




 

 

 

2
0
8

 

Appendix A4: Website Manipulations and Screenshots 

 Low [Finished Site] Medium [Trial Site] High [Finished Site] 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

 C
o
n

te
n

t 
Q

u
al

it
y

 

P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 I
n

fo
rm

at
io

n
 

• Organization’s mission is presented. • Organization’s mission and vision are 

presented. 

• Organization’s mission, vision, and values are 

presented. 

  

 

F
in

an
ci

al
 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n
 

• A PDF file is presented via the Annual Report 

2011 link. 

• Two PDF files are presented via the Annual 

Report 2011 and IRS Form 990 2010 links. 

• Three PDF files are presented via the Annual 

Report 2011, IRS Form 990 2010, and Audited 

Financial Statement 2011 links. 

  

 

D
o

n
at

io
n

 I
n

fo
rm

at
io

n
 

• Instructions on how to donate money online 

are presented. 

• Instructions on how to donate money (online 

and mail) and time (online volunteering) are 

presented. 

• Detailed instructions on how to donate money 

(online and mail), time (online and onsite 

volunteering), and resources are presented. 

 

 

 

S
y

st
em

 Q
u

al
it

y
 

D
o

w
n

lo
ad

 D
el

ay
 • A 4-second waiting page is presented to 

access any page on the website. 

• A 2.5-second waiting page is presented to 

access any page on the website. 
• No download delay is coded. 

  

N/A 
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 Low [Finished Site] Medium [Trial Site] High [Finished Site] 

S
y

st
em

 Q
u

al
it

y
 

N
av

ig
ab

il
it

y
 

• Three donation links are separately placed. 

• Long scroll is needed to find information. 

• One donation link is separated. 

• Short scroll is needed to find information. 

• Three donation links are clustered together. 

• No scroll is need. 

 

 

 

V
is

u
al

 A
es

th
et

ic
s 

• Unattractive aesthetics in the design of the 

website. Only text lines are used. 

• Moderately attractive website. Only block 

buttons are used. 

• Attractive aesthetic design in terms of fonts, 

colors, and pictures. 

  
 

S
ec

u
ri

ty
 

• Privacy policy is presented through the 

Privacy Policy link. 

• NO seals are present on the website. 

• Privacy policy is presented through the 

Privacy Policy link. 

• TWO security and privacy seals are present on 

the website. 

• Security and privacy policies are presented 

through the Security Alert and Privacy Policy 

links. 

• FIVE security and privacy seals are present on 

the website. 

 
  

Image Source: SOS Children’s Villages UK (www.soschildrensvillages.org.uk); UNICEF UK (www.unicef.org.uk) 
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Appendix A5: Anchoring Approach 

 As mentioned earlier in the study, the trial site served as a reference/anchoring 

point, and IS researchers employing controlled lab experiments have not traditionally 

used this anchoring approach. The assumption of manipulation check without an 

anchoring stimulus is that respondents can cognitively make a distinction between high 

quality and low quality with respect to information content and system features. 

 We conducted an experiment without an anchoring site. The results of one-way 

ANOVA are provided in Table A2. The results indicate that respondents have serious 

difficulties in discriminating donation information and navigability across four treatments. 

Perdue and Summers (1985) pointed out that “when multiple factors are involved, 

directional t-tests and/or one-way ANOVA followed by multiple contrasts may not be 

sufficient for adequately analyzing the manipulation and confounding checks” (p. 322). 

Thus, manipulation checks regarding high and low quality were performed by first 

running an ANOVA for ICQ (performance information, financial information, and 

donation information) and SQ (navigability, download delay, visual aesthetics, and 

security) where the treatment was the independent variable (IV) and the dependent 

variable (DV) was the scale measuring perceptions of that treatment. In addition, a more 

rigorous form of manipulation check was also performed as recommended by Perdue and 

Summers (1986) and recently used by Wells et al. (2011b) by running ANOVAs in which 

both treatments (ICQ and SQ) were included as main effects and the DV was the scale 

measuring perceptions of each treatment. This approach was used to insure that each 

treatment effect remained significant in the presence of the other treatments. As shown in 
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Table A2, the results suggest problems in identifying donation information and relatively 

weak discriminating capability. 

