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Abstract 
This research inspects the usability of the donation process of a random sample of Dutch charity 
websites. The inspection is done through usability guidelines that have been selected from multiple 
sources and filtered on their relevance for the donation process. 
It was expected for the charities to score either very high or very low on such guidelines. However, 
results show that most charities score in the same range, from 50% to 60% of the possible maximum 
usability score. Only half of the websites support users making a donation either online or offline. 
The websites that support online donations can still improve their execution by focusing more on the 
provided payment types & methods, information, and donation navigation & data entry. 
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1 – Introduction 
Many Dutch charities are in for a tough period: they are dependent on governmental funding, but 
this funding is about to be largely withdrawn [1]. Consumers have donated less in 2012 when 
compared to 2011 and lotteries want to lower the percentage of the income they donate [9]. A way 
to partially compensate for the loss of funding could be by receiving more private donations. This is 
why this thesis aims to be a descriptive research about how well Dutch charity websites optimize 
their website for the act of making a private donation. 

The organization of the thesis 

The thesis consists of 14 sections. First, the research questions and the hypothesis are stated, after 
which the following section reviews theory and talks about background information. The fifth section 
contains the methodology and is followed by the results, which shows a complete overview of every 
investigated aspect. The seventh section categorizes the results in several dimensions to gain a 
better understanding and to look at the research questions from a different perspective. After that, 
almost the same research is done again, only for the top charity websites. Finally, the main findings 
are mentioned in the conclusion, followed by the discussion, bibliography, and the appendix which 
contains an expanded version of the methodology. 

The content of the sections 

The Background Information and Theory section will explain the different motivations for people to 
donate and how they can be applied to online environments. It also goes over multiple usability 
inspection methods and some of their strengths and weaknesses. Much of the usability literature for 
charities is written by Nielsen [6][20][21][22], or is inferred to be comparable to literature about e-
commerce. 
 
The Methodology – Random Sample section shows the goal of the research, its data retrieval 
methods, the usability guidelines that will be checked, and the reasoning behind the choices that 
were made. The research is performed by selecting a set of guidelines accumulated from multiple 
sources by [15] and [16]. When a desired usability guideline for charities is not available in literature, 
it is based on usability heuristics (very general rules that are applicable in most cases). The selected 
guidelines will be used to inspect a random sample of Dutch charities. The charity websites are 
chosen from an official charity list, curated by the Dutch Tax and Customs Administration at 
http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl/anbi/.  
 
The Results – Random Sample section walks through all 40 guidelines and shows how well they are 
applied overall. The Categorical Results section groups and categorizes the charities and guidelines in 
order to show patterns in the results. 
 
After that, Methodology – Top Charities is about the methodology of almost the same research for 
19 of the top charities in the Netherlands. Categorical Results – Top Charities shows the same 
categorical results, and more, as those of the random sample. Direct comparison between the 
random sample and the top charities are not possible as the methodologies differ from each other, 
making it only possible to show a general overview. 
 
The Discussion talks about limitations and improvements for the research. It also mentions possible 
paths for further research, where other points of view can complement the current one. 
The Conclusion shows the main findings for the hypothesis.  
 
 

http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl/anbi/
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2 - Research questions 
Main question 1: How user friendly is the donation process of Dutch ANBI websites?  
Answered in “Categorical results – random sample” (section 7) and “Conclusion” (section 11). 
 

Sub-question 1: Which usability methods for websites can be found in literature?  
Answered in “Background information and theory” (section 4). 
 
Sub-question 2: How are the usability methods applicable to the donation process?  
Answered in “Methodology – random sample” (section 5) and “Appendix – Usability 
properties” (section 14). 

 
Additional question: How user friendly is the donation process at the top Dutch ANBI websites?  
Answered in “Categorical results – top charities” (section 10) and “Conclusion” (section 12). 

3 - Hypothesis 
The expected outcome is that the vast majority of all charities will be polarized: splitting them into 
one of two camps where they either have low usability (no website, only a bank account number) or 
high usability (standardized online banking environment), with not many charities in between (sites 
with a few issues).   
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4 - Background information and theory 

4.1 - Assumptions and definitions 
The term “Belastingdienst” is the name for the Dutch Tax and Customs Administration. The 
Belastingdienst maintains a list of official charities that are tax deductible when donated to. These 
official charities are called “algemeen nut beogende instellingen” in Dutch, or ANBI, which stands for 
“public benefit organization”. ANBIs have to publish information about their contact data, income, 
etc. [2]. 
The term “charity” will be used to describe charitable organizations that serve the public interest or a 
common good. Charities are assumed to be any ANBI which is still active according to the 
Belastingdienst. Charities have to devote their income for at least 90% to the common good to 
achieve and maintain their ANBI status. There are also restrictions to the wealth of the charity, the 
integrity of its members, the compensation of the direction, and more. All these requirements 
ensure that the ANBI does not pursue private goals [31]. 
For the sake of the literature study, it is assumed that the process of making a donation to a charity is 
comparable to performing a “regular” online purchase. 

4.2 - The current situation of Dutch charities 
In 2012, charities obtained 42% of their income through fundraising, while 37% was obtained 
through subsidies [1]. The share of fundraising has dropped by about 3% when compared to 2011, 
while the subsidies have increased by 13.7% (although this is mainly the case for large organizations) 
[1]. This shows a larger dependence on subsidies, right at the moment when the government is 
withdrawing support and the income of fundraising has decreased (by 9 million euro in 2012) [1]. 
Charities are also losing a steady income from members: there were 2.4% less members in 2012 than 
in 2011. Donations and gifts account for 59% of the fundraising income [1].  
 
Lotteries in the Netherlands forgo a part of their income to donate it to charities. Plans for legalizing 
online gambling in the Netherlands in 2015 have caused these lotteries to express a desire to lower 
the percentage of income they give to charities, in order for them to stay competitive. Although the 
lotteries say that this will result in a higher net income for charities, it is unknown what the exact 
effects will be [8][9]. 
 
The larger charities generally are more efficient in how they spend their funds: 90% goes to the goal 
of the charity, while the funds go respectively for 84% and 79% to the goal of medium sized and small 
charities. This difference can be attributed to higher administrative and fundraising costs [1]. 
 

The majority of the people realize the usefulness 
of charities, but the trust of people who donate 
is generally decreasing [4]. Especially relatively 
older people (45-55+) are more negative about 
charities. This can mainly be attributed to a 
worsened image charities have, caused by 
negative news about corruption, distorting facts, 
or high incomes of the direction [3][4]. The group 
that is less negative about charities is relatively 
young and is accustomed to using the internet 
for commercial transactions [33]. 
Half to two thirds of the people find that 
charities have a direct or indirect use, which is 
about the same as the amount of people who are 

willing to do diverse activities for a charitable Figure 1: an overview of average charity fundraising  
income [1] 
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organization: about half is willing to sign a petition or give away old objects such as clothing, while on 
the third place, 42% is willing to donate money [4]. 
 
Altogether, this means that charities need to focus on making private donations as easy as possible 
for consumers, so as to optimize their income from that source. 

4.3 - Why and how people donate 
Donating is a specific philanthropic action (“giving”) that can be done in many different ways and 
towards different types of recipients. Bekkers and Wiepking have done an in depth literature review 
and describe 8 mechanism of motivation for people to donate [5]. The mechanisms are solicitation, 
altruism, efficacy, costs and benefits, awareness of need, reputation, psychological benefits, and 
values. Most often, the reason to donate is not decided by a single mechanism, but by an interaction 
of multiple mechanisms. Actively soliciting, rather than passively presenting the opportunity for a 
donation is one of the largest reasons (85%) why people are motivated to make a donation.   
 
Altruism is the name given to the idea that people care about the output of the charity, or the 
consequences of the beneficiary. From an economical point of view, this means that individuals 
would lower their donation amount with $1 when a different party increases their own donation 
amount with $1. This is called crowding out. Bekkers and Wiepking mention that donors can often be 
called “impure altruists”, as perfect crowding out does not occur: a cut in government funding 
generally does not increase the amount of private funding a charity receives. As such, improving 
usability should not be intended to increase the amount of people that will visit the website, but to 
increase the frequency and height of donations for people that already have the desire to do so. 
 
Efficacy is the mechanism concerning the difference a contribution makes towards the donor’s cause 
[5]. If donors perceive a high efficacy at a certain charity, it is more likely that they will make a 
donation than if they perceive a low efficacy. The perceived efficacy can be increased when a 
“leader” donates to, and thus shows confidence in, a charity. Gifts and expensive looking materials 
can lower the perceived efficacy by the suggestion of wasting money. 
 
Bekkers and Wiepking do not directly mention the ease or usability of donating, as it most likely is 
not a motivation, but do mention that some mechanisms are negatively influenced by factors that 
cause discomfort, such as bad weather and materials that generate negative emotions. A low 
usability could therefore possibly be perceived as a related discomfort by wasting time and 
discouraging the users in their attempts to perform specific actions.  
The “costs and benefits” mechanism can also be interpreted to see user effort as a cost, which can 
eventually become too high to stay “profitable”, resulting in a user that finds it too frustrating to 
continue with the intended donation. Some charities offer exclusive services in exchange for a 
donation. This makes it harder to make a distinction between “giving” and “buying”. When people 
receive goods for their donation, it can “tend to undermine self attributions of helpfulness […], which 
reduces the effect of prosocial self-attributions on future helpfulness.” 
 
However, factors that have an influence on offline giving can not always be applied to online giving in 
the same manner [23]. 
 
The following are common ways to help a charity in the Netherlands [1]. The first three are the most 
important for this research, as they can be performed (almost) completely automated and online: 

 (Recurring) preauthorized debit transactions, where the donor authorizes the charity to 
automatically receive a specified sum every month. 

 Debit transaction, a single donation to a bank account. 
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 Notarial donation, where the donation is registered by a notary, formalizing the process so 
the donor has to pay less tax over the gifted amount. As of 2014 this can be done without a 
notary, but instead by signing a form and sending it to the charity [10]. 

 Cash gifts, donated to door-to-door volunteers. 

 Inheritance, where the charity receives an amount of money as specified in the will of the 
deceased. 

 Tangible goods, where people, for example, donate old clothes. 

 Volunteering, where the “donor” spends time to achieve a goal for the charity. 

4.4 - General website usability 
According to Smith & Mosier [32], designing the interface of software is expensive and time-
consuming. They mention that most single design flaws are not likely to have a large impact on the 
usability, but many issues stacked together can “result in system failure, poor performance, and/or 
user complaints”. Therefore, it is a good idea to focus on usability when creating software and 
websites, as this can save and “earn” money in several ways. It is seen as one of the most important 
tasks during development [16]. 

In ISO 9241-11 [34], usability is defined by the ISO as: 

“The extent to which a product can be used by specified users to achieve specified goals with 
effectiveness, efficiency and satisfaction in a specified context of use.” 

Here, “effectiveness” means the accuracy of users completing their goals, “efficiency” means the 
resources (such as effort) expended to complete their goals, and “satisfaction” stands for the 
contentment they derive when using the product. The “specified context of use” is mentioned 
because context, such as equipment and environment, can change and influence the usability. This 
project will take place in the context of a consumer who wants to make an online donation to a 
Dutch charity. 
There are many other definitions and interpretations for usability, but these mention largely the 
same key elements while, for example, focusing slightly more on parts about learning, effectiveness, 
or satisfaction [15][16]. 
Several ways to test a website for usability are available, each with their own up and down sides, but 
there is no standard method and the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) has not taken a stand on 
the issue either. Some examples are [11][12][13][14]: 

 Cognitive walkthrough, where all the subtasks are “walked through” by a developer to see 
whether a new user would be able to use it correctly. 

 Perspective-based inspection, where experts inspect the website from a specific design 
perspective or user role. 

 Heuristic Evaluation, where the interface is evaluated by an expert, based on specific 
heuristic rules.  

 Log analysis, where usage data is analyzed. An example is First Click Testing, where it is 
tested to see where a user would click first when completing a certain task. 

 Formal usability inspections, where the development team uses a mix of heuristic 
evaluations and cognitive walkthroughs to find usability issues by assigning roles and 
systems aspects for inspection. 

 Pluralistic walkthrough, where the development team observes and receives feedback from 
users by letting them walk through a scenario. 

 Usability Guidelines, where an expert inspects a website based on a set of usability 
standards. This is the main method that this project will use. 

 Questionnaires, to let large groups of users answer a set of questions. 
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 Focus groups, where users talk about their attitudes towards (parts of) a website in a group 
discussion. 

 Task environment analysis, to evaluate the mapping between interface tasks and user goals. 

As can be seen, many of the methods require a sizeable group of participants to retrieve the required 
data, need a usability lab, are mainly applicable during the development phase of the website, do not 
focus on all usability attributes, or require intense training [11][13].  
 
This project will use usability guidelines, as they are relatively easy to use as they do not have the 
mentioned limitations (or to a lesser extent). However, they do need to be tailored to the right 
context and workflow [36], or need to be combined with another usability assessment [37]. Another 
drawback to usability guidelines is that they can easily become too general or in-depth to be 
effective.  
 
Heuristics Evaluation is one of the few methods that can be done “cheaply” as well, with the effort of 
few experts and without users, while spanning a wide range of topics [13]. This is why, although 
usability guidelines will mainly be used for this project, heuristics will function as a back up to fill in 
any knowledge gaps when a new guideline is added. 

4.5 - Usability heuristics 
Most heuristics and guidelines are based on known good or effective designs; this has the positive 
effect that a clear set of guidelines should result in design consistency [32]. Heuristics are meant to 
be worded generally so that they can be used in many different situations. As such, different sets of 
heuristics will have a slightly different approach, but will overlap for large parts. Nielsen’s heuristics, 
for example, are mentioned to be more product-oriented, where others are more holistic or 
humanistic [18]. 

The following are Nielsen’s ten heuristics with descriptions for websites in general [6]. When 
required, these will be used as the heuristics for the project. 

1. Visibility of system status. The system should always keep users informed about what is going on, 
through appropriate feedback within reasonable time. 

