


Preface

Together with fellow student Hanna Tiller, the writer of this thesis got in contact
with the fin-tech company Klarna. They wanted to examine the post-donation
experience and had two aspects in mind; transparency and community. This
thesis was written with a focus on transparency, and during the same period,
Hanna Tiller wrote a thesis focused on community. These were written in close
collaboration; interviews, brainstorming, creating and testing prototypes, and
processing results were performed together. Results connected to transparency
are presented here, while results connected to the community aspect are found
in the thesis How to establish a community feeling post-donation. A close col-
laboration resulted in a joint and quite extensive design proposal. Some of the
functions included in the design proposal are not motivated by this thesis but
rather the other, as they derive from results connected to the community aspect.
Reading both theses might give a better understanding of the results.
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Abstract

Donating to charity is a phenomenon found in cultures and religions worldwide.
Studies have examined how to attract donors, get them to engage, and even-
tually make a donation. But what happens after? The post-donation part of
the process is less explored and often lacking in transparency toward the donor;
where did the donation go, and how can the donors make sure it reaches the
intended beneficiaries?

This study investigated how post-donation transparency can enhance the user
experience of donating money by identifying the donor’s needs and desires post-
donation and fulfilling them in a design proposal. The Double Diamond model
of design and its four phases were chosen to achieve this. In the first two phases,
Discover and Define, the problem space was explored and defined through a lit-
erature study and initial interviews. The interview data was analyzed through
the Affinity Diagram method resulting in two ”How might we”-questions. The
needs and desires of users were also identified at this stage. A brainstorming
session based on the ”How might we”-questions initiated the following, and last
phases Develop and Deliver. Prototypes of different levels of fidelity were then
created and tested on both users and experts before finally landing in a design
proposal.

Results showed that the elements added for creating post-donation transparency
were appreciated by users and experts alike. A high score from a UMUX-LITE
usability test suggested that the prototype was usable, elements in the proto-
type were pointed out for achieving transparency, and all participants expressed
positive feelings after using the prototype. Therefore, the prototype was con-
cluded to have achieved post-donation transparency within the frames of this
study.

Further studies are recommended as the final prototype was never tested on
users. The hope is that more tests would give a better understanding of how
user needs and desires could be achieved post-donation.
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Sammanfattning

Att donera till välgörenhet är ett fenomen som hittas i kulturer och religioner
över hela världen. Studier har undersökt hur man kan rekrytera donatorer, f̊a
dem att engagera sig och s̊a småningom göra en donation. Men vad händer sen?
Tiden efter donation är mindre utforskad och saknar ofta transparens gentemot
givaren; vart tog donationen vägen och hur kan givarna ta reda p̊a om pengarna
n̊ar fram?

Denna studie har undersökt hur transparens i processen efter genomförd dona-
tion kan förbättra användarupplevelsen av att donera pengar genom att iden-
tifiera givares behov och önskem̊al och uppfylla dem i ett designförslag. Meto-
den Double Diamond med dess fyra faser valdes för att uppn̊a detta. I de tv̊a
första faserna Discover och Define utforskades och definierades problemomr̊adet
genom en litteraturstudie och intervjuer. Intervjudatan analyserades med Affin-
ity Diagram-metoden vilket slutligen landade i tv̊a ”How might we”-fr̊agor.
Användarnas behov och önskem̊al identifierades ocks̊a i det här stadiet. En
brainstorming-session baserad p̊a ”How might we”-fr̊agorna initierade de tv̊a
sista faserna Develop och Deliver. Prototyper med olika detaljniv̊a skapades
sedan och testades p̊a b̊ade användare och experter innan ett designförslag slut-
ligen kunde tas fram.

Resultaten visade att de element som adderats för att skapa transparens efter
donation uppskattades av b̊ade användare och experter. En hög poäng fr̊an
ett UMUX-LITE användbarhetstest antydde att prototypen var användbar, el-
ement i prototypen pekades ut för att inge en känsla av transparens och alla
deltagare uttryckte positiva känslor efter att ha använt prototypen. Därför
ans̊ags prototypen att ha uppn̊att transparens efter genomförd donation inom
ramarna för denna studie.

Ytterligare studier bör genomföras d̊a den slutliga prototypen aldrig testades
p̊a användare. Förhoppningarna är att fler tester skulle ge en bättre först̊aelse
för hur användarnas behov och önskem̊al skulle kunna förverkligas i processen
efter en genomförd donation.
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1 Introduction

Through the act of donation, people have the power to make a change in the
world. Donations can be used to put a child through school, provide food and
shelter for people fleeing from war, and clean the ocean from plastic. Donating
money is a phenomenon found across the globe as it is a part of both cultures and
religions [1]. In 2017, 1.4 billion people worldwide donated money to non-profit
organizations [2]. A total of 281.86 billion dollars were donated by Americans
that same year.

In this digital age, many organizations operate online [2]. It allows people to
donate to organizations located anywhere in the world while enabling charities
to build relationships with donors, inviting them to two-way communication
through online channels [3]. Over the past three years, online giving has in-
creased by close to 42 percent [4], which indicates that online donation solutions
are in demand.

The most widely explored parts of the donation process seem to be before and
during a donation. Studies have examined how to attract donors, get them to
engage, and eventually decide to donate [5, 6, 7]. But what happens after the
donation is complete? The post-donation part of the process is less explored.
Organizations can present data about the total amount of donated money and
its positive effects. They can also send standardized emails thanking the donor
for the gift or asking for more donations [8]. However, an individual’s donation
history is not part of this data. It is often impossible to determine how their
donation contributed to the chosen cause or whether the money reached the
beneficiaries.

When donating, people place their trust in the organization and their work [6],
believing that the money will go to the intended thing. Transparency can be
applied to the donation process to show donors how their donations made a
difference. A lack of transparency means less insight into the organizational
work, resulting in a greater risk of monetary misuse and a decline in the trust
donors feel for charities [6]. Transparency is increasingly in demand by the
public [9], and if the demand is not met, it could negatively affect a user’s
post-donation experience.

1.1 Problem description

The fintech company Klarna is offering Swedish users the option to donate
money to charities through their platform. However, a problem was identified
within the donation process. After a donation has been made, users never get
updates on how their money was used. This lack of feedback could negatively
affect a user’s donation experience and willingness to donate. Providing a trans-
parent post-donation experience with the user in focus is one way of addressing
this problem.
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1.2 Objective

This master thesis investigates how post-donation transparency can enhance
the user experience of donating money. It will be done by identifying the users’
needs and desires post-donation and fulfilling them in a design proposal. The
research questions that this thesis aims to answer are listed below.

• What are users interested in seeing post-donation to achieve a feeling of
transparency?

• How can the needs and desires of users be realized and fulfilled in a design
proposal?

1.3 Limitations

The design proposal will be presented as a clickable high-fidelity prototype. It
will contain the function of donating but with a focus on the post-donation
process. The result will serve as a suggestion to Klarna on how to approach the
overlooked post-donation phase in the donation process. It should fit into the
Klarna ecosystem and be in the form of a mini-application, which means that
an icon on the first page of the Klarna mobile application could direct the user
to this feature. Furthermore, donors from both Sweden and the United States
will be included in this study, according to wishes made by the host company.

1.4 Klarna

The fintech company Klarna is the host company of this master thesis. Klarna
was founded in 2005 with the goal of making online shopping easier for con-
sumers. With 90 million active users today across 17 countries [10], they are a
leading service for payments and shopping.

Klarna’s planet health initiative Give One1 is their starting point for fighting
climate change. Give One lets consumers track their carbon footprint within
the Klarna application [11]. Today, thanks to Give One, Swedish users have the
option to donate money to causes and projects working against climate change
on the Klarna checkout confirmation screen.

1Give One www.giveone.com
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2 Theoretical framework

In this section, the relevant theory will be presented. This includes, but is not
limited to, online donations, transparency, and the design process used in this
thesis.

2.1 Online donations

Donations can be made through charitable organizations, a part of the non-
profit sector [12]. While such organizations can receive both government and
company funding, donations from individuals are a prominent source of income
[13]. People can donate money in a way that suits them, and today, many or-
ganizations accept online donations. Looking at non-profits, a broader concept
that includes charitable organizations, 67 percent provided this option in 2018
[2].

Besides making the donation process accessible and cheap [14], the internet
makes it possible to provide donors with information [8]. Donors control when
and how they access information when using the internet as it is always available.
Providing the sought-after information is a way of reaping the benefits of the
internet while being of value to a donor. Hart, Greenfield, and Johnston [3]
believe that fundraising can be done successfully online and lists four categories
that could create value for a donor:

• Provide information about the work an organization does

• Make it easy and fast to donate

• Help donors spread information about an organization through online tools

• Manage online channels and inform about accountability

In addition to the internet being a channel of information, organizations have
the opportunity to create two-way communication with donors, allowing donors
to interact with organizations rather than just passively receiving information.
However, organizations do not always use this possibility. Instead, it is common
to use the internet as a one-way communication channel only, providing infor-
mation without either opening up for conversations with donors [15] or using
the platform to engage people [16]. In this case, organizations have an internet
presence but are not reaping its full benefits. Being present might not be enough
to see a positive effect on donations [16]. If an organization manages to create
an online relationship with a donor, it is also vital to cultivate it [3]. Reddick
and Ponomariov [16] explains that this relationship affects a donor’s choice to
give money and that a good relationship makes it more likely that they will
donate. Furthermore, satisfied donors tend to become recurring donors [17].
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2.2 Transparency in the non-profit sector

Ball [9] has examined the word transparency in literary sources and finds that
transparency has three meanings. Transparency can be a public value against
corruption. It can also entail an openness regarding decisions made by govern-
ments and non-profit organizations. Lastly, it can be a way of achieving sound
management of instances such as organizations and nations. The last two mean-
ings connect transparency to the non-profit sector; openness in decision-making
results in transparent organizations as information is accessible to the public,
and organizations making transparency a natural but complex part of good
management. Ball [9] concludes that these identified meanings of the word
transparency play a part in how organizations conduct their work and create
policies to follow. The author explains that transparency is increasingly in de-
mand, both legally and by the public.

