An Examination of the Impact of Paratextual
Variables on Response and ROI
In Direct Mail Fund-Raising Campaigns:
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If Your Envelope Doesn’t Get Opened, Then It
Really Doesn’'t Matter What You Put Inside!

Frank C. Dickerson
Ph.D.

Running Head: The Impact of Paratextual Variables on Response and ROI
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In the year of our Lord 1432, there arose a grievous
quarrel among the brethren over the number of teeth in the
mouth of a horse. For 13 days the disputation raged without
ceasing. All the ancient books and chronicles were fetched out,
and wonderful and ponderous erudition, such as was never
before heard of in this region, was made manifest.

At the beginning of the 14th day, a youthful friar of goodly
bearing asked his learned superiors for permission to add a
word, and straightaway, to the wonderment of the disputants,
whose deep wisdom, he sore vexed, he beseeched them to
unbend in a manner coarse and unheard-of, and to look in the
open mouth of a horse and find the answer to their
questioning.

At this their dignity being grievously hurt, they waxed
exceedingly wroth; and, joining in a mighty uproar, they flew
upon him and smote him hip and thigh, and cast him out
forthwith. For, said they, surely Satan hath tempted this bold
neophyte to declare unholy and unheard-of ways of finding
truth contrary to the teachings of the fathers.

After many days of grievous strife, the dove of peace sat
on the assembly, and they as one man, declaring the problem
to be an everlasting mystery because of a grievous dearth of
historical and theological evidence thereof, so ordered the
same writ down.

Francis Bacon, (quoted in Milton, 1972, pp. 18,19)
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The World of Philanthropy:
The Givers The Helpers The Needy
(Sources of (Channels of Funding) (Recipients of
Funding) Two Distinct Task Domains of a Nonprofit Organizati  on: Funding)
Fund Raising Aid Programming
Targeted to Targeted to
The Givers The Needy
Figure 1. The three constituent domains of the world of philanthropy.
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The World of Philanthropy:
The Helpers (Channels of Funding)
Three Distinct Domains of a Nonprofit Organization’ s Fund-Raising Tasks Targeted to The Givers:
Strategy Communication Management
Three Essential Channels of Fund-Raising Communicat  ion:
Oral Written Visual
Discourse Discourse Discourse
The Language Dimension The Paralanguage Dimension

1. Rhetorical 2. Linguistic 1. Paratextual 2. Paralingual

This Research Focuseson T he
Above Two Dimensions—The
Linguistic and The Para texutal

Figure 2. Delimiting domains in the world of philanthropy.
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Table 1
Conventional versus Hand-Personalized Mail for a Re  scue Mission
Conventional Mailing By-Hand Mailing By-Hand Mailing
April, 1995 April, 1996 December, 1996
Pieces Mailed 28,440 8,767 9,275
Responses 945 2,238 1,658
Response Rate 3.32% 25.53% 17.88%
Average Gift $42.27 $53.51 $89.50
Gross Income $39,943 $119,747 $148,395
Total Cost $16,729 $18,916 $16,881
Net Income $23,214 $100,831 $131,514
ROI $2.39:1 $6.33:1 $8.79:1
Note. Adapted from Printz and Maltby (1997).
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Figure 3 Maryland Food Bank note card. Source: Syracuse (2008).
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The Impact of Paratextual Variables on Response and ROI