2. Match between system and the real world. The system should speak the users' language, with words, 
phrases and concepts familiar to the user, rather than system-oriented terms. Follow real-world 
conventions, making information appear in a natural and logical order. 

3. User control and freedom. Users often choose system functions by mistake and will need a clearly 
marked "emergency exit" to leave the unwanted state without having to go through an extended 
dialogue. Support undo and redo. 

4. Consistency and standards. Users should not have to wonder whether different words, situations, or 
actions mean the same thing. Follow platform conventions. 

5. Error prevention. Even better than good error messages is a careful design which prevents a problem 
from occurring in the first place. Either eliminate error-prone conditions or check for them and present 
users with a confirmation option before they commit to the action. 

6. Recognition rather than recall. Minimize the user's memory load by making objects, actions, and 
options visible. The user should not have to remember information from one part of the dialogue to 
another. Instructions for use of the system should be visible or easily retrievable whenever appropriate. 

7. Flexibility and efficiency of use. Accelerators -- unseen by the novice user -- may often speed up the 
interaction for the expert user such that the system can cater to both inexperienced and experienced 
users. Allow users to tailor frequent actions. 

8. Aesthetic and minimalist design. Dialogues should not contain information which is irrelevant or rarely 
needed. Every extra unit of information in a dialogue competes with the relevant units of information 
and diminishes their relative visibility. 

9. Help users recognize, diagnose, and recover from errors. Error messages should be expressed in plain 
language (no codes), precisely indicate the problem, and constructively suggest a solution. 
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10. Help and documentation. Even though it is better if the system can be used without documentation, it 
may be necessary to provide help and documentation. Any such information should be easy to search, 
focused on the user's task, list concrete steps to be carried out, and not be too large. 

Block quote 1: Nielsen’s ten heuristics for website usability [6] 

4.6 - Donation process usability  
The amount of literature focusing on the usability of charity websites is low, as the subject is very 
specific. This is why it is assumed that the process of making a donation is comparable to performing 
a “regular” online purchase. Most of the steps requiring interaction are the same, with the main 
difference being that no goods have to be delivered. Nielsen therefore describes the donation 
process as a “scaled-back version of e-commerce checkout, with fewer complications” [21]. Shipping 
options, the shopping cart (depending on the implementation), and vouchers are not applicable to 
online donations, for example. Even though the checkout process is scaled back and the character of 
charities is well suited for the internet [19][24], it generally takes 7% more time to donate than to 
buy a product [22]. 
Increasing website usability should have a positive effect as e-commerce websites can double their 
sales by applying usability guidelines for e-commerce [20].  
 
According to Nielsen [21], while most factors that deterred users from closing a sale were content 
issues (53%), 47% consisted of usability errors. Seventeen percent could not find where to make a 
donation due to “unintuitive information architecture, cluttered pages, and confusing workflow.”.  
Another research [20] mentions that fixing usability errors can have a return on investment of 
21,220%, but this seems to be based on websites with a very high volume of visitors, not for small 
charities that operate completely on volunteers and do not even have the funds to pay for the 
“modest cost” it mentions, let alone have a possibility to earn back their investment in twentyfold.  
The same paper mentions that donations can be lost due to the lack of credibility on, and trust in, the 
website [7][21]. Another property that is important for possible donors is content about whether the 
charity shares their ideals and values [21]. “Fun” and “hedonic quality” do not influence purchase 
intention [7]. 
The user’s trust in a website can be influenced by several factors, including the style of the website 
and its usability [26][27]. High usability can improve trust by increasing the comprehension of 
website contents, increasing user self-confidence by letting them know where they are and what 
they can do, improving the atmosphere, and a higher perceived adjustment to consumer needs [27]. 
The importance is demonstrated for consumer internet behavior when usability is interpreted as a 
facet of trust based on “perceived competence” [28][25]. 
 
Different demographics rate the usability categories with varying grades when tested for purchase 
intentions in e-commerce [7]. Women find easy checkouts more important than men do, for 
example, and Americans find feedback more important than Chinese people do. Therefore, it is 
necessary to include a diverse range of categories during a usability inspection in order not to focus 
exclusively on one specific part of the users. 
Not all usability items necessarily have to be checked in-depth, as the impression of high usability 
(without actually having used the website) has a positive relation with task completion time [17].  
 
It has to be mentioned that a high usability does not necessarily mean that users will have a high 
preference for a specific (e-commerce) website [17], or that characteristics of the website will have 
as much influence on donations as “trust in the charity itself” would have [23]. 
On the other hand, low usability can cause a high amount of the users to fail in their task [18].  
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5 - Methodology – random sample 

5.1 - Goal 
The goal of this thesis is to check to which usability guidelines the ANBI websites adhere, by using a 
descriptive way of looking at the data. In order to gain reliable knowledge about the current state of 
the online donation processes, hundreds of charity websites have to be inspected. The large amount 
of websites that have to be checked requires cutbacks in the scope of the research. As such, this 
methodology does not contain every applicable guideline and is not intended to be utilized as a 
usability model. The items below have been considered and adjusted to maintain precise and 
reproducible results.  

5.2 – Methodology 
The used methodology is generally descriptive and quantitative. All usability guidelines, with the 
exception of a few, are answerable with “yes” or “no”. Those that are not, mainly refer to the 
website style and structure. 

Use usability guidelines to inspect websites 

While heuristics are seen as a cheap and fast way to check usability, they do require at least one 
dedicated usability expert for the whole project (five different experts are preferred to find most 
usability issues [35]). This is because heuristics are worded very generally. Usability guidelines, 
however, can be very specific and objective, making them easy and fast to check. That's why usability 
guidelines are chosen for the project as the main method for usability inspection. When no specific 
donation usability guidelines are available, heuristics are used as a base to build a guideline on.  
There are many hundreds of guidelines. However, for the sake of time, these have been brought back 
to a small set by discarding the guidelines that are not applicable to this project (such as the quality 
of website content), selecting the most important ones [30] and then discussing the list of possibly 
relevant guidelines with a professional interface designer and usability expert. Several of the 
guidelines were either dropped, or merged into a broader guideline. Afterwards this list is tested 
with several websites for timing and completeness. The time limit is set to a maximum of ten 
minutes, with a preferred time of five minutes. 
 
Inspect a limited amount of websites 
There are more than 23 000 ANBIs with websites listed by the Belastingdienst, which is not feasible 
to inspect completely. That's why a sample is taken. 
With a sample size of 378 websites and a confidence interval of 5, this results in a confidence level of 
95% for the results. 
 
Do not give a score based on importance of the guidelines 
Heuristics and guidelines are often used when building a new website, or checking an existing one for 
bottlenecks and improvements. This means that they are often grouped into categories based on 
their importance. The grouping ensures the most critical issues can be fixed before spending time on 
other issues with less impact. There are methods that assign a score to the usability issues. However, 
this requires more time than this project has and it has to be done afterwards on a per website basis. 

Do not make any payments 

It would be too expensive to donate money to every charity in the sample group. Even if it were 
possible to donate a low amount of money, this would disadvantage most charities, as the payment 
providers often take a share of the donation on top of a fixed price. That's why the project can not go 
further than the payment page. The consequences are that the following items can not be checked: 

 Whether there is a confirmation page or email after donating. 

 How many steps the different payment methods take. 
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 Whether there is an option to register for an account after having made a donation. 

Only inspect active ANBI charities 

There are many charities, but not all are for the public good. Using the Belastingdienst's ANBI list 
gives more certainty about whether something constitutes as a charity. Many of the ANBIs have 
entered their URL in the list, making it easier to find them. The list also states the ending date of the 
ANBI status; charities that do not have an active ANBI status as of January 2nd, 2014 are not 
included. 

Only inspect websites 

Files such as PDF and XLS are ignored for the online donation process, as they need an external 
program to open in order to be viewed. PDF files are accepted for offline donations with a form that 
has to be printed. 

Only inspect for “pure donations” 

Selling memberships or items in order to raise funds is not counted as a donation; such practices can 
blur the line between an actual donation and spending money to gain something. 

Only inspect distinct ANBI listed websites 

If a charity does not list their website on the ANBI overview, there are two options: either it is not 
included in this research project, or a search query is done on the internet to possibly find the correct 
website. However, because the search engine optimization of a website is outside the scope of this 
charity, only the charities that have entered their website on the ANBI list are part of the project. 
Some charities are listed multiple times, just as some websites (up to 71 times for a single website). 
Many of the double charities are caused by outdated entries containing an expired ANBI status (see 
above). The double websites can be explained by portal websites that function as a quick solution for 
ANBIs without a website, but that still want to have an online presence and are required to publish 
information online. Some examples of these portals are: http://www.transparante-
anbi.nl, http://www.anbiplein.nl, and http://www.cbf.nl. The multiple entries of a website are 
removed from the data, leaving only one distinct entry. Entries that use a sub domain of a non-
distinct website (such as [anbi-name].site.com, or site.com/[anbi-name]) are still included, as each 
entry may produce different results depending on the included information and usability aspects of 
the website. 

Enter the data through survey software 

The data is entered by using Qualtrics survey software [38]. This has the advantages that Qualtrics 
has an interface designed for entering data and can generate reports and statistics on the collected 
data. 

Inspect using multiple annotators 

There are four annotators to inspect all websites. Every website is inspected by only one annotator. 
The annotators are trained beforehand and can ask questions when uncertain. 
 

5.3 - Data retrieval 
The Belastingdienst publishes ANBI information 
at http://www.belastingdienst.nl/rekenhulpen/giften/anbi_zoeken/. Unfortunately, it shows nothing 
if more than 300 results are returned. After making a request through the Dutch Wet Openbaarheid 
van Bestuur (an act on public access to government information, which states that the government 
has to provide documents held by public authorities) a scrape was made of the ANBI database at 
February 2014 and published online at http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl/anbi/. It is not known 
whether the data will be updated in the future. The data can be accessed and queried in the web 

http://www.transparante-anbi.nl/
http://www.transparante-anbi.nl/
http://www.anbiplein.nl/
http://www.cbf.nl/
http://www.belastingdienst.nl/rekenhulpen/giften/anbi_zoeken/
http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl/anbi/


10 
 

interface by using SPARQL. The following query is used to retrieve all distinct URL's that do not have 
an end date stated: 
 
SELECT distinct ?url 
WHERE{ 
     ?anbi <http://www.w3.org/2006/vcard/ns#hasURL> ?url . 
     MINUS{?id <http://www.oegov.org/core/owl/gc#endDate> ?endDate} . 
} 
 
To reproduce and download the data as a CSV file, the query can be entered manually 
at http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl/anbi/, or automatically by using the following link (last visited 
at 21-03-2014): 
http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl:10035/repositories/ANBI#query/d/SELECT%20distinct?URL%7B?i
d%3Chttp://www.w3.org/2006/vcard/ns%23hasURL%3E?URL.%20MINUS%7B?id%3Chttp://www.oe
gov.org/core/owl/gc#endDate%3E?endDate%7D.%7D  
 
A mirror of all retrieved ANBI data (XML format) can be found here, in case the Open Belastingdienst 
website is offline or removes the data: http://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.1089632  
 
During an inspection of the data it was clear that every ANBI with an endDate field, except two 
occurrences, had their ANBI status revoked at or before 01-01-2014. That is why the query excludes 
all ANBIs with an endDate field. The two exceptions are manually added back into the population.  
 
The ANBI data shows that 41.093 charities are registered as an ANBI, of which 24.997 have listed a 
website (60.83%), containing 23.377 websites which are distinct (56.89%), and 23.122 distinct 
websites without an ending date before 02-01-2014 (56.27%). This last group is chosen as the 
population. 

5.4 - Usability properties 
The following tables contain the usability guidelines, or properties, for which the websites are 
checked. They are split up in several groups, based on their expected location on the website and 
part of the data entry workflow. Many of the usability aspects are found in “Sirius: A heuristic-based 
framework for measuring web usability adapted to the type of website” [16] (a doctoral thesis), and 
in an appendix of "Interface and Interaction Design Patterns for E-commerce Checkouts" [15] 
containing the results of a previous research: 
 

“This previous research has resulted in a total of 292 validated guidelines,  
based on over 40 sources related to (checkout) usability such as the Nielsen  
Norman Group in […], the International Standards Organization in […] and […],  
Gould & Lewis in […], Stone et al. in […], Smith & Mosier in […], Dix et al. in […]  
and Krug in […]. The rationale for such guidelines lies in the fact that they 
 are founded by literature and usually have been extensively validated by practice.” 

 
An expanded version of the following tables, containing examples, clarifications, notes, possible 
answers, heuristics, and references for these usability properties can be found in appendix A. Almost 
all questions are answerable by “yes” or “no”. The “N/A” option was available when the usability 
property did not apply to that website (e.g. when a website without the functionality to donate gets 
inspected for a donation page property). 
 
Donation Accessibility 
The following questions are about how easy it is to start the donation process. 

# Description 

http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl/anbi/
http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl:10035/repositories/ANBI#query/d/SELECT%20distinct?URL%7B?id%3Chttp://www.w3.org/2006/vcard/ns%23hasURL%3E?URL.%20MINUS%7B?id%3Chttp://www.oegov.org/core/owl/gc#endDate%3E?endDate%7D.%7D
http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl:10035/repositories/ANBI#query/d/SELECT%20distinct?URL%7B?id%3Chttp://www.w3.org/2006/vcard/ns%23hasURL%3E?URL.%20MINUS%7B?id%3Chttp://www.oegov.org/core/owl/gc#endDate%3E?endDate%7D.%7D
http://www.openbelastingdienst.nl:10035/repositories/ANBI#query/d/SELECT%20distinct?URL%7B?id%3Chttp://www.w3.org/2006/vcard/ns%23hasURL%3E?URL.%20MINUS%7B?id%3Chttp://www.oegov.org/core/owl/gc#endDate%3E?endDate%7D.%7D
http://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.1089632
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1 Does the URL lead to the website of the charity? 

2 How many actions does it take from the landing page to the donation page? 
An action means clicking, scrolling, or hovering with the mouse. 
The donation page is seen as the page where the user enters their data for the charity, 
but is excluding the payment page. 
This question indirectly inspects whether a website facilitates donations. 

