
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) National Survey of Physicians to Determine the Effect of 

Unconditional Incentives on Response Rates of Physician Postal 

Surveys 

AUTHORS Abdulaziz, Kasim; Brehaut, Jamie; Taljaard, Monica; Emond, 
Marcel; Sirois, Marie-Josee; Lee, Jacques; Wilding, Laura; Perry, 
Jeffrey 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Sabrina Pit 
University Centre for Rural Health, University of Sydney 

REVIEW RETURNED 11-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for allowing me to review the paper. I have no major 
comments. The paper is written clearly.  
 
Abstract: the intervention is the coffee card not the Dillman 
technique + 4 follow up contacts, etc.  
 
Strengths section: summarise more concisely that you use methods 
known to increase response rates.  
 
Methods:  
*What year was the study conducted?  
* Dillman technique described in two places ( p6 and 8). Can you 
please shorten it?  
 
* A flowchart helps to quickly look at what happened throughout the 
trial for both arms with numbers and response rates (%). Response 
rates: can you please add confidence intervals somewhere. I am 
wondering what effect the Xpress post had when comparing the two 
groups, as it seems to have a steeper slope in the control group? 
Did you do any cost analyses?  
 
Table 1: did you compare intervention and control group 
statistically?  
 
 
References: a couple of related trials have been published since 
2009 and we published an updated systematic review on the topic 
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2288/14/76 
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REVIEW RETURNED 11-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a familiar study of unconditional financial incentives on 
physician responses, its only slight novelty being that it used both 
Dilman technique as well as incentives. However it is well described 
and appears well conducted. I have only the following minor 
concerns:  
1. Can the authors give the readers some indication of the local 
value of a 10 dollar coffee card (for example, how many cups of 
coffee would it buy)  
2. Please clarify how the 16 pre-selected were handled in the 
randomisation and subsequent analysis.  
3. The authors say that the gender imbalance reflects the sample 
population (p.9) but how is this known?  
4. In the discussion the authors say that small incentives are 
effective as long as they are monetary, but I do not think they have 
tested that.  
5. Why do the authors present the demographic responses of the 
intervention and control group separately? If they are attempting to 
show similarity or difference then they should test for such.  
6. Figure 1 is not legible in black and white (the no incentive bars)  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

 

Comments to the Author  

 

Abstract: the intervention is the coffee card not the Dillman technique + 4 follow up contacts, etc..  

RESPONSE: The intervention section of the abstract has been modified to indicate that the coffee 

card was the intervention.  

 

Strengths section: summarise more concisely that you use methods known to increase response 

rates.  

RESPONSE: We have summarized the methods known to increase response rates and removed the 

details from the strength section.  

 

Methods  

What year was the study conducted?  

RESPONSE: The study was conducted from April 2012 through November 2012. The manuscript’s 

methods section has been updated with this information.  

 

Dillman technique described in two places ( p6 and 8). Can you please shorten it?  

RESPONSE: We removed some information from the “Questionnaire” development (p6) which was 

more appropriate for the “Survey Administration” such as information on inclusion of a postage paid 

return envelope and Xpresspost. We also removed the information on follow-ups and inclusion of a 

blank questionnaire which was better suited for the survey administration section (p8).  

 

Results  

 

A flowchart helps to quickly look at what happened throughout the trial for both arms with numbers 

and response rates (%). Response rates: can you please add confidence intervals somewhere. I am 

wondering what effect the Xpress post had when comparing the two groups, as it seems to have a 

steeper slope in the control group? Did you do any cost analyses?  
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RESPONSE: We have added 95% confidence intervals in the results section. We did not test for the 

effect of the Xpresspost on response rates since the special contact was at the very last stage and 

there was not enough power for such statistical tests. We can only speculate from the steeper slope. 

We did not perform any cost analyses in this study. As for the flowchart, it might take us some time to 

create it as we’d need to go back into the data and find the lost to follow-up to be accurate in 

presenting the exact numbers. We believe the cumulative response rate, Figure 1, shows this flow to 

some degree.  

 

Table 1: did you compare intervention and control group statistically?  

RESPONSE: For Table 1 we wanted to show the demographic or descriptive statistics and did not 

compare the characteristics using statistical tests. We have collapsed the intervention and control 

group together in Table 1 as per reviewers’ suggestions.  

 

References: a couple of related trials have been published since 2009 and we published an updated 

systematic review on the topic http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2288/14/76  

RESPONSE: Thank you for sharing this nice review. We now have referenced that article.  

1. Can the authors give the readers some indication of the local value of a 10 dollar coffee card (for 

example, how many cups of coffee would it buy)  

RESPONSE: A $10 Tim Hortons coffee card can buy about 7 medium-sized cups of coffee. We have 

added this information to the discussion section.  

 

2. Please clarify how the 16 pre-selected were handled in the randomisation and subsequent 

analysis.  

RESPONSE: Prior to selecting the 16 local physicians we performed the randomization process by 

randomly selecting 534 physicians and randomly allocating half of them to receive an incentive. From 

these randomly selected physicians we selected the local physicians for pilot testing. The data from 

the local physicians was included in the analyses. Under the “Survey Administration” part of the 

Methods we removed “a convenience sample of” wording to avoid any confusion on where the 16 

physicians came from.  

 

3. The authors say that the gender imbalance reflects the sample population (p.9) but how is this 

known?  

RESPONSE: We know the proportion of males based on the Canadian Medical Directory. We have 

added this information to the Respondent/Results section.  

 

4. In the discussion the authors say that small incentives are effective as long as they are monetary, 

but I do not think they have tested that.  

RESPONSE: In the discussion we have changed the wording to indicate that larger incentives help 

increase incentives but a $10 coffee card is sufficient enough to help increase the response rates.  

 

5. Why do the authors present the demographic responses of the intervention and control group 

separately? If they are attempting to show similarity or difference then they should test for such.  

RESPONSE: We had no intention of testing for demographic information and as such have collapsed 

the two columns into one. Table 1 has been updated.  

 

6. Figure 1 is not legible in black and white (the no incentive bars)  

RESPONSE: The no incentives bar colour has been changed to a lighter colour. The border colours 

have also been changed to help distinguish the two bars. 
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