In the context of charity, a subgroup of non-profit organizations, transparency
can be defined as making information about an organization public [18], infor-
mation related to processes, structures, activities, and how the money moves
through the organization. However, it might not be enough to make the infor-
mation public. If the information is not stimulating or accessible, donors tend
not to care about financial reports from organizations [6]. A study performed
on charitable organizations in Saudi Arabia concludes this and claims that even
though donors acknowledge financial information to be meaningful, they do not
engage with it [6]. Providing high-quality information about an organization’s
finances, and getting donors to engage with it, is a way of helping donors take
control over their donated money as they can identify any suspicious expenses
made by an organization [19]. High-quality information can, in this context, be
defined as information perceived as ”accurate, reliable, and objective” [20].

Another aspect of transparency is the efficiency of how organizations spend
money donors have entrusted to them and how information regarding this is
made available to donors. Research indicates that this kind of transparency
is weak, at least in larger U.K.-based charities [18], both in how and to what
extent the information is made available. This study conducted by Hyndman
and McConville [18] included charities operating in the U.K., but it is possible
that this lack of transparency extends to other countries as well.

Being transparent toward the public is a balancing act; reporting on organiza-
tional expenses requires resources that could negatively affect work efficiency
[21]. Collecting and making information available to the public takes time and,
therefore, costs money [18]. Furthermore, some information is not suitable for
the public eye, and the risk of information misinterpretation exists. In some
countries, larger charity organizations are required to make some information
public [18]. However, the issues mentioned above might make them reluctant to
put more effort into working with transparency beyond what is their obligation.

11



When people choose to donate to a charitable organization, they place their trust
in them and their work [6], believing that the money reaches the beneficiaries.
A lack of transparency entails a greater risk of monetary misuse, which could
affect a donor’s trust in the charity and their willingness to donate [6]. Generally,
people feel trust towards the charity sector [22]. Still, charitable organizations
should continue to work with transparency, building relationships and informing
how they work and how donations are used. These elements could heighten a
donor’s trust in an organization [6], making it more likely that they will carry
out a donation.

2.3 Donation cultures in Sweden and the United States

The donation culture differs between countries. Sweden and the United States
are two countries where the history and culture of monetary donations vary. In
Sweden, charitable actions have historically been seen as morally questionable
[23]. The idea was that it was based on inequality; people were dependent on
demeaning charity from the upper class. As a response to this, taxes are to-
day used for financing social rights to a high degree in Sweden, removing this
inequality between givers and beneficiaries. The lack of philanthropy stands
out compared to other Western countries, and this financial construction could
play a part in the absence of philanthropic traditions in Sweden [23]. When
comparing to the U.S., one significant difference is the view on private social
services and how they in the U.S. serve as an alternative to those driven by
the state [23]. In the U.S., charities and non-profit organizations have histori-
cally been legally favored over other organizations, resulting in a different social
services model in the country [23]. The tax deduction laws are an example of
this where donors can claim a tax deduction for their contribution to charity [1].

The connection between religion and philanthropy in the two countries also dif-
fers. Religion appears to greatly motivate Americans to give back to society
through monetary donations or volunteering [1]. Furthermore, religious institu-
tions are both the most common receivers of donations and at the forefront of
raising money for other causes. In Sweden, however, few organizations consider
themselves religious. A study performed in 2019 shows that only 11 percent of
donations to members of Giva Sverige2, an association that collects non-profit
organizations and works for safe charitable giving, went to religious organiza-
tions [24].

2.4 Donations in age groups

Studies show that age seems to affect donation behavior. The majority of peo-
ple belonging to the older generations, meaning people born before 1965 [25],
donate to charity [2]. They are slower adaptors to new technology and pre-
fer giving through e-mail, direct mail, or voice calls rather than online tools

2Giva Sverige https://www.givasverige.se/
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such as websites and social media. On the other hand, the younger generations
have grown up with technology as part of their lives. Millennials, people born
between 1981 and 1996 [25], are active phone users, and they often use it for
donations, both through social media, websites, and text messages [2]. Much
like Millennials, the even younger generation Gen Z, people born between 1997
and 2012 [25], also use social media. They prefer it over e-mails, calls, or texts
as it is more visual [26], and they get inspired to donate through it. Charities
struggle to keep up with the internet habits of younger people [27]. As they are
still young, their role in donations is yet to be discovered. Dean [27] suggests
that charitable organizations could target potential donors from a younger age
group as they often do not have personal preferences for giving, creating sus-
tainable donation habits from a young age.

The younger generations that grew up with technology have been told all their
lives to be wary of information and messages found on the internet [27]. They are
skeptical and on the lookout for manipulation attempts. Dean [27] states that
this needs to be taken into consideration when targeting the younger generations
of donors; charities should not give them more reason to be skeptical. Being
authentic in messages is one way of reaching this group.

2.5 Design thinking

Norman claims that ”designers are trained to discover the real problem” [28]. He
means that before trying to solve a problem, designers need to make sure that
it is the correct problem to solve. They should not start ideating solutions but
rather expand their knowledge of the problem to find the correct one to solve.
Only then is it reasonable to start thinking about possible solutions, iterating
until a proposal can be made. Norman calls this process design thinking [28].
Two tools often included in design thinking are the Double Diamond model of
design and Human-Centered Design.

2.5.1 Double Diamond model of design

The Double Diamond model of design was introduced in 2005 by the British
Design Council [28]. It consists of diverging and converging in two phases; find-
ing the right problem (problem space) and finding the right solution (solution
space). This model of design is illustrated in Figure 2.1. It is summed up in
four stages, which can be explained as the following [29, 30]:

Discover: In this first diverging stage, the goal is to explore and understand
the problem by collecting and analyzing information. This can be done through
different tools such as interviews, observations, and exploring existing resources.
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Figure 2.1: The Double Diamond model of design, based on Norman [28].

Define: After gaining an understanding of the problem, it is time to converge
towards a final problem definition which will be used as a basis for the following
stage. Root-cause analysis, The 5 Whys, and Affinity diagrams are all valuable
tools in this stage.

Develop: This is the first step toward finding the right solution to the now
defined problem. Prototypes are helpful as a way to explore and test possible
solutions. Personas can also be helpful, allowing the end-user to be considered
throughout this stage.

Deliver: The possible solutions are in this stage tested, rejected, redefined, and
improved as a way to converge towards a final solution to be delivered.

2.5.2 Human-Centered Design

Norman explains that the Human-Centered Design process (HCD) occurs within
the Double Diamond [28]. It is applicable when trying to solve a problem while
making sure that people with needs and capabilities are taken into consideration
[28]. The end product should be easy to understand and use, and the experi-
ence of using it should be enjoyable. HCD consists of four iterative activities,
where the ideas get closer to a solution with each iteration. All activities can
be applied in both phases of the Double Diamond design process and can be
explained as the following [28]:
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Observation: The purpose is to understand both the problem and the goals
and desires of the intended user through observations. This activity can also be
called design research and is useful when trying to find both the right problem
and the appropriate solution.

Idea generation: Idea generation allows designers to be creative and is great
for generating lots of potential solutions. It can also be of value when defining
the problem.

Prototyping: Prototyping is a way of visualizing ideas in order to test them.
In the first diamond of the design process, prototypes are helpful for under-
standing the problem. In the second diamond, the solution phase, prototyping
is a way of realizing potential solutions.

Testing: The testing of prototypes should be performed on people who corre-
spond closely to the target user. They should be carried out similarly to how the
product will be used. Five people are said to be enough to find the most critical
usability issues. After this, the solution should be iterated based on the findings.
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3 Method

The study was conducted using Design Thinking according to the definition by
Norman [28], together with the Double Diamond model of design [28] and its
four phases, explained in section 2.5.1 Double Diamond model of design. The
design process for this thesis is illustrated in Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1: The design process for this thesis, based on Norman’s Double Dia-
mond model of design [28].

3.1 Target group

Donors from two countries, the United States and Sweden, were included in
this study, according to instructions from the host company Klarna. Swedish
consumers can donate online through Klarna, and soon they want to offer this
option to the U.S. audience as well. The donation cultures in these countries
are different, as explained in section 2.1.6. Donation cultures in Sweden and
the United States, so examining both could give valuable insights for the final
design proposal.