Table 2 Description Response
Public Radio Station (Fall First drop (conventional bulk mailing) 6.8%
2002): Additional Gift Series . . =
Note. Adapted from Second drop (conventional bulk mailing) 4.8%
W arwick (2003c). Third drop (Written by Hand) 9.5%
Table 3 Description Response
New England Public TV First drop (conventional bulk mailing) 0.87%
Station (Winter 2003): . o 5
Additional Gift Series Se.cond drop (c.onventlonal bulk mailing) 0.68%
Third drop (Written by Hand) 3.0%
Note. Adapted from
W arwick (2003c).
Table 4 Description Response
East Coast Public Radio First drop (conventional bulk mailing) 2.6%
Station (Winter 2003): - - 3
Additional Gift Series _?Efzznj drop\)N(c;)tnvetr)ltlT_'nal(:)ulk mailing) ;12 Ojn
Note. Adapted from ird drop (Written by Hand) =
W arwick (2003c).
Table 5 Description Response
; ; ; Number sent 249
University (Winter 2003): Number received 24
“Do Not Call”, $1,000 Ask
Response rate 10%
Note. Adapted from )
Warwick (2003c). Dollars received $4,119
Average gift $172
Table 6 Description Response
Fraternal Organization Number sent 671
(Fall 2002): “Do Not Call” Number received 40
Current, LYBUNT, and 5
LYBUNT Unconnected Response rate 6%
Note. Adapted from Dollars received $1,750
Warwick (2003c). Average gift $43.75
Table 7 Description Response
Fraternal Organization il e 888
(Fall 2002): $250 Ask Number received 100
Response rate 11%
\’;‘vme- _Asagg%c;from Dollars received $13,800
I &k Average gift $138
Table 8 Description Response
National Nonprofit (Fall Number sent 5410
2002): $1,000 Ask Number received 217
: o Response rate 4%
Note. Adapted from .
Dollars received 50,174
Warwick (2003c). — =
Average gift $231
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Figure 4. Comparison of 2007 envelope addressed in Computer HandScript with one written by human hand in 1898.

Note. Unlike Fake HandFonts, the letters of Computer HandScript look authentic because they connect, vary, and are made
from real handwriting. The intention is to recapture the warmth of personal correspondence exemplified by the 1898 Boston
envelope on the right. The Boston facsimile’s stamp was defaced by one of its Post Office’s first postmark/canceling machines
(Barlow, 2008). The HandScript envelope nonprofit stamp is also cancelled to make it look like first class mail and thus boost response.
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Figure 5. Three examples of cancellation marks: 2006 PostCode; 1896 Chicago, IL postmark; and 1922 Dublin, Ireland postmark.

Note. USPS regulations prohibit postmarking precanceled stamps. But when mailed naked (not postmarked), they look like junk
mail. So PostCode is used to cancel stamps with a postmark, make letters look like full-rate first class mail, get them opened, and
thus increase response rates. The Chicago postmark is from Forte (20008) and the Dublin from Raven Stamps of Ireland (2008).
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Test 1 (AHA 2004) Two panels of 25,000 each:
Computer HandScript Note Card versus Gift Box of Ca  rds

Panel A: Note-card package addressed and personalized in Computer HandScript*
simulated handwriting with a first class stamp on the outer envelope and no stamp on the
reply envelope

Panel B: A greeting card control package offered as an up-front gift premium to prompt a
contribution mailed in a 5-1/4" x 6-1/2" x 3/4” box with a preprinted postage indicia and no
stamp on the reply envelope

* Computer HandScript simulated handwriting is a brand of digital handwriting that American Heart
Association (AHA) used in their 2004 renewal campaign. This particular version was created from
samples of my own handwriting, however American Heart was unaware that | was the source of the
handwriting. In their data, AHA referred to both the Computer HandScript (used in 2004) and the less
robust computer-simulated handwriting font used in 2005 as fake handwriting . For clarity, | refer to
the Computer HandScript used in 2004 as Computer HandScript and | refer to the computer-
simulated handwriting used in 2005 as Fake HandFont . | discuss the differences between them below.

Figure 6. Test 1: American Heart Association 2004: Computer HandScript Note Card versus Gift Box of Cards.

Note. This and all American Heart Association (AHA) tests described in Figures 6 to 10 were coordinated by AHA
and its outside agencies. Although tests 1-3 used a Computer HandScript created from samples of my handwriting,
| was not involved in decision-making and implementation in any way. | was only given results data after campaigns.