3 Is the link to the donation page clearly visible on the landing page? 

 
 
Donation Data Entry 
The following questions are about whether there are help mechanisms to aid the users when 
entering their data on the donation page. 

# Description 

4 Is it possible for the users to choose their own donation amount? 

5 Are there recommended donation amounts? 
E.g. radio buttons or a dropdown menu to donate 10, 50, or 100 euro. 

6 Are there default values for donation amounts? 
E.g. when combined with the recommended donation amounts: after loading the page, the 
10 euro amount is already selected without user interaction. 

7 Do the data fields have descriptions? 
Describing or giving an example what to enter in the data field. 

8 Are the descriptions for data fields easy to understand? 
No jargon or abbreviations. 

9 Are there tools to help the entry of complex data? 
Tools such as calendars or a zip code lookup to help with data that can be entered in 
multiple manners (zip code with or without a space between the letters and numbers; the 
order of days, months, and years for a date). 

10 Does the page show which fields are required to fill in? 
This is usually marked by an asterisk (*) in front of the data field, or by its color. 

11 Are all fields used for the current type of donation and payment? 
For example: does the page contain fields that only have to be filled when making a 
business donation, while the user is not doing a business donation? Or does the page show 
iDEAL data fields when someone tries to make a Paypal donation? 

12 Does hitting the return/enter key submit a page with multiple data fields? 

 
Donation navigation 
The following questions are about the navigation of the donation page. 

# Description 

13 Does the user need to scroll to enter all data on a page? 

14 How many pages does it take to enter all donation data? 

15 Are there progress indicators? 
A progress indicator shows how far the user is in the donation process, they are 
comparable with bread crumbs in regular website navigation. It can be done by links above 
data fields, or as text in a description. 

16 Can the user go back a step in the donation process? 
If the process consists of multiple pages, can the user go back to change the entered data? 

 
Required data 
The following questions are about the data required to make a donation. 

# Description 

17 Does the user need to register an account at the ANBI website to donate? 
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18 Which personal data is the user required to enter when making a donation? 
The options are sex, name, address, age, phone number, email, and other. 

 
Error checking on the donation page 
The following questions are about how the website reacts to errors made by users. 

# Description 

19 Does the page check for errors? 
Checking for an empty required field does not count as checking for an error. 

20 If the page checks for errors after submitting data: is the entered data remembered? 

22 Does the error message show which data is incorrect? 
For example: "The date you entered is incorrect", or by highlighting the date field. 

23 Does the error message show what is incorrect about the data? 
For example: "Dates should be entered in the DD/MM/YYYY format" 

 
Payment page properties 
The following questions are about the perceived trustworthiness and other properties of the 
payment page. 

# Description 

24 Is there less website navigation on the payment pages than on other pages? 
There are less links to regular parts of the site, so that the user focuses more on the 
payment. 

25 Which style are the payment pages most similar to? 
With regard to colors, layout, etc. The options are the charity website, iDEAL, Paypal, 
selected bank, selected credit card provider, or other. 

26 Do the payment pages show the charity logo or name? 

27 Is there a summary before the donation is actually made? 
A summary shows the donation amount, the charity name, etc. 

28 Do the payment pages show that they use a secured connection? 
Secured connections are often named as "https" in the URL bar, as "SSL", or as 
"encrypted". 

 
Payment type 
The following question is about the supported payment types. 

# Description 

29 Which of the following payment types are available? 
The options are: 

 Single donations. A user makes a one-time donation. 

 Repeating donations. A user repeatedly donates the same amount of money in 
specified frequencies.  

 Business donations. A company can donate money to the charity. 

 Notarial donations. The donation is registered by a notary, formalizing the process 
so the donor has to pay less tax over the gifted amount. As of 2014 this can be 
done without a notary, but instead by signing a form and sending it to the charity. 

 Other, any other payment type that charities support on their website. 

 
Payment method 
The following question is about the supported payment methods. 

# Description 

30 Which of the following payment methods are available? 
The options are: 

 Bank account details as text (sometimes shortened to “Text” in this document), 
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where the charity’s bank account number is shown as text on the website. The user 
then has to log in to their online banking environment and fill the number in to 
donate money. 

 iDEAL, a widespread e-payment solution in the Netherlands. All major Dutch banks, 
and many online shops, support it. The user only has to enter the payment 
confirmation codes of their bank, circumventing the log in screen of the bank. 

 Credit card, users can enter their credit card number to make a payment. 

 Online form, where a user enters personal details and submits the form online. 

 Offline form, where a user has to print a form to fill in the details before sending it 
by mail. 

 Paypal, an international online payment provider. 

 Other, any other payment methods that charities use on their website. 

 
Information 
The following questions are about the information that is provided on the website and during the 
donation process. 

# Description 

31 Is the Privacy Policy provided? 
Links to the Privacy Policy are commonly at the bottom of the page. Otherwise, they can be 
mentioned and linked to during any part of the donation process. 

32 Are the Terms of Service provided? 
Links to the Terms of Service are commonly at the bottom of the page. Otherwise, they can 
be mentioned and linked to during any part of the donation process. 

33 Is the contact information easy to find? 

34 Is the website available in multiple languages? 

35 Is extra information shown during the donation process? 
Such as a pie-chart of how your donation will be spent, or any details that are more in-
depth than the general goal of the charity. 

 
Site style 
The following part consists of questions concerning the style of the website. 

# Description 

36 Does the website use pop-ups? 

37 How would you rate the style and layout of the site? 
With regard to information overload, noise, consistency, etc. 

38 Is the data entry grouped logically? 
Is related data grouped together on a page or by proximity, similarity, closure, symmetry, 
or white space? 

39 Were the visual elements clear? 
Did the links look like links? Were there radio buttons for mutually exclusive options? 

40 Do buttons and links have labels, telling where they go or what they do? 
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6 - Results – random sample 
Below are the results of the research. The overview shows a table with all gathered data. After that, 
the sections will show per category how the usability properties were applied and other findings 
from the inspection.   
 
When a property was not applicable for a website, it was marked as “N/A”. The high amount of N/A 
entries resulted in unclear charts, as the actual (non-N/A) results were shown mostly in the margins. 
Therefore, the data is represented twice: in charts with and without N/A entries (marked as 
“(detail)”. This was done to focus on the details of actual results, while preserving the overview of 
the entirety of the data.  
Unless stated otherwise, the results will talk about the data and percentages without the N/A 
entries. 
 
Every category section will tell what caused the amount of N/A entries for that category. There are 
four different groups of charities, each with their own N/A values:  

 Online (11,1% of the sample), those that allow a user to make a donation on their site. This 
group should have (almost) no N/A values as they are inspected for all properties.  

 Offline (37,3% of the sample), those that allow a user to make a donation through an offline 
form or through bank account details as text. This group has N/A entries for categories 
concerning online payments. 

 No Donation (45,5% of the sample), those that do not have a donation page on their website 
(allowing neither online nor offline donations). This group has N/A entries for every category, 
except the style of the website, information, and parts of donation accessibility. 

 No Website (6,1% of the sample), those that do not have a site. This group scores as N/A for 
every property. 

6.1 - Overview 

 
Figure 2: overview of result data 

Donation accessibility

Yes No N/A 0 1 2 3 4

Amount of actions to donation page - - 195 19 107 45 11 1

The site works 355 22 0

Link to donation page is visible 107 76 195

Donation data entry

Yes No N/A Complex data

There are descriptions for data fields 1 38 336 3

Descriptions are easy to understand 4 0 374

There are tools for the entry of complex data 3 32 343

Required fields are marked as such 17 25 336

Fields are relevant for current donation type 39 3 336

Enter submits multiple data fields 29 11 338

Donation amount can be chosen 39 3 336

There are recommended donations amounts 14 28 336

There are default donation amounts 14 28 336

Donation navigation

Yes No N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6

Amount of pages to enter all donation data - - 336 28 4 2 7 0 1

There are progress indicators 1 13 364

It is possible to go back in the donation process 2 12 364

You have to scroll to enter all data 15 27 336
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Figure 3: overview of result data (continued)

Required data

Yes No N/A

A donation requires registration 0 183 195

Sex is a required field to make a donation 3 180 195

Name is a required field to make a donation 24 159 195

Address is a required field to make a donation 17 166 195

Age is a required field to make a donation 3 180 195

Phone is a required field to make a donation 3 180 195

Email is a required field to make a donation 20 163 195

Other is a required field to make a donation 3 180 195

Error Checking

Yes No N/A Yes, on page Yes, afterwards

The page checks for errors - 14 336 2 26

Page remembers the entered data after an error 24 4 350

Page tells which data field is incorrect 28 0 350

Page tells what is incorrect about the data 18 10 350

Payment page properties

Yes No N/A Charity iDEAL Bank Paypal Other

The style of the payment page - - 336 21 2 2 4 13

There is less navigation on the payment page 24 18 336

The charity logo or name is shown on the payment page 38 4 336

A summary of the entered data is shown 16 26 336

The payment page shows what security it uses 24 18 336

Payment type

Yes No N/A

Single donations 183 0 195

Repeating donations 27 156 195

Business donations 2 181 195

Notarial donations 10 173 195

Other donation types 7 176 195

Payment Method

Yes No N/A

iDEAL 21 162 195

Creditcard 14 169 195

Paypal 17 166 195

Text 158 25 195

Online form 19 164 195

Offline form 14 169 195

Other 15 168 195

Information

Yes No N/A

Contact information is provided 322 33 23

Privacy policy is provided 20 335 23

Disclaimer is provided 50 305 23

Website is available in multuple languages 47 308 23

Extra information about the donation is provided 48 307 23

Site style

Yes No N/A Good Fair Poor

The overall style of the website - - 23 150 138 67

The site uses popups 2 353 23

Data is grouped logically 335 20 23

Visual elements are clear 349 6 23

Buttons and links show what they do 347 8 23
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6.2 - Donation accessibility 
The N/A ratio is 51,6% by default as it does not include the No Donation and No Website groups. 
 

 
Figure 4 

  Yes No N/A 

The website works 93,9% 6,1% 0,00% 

Link to donation page is visible 28,3% 20,1% 51,6% 

 

 
Figure 5 

Most charity websites lead to the correct page 

Most of the visited websites work and lead users to the right location (93,9%). Only a small part 
(6,1%) does not lead to the correct page. The non-functioning websites can be grouped into two 
collections: those that do not lead to a website (e.g. non-existing websites; websites with a spelling 
error in the URL) and those that do not lead to the correct website (e.g. a portal website with 
multiple charities without directing to the subpage of the charity).  

Half of websites have a donation page, most are well promoted 

More than half of the complete sample (51,6%) do not have a donation page or do not have a 
website.  Of the websites with a donation page, 58,5% do not promote their donation page in an 
easy to notice location and manner on the landing page.  
 
  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Link to donation page is visible

The site works

Donation accessibility (1/2) 

Yes No No donation page No site

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Link to donation page is visible

Donation accessibility (1/2) (detail) 

Yes No
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Figure 6 

 

  0 1 2 3 4 N/A 

Amount of actions to donation 
page 

5,0% 28.3% 11,9% 2,9% 0,3% 51,6% 

 

 
Figure 7 

Most donation pages take one or two actions to reach 

Ten percent immediately show the donation page. Most of these instances use bank account details 
as text by showing it in the top of the page. Few charities have a donation module on the landing 
page. 

Other findings 

The low amount of links to the donation page could be caused by charities that do not think of it as a 
donation page (possibly underestimating it), or because they feel their donation page is visible 
enough already (possibly overestimating it). A significant amount of the charities that only have bank 
account details as text on their donation page placed these details on the “contact” page, which can 
lead people to miss the opportunity to donate.  
More than a quarter of the websites promote their donation page. This is mainly done by placing 
links on the top menu with texts such as “donate”, “how to help”, or “become a friend”. Banners and 
submenus were used less often.   
The largest part of the inspected websites require one action to reach the donation page: mostly a 
click on a menu link, while a small set require scrolling down (mostly for bank account details as text 
on the bottom of the page).  
Most of the websites that require two actions use a hover menu (one hover action and one click 
action).  Others used two clicks (one on a menu and one on a web page), which is seen as annoying 
by the annotators, just like three or four actions. Fortunately, these are low in frequency. 

Donation accessibility - summary 

The amount of correct websites is high (93,9%); unfortunately the amount of donation pages is 
relatively low for the websites (45,5%), presuming that their intent is to receive donations.  With that 
in mind, the amount of websites that clearly promote their donation page is relatively low as well 
(58,5%).  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Actions to donation

Donation accessibility (2/2) 

0 1 2 3 4 N/A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Actions to donation

Donation accessibility (2/2) (detail) 

0 1 2 3 4
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6.3 - Donation data entry 
The N/A ratio is 88,9% by default as it does not include the Offline, No Donation, and No Website 
groups. 
 

 
Figure 8 

  Yes No N/A Complex data 

There are descriptions for data fields 0,3% 10,0% 88,9% 0,8% 

Descriptions are easy to understand 1,1% 0,0% 98,9%  

There are tools for the entry of complex data 0,8% 8,5% 90,7%  

Required fields are marked as such 4,5% 6,6% 88,9%  

Fields are relevant for current donation type 10,3% 0,8% 88,9%  

Enter submits multiple data fields 7,7% 2,9% 89,4%  

Donation amount can be chosen 10,3% 0,8% 88,9%  

There are recommended donations amounts 3,7% 7,4% 88,9%  

There are default donation amounts 3,7% 7,4% 88,9%  

 

 
Figure 9 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Default donation amounts

Recommended donation amounts

Donation amount can be chosen

Enter submits multiple data fields

Fields relevant for current donation

Required fields are marked as such

There are tools for complex data

Descriptions are easy to understand

Descriptions for data fields

Donation data entry 

Yes Complex data No N/A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Default donation amounts

Recommended donation amounts

Donation amount can be chosen

Enter submits multiple data fields

Fields relevant for current donation

Required fields are marked as such

There are tools for complex data

Descriptions are easy to understand

Descriptions for data fields

Donation data entry (detail) 

Yes Complex data No
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Few websites have descriptions for data fields; they are always easy to understand 

Of the websites that have online donation functionality, almost 10% show descriptions for the data 
fields on the donation page. They mostly describe complex data, such as postal codes, and are easy 
to understand. The rest of the websites do not give a description of the data fields. 