An age group was also chosen based on findings in the literature study, and
more specifically the section 2.1.7 Donations in age groups. People between the
ages of 18 to 35, also called Millennials and Gen-Z, were chosen for the target
group. 18 was set as the lower limit as this is the age limit for using the Klarna
application.
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3.2 Discover

The purpose of this first diverging stage of the Double Diamond model of design
was to gain more knowledge about the problem space. A literature study was
conducted, together with interviews with donors from Sweden and the United
States.

3.2.1 Literature study

The first step of the Discover phase was a literature study, where previous re-
search was reviewed together with relevant data, books, and articles. A critical
approach toward information was important and a reason for using credible
sources of information. In this case, the Ume̊a University Library Database3

and Google Scholar4 were deemed credible. Common search words used in
different combinations as a way of finding relevant information were ”dona-
tions”; ”charitable organizations”; ”transparency”; ”trust”; and ”online”. In
some cases, websites were used to find relevant information, but only if they
appeared credible.

3.2.2 Initial interviews

Interviews were conducted to understand the donors’ previous donation expe-
riences and map what they are currently missing in the process. It is a part of
understanding the problem to be solved. Following a semi-structured format,
all participants were asked the same base questions, and depending on the an-
swers, questions were added as needed. This approach is suitable for when the
problem space is not known [31]. A semi-structured interview is versatile as it
allows for addressing the relevant topic, in this case, the donation process, while
participants can bring forth new perspectives to the study [32].

The questions were created together with an interview script. Open-ended ques-
tions were used to a vast extent as they do not impose restraints on the answer,
allowing the participant to respond freely [31]. The interviews were conducted
in the participants native language, and therefore, the questions were created in
both Swedish and English. The English version of all questions are presented in
Appendix A. A pilot study was performed, after which questions were reviewed
and altered as needed to create a nice flow through the interview.

Due to geographical differences, all interviews were conducted and recorded
through the video conference tools Zoom5 and Google Meet6. After the inter-
views, the recordings were transcribed and deleted. The interviews conducted
in Swedish were translated into English. In three cases, the recordings were
not appropriately saved due to technical difficulties. However, notes were taken

3Umu Library https://www.umu.se/bibliotek/
4Google Scholar https://scholar.google.com/
5Zoom https://zoom.us/
6Google Meet https://meet.google.com/
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Table 1: Demographics of participants from initial interviews.

during all interviews, and in the cases of the unsaved recordings, these notes
were used as interview data instead.

There are platforms available where people get paid to participate in studies
or interviews. TestingTime7, one of these platforms, was used to recruit par-
ticipants for this interview. As a result, all participants were unknown to the
interview conductor. Screening questions were used to find participants coher-
ent with the target group. Ten people were recruited for the interview, five
from Sweden and five from the United States. However, only seven people were
interviewed as one canceled and two did not turn up. All but one were women,
and the ages ranged from 22 to 34, as seen in Table 1.

3.3 Define

After collecting data about donations, the problem was framed in this second,
converging stage of the Double Diamond. An Affinity Diagram was used to
analyze the data, and the ”How might we”-method was used to turn the problem
into opportunities for design.

3.3.1 Affinity Diagram

The Affinity Diagram method, commonly used to make sense of information
[33], was applied to the interview data. By writing phrases from the inter-
views on digital post-its on the online platform Miro8, it was possible to cluster

7TestingTime www.testingtime.com
8Miro https://miro.com/index/
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them based on common themes. This clustering was done to highlight problems
and get insights from the data, a step towards identifying what the donors are
missing post-donation.

3.3.2 ”How might we”

A ”How might we”-session was conducted, explained by IDEO as a way of
turning the found problem space into design opportunities [34]. Reformulating
problems and insights from the Affinity Diagram to ”How might we”-questions
gave a solid foundation for the brainstorming. Many questions were created in
this session, and too broad questions were excluded [34]. The exercise lasted for
60 minutes, and only two questions made it to the Brainstorm session.

3.4 Develop

After converging on a problem space, the third diverging develop stage consisted
of a Brainstorm session where lots of ideas were generated.

3.4.1 Brainstorm session

A Brainstorm session was performed where ideas were generated around each
”How might we”-question. A Brainstorm is a way to explore many ideas without
being limited by feasibility [35], and being open and creative helps when trying
to generate as many ideas as possible. A timer was set to 10 minutes for each
”How might we”-question.

3.5 Deliver

In this final stage of the Double Diamond, ideas from the Brainstorm session
were translated into prototypes. Building prototypes of potential solutions is a
way of visualizing ideas so that they can be tested, and iterating on solutions is of
value when refining and enhancing a concept; it is a part of the Human-Centered
Design process [28]. The prototypes passed through several phases of fidelity,
Low, Middle, and High, and were tested in each phase, either with an expert
evaluation or user tests. The prototypes were improved in several iterations
based on results from testing, diverging towards a final design proposal.

3.5.1 Lo-Fi prototypes

Ideas from the brainstorming were realized in a Lo-Fi prototype. A draft of
a user flow was also created. Pen and paper were used for the first version
of the Lo-Fi prototype, and it was then transferred to the online prototyping
tool Figma9. Multiple versions of each screen were created, discussed with the
collaboration partner, and then evaluated.

9Figma https://www.figma.com/

19



3.5.2 Heuristic evaluation of Lo-Fi

A heuristic evaluation was performed on the first Lo-Fi prototype with two
experts within the area of User Experience. In this method, a user interface is
tested against predetermined heuristics, or rules of thumb, to find problems in
usability and design [36]. A heuristic evaluation is a cheap method of testing
usability and a great complement to other types of testing. Heuristics that
fit this particular test and prototype were selected from heuristics created by
Benyon [37] and are presented below. The last one was added based on the
overall functions of the prototype to address the relevant aspects of transparency.
As the prototype was not clickable at this stage, a discussion approach was
taken where all versions of each screen were discussed in accordance with the
heuristics:

• Visibility - available functions are visible to the user

• Consistency - design is consistent

• Familiarity - symbols and language are known to the user

• Affordance - things are designed to have a clear area of usage

• Navigation - the user can move around the prototype

• Control - it is clear who is in control

• Transparency - the user can track donations and find information on or-
ganizations

Results from the heuristic evaluation were analyzed. Functions from the mul-
tiple versions of screens were combined into a second Lo-Fi prototype, and
corrections were made according to the evaluation results.

3.5.3 Mid-Fi prototype

Norman describes that a prototype becomes more finished with each iteration
[28]. In this iteration, the second Lo-Fi prototype was translated into a clickable
Mid-Fi version, in a step toward the final design proposal. The user flow was also
updated to cohere to the changes made. The prototype was created with more
graphical details but no colors, as the focus still was on function rather than
looks. Modifications were made to the prototype in smaller iterations based on
results from pilot testing.

3.5.4 User testing of Mid-Fi

The Mid-Fi prototype was tested on potential users within the target group.
They were recruited through word of mouth, where people known by the con-
ductor of the tests were asked to recruit people unknown to the conductor. As
a result of this, five users test were carried out. According to Norman [28] and
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Nielsen [38], testing five users is enough to find most usability problems. The
recruited users were in the age span of 21 to 31, and all had varying occupations.
All were from Sweden; three were men, and two were women.

The tests were conducted and recorded over Zoom due to geographical dis-
tances. Both voice, camera, and screen were recorded, and the conductor could
see the user’s screen throughout the test. Formative and summative tests were
combined as they give different kinds of data, according to Lazar, Feng, and
Hochheiser [31]. Formative tests give more qualitative data, while summative
tests give quantitative data. The users were asked to perform tasks within the
clickable prototype while thinking aloud. This part counted as the formative
test as it provided qualitative data in the form of comments from users and ob-
servations of user behavior. After the user performed all tasks, an interview was
conducted, which provided more qualitative data. As for the summative tests,
the task completion rate was noted. A final survey was also performed as part of
the summative test, consisting of two statements to which the user answered on
a 7-point Likert scale, according to the usability measurement method UMUX-
Lite which is explained in more detail below.

Pilot study
Three pilot studies were conducted before the actual tests took place. These
resulted in changes in the prototype and in the test itself.

Tasks
Each test consisted of four tasks for the user to perform. The tasks were the
following, here translated from Swedish into English:

• You have used this application before. Now you want to find out what
has happened in the organizations you follow since the last time you used
it.

• You have decided to give money to a charitable organization through this
application but have not decided on which. You now want to find out
what kind of organizations there is and find one to donate to.

• You are wondering what happened with a donation that you did a couple
of weeks ago and want to find more information.

• Visit the two groups you have joined, read what the group members have
written, and like a post.

Interview
An interview was conducted after the tasks had been performed. The questions
in the interview had two focus areas; general questions about the prototype and
the experience of using it and questions about perceived transparency. They
are found in Appendix B.
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Survey
Finally, the user test was concluded with a short survey created with Google
Forms. The survey consisted of two statements following the short version of
the Usability Metric for User Experience, UMUX-LITE, which is a method
for measuring perceived usability [39]. The statements were ”1.This system’s
capabilities meet my requirements.” and ”2.This system is easy to use.”, both
with a positive tone. The users were presented with a 7-point Likert scale for
each statement, from Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly agree (7). The results
were calculated with a linear regression formula, found in Equation 1 [39], where
each item represents the scores given by the user on the two statements. This
regression formula allows for comparing the scores to the more commonly used
System Usability Scale (SUS). A mean SUS score is said to be 68 [40], and a
score above 80.3 means put the score in the top ten percent of common scores.
The calculation was done on the scores from each test, after which a mean value
was calculated.

