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This master thesis focuses on nudging, a relatively new behavioral concept with which people could be gently pushed into making the best decision. A proper nudge doesn’t limit the available options and doesn’t force anyone, it only makes it easier for people to choose the best option. Through a field experiment, There has been I study whetheried if a nudge could make debtors pay their outstanding invoices sooner by dividing debtors into five groups and send all groups a different message. Expected was that the social comparison nudge would have most impact on debtors and that this message would give the highest payment rate, like it has been the case in the researches of the British Behavioral Insights Team (Hallsworth, List, Metcalfe & Vlaev, 2014) and the Norwegian government (Bott, Cappelen, Sørensen & Tungodden, 2014). The payment rates of mythis study showed however, that the group of debtors that received the message with a threatening tone tend to pay their outstanding invoices sooner than the debtors that received one of the other messages. The nudge was almost costless to implement and has increased the percentage of paid invoices. This shows of what importance a nudge could be in the approach of debtors for commercial companies. 
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[bookmark: _Toc414375447]1.    Introduction

Nowadays there are a lot of decisions to make every single day. What to eat tonight, which clothing to wear today, go to work by bike or by car? These are only some simple examples, but even with the simplest questions, making a decision could be hard. And even if the decision is made for - for example - what to have for dinner tonight, there are a lot of options among the necessary ingredients. The average human being has so much decisions to make on a day, that there isn’t enough time to think them all thoroughly through. That’s why often poor decisions are being made, especially when they are made under pressure. Then on the short run, it may seem like a good decision, but those decisions made rarely give the desired outcome in the long run, both for a person themselves and for society. 

This raises the question if people should be helped by making the best decision and if so, how? Should a person be forced into making a better decision or should everybody face all decisions on his own with the risk of making a bad decision? In the literature this is the discussion between paternalism and liberalism. Since there is no absolute answer to this question, alternatives between paternalism and liberalism are coming up. One of these new alternatives is ‘nudging’. A nudge can be literally translated as a little push or poke. In practice it is a way to give people a subtle push in the right direction with respect to decision-making, without restricting the available options and without making the decision for them (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). When people follow that gentle push, they will make a decision that matches better with their individual long-term goals and which has a better outcome for society as a whole.

An example of a nudge is reorganizing the shelves of a canteen in such a way that the healthiest choice is right in the front and the more unhealthy choices are more difficult to grab. Then people are being gently pushed to choose a healthier snack, but their options aren’t limited to only healthy snacks. If they really want the unhealthy snack, they can still get it. People thus still make their own decisions, but they are solely more tempted to choose the healthier snack. A pilot showed that reorganizing the shelves of a canteen reduces the sale of unhealthy snacks with up to 25 percent and an increase in the sale of healthy snacks (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). From these results it can be concluded that by making it easier to get a healthy snack and more difficult to get an unhealthy snack, people are more likely to choose the healthier snack more often. This has positive consequences for the individual, but also for society, since it can reduce illnesses like obesity and cardiovascular diseases, two of the leading causes of death nowadays. 

Health is an obvious field on which everybody could agree about the usefulness of nudges. But could this way of subtly pushing someone into the best direction also benefit on economic affairs? For instance, could a nudge help reduce default rates for businesses with a significant monthly amount of debtors? Is the use of nudging for this purpose wishful? That is what will be discussed and examined in this thesis by implementing a nudge at Tele2, a rapidly growing telecommunication company in the Netherlands.


[bookmark: _Toc400962981][bookmark: _Toc414375448]2.    Overview

Nudging is a fairly new term; the concept of pushing someone in the right direction has been used – in numerous ways – since quite a long time, but it was only until 2008 that the term nudging had been founded. In that year Richard Thaler and Cass Sunstein published their book Nudge: Improving Decisions about Health, Wealth and Happiness and it was an instant success in the academic and business world. Thaler and Sunstein introduced nudging as a social psychological concept that could be used in every area of lifeving to give people a gentle push in the right direction, without restricting their options. They plead that when nudging is used more often, people are more likely to make better decisions, both with daily choices and with choices people only have to make once or twice in their life. This improved decision-making leads to a healthier, wealthier and happier life, which not only affects the individual life, but also society as a whole. 

