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DEVELOPING A CULTURBF TESTING

Activism always exists under the influence of limited resources. Money, people, and time are always in limited

suppl y. Just because an e mthatltdoessot éxpenddimited rédsouecss. @Qoodeiving,e a n
drafting, and implementing an email campaign takes time, the recipients of those emails have limited
capacity for interacting with and reacting to your message, and the universe of people with whom an y

organization has a pretense to communicate is always limited. Each email is an opportunity for members to
unsubscribe from your list, so each message an organization chooses to send carries a tangible cost.

As practitioners wedr e bouuosing these limited cesoarces in the thostampactful way
possible. How do we ensure that each email we send meaningfully advances our organizational goals? What

tactics do and do not work in online advocacy? We can answer these questions by running randomized
experiments with our email programs.

This paper explores online progressive advocacy campaigns in the context of experimental research. We
cover why experiments are important and examples of email experiments we have run with partner
organiza tions. We also identify some research questions we feel the community of progressive online organizers
should collectively attempt to answer.

Over the last two years we have partnered with a half -dozen progressive advocacy groups to design,
implement, an d analyze experiments in their own email campaigns. We aimed to assist these organizations in
determining which tactics yield the most value out of their e -mail list, whether that be opens and click -throughs,

actions taken, donations, or list growth and r etention. This program has included over five million emails sent to
a combined 1.4 million individuals.

Although the results of the tests from these programs are interesting, our primary goal is to encourage a culture

of rigorous testing in the world of  progressive online advocacy. The results of these experiments are not meant

to be taken as the final word on these research questions d instead, they illustrate how to approach answering
important questions about the way we do our work. We hope that you walk away from this research with a
desire to answer similar questions about your own email list. Organizations such as the Analyst Institute and NOI

can help you answer these questions, as well as train you to implement these kinds of experiments yourse If.

0l F YOUR FRIPEIN@FS ABRIMGE, W LD YOU?O

Your mother was right. Just because your friends are doi
and testing is a way to do business; it is in and of itself a best -practice; it is the way  to run effective and efficient

progr ams. Using the results of another organizationds ex
because you both have eyes, brains, bl onde hair, and prog

prescription.

Ultimately it may be possible to establish generalized best -practices for certain program elements but this will

require many tests across numerous organizations. These tests will need to be implemented and evaluated in a

similar manner acros s very different organizations. The organizations tested will need to present a wide range

of contextual program elements in order to reliably isolate the one element we are testing. Even if we reach

this gold standard, the generalized finding may only b e relevant for a few years. The internet is ephemeral, and

the field of online organizing is a space that is constan
in the same way that they did ten year s ahgoelatiorsmpdbetmeen cer t
humans and technology wondt continue to evolve.



WHY RANDOMIZED EXPERVMENTS?

As online organizers, itds often difficult for us to deter
useful or not. Are the campaigns wedr e running effective at achieving our
we improve them so we become more efficient? Experiments allow us to establish a cause and effect

relationship between an action we take and an outcome we observe. As the Analyst Institute explains,
orandomi zed controll ed experi ments are the 6gol d standal
component has on a desired behavior. ¢

Experi ments allow us to say, oi f | run a cer tifddonotpunthag r a m,
program, | will observe the absence of that outcome. 6 The
types of analysis, and allows us to do this, is random assignment. Typically a universe of experimental units, such

as peop le, are randomly assigned to different groups. Groups that receive a particular contact or program are
otreatmento <conditions, and the group that does not rec
condition. Because these groups are, on average, th e same across conditions, any difference in performance

we observe between the groups can be attributed to our intervention.

For exampl e, |l etds say you have an emai l l'ist of 10,000 p
Hypothetically, you made personal phone calls to one group of 5,000 but not the other group. Other than your
phone calls, these two groups are probabilistically equivalent . That means the characteristics of these people

are, on average, the same in each group aside from the fact that you called one group but not the other.
Therefore, if the group you called starts opening their email at much higher rates than the group that you did
not call, you can say that the phone call s rfomancenade causec
To: Nirmal Mankani <nkmankani@gmail.com> To: Nirmal Mankani <nkmankanifgmail.com>
From: Levana - Health Care for America Now <hcanfhealthcareforamericancw.orgs From: Levana - Health Care for America Now <hcanfhealthcareforamericanow.org>
Reply-To: hcanfhealthcareforamericancw.org Reply-To: hcan€healthcareforamericanow.org
Subject: Pump up the velume! Subject: Pump up the volume!
HEALTH CARE NOW' Dear Nirmal : Call Congress today:
FOR AMERICA B Congress is back in session, and they're working
on finishing health reform. I wanted to give you Tell Congress the final
. health care bill should tax
an update on the amazing momentum that T ——
together we've generated to make sure they health reform - not the
Dear Nirmal : finish reform right. health insurance benefits of
average workini le.
Congress is back in session, and they're working on finishing health Over the last few weeks, tens of thousands of
reform. I wanted to give you an update on the amazing momentum that activists like you, joined by hundreds of B CLICK TO CALL!
together we've generated to make sure they finish reform right. organizations and experts, have signed our letter )
to President Obama, Speaker Pelosi, and Majority
Over the last few weeks, tens of thousands of activists like you, joined by Leader Reid, urging them make sure the final Click to call
hundreds of organizations and experts, have signed our letter to health care bill is affordable to everyone and

President Obama, Speaker Pelosi, and Majority Leader Reid, urging them

° r & holds insurance companies accountable.! A national television ad is running
make sure the final health care bill is affordable to everyone and holds

. . 1 . o K i telling our leaders to finish reform r‘|'ght.2
insurance companies accountable.” A national television ad is running

ballina v landave #a finickh cnfaven ciake 2 L T S S U RN T

Figure 1: An example of an email experiment A two competing email formats.

|l tds i mportant to draw a distinction between experimental
research uses random assignment to establish a causal link between particular actions we take and outcomes

that we observe.  With observational ana lysis, we cannot make this link . For exampl e, |l et ds
email at 5pm and it happens to perform very well compared to a typical email blast . You candt S
sending the email late in the day necessarily caused the increase in performance instead of a wide variety of

other potential reasons (ex. the email was written particularly well, your email was about an issue that

happened to be getting a lot of national media attention, and so on).

1 Analyst Institute 80 Why Run Pol i tical Experi ments?96



REASONS TO RUN EMAIITESTS

The Analyst Institute i denti fi es three ways that experiments can be u:
used to evaluate a programds i mpact. They can be used to

z

maxi mi ze a programfs i mpacdtunaroomedi axpéyi mebhhsr api d

We will be mainly focusing on the latter two implementations of political testing: how experiments in online
advocacy can be used to immediately optimize impact as well as how they can be used to determine best
practices.

OPTIMIZING IMPACT IMMEDIATELY

Practitioners often ask themselves questions about whether particular pieces of content will be more effective

than others. I n the process of writing an email, an orgal
punchy subject line or something more descriptive? Should | use an image or plain text? What should my call

to action sound |like?06 I nstead of guessing or | istening
empirically wusing a ipmerctesisnfcal med prexgream. o

The Analyst Institute defines oOexperiment informed progra

maximize the effectiveness of content and design, mode, and targeting. The results of the experiment are used

to make ckBguurnaroundd within program ad3 insothenevardssEIPtuses i n c
experiments to inform elements of an ongoing program . We use the terms oexperi me
Or apiudc naround experiment, 6 and foicmmdmnbiedriéss imephangedblz.at i on o

The key distinction between experiment informed program and other forms of testing is that EIP provides quick

feedback on competing versions of content or design for an ongoing program. Although secondary goals

may be to assess a programds i mpact or determine best prac
program elements in a specific context.

In an online context, practitioners will typically test multiple versions of content among a subset of their entire

email list. After an immediate assessment of which versions of content performed the highest, the best version is

rolled out to the entire e mai | i st. This is often colloquially refer
discuss, 0A/ B test é describes a method of testing, rat herusagshan
beyond immediate optimization of content.

If you were w riting an email to send later in the day and you were curious about what subject line your list was
most likely to open, a rapid -turnaround experiment would help you answer this question. You would test
versions of subject lines with different random subs  ets of your email list, and then use the best performing
subject line with the rest of your membership.

Online, rapid -t ur nar ound experi ments usually dondt cost any mo r
i mprovements in a pr ogr amoudtoned rotoriousle bad wt. predictidg whatnconstitntes

effective content before it is empirically tested, whether it comes from our own guesswork or the
recommendation sof consultants. Wedve seen countl ess examegslltes o

of experiments ex -ante. Therefore we recommend that all progressive advocacy organizations employ this
tactic in their email messaging campaigns.

Rapid -turnaround experiments can be used to optimize many aspects of an email advocacy campaign. These
include:
2 Analyst Institute 0 Why Run Political Experi ments?96

3 Analyst Institute 00 Gl ossary of Ter mso



e Sender or Subject Line
e E-mail content

o Copy
Length
Layout
Images/Video
Bolding
Links (text, formatting, placement)
Call to Action

o Donation Amount
e Landing pages

O OO0 O0OO0oOo

Although rapid -turnaround experiments are fantastic, it is important to not generalize from the results of an
individual test. There are two important pitfalls to avoid in interpreti ng the results of one -off tests: dismissing
context and over -interpreting your results.

Pitfall #1: Dismissing Context. Email campaigns are very si tuation dependent. The results may not apply over
time as the content of your program, awareness of your issue, composition of your list, and other potential

factors we canot even anticipate vary. As you Wi krimens ee,
with the same email list at different points in time and found widely varying results. In addition, what holds true
for one organizationds email l' i st may not necessarily hol

from tests run by other groups, we urge all organizations to run their own experiments.

Pitfall #2: Over -Interpreting your Results . If your organization ran a subject line test and found that one version

performed vastly better than the other, that is very helpful in opt imizing the content of the specific email you
are about to send. However, it is difficult to draw any broader lessons to inform future work from an isolated
test, because we dondét know why one subject | i ne,ivisdifficult d b e

to isolate what properties of the winning subject line made it particularly appealing to your list.