UMUX-LITESUS = 0.65((Item1 + Item2 − 2)(100/12)) + 22.9 (1)

Analyzing the data
After all user tests were conducted, the formative and summative results were
handled accordingly and analyzed. The recordings from the formative tests, i.e.,
performing tasks and the interviews, were transcribed and then deleted. All
answers were documented on post-its in the online platform Miro10, and they
were grouped after what screen in the prototype the comment was referring to.
According to the findings, a to-do list was created for each screen, including
potential changes on the prototype, prioritized from most to least prominent.
As for the summative results, the task completion rate was noted, as mentioned
above. Furthermore, the mean UMUX-LITE score was calculated using the
linear regression model.

3.5.5 Hi-Fi prototype

The to-do list for each screen, a result of the Mid-Fi user testing, was the starting
point for creating the Hi-Fi prototype. In this final iteration, the prototype was
created with details and colors. One limitation given by the host company
was that it should be a mini-application within the Klarna ecosystem, so much
inspiration was taken from the current design of the application in order to
make this feature cohere with the existing application. Some design elements
were also received from the host company, and a discussion took place regarding
the design guidelines in use. Several minor iterations were carried out where
changes were made in discussion with the host company. The Hi-Fi prototype
was then evaluated.

10Miro https://miro.com/index/
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3.5.6 Expert review of Hi-Fi

The prototype was evaluated with an expert review which is a form of usability
inspection method where a UX expert reviews, in this case, a prototype in
search of usability issues [41]. The expert was recruited from the host company.
A template was created on Miro for the expert to follow when performing the
review. All screens were presented, and the expert was to perform the following
steps for each one, according to the Nielsen Norman Group [41]:

• List usability strengths: a list of strengths together with an explanation
for each.

• List of usability problems: a list of problems together with an expla-
nation for each as to why it is a problem.

• Severity rating: a rating of the severity for each problem (low-
medium-high) to help prioritize the changes to be made.

• Recommendation: a recommendation for addressing the usability
problem.

In addition, the expert was asked to analyze all screens and their content in
relation to the words affordance, navigation, contrast, and transparency.

3.5.7 Design proposal

A design proposal was created as a final step in this master thesis. All screens
from the Hi-Fi prototype were included, and the motivation behind them and
their functions. It was delivered to the host company, together with the re-
sults from the Expert review showing possible steps to take when continuing to
develop the idea.
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4 Results

Results from all phases of the design process are presented in this section, in-
cluding prototypes from all stages of fidelity. A few selected screens are shown
to illustrate the design of the Lo-Fi and Mid-Fi prototypes, highlighting the
changes made in each iteration. In the design proposal, the prototype is pre-
sented in its entirety, including all screens and their functions.

4.1 Initial interviews

Data collected through the initial donor interviews concerning previous donation
and post-donation experiences, together with what they are currently missing
in the process, is presented in this section. Processing the data with the Affinity
Diagram method resulted in a hierarchy of themes on several levels. In the lower
levels, quotes from users valuable for finding problems and getting insights can
be viewed. This is found in full in Appendix C. The themes highest in the hier-
archy were Previous donations, Updates from organizations, and Transparency.

4.1.1 Previous donations

Results from the interviews connected to the more general theme Previous do-
nations are presented below.

How participants donate: They generally appreciate donating online or via
card compared to cash donations and express that it has become easy to donate.

Motives for donating: The participants donate for different reasons; they
feel it is an important cause, they feel privileged, they feel good afterward, they
have the financial possibility, or because they are influenced by other people
through social media.

Frequency of donating: The donation frequency ranges from monthly givers
to participants donating once every two years. Two participants that are not
currently monthly givers express a desire to become one.

4.1.2 Updates from organizations

Results from the interviews connected to the more general theme Updates from
organizations are presented below.

Today: Participants receive various forms of information from organizations
to which they are donating money or have donated before. The frequency of
such updates varies throughout the group, and one participant mentions that
the number of updates depends on the organization’s resources. The type of
updates received also varies. ”Thank you”-letters, newsletters, and requests for
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money are mentioned by participants as ways organizations communicate infor-
mation to donors.

What participants want: Participants like getting updates from organiza-
tions. They want them to be regular and to contain lots of information. At the
same time, they do not engage closely with them. Furthermore, they do not
like getting emails.

4.1.3 Transparency

Participants mention not knowing what happens to their donated money and
that this is problematic. One expresses a fear of the money going into the
owner’s pocket rather than the intended cause. Several participants mention
not seeing the instant effect of the donation and that they miss transparency
from the organization. Two mentions that they have donated despite a lack
of transparency, and one participant adds that this mainly applies to causes
requiring instant donations.

4.1.4 Main problems and insights

The insights and problems defined are summarized from the lower parts of the
Affinity Diagram hierarchy found in Appendix C. They connect to the main
themes mentioned above but are more specific. Problems and insights are pre-
sented below. Problems can be viewed as a definition of the problem space and
insights as an identification of users needs and desires post-donation.

Problems:

• Participants cannot see the effect of a donation

• Participants do not know what happens to their donated money

• Participants are afraid that the money does not go to the intended cause

• Participants miss transparency

• The frequency of updates varies a lot

• Participants sometimes get no feedback from organizations

Insights:

• Participants can donate despite a lack of transparency

• Participants want to see where the money goes

• Participants do not engage with updates from organizations

• Participants do not like getting emails

• Participants enjoy getting updates from organizations

25



• Participants want to get lots of information from organizations

• Participants want to get information from organizations regularly

• Participants like to donate anonymously

• Participants prefer donating via card or online, not in cash

• Participants want to see an overview/statistics/pictures of donations and
how they were used

4.2 ”How Might We”

The insights and problems were reformulated into ”How Might We”-questions.
Several were created, but only two were chosen that were specific and yet con-
nected to the previously defined problem space. These two are presented in
Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1: The final ”How Might We”-questions used for the next phase

4.3 Brainstorm

A Brainstorm was conducted with the ”How Might We”-question as a starting
point. The results can be found in Figure 4.2. They were used as an inspiration
for the initial Lo-Fi prototype. The most relevant and influential ideas connected
to the question ”How might we get users to engage with updates/information
from organizations?” were to present information based on user activity, to use
push notifications, to show updates in real-time in the form of stories, to present
fun statistics, to let users like and share information, to give users a voice in
the application through comments, and to present a general overview while still
allowing the more interested users dive deeper into the information. As for the
ideas connected to the question ”How might we increase transparency?”, the
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most relevant ideas were to show statistics over both individual and collective
donations, to show users how their donated money was used, to show infor-
mation about organizations (number of volunteers/employees, areas of work,
locations of work), to give updates in real-time on a donations journey toward
the recipient, to show pictures and videos, and to include a map over where the
money ends up and is used.

Figure 4.2: Result from brainstorm. Blue boxes represent the ”How might
we”-questions which were topics of the brainstorm, pink boxes represent ideas
generated in the brainstorm.
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4.4 Lo-Fi prototypes

The initial user flow created at this stage is shown in Figure 4.3. Some screens
have strong connections to the results presented in previous sections, and some
are added to create a complete mini-application. All screens are described in
more detail below and motivated by problems and insights found in the initial
interview when possible.

Figure 4.3: Initial user flow.

First page: The first page a user sees when entering the mini-application. Up-
dates from organizations and other users are represented as posts in a feed and
stories. It is possible to like, comment, and donate in connection to a post.
There is a donate button fixed at the bottom. It also contains navigation to
most screens. The purpose of this screen was to allow organizations to give
the user updates in a fun and interactive way. In this way, users can deter-
mine when they want to read updates. It answers the following problems and
insights found during the initial interview: ”The frequency of updates varies a
lot.”, ”Participants sometimes get no feedback from organizations”, ”Partici-
pants do not engage with updates from organizations”, ”Participants do not like
getting emails”, ”Participants want to get lots of information from organiza-
tions”, and ”Participants want to get information from organizations regularly”.

One post: A user can open a post from an organization or another user to
view more information. In other words, interested users can choose to read
more information. The function is motivated by the insight ”Participants want
to get lots of information from organizations”.
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My donations: This screen represents the user’s donation profile. Users can
see previous donations, donation patterns, an interactive world map of donation
usage, groups, and goals. Previous donations also include a label of whether the
donation is processing, transferred, or used by the organization. A user can also
see what they have previously shared with other users. The screen connects to
the following insights and problems: ”Participants do not know what happens
to their donated money”, ”Participants are afraid that the money does not go
to the intended thing”, ”Participants miss transparency”, ”Participants want to
see where the money goes”, and ”Participants want to see an overview of their
donations” .

Donation tracker: This screen helps users track how, where, and when the
organization used their donations. A user can also see information about their
donation behavior and how much money they have given in total. An inter-
active map is also included, where users can see where their donated money
was used in the world. The screen answers the following problems and insights
found during the initial interview: ”Participants do not know what happens to
their donated money”, ”Participants are afraid that the money does not go to
the intended thing”, ”Participants miss transparency”, and ”Participants want
to see where the money goes”

One organization: A user can find information about an organization, such
as how much money they have collected in total, the posts they have made, and
their current goals. The user can see how much the organization has collected
through the application and a donation feed over donations. When scrolling to
the bottom of the page, the organization’s website opens automatically. The
screen is motivated by the following insights and problems: ”Participants want
to get information from organizations regularly” and ”Participants want to see
an overview/statistics/pictures of donations and how they were used”.