Copyright © 2009, Frank C. Dickerson
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Test 2 (AHA 2004) Two panels of 25,000 each:
Computer HandScript Note Card versus Genuine HandWr  iting** Note Card

Panel A: Note-card package addressed and personalized in Computer HandScript
simulated handwriting with a first class stamp on the outer envelope and no stamp on the
reply envelope

Panel B: Note-card package addressed and personalized in Genuine HandWriting with a
first class stamp on the outer envelope and no stamp on the reply envelope

** Genuine HandWriting —as the word suggests, this involved addressing envelopes and writing
P.S. notes on cards in pen by human hand—a control package AHA had already successfully used.

Figure 7. Test 2: American Heart Association 2004: Computer HandScript Note Card versus Genuine
HandWriting Note Card.

Test 3 (AHA -2004) Two panels of 25,000 in panel A and 24,977 in  panel B:
Computer HandScript Note Card versus Double Remit L etter

Panel A: Note-card package addressed and personalized in Computer HandScript
simulated handwriting with a first class stamp on the outer envelope and no stamp on the
reply envelope

Panel B: Double remit control package mailed in a 3-7/8” x 5-5/8” window envelope with a
preprinted postage indicia on the outer envelope and no stamp on the reply envelope

Figure 8. Test 3: American Heart Association 2004: Computer HandScript Note Card versus Double Remit Letter.

Test 4 (AHA -2005) Two panels of 562,232 in panel A and 464,835 in pan el B:
Fake HandFont*** Package Stamped on Outer and Reply versus on Outer Only

Panel A: Note-card package addressed and personalized in Fake HandFont with a full-rate
first class stamp on both the outer envelope and the reply envelope (panels differed in
configuration of donors mailed to as the master response table will make clear, making A/B
comparisons difficult)

Panel B: Note-card package addressed and personalized in Fake HandFont with a full-rate
first class stamp only on the outer envelope

*** Fake HandFont is a computer-simulated handwriting font that differs from Computer HandScript two ways. First it
has only 26 letters in its upper- and lower-case character sets, thus each time a letter is used, it always looks the
same. However, Computer HandScript has more than 200 letters in its character set, so occasionally when the
same letter is repeated, it will look different in the second instance. This adds realism to the presentation. Similarly,
with Fake HandFont the letters o, b, v and w (which normally connect with adjacent letters above the baseline) do
not connect naturally with one another. However, Computer HandScript actually has pairs of letters that are already
connected and uses these alternate pre-connected letter pairs to replace individual letters. This, again, adds realism.

Figure 9. Test 4: American Heart Association 2005: Fake HandFont Package Stamped on Outer and Reply versus
on Outer Only.

Test 5 (AHA -2005) Two panels of 25,000 each:
Fake HandFont Note Card with Canceled Presort Stamp  versus Full-rate First Class Sta mp

Panel A: Note-card package addressed and personalized in Fake HandFont with a first
class presort stamp on the outer envelope only and no stamp on the reply envelope. The
first class presort stamp is cancelled with a PostCode*** to make it look like a full-rate stamp

Panel B: Note-card package addressed in Fake HandFont with a first class stamp only on
the outer envelope

**+* PostCode See note on PostCode in the footnote for Test 6 in Figure 3.12 on the next page

Figure 10. Test 5: American Heart Association 2005: Fake HandFont Package with Canceled Presort Stamp versus
Full-rate First Class Stamp.

Copyright © 2009, Frank C. Dickerson
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Test 6 Franciscan Friars of the Atonement (FFA  -2006)
Two panels of 10,000 each:

Computer HandScript Note Card Package with
Canceled Presort Nonprofit stamp versus Naked Nonpr  ofit Stamp

Panel A: Note-card package addressed and personalized in Computer HandScript simulated
handwriting, with a canceled nonprofit stamp using a PostCode**** cancellation printed by
the mail house on the outer envelope only (no stamp on the reply envelope) In addition, a
lower right positioned bar code  and rate designation are printed in the lower right
corner to emulate first class mail.

Panel B: Note-card package addressed and personalized in Computer HandScript simulated
handwriting, with a naked (not canceled) nonprofit class stamp on the outer envelope only
(no stamp on the reply envelope). In addition, a lower right positioned bar code  and

rate designation are printed in the lower right corner to emulate first class mail.