ASKING BIG QUESTIONSAND ESTABLISHING BEESPRACTICES THROUGH REEATED TESTING

Immediate optimization of program elements is very important, but it does not necessarily inform us about how

to be better campaigners in the long term. In addition to running rapid -turnaround experiments, we should be

searching for broader best practices about how we perform our work. To do this, we need to test the same

hypot heses repeatedly, both within an organizatimaog@msopr o0g:!
organizations. If we run similar tests across a variety of contexts and obs erve results that are consistent, we will

be equipped with best practices that help everyone run their programs more efficiently in the long term.

Hypot hetically, |l etds say you wanted to know whetherlsther
Over time, you repeatedly ran time of day tests and consistently found that sending email at around 10am led

to higher action rates than any other time. This result held up in a variety of contexts and issue environments.

You could say that sendin g email at 10am is likely a best practice for your program

In addition to testing for best practices, we challenge our progressive allies to think beyond the context of an

individual email blast when evaluating their programs. This can mean looking at t he downstream effects of
current interventions (ex. ol f | send this emai.l now, wi l
month from now than had | not sent this email ?20) This al

than a single email. For example, if you have developed different narratives around an issue and are unsure
which one would be more effective for an advocacy campaign, you could test a series of emails where each

email sent to a group conforms to one of several narrative themes.

Our challenge to the progressive community of online activists is to move past one -off tests and attempt to
answer i mportant gquestions about the way we do our wor k.
me more donatbdbena®& bigger questions |i ke OHow do we str uc

narratives are most effective?56



TESTINGTERMINOLOGY

ltds i mportant to distinguish between 1 mpl e me n-racticesoonEHP o f
are examples of different implementations of tests. A/B tests or multivariate tests are examples of different test
designs.

An OA/ B testdé refers to a comparison of two different ver.
in a piece of conte nt constant. For example, an A/B test would compare two subject lines while keeping

sender name, email text, timeofday, and al | other programmatic el ements con
to an A/B test, but evaluates more than two versions of an element at once (for example, four different subject

lines). Even when more than two versions of an isolated element are tested, these types of tests are often
referred to in shorthand as O0OA/ B tests. ¢

Y

A omultivari ate t e s tstatistics) tasts the effecaolf vargiregg swo grrmore elements at once. For
example, a subject line test that is run simultaneously with a sender name test would be a multivariate test.
Making sense of the results of a multivariate test is considerably mor e complicated than for an A/B test as
multiple permutations of treatment design need to be evaluated in order to distill an observable impact.

Each of these tests designs can be implemented in different ways: rapid -turnaround experiments, program
evaluati ons, and best practices testing.

ON TO THEEXPERIMENTS

|OUR PARTNERS

This research woul dndt be possible without the fantastic

schedules to work with us. Every single one of our partners added additi onal work to their plates for the sake of
advancing the field of online experimental research in the progressive movement. In addition, they took a risk
in allowing an external partner access to their emantylto cam

assist their efforts.

RESULTS TERMINOLOGY

A few notes on some terms that are common ly used as we observe results :

open rate: the percentage of emails in a condition that were opened. The numerator is the number of unique

emails in the condition that were opened and the denominator is the total number of unigue emails in that
condition. Opens are tracked using invisible images embedded in the body of an email. Many email clients
block images, such as Gmail, so we are likely under counting the pr oportion of people who opened their email

in every test. 4

click -through rate (CTR): the percentage of recipients (unique by email) in a condition who clicked on a link
within an email. The numerator is the number of unique recipients in the condition who  clicked through on the
email and the denominator is the total numb er of unique emails in that condition.

action: some activity taken by  email recipients that advances the strategic goals of a campaign. This could be
a petition, a phone call to congress, a letter to the editor, a donation, event attendance, and so on. The

4Formor e detail about how open rates and other met rThecBssicar e

of Email Metrics: Are Your Campaigns Working? 6  &ttp://www.idealware.org/articles/email_metrics.php



daction rated refer s rdcipients hinea cqnditiorcwha took gneactionffor a given email. The
numerator is the number of unique recipients in the condition who took an action and the denominator is the
total number of unique emails in that condition.

subscriptionrate :t he percentage of alll email s in an organizationds
emai |l messaging within a program. Some organizations tr e
where we evaluate subscription rate we are looking only at emails that are subscribed to receive emails within

the program we are testing.
condition: a segment of emails that were randomly assigned to receive a particular treatment (ex. sender

name, email format). Other than the time of day tests, email s were scheduled to be sent to each condition at
the exact same time.

SENDER NAME

Sender name is what appears in the o0fromé field when you
the question OHow does the i dentpietryf oorfmatnhcee ?7sbtender r el at e t

HEALTH CARE FOR AMERCA NOW (HCAN) 0 VARIOUS SENDERS

Collaborator : Jason Rosenbaum.
Time Frame of Test; 11/23/2009 o 12/04/2009

Research Question : Does using a different sender (as opposed to the same sender) for each email blast HCAN
sends improve overall list performance?

Background

Although a majority of large progressive advocacy organizations send their email blasts from a variety of
senders, m any organizations send all of their email from the same individual. There are compelli ng arguments
for both approaches. One could argue that sending each email from the same individual establishes a
personal relationship and trusted brand. On the other hand, something about the variety of different senders

may make email messages more int  eresting and likely to be read.

On the HCAN list, the status quo was to receive messages from the same sender on each blast. We were
curious about whether sending emails from a different sender on each blast would increase list performance.

Design and | mplementation

We randomly assigned a treatment group of 50,000 individuals who would receive email from a different

sender on each blast. The control group of 96,572 continued to receive email from the same individual on

each blast. Three treatment  emails were sent between November 23 1@ and December 4 th, 2009. Other than
sender name, the emails the treatment and control groups received were identical.

We wanted to isolate the effect of receiving email from a variety of senders from that of inherent properties of

the name itself. For exampl e, |l etds say members are use
subset begins to receive email from o0Sam. 6 I f the email
attribute the increaseinperf or mance to recipients getting email from a ¢
a better name than ONirmal o6 to send email from).

To account for this, we first sent everyone in the treatment group one email from each of three different
senders, while the control group continued to receive email from the same sender. After administering the
treatment emails, we began sending both groups identical emails (from the same sender) and then measured



the difference in performance between the treatment and control groups. Any difference in the performance

of the two groups in these subsequent emails can be attrilt
Treatment: Levana A Levana A Sender 1A Sender 2 A Sender 3A Levana A Levana
Control: Levana A Levana A Levana A Levana A Levana A Levana A Levana

Figure 2: First two emails are for illustrative purposes only, and not included in our analysis. The effect of treatment was measured by the

performance of the last two emails.

Results

The treatment group tended to outperform the control group, both while the treatment was administered as
well as when we were measuring the effect afterward. The table below reports open rates and click -through
rates (CTR) for each email.

Treatment Control Treatment Control Treatment
Phase Open Rate Open Rate CTR CTR
Senate Vote Followup 11/23/2009 Treatment 26.1% 33.4% 12.5% 15.3%
Stop Stupak 12/1/2009 Treatment 21.6% 23.4% 13.0% 14.0%
Build for the win 12/4/2009 Treatment 21.2% 23.1% 2.6% 2.6%
Public Option Petiton ~ 12/8/20 09 MeEaff:Crted 23.8% 24.3% 1.6% 1.7%
Information Update 12/19/20 09 MeEaf?e”éted 23.5% 24.2% 0.5% 0.5%

Figure 3: Open rates and click -through rates for each email blast.

The emails as part of the treatment were opened at a significantly higher rate than their counterparts in the
control group (p < 0.001).

Diverse Sender Test - Open Rates (Treatment
Administered)

35.0% - M Treatment m Control

30.0%
QL
et
v
o
c 25.0% -
Q
o
@)

20.0%

15.0% -

Senate Vote Followup Stop Stupak Build for the Win
Email Blast . ,
New Organizing Institute
Figure 4: Open rates for email blasts while treatment was administered. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.



Two of the emails as part of the treatment were opened at a significantly higher rate than their counterparts in
group (0Senate Vote Followupdé and 0Stop Stupask

the control

20.0%
18.0%
16.0%
14.0%
12.0%
10.0%

8.0%

6.0%

Click Through Rate

4.0%
2.0%
0.0%

Diverse Sender Test - CTR (Treatment Administered)

B Treatment ™ Control

Senate Vote Followup

Stop Stupak Build for the Win

Email Blast

New Organizing Institute

Figure 5: Click -throug h rates for email blasts while treatment was administered. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.

Once we brought the treatment group back into the regular messaging stream,

group received were opened at a significantly hig
Option Petition, o6 p
completely identical emails, the only difference between them was whether they were in the
track during previous blasts.

<

0.

her rate than that of

the emails the treatment

the control

0 1 Ad mentioned pneViauslymthesd goonips Waredreceiveng )

odi fferent

10



29.0% -

27.0% -

25.0% -

23.0% -

Open Rate

21.0% -

19.0% -

17.0%

Diverse Sender Test - Open Rates (Measured Effect)

B Treatment ™ Control

Public Option Petition Information Update
Email Blast

New Organizing Institute

Figure 6: Open rates for email blasts after treatment was administered. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.

Al t hough the
a significant difference in the

odi fferent senderé treatment i mproved
click -through rates of the subsequent emails.

2.0%
1.8% -
1.6% -
1.4% -
1.2% -
1.0% -
0.8% -
0.6% -

Click Through Rate

0.4% -
0.2% -

0.0% -

Diverse Sender Test - CTR (Measured Effect)

B Treatment ™ Control

Public Option Petition Information Update

Email Blast . ,
New Organizing Institute

Figure 7: Click -through rates for email b lasts after treatment was administered. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.

t

he

11



Takeaways

Sending each email from a different sender appeared to | e:
list.

GETEQUALSO SENDER NAME (PROPERIAME, ORGANIZATION, COMBINATION)

Collaborator: Heather Cronk
Time Frame of Test: 8/10/2010 & 8/24/2010

Research Question : What variation of sender name i s most opti mal
sender name, just organization name, or both sende r name and organization name?

Design and Implementation

We randomly assigned a portion of Get EQUALS6s emai l I i st

group always received email from a sender that inMcGeheded b
Get EQUALG) . The second group al ways received email fro
Mc Geheeo) and t he third group al ways received emai | fr

(0Get EQUALG) .

We emailed these groups on August 10, August 20, and August 24, 2010. For each blast, we measured the
difference in performance in open and click -through rates between each of the groups. We wanted to know
not only if there was a difference in performance, but whether that difference changed over time.