One donation: A user can open a previous donation and find the amount of
money donated, the date it was made, and to what organization. If the orga-
nization has used a donation, users can see what it was used for and in what
region. Information regarding the organization is included, and again, the or-
ganization’s website is linked at the bottom of the screen. It answers to these
problems and insights found during the initial interview: ”Participants cannot
see the effect of a donation”, ”Participants do not know what happens to their
donated money”, ”Participants are afraid that the money does not go to the
intended thing”, ”Participants miss transparency”, and ”Participants want to
see where the money goes”

One group: Groups make it possible for users to donate toward a specific pur-
pose and can be created by both users and organizations. A user can join a
group, view information about it, and donate to it. They can also read, write,
comment, and like posts.
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One goal: A goal can be created when a set amount of money is needed for
some cause. Organizations create goals, and all users can donate to a goal. A
user can follow the progress, donate, and read and interact with updates made
by the organization.

Donation page: The user can donate money to an organization of their choice.
They have the option to do so anonymously or with their name visible.

Thanks: A screen thanking the donor for their donation. The user can share
their impact (donation), track their donation, or go back.

Share: A user can share their donations and thoughts with other users.

Explore: A user can explore organizations, goals, and groups, divided into cat-
egories such as popular and local.

Several versions were created of each screen to explore the design possibilities.
An example is shown in Figure 4.4 where three versions of the First page can
be viewed.

4.4.1 Heuristic evaluation

The evaluation resulted in several insights. The result was used to select which
functions to include in the second Lo-Fi prototype and which to remove. The
overall idea was encouraged by the evaluators. The purpose of each screen
was interpreted as intended. Multiple functions were pointed out as enjoyable;
groups, information about when a donation has been used by the organization,
the donation feed, and the option to donate anonymously. The First page was
equated with Facebook and Instagram, which the evaluators appreciated as the
functions are most likely recognizable to the target group. The most prominent
problem with the prototype was that the screens My donation and Donation
tracker were too similar in both content and purpose. Furthermore, the evalu-
ators thought it hard to find how the money donated to a group was to be used
as it was not clear in all cases that they would be donated to an organization.
Finally, the evaluators mentioned that only organizations, not users, should be
able to write posts in the feed on the First page. They thought that it might be
hard to present relevant posts’ in the feed if users could create content, and also
that it might be necessary to have control over what posts to publish in that case.

Connected to the transparency heuristic, the evaluators appreciated being able
to see how and to what the donated money was used. The interactive map
showing where in the world the donated money has been used, included in the
screensMy donations and Donation tracker, was also appreciated. However, one
evaluator expressed a problem with presenting too detailed information about
the usage of one donation as it can make a user question how the organization
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knows this precise information.

Figure 4.4: All versions of the First page of the first Lo-Fi prototype.
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Changes to Lo-Fi prototype
The changes made based on the results from the heuristic evaluation are listed
below. These results lead to the creation of a second version of the Lo-Fi
prototype that combined the functions from all previous versions. The First
page of this second, and final, Lo-Fi can bee viewed in Figure 4.5. The second
Lo-Fi was then used as a basis for the Mid-Fi prototype.

Figure 4.5: The First page in the second version of the Lo-Fi prototype.

• The screen Donation tracker was removed as it was too similar to My
donations. Instead, functions from both screens were combined in My
donations.

• The option for users to write posts to the feed was removed as the evalu-
ators identified problems with this function.
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• The option for users to share their donations within the application was
removed. Instead, the user can share outside of the application through
the phones native sharing function.

• A screen for Notifications was added.

• For each screen, functions from the different versions were combined into
one, based on both results from the heuristic evaluation and discussions
with the host company.

4.5 Mid-Fi prototype

The Mid-Fi prototype will not be presented in its entirety, but the Mid-Fi
version of the First page is shown in Figure 4.6 to illustrate the evolution from
the Lo-Fi. The same changes were applied to all screens, such as using images
to some extent, more proper icons, shapes, and shadows.

4.5.1 User testing

The results from the user testing will be presented in this section.

Pilot study
The three pilot studies resulted in discovering multiple problems with the pro-
totype, problems connected to screens, navigation, and function. These were
corrected before the user tests were conducted. The most evident changes are
listed below. In addition, both tasks and interview questions were updated.

• The screens Groups and Goals were merged as the evaluators expressed
that they were too similar. Instead, the option of setting an internal goal
inside a group was added, and the Goals screen was removed entirely.

• Clarifications were made to posts in the feed found on the First page.
They were given an actual title connected to the content of the post, and
these changes translated to the screen One post.

• A function was added to One organization that allows organizations to
present how they distribute collected money within the organization.

• The option of creating a group as a user was added.

• The option of following an organization was added.

• The headline Categories was added to the screen My donations.
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Figure 4.6: The First page of the Mid-Fi prototype.

Tasks
The task completion rate differed for the tasks. All users completed the first
two tasks. Four out of five users completed the third task, while the completion
rate for the final task was three out of five. The user having trouble complet-
ing the third task claimed to be finished before the intended information was
found. As for the fourth task, two users had trouble finding groups they had
joined, as requested in the task. The reason seems to be the placement of the
information; joined groups were to be found on the screen My donations, but
these users did not find it. They also expressed confusion about the difference
between organizations and groups.
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Interview
All users expressed positive feelings after using the prototype. When asked to
describe the prototype in three words, ”smart” and ”easy to use” were recurring.
Other words mentioned were ”fun”, ”innovative”, ”nice” and ”informative”. El-
ements perceived as positive in connection to transparency were the statistics
over own donations, the donation map, the label of where a donation is in the
process, and the information of when a donation was transferred. More general
elements appreciated by users were the function of writing posts and comments
in a group, the possibility to create goals in a group, and that it was easy to
donate.

When asked if something stood out in the process, two users mentioned that
joined groups were hard to find. One user expressed that the title My donations
did not give the impression of including information about joined groups; it was
instead interpreted as a profile page. Another user suggested that a separate
page for joined groups could be added for more clarity and straightforward nav-
igation. In general, the function was appreciated by all.

All users mentioned that the prototype was similar to Instagram and referred to
the stories and feed on the First page. One said that ”it was easily navigated”
because of this familiarity.

When asked to define transparency in connection to donations, all users men-
tioned that organizations should account for how they use donations in their
work and what they have accomplished with the funding. The users were then
asked how they thought the prototype related to their definition of donation
transparency. Functions pointed out for invoking a feeling of transparency were
the money distribution graph and the information about organizations in One
organization, the information about organizational work through posts and sto-
ries on the First page, and the notifications of when a donation has been used.

Two users requested more images and videos showing an organization’s work
when asked if they missed something related to transparency. It was pointed
out by one of them as ”a great way to increase transparency”. Information
about the organization itself, finished projects, future work, and people working
in the organization was also mentioned. One user expressed the phrase ”The
more information, the better”. At the same time, another user did not want too
much information.

In addition to the amount of money donated, one user wanted to see the num-
ber of donations. As a student with limited funds, this user expressed that
the number of donations was more interesting as the amount of donated money
would probably not be that much.

All users but one felt that they could find out what happened to their donated
money. One expressed that it was possible to see that they have been used,
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but not for what purpose. Three wished for more information about the exact
usage. However, the interactive map showing used donations was pointed out
as a positive confirmation that the donation was used to make a difference in
the world.

Survey
The results from the survey are presented in Table 2. Item1 and Item2 were
entered into Equation 1 and the UMUX-LITE score found in the table is the
result of the calculation. The mean score was 83.57.

Table 2: Results from the UMUX-LITE survey, including the calculated score
and the mean value of all scores. Item1 and Item2 represents answers on a
7-point scale to two statements; 1. “This system’s capabilities meet my require-
ments” and 2. ”This system is easy to use”.

4.6 Hi-Fi prototype

Changes were made according to results from the user testing of the Mid-Fi and
in discussions with Klarna. Both function and design were updated in varying
levels of detail in smaller iterations in collaboration with the host company. The
most vital changes are listed below:

• The general design was updated according to the Klarna design system.
Spacing, components, cards, shadows, buttons, prototype animations, and
icons were, among other things, changed on all screens.

• A separate screen called My groups was added as users struggled to find
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the information in the user tests. The information regarding joined groups
was moved from My donations to this new screen.

• A navigation bar was added as result of the new screenMy groups, allowing
for navigation between Home (previously called First page),My donations,
My groups, and Explore. The bar was placed at the bottom of these
screens.

• More information was added to One organization, according to results
from the user tests. A slider was created, including buttons leading to
an interview with an international director, groups the organization has
created, future projects, and an organization’s posts.

• The prototype was made clickable to a broader extent, allowing for naviga-
tion between screens and functions in more ways. This was done according
to user feedback.

• The number of donations made was added to My donations according to
user requests.

• The screen Notifications was updated so that a user can see the difference
between new and old notifications, following the existing Klarna applica-
tion.