Table A2. Treatment Descriptive Statistics and Manipulation Checks 

Descriptive 

Statistics 

Experiment without an Anchoring Site (N=120) 
ANOVA 

A: IHSH (N=30) B: IHSL (N=30) C: ILSH (N=30) D: ILSL (N=30) 

Perceived 

(self-reported) 

H:PI 

H:FI 

H:DI 

H:ICQ 
 

H:NAV 

H:DD 

H:VA 

H:SEC 

H:SQ 

H:PI 

H:FI 

H:DI 

H:ICQ 
 

L:NAV 

L:DD 

L:VA 

L:SEC 

L:SQ 

L:PI 

L:FI 

L:DI 

L:ICQ 
 

H:NAV 

H:DD 

H:VA 

H:SEC 

H:SQ 

L:PI 

L:FI 

L:DI 

L:ICQ 
 

L:NAV 

L:DD 

L:VA 

L:SEC 

L:SQ 

F Sig 

PI 5.67 5.96 5.79 4.84 6.09 .001 

FI 5.69 5.94 5.36 4.95 2.89 .039 

DI 5.54 5.82 5.85 5.36 1.07 .360 

ICQ 5.38 5.32 5.14 4.61 2.29 .083 

Weighed ICQ
a
 4.10 4.30 4.12 3.70 3.06 .031 

NAV 6.49 6.09 6.40 5.96 1.83 .145 

DD 6.03 5.32 6.02 5.02 3.74 .013 

VA 5.53 3.99 5.48 3.70 15.58 .000 

SEC 5.14 4.28 5.14 4.57 2.73 .047 

SQ 5.59 4.84 5.62 4.69 4.06 .009 

Weighted SQ
a
 3.73 3.19 3.71 3.10 9.25 .000 

Manipulation Checks 
Perceived (self-reported) 

PI FI DI ICQ NAV DD VA SEC SQ 

A 

ICQ 

(high/low) 

F 5.59 6.88 .109 4.14      

Sig .020 .010 .742 .044      

SQ 

(high/low) 

F     5.21 10.70 46.52 7.66 12.14 

Sig     .024 .001 .000 .007 .001 

B 

ICQ 

(high/low) 

F 5.66 6.82 .11 4.17 .36 .35 .50 .31 .06 

Sig .019 .010 .743 .044 .550 .554 .482 .582 .801 

SQ 

(high/low) 

F 2.49 .10 .226 1.62 5.18 10.64 46.32 7.62 21.11 

Sig .117 .756 .636 .206 .025 .001 .000 .007 .007 
a 
 Weighted ICQ and Weighted SQ were calculated using factor weights for additional information. 

A: ANOVAs with one treatment and one DV 

B: More rigorous ANOVAs with both treatments and one DV 

 

 Difficulties of identifying multi-attribute website quality could be triggered by the 

halo effect. Based on the halo effect in individual perception, De Angeli et al. (2006) 

found that user perception of information quality is influenced by the aesthetic quality of 

the website interface. Similar phenomenon to the finding of De Angeli et al. was found in 

our experiment without the anchoring site. A comparison of treatments B and C provided 

non-significant difference (5.32B versus 5.14C) in terms of perceived ICQ while it offered 

significant difference (4.84B versus 5.78C) in terms of perceived SQ, suggesting that 
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respondents’ perception of ICQ is affected by their perception of SQ. Also, the results 

suggested overall SQ is mainly judged by visual aesthetics. This demonstrates the 

importance of employing the anchoring approach, which we did for subsequent runs. 
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Appendix A6: Descriptive Statistics and Validation 