Results

I n general, the 0just namedé track tended to oudpmteapénoand t he
click -through rate (CTR) for each email and condition.

Both name and Just
Response organization Just name organization
Open Rate August 10 16.4% 19.1% 15.9%
Open Rate August 20 14.4% 16.6% 13.4%
Open Rate August 24 17.2% 20.8% 16.8%
CTR August 10 2.4% 2.8% 2.4%
CTR August 20 2.4% 2.3% 2.5%
CTR August 24 1.9% 1.9% 2.0%
Figure 8: Open and click -through rates for each blast.
I n terms of open rates, O0just named si gnforfal toreeremdl hlaste@@ & per f «
0.001).

12



Open Rate

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

Sender Name Test - Open Rates

B Both name and organization B Justname Justorganization

August 10 August 20 August 24

Email Blast . ,
New Organizing Institute

Al t hough

Figure 9: Open rates for each blast. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.

blast (p < 0.05), there was no significant difference in click  -throughs across groups for the other emails.

Click Through Rate

4.0%

3.5%

3.0%

2.5%

2.0%

1.5%

1.0%

0.5%

0.0%

Sender Name Test - Click Through Rates

B Both name and organization B Justname Justorganization

August 10 August 20 August 24
Email Blast

New Organizing Institute

Figure 10: Click -through rates for each blast. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.

Oj ust nameo s i gthe other ewe groupsyfor dickt pteraughs duriregdhe August 10
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Takeaways

Sending emai l using only an organizerds name and no orga
increase in open rates for Get EQUAL, compared to other wvar

HEALTH CARE FOR AMERCA NOW (HCAN) 6 SENDER FIRST NAME

Collaborator: Jason Rosenbaum. Thanks to Todd Rogers and John Ternovski at the Analyst Institute for
suggesting this test, reviewing the design, and checking our analysis.

Time Frame of Test: November 20, 2009

Research Question : Is an email message more ef fecti ve if the senderds first n
recipient?

Background

The oOname Il etter effectd describes a hypothesis that peo,j
letters. It stands to reason that people may be more likely to open or act on an email simply because they

have a similar name to the person sending it. In this case we tested sending emails from the exact same first
name as the recipient, not just the first letter.

Design and Implementation

Wetestedfirst name oOmatchingdé on an informational emai |l bl ast
20009. First, we identified the 12 most common first name
these 18,154 members into a treatment and control group. The treatment group was assigned to a sender

based on name Oomatching. 6 So if the recipientds first na

with the first name o0Johndé on November 20.

The control group was randomly assigned to the same distr ibution of first names as appeared in the entire

group. So if 7.7% of the entire experimental universe ha
group was assigned to a sender with the first naaraddaimes
control group to receive an emai l from oBarbara. 6 To acc

sender name and recipient name did not match for each first name in the control group.

Random Assignment Within the Control Group

First N\ame Total Percentage Barbara David James  John Linda Mary  Michael Nancy Richard Susan William
Barbara 1,251 6.9% 7.8% 7.5% 7.9% 7.4% 7.5% 7.6% 7.3% 7.4% 7.7% 7.4% 7.4%
David 2,148 11.8% 12.7% 12.8% 13.5% 12.7% 12.9% 13.1% 125% 12.8% 13.2% 12.8% 12.6%
James 1,395 7.7% 8.3% 8.7% 8.8% 8.2% 8.4% 8.5% 8.1% 8.3% 8.5% 8.3% 8.2%
John 2,257 12.4% 13.4% 14.1% 13.5% 13.3% 13.5% 13.8% 13.2% 134% 13.8% 13.4% 13.3%
Linda 1,179 6.5% 7.0% 7.4% 7.0% 7.4% 7.1% 7.2% 6.9% 7.0% 7.2% 7.0% 6.9%
Mary 1,489 8.2% 8.8% 9.3% 8.9% 9.4% 8.8% 9.1% 8.7% 8.8% 9.1% 8.8% 8.8%
Michael 1,789 9.9% 10.6% 11.2% 10.7% 11.3% 10.5% 10.7% 10.5% 10.6% 11.0% 10.6% 10.5%
Nancy 1,034 5.7% 6.1% 6.5% 6.2% 6.5% 6.1% 6.2% 6.3% 6.1% 6.3% 6.1% 6.1%
Richard 1,317 7.3% 7.8% 8.2% 7.9% 8.3% 7.8% 7.9% 8.0% 7.7% 8.1% 7.8% 7.7%
Robert 1,833 10.1% 10.8% 11.5% 10.9% 11.5% 10.8% 11.0% 11.2% 10.7% 10.9% 10.9% 10.8%
Susan 1,325 7.3% 7.8% 8.3% 7.9% 8.3% 7.8% 8.0% 8.1% 7.7% 7.9% 8.1% 7.8%
William 1,136 6.3% 6.7% 7.1% 6.8% 7.1% 6.7% 6.8% 6.9% 6.6% 6.7% 7.0% 6.8%
Total 18,153
Figure 11: How first names were randomly assigned to the control group. Recipient first names are the column headers (white text on dark
blue) and sender first names are the row headers. For example, a random 12.9% of people in the control group whose first name starts with

OMaryo6 were assigned to a sender whose first name was ¢

The last name of the sender was identical for all first names and conditions.
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We tracked open and  click -through rates for each condition. As an informational email, it  did not contain an
dOactiondé beyond cl i ck ifonaggditiortalr omategid ontthle issuee ma i |

Results

We did not find a significant difference in open or click -through rates based on whether the recipients were
matched on first name or not (at an alpha level of 0.05).

Condition Open Rate  Click -through Rate
Treatment 23.3% 1.6%
Control 23.9% 1.8%

Figure 12: Open and click -through rates for each condition.

Takeaways
We did not find matching on first name to have any effect on open or click -through rates, but feel this tactic is
worth further study. We may not have found an effect because people with common names are used to

encountering other individuals with the sam e name. It may be worth exploring a name match using less
common names, or matching based on ethnicity.

EMAIL FORMAT

The following tests explore different ways to format emails.

HEALTH CARE FOR AMERCA NOW (HCAN) 0 EMAIL FORMAT

Collaborator: Jason Rosenbaum

Time Frame of Test: 1/7/2010 o 1/20/2010

Research Question : Is there a particular email format that optimizes opens, click -through s, and actions for
HCAN?

Background

When HCAN launched their email program they considered using three different email formats in online
communication with their members. Anecdot al evidence ind

was preferable to an email format that used a banner or call out box. However, they wanted to determine
empirically what the best email format for their list was.

Design and Implementation

HCAN wanted to compar ed
format that include et

out box in the upper right corner.

three email | ayouts: the oO0stripp
i

ar e
d a banner image in Omé& hreapi mgd off o
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To: Nirmal Mankani <nkmankani@gmail.com>
From: Levana = Health Care for America Now <hcanfhealthcareforamericancw.org=>
Reply-To: hcanfhealthecareforamericanow.org
Subject: Pump up the wvolume!

Dear Nirmal :

Congress is back in session, and they're working on finishing health reform. I
wanted to give you an update on the amazing momentum that together we've
generated to make sure they finish reform right.

Over the last few weeks, tens of thousands of activists like you, joined by
hundreds of organizations and experts, have signed our letter to President
Obama, Speaker Pelosi, and Majority Leader Reid, urging them make sure the
final health care bill is affordable to everyone and holds insurance companies

accountable.® A national television ad is running telling our leaders to finish
reform right.2

Today, it's time to pump up the volume even more.

Can vou make a call to vour elected officials in Congress and tell them
to finish reform right? Click here to call.

Figure 13: o Stri pped downod email format.

To: HNirmal Mankani <nkmankanif#gmail.com>
From: Levana - Health Care for America Now <hcanBhealthecareforamericancw.org=>

Subject: Pump up the volume!

HEALTH CARE
FOR AMERICA N

Reply-To: hcanéhealthcareforamericanow.org

Dear Nirmal :

Congress is back in session, and they're working on finishing health
reform. I wanted to give you an update on the amazing momentum that
together we've generated to make sure they finish reform right.

Over the last few weeks, tens of thousands of activists like you, joined by
hundreds of organizations and experts, have signed our letter to
President Obama, Speaker Pelosi, and Majority Leader Reid, urging them
make sure the final health care bill is affordable to everyone and holds

" " 1 : - : &
insurance companies accountable.” A national television ad is running

tellimem oo lomdmee b Eimiek enfavmn wimlbhe 2
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Figure 14: O Wr apper 6 email for mat.

To: Nirmal Mankani <nkmankani@gmail.com>
From: Levana = Health Care for America Now <hcanBhealthcareforamericanow.org>
Reply-To: hcanfhealthcareforamericanow.org

Subject: Pump up the wvolume!

s e

Dear Nirmal : Call Congress today:

Congress is back in session, and they're working

on finishing health reform. I wanted to give you Tell Congress the final

. health care bill should tax
an update on the amazing momentum that R e i
together we've generated to make sure they health reform - not the
finish reform right. health insurance benefits of

average working people.

Over the last few weeks, tens of thousands of
activists like you, joined by hundreds of :
organizations and experts, have signed our letter B e S
to President Obama, Speaker Pelosi, and Majority
Leader Reid, urging them make sure the final Click to call
health care bill is affordable to everyone and

holds insurance companies accountable.! A national television ad is running
telling our leaders to finish reform r‘ight.2

T ol e Shelo dolom o bov onovonmon oown le oy vom o oomm o vy somon wmm on o

Figure 15: o0 Mo v e On 6 email fermat.r e d

We divided a subset of HCANGs Il ist into four random group
groups received identical messages on January 7, January 13, and January 20, 2010. Three of the groups were
assigned to a single e mai | for mat (0stripped, 6 owrapper, o6 or oOMoveOn

received messages in the corresponding email format.

The fourth group, a ochangingd6 format, received a differe
difference i n performance between each of the three email f o
attribute it to the inherent properties of a particular format. It is plausible that receiving a new email format in

itself causes an email to be more compelling to a recipient and more |ikely to b

condition attempts to isolate these alternative explanations.

MoveOn
01/07/2010  Stripped Wrapper MoveOn MoveOn
01/13/2010  Stripped Wrapper  MoveOn Wrapper
01/20/2010  Stripped Wrapper  MoveOn Stripped

Figure 16: Email format assignments for each group.