4.6.1 Expert review

The expert reviewer identified usability strengths, usability problems, and po-
tential solutions to the problems. Not all screens were given comments, and in
the cases of recurring elements that received comments, the identified strength or
problem applies to that element on all screens where it is used. Some comments
were excluded from the results as they were grounded in miscommunication.
All comments are presented in Appendix D and the most.

Elements connected to transparency that were pointed out as usability strengths
were the map in My donations as it allows users to see where in the world their
donations have been used, the progress of a donation also found in My donations
as it gives the user information, the timeline in One donation as it shows where
a donation is in the process and how it was used, and the financial information
of an organization in One organization as it shows how much of a donation that
is actually going to the cause. The expert expressed that the prototype as a
whole has ”Many components that increase donation transparency...” and that
”The prototype has a very clean UI and engaging concept.”

A usability problem identified by the expert was that One organization contains
too much content, which requires the user to scroll several times to get to the
bottom of the page. The expert explained that users usually do not scroll more
than three times on a screen, meaning that information beyond that point will
not be viewed, possibly lowering transparency. The proposed solution was to
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add a button or link redirecting the user to the organization’s website on a new
screen instead of placing it at the bottom, resulting in a shorter page where
the user will view all information and functions. Another usability problem
was that the navigation was ”a bit confusing”, with a solution being that the
information architecture could be restructured and that some content could
be merged. Consistency was also mentioned as a usability problem, and more
precisely that ”The function of the top right corner of each tab is not the same.”
According to the expert, staying consistent would solve this problem.

4.7 Design proposal

In this section, the design proposal will be presented in its entirety. The proposal
includes the final prototype together with explanations of all screens. Functions
and design choices are motivated in the proposal based on results from previous
parts of the study. The navigation between screens is also explained.

The design proposal will serve as a suggestion to Klarna on how to approach
the overlooked post-donation part of the donation process, with focus on trans-
parency. Transparency is achieved in the proposal through the following ele-
ments and functions:

• Post and stories

• Notifications

• Interactive donation map

• Donation process indicator

• Donation timeline

• Description of how the money can be used

• Presentation of organizational information

• Presentation of organizational finances

4.7.1 Navigation bar

A navigation bar is included, allowing for navigation between Home, My do-
nations, My groups, and Explore. These can be viewed as the main pages, the
foundation of the prototype. In addition, more ways of navigation are included
in the prototype, described below in connection to the relevant screens. The
navigation bar is fixed at the bottom of these screens and was added as users
expressed difficulty navigating during the Mid-Fi user tests, and are found in
Figures 4.7-4.9.
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4.7.2 Home

The first page the user sees when entering the mini-application (Figure 4.7).
It contains stories and posts published by organizations, allowing information
retrieval and interactions such as liking, sharing, and donating. The user can
click on a post or story to read more information, opening the screens One post
or One story. An icon leads to the screen Notifications, and an indicator shows
if there are any new ones to view. Finally, a button for donating is included.
This recurring element aims to make the donation process easy and accessible
for users.

Figure 4.7: The screens Home, One post, One story, and Notifications from the
design proposal (left to right).
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This screen connects to transparency in the sense that the user gets an insight
into the work of organizations. Posts and stories were included to make updates
about day-to-day organizational work stimulating and accessible, following the
theory in 2.2 Transparency in the non-profit sector while taking a picture-based
approach. The results from the initial interviews in 4.2.2 Updates from organi-
zations further motivated this, where participants expressed that they wanted
regular updates containing much information. The possibility for organizations
to update in real-time makes the information relevant for the users whenever
entering the mini-application.

4.7.3 One post

If the user clicks to see more information about a post, this screen is opened
(Figure 4.7). By including pictures, videos, and text, organizations can inform
users of their work, goals, and achievements through posts. The user can interact
with the post here, much like on the Home screen, and they can write comments
and see those written by the organization and other users. When allowing
for likes and comments on posts, two-way communication can be established
between donors and organizations, following the theory presented in section
2.1. Online donations.

4.7.4 One story

This screen is an additional way for organizations to communicate updates to
users through pictures or videos published in real-time (Figure 4.7).

4.7.5 Notifications

The user can view notifications on this screen (Figure 4.7). Notifications are
found both from Home and My donations. The notifications mainly concern
previous donations and how they are processed, transferred, and used by an
organization. These notifications were added for transparency regarding how a
donation is handled and eventually used by the organization.

4.7.6 My donations

Here, the user can see an overview of previous donations and their donation
behavior in the application (Figure 4.8). Through the interactive donation
map, the location of where the money was used is made visual. The most
recent donations are presented in a list, and by clicking on one of the items,
the user gets redirected to the screen One donation. In connection to these
recent donations, the user can also see where in the process the donation is;
processing, transferring, or used. The progress indicator was added as users
expressed not knowing what happened to their donated money, a result from
the initial interviews found in 4.1.3 Transparency.
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4.7.7 One donation

This screen includes information about one specific donation (Figure 4.8). The
user can track it on a sort of timeline, following its journey toward being used.
A descriptive text gives the user a sense of how big of an effect the donation
might have in the area where it is used. Finally, the user can see how much has
been collected in total and is offered the option of becoming a recurring donor.

Figure 4.8: The screens My donations, One donation, and One organization
from the design proposal (left to right).

4.7.8 One organization

The user can navigate to this screen (Figure 4.8) in several ways. It contains
information about the organization, such as their areas of work, number of em-
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ployees and volunteers, an ’About’-section, and an account of the organization’s
finances. The user can see a live feed over the most recent donation made to
the organization and the total amount of money collected. The following infor-
mation can be reached through a slider; the organization’s groups, interviews,
future projects, and posts. A button for donating is fixed at the bottom of the
screen. When scrolling down, the organization’s website opens automatically.

This screen is a way of being transparent with the user as they can read about
the organizations. Presenting organizational finances shows the user how much
of a donation goes to the intended cause and how much is used for other expenses
such as administrative fees. It was included as users expressed wanting extensive
information from organizations during the initial interviews, described in section
4.1.2 Updates from organizations.

4.7.9 My groups

The user can view joined groups on this page (Figure 4.9). The purpose of
groups is to donate to a common cause with others. When clicking on a joined
group, the user gets redirected to One group.

4.7.10 One group

This screen shows information about a group and its members (Figure 4.9). The
total amount collected by the group is also presented. A group can have a set
goal, and in this case, a progress bar showing the progress is included on the
screen. The live feed of recent donations is included. Group members can also
communicate through a discussion board.

4.7.11 Explore

The user can explore organizations to donate to and groups to join on this
screen (Figure 4.9). The user should be able to search and filter through these
smoothly to find what they are looking for. This functionality is, however, not
included in the prototype.

4.7.12 Donation page

This page was added to illustrate the process of donating in the user tests and
will not be presented in more detail in the design proposal.
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Figure 4.9: The screens My groups, One group, and the tabs Organizations and
Groups in Explore from the design proposal (left to right).
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5 Discussion

In this study, the post-donation experience was investigated, and more precisely,
how transparency can enhance the user experience of the post-donation process.
The methods and results are discussed in this section, in connection to both
objective and theoretical framework.

5.1 Initial interviews

In order to solve a problem, designers need to make sure that it is the correct
problem to solve [28]. The initial interviews were conducted to gather informa-
tion about the problem at hand, and they provided insights on this matter that
were vital for setting a direction for the thesis. The results were used to map
users’ needs and desires and to identify what users were interested in seeing
post-donation to achieve a feeling of transparency.

As found in the theoretical framework, charities do not always create two-way
communication with donors [15]. Results from the interviews align with this
as they reveal that one-way communication is common; organizations provide
the participants with information such as newsletters, ”Thank you”-letters, and
requests for more money, without opening up for communication. Furthermore,
the interviews show that participants do not engage closely with the updates,
even though they appreciate them and find them meaningful. One possible ex-
planation could be that they do not find the updates accessible or stimulating
[6]. Connected to transparency into how organizations use donations, one par-
ticipant expressed a fear of the money ending up in the owner’s pocket rather
than going to the intended cause. Furthermore, several expressed not being
able to see the instant effects of a donation. A lack of transparency would ex-
plain these feelings, as less insight means a greater risk for monetary misuse [6].
Transparency is in demand by the public [9], and also by the participants of
the initial interviews. This thesis has examined the post-donation process with
a focus of transparency, and the results from the initial interviews show that
there is room for improvement.

The online recruitment tool TestingTime was used to find participants within
the target group for these interviews. When using recruitment tools, biases
connected to any previous contact between conductors and participants are
eliminated as no contact between the two parties has occurred prior to the
test. Screening questions were used to ensure that the participants were part
of the target group. Ten people were recruited with a somewhat even distribu-
tion of ages and nationality. However, only seven interviews were successfully
conducted, resulting in less data than initially intended and uneven gender dis-
tribution as only one identified as male. It is desirable to include people that
correspond closely to the target audience [28], but the sample failed to do so
regarding gender distribution which might have affected the results. A more
significant sample with an even gender distribution would be desirable for col-

44



lecting more representative data.

