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BACKGROUND
 Conversion study has been applied to assess 

numerous advertising campaigns, and, its 
application has been subject to a significant 
amount of research (Ballman et al., 1984, Burke & Gitelson, 
1990, Ellerbrock, 1981, McLemore & Mitchell, 2001,  Messmer & Johnson, 
1993, Perdue & Botkin, 1988, Siegel & Ziff-Levine, 1990, Woodside, 1981).

 Essentially the conversion model “is applied to 
advertising campaigns with a direct response 
component, where a major goal is to generate 
inquiries, usually via a print coupon or a toll-free 
number” (Siegel & Ziff-Levine, 1990). 



BACKGROUND (cont’d)

 The main purpose of a conversion study is to 
determine a “conversion rate” (Burke and Gitelson 
1990:46).

 However, many prior studies argued that there 
are a number of methodological and theoretical 
issues to improve quality for conducting 
conversion research (i.e., Ballman, Burke, Korte, & Blank, 1984; 

Burke & Gitelson, 1990; Patrick, 2000). 



BACKGROUND (cont’d)

 Ballman et al. (1984) highlight five major 
methodological concerns:  
• Failure to use proper sampling techniques;

• Failure to correct non-response bias

• Failure to include all costs associated with the advertising 
campaign

• Failure to consider the critical issue of sampling precision

• Failure to factor out of conversion estimates those respondents 
who had decided to visit a destination before being exposed to 
advertising.  

This study has focused on the issue of non-
response bias.



The Purpose of the Study
 To identify differences between survey 

respondents based on when they respond to 
a request to complete a conversion survey. 

 The key variables considered include: 
• Conversion rates (percent of inquirers who decided to travel to 

the destination)
• Socio-demographic characteristics
• Trip characteristics. 



METHODOLOGY
Survey Method
 Two types of online invitation survey

Total Population
 76,283 individuals who contacted Tourism Prince 

Edward Island, requested a visitor information 
package, and provided an e-mail address during the 
period from January to November, 2009



Survey Period and Samples
Survey Period
 Main Survey: Dec. 3, 2009 – Jan. 3, 2010

• A total of five contacts were made (four reminders were sent to 
those who had not completed the survey)

 Additional Short Survey: Jan. 26 – Feb. 15, 2010
• Three contacts were made

Samples
 Main Survey

• 18,539 people started (24.3%)

• 15,488 completed (20.3%)

 Additional Short Survey : 4,780 completed (8.7%)



RESULTS
Response and Conversion Rates

E-mailings
Total F-value

1 2 3 4 5

Date Dec. 3 Dec. 10 Dec. 17 Dec. 23 Dec. 30

# of E-mails sent 76,283 68,192 63,458 60,759 58,493 –

# of Responses 7,919 3,058 1,570 1,531 1,410 15,488

Response Rate 10.4% 4.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.4% 20.3%

# of Those Who Visited PEI 4,319 1,528 716 658 618 7,839

Conversion Rate 54.5%a 50.0%b 45.6%c 43.0%c 43.8%c 50.6% 31.94***

Note: a, b, and c indicate the results from the Duncan’s post-hoc multiple comparison tests (a > b > c); *** p < .001.



Conversion Rates
Respondents

(1 and 2 E-mailings)
Non-respondents
(3 to 5 E-mailings) Total t-value

# of Responses 10,977 4,511 15,488

# of Those Who Visited PEI 5,847 1,992 7,839

Conversion Rate 53.3% 44.1% 50.6% 10.34***

Note: *** p < .001.



Response & Conversion Rates 
of the Additional Short Survey

E-mailings
Total F-value

1 2 3

Date Jan. 26 Feb. 4 Feb. 10

# of E-mails sent 54,652 52,204 49,992 –

# of Responses 1,991 1,747 1,042 4,780

Response Rate 3.6% 3.3% 2.1% 8.7%

# of Those Who Visited PEI 790 723 411 1,924

Conversion Rate 39.7% 41.4% 39.4% 40.3% 0.74



Socio-demographics

 Origin of Respondents: χ2 value = 73.05 (p = .000)

 Gender: χ2 value = 6.45 (p = .168)

 Age: χ2 value = 32.34 (p = .119)

 Education Level: χ2 value = 22.51 (p = .549)

 Employment Status: χ2 value = 38.26 (p = .094)

 Annual Household Income: χ2 value = 22.70 (p = .304)



Travel Behaviour

E-mailings
Total F-value

1 2 3 4 5

N 4,319 1,528 716 658 618 7,839

(%) (55.1%) (19.5%) (9.1%) (8.4%) (7.9%) (100.0%)

Nights stayed in PEI 6.49a 6.42a 5.83b 5.89b 4.68c 5.83 12.550***

Average Party Size 3.36c 3.49b 3.46b 3.42b 3.71a 3.43 3.932*

Spending per Party per Visit $1,473d $1,559c $1,622b $1,694b $1,784a $1,597 28.626***

Note: Results based on only those who visited PEI; Note: a, b, c and/or d indicate the results from the Duncan and Tukey’s 
post-hoc multiple comparison tests (a > b > c > d); * p < .05; *** p < .001.



DISCUSSION
 Travel destinations have used conversion 

studies and conversion ratios in order to 
determine the effectiveness of tourism marketing 
campaigns since the 1970s.

 Based on these results, however, it is clear that 
non-response bias is a serious problem in 
conversion research. 

 This paper supports the findings of previous 
research which have pointed to non-response 
bias as being a critical issue in conversion study.



DISCUSSION (cont’d)

 While demographics may be similar, conversion 
rates and travel behaviour patterns may differ 
substantially between the first and all 
subsequent contacts.  

 The real question to consider in non-response 
bias is not demographics or general 
psychographics, but rather visiting behaviour. 



DISCUSSION (cont’d)

 Such a dramatic difference is alarming and 
indicates that more research on conversion 
studies - and particularly non-respondents and 
non-respondent bias - is required. 

 Past research which focuses on differences 
between respondents and non-respondents 
demonstrates that this issue is complex and 
requires ongoing attention. 



DISCUSSION (cont’d)

 Indeed the study presented here showed the 
complexities of non-response bias and of the 
non-respondents themselves. 

 More research into non-respondents and non-
response bias will provide much needed 
empirical evidence to support the findings of 
conversion studies and will continue to improve 
its usefulness as a tool to evaluate tourism 
campaigns.



THANK YOU!

Comments and/or Questions?
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