Few websites offer tools for the entry of complex data 

Not many websites support users for the entry of complex data: 9,4% of the websites help by looking 
up a postal code, for example. The slightly higher N/A-count for this property means that not all 
websites request complex data at the donation page. 

Half of the websites mark required fields as such 

About 40% of the websites mark the data fields that are required.  

Data fields are almost always relevant for current donation type 

Almost all websites with donation functionality show only relevant data fields for different donation 
types (92,9%). 

Enter submits multiple data fields in almost three out of four cases 

Almost 73% of the websites submit all the data fields when “Enter” is pressed. Some websites do not 
have more than one data field to submit, increasing the N/A-count. 

Donation amounts can almost always be customized; recommendations or defaults 

available for a third of the sites 

Almost all of the websites allow for customization of the donation amount (92,9%). A third of the 
websites recommend (multiple) donation amounts, most without further encouragement. The same 
amount of websites set a specific donation amount as default. These websites do not overlap 
completely: some only show recommended or default donation amounts, few do both (see 8 – 
Additional analyses – random sample for details).  

Other findings 

The high score for relevant data fields can be attributed mainly to a lack of support for more than 
one payment type. The few websites that do support multiple donation types handle the relevance 
of data fields elegantly by making it a different donation form; a separate donation page triggered by 
an earlier data field; or by only folding out the required data fields. 

Donation data entry - summary 

Data entry does not score high overall. Only two items are done consistently right: choosing a 
donation amount, and the relevance of the data fields (which is irrelevant for most cases). Other 
items are done correct by about half to nearly none of the websites. 
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6.4 - Donation navigation 
The N/A ratio is 88,9% by default as it does not include the Offline, No Donation, and No Website 
groups. 
 

 
Figure 10 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 

Amount of pages to enter all donation data 7,4% 1,1% 0,5% 1,9% 0,00% 0,3% 88,9% 

 
 

 
Figure 11 

Two-thirds of websites uses one page to enter all donation data 

Two-thirds of the websites requires all data to be entered on a single page.  The websites that do use 
multiple pages do not limit themselves to just two pages: some go as far as six, and most use four 
pages.  The percentages for websites using multiple pages are 9,5% (two pages), 4,8% (three pages), 
16,7% (four pages), and 2,4% (six pages). 
  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Pages to enter donation data

Donation navigation (1/2) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Pages to enter donation data

Donation navigation (1/2) (detail) 

1 2 3 4 5 6
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Figure 12 

  Yes No N/A 

There are progress indicators 0,3% 3,4% 96,3% 

It is possible to go back in the donation process 0,5% 3,2% 96,3% 

You have to scroll to enter all data 4,0% 7,1% 88,9% 

 

 
Figure 13 

There are almost never progress indicators 

The presence of progress indicators is only measured for websites where the donation data is 
entered over multiple pages and the use of progress indicators is possible; other websites are added 
to the N/A-count. Only 7,14% show progress indicators to let users know how far they are in the 
donation process. 

It is almost never possible to go back in the donation process 

The presence of progress indicators is only measured for websites where the donation data is 
entered over multiple pages and the use of progress indicators is possible; other websites are added 
to the N/A-count. Hardly any websites allowed the user to go back a step in the donation process 
(14,3%). 

Many websites require users to scroll to enter all data 

More than a third of the websites (35,7%) force the user to scroll to enter all data on a donation 
page. 

Other findings 

Hardly any websites show progress indicators or allow the user to go back a step in the donation 
process, which would be understandable if the amount of pages was low. However, this was not the 
case as was seen at “Amount of pages to enter all donation data”: most websites with multiple 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Scroll to enter all data

Go back in the donation

Progress indicators

Donation navigation (2/2) 

Yes No N/A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Scroll to enter all data

Go back in the donation

Progress indicators

Donation navigation (2/2) (detail) 

Yes No
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pages split the data over four pages. In these cases, the user does not see how long the donation 
process will take, increasing the uncertainty, and any error made by the user forces them to revisit all 
the previous pages. 
 
Having to scroll is mostly caused by a tall donation form, or by a donation form placed low on the 
page. The latter case could be solved by letting the website automatically scroll to the right portion 
of the page. 

Donation Navigation - summary 

Donation Navigation does not seem to score well, but this is not necessarily the case: more than 
three quarters of the websites use only one or two pages for data entry. However, those that do use 
multiple pages do not mitigate this by adjusting the interface to support the user in a multiple step 
process. A relatively large part of the websites forces users to scroll when entering data. 
 
Two-thirds of the websites requires all data to be entered on a single page, mainly because there is 
no need to split the data any further.   
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6.5 - Required data 
The N/A ratio is 51,6% by default as it does not include the No Donation and No Website groups. 
 

 
Figure 14 

  Yes No N/A 

A donation requires registration 0,0% 48,4% 51,6% 

Name is a required field to make a donation 6,4% 42,1% 51,6% 

Email is a required field to make a donation 5,3% 43,1% 51,6% 

Address is a required field to make a donation 4,5% 43,9% 51,6% 

Sex is a required field to make a donation 0,8% 47,6% 51,6% 

Age is a required field to make a donation 0,8% 47,6% 51,6% 

Phone is a required field to make a donation 0,8% 47,6% 51,6% 

Other is a required field to make a donation 0,8% 47,6% 51,6% 

 

 
Figure 15 

Registration is never needed to make a donation 

None of the websites require the registration of an account to make a donation: not to see the 
banking details as text, nor to use the online donation module. Some websites do have this 
possibility, but it is never a requirement for a donation. 
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A name is required by a small amount of websites to make a donation 

Of all the data, a name is required most often: 13,1% of the websites require a name to be entered. 
The rest does not.  

An email address is required by a small amount of websites to make a donation 

The email address was the second most required piece of data (10,9%).  

An address is required by a small amount of websites to make a donation 

The address is the third most required piece of data (9,3%).  

Sex, Age, Phone, and Other data are almost never needed to make a donation 

Sex, age, phone number, and other are all required by just 1,6% of the sites.  

Other findings 

The websites score well on which data is required to make a donation: only name, email and address 
are asked by a relatively small portion. None of the websites require registration. 

Required data - summary 

Some websites mention that the email address will be used for a confirmation email; another 

explanation can be that an email address can be used for promotional mailings or other data 

gathering. 
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6.6 - Error checking 
The N/A ratio is 88,9% by default as it does not include the Offline, No Donation, and No Website 
groups. 
 

 
Figure 16 

 

  Yes, on page Yes, afterwards No N/A 

The page checks for errors 0,5% 6,9% 3,7% 88,9% 

 

 
Figure 17 

Around two thirds of the websites check for errors, most after submitting data 

Most pages check for errors after pressing the submit button (61,9%), while only a few do it while 
entering data (4,8%). A third of the websites do not check for errors at all, allowing wrongly 
formatted and nonsensical data to be submitted. 
  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

The page checks for errors

Error checking (1/2) 

Yes, on page Yes, afterwards No N/A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

The page checks for errors

Error checking (1/2) (detail) 

Yes, on page Yes, afterwards No
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Figure 18 

  Yes No N/A 

The page remembers the entered data after an error 6,4% 1,1% 92,6% 

The page tells which data field is incorrect 7,4% 0,0% 92,6% 

The page tells what is incorrect about the data 4,8% 2,7% 92,6% 

 

 
Figure 19 

Nearly all donation pages remember entered data after an error 

After making an error, almost all websites remember the entered data (85,7%). If not all data is 
remembered, it is most often the data that triggered the error correction that will be forgotten. 

All donation pages tell which data field is incorrect 

All websites say which data field is incorrect, although some only mention one incorrect field per 

time, forcing the user to submit the page multiple times. 

Two thirds of the donation pages tell what is incorrect about the data 

About two thirds of the websites (64,3%) say what is wrong about the incorrect data, the rest only 
mentions that something is wrong with the data field. 

Error checking - summary 

Error checking goes quite well: quite a large part of the websites do it and effectively communicate 
the issues towards the user. 
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6.7 - Payment page properties 
The N/A ratio is 88,9% by default as it does not include the Offline, No Donation, and No Website 
groups. 
 

 
Figure 20 

  Charity iDEAL Bank Paypal Other N/A 

The style of the payment page 5,6% 0,5% 0,5% 1,1% 3,4% 88,9% 

 

 
Figure 21 

Half the payment pages use the charity website style; all look professional 

Fifty percent of the websites style the payment page similar to the charity website, 4,8% uses the 
iDEAL or selected bank style, 9,5% uses Paypal as a style, and 31,0% use a different style altogether. 
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Style of payment page

Payment page properties (1/2) 

Charity iDEAL Bank Paypal Other N/A
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Style of payment page

Payment page properties (1/2) (detail) 
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Figure 22 

  Yes No N/A 

There is less navigation on the payment page 6,4% 4,8% 88,9% 

The charity logo or name is shown on the payment page 10,1% 1,1% 88,9% 

A summary of the entered data is shown 4,2% 6,9% 88,9% 

The payment page shows what security it uses 6,4% 4,8% 88,9% 

 

 
Figure 23 

More than half of the payment pages have less navigation 

More than half of the payment pages (57,1%) have less navigation than on the regular website. 

Almost all payment pages show the charity logo or name 

Slightly more than 90% of the payment pages show the charity logo or charity name on the payment 
page.  

A large part of the payment pages shows a summary 

More than 38% of the websites do not show a summary of the entered data, but, instead, proceed 

with the donation process. 

More than half of the payment pages show what security it uses 

More than half of the websites (57,1%) show the security measures by placing the image of a 
certificate or having an https-connection.  

Other findings 

The “other” category of the payment page style mainly consists of professional looking payment 
pages that are completely white, except for the few data fields and sparse navigation elements. 
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The relatively low amount of websites with less navigation on their payment page can explained by 
looking at the style of the payment page: those that have the style of the charity are likely to have a 
payment page on the actual charity website itself (see 8 – Additional analyses – random sample for 
details). 
 
More than 60% of the websites does not show a summary of the entered data, and if they do, they 
generally show the donation amount. Very few websites allow a double check of all data that has 
been entered. 
 
Websites that do not show the security measures on their payment pages are mainly websites that 
use an online form for personal data, which lowers the need for extra security.  
 

Payment page properties – summary 

The payment pages score reasonably well: all payment page styles look professional, and the other 
properties are implemented correctly by about half of the websites. 
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6.8 - Payment type 
The N/A ratio is 51,6% by default as it does not include the No Donation and No Website groups. 
 

 
Figure 24 

  Yes No N/A 

Single donations 48,4% 0,00% 51,6% 

Repeating donations 7,1% 41,3% 51,6% 

Notarial donations 2,7% 45,7% 51,6% 

Other donation types 1,9% 46,6% 51,6% 

Business donations 0,5% 47,9% 51,6% 

 

 
Figure 25 

All websites support single donations 

Single donations are supported by all websites; most websites support this offline through banking 

account details as text, but a large part of websites that allow online donations support online single 

donations as well (see 8 – Additional analyses – random sample for details).  

Repeating donations are supported by a small group 

Repeating donations are supported by 14,8% of the websites with a donation page. Most of these 
are handled by online forms, as iDEAL does not allow repeated donations (see 8 – Additional 
analyses – random sample for details).  

Notarial, other, and business donations are almost never supported  

Notarial donations are supported by 5,5%, almost all need an offline form to be printed and mailed. 
Only one exception mentions that this is not required by law anymore. 
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The other types of donations are supported by 3,8%. Support for business donations is rare (1,1%). 

Other findings 

Although a significant amount of websites try to gain more money by selling items or services 
(advertisement), these have not been counted as a donation. The only “other” types of payment are 
all based on inheritance. These websites mention how donating through an inheritance works, but 
do not allow this to be handled completely online. 
 

Supported payment types - summary 

All websites that have a donation page support single donations, one way or another. Repeating 
donations are supported by about 15%. Notarial, other, and business donations are supported by up 
to 5% of the websites and are not as diverse as was expected. 
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6.9 - Payment methods 
The N/A ratio is 51,6% by default as it does not include the No Donation and No Website groups. 
 

 
Figure 26 

  Yes No N/A 

Text 41,8% 6,6% 51,6% 

iDEAL 5,6% 42,9% 51,6% 

Online form 5,0% 43,4% 51,6% 

Paypal 4,5% 43,9% 51,6% 

Other 4,0% 44,4% 51,6% 

Credit Card 3,7% 44,7% 51,6% 

Offline form 3,7% 44,7% 51,6% 

 

 
Figure 27 

Banking account details as text is widely supported 

More than 85% of the websites show their bank account details as text. The other 15% only allow 
users to donate through other means, such as iDEAL, online forms, and offline forms. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Offline form

Creditcard

Other

Paypal

Online form

iDEAL

Text

Supported payment methods 

Yes No N/A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Offline form

Creditcard

Other

Paypal

Online form

iDEAL

Text

Supported payment methods (detail) 

Yes No



33 
 

iDEAL, Paypal, credit cards, online forms, offline forms, other payment methods are only 

supported by a small group 

The support for payment methods, other than text, ranges from 7,7% to 11,5%: iDEAL (11,5%), online 
forms (10,4%), Paypal (9,3%), other (8,2%), credit card (7,7%), and offline form (7,7%). 

Other findings 

Many of the websites use the same charity portal site, supporting all the mentioned payment 
methods (except banking account details as text). That is why the numbers for all of these methods 
are relatively high (ranging from 7,7% to 11,5%) when compared to the websites that do not use the 
portal. The charity websites that do not use the portal support mainly iDEAL and online forms. 
 
The “other” methods are very diverse due to the portal website implementing many different 
payment methods: SMS, gift certificate, Schenkservice, Sofortbanking (international iDEAL platform), 
donating by calling a premium-rate telephone number, e-gift certificates, and acceptgiro (a Dutch 
payment method for paying afterwards). 