Table A3. Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability 

Items 

ICQ Dimensions 

(1
st
 order constructs) ICQ 

SQ Dimensions 

(1
st
 order constructs) SQ 

MI FI DI NAV DD VA SEC 

PI1 .837 .290 .175 .174 .179 -.038 .163 .133 .087 

PI2 .785 .279 .212 .102 .217 .004 .130 .239 .176 

PI3 .777 .286 .243 .338 .129 -.026 .143 .099 .055 

PI4 .786 .231 .273 .264 .124 .054 .126 .188 .027 

FI1 .270 .790 .195 .315 .057 .095 .132 .088 .057 

FI2 .260 .786 .207 .166 .178 .090 .121 .101 .241 

FI3 .238 .793 .302 .088 .162 .096 .117 .166 .079 

FI4 .327 .718 .288 .269 .132 .046 .114 .074 .077 

DI1 .265 .314 .763 .171 .179 .061 .116 .201 .158 

DI2 .218 .235 .782 .166 .244 .089 .163 .250 .196 

DI3 .265 .299 .760 .121 .195 .040 .158 .292 .151 

DI4 .243 .261 .802 .180 .211 .054 .136 .180 .157 

ICQ1 .254 .300 .192 .785 .112 .107 .136 .162 .259 

ICQ2 .325 .269 .189 .786 .145 .089 .154 .144 .252 

ICQ3 .342 .281 .195 .765 .145 .109 .195 .118 .252 

NAV1 .145 .131 .143 .109 .861 .190 .167 .116 .182 

NAV2 .195 .146 .228 .185 .814 .144 .187 .149 .199 

NAV3 .196 .158 .246 .039 .829 .157 .135 .175 .128 

DD1 .055 .058 .116 .102 .421 .734 .108 .129 .118 

DD2 -.005 -.044 -.026 .079 .082 .853 .126 .044 .276 

DD3 -.047 .207 .075 .032 .069 .847 .180 .122 .044 

VA1 .168 .150 .146 .122 .177 .267 .806 .229 .193 

VA2 .185 .155 .199 .169 .191 .187 .808 .202 .238 

VA3 .215 .175 .154 .185 .249 .166 .702 .332 .261 

SEC1 .180 .092 .195 .091 .117 .085 .214 .858 .165 

SEC2 .140 .085 .212 .119 .131 .121 .160 .901 .115 

SEC3 .156 .147 .195 .104 .155 .104 .154 .876 .084 

SQ1 .113 .159 .240 .298 .260 .219 .269 .173 .747 

SQ2 .104 .169 .220 .252 .241 .274 .255 .189 .765 

SQ3 .134 .162 .220 .287 .232 .257 .272 .190 .758 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
.96 .94 .97 .98 .95 .84 .95 .97 .99 

  

The results of EFA indicated that all predefined indicators of each construct 

loaded appropriately, demonstrating initial discriminant validity of all nine constructs 

considered here.  

As we did with the experiment without the anchoring site, manipulation checks 

were performed by first running an ANOVA for ICQ and SQ where the treatment was the 

IV and the DV was the scale measuring perceptions of that treatment for Experiments 1 
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and 2. As before, the more rigorous form of manipulation check was also performed as 

recommended by Perdue and Summers (1986) and recently used by Wells et al. (2011b) 

by running ANOVAs in which two treatments (ICQ and SQ) were included as main 

effects and the DV was the scale measuring perceptions of each treatment to insure that 

each treatment effect remained significant in the presence of the other treatments. As 

shown in Tables A3 and A4, the manipulations were significant with a p-value ≤ .001, 

and the results indicate that showing anchoring site is a reliable method to help 

participants differentiate attributes of website quality. 

Table A3. Treatment Descriptive Statistics and Manipulation Checks for Experiment 1 

Descriptive 

Statistics 

Experiment 1 (N=143) 
ANOVA 

A: IHSH (N=33) B: IHSL (N=37) C: ILSH (N=37) D: ILSL (N=36) 

Perceived 

(self-reported) 

H:PI 

H:FI 

H:DI 

H:ICQ 
 

H:NAV 

H:DD 

H:VA 

H:SEC 

H:SQ 

H:PI 

H:FI 

H:DI 

H:ICQ 
 

L:NAV 

L:DD 

L:VA 

L:SEC 

L:SQ 

L:PI 

L:FI 

L:DI 

L:ICQ 
 

H:NAV 

H:DD 

H:VA 

H:SEC 

H:SQ 

L:PI 

L:FI 

L:DI 

L:ICQ 
 

L:NAV 

L:DD 

L:VA 

L:SEC 

L:SQ 

F Sig 

PI 6.07 5.24 4.72 4.35 9.65 .000 

FI 6.14 5.28 4.36 4.07 18.48 .000 

DI 6.26 5.18 5.14 4.42 10.49 .000 

ICQ 6.05 5.01 4.73 3.65 20.86 .000 

Weighed ICQ
a
 4.86 4.13 3.73 3.38 16.37 .000 

NAV 6.51 5.77 6.36 5.35 7.12 .000 

DD 5.76 4.63 5.54 4.31 7.40 .000 

VA 5.68 3.49 4.82 3.07 23.70 .000 

SEC 5.11 4.31 5.15 4.06 3.72 .013 

SQ 5.87 4.84 5.67 3.63 22.28 .000 

Weighted SQ
a
 3.81 2.99 3.61 2.76 17.10 .000 

Manipulation Checks 
Perceived (self-reported) 

