SWAT 13: Financial incentives to complete follow-up questionnaires in
a randomised trial
Objective of this SWAT
To improve the response rate to the participant completed questionnaires at 1 and 2 years which
provide the primary outcome data and information on other outcomes in a randomised trial.
Study area: Follow-up; Retention.
Sample type: Participants (Patients).
Estimated funding level needed: Medium (depending on the size of the incentive).
Background
This SWAT has been conducted as the IONTI (Incentivise Or Not To Incentivise) 1 and INOTI 2
studies, as part of the eTHoS trial comparing two types of surgery for haemorrhoids.[1] IONTI 1
compared the effects of a £5 gift voucher along with the questionnaire and letter to participants
reaching their 1 and/or 2 years follow-up. IONTI 2 assessed the impact of an incentive of a £30 gift
voucher. These SWAT were implemented because the response to the 1 year postal questionnaire
within eTHoS was lower than anticipated and, this, together with the 2 year data forms a vital part
of the primary outcome measures. Therefore, there was a need to consider options to improve the
level of response. Previous work has suggested that monetary incentives may be beneficial and
while a substantial number of study have been carried out the vast majority are not within a
randomised trial in health care.[2] Additionally, few have been carried out in the UK or have tested
the use of gift vouchers. Gates and colleagues showed a beneficial impact in a £5 gift voucher in a
quasi-randomised trial within a cluster randomised trial of advice for whiplash patients.[3] There is
a need for further studies, ideally fully randomised, which assess whether this finding is
generalisable to other clinical settings. Furthermore, eTHoS presented an opportunity to assess
the introduction of an incentive part way through the trial to address lower than anticipated
response to a postal questionnaire. This is a scenario that trialists regularly face but with little
evidence to guide their decision.
Interventions and comparators
Intervention 1: Gift voucher sent with questionnaires at both 1 and 2 years.
Intervention 2: Gift voucher sent with questionnaires at 1 year.
Intervention 3: Gift voucher sent with questionnaires at 2 years.
Intervention 4: No gift voucher sent with either questionnaire.
Index Type: Incentive
Method for allocating to intervention or comparator
Various.
Outcome measures
Primary outcomes: Response to questionnaire at 1 and 2 years.
Secondary outcomes: Response without a reminder at 1 and 2 years.
Analysis plans
The primary analysis for IONTI 1 will be akin to a trial analysis of the impact of an incentive of a £5
gift voucher at 1 and/or 2 years to encourage response to a postal questionnaire which can be
completed by paper or online. Additionally a non-randomised comparison of the impact of the
incentives versus response rate prior to IONTI will be carried out. The primary analysis for IONTI 2
will be a before and after analysis of the impact of the incentive gift voucher at 1 and/or 2 years to
encourage response to a postal questionnaire which can be completed by paper or online.
Possible problems in implementing this SWAT
The need for ethical approval for sending the incentives.
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