Supported payment methods - summary 

Almost all websites mention their bank account details as text. Many charities use a portal website to 
handle the payments. This explains the wide range of supported payment methods. Those that do 
not use a portal website mainly support iDEAL and online forms. 
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6.10 - Information 
The N/A ratio is 6,1% by default as it does not include the No Website group. 
  

 
Figure 28 

  Yes No N/A 

Contact information is provided 85,2% 8,7% 6,1% 

Privacy policy is provided 5,3% 88,6% 6,1% 

Disclaimer is provided 13,2% 80,7% 6,1% 

Website is available in multiple languages 12,4% 81,5% 6,1% 

Extra information about the donation is provided 12,7% 81,2% 6,1% 

 

 
Figure 29 

Contact information is provided by almost all sites; privacy policy & disclaimer by a small 

group 

Of all websites, 90,7% provide contact information, as opposed to the privacy policy, which almost no 

website provides (5,6%). A disclaimer, or terms of service, is provided more than twice as often 

(14,1%). 

A small group provides the website in multiple languages 

About 13,2% of the websites have the functionality to change the language of the site. 

Extra information about the donation is provided by a small group of charities 

Extra information about the donation is provided by about 13,5% of the websites.  
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Other findings 

The lack of privacy policies (and to a lesser extent, terms of service) can be explained by the lack of 
personal visitor data that those websites store: if nothing which could identify the user is transmitted 
online, a privacy policy does not seem very applicable (see 8 – Additional analyses – random sample 
for details). 
 
Changing a language is supported most often from Dutch to English. Some websites are only 
available in a foreign language because that’s where the charity is situated (a museum in the United 
States), or because of their target audience (a Turkish website for a mosque in the Netherlands). The 
rare case which uses Google Translate as an alternative was not counted as a website with multiple 
languages. 
 
Some websites show basic information, while others show a pie chart with a breakdown which part 
of the donation will be spent where (tax, administration, the actual goal of the charity, 
advertisement, etc.), or what a specific item for the charity will cost (“for X euro we can supply two 
weeks worth of food”). 

Information – summary 

Only the contact information is provided by almost all websites. A privacy policy is provided by only 
5,6%. The remaining properties are supported by around 14%.  
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6.11 - Site style 
The N/A ratio is 6,1% by default as it does not include the No Website group. 
 

 
Figure 30 

  Good Fair Poor N/A 

The overall style of the website 39,7% 36,5% 17,7% 6,1% 

 

 
Figure 31 

The style of most websites is good or fair, with a small amount of poor looking sites 

The style of websites is divided almost evenly between fair (38,9%) and good (42,3%) looking sites. 
The rest looks poor (18,9%). 
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Figure 32 

  Yes No N/A 

The website uses popups 0,5% 93,4% 6,1% 

Data is grouped logically 88,6% 5,3% 6,1% 

Visual elements are clear 92,3% 1,6% 6,1% 

Buttons and links show what they do 91,8% 2,1% 6,1% 

 

 
Figure 33 

The use of popups, data grouping, visual elements, and buttons & links are done well by 

almost all sites 

Hardly any website uses popups. Almost all websites group the data logically, make the visual 
elements look clear, and let buttons & links say what they do.  

Other findings 

The websites in the “poor” website style group seem to have a high contrast: they range from merely 
poor looking to barely readable due to bad color choices and noisy pictures as backgrounds. 

Site style - summary 

All websites score very well in the style categories: more than 80% of the websites look good or fair, 

and almost all of the websites group the data logically, made the visual elements look clear, let 

buttons & links say what they do, and do not use popups.  
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7 – Categorical results – random sample 
It is possible to compare the charities and see how well specific usability categories perform by 
assigning scores to every usability property and linking it to the corresponding charity. This 
information can show charities what to focus on when improving their website. 

7.1 – Scoring method 
The following section will describe the scoring method and the score distribution following from it.  
 
The score distribution was done as follows:  

 Every property is used to score one point if the answer is “yes” and no points if the answer is 
“no” or “N/A”. Exceptions are mentioned below. 

 The following properties use inverse scoring (“yes” equals no points, “no” equals one point): 
o The website uses popups 
o Name/Sex/Address/Email/Phone/Age/Other is required to make a donation 
o Registration is required to make a donation 
o You have to scroll to enter data 
o Enter submits multiple data fields 

 The following questions are able to score half a point, due to a non-binary scale 
o Amount of actions to donation page: “0 actions” equals one point, “1” equals half a 

point, “2”, “3”, or “4” equals no points. 
o There are descriptions for data fields: “all fields” equals one point, “complex data” 

equals half a point, “no” equals no points. 
o Amount of pages to enter all donation data: “1 page” or “2 pages” equal one point, 

“3” or “4” equal half a point, “5”or “6” equal no points. 
o The page checks for errors: “yes, on page” equals one point, “yes, afterwards” 

equals half a point, “no” equals no points. 
o The overall style of the website: “good” equals one point, “fair” equals half a point, 

“poor” equals no points. 

 All answers for the payment page style property received one point, as all styles looked 
professional. 

 The maximum of one point per property was chosen so not to give more value to one specific 
property than to another. 

Results 

The scores have been color coded to show the difference between four different groups of charities:  

 Online, those that allow a user to make a donation on their site. 

 Offline, those that allow a user to make a donation through an offline form or through bank 
account details as text. 

 No Donation, those that do not have a donation page on their website (allowing neither 
online nor offline donations) 

 No Website, those that do not have a site. 
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7.2 - Heat map 

 

Figure 34: results heat map

The picture to the left is a heat map 

of the full data set. Every line is a 

charity, every column is a property. 

The colors depict the scores: green 

equals one point, yellow equals half 

a point, red equals no points, and 

white equals a N/A value. 

The map can be used to get a fast 

impression of the results without 

going in detail.  

The charities have been sorted by 

their groups, from top to bottom: 

Online, Offline, No Donations, and 

No Website. 

The properties have been sorted by 

their category, from left to right: 

1. Donation accessibility 

2. Donation data entry 

3. Donation navigation 

4. Required data 

5. Error checking 

6. Payment page properties 

7. Payment type 

8. Payment method 

9. Information 

10. Site style 
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7.3 - Score distribution 

 
Figure 35 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The percentages in the image above are relative to the total sample. This means that the 6,5 score is 
the most common score (11,64% of all websites in the sample) and is caused exclusively by the No 
Donation group. The reason for the high frequency of “No Donation” is because it occurs more often 
in the sample: 45,5%, as opposed to 37,3% Offline donations, and 11,1% Online donations. 
 
One factor that influenced the score for the Offline donation group is that the score for the data 
requirements (name, address, sex, etc.) is not applied to it. This was done because only a small 
fragment of offline donation methods did have data requirements. The removal of the outliers 
adjusts the score for almost all websites in the Offline donation group, removing the 7 “free” points 
they would otherwise have been granted. If these were not deducted, the group would end up 
partially in the gap between its current location and the Online donation group. 
 
It’s interesting to see that the Offline and No Donations groups are so close to each other: the Offline 
group could have shifted towards the Online end of the spectrum as well when looking at their 
possible maximum of 21 points. 
The No Donation and Offline groups each seem to have curves that look like normal distributions. 
The Online group does not, which can be attributed to the low number of charities in this group. 
While the Online donation group is probably too small for in depth analyses, the fact that it is so 
small shows that there is ample room for improvement when donating online. 
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Score 

Score distribution 

Online Offline No Donation No Site

 Size in 
sample 

Best Average Standard 
Deviation 

Mode 

Online 11,1% 36,5 (of 53-55) 29,7 4,3 33 

Offline 37,3% 16,0 (of 21) 11,0 1,5 10,5 

No Donation 45,5% 8,0 (of 11) 6,8 1,1 6,5 

No Website 6,1% 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 

Total 100,0% 36,5 (of 55) 10,5 7,5 6,5 
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This shows that there is no large polarization in usability between the charity websites, although 

there is a clear divide between the Online donation group and the rest. 

7.4 - Percentage of maximum score distribution 

 
Figure 36 

 

 

 

 

In the image above, the X-axis shows the percentage a website has scored relative to its possible 
maximum. The Y-axis shows which percentage of the websites that have a certain score. The No 
Website group is not pictured as it is located on 0 points at 100%, which would make it harder to see 
the other distributions clearly. The ranges 0%-17% and 83%-100% are not shown for the same 
reason. Websites with multiple payment pages can score more points and have had their 
percentages in the chart adjusted accordingly.  
 
Online donations could maximally get 53 or 55 points for implementing all properties (2 points are 
optional, depending on website design choices), but achieved 36,5 at best (around 68% of the 
maximum) and 29,5 at average (around 55% of the maximum).   
Offline donations could maximally get 22 points, but achieved 16 at best (73% of the maximum) and 
11 at average (50% of the maximum).Sites without a donation page could maximally get 11 points, 
but achieved 8 at best (73% of the maximum) and 6,8 at average (61% of the maximum). 
 
This means that the Online group scores higher and better at average than the Offline group, but 
lower at average than the No Donations group. This could be expected because the Offline and No 
Donation groups are scoring more basic website properties, such as style and information, and the 
Online group simply has more properties it can be scored on. The table shows that the more 
(complicated) properties there are, the less charities reach them: the best achieved score steadily 
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% of maximum score distribution 

Online Offline No Donation

 Size in sample Best Average Standard Deviation Mode 

Online 11,1% 67% 55,5% 7,0% 62% 

Offline 37,3% 73% 50,1% 7,8% 48% 

No Donation 45,5% 82% 61,5% 9,6% 59% 

No Website 6,1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Total 100% 82% 56,3% 10% 59% 
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drops with the amount of properties. It also shows that the standard deviation for the Online group 
is lower than the Offline group, even though their average is higher. The Online group is generally 
more consistent in their score-percentage. 
The Online donation group scores better in usability because it offers more functionality and, when 
combined with the score-percentages, the functionality is not of higher quality. This means that 
there is also no polarization when looking at the score-percentages. 
 

 
Figure 37a-c 

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

1
8

%

2
0

%

2
2

%

2
4

%

2
6

%

2
8

%

3
0

%

3
2

%

3
4

%

3
6

%

3
8

%

4
0

%

4
2

%

4
4

%

4
6

%

4
8

%

5
0

%

5
2

%

5
4

%

5
6

%

5
8

%

6
0

%

6
2

%

6
4

%

6
6

%

6
8

%

7
0

%

7
2

%

7
4

%

7
6

%

7
8

%

8
0

%

8
2

%

% of maximum score distribution per website group 

Online

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

1
8

%

2
0

%

2
2

%

2
4

%

2
6

%

2
8

%

3
0

%

3
2

%

3
4

%

3
6

%

3
8

%

4
0

%

4
2

%

4
4

%

4
6

%

4
8

%

5
0

%

5
2

%

5
4

%

5
6

%

5
8

%

6
0

%

6
2

%

6
4

%

6
6

%

6
8

%

7
0

%

7
2

%

7
4

%

7
6

%

7
8

%

8
0

%

8
2

%

Offline

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

1
8

%

2
0

%

2
2

%

2
4

%

2
6

%

2
8

%

3
0

%

3
2

%

3
4

%

3
6

%

3
8

%

4
0

%

4
2

%

4
4

%

4
6

%

4
8

%

5
0

%

5
2

%

5
4

%

5
6

%

5
8

%

6
0

%

6
2

%

6
4

%

6
6

%

6
8

%

7
0

%

7
2

%

7
4

%

7
6

%

7
8

%

8
0

%

8
2

%

Score-% 

No Donation



43 
 

Figures 37a to 37c show the groups of figure 36 separately to get a better indication of their 
individual shapes. The Offline and No Donation group have curves that look like normal distributions, 
just as in the regular score distribution.   

7.5 - Percentage of maximum score distribution, per category 

 
Figure 38 

When the scores are divided and averaged per category (the categories are the same as figures 2 and 
3 in the results section), more insight can be gained into the scores. The categories have been sorted 
clockwise by the scores of the Online donation group, from low to high. The maximally attainable 
scores for the Online group is the outer rim of the radar chart, the same is true for the Offline group 
except for the Payment method and Required data categories (as some of their points, such as the 
online payment methods, are not applicable). 
 
The Online group scores higher or equal on every aspect that the Offline and No Donation groups 
also score in, which explains why the score distribution (figure 35) is so close to the No Donation 
group: Offline donation websites make it harder to find information (or show less of it) and make it 
harder to find the donation page.  
All groups score almost perfectly on the Style category, showing that they all know the basic style 
guidelines.   
 
No Donation 
The No Donation group scores low in the Information category, as it generally only provides contact 
details and no other information. The No Donation score for Donation accessibility is caused only by 
the point for having a website and is currently at its maximum. For Style, surprisingly, it scores 
slightly higher than the Offline donation group. 
 
Offline 
Offline donation websites score low in the Payment Type category, which is not needed: all payment 
types can be provided as an offline variant. It scores just as well as No Donation on Information by 
only providing contact information. The low score for Payment Methods can be explained by the fact 
that there are only three possible offline payment methods (out of eight in total), although 
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readjustment would not help the group much: it would then score slightly worse than the Online 
group. Donation Accessibility is scored lower at than the Online group does due to less visible links to 
the donation page. The Required Data score is currently at its maximum. 
 
Online 
The Online donation group scores low on the Payment Type category by only supporting single 
donations fully, and repeating donations by 45% of the charities. The other payment types were 
either not supported, or up to 10%. 
 
The group scores slightly better on Information than the rest by implementing all Information 
properties more frequently. The supported Payment Methods are diverse, but not consistently 
diverse:  only a few charities support a wide range of payment methods, the rest limits itself to one 
or two. The score for Donation Data Entry is carried by a large part by the ability to choose your own 
donation amount and that the donation fields are relevant for the current donation. The other 
properties are either around 10% or 35%. 
 