PI FI DI ICQ NAV DD VA SEC SQ 

A 

ICQ 

(high/low) 

F 20.82 44.64 14.17 32.63      

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000      

SQ 

(high/low) 

F     18.83 21.20 61.20 10.92 45.55 

Sig     .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 

B 

ICQ 

(high/low) 

F 22.42 47.72 16.70 36.70 2.01 1.112 6.69 .13 3.14 

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000 .159 .294 .011 .721 .079 

SQ 

(high/low) 

F 6.35 6.90 15.28 12.34 19.38 21.53 65.06 10.92 47.04 

Sig .013 .010 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 
a 
 Weighted ICQ and Weighted SQ were calculated using factor weights for additional information. 

A: ANOVAs with one treatment and one DV 

B: More rigorous ANOVAs with both treatments and one DV 
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Table A4. Treatment Descriptive Statistics and Manipulation Checks for Experiment 2 

Descriptive 

Statistics 

Experiment 2 (N=536) 
ANOVA 

A: IHSH (N=136) B: IHSL (N=136) C: ILSH (N=136) D: ILSL (N=136) 

Perceived 

(self-reported) 

H:PI 

H:FI 

H:DI 

H:ICQ 
 

H:NAV 

H:DD 

H:VA 

H:SEC 

H:SQ 

H:PI 

H:FI 

H:DI 

H:ICQ 
 

L:NAV 

L:DD 

L:VA 

L:SEC 

L:SQ 

L:PI 

L:FI 

L:DI 

L:ICQ 
 

H:NAV 

H:DD 

H:VA 

H:SEC 

H:SQ 

L:PI 

L:FI 

L:DI 

L:ICQ 
 

L:NAV 

L:DD 

L:VA 

L:SEC 

L:SQ 

F Sig 

PI 6.01 5.93 4.94 4.54 47.25 .000 

FI 6.07 6.04 5.01 4.51 54.00 .000 

DI 6.10 5.85 5.33 4.59 33.67 .000 

ICQ 5.98 5.62 4.97 4.18 49.22 .000 

Weighed ICQ
a
 4.86 4.76 4.09 3.65 56.30 .000 

NAV 6.39 6.16 6.20 5.42 23.52 .000 

DD 5.55 4.76 5.36 4.24 20.57 .000 

VA 5.58 4.29 5.29 3.22 72.48 .000 

SEC 5.38 5.13 5.28 4.40 13.14 .000 

SQ 5.86 5.27 5.47 4.20 42.93 .000 

Weighted SQ
a
 3.62 3.17 3.50 2.68 56.10 .000 

ACW 5.90 5.42 5.10 4.05 44.04 .000 

WDM
b
 3.76 3.63 3.30 3.01 6.17 .000 

WDT
b
 3.76 3.76 3.37 3.04 6.14 .000 

WDR
b
 4.45 4.19 3.90 3.37 9.53 .000 

ATW
c
 4.75 4.90 4.79 4.80 .30 .826 

PICG
c
 4.40 4.63 4.45 4.30 1.67 .172 

HH
c
 4.73 4.94 4.86 4.89 .70 .554 

Manipulation Checks 
Perceived (self-reported) 

PI FI DI ICQ NAV DD VA SEC SQ 

A 

ICQ 

(high/low) 

F 133.14 147.85 75.74 112.33      

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000      

SQ 

(high/low) 

F     30.28 52.20 167.61 20.78 67.05 

Sig     .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

B 

ICQ 

(high/low) 

F 134.16 149.39 78.22 117.55 27.8 7.25 28.47 11.24 44.8 

Sig .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .007 .000 .001 .000 

SQ 

(high/low) 

F 5.11 6.56 18.49 25.81 31.8 52.82 176.23 21.18 72.55 

Sig .024 .011 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
a 
 Weighted ICQ and Weighted SQ were calculated using factor weights for additional information. 

b
 Dimensions of Willingness to Donate to the Charity Website 

c
 Expected the means of these variables to not be significantly different across the four website treatments 

confirming absence of any assignment bias across the four different conditions of experimental stimuli. 
A: ANOVAs with one treatment and one DV 

B: More rigorous ANOVAs with both treatments and one DV 
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ESSAY 2—APPENDIX B1: Measurement Items 