Results

No email format stood out as being much better than the others. The following table displays click -through
(CTR)and action rates for each email during the test.
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Response Stripped Wrapper MoveOn Changing

1/7 Finish Reform Right CTR 10.2% 9.2% 9.3% 9.1% (MoveOn)
1/13 National Call -In Day CTR 1.5% 1.3% 1.8% 1.4% (Wrapper)
1/20 FRR Resend CTR 8.1% 8.4% 7.0% 8.0% (Stripped)

1/7 Finish Reform Right Action 1.8% 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% (MoveOn)
1/13 National Call -In Day Action 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% (Wrapper)
1/20 FRR Resend Action 1.2% 1.2% 1.0% 1.1% (Stripped)

Figure 17: Click -through and action rates for each blast in the email format test.

For each blast, a different email format was the top performer interms ofclick -t hr ough s . The ostr
performed best for the January 7 OFinish ReOpopoéomf &r qmat 6 p ee
best for the January 13 oONational Cal I I n Dayo bl ast (p
significantly different than the oOstrippedd6d format for

outperformedOntbe foMonae (p < 0.05) . The oO0changingd group
email format of the group it was mirroring.

Email Format Test - Click Through Rates

14.0% - W Stripped m Wrapper
m MoveOn Changing
12.0% -

10.0% -
8.0% -
6.0% -

4.0% -

Click Through Rate

2.0% -

0.0% -

January 7 January 13 January 20

Email Blast B ‘
New Organizing Institute

Figure 18: Click -through rates for each blast. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.

Email format also did not appear to have any impact on the action rates of each ask.
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Email Format Test - Action Rates

2.0% - _
B Stripped W Wrapper

1.8% B MoveOn Changing
1.6%

1.4%
1.2%
1.0%
0.8%
0.6%

Click Through Rate

0.4%
0.2%

0.0%

January 7 January 13 January 20

Email Blast

New Organizing Institute

Figure 19: Action rates for each blast. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.

Takeaways

No email format performed consistently better than the others in terms of optimizing click -through s. Email
format did not have a significant impact on action rate.

The oO0changingé for mat was al ways statistical Ithe groupsditiwvag i n g L
mirroring on a particular blast. So, there was nothing about receiving a new format that made it particularly
compelling to recipients on HCANG6s | ist.

This experiment illustrates the dangers of over -generalizing from the results of a o  ne-off A/B test. Had we only
run this test once and generalized from that, we coul d h
preferable to the other two email format s. I n reality, nc

GETEQUAL 06 VIDEO EMBED FORMAT

Collaborator: Heather Cronk
Time Frame of Test: 8/8/2010 o 8/26/2010

Research Question : Is there a particular email format that optimizes whether a video linked within an email will
be viewed or not?

Background
GetEQUAL often uses video in their emails to enhance their organizing campaigns. The stories told in these
videos are often an integral component of what they ask their members to do. Given the role that storytelling

through video plays i n vaatedBQHdow whethervagarticular emhilefgrmat makes a
linked video more likely to be viewed or not.
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Design and Implementation

GetEQUAL wanted to compare three different email formats for video. The first embeds an image of the video
in the body of th e email. The second embeds an image of the video in a call out box. And the third format
uses a text link in the body rather than an image.

Omar Lopez, GetEQUAL to me show details 2:20 PM (20 minutes ago) = 45 Reply = ¥

GET=QUAL.

Dear friends,

My name is Omar Lopez. | am a proud Navy sailor who was discharged under "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" after honorably serving our
country for five years.

When | heard the news last week that a federal judge in California ruled that policy unconstitutional and that there was a worldwide
injunction stopping enforcement of the policy, | was thrilled — there's nothing | would love more than to re-join the Navy. With the help of
GetEQUAL and a Texas-based GetEQUAL organizer, | went to my local recruitment office to see if | could re-enlist.

Unfortunately, | was turned away.

| want President Obama to know that, while he and others in the White House are trying to figure out what to do with this policy, there
are real people out there who are getting caught in the cross-fire - people like me who, given the opportunity, would re-enlist in a
heartbeat.

Click on the video below to see some footage of my trip to the recruitment center:

Since last week, my story has been covered by the New York Times [1], MSNBC [2] and several other outlets - and I'm hoping that it
will help illustrate the need for this policy to be repealed as soon as possible, while our fate lies in the hands of judges, legislators, and
the President.

Figure 20: Format 1 & image in body
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Omar Lopez, GetEQUAL to me show details 2:20 PM (18 minutes ago) =45 Reply | ¥

GET=QUAL.

Dear friends,

My name is Omar Lopez. | was a proud Navy sailor who was discharged under "Don't Ask, Don't
Tell" after honorably serving our country for five years.

When | heard the news |ast week that a federal judge in California ruled that policy
unconstitutional and that there was a worldwide injunction stopping enforcement of the policy, |
was thrilled — there's nothing | would love mere than to re-jein the Navy. With the help of
GetEQUAL and a Texas-based GetEQUAL organizer, | went to my local recruitment office to see
if | could re-enlist.

Unfortunately, | was turned away.

| want President Obama to know that, while he and others in the White House are trying to figure
out what to do with this policy, there are real people out there who are getting caught in the cross-
fire — people like me who, given the opportunity, would re-enlist in a heartbeat.

Click on image to the right to see some footage of my trip to the recruitment center.

Since last week, my story has been covered by the New York Times [1], MSNBC [2] and several other outlets - and I'm hoping that it
will help illustrate the need for this policy to be repealed as soon as possible, while our fate lies in the hands of judges, legislators, and
the President.

Please join me in meeting President Obama wherever he goes between now and Election Day to plead with him to sign an Executive
Order immediately suspending military discharges while the policy is being dismantled through Congress. This display of leadership and
courage will stop the destruction of the lives of those being discharged and will offer hope to those who desperately want to re-enlist.

If you've already signed up to take action, please forward this email to everyone you know in order to help spread the word that there
are many, many people across the country who simply want to serve this land that we love.

Many thanks for your help in taking action and spreading the word!

Figure 21: Format 2 & image in call out box

Omar Lopez, GetEQUAL to me show details 2:20 PM (20 minutes ago) =4 Reply | ¥

GET=QUAL.

Dear friends,

My name is Omar Lopez. | was a proud Navy sailor who was discharged under "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" after honeorably serving our
country for five years.

When | heard the news last week that a federal judge in California ruled that policy unconstitutional and that there was a worldwide
injunction stopping enforcement of the pelicy, | was thrilled - there's nothing | would love mere than to re-join the Navy. With the help of
GetEQUAL and a Texas-based GetEQUAL corganizer, | went to my local recruitment coffice to see if | could re-enlist.

Unfortunately, | was turned away.

| want President Obama to know that, while he and others in the White House are trying to figure out what to do with this policy, there
are real people out there who are getting caught in the cross-fire — people like me who, given the opportunity, would re-enlist in a
heartbeat.

Click here to check out my video from the recruitment center!

Since last week, my story has been covered by the New York Times [1], MSNBC [2] and several other outlets - and I'm hoping that it
will help illustrate the need for this policy to be repealed as socon as possible, while our fate lies in the hands of judges, legislators, and
the President.

Please join me in meeting President Obama wherever he goes between now and Electicn Day to plead with him to sign an Executive
Order immediately suspending military discharges while the policy is being dismantled through Congress. This display of leadership and
courage will stop the destruction of the lives of those being discharged and will offer hope to those who desperately want to re-enlist.

If you've already signed up to take action, please forward this email to everyone you know in order to help spread the word that there
are many, many pecple acress the country whe simply want to serve this land that we love.

Many thanks for your help in taking action and spreading the word!
Get Qut! Get Active! GetEQUAL!
Omar Lopez

Figure 22: Format 3 & text link only
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We randomly split a p dist tnto ¢hree grolips & 63,0640 UD&herdttean email format, each
group received identical emails on October 8, October 19, and October 26 2010. The first group always
received messages with an image in the body of the email, the second group always recei ved messages with
an image in a call out box, and the third group always received messages that included a text link only.

Results
Overall, using an image in the body of the email appeared to be the most effective way to encourage

recipients to watch the linked video. An image in the call out box was also effective, but not in every case.
The table below lists the click -through rate for each condition and blast.

Call out box Text onl
October 8 , 2010 6.5% 6.4% 5.6%
October 19 , 2010 2.0% 1.8% 1.6%
October 26 , 2010 1.5% 1.3% 1.7%

Figure 23: Click -through rates (CTR) for each condition and blast.

On October 8, both an image in the body of the email and a call out box significantly outperformed a text only

link, but were statistically indistinguishable from each other. On October 19, image in the body of t he email
had the highest click -through rate and was significantly higher than a text only link. However, the click -through
rate for a call out box was not significantly different from the other conditions. On October 26, an image in the

body of the email and a text only link significantly outperformed the call out box, but were not significantly
different from each other.

Video Format Test - Click Through Rates
8.0% - HImagein body ™ Callout box Text only
7.0% -
£ 60% -
g I
£ 5.0% -
>
o 4.0% -
L
i -
— 3.0% -
S
= 2.0% -
o I I
1.0% -
0.0% -
October 8 October 19 October 26
Email Blast B ‘
New Organizing Institute
Figure 24: Click -through rates for each blast. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.
Takeaways

An image in the body of the email appears to be the most consistent of the three approaches to encouraging
members to watch a video for GetEQUALGS6s I ist, though i
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PLAN-MAKING

The following experiments are inspired by research from the Analyst Institute that demonstrates that asking
voters when they plan to vote dramatically increases the impact of voter turnout calls.

ORGANIZATION A 8 PLAN-MAKING

Time Frame of Test: 2/26/2010 8 3/5/2010

Research Question : Does asking individuals who have pledged to call Congress to specify what time they plan
to make a call increase their response rate?

Background

The Organization A ran a national call  -in campaign in early March 2010 that we designed a series of tests
around. Their members were first asked to pledge to call Congress. After the pledge, they were asked to call
Congress in a series of three emails. Recipients were also asked to report back using an online form on how

their ca lls went.

When activists called the number of the hotline included in the email, Org A was able to use caller ID to

capture their phone number. Many of Org A86s members were
append phone number data to a portion of their list. By matching the phone numbers from their caller ID to

the matched phone numbers from the voter file, we could sometimes capture whether a member used the

call -in tool or not. Although the phone number match was imperfect, and we we re likely underestimating the
percentage of patch  -throughs, we were able to use it as a dependent variable.