From Error Checking and further on, the scores become higher. Error checking is done well overall, 
with two main possible improvements: checking on the current page for errors, and telling what is 
wrong about the incorrect data. Payment Page Properties scores well due to the professional style all 
of them have, and the fact that the charity logo or name is mentioned. Summaries do not happen as 
much as they could. The Donation Accessibility category scores well due to that all the websites of 
the charities work and most have clearly visible links to the donation page. The amount of actions 
required to get to the donation page is its lowest scoring property: 40% requires two or more 
actions.  
 
The Required Data category scores well: only name, address, and email were required by up to 50%; 
the rest by up to 10%. The Online donation group scores higher on the Style category than the other 
groups by getting almost perfect points for every property except the overall website style, which is 
still higher than Offline and No Donation’s score. 
 
The image below shows the same distribution, but with the maximum possible scores for Offline and 
No Donation adjusted to the outer rim. 
 

 
Figure 39 
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8 - Additional analyses – random sample 
The following are a set of small analyses based on specific usability properties. They are made to give 
extra insight in the data and make a foundation for some of the interpretations in the results. 

Recommended and default donation amounts 

 
Figure 40 

The overlap of websites that have either or both “recommended” and “default” donation values on 
the donation page is 17% for each option; half of the websites shows neither property. 

Payment page style (charity) and less navigation on the payment page 

 
Figure 41 

When a charity used its own website style for the payment page, the property of having less 
navigation on the payment page is displayed four times less often. 

Payment page shows security and payment method (online form) 

 
Figure 42 
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When no there is no way to donate online on a page, there is less personal information being 
handled. This demonstrates why the charities with only an online form mentioned or showed the 
security measures on the donation page twelve times less often. 

Payment method (online) and payment method + payment type (single, online) 

Single donations are supported by all websites. Most websites support this through banking account 

details as text, but a large part of websites that allowed online donations support online single 

donations as well: 22 out of the 42 websites do not have an offline donation method through which a 

single donation can be made. Therefore, because all websites support single donations, at least 52% 

of the websites facilitating online donations allows users to make their single donations online. 

Repeating donations and payment method 

 
Figure 43 

Of all the websites that supported repeating donations (online forms, Paypal, Other, or a 
combination of these), online forms are used most often out of all possible repeating online payment 
methods. Other only appeared combined with Paypal or an online form. 
 

Privacy policies and required data + online donation 

 
Figure 44 

The lack of privacy policies can be explained by the lack of personal user data that those websites 

store: if nothing which could identify the user is required is transmitted online, a privacy policy does 

not seem very applicable.  
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9 - Methodology – top charities 
After the study of the random sample using the standard methodology, a second study is made, 
consisting of a selection of the largest Dutch charity websites as ranked by the Dutch charity trade 
organization VFI [1]. This has the added effect that the knowledge gained by the inspections of the 
379 random websites could be used to improve the methodology of the second study. The top 
charity websites are inspected for the same usability properties and with almost the same standards. 
The following rules have been adjusted where applicable and have generally become stricter than 
before: 
 

1. Inspect both single and repeating donation methods. Average the scores for the final score, 
rounded to halves. 

2. The required data to make a donation does not include the “bank account details as text”, 
meaning that showing the bank account details does not immediately give a good score for 
the Required Data category. 

3. If a donation method or type does not work automatically, but needs a contact person, it is 
not included. 

4. A donation summary only counts as such if it shows all data that has been entered, not just 
the donation amount (unless that is the entirety of the entered data). 

5. Keep track of more data about the whole process in order to increase and improve the 
usability properties. 

 
These adjustments influence the scoring by making it harder to gain points (affecting mainly the 
Required Data category, but slightly affecting the Payment Method, Payment Type, and Payment 
Page Properties categories as well), and by looking at more than one payment method.   
 
This new methodology means that the data of the top charities is not comparable to the results of 
the random sample. The results of the top charity websites are different when using the original 
methodology and any comparisons that are made can only function to give a generic view of 
similarities. 
 
Any conclusions coming from these analyses are only applicable to this population, as the top 
charities are in a completely different financial situation than most other charities, and the 
confidence level of the statistics is low when there are only so few data points. 
 
The website for Cordaid is not included because it is not possible to donate on the general website 
itself, but only on five other project websites that the main website refers to. 
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10 – Categorical results – top charities 
It is possible to compare the top charities and see how well specific usability categories perform by 
assigning scores to every usability property and linking it to the corresponding charity. This 
information can show charities what to focus on when improving their website. The following section 
will describe how well the top charities perform by looking at the score from different angles. 

10.1 - Score distribution 

 
Figure 45 

 Best Average Standard deviation Mode 

Score 42 (of 53-55) 37,7 3,1 38 

 

 
Figure 46 

 Best Average Standard deviation Mode 

Score-% 78% 71% 4% 70% 

 
The images above show that the top charities score quite high, absolutely and percentage-wise. The 
standard deviation is relatively low when compared to the Online group (4% vs 7%) and its average 
(71%) is higher than the best of the Online group score-percentage (68%). 
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Figure 47 

The top websites score better than the Online donation group on all properties that were checked, 
except required data. This can be explained by the changes in methodology for that aspect. These 
changes in methodology are also the reason why the Online group is shown only shown for the 
generic similarities as a dashed line. 
 
Required Data and Payment Methods have the lowest scores because most charities require name, 
sex, address and email as data, but do not support credit cards, Paypal, or other payment methods. 
On the lower end of the scores (60%-70%) are Payment Type, Donation Data Entry, and Donation 
Navigation. Donation Data Entry’s score has generally been lowered by not showing descriptions for 
the data fields, letting the Enter button submit multiple data fields, and not helping the user input 
complex data by providing input tools such as a zip code locator. 
The Payment Type category can be improved by better supporting “business” and “other” payment 
types.  Donation Navigation generally suffers from too tall pages, forcing the user to scroll, and a lack 
of progress indicators when needed. 
After that, Error Checking and Donation Accessibility are in the mid-range of scores (70-80%). 
Donation accessibility’s missing points are almost solely caused by the relatively high amount of 
actions it takes to reach the donation page. Error checking can be improved by telling the user what 
is incorrect about the data (instead of only telling which of the data fields has an error) and by 
performing the error check without having to submit the data. 
Next are the Payment Page Properties and Information (80%-90%). For the payment pages, 
summaries and a scaled back navigation are missing most often. The provided information weak spot 
is mainly the lack of multiple languages, but providing extra information about the donation can help 
as well. 
All top charities score perfectly on Website Style, which is not surprising, as this was done almost 
equally well by the charities in the random sample.   
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10.2 - Fundraising income and percentage of maximum score 

 
Figure 48 

 Best Average Standard deviation Mode 

Income in €x1 000 000  137,2 29,7 29,5 - 

Score-percentage 78% 71% 4% 70% 

 
The picture above shows the top charities: their income by fundraising in 2012 is mapped on the 
horizontal axis and the percentage of the maximum usability score on the vertical axis. The 
fundraising income includes offline donations and was set over the period of 2012, when the website 
could have been completely different. 
 
The most high-scoring charities are the ones with a relatively low income: 4 out of 7 charities that 
score more than 72% have an income of €20 million or less. The high scoring charities that have a 
high income even score lower on average than the charities with a relatively low income. In this 
population, there seems to be no positive relation between income and the online donation process 
usability score. Instead, the charities cluster on the 70% and the €20 – 40 area, with some and 
deviations and one real outlier. This could be caused by a threshold effect, where the income levels 
are too high to notice a large difference in the number of features [19]. 
 
The picture below shows the same chart, only with the charities categorized into one of four 
categories: diseases (the blue squares), earth (the green triangles), people around the world (the red 
diamonds), and other (the black dashes). Once again, it shows no strong correlations, as most 
categories are spread over the chart without any regularity. It does show that the “people around 
the world” category is well-represented and scores relatively high. A possible explanation could be 
that the charities for people around the world have more competition than other categories, be it 

62%

64%

66%

68%

70%

72%

74%

76%

78%

80%

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

%
 o

f 
m

ax
im

u
m

 s
co

re
 

2012 Fundraising income in €x1 000 000 

Fundraising income and % of maximum score  

Aids Fonds Amnesty Cultuurfonds Greenpeace

Hartstichting Kerk In Actie KWF Leger Des Heils

Natuurmonumenten Oxfam Novib Plan Nederland Rode Kruis

SOS Kinderdorpen Terres Des Hommes Tuberculosefonds Unicef

Vluchtelingenwerk WNF Woord En Daad



51 
 

from the top charities or smaller charities, forcing them to work harder for donations. This theory is 
supported by the rest of the data in the chart: a large part of the charities in the remaining, less 
represented, categories score 70% or less. 
 

 
Figure 49 

 Best score Average score Standard deviation 
score 

Best 
income 

Average 
income 

Standard 
deviation income 

Diseases 77% 71,8% 4,0% 137,2 46,0 63,1 

Earth 70% 67,7% 3,2% 42,9 31,2 12,0 

People 78% 72,3% 3,2% 53,4 27,4 12,8 

Other 72% 69,3% 3,1% 26,1 13,5 11,7 

10.3 - Score distribution in percentage per category for every top charity 
The images on the next page show a radar chart per top charity with the ten categories and their 
corresponding score percentages. The categories have been sorted in the same order as the previous 
radar charts (“Average score distribution in % per category” for the sample and the top charities). 
They are, from the top and clockwise: Payment Type, Information, Payment Method, Donation Data 
Entry, Donation Navigation, Error Checking, Payment Page Properties, Donation Accessibility, 
Required Data, and Style. The colors of the lines are chosen to match a dominant color in the charity 
logo. When comparing them with each other, most of the charities have their strengths and 
weaknesses in different categories except for website style (#10), which was scored perfectly every 
time. This shows that the chosen usability properties are effective in measuring distinct properties, 
and that the charities have diverse websites with varied attributes. 
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11 - Discussion 

Sample size 

A limitation for this research was the sample size. Although the current size should give a good view 
of the overall state of the online donation process of most charities, it does not allow a more in-
depth analysis of websites with online donation functionality due to their low amount in the sample.  
Further research can focus exclusively on websites with online donation functionality. However, 
when inspecting a website with online donations (or when tightening the rules, as happened with the 
top charities), the inspection becomes a much lengthier process which can take more than 30 
minutes per site. 
 
The amount of data points for the top charities is too low to make confident statements about other 
charities in the same income range. 

ANBI list 

Another limitation was the use of the ANBI list. The list only contains charities in the Netherlands, 
meaning that the results might not be applicable to charities in other countries.  
Dutch law requires an ANBI to publish their data online. This resulted in charities that used a 
separate website exclusively for their published data (mentioned in the ANBI list), and another 
website for the general public. Other ANBIs did not seem to have the intention of requiring 
fundraising due to their nature, such as a private ANBI for personal tax purposes, or a housing 
company. 
Further research can use the ANBI list in a similar way, but mitigate its imprecision by registering per 
website how appealing it is to donate there, and by looking for a website for the general public when 
a website only shows ANBI data. 

Usability properties 

Most of the properties that were inspected seemed to be a good measure of what they were set out 
to do. I am definitely satisfied with the current list and feel that it touches upon the right properties, 
although, of course it can be the case that other properties should have been added for a more 
complete list.  
Some properties were always answered in the same way because the situation was always the same 
(registration), while others might have been defined too vaguely for it to receive a more diverse 
response (data grouping). Even though the scope of the website style questions was made broad on 
purpose, the formulation could be improved, so as to receive more diverse responses. 
Another limitation was the methodology concerning the required data: the methodology required 
the donation method to be entered with the lowest amount of required data, resulting in websites 
with bank account details as text receiving more points than they should have gotten (because bank 
account details as text requires no data, while other payment methods often do). This has been 
adjusted for the top charities methodology. 
 
The current methodology does not link payment methods and payment types, but stores them 
separately. So, with the current data, it is not known which payment type uses which payment 
method (e.g. 60% of the repeating payments use an online form). This does require more time to 
inspect and enter, especially when linking more usability properties than only the payment method 
to a payment type. 

Scoring system 

The scoring system uses one point per property, which made scoring easy and did not make a single 
property more important than another. In reality however, there are less important properties and 
they should receive a lower point amount than the crucial properties.  
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Some properties were not binary, and thus required a scale for the scoring method. The amount of 
steps to reach or do something was preferred to be as low as possible, giving websites with many 
steps a low score. Splitting the steps over multiple pages is not always bad, as some websites have 
shown, but most websites do not improve their process by lengthening it. The effect of this 
unnecessary loss of a point can be mitigated by scoring optional points that are only available to 
websites with multiple donation pages. 
An improved scoring system would require much time of a usability expert and has to be adjustable 
to specific website features that mitigate the lack of specific properties. 

Further research 

The background information section mentioned 8 mechanisms for the motivation of people to make 
a donation. Although they were kept in mind during the project and its research, the mechanisms 
were not used specifically for the usability inspection. It would be interesting to create a checklist or 
set of heuristics with possible interactions and interface items based on these mechanisms. Research 
based on this could inspect how often, how well, and which mechanisms charities use on their 
websites to motivate people into donating. 
 
The categorization used for the top charities (diseases, earth, etc.) can be expanded to include more 
diverse ranges. When applied to a large, random sample and combined with their usability score, this 
presents a more complete view of how well certain charity categories score and what the underlying 
reasons for this can be. This also requires the income data of all charities, which should be published 
online according the laws regarding ANBIs, as it is likely to be an influencing factor. 
 
It was mentioned earlier that a high usability does not necessarily mean that users will have a high 
preference for a specific (e-commerce) website. However, unlike regular e-commerce, most charity 
websites sell a service that consumers can not get on any other site: a donation to that specific 
charity. As such, charities could be said to have a kind of practical monopoly on their service (with 
regard to brand awareness, the country of the user, and the perceived effectiveness of the charity), 
possibly rendering consumer preference almost meaningless. Low usability can therefore result in 
more user effort to complete the desired action, a cancellation of the donation, or a switch of the 
donation to a different charity. It would be interesting to see which of these choices users make in 
practice. 

Further research could inspect how, and how often, Dutch charities support online giving through 
means other than donations, such as selling items and services, or recruiting volunteers. This would 
result in a more complete view of the online activities of charities. 
 
