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Acquisition Program 

Overview

 8 efforts per year/6 week intervals

 Quantity: 1.1 to 1.3 million per effort

 Lists: rental, exchange, lapsed
 Utilizing tools to maximize results: list life cycle results, 

statistical analysis/modeling of response

 Segmentation: Recently implemented three “buckets”
 Traditional/middle of the road, Catholic/devout, 

secular/relief oriented donors

 Average gift: $31  Response: 0.70%

 Control: “New Refugee Emergency” 6+ yr tenure
 Testing goals: establish control for each bucket

 Identify packages to rotate in and avoid exposure

 Tested premium/gimmicks that don’t beat control



Testing Methods

 On acquisition, moving into greater targeting 
by buckets

 Devout, traditional, secular tracks

 Discontinuation of telemarketing to reactivate

 Basing all decisions on apparent effects on long-
term retention

 Use list life cycle analysis (Amergent) to measure list by 
list beyond initial acquisition results

 Moving more quickly to act on positive 
findings

 Accelerated timeframe for agency analyses 



Control Package:

Refugee Oriented 

“Emergency Appeal”



Components: 

Control Package

 #10 carrier “EMERGENCY APPEAL”
 Insert: quote, photo of Pope John Paul II

 BRE

 Double buckslip: reply/letter

 Special insert: Southern Africa emergency insert/
teaser on carrier 

 Affixed precancelled stamp

 Very simple package

 Not terribly creative

 Message is disaster focused-brief history of CRS

 Inserts for the Catholic audience

 Cross on OE/recently tested into new logo, lifting 
response



Urgent Letter 

Appeal



Components:

Urgent Letter Appeal

 Changes in outside teaser: 

 New CRS logo 

 “URGENT” telegram look, not “EMERGENCY 

APPEAL”

 Longer package

 Update-themed letter/reply

 First test August, 2002: rolled out slowly

 At first, letter signed by former Deputy 

Executive Director, not Executive Director





Angel Token 

Package



Components:

Token Package

 Only change to package: 

 Small token included 

 Shows through window envelope

 Attention-getter, tested best attached to reply

 Works better with “traditional” not devout 

audiences

 Example of an old positive test result when 

bias was to retain the control



Testing Results: 

Package Comparison

A B C

# Mailed 364,945 150,000 50,000

% Response 0.71% 1.23% 0.77%

Average Gift $36.48 $23.73 $55.52 

Rev/M $257.26 $292.99 $424.76 

CPDR $1.38 $1.54 $0.93 

 A: New Refugee Control

 B: Control with Gold Angel Token

 C: Urgent Letter Package

Results of head to head tests in 2002



Analysis, 

Random Observation 

 Control is still respectable performer

 Resting control has some effect

 These packages seem to have very different 

second gift performances

 These results need to be indexed against their 

bucket/segment performance

 Clearly token lifts response rate, letter increases 

gift and up-front ROI

 Relationship on retest, rollouts not stable

 Urgent Letter probably will become the new control



Acquisition Program: 

Testing Rules 

 Package testing

 Limitations to method

 Ignoring: bias toward control
 Confidence intervals suggest equal performance

 Testing into longer pieces—adding if doesn’t hurt response

 Split controls: rotation for multibuyers
 Old (Refugee) Control Package

 Repetition: quality of acquired donor goes down
 The price of rigidly following testing “rules”

 Variations with testing, sometimes without 
 Logo, color scheme, attention-getters (token)

 Anything that gets it opened



Changing Package Formats

 Going from buckslip to letter

 Distinct approaches: letter vs. buckslip vs. token

 Personal, warm, memorable

 Avoiding the “keep elements constant”

 Many package tests attempted to retain too many 
common elements: visuals, text 

 Concern: non-optimal approaches, controls 

 “Local optimum,” not the overall best

 Seeking Kaizen—non-incremental change

 Fighting the ongoing “relief vs. development” battle

 Emergency gets attention, creates sense of urgency

 Citing the Pope, quoting our President 



Acquisition Program

Other Tests