Including both Swedes and Americans in the initial interview entailed that dona-
tion experiences from people living in these two countries were part of the study.
Donation cultures differ between countries, as explained in section 2.3 Dona-
tion cultures in Sweden and the United States, which motivates the inclusion
of both nationalities. The interviews were qualitative rather than quantitative,
and therefore, differences or similarities in donation experiences could not be
compared with any certainty between donors based on nationality. Still, includ-
ing both nationalities made the interview results more compliant with the target
group, which also translated to the rest of the study as these results were used
as a foundation. A decision was made to conduct the interviews in the partic-
ipants’ native language to make them feel comfortable and allow them to talk
more freely. In order to properly handle the transcribed interview answers, the
Swedish interview data was translated into English before being processed. The
risk with translations is that some parts do not translate or even that entire sen-
timents are lost. The benefit of comfortable interview participants was deemed
to out-way any possible adverse effects such as sentiments lost in translation.

5.2 Prototypes

Prototypes were created in several iterations. Working in iterations is part of the
Human-Centered Design process [28] and turned out to be helpful for refining
the concept and design. It was a valuable method in this study. The focus of the
initial prototypes was on function and information architecture, and the later
prototypes were more connected to interface design while still evolving functions
and information architecture. Using prototypes was a way of realizing the needs
and desires of users identified in the initial interviews.

5.3 Testing

In this section, the methods for testing the prototypes, and the results gathered
from these, will be discussed. In general, testing proved valuable for getting the
final design proposal to cohere with users’ needs and desires.

5.3.1 Heuristic evaluation

One version of the Lo-Fi prototype was tested with a heuristic evaluation, the
only test performed on the Lo-Fi. Expert evaluations like this one can comple-
ment tests involving users [36], but it is not best practice to use as a stand-alone
test for discovering usability problems in an interface. The Lo-Fi was created
primarily to explore possible solutions, so the tests were to examine the concept
rather than the interface. This notion, together with the limited amount of time
set aside for testing at the Lo-Fi stage, resulted in a decision only to perform
an expert evaluation; it was deemed to give enough insights for moving on in
the design process. The experts chosen to perform the test were known to the
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conductors beforehand, which is not optimal as it entails that they might hold
back on feedback with concerns for the conductors. For a less biased result, ex-
perts with no previous connection to the conductors should have been recruited
for the evaluation.

5.3.2 User testing

Users were included when testing the Mid-Fi prototype. Formative tests ex-
amined the level of perceived transparency and were valuable for identifying
problems with the interface. All users identified an overall aspect of trans-
parency in the prototype and expressed positive feelings after using it, which
shows that transparency can successfully be part of the post-donation process.

In contrast, summative tests were used to assess the prototype’s usability. The
task completion rate was noted and shed light on problems in the information
architecture as some users struggled to find some information. These results
did not allow for any general conclusions about usability as a user unable to
complete a task could have several explanations besides bad usability. However,
a UMUX-LITE test was conducted to understand the prototype’s usability bet-
ter. Calculating the score with the regression model found in section 3.5.4 User
testing of Mid-Fi allowed for comparison to scores from the more commonly
used SUS test. The individual scores calculated from the survey are presented
in Table 2. The mean score of 83.57 is higher than 80.3, the limit for being in
the top ten percent, according to Sauro [40]. The score was deemed satisfactory
and shows that, under the circumstances of the test, the prototype has a high
level of usability. However, only five participants took part in the usability test,
and it is hard to conclude how these results would translate to a more extensive
test involving more users.

Only Swedish citizens were included in the test as the time frame did not allow
finding and recruiting users from the U.S., which would have been a time-
consuming task. Only including users from Sweden meant that possible addi-
tional insights from the other part of the target group, the U.S. citizens, were
not part of the results. The two countries differ in donation history and culture
as explained in section 2.3 Donation cultures in Sweden and the United States;
Sweden has an absence of philanthropic traditions, while in the U.S., non-profit
organizations have historically been legally favored over other types of organiza-
tions [23]. The connection between charity and religion also differs between the
countries. Therefore, it is hard to conclude if the prototype served the needs of
American users when it comes to post-donation transparency.

The users were recruited through word-of-mouth which meant that a person
known to the test conductor was asked to recruit someone unknown to the con-
ductor to reduce possible bias. Even though the conductor and the user had
not met before the test, a personal connection still existed as they had mutual
contacts. This type of recruitment entails bias and can lower a user’s willingness
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to criticize the prototype with concerns for the conductor. Using a recruitment
tool for the user tests would remove this potential bias as users would be ran-
domly selected, removing the risk of any previous connection between the user
and the test conductor.

5.3.3 Expert review

An expert review was performed on the Hi-Fi prototype. These results were
not acted upon but rather passed on to the host company as a next step to
take when continuing to develop the concept. The UX expert recruited was
an employee at the host company Klarna who acted as a supervisor for this
master thesis and had been in contact with the prototype in its previous stages.
The previously existing relationship could be a possible cause for biased results.
Recruiting an expert outside of the project could reduce the mentioned bias. In
addition to the expert review, the Hi-Fi prototype could have been tested on
actual users. As previously mentioned, expert reviews are a fine complement to
user tests but are not optimal for finding usability problems [36]. A lack of time
led to the decision not to conduct user tests at this stage, but in the end, the
users are the experts on what they want and need post-donation and should be
included throughout the design process.

5.4 Design proposal

The design proposal was the result of all stages in the design process. Firstly,
the initial interviews were used as a foundation on which the rest of the study
rested. Problems were found concerning previously experienced post-donation
processes; participants expressed that they miss transparency as they do not
know what happens to their donated money and sometimes get no feedback
from organizations. The results showed that there is room for improvement
regarding post-donation transparency. The design proposal includes elements
and features to address the problems found and fulfill the participants’ needs
and desires post-donation.

5.4.1 Transparency

Elements and features added for transparency can be found throughout the
design proposal. The literature study showed that transparency could be cre-
ated by making accurate and reliable information about an organization public
[20, 18], presenting information in a stimulating way [6], and informing on the
efficiency of how donations are spent [18]. In addition, the participant from
the initial interviews expressed a desire for regular updates from the organiza-
tions containing lots of information. The design proposal acknowledges these
results as organizations can provide donors with daily updates regarding their
work through posts and stories. These features were appreciated in the heuristic
evaluation and the user tests. Furthermore, information about the organization
itself and financial information regarding the efficiency of how the donations
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reach the beneficiaries are included in the proposal, which was appreciated by
users and experts alike.

Participants in the initial interview expressed not being able to see the effect of
previous donations and that they desire to see where the money goes. Therefore,
information regarding a donation’s movement through the application and or-
ganization was added in the form of labels explaining if a donation is processing,
transferred, or used by the organization. Users appreciated these labels, and
they were pointed out as a usability strength in the expert review. A timeline
was also added, showing a donations journey through the application. Addi-
tional information included was the location of usage and an example of what
the donation might have been used for. The interactive world map showing used
donations was added to visualize where their donation ended up, and the user
tests showed that the map confirmed that the donation was used to make a dif-
ference in the world. All of these elements combined might have contributed to
the fact that all users but one thought it possible to find out what had happened
to their donation.

5.4.2 Implementation

The prototypes were tested on both users and experts and primarily drew in-
spiration from the problem space defined after the initial interviews. However,
as this study is small-scale with few users included, it is not possible to predict
how a larger audience would receive the design proposal. Before implementa-
tion, user tests should be performed on a larger scale, including people from
the target group. Furthermore, it should be stated that this thesis focused on
people using the application for personal donation purposes. An aspect that
has not been considered is the organizational point of view and how they would
want to use the application for recruitment and information purposes. The or-
ganizational aspect needs to be examined more closely before implementing the
proposal.

5.5 Thesis collaboration

As mentioned in the preface, this study was conducted in collaboration with
another similar study, resulting in a joint design proposal. Working together
meant that a comprehensive proposal could be created, including many functions
and much information. Without the collaboration, the final design proposal
would have been less extensive. The two studies had different focus areas,
transparency and community, while still being related to the common theme of
post-donation. The division proved well defined; both studies provided results
on the separate focus areas while simultaneously and successfully combining the
results in a joint design proposal on the common theme of post-donation.
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6 Conclusions

The objective was to investigate how post-donation transparency could be ap-
plied to enhance the user experience of donating money to charity by identify-
ing the users’ needs and desires post-donation and fulfilling them in a design
proposal. The Double Diamond model of design was chosen to achieve this,
consisting of four phases. In the first two phases, a literature study provided
information on how transparency could be applied to a donation process, and
the initial interviews conducted were vital for identifying both the problem
space and the users’ needs and desires post-donation. Problems connected to
the users’ previously experienced post-donation processes were identified and
can be summarized as lacking in transparency. As for the needs and desires
of users, it was identified that they wanted to see where the money goes, get
regular updates from organizations containing lots of information, and see an
overview, statistics, and pictures of donations and how organizations used them.

Based on the problems, needs, and desires found, prototypes were created and
tested in the next and last two phases of the Double Diamond, resulting in a
final design proposal. Brainstorming, prototypes, expert evaluations, and user
tests proved to be valuable methods when iterating towards the final design
proposal while examining if the identified user needs and desires were realized
and fulfilled. The user tests performed on the Mid-Fi prototype, including a
post-testing interview and survey, captured the users experience of using the
prototype. The mean UMUX-LITE score of 83.57 suggests that the Mid-Fi
prototype usability could be deemed as high as it, according to studies, was in
the top 90 percent of scores. However, the score was calculated on answers from
only five users, and more tests are needed to conclude the usability with any
certainty.