The ability to automate the website inspection process would result in a higher consistency of the 
uncovered issues and a decrease in the duration of the study, which enables the study to review a 
larger population [39]. The usability guidelines automation can be easily performed by inspecting the 
html code of the websites for aspects such as structure, depth, errors, and attentional effects 
[39][40].  These aspects are embedded in the usability guidelines of this study and can therefore 
benefit later research on this subject. Mainly the website style section can improve from the 
automation, as well as speeding up other relatively simple questions about data entry (Does hitting 
the return/enter key submit a page with multiple data fields? Does the user need to scroll to enter all 
data on a page? Do the payment pages show that they use a secured connection?). Other, more 
complex, questions would still have to be done manually (Which of the following payment methods 
are available? Is extra information shown during the donation process?).  
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12 - Conclusion 
The study shows that more than half of the charities do not have a correct website or do not 
facilitate donations of any manner. The majority of the remainder support offline donations mainly 
through bank account details as text, and score slightly higher on usability than those without 
donation facilities. The small group that do allow users to donate directly on their website score 
almost three times better on usability than the Offline donation group. This could be expected, as 
they have more properties to be scored on and the online donation module offers improved 
usability. However, when looking at the percentage of the maximum possible score, the websites 
that offer online donations do not score much better than their counterparts. The averages of all 
groups range from 50% to 60%. The websites that support online donations can still improve their 
execution by focusing more on provided payment types & methods, information, and donation 
navigation & data entry. The other groups can improve by focusing on providing more information 
and adding online donation functionality. 
 
This means that the main hypothesis has to be rejected on account of both ways of scoring: when 
looking at the raw score there is a divide between the usability score of sites, but the bulk of the 
websites score on the low end. The amount of high scoring websites is too small for it to count as a 
polarization. When looking at the percentages of the maximum possible score, all websites overlap 
for the largest part, meaning that there is no polarization there either. 
 
The top Dutch charity websites all score relatively high on average and percentage-wise.  The 
standard deviation is not high, meaning that the spread between the lowest and highest scoring 
charities is small. They can improve their usability most by requiring less data when donating, and by 
supporting more payment methods. When the score-percentages are combined with the fundraising 
income, it is shown that most top charities cluster around a single area. A categorization of the 
charities indicates that charities helping people around the world score slightly higher than their 
counterparts.   



56 
 

13 – Bibliography 
[1] "Het Goede Doelen Rapport 2013", VFI, accessed June 16, 2014, http://www.vfi.nl/stream/goede-
doelen-rapport-2013 
 
[2] "Jaarveslag CBF 2012", CBF, accessed June 16, 2014, 
http://www.cbf.nl/Uploaded_files/Zelf/JaarverslagCBF2012.pdf 
 
[3] "Zette Greenpeace in op een nieuwe pr-strategie?’", Volkskrant, 19 november 2013 
 
[4] "Het Nederlandse Donateurspanel: Meting september 2013", WWAV, accessed June 16, 2014, 
http://www.wwav.nl/ndp/NDP%20september%202013.pdf 
 
[5] René Bekkers, Pamala Wiepking, "A Literature Review of Empirical Studies of Philanthropy: Eight 
Mechanisms That Drive Charitable Giving", Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 2011 40: 924 
 
[6] "10 Usability Heuristics for User Interface Design", Nielsen Norman Group, accessed 16 June, 
2014, http://www.nngroup.com/articles/ten-usability-heuristics/ 
 
[7] Chen Ling, Gavriel Salvendy, "Importance of Usability Considerations to Purchase Intention on E-
Commerce Website with Different User Groups", Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics 
Society Annual Meeting, October 2006, Volume 50, Number 14, Pages 1457-1460 
 
[8] "Kansspelen online in toekomst mogelijk", Rijksoverheid, accessed 16 June, 2014, 
http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/nieuws/2013/05/22/kansspelen-online-in-toekomst-mogelijk.html 
 
[9] http://www.nu.nl/economie/3751327/loterijen-willen-minder-afstaan-goede-doelen.html 
 
[10] "Periodieke giften vanaf 2014", Belastingdienst, accessed 16 June, 2014, 
http://www.belastingdienst.nl/wps/wcm/connect/bldcontentnl/belastingdienst/prive/relatie_familie
_en_gezondheid/schenken/giften_aan_goede_doelen/periodieke_giften/periodieke_giften_vanaf_2
014 
 
[11] Fernandez A., Emilio Insfran, Silvia Abrahão, "Usability evaluation methods for the web: A 
systematic mapping study, Information and Software Technology", Volume 53, Issue 8, August 2011, 
Pages 789-817 
 
[12] "Summary of Usability Inspection Methods", Nielsen Norman Group, accessed 16 June, 2014, 
http://www.nngroup.com/articles/summary-of-usability-inspection-methods/ 
 
[13] Chauncey Wilson, "User Interface Inspection Methods: A User-Centered Design Method", 2013, 
Pages X-32 
 
[14] U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services. "The Research-Based Web Design & Usability 
Guidelines, Enlarged/Expanded edition", Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 2006. 
 
[15] Maarten van Kalsbeek, "Interface and interaction design patterns for e-commerce checkouts" 
(Master thesis, University of Twente, 2012) 
 
[16] M. Carmen Suárez Torrente, A. Belén Martínez Prieto, Darío Alvarez Gutiérrez, M. Elena Alva de 
Sagastegui, "Sirius: A heuristic-based framework for measuring web usability adapted to the type of 
website", Journal of Systems and Software, Volume 86, Issue 3, March 2013, Pages 649-663 



57 
 

[17] Sangwon Lee, Richard J. Koubek, "The effects of usability and web design attributes on user 
preference for e-commerce web sites", Computers in Industry, Volume 61, Issue 4, May 2010, Pages 
329-341 
 
[18] Sherry Y. Chen, Robert D. Macredie, "The assessment of usability of electronic shopping: A 
heuristic evaluation, International Journal of Information Management", Volume 25, Issue 6, 
December 2005, Pages 516-532 
 
[19] Kate Wenham, Derek Stephens, Rachel Hardy, "The marketing effectiveness of UK 
environmental charity websites compared to best practice", International Journal of Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Marketing, Volume 8, Issue 3, August 2003, Pages 213–223 
 
[20] "Do Government Agencies and Non-Profits Get ROI From Usability?" , Nielsen Norman Group, 
accessed 16 June, 2014, http://www.nngroup.com/articles/government-non-profits-usability-roi/ 
 
[21] "Donation Usability: Increasing Online Giving to Non-Profits and Charities", Nielsen Norman 
Group, accessed 16 June, 2014,  http://www.nngroup.com/articles/donation-usability/ 
 
[22] "Non-Profit Organization Websites: Increasing Donations and Volunteering", Nielsen Norman 
Group, accessed 16 June, 2014, http://www.nngroup.com/articles/non-profit-websites-donations/ 
 
[23] Micheal L. Shier, Femida Handy, "Understanding online donor behavior: the role of donor 
characteristics, perceptions of the internet, website and program, and influence from social 
networks", International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, Volume 7, Issue 3, 
August 2012, Pages 219-230 
 
[24] Richard D. Waters, "Nonprofit organizations' use of the internet: A content analysis of 
communication trends on the internet sites of the philanthropy 400", Nonprofit Management and 
Leadership, Volume 18, Issue 1, Autumn 2007, Pages 59-76 
 
[25] Chris David Burt, Sophie Gibbons, "The effects of donation button design on aid agency 
transactional trust", International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, Volume 16, 
Issue 2, May 2011, Pages 183–194 
 
[26] Florian N. Egger, "Affective Design of E-Commerce User Interfaces: How to Maximise Perceived 
Trustworthiness", Proceedings of The International Conference on Affective Human Factors Design, 
2001 
 
[27] Carlos Flavián, Miguel Guinalíu, Raquel Gurrea, "The role played by perceived usability, 
satisfaction and consumer trust on website loyalty", Information & Management, Volume 43, Issue 1, 
January 2006, Pages 1-14 
 
[28] Paul A. Pavlou, "Consumer acceptance of electronic commerce integrating trust and risk with the 
technology acceptance model", International Journal of Electronic Commerce, Volume 7, Number 5, 
Spring 2003, Pages 101-134 
 
[29] Marie Christine Roy, Olivier Dewit, Benoit A. Aubert, "The impact of interface usability on trust in 
web retailers", Internet Research: Electronic Networking Applications and Policy, Volume 11, Number 
5, 2001, Pages 388-398 
 



58 
 

[30] M. Carmen Suárez Torrente, D. Juan Manuel Cueva Lovelle, Ana Belén Martínez Prieto, "SIRIUS: 
Sistema de Evaluación de la Usabilidad Web Orientado al Usuario y basado en la Determinación de 
Tareas Críticas", (Doctoral Thesis, University of Oviedo, 2011) 
 
[31] "Aan welke voorwaarden moet een ANBI voldoen?", Belastingdienst, accessed 16 June, 2014, 
http://www.belastingdienst.nl/wps/wcm/connect/bldcontentnl/belastingdienst/zakelijk/bijzondere_
regelingen/goede_doelen/algemeen_nut_beogende_instellingen/aan_welke_voorwaarden_moet_e
en_anbi_voldoen/ 
 
[32] "Guidlines for designing user inteface software", Sidney L. Smith, Jane N. Mosier, accessed 16 
June, 2014, http://hcibib.org/sam/ 
 
[33] Arthur Tatnall, Jerzy Lepa, "The Internet, e-commerce and older people: an actor-network 
approach to researching reasons for adoption and use", Logistics Information Management, Volume 
16, Issue 1, 2003, Pages 56 - 63 
 
[34] International Organization for Standardization (ISO), “ISO 9241-11 Ergonomic requirements for 
office work with visual display terminals (VDTs) - Part 11: Guidance on usability”, 2008 
 
[35] "How to Conduct a Heuristic Evaluation", Nielsen Norman Group, accessed 16 June, 2014, 
http://www.nngroup.com/articles/how-to-conduct-a-heuristic-evaluation/ 
 
[36] Chauncey Wilson, "Credible Checklists and Quality Questionnaires: A User Centered Design 
Method", 2013, Kindle edition 
 
[37] Bevan, Macleod, "Usability measurement in context", Behavior and Information Technology, 
Issue 13, 1994, Pages 32–145 
 
[38] Qualtrics Research Suite, Copyright ©2014 Qualtrics. Qualtrics and all other Qualtrics product or 
service names are registered trademarks or trademarks of Qualtrics, Provo, UT, USA, 
http://www.qualtrics.com 
 
[39] Melody Ivory, Marti Hearst, “The State of the Art in Automating Usability Evaluation 
of User Interfaces”, ACM Computing Surveys, Vol. 33, Number 4, December 2001, Pages 470–516 
 
[40] Jean Vanderdonckt, Abdo Beirekdar, Monique Noirhomme-Fraiture, “Automated Evaluation of 
Web Usability and Accessibility by Guideline Review”, Web Engineering 4th International Conference, 
ICWE 2004 Munich, Germany, July 26-30 2004 Proceedings, Pages 17-30  



59 
 

14 – Appendices  

Appendix A – Usability properties 
The "Description" column shows the usability question, a short description in cursive, and a rationale 

where necessary. The "Possibilities" column shows which answers could be given for the 

accompanying questions. Notes and references have been added below the properties when 

applicable. 

Donation accessibility 
The following questions are about how easy it is to start the donation process. 

# Description Possibilities 

1 Does the URL lead to the website of the charity? 
Does it show a page, instead of an error (404/Page Not Found/Etc.)? Does the shown 
page mention the charity (even on a web portal)? 
 
Heuristic:  
Visibility of system status 

Yes/No 

2 How many actions does it take from the landing page to the donation page? 
An action is a click, scrolling a page, or when hovering (over a menu, for example). 
The donation page is seen as the page where the user enters their data for the 
charity. This includes all data except the data required for the actual payment, which 
is seen as the "payment page". 
A website can link to another website with a donation module, which then counts as a 
donation page. The link does have to be specific enough to mention the original 
charity. 
 
Note: While the charity itself may find information-dispersal and communication 
more important, this shows how easy it is to start the donation process. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 5c Discoverability / visibility - features are appropriately advertised 
[16] - GA.6 - General Aspects - General structure of the website is user-
oriented; SN.2 - Structure and Navigation - Structure and navigation are 
adequate; SN.5 - Structure and Navigation - Depth and breadth are balanced in the 
case of hierarchical structure; 

[User 
input]/ 
NA 

3 Is the link to the donation page clearly visible on the landing page? 
The link to the donation page has to imply the availability of the donation page and be 
situated in an easy to notice location, such as a link in the navigation bar or a banner. 
 
Reference: 
[15] - 5g - Discoverability/visibility - The main goals a user can have for a page have 
obvious call-to-action elements. 

Yes/No/NA 

 
Donation data entry 
The following part is about whether there are help mechanisms to aid the users when entering their 
data on the donation page. 

# Description Possibilities 

4 Is it possible to choose for the user to choose their own donation amount? 
Can the user adjust the height of the donation amount to their own wishes? 

Yes/No/NA 
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Note: This has been added to gather data about which options are available for 
donors and checks whether a user is not forced to make higher or lower donation 
than desired. 
 