We were interested in using this opportunity to examine whether we could use plan -making to affect future
behavior (here, likelihood to make calls to Congress).

Design and Implementation

We selected a universe of 523,000 members to ask to pledge to call Congress on February 26 and March 1,
2010. Once someone pledged to call, they entered the experimental universe.
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new Senate version, with significant support from key Senators, could be less than a
week away* -- but lobbyists from Big Oil and Coal are already lining up to do whatever
they can to gut critical provisions.

We can't let lobbyists and special interests win. America needs clean energy and the
jobs it will bring to our economy.

That's why we're launching our biggest calling campaign ever. We're joining forces with
a coalition of climate groups to create a perfect storm of grassroots pressure from Tuesday

through Thursday of next week. Can you get us off to a big start by pledging to call
your Senators next Tuesday?

PLEDGE TO CALL

% '~’ <)
k> > Help reach our goal of 20,000
D
\ calls next week.

Figure 25: The pledge ask.

The 14,804 who pledged to call were randomly assigned to
opl-making. 6 The oObackgroundd group was sent to a | anding
ontheissueaswellas suggested talking points for the Frneackiipnigedn tgd so uupf
sent to a landing page that asked recipients when they planned to make a call.
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Thank you for pledging to call your Senators

Thank you for pledging to call your Senators. We'll send you follow-up information on Tuesday that will

make calling easy - including talking points and calling information that will connect you directly to your
Senators’ offices.

The Washington Post reports:

"Senate Majority Harry Reid (D-Mev.) has instructed Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) to produce a
revamped climate bill as soon as possible, according to sources, a task Kerry intends to
accomplish within two weeks."

The polluter lobby is working hard to strip out important measures. That's why we need to make sure
our Senators' phones are ringing off the hook all day this Tuesday, March 2.

Together, we can pass comprehensive clean energy and climate legislation what will:
* Create millions of new American manufacturing and construction jobs for workers installing wind
turbines, retrofitting buildings and building the next generation of fuel efficient cars.

» Reduce our dependence on foreign oil that sends our dollars — nearly 31 billion a day — abroad.

+ Cap pollution that causes the climate crisis at a level that matches what science tells us is necessary.

Ask your family and friends to join you in pledging to call their Senators:

Figure 26: Part of the oObackgroundd6 | anding page

Thank you for pledging to call

Thank you for pledging to call your Senators. We'll send you follow-up information on Tuesday
that will make calling easy - including talking points and calling information that will connect
you directly to your Senators' offices.

To make sure the bill is as strong as possible, our Senators' phones need to be ringing off the
hook all day on Tuesday, March 2.

Let us know when you plan to call on Tuesday and mark your calendar.

Email: *

On Tuesday, March 2, when do you plan to call?: *
(8:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m.

(11:00 a.m. - 2:00 p.m.
()2:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
(05:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.

Figure 27: Part ofmakiengdllaamandi ng page.
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Org A ran the call -in campaign between March 2 and March 4, 2010. Members of the experimental universe

received an ask to call Congress every day of the campaign. We tracked whether they reported back,
attempted a patch  -through (via phone number match), and completed a patch -through (via phone number
match).
Results
" Reported Pledged & Attempted Completed
STl Fitlge Back Has Phone #  Patch -through Patch -through
Background 7,417 20.0% 2,750 7.3%* 6.0%*
Plan-making 7,387 20.8% 2,685 9.2%* 7.6%*

Figure 28: Report back and patch through rates for each condition. * indicates significance at p < 0.01

Whether someone was assigned to the background or plan -making condition had no impact on whether they
reported back their call. However, using the phone number match we were able to find significantly more
people who attempted and completed a patch st hrough call -mankithhged acwlnan ti on t

oObackgroundo6é condition (p < 0.01).

We were also able to capture the |l ength of t i méntoal. Eoal | e
exampl e, itds plausible that people in the oO0backgroundod c
because they were exposed to additional information about the issue that the plan -making condition was not.
However, when we compare the distribution of cal IF-malke mgtéh
conditions, we dond6t see evidence of this.

Call Length by Condition

background planning
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Figure 29: Distribution of call length by condition.
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Takeaways

Using the principles of plan -maki ng appeared to increase the -iredafpaignt i ven
However, we may be underestimating the magnitude of this effect du e to the messy phone number match.

Also, more testing is needed to determine whether this tactic would be useful for other email lists, or would

persist on Org Ads | ist over ti me.

FIREDOGLAKE (FDL) PLAN-MAKING

Collaborators: Michael Whitney and Brian ~ Sonenstein
Time Frame of Test: 10/14/2010 6 10/16/2010

Research Question : Does asking individuals who have pledged to make turnout calls to voters to specify what
day and time they plan to make a call increase their response rate?

Background

As part of Firedoglakeds 2010 campaign to pass Propositio
list to make targeted turnout calls to young voters in the state. Since we were able to track who on their list

made a call using their online v oter contact tool, we wanted to know whether we could use plan -making to
increase their response rate.

Design and Implementation

We asked a targeted universe of 116,040 individuals to pledge to call voters on October 14, 2010. By clicking
through on the email, recipients pledged to make a call on October 16 and entered the experimental universe.

To: Nirmal Mankani =nkmankani&gmail.com=
From: Michael Whitney <act @firedoglake.com=
Reply-To: act@firedoglake.com
Subject: Call for pot

Mirmal -
Prop 19 needs your help to pass. Can you

pledge a few minutes of your weekend to
call young voters for Prop 187

There's just 19 days left for Prop 19, and the drug
warriors are coming out in force to flood the

|
|
|
airwaves with "Reefer Madness" propaganda. / :
|
You may not be able to vote in the California w |
|
|
|

election. But you can beat back the drug warriors’
anti-pot offensive and make sure young
Californians turn out to vote for Prop 19. "

We're organizing a big event to call voters across Click here to pledge to call voters
rg gabig this weekend and help pass Prop

California this weekend. Can you pledge to call 191
young voters for Prop 19 sometime this -
weekend?

Click here to pledge a few minutes of your weekend to call voters for Prop 19.
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Figure 30: The ask to pledge to call.
The 1,777 individuals pledged to call wer e-maknagdions. e | it

people in the onormal é condition were directed to a stan
makingé condition were directed to a page asking them wher

Thanks for Pledging

Thanks so much for pledging part of your weekend to call young voters for Prop 19. We'll send you an email this weekend with information on
how to call young voters.

It's super simple - it just takes your email address, or a Facebook or Twitter account. We'll provide talking points, and you just have to pick up
your phone and call the voter on your screen. That's it!

Can you do help spread the word about cur campaign to call voters for Prop 197 Ask your friends to pledge 5 minutes of their time by
sharing the pledge on Facebook or Twitter.

1122 54 oy
e

Thanks again - we'll email you again this weekend.

Figure 31:0 Nor mal 6 | anding page.

\HOWbs

Thanks for Pledging to Call - What's Your Plan?

Thanks so much for pledging part of your weekend to call young
Email: * voters for Prop 19. WeAll send you an email this weekend with
information on how fo call young voters.

ItA's super simple - it just takes your email address, or a Facebook or

What day do you plan to call? * Twitter account. WeA'll provide talking points, and you just have to
(O Saturday, October 16 pick up your phone and call the voter on your screen. ThatA's it
O Sunday, October 17

Use the form on the left to let us know you plan to call for Prop
And what time? * 19 this weekend.

O 12pm-2pm Eastern
O 2pm-4pm Eastern
O4pm - 6pm Eastern
O6pm - 8pm Eastern
(8pm - 10pm Eastern
O 10pm-12am Eastern

* denotes required field

28



Figure 32: 0 Pmhaakni ngé | anding page.

On October 16, the people who had pledged to call wer e as|
tool. We tracked at the individual level whether they ma de at least one call or not.
Results

Whet her someone was assigned -“makitmgd 0o aliddnathave ao statisticgllyy a n
significant impact on their likelihood to make a call.

Condition Pledged Made Call
Normal 880 9.2%
Planning 897 8.5%

Figure 33: Action rates for each condition. No significant differences at an alpha level of 0.05

Prior to running thistest, we per f or med a Opower calculationdé to determine
| arge enough group of people to find a signi f iuodarsteod dahatf e c t

our test did not have enough sample size if we expected to find the same magnitude of effect as the Org A

plan -making test. However, unlike the Org A test, we were able to definitely track whether someone made a

call using FDL®&s onl ithetestwaswolth runsing besaaiset hweunglt thave observe d a larger

effect here.

Takeaways

Wedid notfindthatplan -maki ng was effective in increasing the action
EXCLUSION

Advocacy organizations often ask themselves, dOare we send
attempt to answer this question. We wanted to learn more about the relationship between message volume

and list performance.

In particular, we were interested in the relationship between message volume and unsubscribes from an email

list. It makes intuitive sense that the less a messaging campaign contacts a group of people, the more likely

they are to remain subscribed to an e ~ mail list, simply because individuals on the list have fewer opportunities to
unsubscribe. We attempt to quantify this relationship.

HEALTH CARE FOR AMERCA NOW (HCAN) & EXCLUSION

Collaborator: Jason Rosenbaum. Thanks to Marc Laitin for suggesting this test.
Time Frame of Test: 12/8/2009 & 12/19/2009
Research Questions :

1. Does withholding email from o0dormanto6 | i st members inc
2. What is the best introductory message to engage these members when they rejoin the list?

Therear e two components to this test. In the first, we hel
would increase their list performance when they were reintroduced to the messaging stream. In the second,

we tested different introductory messages with the reintroduced o6dor mant 6 memb
was preferable to the others.
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Design and Implementation

We defined a |I|ist member as odormanto6é i f they had been o
clicked a link in an email, made a donation, or had taken any action for a period of two and a half months.

There were 58,524 o0dormantod members in the two and a ha

randomly split these individuals into two groups of equal size, a treatment and contr ol group.

The treatment group was removed from HCANG®&s email i st st
messages from HCAN until December 8, when they were added back to messaging stream. The control group

continued to receive email from HCAN as usual throughout this entire period. We measured the difference in

performance between the two groups on subsequent blasts.

Upon the treatment groupds reintroduction to the HCAN |
attempting to determine wha  t the optimal introductory message to reengage these dormant members was.