Furthermore, features and elements in the prototype added to increase post-
donation transparency were pointed out for doing just that. All users but one
thought it possible to find out what had happened to their donation, which was
one of the identified user needs. Furthermore, all expressed positive feelings
after using the prototype, indicating that the experience of using the prototype
was pleasant for the users. These results indicate that the prototype provided
a transparent and satisfactory post-donation experience. Even if more informa-
tion and images were requested regarding organizational work and exact usage
of donations to achieve even more transparency, it can be concluded that this
design proposal did realize and fulfill user needs and desires to some extent.
Problems found during the Mid-Fi user tests regarding function, information
architecture, and design were corrected in the next Hi-Fi prototype. However,
as no users were involved in the Hi-Fi testing, no conclusions can be drawn
about if the corrections did, in fact, improve the users’ experience of post-
donation transparency further. Still, the expert review of the Hi-Fi prototype
provided value to the study in the form of problems to examine more closely
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before implementing the design proposal.

6.1 Future work

As a first step when developing this design proposal further, results from the
final expert review should be considered. The proposed solutions to identified
problems should be examined and applied as needed. Then, extensive user tests
should be conducted on the updated prototype, including users from the target
group. Even though the results showed that it was possible to create a trans-
parent post-donation process within the frames of this study, further testing
is needed to strengthen the conclusion. The Hi-Fi prototype included in the
design proposal does not currently have full functionality as not all elements are
interactive. More aspects of the proposal need to be revised before including
it in the existing Klarna application, aspects such as additional screens, more
navigation, and more interactive features and elements.

As the focus of the study was the post-donation part of the donation process
and not on how users prefer to donate, further work is needed for users to
donate smoothly. The screens created for donating functioned as placeholders
in the user tests, leaving much room for improvement as no additional thought
or function was put into them. Klarna users using the application for personal
donations purposes were considered throughout the study, but as mentioned
in the discussion, organizations also have an interest in the design proposal.
Further studies could examine their role and how their needs and desires could
be considered and reflected in the prototype.
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A Appendix: Interview questions

Both screening and interview questions from the initial interviews are presented
in this Appendix. The screening questions were used for recruitment purposes,
while all other questions were included in the interview.

A.1 Screening questions

• How often do you donate money?

– Once a month or more often

– Once every other month

– Once a year

– Rarely, more seldom than once a year

– Never

• How old are you?

– 18-35

– 35-55

– 55+

• Where are you from?

A.2 Demographic questions

• How old are you?

• What do you do for a living?

• What is your living situation?

A.3 General questions regarding donations

• Have you donated money before?

• Which organizations have you donated money to?

• How did you find that organization/those organizations?

• What made you choose it (that specific organization)?

• More generally, why do you donate money?

• How frequently do you donate money?

• Can you tell us about the last time you donated money? How was the
experience and what was the process behind it?

56



• Is there anything that stood out in the process?

If they donate on a regular basis:

– What motivates you to donate on a regular basis?

– In addition to your monthly donations, do you donate money to other
organizations as well? Motivation?

If they do not donate on a regular basis:

– Is there anything that would motivate you to become more dedicated
to a cause or charity? What could that be?

• Have you ever donated together with other people? How was that experi-
ence?

A.4 Questions regarding the post-donation experience

• Can you tell us about what usually happens after you donate?

– What kind of information did you receive?

– What did you think of those updates? Why?

– What parts do you like?

– What parts do you dislike?

– How frequent do you receive information/updates?

– What do you think of the frequency? Why?

– What kind of information would you like to see in such updates?

• Is there anything you are currently missing in the post-donation process?

– What?

– What types of updates/information would you enjoy?

– How frequent?

• Have you ever seen other people sharing information about their dona-
tions?

If yes

– Where did you see that?

– What did you think about it?

If no

– Is that something that you would appreciate?

– Why?
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• Did you ever share information about your own donations?

If yes

– Why? What motivated you to do it?

If no

– Would you like to be able to share information about your own do-
nations to others?

– Why/why not? In what way?

• Is there anything you would like to add?
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B Appendix: User test interview questions

In this Appendix, the interview questions from the user tests are presented.

B.1 General questions

• How did you experience this prototype?

– Was there something that stood out in the process?

– What did you like?

– What did you dislike?

– Did anything feel easy? What?

– Did anything part feel hard? What

• Did you miss anything in the prototype, that is, did you expect something
to be there that wasn’t?

– Did you find what you were looking for?

• Was there anything that felt redundant?

• Can you think of any other application similar to this one? Which?

• How would you describe the prototype in three words?

B.2 Transparency

• In this context, what do you think of when you hear the word trans-
parency?

• How do you think this prototype relates to that?

– Are there any specific elements in the prototype that give you a sense
of transparency?

• Are you missing anything in the prototype connected to transparency?

• What are your thoughts about the information from the organizations
(such as posts and stories)?

– Do you miss anything?

• What are your thoughts about the information about the organizations
(their own page)?

– Do you miss anything?

• What are your thoughts about the information about your donations?

– Do you miss anything?
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– Do you think you know / can find out what happened to your donated
money? How?

– Do you think you know / can find out how your donation made a
difference? How?

B.3 Final questions

• Is there anything you would like to add?

• How old are you?

• What is your occupation?
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C Appendix: Data from initial interviews

Data from the initial interviews, processed with the Affinity Diagram method,
is presented in this Appendix. The blue rectangles are themes found highest
in the hierarchy, while the red post-its represent themes found lower in the
hierarchy. Grey post-its represent answers from American citizens, and answers
from Swedish citizens are found in the pink post-its.

C.1 Previous donations

Figure C.1: Data connected to Previous donations, categorized by common
themes found.
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C.2 Updates from organizations

Figure C.2: Data connected to Updates from organizations, categorized by com-
mon themes found.
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C.3 Transparency

Figure C.3: Data connected to Transparency, categorized by common themes
found.
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D Appendix: Data from expert review

Data from the expert review is presented in this Appendix. It is divided by
screens, including comments from the expert regarding usability strengths and
problems.

Home

• Usability strength: ”The icon of how many people donated in each post is
a very attractive way to encourage others in the community to donate as
well.”

One post

• Usability strength: ”The function of the post (like and comment) encour-
ages engagement from the community!”

My donations

• Usability strength: ”The map can be a really engaging component if it’s
interactive and it can act as a visual aid for users to donate to other
organizations in other parts of the world.”

• Usability strength: ”The matching colour of the bar and the categories pie
chart assists users to notice the category breakdown of the donation of a
particular month.”

• Usability strength: ”Really like the transparency of the update/progress
of the donation with processing, or transferring, or used.”

• Usability problem: ”The following part seems to go along better with My
groups in terms of information category.”
Severity rating: Low
Recommendation: ”You can consider moving this component toMy group.”

One donation

• Usability strength: ”The timeline of the track donation provides trans-
parency of where users’ money is and how it is being used.”

• Usability problem: ”The blue rectangle seems like a CTA, if this is a
button, then it’s fine. If we want to highlight the amount and it is not a
CTA, it can be confusing and mismatch users’ expectation of clicking on
it.”
Severity rating: Low
Recommendation: ”Depends if it’s a button or not.”
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My groups

• Usability problem: ”This may confuse users with the Group inside the
Explore tab.”
Severity rating: Low
Recommendation: -

One group

• Usability problem: ”Will need to put more thoughts into the section dis-
cussion board.”
Severity rating: ”High - if there are many discussion threads, the page
will get longer and longer, and it may also push the voting board down
and users need to do a lot of scrolling to find it.”
Recommendation: ”May consider having another page for discussion threads
or pinning the voting thread to top of the discussion board.”

Explore

• Usability strength: ”Cards of each organization has high affordance.”

• Usability problem: ”The copy Group can be confusing, is it the same as
My groups. Also, how is organizations different from Groups in terms of
content?”
Severity rating: Medium
Recommendation: ”Can be a quick fix with the copy.”

One organization

• Usability strength: ”Really nice to provide the transparency of the break-
down - how much money is actually going to the cause.”

• Usability problem: ”Overwhelming amount of content and requires users
a lot of scrolling.”
Severity rating: Medium
Recommendation: ”Can attach a CTA or link to bring users to the char-
ity’s website.”

The application as a whole

• Usability strength: ”Many components that increases donation transparency
e.g. update on donation progress, breakdown of donation, update on or-
ganizations.”

• Usability strength: ”The prototype has a very clean UI and engaging con-
cept.”

• Usability problem: ”Navigation can be a bit confusing. Content seems to
be scattered into tabs when the content can be condensed or clustered
under one umbrella. e.g. Organization’s updates in Home tab and orga-
nization’s background information in Explore tab.”
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Severity rating: Medium
Recommendation: ”Think about user goals and restructure the informa-
tion architecture. Some content can be merged together.”

• Usability problem: ”Pages can be a bit too long which requires a lot of
scrolling.”
Severity rating: Low
Recommendation: ”Don’t be afraid to create another page so that infor-
mation can be digested easier by users and it can be easier for them to
follow/navigate.”

• Usability problem: ”Consistency. The function of the top right corner of
each tab is not the same (My group tab and Explore tab have different
icons).”
Severity rating: Low
Recommendation: ”It’s best to stay consistent - entry point for notifica-
tion.”
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