**+* PostCode USPS regulations classify first class presort, standard (formerly called bulk) and nonprofit stamps as
pre-cancelled. This simply means they do not need to be cancelled, not that they have already been defaced. These
classes of postage stamps are not open to the abuse of customers who might try to reuse a previously mailed

stamp since they may be affixed only to mail that must be entered at a postal facility's BMEU (Business Mail Entry
Unit). So the post office does not cancel them since there is little risk of their being illegally re-used. However, DMM
(Domestic Mail Manual) regulations go beyond stating that they need not be cancelled and state that they may not
be cancelled. However, by obtaining a written exemption from the USPS, a mailer may be granted an exemption

from this rule and be allowed to cancel these denominations of postage stamps with a mailer's postmark (a
cancellation postmark normally reserved to cancel full-rate first class stamps at mail houses rather than at the post
office). Using a mailer's postmark to cancel precanceled stamps makes them look first class—a paratextual signal
that distinguishes mail pieces so cancelled from Naked Stamps (those not cancelled). Naked stamps look like
mass produced junk mail, so the benefit of canceling first class presort, nonprofit, and standard stamps is obvious—
the cancellation mark is a paratextual signal that makes the envelope look as if it had been sent at the full first class
rate. Yet the cost for nonprofit mail is about a third that of full-rate first class stamps. When such letters arrive in
donors’ homes, such mail will tend to land in the “keep” versus “toss” pile and may thus survive long enough to get
opened. This method is called PostCode in this study and its affect is measured in texts 5 and 6.

*+kkk har code and rate designation. The bar code is a set of numeric values the Post Office prints routinely
on first class mail to expedite machine reading, speed delivery, and lower costs. With normal first class mail, this
mark is printed in the lower right corner, and recipients of mail have come to expect to see it positioned there.
However, if a mail shop, preparing a large mailing, attempts to print barcodes in the lower right corner, the
tolerances allowed for skew and vertical positioning make the work time-consuming and risky (if the positioning is
off, the mail house will be penalized because the mail will need to be coded). Therefore, rather than run the risk of
incurring a penalty, most mail shops prefer to print bar codes immediately above or below the address block, where
error tolerances are greater. Printing bar codes in these two spots takes less time and holds much less financial
risk. However, a bar code so positioned sends a paratextual shorthand signal that quickly identifies the piece as not
being a normal first class letter. So to enhance the first class mail appearance of nonprofit mail, test 6 prints the bar
code in the lower right corner just as the Post Office does with first class letters. Plus, the word , required to
qualify for lowest rates, is printed in a digital font to replicate the style of type the Post Office uses to print
information at the bottom of the envelope on a piece of first class mail. So the designation, the lower-right
positioned bar code and PostCode are three paratextual signals that enhance the first class mail look of panel 6A.
The designation and lower-right positioned bar code were added to both test and control panels of text 6.
So the only paratextual variable that differs between panels 6A and 6B is the use of PostCode .

Figure 11. Test 6: Franciscan Friars of the Atonement 2006: Computer HandScript Note Card with Canceled
Presort nonprofit stamp versus Naked Nonprofit Stamp

Note. In contrast to the American Heart Association tests described in Figures 6 - 10, in which was not involved in
with their campaigns in any way, | produced the Franciscan Friars of the Atonement campaign. However, like the
American Heart Association tests, | was only given data that summarized results once the campaign was over.
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7 % ++H  ++96 &
6 6&6

Denotes the size of

each panel's mailing  Response

list. Intests 1-3and  as percent

5, sizes are similar.  of the total

Test 4 sizes vary. sent (B)A) Total Income
Designates the Describes 2 list Raw count of Total cost (E) less the
variables in A/B selection criteria | gifts received. |  \ean dollar includes:; ~ Total Cost (F)
panels which used to form (When panel amountofall Gross  CopPy T art Net Income
are being tested various panels sizes vary, the gifts sent Income printing by individual
and compared tested: range of | this is not as (E)B) received T Mail shop )::mel s(G)A)
on 8 measures time and amount | useful as %) + postage P