Oof the 29,285 individuals in the holdout group, a random
message, a random quarter (7,321) we r ail, and the lasinrandom quarter e ¢ e i\
(7,322) were assigned to an oOevergreenod6 email. The diff
measured for the subsequent blast on December 19, when individuals in every group received an identical

email.

The tabbdb email was the same message that everyone el se on
explicitly acknowl edged t he recipientds inactivity and
oevergreend email asked thbouecHLCABNGSE tampalignfriends

To: First Last <userfexample.com>
From: Levana - Health Care for America Now <hcanfhealthcareforamericancow.org>
Reply-To: hcanéhealthcareforamericanow.org
Subject: Welcome back, we need youl

Dear Supporter:

The health care fight is heating up in Congress. Within weeks, the President
could be signing a bill that gives us quality, affordable health care for all. But the
insurance companies are going to try and kill real reform any way they can.

We've noticed that you haven't been involved in this fight with us lately. But
we're going to need every person we can to stand up and support health care
reform. We can't leave anyone behind.

Can you rejoin us and help us pass quality, affordable health care for
all?

Here's a link to our latest action, asking the Senate to reject a compromise that

would do away with the public health insurance option and leave us at the mercy
of private insurance.

Click here to sign the petition and get back into the fight.

Supporters like you are the reason we got this far, but we're qoing to

Figure 34¢: Text of oO0introd6 email.
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To:

From:
Reply-To:
Subject:

First Last <userfexample.com>

Levana - Health Care for America Now <hcangfhealthcareforamericancw.org=

hecan@healthcareforamericanow.org
Build for the win

Dear Supporter:

We are so close to winning quality, affordable health care for all, with the choice
of a public health insurance option. There's a bill in the House and Senate right
now that could do these things.

You're the reason we got this far, but we're going to need even more
help to make sure the bill in the Senate doesn't get weakened.

We must build this campaign, otherwise we won't win quality, affordable health
care for all. We need more people like you to join our campaign right now.

If you do just one thing to help us win reform, do this: Click here to tell
three friends or family members about this campaign. Urge them to join
us and help us win.

We've set a goal for supporters (like you!) to send 10,000 messages to your
friends and family to build this campaign. If everyone getting this email tells
three friends, I'm confident we'll smash this goal.

Figure 35: Text of O0evergreeno

emai | .

Date Treatment Group Control Group
Prior to November 6 Received all messages from HCAN Received all messages
2009 g from HCAN

November 6 o
December 7 , 2009

Stopped receiving any messages from HCAN

Continued receiving all
emails from HCAN

50% of treatment group
received O0st é 25% of 25% of
message from HCAN. treatment treatment
This random half of the group group Received ost
December 8 , 2009 treatment group  was received received
= N . message from HCAN
compared to the control O0i ntr | Oevergreen 6
group to assess the message message
i mpact of t hg fromHCAN from HCAN
intervention
Received O0standardd message

December 19 , 2009

Here, the entire treatment group was compared to the

control group to assesstheimpac t of t he 0]
intervention

This is also where we compar

and Oever gr eenddmessageson Degemben r y

8 to each other

Recei ved
message from HCAN

0st

Figure 36: Timeline of implementation and analysis of holdout test.
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Results

First, we wanted to assess the
group of 29,285 and compared it to the onormal o
received an identical email to the control group). On December 19 we compared the full treatment and
control group s to each other, because they received identical emails.

group of

On December 8, we observed that people in the treatment group opened email at a significantly higher rate

than the control group (p < 0.05). However, t here was no difference in click  -throughs.
Email Date Control Open Treatment Open Control Treatment
Rate Rate (¥2) CTR CTR (¥2)
Public Option Petition 12/8/09 2.2%* 2.6%* 0.4% 0.5%

Figure 37: Open and click -through rates (CTR) for treatment and control groups on December 8. Asterisk (*) indicates p < 0.05

By December 19, the difference in open rates we had previously observed between the two groups no longer

existed.
E-mail Date Control Open Treatment Open Control Treatment
Rate Rate CTR CTR
Information Update 12/19/09 2.1% 2.3% 0.2% 0.2%
Figure 38: Open and click -through rates (CTR) for treatment and control groups on December 19.
We found that that over time, the treatment group retained more members than the control group. Although

some of this effect can be attributed to the fact that the treatment group simply had fewer opportunities to

unsubscribe (in the form of an unsubscrib e | i nk contained i n the e maédéffécslastech ey
over a month after we administered the treatment. The following chart displays the percentage of individuals

who remained subscribed in each group over time (p < 0.001 everywhere).
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Subscription Rate by Group

—o— Control —e—Treatment

100.0% \

99.0%

L 3

98.0%

97.0% .\
®

96.0% —

95.0%

94.0%

93.0%

92.0%

91.0% . . . .
12/8/2009 12/15/2009 12/22/2009 12/29/2009 1/5/2010

Figure 39: Subscription rate by condition over time, starting when the treatment group was reintroduced to the HCAN messaging stream. All
differences are statistically significant (p < 0.001).

The treatment subscription rate sta  rts three percentage points lower than the control group because during the

period the treatment was administered members of the treatment group did not have an opportunity to
unsubscribe from HCANds emai l i st (t hehervand, ¢ha éontrolgreupe i vi n
went through natural list churn during that period.

These results can be deceiving. It might look like sending fewer emails is better because it resulted in a reduced
unsubscribe rate, but that could just be entirely due to th e fact that the treatment group had three fewer
chances to unsubscribe. To illustrate the  pitfall in the logic here, consider this: if subscription rate is your only
metric of concern, there's one really great way to keep it high: never email your list.

On December 19, we did not find any significant differences based on which introductory email each group
received.

Condition Qe CTR
Rate

Control 2.1% 0.2%

Standard 2.3% 0.3%

Intro 2.1% 0.3%

Evergreen 2.3% 0.2%

Figure 40: Open and click -through rates (CTR) for each introductory email condition. No significant differences.
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Takeaways

For HCANOs inactive |ist members, there appears to be son
performance. Although we observed that people who did not receive email for a month opened their email
at a higher rate once they were reintroduced to the messaging stream, this difference did not persist over time.

On the other hand, many more people in the treatment group remained subscribed over time than the control
group.

In retrospect we should not have run the second component of this test comparing different introductory
messages, we did not have enough sample size for a sufficiently powered test.

VORGANIZATION A 0 EXCLUSION

Time Frame of Test: February 26 to March 29, 2010

Research Questions

1. What impact does withholding email have on the efficacy of an advocacy campaign?
2. Are particular asks, such as a pledge to take a futur e
email?
Background
Organization A ran a national call  -in campaign in early March 2010 that we designed a series of tests around,

including the plan -making test detailed in the previous section . Their members were first asked to pledge to
call Congress. After the pledge, th ey were asked to call Congress in a series of three emails. Recipients were
also asked to report back using an online form on how their calls went.

When activists called the number of the hotline included in the email, Org A was able to use caller ID to

capture their phone number. Many of Org A8ds members were
append phone number data to a portion of their list. By matching the phone numbers from their caller ID to

the matched phone numbers from the voter file, we could sometimes capture whether a member used the

call -in tool or not. Although the phone number match was imperfect, and we were likely underestimating the

percentage of patch  -throughs, we were able to use it as a dependent variable.

Wewanted t o know whether holding out email at particular poi
impact on the effectiveness of their program. We were particularly interested in measuring the effect on call -in
rate and unsubscribes.

Design and Implementation

There are two points during Org Ads campaign that we witht
the eventual ask to make the calls themselves. Of a targeted universe of 552,515, we withheld 15,004 members

from the pledge to make calls on February 26 and March 1, 2010. We withheld another 14,996 from both the

pledge ask as well as the ask to make calls itself (March 2 through 4).

This gave us an opportunity to answer two questions: whether asking someone to pledge to call increased their

eventual action rate, as well as determining what impact excluding someone from the call -in campaign
entirely had on subsequent performance. To answer these questions, we tracked whether sending the pledge
message had any impact on the report back or patc h-through rate (from the phone number ma tch). We also

tracked the open , click -through , and action rates of both exclusion groups after the initial campaign.
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Excluded from Pledge and

Date Control (550K) Excluded from Pledge (15K) Ask (15K)
rebrary 26 ang | Seeeied STl ek o
March 1 , 2010 Excluded Excluded
(Pledge Ask) between March 2 and
March 4
Received ask to call
Congress
March 2 through . .
March 4 , 2010 Received ask to call The action rate of this group
was compared to that of Excluded

(National Call In
Day)

Congress

the control group to assess
whet her it wa
asking members to pledge
to take action.

March 9 , March
25, and March

Received standard
communications from Org A

Received sta ndard
communications from Org A

Received sta ndard
communications from Org A

29, 2010 Compared performance of Compared performance of Compared performance of
(Standard Org A
rogram) control group to both control group to both control group to  both
P exclusion groups exclusion groups exclusion groups
Figure 41: Timeline of implementation and analysis of exclusion test.
Results

There are two components to our analysis. The first is whether the group that was sent the pledge ask

calls at a higher rate than the control group, which received every email. The group that was asked to pledge

to call

reported back
However, we were not able to find

based on our phone match.

Condition

Group

Size

attempted

at a higher rate than the group that was not asked to pledge to call (p < 0.001).

any significant differences in or completed patch -through rate

Asked to Pledge (Control)

Not asked to pledge, but
asked to call

522,515
15,004

Reported Has Attempted Completed
Back Phone#  Patch-through  Patch -through
1.1%* 94,191 0.8% 0.7%
0.7%* 2,792 0.6% 0.6%

Figure 42: Action rate during call in campaign by condition. * indicates significance at an alpha level of 0.001

Secondly, we wanted to determine what impact the holdout groups had on email performance more
generally after the initial call in campaign. The following table displays open,

for seve ral email blasts after the call

click -through , and action rates
-in campa ign. We found that the group that was not asked to pledge or

call opened the March 9 email at a significantly higher rate than the group that received all emails (p < 0.05).
However, otherwise there were no significant differences between any of the grou

ps.
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Received No pledge ask, Not asked to

Response all emails but asked to call pledge or call
Opened 3/9 Gore Conf Call Email 14.3% 14.8% 15.4%
Opened 3/25 Petition 16.1% 16.9% 16.6%
Opened 3/29 Donation Ask 15.5% 15.9% 15.7%
CTR 3/25 Petition 4.6% 4.8% 4.8%
CTR 3/29 Donation Ask 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
Signed 3/25 Petition 5.8% 5.9% 5.8%
Donated 3/29 Donation Ask 0.5% 0.5% 0.4%

Figure 43: Open, click -through (CTR), and action rates for each condition after the call in campaign.