Mission Information (Source: McKinney et al. 2002; Zo and Ramamurthy 2009) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 

Factor 

Loading 

MI1 
This charity’s mission statement is useful to understand its mission, vision, and 

values. 
.87 

MI2 This charity’s mission statement seems to be timely and current. .77 

MI3 
This charity website provides reliable mission statement in terms of its mission, 

vision, and values. 
.90 

MI4 This website’s mission statement information seems sufficient. .87 

Financial Information (Source: McKinney et al. 2002; Zo and Ramamurthy 2009) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 
 

FI1 This charity website provides useful financial information. .86 

FI2 This charity website provides timely/up-to-date financial information. .77 

FI3 This charity website provides reliable financial information. .88 

FI4 This charity website provides sufficient amount of financial information. .87 

Donation Assistance Information (Source: McKinney et al. 2002; Zo and Ramamurthy 2009) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 
 

DI1 
This charity website provides useful information to assist me in making money, time 

and resource donation. 
.89 

DI2 
This charity website provides timely and current information to assist me in making 

money, time and resource donation. 
.85 

DI3 
This charity website provides reliable information to assist me in making money, time 

and resource donation. 
.87 

DI4 
This charity website provides sufficient information to assist me in making money, 

time and resource donation. 
.89 

Information Content Quality (Source: Wells et al. 2011b) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “very low quality” and “very high quality” 
 

IQ1 
In sum, how would you rate the information content quality of the charity website 

you just now interacted with? 
.94 

IQ2 
All in all, I would rate the information content quality of the charity website that I just 

now interacted with as being 
.94 

IQ3 
How would you rate the overall information content quality of the charity website that 

you just now interacted with? 
.94 

Navigability (Source: McKnight et al. 2002) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 
 

NAV1 It is easy to find the information I wanted. .82 

NAV2 The structure and contents of this charity website are easy to understand. .91 

NAV3 
The organization of the contents of this charity website makes it easy for me to know 

where I am when navigating it. 
.90 

Download Speed (Source: Loiacono et al. 2007; Wells et al. 2011b) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 
 

DS1 
When I use this charity website, there is very little time between my actions and the 

website’s responses. 
.93 

DS2 The charity website loads fast. .93 

DS3 This charity website takes very little time to load. .94 
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Visual Aesthetics  (Source: Loiacono et al. 2007; Wells et al. 2011) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 
 

VA1 This charity website is visually pleasing. .96 

VA2 This charity website displays visually aesthetic/pleasing design. .95 

VA3 This charity website is visually appealing. .96 

Security (Source: Pavlou 2001; Wells et al. 2011b) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 
 

SEC1 
I am confident that the information I provide during my online interaction will not 

reach inappropriate parties during storage in this charity’s databases. 
.94 

SEC2 
I believe inappropriate parties cannot deliberately observe the information I provide 

during my online interaction at this charity. 
.91 

SEC3 
In my opinion, inappropriate parties will not collect and store the information I 

provide during my interaction with this charity website. 
.94 

System Quality (Source: Everard and Galletta 2005; Wells et al. 2011b) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “very low quality” and “very high quality” 
 

SQ1 
In sum, how would you rate the system quality of the charity website that you just 

now interacted with? 
.97 

SQ2 
All in all, I would rate the system quality of the charity website that I just now 

interacted with as being 
.95 

SQ3 
How would you rate the overall system quality of the charity website that you just 

now interacted with? 
.96 

Reputation (Source: Ray et al. 2011) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 
 

REP1 This charity website has a reputation for being honest. .92 

REP2 This charity website has a reputation being fair. .92 

REP3 This charity website is known to be dependable. .90 

REP4 This charity website has a reputation for being donor-oriented. .80 

REP5 This charity website has a good reputation. .90 

Attitude toward Donation to the Charity Website (Source: Ajzen 1991) 

Seven-point semantic scales 
 

For me, donating (money, time, resources) to this charity website is:  

AD1 (bad - good) .92 

AD2 (foolish - wise) .93 

AD3 (undesirable - good) .86 

Intention to Donate to the Charity Website (Source: Kim and Son 2009; Van Slyke et al. 

