). 
There is no evidence that adding a pen or chewing gum to the JSS has influenced the final response rate, neither for the total population, nor for any age or gender group. Another argument is given by Bolstein and James (1990 : 346-353) and by Brenham (1992 : 1-15). Both found that an in advance provided monetary incentive with a low value is unable to influence the response rate and that this value is somewhere in the range between $0,50 and $1,00. Bolstein and James (1990 : 346-353) argue that the minimum value of an incentive that makes it effective is increased if the respondents are interested in the survey topic, because these respondent are already more motivated to reply. In our research the perceived incentive value matters, because non-monetary incentives are used. It is arguable that our finding about the response rate is in line with Bolstein and James (1990 : 346-353) and Brenham (1992 : 1-15) if this perceived value is low enough. As a result the gift may need to have a certain value in order to let the predictions of the gift-exchange hypothesis work. These arguments can be an explanation for the difference between our results and the results of other researches that found an increase in the response by using other sample groups or incentive values (e.g. Cooper and Yu, 1983 : 36-44 and Church, 1993 : 62-75). 

There is evidence that both incentives increased the first week response speed. This result is in line with Wright’s (1995 : 1-6) finding that an incentive is able to increase the response speed. In addition Berenson and Kanuk (1975 : 441-448) found that an increase in the early response speed has no effect on the final response rate if reminders are used. Gneezy and List (2006 : 1365-1384) found that the effects predicted by the gift-exchange hypothesis disappeared over time by using long term incentives. It is arguable that the effects of long term incentives are at least as strong as the by use provided short term incentives and as a result our result seems to be in line with their finding.
There is evidence that both incentives increased the response quality irrespectively of gender and age, because incentives cause a significant increase in the number of closed answers and the fully answered open and closed questions. This finding about the response quality is the mirror image of the finding of Hansen (1983 : 77-83), who found that for the treatment group a significant lower response quality in combination with a higher response rate. An explanation that is given is that due to the low response rate of the control group, less dedicated respondents dropped out and as a result the response quality was increased. In our research there is no difference in response rate, so we can control for this possible effect. An explanation for our results can be that an incentive is unable to increase the total willingness to answer the survey, but is able to increases the time that a respondent is willing to spend to answer it. More time can reduce uncompleted answers and mistakes, which increase the survey quality. This argument is in line with the gift-exchange hypothesis, because according to Gneezy and List (2006 : 1365-1384) the predicted effects disappears after a few hours, which is a larger time path than the ten or fifteen minutes needed to answer the survey. 

There is some evidence that adding a pen to the survey increases provider friendlier answers, although the evidence is based on a rough indication method. If a pen makes the answers provider friendlier, the result is in line with the finding of Bolstein and James (1992 : 441-453). Important to notice is that their research is based on monetary incentives with a high value. A possible explanation that a pen influences the provider friendliness, despite it’s relatively low real value, is that it is easier to influence the respondents attitude if there is a personal relation between de respondent and provider. In addition it is hard to provide an explanation that a pen may results in provider friendlier answers and a chewing gum shows no influence at all. 

In sum, the main findings are that both in advanced provided non-monetary incentives influence the early response speed, but have no effect on the final response rate. In addition both incentives increase the survey quality, by increasing the numbers of closed answers and fully answered surveys. Finally there is some weak indication that a pen increases the provider friendliness of the answers, were a chewing gum causes no effect.
(V)
Concluding remarks
This paper examines the influence of an in advance provided non-monetary incentive on the response rate and response quality of a job satisfaction survey (JSS). This is done by sending a paper JSS to the home addresses of all 180 employees of a Dutch company, that are randomly divided in three equal groups. There were two treatment groups who received either a ballpoint or a chewing gum as an incentive, where the control group received no extra incentive. The JSS consisted of both open and closed questions and additional questions about age and gender. Several criteria about the quality of the open and closed questions are used to determine the response quality. Finally all returning questionnaires are marked, in order to determine the response rate and speed.
The research provides evidence that adding an incentive to the JSS influences the response speed. However this effect disappears over time, which results in no significant effect in the final response rate. There is strong evidence that both a pen and chewing gum increased the response quality of the JSS, by providing a higher number of answers or by resulting in more complete answered surveys. In addition there is some very weak indication that adding a pen to the survey results in more provider friendlier answers, where a chewing gum causes no effect in this respect whatsoever. Given these findings we can conclude that both a pen and a chewing gum have no influence on the response rate, but both have a positive influence on the response speed and response quality of a job satisfaction survey. 

The results also provide insight in the reciprocal behaviour between employees and employers in relation with the gift-exchange hypothesis. There is some evidence that in the case of a strong personal relation the effects that are predicted by the gift-exchange hypothesis are likely to be temporary and to disappear over time. This evidence is based on the finding that in an advance provided non-monetary incentive is able to increase the response speed and time that a respondent is willing to spend on answering the questionnaire, which results in a higher response quality. Both effects can be caused by a temporary increase in the willingness to provide more effort. However, there is no evidence of a long term effect, because the in advance provided non-monetary incentives have no significant influence on the final response rate. This finding supports the findings of Gneezy and List (2006 : 1365-1384) that the predicted gift-exchange effects disappear over time. Finally it is possible that the predictions of the gift-exchange hypothesis depend on the perceived value instead of the real value, in the case of a non-monetary incentive.  