We also found that, over time, the people who were excluded from emails were more likely to remain

subscribed on Org Af6s | ist. Al |

di f f er e atarealphadevel oMROB. cBly

April 7, the control group and the group that was excluded from both the pledge and call ask are significantly
different from each other (p < 0.05), but not from the group that was excluded from the pledge ask only.
Again, t his does not mean that  sending fewer emails was necessarily optimal for their program.

Retention Rate by Group

100.00% A
99.00%
@
98.00%
%h
97.00%
—e— Control
—e—Excluded from pledge ask ®
N —as—Excluded from pledge ask and call ask
96.00%
95.00%
94.00% T T T T
3/9/2010 3/16/2010 3/23/2010 3/30/2010 4/6/2010
Figure 44: Percentage subscribed by condition, over time.
Takeaways
For Org A, withholding email during this campaign did not appear to have any meaningful long term benefits.

People who were asked to pledge were more likely to report back making a call then people who were not

asked to pledge

, but we could not find evidence that there was an increase in actual calls made or

9
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attempted . Hol di ng out email also did not seem to have an i mpa
TIME OF DAY
0ls there an optimal time of day to send an email ?6 Thi s
Although purely tactical, this is relevant t o determining the workflow of practitioners who have to decide
between spending extra time to write a more effective email or sending a message immediately.
HEALTH CARE FOR AMERCA NOW (HCAN) o TIME OF DAY
Collaborator: Jason Rosenbaum. Thanks to Blue St ate Digital for providing additional data for our analysis.
Time Frame of Tests: October 2009 to March 2010.
Research Question : Is there an optimal time of day to send an email?
Design and Implementation
We ran three o0ti me of ahdyPdobdr 2009 asked recipiengs tofwrite & létter toiCangress.
154,295 individuals were randomly split between three groups: 8am, 11am, and 2pm (EST). The second test, in
late October 2009, asked recipients to click on a link to automatically fax a message to insurance companies.
147,000 recipients were randomly split between three groups: 8am, 11lam, and 2pm (EST). The third test in
March 2010 also as ked recipients to click on a lin  k to automatically fax a message to insurance companies.
212,000 recipients w ere randomly split between four  groups: 8am, 11am, 2pm, and 5pm (EST).
In each test, recipients were sent the exact same email message . The only variable was the time of day the
email was sent to them . We tracked their open, click -through , and action rates on each blast.
Note there may be a slight inherent bias in favor of segments that receive messages earlier in the day . If a
member is, unbeknownst to us, subscribed to the email list with two different addresses, they may be assigned
tomul tiple o0time of dayd6 condi t i ohastwo emdis) one eassigned to 8am andf a
another to the 2pm condition, they might only read the email sent at 8am and not 2pm.
Results
The results do not indicate that any time of day is particul arly preferable to send email. The following table
displays the open, click -through , and action rates for each condition and test.
Response 8am 1lam 2pm 5pm
Early Oct 2009 - Open Rate 25.2% 25.9% 25.3%
Late Oct 2009 - Open Rate 24.7% 25.0% 24.8%
March 2010 - Open Rate 19.9% 20.0% 22.0% 23.0%
Early Oct 2009 - CTR 11.2% 11.2% 10.9%
Early Oct 2009 - Action Rate 6.4% 6.4% 6.2%
Late Oct 2009 - Click/Action Rate 13.5% 13.2% 12.7%
March 2010 - Click/Action Rate 7.8% 7.7% 7.7% 8.3%
Figure 45: Open, click -through (CTR), and action rates for each blast and condition of the time of day test. Late October and March blasts
were one click petitions, so CTR is also the oacti on!
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Time of Day Test - Open Rates
30% 1 Em8am MWllam ®2pm 1 5pm
25% -
Q
B 20% -
o
c
Q
Q. 15% -
@)
10% -
5% -
Early Oct 2009 Late Oct 2009 March 2010
Email Blast . ,
New Organizing Institute
Figure46: Open rates for each blast. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.
Time of Day Test - Action Rates
16.0% H8am Hllam E2Zpm 5pm
14.0% -
12.0% -
Q
]
g 10.0% -
S 8.0% - I
b=
< 60% -
4.0% -
2.0% -
0.0% -
Early Oct 2009 Late Oct 2009 March 2010
Email Blast . ,
New Organizing Institute
Figure47: Action rates for each blast. Error bars represent 95% confidence interval.
For the first time of day test in early October, we were able to request more data from HC

vendor so that we could perform additional analysis.

First, we were able to examinet he distribution of opens, click -throughs, and actions over time by condition:
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Frequency of Opens

Opens Over Time
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Figure 48: Distribution of opens by condition

Hour of Day

the day the emai | was sent. Early October test.

15 18 21 24

Eastern time zone.
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Frequency of Clicks

Clicks Over Time
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Figure 49: Distribution of click -throughs by condition the day the emai | was sent. Early October test. Eastern time zone.
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Actions Over Time
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Figure 50: Distribution of actions by condition the day the emai | was sent. Early October test. Eastern time zone.

Although the open -rate, click -through rate (CTR), and action  rate do es not differ very much by condition, the
distributions of when they happened do. The email s at 2pm or 5pm performed almost as well as the other
conditions, but the activity occurred at a more condensed rate.

We were also able to look at differences across condition by time zone:
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Time Zone Time # Sent  Open Rate CTR  Action Rate

Eastern 8am 27,842 24.1% 10.6% 6.3%
Eastern 1llam 27,841 24.4% 10.5% 5.9%
Eastern 2pm 27,843 24.1% 10.3% 5.9%
Central 7am 10,237 27.1% 11.9% 6.4%
Central 10am 10,393 28.4% 12.0% 7.1%
Central 1pm 10,363 27.0% 11.6% 6.3%
Mountain 6am 4,400 28.0% 13.1% 6.8%
Mountain 9am 4,250 28.2% 13.2% 7.7%
Mountain 12pm 4,311 28.7% 12.7% 7.5%
Pacific 5am 5,044 26.9% 12.8% 7.0%
Pacific 8am 4,872 29.0% 13.3% 7.2%
Pacific 1lam 4,849 28.5% 12.9% 7.1%
Figure 51: Open, click -through , and action rates for the first o0time of dayéo
For members in the Central time zone, group 2 (11am EST) performed significantly better than the other groups

in terms of opens and click -throughs (p < 0.05). For members in the Pacific time zone, group 3 (2pm EST)
performed significantly better than the other groups in terms of opens (p < 0.05). Other than that, there were
no significant differences acro  ss each group within a particular time zone.

Takeaways

For HCANGs | i st, there is no cl ear answer for which ti mi
sometimes identified  statistically significant differences between each condition, the magnit udes of these

di fferences were relatively small . I n most cases, the ti
email list.

Of course, the time of day an email is sent may matter more for call -in campaigns that are dependent on

reaching their target during normal business hours. We also did not examine more unconventional times (ex.
midnight).

Although all of the experiments we have presented should be run repeatedly, this is especially true of time of
day tests which may be particularl y sensitive to different days of the week, what is happening in the news
cycle, and world at large.

TRUE MAJORITY0 TIME OF DAY

Collaborators: Drew Hudson and Japhet Els
Time Frame of Test: 6/17/2010 6 6/18/2010

Research Question : Does time of day an email is sent have an impact on how much it is opened and clicked
through ?

Design and Implementation
We randomly split a universe of 496,956 individuals into four groups: 1pm, 3pm, 6pm, and 7pm (EST). On June
17, 2010 we sent each group an email alerting list members about a slogan contest for a campaign focused on

the BP oil spill. Each recipient recei ved the exact same email message . The only variable was the time of day
the email was sent.
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Results

The following table displays the open rates and click -through rates (CTR) for each time of day the email was
sent. 3pm significantly outperformed the other groups in terms of opens, but not click  -throughs (p < 0.001).

Condition # Sent  Open Rate CTR

1pm 124,239 7.3% 1.1%
3pm 124,239 7.8%* 1.2%
6pm 124,239 7.3% 1.1%
7pm 124,239 7.4% 1.1%

Figure 52: Open and click -through rates (CTR) for each condition. * indicates top performer, significant at an alpha level of 0.001.

Takeaways

In terms of open rates, the optimal time of day for True Majority to send this email was 3pm. However, like all of
the time of day tests we have seen, the magnitude of differences between each condition are relatively small,
particularly for click -through and action rates.

Although all of these experiments should be run repeatedly, this is especially true of time of day tests which may
be particularly sensitive to different days of the week, what is happening in the news cycle, and world at large.

MISCELIANEOUS

FAMILIES USA VENDOR EVALUATION

Collaborator: Justin Kolikof. Thanks to David Radloff and Lee Hoffart at ISSI for helping facilitate this test.
Time Frame of Test: 9/1/2010 8 12/31/2010
Research Questions

1. Is using voter file data and modeling in conjunctionouaiét he maani 10 ovpetndor an e
acquire new email addresses for use in online activism? (this is an observational analysis, not an
experiment)

2. If so, is a particular vendor more cost effective than the others?

Background

There may be people who exist in the world that would be responsive to our online campaigns, if only we could
know who they are and were able to communicate with them. We want to find those people using an
alternative model to existing methods of recruitm ent.

One approach is by identifying individuals on the voter file who have a high propensity to engage in activism

and thenusinga3 Mparty vendor to match email addresses to these
people who are modeled to bo th care about a particular issue and likely to be activists may be prime recruits

for online organizing campaigns. We wanted to answer two questions: Whether purchasing the emalil

addresses of these targeted potential activists o without having them active ly opt-in to a list by first taking

acton 6 from vendors was oOworthodé the investment. This com
organization will have different definitions of cost efficiency. We also wanted to assess whether a particular

vendor w as better than the others, which we could address experimentally.
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Design and Implementation

Families USA wanted to perform a trial run of this procedure in Colorado, Ohio, and Florida. They selected a
universe of registered voters who were scored betwee n 85 and 100 on both the Catalist Healthcare Issue
model and the General Activist model.

