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Abstract

The purpcse of this sgudy was to determine the effects of the
‘identification of éubjects (specifiied and non-specified respondent's
name), content of the qﬁestionnaire (sensitive—item and non-sensitive
item) and types of guesticnnaire (closed-form, open~-form and mixed-
form) on response rates for mailed questionnaires. The response rates
for each maein effect were analyzed. The study also determined the
interaction effects between the identification of subjecté, contents
and types of questionnaires on response rates for mailed questionnaives,
Last, the study investigated why "nonrespondents® did not return their
questionnaires, The sample was 480 Prathom Suksa 5 and § teachers in
the Chiang Mai office of Pfimary Education. They were selected using
the stratified random sampling technique. The 480 Leachers were'
randomly assigned to the 2x2x3 factorial design in which each cell

contained 40 persons.



The questionnaires were constructed using two content aresas.
The first was "Teachers' opinions towerds administrator's bhehavior on
academic -affaifs in their primery schools." This was considered a
sensitive—item guestionnaire. The second was "Teachers' opinions on
the development of local curriculum." This was considered & non -
sensitive item questionnaire. Each content area was designed as
closed—form, open—form and mixed-form. The questiomnaires were
mailed to the 12 experimental groups. Then nonrespondent.s were sent
reminders two times. After the deadline of the second follow-up, 20
"nonrespondents" were randomly selected for interview. The reaponse
rates were determined by_?requency count and percentage. The analysis
of varianée of* 2x2x3 Completely randomized factorial design was
performed. 'Post hoc pair comparisons were tested by the stakistical Z
test. Content analysis was used to analyze the interview results.

The rgsults of this study were as Folloﬁs:

1. The response rate increaéed after each follow-up
reminder. The response rate of the first mailing was 44%. After &he
first and second follow-up the response rates were 55 and 66 percent,
respectively,

2. The response rate for questionnaires which specified the
respondent.'s name was higher than that for +the non—-specified
gquestionnaires at the .05 level of significance.

3. The response rate for questionnaires which contained
sensitive items was higher than that for the non—-sensitive items at

the .05 level of significance.



4. The response rate of the closed-form guestionmnaire was
higher than that of the ocpen—form and mixed ~ form gquestionnaires at
the .05 level of significance. The response rate of' open—form
questionmaires were highen than that of mixed form ones at .05 level
of significance.

5. There were no interaction effects between the
identification of subjects and content, the identification of subjects
and type of questionnaire, and content and type of questionnaire.
There was no interaction effect among the three variables.

6. The causes of not énsweping the questionnaires were
grouped by each of the three variables : First, the identification of
subjects, such as, the respondent whosé name was-spécified feared that
the questionnaire miéht not be protected their anonymity. Second,
content of the questionnaine,lsuch as, the sensitive content of the
questionnaire might have negative effect on the respondent. Third,
types of questionnaire, such as, the respondent disliked to fill out
the open-form. In addition the general cause was such as the

respondent forgot to answer because of a heavy work ldad.