Exemplar Table
6/24/04

American Heart Association 2004 Renewal Campaign

Two Mailing List Selection Critgria:
i A. B. C. D. E. F. G. .
: Qty Gifts % Average Total Total Total Net Income/
Panel ID & Designation  Criteria Mailed Recd Reply  Gift Income Cost Income Lir(G+A)
1ATEST: Computer HandScript¥  0-12 months
Note Card 1st class stamp on $1594909 25,000 2,772 11.09% $22.67 $62,854.80 $28,500.00 $34,354.80 $1.37
outer envelope only
(S GHTROL: Git Boxof Greeling. /200188 25,000 2,005 8.02% $21.04 $42,187.50 $28,571.50 $13,616.00 $0.54
R S e +767 +307% +$163 +$20667.30 -$71.50  +$20,737.80 +$0.83
o R value s +- b +38% +38%  +8% +49% -0.25% +152%  +154%

+

Yellow rows contain
data comparing test
and control panels

+

Cells are gray if a
lack of parity allows
valid comparisons

Figure 12. Indices measured on the American Heart Association renewal campaigns.

Note. Depending on the primary objective (e.g. whether to maximize number of responses or net income) different key
indicators of actual results would be used to measure success or failure. If the primary objective were to maximize replies
in order to regain as many donors as possible, then Column C (% Response) would be the key measure. With this
objective a low net income or even a net loss might be acceptable, given the notion that any low performance or losses
would likely be made up for in subsequent appeals. This assumption places greater value on gaining the asset of donors
over the short-term goal of maximizing immediate net income. On the other hand, were the objective to maximize net
income, the key indicators of success would be Columns G and H (Total Net Income and Income per Letter by Individual
Panels). As a practical matter, most donor renewal campaigns are concerned with both measures. But like a new donor
acquisition campaign, in which it is common to gain names with no profit and even a net cost, similar metrics apply to
donor renewal campaigns where maximizing response is the primary goal. This objective is so important in developing an
organization’s donor base that many practitioners do not even classify an individual as a donor until a second gift is received.

$ " ! $
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Comments of Respondents Who Cited the Difficulty Fa

ced in Getting Mail Opened:

Reaching younger prospects who don't open their mail

Identifying creative and interesting ways to communicate case. Getting people to open the envelope.

getting the right list/prospect pool-- more research getting the envelope opened—more testing

getting more people to open the envelope--phone solicitation reveals our DM not read

Biggest challenge--producing attractive pieces that people will open

Getting people to open the envelopes! Prospects report being flooded with mail from many organizations so
the first step is to make your appeal stand out.

getting non donors to open mail. 80% of gifts come from 20% of base

good addresses and getting folks to open their mail—it is the challenge

getting donors to open letters. Too much mail

getting pieces opened

| think our biggest challenge moving forward will be to continue to get out mail opened and to be able to make
our institution stand out among the others. There are SO MANY organizations asking for money, that it seems
much more like a competition than it used to.

getting people to open the letters

Still looking for a very simple way to “connect” to mail recipients. Also searching for a foolproof way to make
people open the envelope when it arrives amidst a sea of other mail.

They need to understand the methods of getting someone to actually open their piece, and not discard it.
Strategies on how to get your mail opened and not thrown out right away. And describing your cause and
explain where the money goes.

Learn from others. Look into ways to get your mail opened.

How to get people to open the envelope and then read at least the main points of the letter. Experience, and
market research.

We've also deduced that direct mail on regular letterhead often does not get opened—you need something
that grabs at the attention.

How to get someone to open the envelope. Trial and Error.