Oof this universe, we randomly selected 73,279 records and
to the files. We then randomly selected an additional 88 , 155 records and worked with ¢
email addresses to the files. There was no overlap between these two lists in terms of the records we provided

each vendor to be matched. Each vendor attempted to match an email address to every individua | assigned

to them. We did not move forward with a third vendor as originally planned because the vendor wanted us to
rent names instead of purchasing them outright.

Upon receiving the appended records, Families USA loaded these new recruits into their d atabase and
immediately sent a welcome message to the new recruits. This message made clear that they were receiving

this email because they were identified as being interested in health care issues and invited them to take an

initial action. Additionally , this message offered the recruits an upfront opportunity to unsubscribe from the list

(to try and protect the organization from SPAM complaints).

After receiving this welcome message, all new recruits were integrated into the regular Families USA messag ing
stream, regardless of whether they took the initial action, and received all Families USA messaging during the
three month testing period.

Over the course of the test we tracked the open and click -through rates for three email blasts. We also tracked
the action rate for one email blast. After this time frame , we were unable to ascertain performance for these
groups due to database reporting issues.

Results

We want to compare how effective each vendor was at reaching our target audience, the universe of likely
activists we ident ified on the voter file. So we are basing our analysis on the original group assignments: the
targeted individuals on the voter file who were assigned to a particular vendor. The open, click -through , and

action rates reported below are a percentage of the entire condition and not simply the people who were
subscribed to the Families USA email list (this is unlike how open and click -through rates are usually reported).

In other words, for the purposes of comparing each vendor, wedre assessing response
the original 73K and 88K targets on the voter file, rather than the much smaller group of people that Families

USA ended up including in their messaging campaigns. For example, consider the open r ate of 0.61% on the

first email sent to people recruited using Vendor B. This was calculated as a percentage of the original list of

88K people sent to Vendor B for the append, and not the 11K recruits who actually received the message.

Response Vendor A Vendor B
Universe Size 73,279 88,155

Matched Email Address 10.19%* 12.61%*
Opened Email 1 0.38%* 0.61%*
Opened Email 2 0.65%* 0.92%*
Opened Email 3 0.44%* 0.56%*
Clicked -Through Email 1 0.06% 0.07%
Clicked -Through Email 2 0.02% 0.01%
Clicked -Through Email 3 0.02% 0.01%
Took Action 0.04% 0.04%
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Figure 53: Open, click -through , action, and match rates for each vendor. * indicates significant difference at an alpha level of 0.001.

Vendor B matched significantly more email addresses than Vendor A (p < 0.001). Members of the condition
assigned to Vendor B also opened their email at a higher rate than Vendor A (p < 0.001). Beyond match rate
and open rate, there were no significant differences between each vendor.

Howe ver, the addresses from Vendor B were more expensive than the addresses from Vendor A. Addresses
from Vendor B cost 9.5 cents per match, and addresses from Vendor A cost 7.1 cents per match. Although we
expect these rates to improve as more of the acquis itions take action, addresses from Vendor B cost $27.79 per
action taker and addresses from Vendor A cost $14.03 per action taker.

Takeaways
Families USA did not find that this method of recruitment d identifying potential activists through a voter file and

then appendi ng ematolust 6t hrreocurduh bedoosmeatfective for their program. Other than
coverage and open rates, there was not a difference in performance between vendors. However, cost

effectiveness is a long term question, and we m ight expect a better ROI over a longer period of time.
One last note: while this analysis did not yield positive results for Families USA, traditional email appends o0 where
an organization uses a vendor to clean up an existing email list & may be successf ul . So wohuitlée

recruitment through voter files and vendors such as this may not yield active recruits for an email list, this analysis
does not speak to the effectiveness of using these vendors to address email bouncing issues with an existing
org anizational email list.

VNOI 0 ROOTSCAMP FOLLOWUP

Collaborator: Nick Gaw, NOI.
Time Frame of Test: 12/11/2010 6 12/16/2010

Research Question : How do different modes of member contact interact? Can a live phone call increase the
likelihood that an individual will take an action in an email?

Background

NOI has recently launched a program to formally engage members after events such as trainings and

conferences. Our goal is to build a long term relationship with the people we interact with. In one instance, we
wanted to follow up with attendees of Rootscamp, an annual
11 and 12, 2010. We collected both email address and phone number for many of the attendees, which

allowed us to run an experiment usin g both modes of contact.

Design and Implementation

There were 542 Rootscamp attendees who we had both a phone number and an email address for. We

randomly split them into a treatment and control group. The treatment group received a live phone call on

December 15, but the control group did not. We reached 41% of the treatment group on the phone, and left

a message for another 50% of the treatment group (91% total).

oOHI |, my name is _ _ , WwWith the New Or gRootsCampriagt weéekeadt i t ut
Wedre really happy with the event and we know it woul dnodt
our communi ty. Webre |l ooking to improve the RootsCamp e
send you an emailtomorro w wi th a | ink to a survey. Will you commit t

Figure 54: Script of live phone call.
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On December 16, both the treatment and control group received an identical email asking attendees to fill out
an online survey.

What's next? i1nbox |x

Judith Freeman, NOI to me show details 10:47 AM (1 minute ago) = 4 Reply ¥

rootscamp

Hi Mirmal,
People. Make. Better. Community.

Apcllo Genzales of the NRDC, a leng-time NOI ally, created a tweet cloud of what you were saying over the weekend. Those were the
four words RootsCampers used the most in your tweets. | couldn't agree more.

Of course, you could make refrigerator magnets, and rearrange the order. "People make community better." Or maybe "Community
make[s] people better." Whatever order you choose, we agree. And we want to know: what can NOI do to help make our community
better?

Will you tell us what we did well in 2010, and what you need more of in 20117

NOI is committed to taking the big risks, fighting the big fights, and supporting the people and organizations who are willing to put it all
on the line. That's why RootsCamp is my favorite weekend of the year. Sometimes fighting for fundamental change feels overwhelming.
But when | see organizers from every comer of the progressive movement come together, share lessons leamned, create new
strategies, and recommit to the work, | know we're headed in the right direction.

NOI deesn't have an issue or a candidate as the focus of our work. Our only goal is to support you - the risk takers and organizers of all
types, at all levels, who work to make our people and our community better. We just want to support you as well as we can. I'm proud
of the work that NOI has dene this year, and | want us to be even better in 2011.

Will you help us set OUR goals in 2011 by telling us how we can support YOU?

There's a lot more RootsCamp wrap-up to come. We'll be talking about the Most Valuable Organizing Award winners, posting wrap-ups
of some of the top sessions, and generally doing what we can to make sure the knowledge that was shared at RootsCamp is available
to the whole community. Because community makes better people, and people make community better.

Figure 55: The email ask to fill out the survey.
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[ By coaching our campaign in organizing

[ By sharing good case studies

What kinds of training would be most helpful for you or your coworkers? (check all that apply)
[ New Media training

[ Data and technology training

CJField training

[ Management training

[JFinance or Operations Training

Please assess the following statements:
Attending RootsCamp has been a powerful and inspiring experience.

f -
I

I'm excited to continue my invalvement with NOI in the future.

f -
I

| plan to strongly recommend NOI events to friends and coworkers in the future.
| -

s

What advice would you give to us in order to make the next RootsCamp better?

Figure 56: A portion of the survey

For each group, we tracked whether the member opened the email, clicked on the link, and ultimately filled
out the survey. We also tracked whether members in each group remained subscribed to our email list or not.

Results

Although we did not find a significant difference in terms of subscription rates and opens, we did find a highly
significant difference i n click -through and action rates based on whether the member received a phone call or
not. In addition, the magnitude of the effect was very large.

Response Treatment Control
Subscribed 97% 99%
Opened 22% 29%
CTR 21%* 7%*
Filled Survey 16%* 5%*

Figure 57: Open, click -through (CTR), action, and subscription rates for each condition. * indicates significant at p < 0.001
Takeaways

Despite the small group sizes, we observed a very large effect. We would like to replicate this test with larger
group sizes, and think the tactic of using core volunteers to boost online action rates with live phone calls
should be explored further by the progressive community.

47



HEALTH CARE FOR AMERCA NOW (HCAN) 6 CHAT ROOM

Collaborator: Jason Rosenbaum
Time Frame of Test: October 2009 to March 2010

Research Question : Does embedding a chat room in an online call tool increase the likelihood that members
will take an action?

Background

As part of their efforts to shape federal health care legislation, HCAN often asked their members to call
Congress. They employed an online tool that called their members and connected them with a relevant

legislator. We hypothesized that embedding a cha t room in this tool so that activists could talk to each other
would increase their action rate. We felt the increased engagement with peers and opportunity to observe
other membersd behavior may increase the rate of action of

Design and Implementation

We ran oOchat roomé tests on October 20 in 2009, and on M
portion of HCAN®s e mdicklthrdugh sonh a linkaaad neale la phdne tath to Congress. Once the

member clicked the link , they were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. The treatment condition was

sent to the online call tool with an embedded chat room. The control condition was sent to an identical

landing page without the embedded chat room.

To: First Last <userfexample.com>
From: Levana - Health Care for America Now <hcanfhealthcareforamericancw.org=
Reply-To: hcan€healthcareforamericanow.org
Subject: Special deliveryl

Dear Supporter:
It's time to deliver on health care.

After months of debating, the entire House and Senate are set to consider
the final plans for health reform. It's time for them to deliver on real
reform that:

« Gives us the choice of a public health insurance option
« Makes health insurance truly affordable for everyone

No more excuses. No more delays. America wants real reform and 4 out of
the 5 committees in Congress have bills that give America what we need.

Call your Members of Congress now and tell them it's time to
deliver on health care. Click here to call.

Figure 58: An ask to call Congress.
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Figure 59: Click to call tool with embedded chat room.

Once a member clicked through on the email, we tracked whether they eventually made a call or not. We

could not use reference  codes to track if an individual made a call, so instead matched self -reported email
address from the online call tool to our group assignm ents. The true action rates may be higher than what we
observed.

Results
Anecdotally, we were very encouraged by th e discussion in the chat room. Volunteers were taking leadership
roles by following up with each othersd calls, encouraginf

that the chat room had utility as a community building exercise.

Figure 60: Sample of conversation in the chat room during the call in campaign.

The following table displays action rates for each blast and condition:
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