2006) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 

 

INT1 I intend to donate (money, time, resources) to this charity website. .95 

INT2 I predict that I will donate to this charity website. .95 

INT3 I am willing to donate to this charity website. .85 

Attitude toward Online Donation (Source: Ajzen 1991) 

Seven-point semantic scales 
 

For me, donating online to charities is:  

AOD1 (bad - good) .88 

AOD2 (foolish - wise) .90 

AOD3 (undesirable - good) .86 
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Web Skills (Source: Lee and Chang 2011) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 
 

WS1 I am very skilled at using the web. .90 

WS2 I know how to find what I want on the web. .84 

WS3 I know more about using the web than most people I know. .79 

Involvement with Child Relief and Development Issues 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 
 

INV1 
In general, I have strong interest in the issue of child relief and development (e.g., 

helping children in developing countries) 
.91 

INV2 The issue of child relief and development is very important to me. .97 

INV3 The issue of child relief and development matters a lot to me. .96 

Past Donation Behaviors  

Have you engaged in charitable giving to any charity organization(s) this past year? 

(Money, Time, Resources) 

Importance of Charity’s Reputation 

How important to you is the reputation of charity organizations? 

Risk Perception (Marker Variable) 

Seven-point scales anchored with “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” 

RP1 Compared to other individuals that I know, I am usually more willing to take on risky situations. 

RP2 
Compared to other individuals that I know, I am usually more willing to take on uncertain 

environments. 
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Appendix B2: Website Manipulations and Sample Screenshots 

 Low High 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
 C

o
n

te
n

t 
Q

u
al

it
y
 

M
is

si
o

n
 I

n
fo

rm
at

io
n
 

• Organization’s mission is presented. (59 

words) 

• Organization’s mission, vision, and values are 

presented. (257words) 

 

 

F
in

an
ci

al
 I

n
fo

rm
at

io
n
 

• A non-updated PDF file is presented via the 

Audited Financial Statement 2011 link.  

[Content in Audited Financial Statement 2011 

is same as that in 2013] 

• Three updated PDF files are presented via the 

Annual Report 2013, IRS Form 990 2012, and 

Audited Financial Statement 2013 links. 

  

D
o

n
at

io
n

 I
n

fo
rm

at
io

n
 

• Instructions on how to donate money online 

are presented. (45 words) 

• Detailed instructions on how to donate money 

(online and mail), time (online and onsite 

volunteering), and resources are presented. (270 

words) 

 

 

S
y

st
em

 Q
u

al
it

y
 

N
av

ig
ab

il
it

y
 

• Three donation links are separately placed. 

• Mission, financial, and donation assistant 

information are separately placed. 

• Three donation links are clustered together. 

• Mission, financial, and donation assistant 

information are clustered together. 

 

 
[High Navigability and High Visual Aesthetics] 

 
[High Navigability and Low Visual Aesthetics] 

D
o

w
n
lo

ad
 

S
p

ee
d
 • A 4-second waiting page is presented to 

access any page on the website. 

• No download delay is coded. 

 
N/A 
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  Low High 

S
y

st
em

 Q
u

al
it

y
 

V
is

u
al

 A
es

th
et

ic
s 

• Unattractive aesthetics in the design of the 

website.  

• Attractive aesthetic design in terms of fonts, 

colors, and pictures. 

 
 

S
ec

u
ri

ty
 

• Privacy policy is presented through the 

Privacy Policy link. 

• Very short privacy policy is presented (33 

words) 

• NO seal is present on the website. 

• Security and privacy policies are presented 

through the Security Alert and Privacy Policy 

links. 

• Detailed privacy policy is presented (510 

words). 

• FIVE security and privacy seals are present on 

the website. 

 
 

Privacy policy 

 

Privacy Policy 

 

Security Alert 

 

Image Source: SOS Children’s Villages UK (www.soschildrensvillages.org.uk); UNICEF UK 

(www.unicef.org.uk) 
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Invited Talks Kwak, D.-H. “The Elaborating Role of Personal Involvement with 

Charity Giving and Helper’s High on the Effects of Website Quality 

in Online Donation: Multiple Roles of Variables,” The Big Ten IS 

Symposium, University of Minnesota, MN, May 11, 2013. 

Kwak, D.-H., and Zhao, H. “Website Success for Nonprofit 

Organizations: A Web Mining Approach,” The Big Ten IS 

Symposium, Case Western Reserve University, OH, May 6, 2011. 

  

Awards / Honors Americas Conference on Information Systems (AMCIS) Doctoral 

Consortium (2013) 
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