Heuristic: Match between system and the real world, Flexibility and efficiency of use 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 50: the donation form at Amnesty.nl. The red box shows the possibility to customize the 
donation amount 

5 Are there recommended donation amounts? 
Are there one or more specific donation amounts that the charity suggests? 
 
Heuristic: Match between system and the real world, Flexibility and efficiency of use 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 51: the recommended donation amounts of the donation form at Amnesty.nl 

Yes/No/NA 

6 Are there default values for donation amounts? 
Is there a donation amount selected by default? 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 23a - Default answers - Default values are provided where applicable (e.g. for 
radio button), 33c - Default selections for list boxes are used when they align with 
the interest/goals of most people 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 52: the default donation amount of the donation form at Amnesty.nl 

Yes/No/NA 

7 Do the data fields have descriptions? 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 20a - Labels - All labels are clear and concise (or use natural language for 

Yes/ 
Complex 
Data/ 
No/ 
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clarification) 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 53: the description of the postal code field at rodekruis.nl 

NA 

8 Are the descriptions for data fields easy to understand? 
Meaning: no abbreviations, no jargon, etc. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 9a - Text labels and language -Language is simple, uses familiar words and no 
jargon 
[16] - HE.3 - Help - Context help is offered for complex tasks 

Yes/No/NA 

9 Are there tools to help the entry of complex data? 
Such as: zip/postal code lookup, calendar, etc. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 46d - Data fields - There are tools for forms (e.g. address books, zip/postal 
lookups, area code lookup). 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 54: a tool that fills in the address from the postal code at rodekruis.nl 

Yes/No/NA 

1
0 

Does the page show which fields are required to fill in? 
Commonly, this is marked with an asterisk (*) 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 22b - Required and optional fields - If required fields are not indicated 
textually, a * symbol and a legend is used. 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 55: an asterisk denoting the required field for sex at rodekruis.nl 

Yes/No 

1 Are all fields used for the current type of donation and payment? Yes/No/NA 
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1 For example: does the page contain fields that only have to be filled when making a 
business donation, while you are not doing a business donation? Or does the page 
show iDEAL fields when you try to make a Paypal donation? 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 46l Data fields - Only options are shown that are meaningful to the current 
customer and context; 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 56: checking the box folds out the “Organisatienaam” (Organizational name) field at 
rodekruis.nl 

1
2 

Does hitting the return/enter key submit a page with multiple data fields? 
 
Reference: 
 [15] - 46c Data fields - Hitting the enter or return key by mistake is handled 
gracefully 

Yes/No/NA 

 
Donation navigation 
The following questions are about the navigation of the donation page. 

# Description Possibilities 

13 Does the user need to scroll to enter all data on a page? 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 15a Scrolling - The most important content is visible without scrolling 
[16] LA.2 - Layout of the page - Page length is under control 

Yes/No/NA 

14 How many pages does it take to enter all donation data? 
This starts at the donation page and ends at the payment page. For example: 
there is only one donation page, after which there is a payment page. The answer 
would be 1. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 13a Page Structure - Related items appear together or are clearly and 
closely associated (e.g. by proximity, similarity, closure, symmetry, white space or 
rounded corners) and non-related items do not. 

[User 
input] 

15 Are there progress indicators? 
A progress indicator shows how far the user is in the donation process, they are 
comparable with bread crumbs in regular website navigation. It can be done by 
links above data fields, or as text in a description. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 45b Registration and log in - Signing-up or signing in to order is not 
required; 14d - Overall structure and flow - If users navigate between the differnt 
(sic)pages belonging to the same multi-step task, they are supported by step-by-

Yes/No/NA 



63 
 

step instructions, clear indications of the user's position in the task at all times 
and feedback on the status of the data processing; 39a - Static single-page 
process - A multi-page process is used when the process is complex and the 
previous context (and the next) should be hidden, bringing the focus to a single 
task in the steps 
[16] - SN.13 - Structure and Navigation - Elements hinting where the user is and 
how to undo the navigation (breadcrumbs, coloured tabs) exist. 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 57: the bar on the left shows the users the amount of steps and their location in the 
donation process at terredeshommes.nl 

16 Can the user go back a step in the donation process? 
If the process consists of multiple pages, can the user go back to change entered 
data? 
 
Reference: 
[15] - 14e - Overall structure and flow - If users navigate  between different pages 
belonging to the same multi-step task, they are allowed to move to previous 
steps and correct their entries. 
[16] - SN.13 - Structure and Navigation - Elements hinting where the user is and 
how to undo the navigation (breadcrumbs, coloured tabs) exist; CF.10 - Control 
and Feedback - In task with several steps, user is informed of the current step and 
the number of steps remaining to complete the task. 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 58: the link at the bottom of the donation page lets users go back to a previous step at 
terredeshommes.nl 

Yes/No/NA 

 
Required data 
The following questions are about the data required to make a donation. 

# Description Possibilities 

17 Does the user need to register an account at the ANBI website to donate? 
 
Note:  

Yes/No 
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Further questions about the process of registration and logging in have not been 
included, as they seemed too distant from the goal of the project. The information 
whether a user has to log in says more than how difficult it is. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 45b Registration and log in - Signing-up or signing in to order is not required 

18 Which personal data is the user required to enter when making a donation? 
Only enter the minimum amount of data needed to donate on a site: if there are 
different ways to donate with different amounts of required data, use the one with 
the lowest amount. 
 
Note:  
Unlike regular e-commerce, a name and address is not always required for a 
donation, so it can then be viewed as an unnecessary step. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 45e Registration and log in - [...] there is a separate form for [demographical] 
information and customers are invited to complete that form after their purchase, 
ideally by offering them a reasonable incentive to do so; 22a - Required and 
optional fields - Optional fields are limited in count as much as possible 

Sex/ 
Name/ 
Address/ 
Age/ 
Phone 
Number/ 
Email/ 
Other, 
specify/ 
NA 

 
Error checking on the donation page 
The following part is about how the website reacts to errors made by users. 

# Description Possibilities 

19 Does the page check for errors? 
Checking for an empty required field does not count as checking for an error. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 26a Errors and successes - It is extremely clearly communicated when an 
error is blocking completing a form 
[16] - CF.2 - Control and Feedback - User is informed about what is 
happening; CF.4 - Control and Feedback - Validation systems are in place to avoid 
errors before the user sends information 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 59: the donation form at plannederland.nl checks that only valid house numbers are 
entered in the data field 

Yes, while I'm 
still on the 
same page/ 
Yes, after I 
have pushed 
a button to 
submit data/ 
No/ 
NA 

20 If the page checks for errors after submitting data: is the entered data 
remembered? 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 21j Input fields - Data is always retained in case of e.g. input errors (no need 
to start over) 

Yes/No/NA 
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22 Does the error message show which data is incorrect? 
For example: "The date you entered is incorrect", or by highlighting the date field 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 26b  Errors and successes - Actionable remedies are provided enabling 
people to solve errors easily; 26c Errors and successes - Top-level error messages 
indicate an error has occurred and how it can be resolved; 26d Errors and 
successes - If multiple errors exit, they are listed in the top-level message 
[16] - CF.5 - Control and Feedback - Clear and non-alarmist information, and 
recovery actions are provided to the user when an error has occurred. 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 60: the red border and cross show that the postal code is incorrectly entered in the 
donation form at plannederland.nl 

Yes/No/NA 

23 Does the error message show what is incorrect about the data? 
For example: "Dates should be entered in the DD/MM/YYYY format" 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 26b  Errors and successes - Actionable remedies are provided enabling 
people to solve errors easily; 26c Errors and successes - Top-level error messages 
indicate an error has occurred and how it can be resolved, 26g Errors and 
successes - Error messages are not expressed in codes 
[16] - CF.5 - Control and Feedback - Clear and non-alarmist information, and 
recovery actions are provided to the user when an error has occurred. 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 61: the error message reports that only numbers can be entered in the house number field 
at plannederland.nl 

Yes/No/NA 

 
 
Payment page properties 
The following part is about the perceived trustworthiness of the payment page. 

# Description Possibilities 

24 Is there less website navigation on the payment pages than on other pages? 
For example: There are less links to regular parts of the site, so that there is more 

Yes/No/NA 
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focus on the payment 
 
Reference: 
[15] – 51b Page Structure - There is less site navigation in the checkout than on other 
pages 

25 Which style are the payment pages most similar to? 
With regard to colors, layout, etc. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 4c Consistency - The company name and logo appear on every page and there 
is a consistent visual appearance between pages; 
[16] - GA.6 - General Aspects - General design of the website is coherent; GA.5 - 
General Aspects - General design of the website is recognizable; II.1 - Identity and 
Information - Identity or logo is significant, identifiable and visible;  II.2 - Identity and 
Information - Identity of the website is present in every page; 

Charity/ 
iDEAL/ 
Paypal/ 
Selected 
Bank/ 
Selected 
credit card 
Provider/ 
Other 

26 Do the payment pages show the charity logo or name? 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 4c Consistency - The company name and logo appear on every page and there 
is a consistent visual appearance between pages; 
[16] - GA.6 - General Aspects -General design of the website is coherent; II.1 - 
Identity and Information - Identity or logo is significant, identifiable and visible;  II.2 - 
Identity and Information - Identity of the website is present in every page; 

Yes/No/NA 

27 Is there a summary before the donation is actually made? 
The summary shows donation amount, charity name, etc. 
 
[15] – 49 – The order summary shows all information about the transaction 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 62: the summary shows all entered data before the donation is confirmed at 
terredeshommes.nl 

Yes/No/NA 

28 Do the payment pages show that they use a secured connection? 
Secured connections are often named as "https"  in the URL bar, as "SSL", or as 
"encrypted". 

Yes/No/NA 
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Note: When making a payment it is important to appear trustworthy. This can be 
done by securing the transaction. 
 
Reference: [15] - 25b Help text - Help text is used for explaining unfamiliar data 
requests, such as [...] security and privacy concerns [...]. 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 63: the https in the URL bar shows the connection is secured at terredeshommes.nl 

 
Payment type 
The following question is about the supported payment types. 

# Description Possibilities 

29 Which of the following payment types are available? 
Please select all available payment types. 
 
Note:  
This has been added to gather data about which options are available for donors 
and checks whether a user is not forced to make repeated donations. Some 
people prefer a certain payment type over another. 
 
Heuristic: Match between system and real world, Flexibility and efficiency of use 

Single 
donation/ 
Repeating 
donation/  
Business 
donation/ 
Notarial 
Certificate/ 
Other, 
specify 

 
Payment method 
The following question is about the supported payment methods. 

# Description Possibilities 

30 Which of the following payment methods are available? 
Please select all available payment methods. 
 
 
Note:  
This has been added to gather data about which options are available for 
donors. Some people prefer a certain payment method over another. 
 
Heuristic: Match between system and real world, Flexibility and efficiency of use. 

iDEAL/ 
Paypal/ 
Credit 
card/ 
Text/ 
Online 
form/ 
Offline 
form/ 
Other, 
specify 

 
Information 
The following questions are about the information that is provided on the website and during the 
donation process. 

# Description Possibilities 

31 Is the Privacy Policy provided? 
Links to the Privacy Policy are commonly at the bottom of the page. 
Otherwise, they can be mentioned and linked to during any part of the 
donation process. 
 

Yes/No/NA 
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Reference: 
[16] - II.6 - Identity and Information - Information about privacy of personal 
data and copyright of web contents is provided. 

32 Are the Terms of Service provided? 
Links to the Terms of Service are commonly at the bottom of the page. 
Otherwise, they can be mentioned and linked to during any part of the 
donation process. 
 
Reference: 
[16] - II.6 - Identity and Information - Information about privacy of personal 
data and copyright of web contents is provided. 

Yes/No/NA 

33 Is the contact information easy to find? 
The most common place for a link to contact information is on the top 
and/or the bottom of a page. 
 
Reference: 
[16] - II.5 - Identity and Information - Contact mechanisms are provided 

Yes/No/NA 

34 Is the website available in multiple languages? 
 
Reference: [15] - 20d Labels - All fields have meaningful and familiar titles or 
labels (using the users' language); 
[16] - GA.8 - General Aspects - Other languages are supported 

Yes/No/NA 

35 Is extra information shown during the donation process? 
Such as a pie-chart of how your donation will be spent, or any details that 
are more in-depth than the general goal of the charity. 
 
Note: When making a payment it is important to appear trustworthy. This 
can be done by securing the transaction. 
 
Reference: [15] - 5f, Discoverability/visibility - Important information is not 
hidden (e.g. prices and shipping rates) 
 
Example: 

 
Figure 64: this pie chart shows how the donation will be spent at wnf.nl 

Yes/No/NA 
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Site style 
The following part consists of questions concerning the style of the website. 

# Description Possibilities 

36 Does the website use pop-ups? 
 
Reference: 
[16] - CF.7 - Control and Feedback - Website windows cancelling or superimposing 
over browser windows are avoided. 

Yes/No/NA 

37 How would you rate the style and layout of the site? 
With regard to information overload, noise, consistency, etc. 
 
Note:  
This is added as one of the few subjective questions and actually contains many 
assumptions at once. The main idea is to make a distinction between a website that 
looks like it has been made in 2014 and one that has been made in 2000. 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 9a - Text labels and language - 
[16] LA.2 - Layout of the page - Information overload is avoided; LA.3 - Layout of the 
page - Clean interface with no visual  noise; LA.2 - Layout of the page - Visual space 
on the page is used correctly 

Good/ 
Fair/ 
Poor/ 
NA 

38 Is the data entry grouped logically? 
Is related data grouped together on a page or by proximity, similarity, closure, 
symmetry, or white space? 
 
Reference:  
[15] 13a Page Structure - Related items appear together or are clearly and closely 
associated (e.g. by proximity, similarity, closure, symmetry, white space or rounded 
corners) and non-related items do not; 39a - Static single-page process - A multi-page 
process is used when the process is complex and the previous context (and the next) 
should be hidden, bringing the focus to a single task in the steps 
[16] LA.6 - Layout of the page - Visual hierarchy is correctly used to express "part of" 
relationships between page elements 

Yes/No/NA 

39 Are the visual elements clear? 
Do the links look like links? Are there radio buttons for mutually exclusive options? 
 
Reference:  
[15] 21a Input fields - The correct control is used for questions (e.g. radio buttons for 
mutually exclusive options), 28a Links - Appearance 
[16] SN.6 - Structure and Navigation - Links are easily recognized as such; SN.7 - 
Structure and Navigation - Links depiction indicates its state (visited, active); LA.9 - 
Layout of the page - Page text can be read easily; [16] - CI.4 - Comprehensibility and 
ease of Interaction - Interface controls are used consistently 

Yes/No/NA 

40 Do buttons and links have labels, telling where they go or what they do? 
 
Reference:  
[15] - 31a - Command buttons - Button labels clearly state what they do, not what 
the user did; 9n - Text labels and language - Button labels use verbs 
[16] - CI.1 - Comprehensibility and ease of Interaction - Concise and clear language is 
used 

Yes/No/NA 
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