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Context & Problem statement 
While many charities obtain a large part of their income through donations and performing 

transaction over the internet has become commonplace, not all charities have set up their website to 

make donating as easy as possible. With the rising cutbacks in governmental funding, the need for 

private funding will be crucial in the following years.  

Scientific Research Questions 
Main question: How user friendly is the donation process at Dutch ANBI websites? 
 Sub question 1: Which usability heuristics for websites can be found in literature? 
Sub question 2: How can these heuristics be applied to the donation process? 
Sub question 3: How can the heuristics be scored? 

Approach 
The approach is to decide on a set of heuristics to test a random sample of ANBI websites and score 

them. The results will be added to a database which will be stored online (with an interface to 
rank and sort) so everyone can look at the results. 

Method:  
Sampling & processing  the data 
Currently, there are around 40 000 or more ANBIs registered in the Netherlands, so a sample has to 
be taken to test. As the Belastingdienst has a website with search functionality to check for ANBIs, 
this was the first location where obtaining the data was tried. Unfortunately, it returns no results 
when more than 300 matches are found. This makes retrieving the complete listing by scraping 
nearly impossible, as it would require such precise search queries that only the exact input would be 
returned as output. A personal inquiry at ANBI team of the Belastingdienst was equally helpful: they 
have no complete list and would not provide further assistance.  
However, a complete listing of the year 2011 (sorted by ANBI location) was available as an 1800 page 
PDF file with just as many tables containing the data. A semi-random sample was considered by 
generating a random number for every page. The number then represents the location of the ANBI 
on the page which would be included in the sample. This means the sampling size would be around 
1800. It is only semi-random because no pages will be skipped.   
Finally, it was chosen not to perform a semi-random sample, for the sake of having an actual random 
sample. A simple random sample is good enough, as there is no difference between the charities to 
order or categorize them, nor is there the need to cluster them. 
This meant the data had to be converted from the tables in the PDF file into an Excel file by: 

1. Copying it with its formatting 
2. Removing the names of the ANBI location 
3. Removing the table headers and footers 
4. Cleaning up the data by concatenating cells which had been split over separate pages 

 
Further preprocessing can be done by: 

1. Removing the ANBI entries that are no longer active, according to their end date 



2. Removing double ANBI entries that have a single website 
 
It might be interesting to widen the sample by including the largest and most popular ANBIs, whether 
or not they are randomly chosen. The reason for this is because most people will look for those 
ANBIs and it will allow comparisons to be made between smaller and larger ANBIs.  
 
Literature study / Usability Heuristics  
The usability heuristics will have to be defined through a literature study.  
Jakob Nielsen has defined 10 usability heuristics (Visibility of system status, Match between system 
and the real world, User control and freedom, Consistency and standards, Error prevention, 
Recognition rather than recall, Flexibility and efficiency of use, Aesthetic and minimalist design, Help 
users recognize, diagnose, and recover from errors, Help and documentation), but there are other 
systems out there that can be relevant for the research. The literature study will have to point out 
what they are, and how they have to be applied in this context. A scoring mechanism will be drafted 
based on the heuristics.  
 
Prototype data retrieval  
A small part the sample can be examined. The way the heuristics work and the results of the scoring 
model can be used as feedback for further adjustment (giving too much points to the amount of 
necessary clicks, for example). This can be repeated several times when in doubt.  
The ANBI search engine (http://www.belastingdienst.nl/rekenhulpen/giften/anbi_zoeken/) is 
required to mention the ANBI URL according to the law. This can be used to match the sample entry 
with a website. If no website is mentioned, a short Google search query will have to be done, limiting 
the results to the first page. When several charities use the same donation system (such as the 
standardized online banking environment iDEAL) the results of this section can be standardized for 
these charities, enabling a faster evaluation in the future. 
 
Data retrieval  
The real data sample is examined (the prototyping sample is excluded) and entered into a database. 
Depending on the amount of time it takes, multiple people will do this, which will result in setting up 
and testing a protocol for this task.  
 
Website  

Expected outcome and contribution 
The expected outcome is that the vast majority of all ANBIs 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 nothing much in between (sites with a few 

issues). 

Literature study 
Assumptions and definitions 

The term “Belastingdienst” is the name for the Dutch Tax and Customs Administration. The 

Belastingdienst maintains a list of official charities which are tax deductible when donated to. These 

official charities are called an “algemeen nut beogende instelling” in Dutch, or ANBI, which stands for 

“public benefit organization”. ANBIs have to publish information about their contact data, income, 

etc. [2]. 

http://www.belastingdienst.nl/rekenhulpen/giften/anbi_zoeken/


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 themselves for at least ninety percent 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 recompense of the direction, and more. All these requirements ensure 

that the ANBI does pursue private goals. 

For the sake of the literature study, it is assumed that the process of making a donation is 

comparable to performing a “regular” online purchase.  

About charities and people who donate 

In 2012, charities obtained 42% of their income through fundraising, while 37% was obtained 

through subsidies. 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). This 

shows a larger dependence on subsidies, right at the moment when the government is withdrawing 

and the income of fundraising has decreased (by 9 million euro in 2012). 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]. All together, this means that charities need to 

focus on private donations and make this as easy as possible for consumers. 

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 be mainly attributed to a worsened image charities have, such as news about 

corruption or high incomes for the direction[3][4]. 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 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]  

Bekkers describes 8 reasons and motivations in depth for people to donate [5]: 

 



General website usability heuristics 

There are several ways to test a website for usability: cognitive walkthrough, where all the subtasks 

are “walked through” to see whether a new user would be able to use it correctly; user testing, 

where the users can assess usability issues; or a heuristic evaluation, where the interface is evaluated 

based on specific rules. Nielsen mentions ten heuristics for websites [6]: Visibility of system status, 

Match between system and the real world, User control and freedom, Consistency and standards, 

Error prevention, Recognition rather than recall, Flexibility and efficiency of use, Aesthetic and 

minimalist design, Help users recognize, diagnose, and recover from errors, and Help and 

documentation.  

Donation process usability heuristics 

The amount of literature focusing on the usability of charity websites is insignificant, as the subject is 

very specific. This is why it is assumed 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. The following steps are not applicable to online 

donations: shipping options, shopping cart (depending on the implementation), etc. 

The following table shows several items that influence whether customers are willing to purchase 

from an online store. When grouped into categories, “trustworthiness” was assessed to be the most 

important for users [7]. 

 

Nielsen also further described heuristics specifically for checkouts. 

Assigning scores to the heuristics 



There has been research on the subject of how to score usability heuristics, further research is 

required to be able to apply it to this project. 

Planning 
01 Feb – 14 Feb: Further literature study 

15 Feb – 28 Feb: Process test set and analyze heuristics 

01 Mar – 01 Apr/07 Apr: Process full sample 

01 Apr – 22 Apr/29 Apr: Write report 

01 May – 07 May: Create website with results 
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