Reaching younger prospects who don't open their mail

getting donors to open the mail piece—our donors have low affinity with the university and rarely open
anything we send. not necessarily because it is a fundraising appeal, but because they see it is from the
university in general. also, building a better case of support in the letter that resonates with prospects (right
now, | receive very few “needs” from academic areas; also, examples provided to show how previous

contributions have been used are weak)

Figure 13. Nothing else matters if the envelope doesn’t get opened.
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font, Courier R 1= J7
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give the look a 7 s
hand-typed feel. wre A
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COMPUTER HANDSCRIPT-PERSONALIZED P.S. NOTE:
While the body copy of the note card was preprinted, a Computer HandScripted note, personalized with the
donor’s name, was printed at the bottom. The Computer HandScript used differs from out-of-the-box simulated
handwriting fonts in that it was created from samples of real handwriting. Graphic glyphs were scanned, stored
and connected to one another like genuine handwriting with a computer program that swapped individual un-
connected characters for pairs of connected ones. The program also contained several alternate versions of
many letters to add variety and thus realism to the HandScript (especially letters that join above the baseline).

Figure 14. American Heart Association Package 1: Fold-over A-6 Computer HandScript note card with inside body copy
typed in Courier, and P.S. printed in authentic-looking computer-simulated handwriting.
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Figure 15. American Heart Association Package 1: A-6 outgoing envelope addressed in Computer HandScript by variable
data printing
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Figure 16. American Heart Association Package 1: American Heart Association Package 1: # 6-1/4 courtesy reply
envelope and reply device.
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Figure 17. American Heart Association Package 2: Fold-over A-6 size Genuine HandWriting note card with inside body
copy typed in Courier, and P.S. penned in real human handwriting.
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Figure 18. American Heart Association Package 2: A-6 outgoing envelope addressed in Genuine HandWriting by pen and
ink & CRE.

Copyright © 2009, Frank C. Dickerson
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Figure 19. American Heart Association Package 2: Buck slip on availability of financial documents.
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Figure 20. American Heart Association Package 3: Gift box of greeting cards: outside box.

Note. The gift box of greeting cards was a long-standing test package known in the fund-raising industry as a front-end-
premium. That is, it was a gift given first, as opposed to a gift given as a token thank you after a gift was given (thus the
term front-end. The premise is that the gift will prompt the recipient to reciprocate with a financial contribution.

Copyright © 2009, Frank C. Dickerson
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Figure 21. American Heart Association Package 3: Gift box of greeting cards: 6 card designs.
Note. The gift box of greeting cards includes not only cards, but educational information on the back of each card.
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Figure 22. American Heart Association Package 3: Gift box of greeting cards: Page 1 of appeal letter.
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Figure 23. American Heart Association Package 3: Gift box of greeting cards: Page 2 of appeal letter.
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IFigure 24 American Heart Association Package 3: Gift box of greeting cards: reply device, reply envelope and buck slip
/on Los Angeles solicitation regulations
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Figure 25. American Heart Association Package 4: Double remit letter with message and reply together.
Note. This style has become a classic short-form fund appeal with nonprofits and depends largely on brand awareness,
low production cost, and mass mailings to break even.
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Figure 26. American Heart Association Package 4: Double remit letter reply envelope and buck slip on availability of
financial documents.
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Table 9. Master Summary of Three American Heart Association 2004 Test Mailings. 45
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Figure 27. American Heart Association Package 5: Fold-over A-6 size Fake HandFont note card with inside body copy
typed in Courier, and P.S. printed in an economy-quality computer-simulated handwriting.
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Figure 28. American Heart Association Package 5: A-6 outgoing envelope addressed in Fake HandFont.
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Figure 29. American Heart Association Package 5: Fake HandFont package reply device, reply envelope and buck slip
on availability of financial documents.
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Figure 30. American Heart Association Package 5: tests of stamping and cancellation options.
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Table 10. Master Summary of Three American Heart Association 2205 Test Mailings. 33
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Figure 32. Two contrasting envelope treatments for Franciscan Friars of the Atonement: a Computer HandScript
addressed envelope with a naked (not cancelled) nonprofit stamp versus another with the stamp PostCode cancelled.
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Table 11. Master Summary of Test of PostCode for Franciscan Friars of the Atonement.
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Relationship Between PostCode
Cancellation Mark and Response

O6/A: Response
Rate With
PostCode

06/B: Response
Rate Without
Postcode

6/A: Response Rate 6/B: Response Rate
With PostCode Without Postcode

Figure 33. Response variation between packages with cancelled versus naked nonprofit stamps.
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