These findings also provide some practical insight in the usefulness of non-monetary incentives as an instrument to improve the response rate and response quality of a JSS. This research provides evidence that a non-monetary incentive improves the response quality of both open and closed questions. Due to this improvement it may be possible to reduce the necessary sample size, which causes a reduction of the costs of sending and processing of the results. Due to the relatively low costs of the provided non-monetary incentives, it is arguable that under certain circumstances incentives cause a reduction in the survey costs that outrange the costs of providing incentives. 
There are several possibilities of additional research, which can reduce some of the limitations of this research. A very important additional research option is to explore the consistency of the results within other business sectors or regions. This can be done by selecting firms with different backgrounds, but by still using the same incentives and survey structure. These researches can investigate the validity of the results under different circumstances, which makes the results more universally applicable. In addition, another possible extension is to investigate the validity of the results with different in advance provided incentive types, including monetary gifts. A possible research set-up is to provide different types of incentives, provided in advance, within the same firm. This may extract external influences on the results. This extension can provide insight in which incentive types are likely to cause the most desired results. Furthermore, experiments with different food and non-food incentives may improve the insight in the provider friendliness that can occur due to the use of incentives. Another possible extension is to investigate the effects of incentives with different values. This can be done by providing the same incentive types, but with different real values and qualities. The findings of these research types are important for firms that want to compare the effects and costs of incentives in order to determine the usefulness of an incentive for them. Additional research can be done by investigating if the real or perceived value on an incentive influence the respondent’s behaviour. This can be done by asking respondents about their perceived value and compare these results with the effects that the incentives have on the response rate and response quality. This additional research can contribute to existing gift-exchange research and improves the insight for which incentives cause the most desirable results. Finally the research can be extended in order to examine the underlying reasons for the usefulness of the provided incentives. This can be done by a later survey that examines why respondents decided to reply and what effect an incentive had on their decisions. However, a possible problem of this extension is that it is hard to combine initial survey results with the later findings about the underlying reasons and it is likely that firms are not willing to cooperate. The problem is that such a survey reveals the real intention of the previous JSS. This can harm the respondent-provider relation, which may have negative implications for later JSS.      
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Appendix
	Table 13. Average points per question
 All questions are translated and the company’s name is replaced by firm or organisation

	
	Pen
	Gum
	Control

	1. I like my job
	4,66
	4,33
	4,37

	2. My job provides me gratification
	4,21
	4,04
	3,83

	3. My tasks are diverse
	4,28(*)
	4,00
	3,60

	4. I’m satisfied with my job
	4,21(***)
	4,15
	3,83

	5. I experience a high workload
	3,62
	3,44
	3,10

	6. My job is in line with my personal capacities
	4,00
	3,78
	3,63

	7. The tasks I do are challenging
	3,86(***)
	3,56
	3,33

	8. It is clear what my employer expects regarding my tasks
	4,10
	4,07
	4,47

	9. My supervisor encourages me to keep developing myself
	3,38
	3,26
	3,40

	10. My supervisor shows good example behaviour
	3,79
	3,56
	3,70

	11. My supervisor supports me in difficult personal situations
	3,79
	3,67
	3,80

	12. My supervisor supports me with my tasks
	3,86
	3,67
	3,60

	13. My supervisor treats me with respect
	3,76
	3,85
	3,67

	14. Agreements are kept within my department
	3,69
	3,85
	3,97

	15. The criteria on which my performance is rated, are clear
	3,76
	4,00
	3,97

	16. My actual performance is in line with my rated performance
	3,79
	3,93
	4,03

	17. I’m satisfied with my wage, if I compare it with wages according to the collective labour agreement
	3,38(***)
	2,96
	2,90

	18. I’m satisfied with my secondary rewards
	2,93
	2,52
	2,40

	19. The relation between my rewards and performance is good
	3,10
	2,37
	2,73

	20. I have a pleasant working environment 
	4,00
	4,00
	4,20

	21. The equipment I use is of a high quality
	3,41
	3,44
	2,97

	22. I have all the resources available to perform well
	3,72
	3,63
	3,47

	23. In my point of view the organisation is bureaucratic
	2,72
	2,70
	2,40

	24. I’m well informed about the firm’s results
	3,28(**)
	3,15(**)
	2,57

	25. The cooperation with other departments is good
	3,62
	3,15
	3,17

	26. The firm is able to prevent repetition of errors
	3,00
	3,19
	3,13

	27. The firm’s services have a high quality
	3,76
	3,67
	3,73

	28. The firm provides me the opportunity to adjust my working hours to my personal circumstances
	3,41
	4,44
	3,93

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


	Table 14. Average points per question (continue)

	
	Pen
	Gum
	Control

	29. I work at a progressive organization
	3,93
	4,04
	4,17

	30. I am aware of the firm’s objectives
	3,48
	3,37
	3,40

	31. The growth opportunities within the organization are good
	2,48
	2,19(***)
	2,53

	32. There are good opportunities to get extra education
	3,14
	2,52(**)
	3,40

	33. My colleagues do their jobs properly
	4,10
	4,22
	4,17

	34. My colleagues distract me from my tasks
	2,21(***)
	1,67
	1,87

	35. The working atmosphere is pleasant
	4,21
	4,30
	4,20

	36. My colleagues contribute to a pleasant working atmosphere
	4,38
	4,52(**)
	4,17

	37. I am a happy person
	4,28
	4,37
	4,33

	(*) = 1, (**) = 5 and (***) = 10 level proven significant difference with the control group


� The validity of this argument depends on the respondent’s utility distribution. The level of personal interest in the survey is irrelevant if these utility levels are equally distributed, because an incentive increases all utilities with the same proportion. As a consequence the percentage point increase in the response rate is the same for all initial utility distributions.
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