Since nudging can be used in all kinds of ways, it can also be applied in all kinds of areas. This gave rise to a numerous amount of researches, both in the field and hypotheticallab, testing the potential influence and effectiveness of nudges. An example is the research of Newell and Siikamäki (2013) on the role of information labels on energy efficiency. Another, more economic example, is the research of Chetty, Friedman, Leth-Petersen, Heien Nielsen and Olsen (2013) on the difference of impact on retirement savings between subsidies, which require active decision-making, or automatic contributions, which is passive 
decision-making and thus a nudge. The last research worth to address is the research on the effect of a simple reminder to increase savings (Karlan, McConnell, Mullainathan & Zinman, 2010).

The influence a nudge can have on reducing default rates has previously been studied by some governments, like the British (Hallsworth et al., 2014), the Norwegian (Bott et al., 2014) and the Austrian (Fellner, Sausgruber and Traxler, 2013). All studies concerned implementing a nudge to trigger citizens to pay their taxes, either on time or anyway. They all proved that a nudge really can be of influence to decrease default rates. Nudging has however never been studied in a commercial environment, while this could be of great importance for a lot of companies that face difficulties with their debtors. The question raised if a nudge could also be of importance to a commercial company and if so, in what way. That is what will be examined in this thesis with the use of following hypotheses as directives: 
1. Does a nudge help to decrease default rates? 
	H0:  All messages have equal payment rates
H1:  One of the nudges has a better payment rate than the control message

2. Has one particular nudge a more decreasing effect than the others? 
H0:  All nudges have equal decreasing effect in default rates
H1: One of the nudges has a more decreasing effect in default rates than the 
       other ones

In order to examine the influence of a nudge the concept of nudging will first be further clarified in the theoretical framework. This comes along with explaining some examples of different types of nudges. In addition, some critics on nudging will be described and argued. Also there will be given a short review of the current payment behavior, especially of payment problems in the Netherlands and for the telecom industry in particular. After that the course of the research process will be described. Next, some general features of the databases and the outcomes of the economic analysis done with those databases will be described and discussed. The thesis will be concluded with an answer to the hypotheses and a discussion about the findings and shortcomings of the research. 


[bookmark: _Toc400962982][bookmark: _Toc414375449] 3.    Theoretical framework 

Since the introduction of the term nudging in 2008 there a lot has been written a lot about the concept and its possible applications, and a lot of studies have been done. To learn more about it, there has also been done a lot of research to it. But as with every new concept, it gathered some critics as well. This chapter will give a summary of various articles that have been written about nudging. It explains difficulties with decision-making and why nudging may be useful in particular situations. Furthermore it describes choice architecture and libertarian paternalism, two concepts that are closely related to nudging. After that, different types of nudges will be introduced and some critics will be revised. This chapter closes with a short explanation of payment behavior and payment problems in the Netherlands and especially in the telecommunication industries and there it will be explained how Tele2 deals with debtors. 

[bookmark: _Toc400962983][bookmark: _Toc414375450]3.1 	Nudging


The concept nudging has been explained in many ways in the literature. When parts of all of these definitions are combined nudging can be described as: influencing 
decision-making and directing people to the best choice, without using traditional policy instruments like taxes and law, and without limiting the options or making alternatives significantly less attractive (Broek, 2012; Hausman & Welch, 2010). A nudge that meets the requirements imbedded in this definition can gently push people in the right direction with decision-making, while they are still free to choose for an option which they’re not pushed into. People will most of the time not even notice that they are being nudged. They will think that they make their own choice, fully independent of others.  

[bookmark: _Toc414375451]3.1.1	Rational choices?
Most economic theories rely on the assumption that every human is capable of making fully rational decisions. This implies that with every choice people make, they weigh every option available and process all information there is, to eventually make the best decision, without using any emotion (Soman, 2013). Multiple studies from behavioral sciences in the past decades have shown that people don’t make their decisions as rational as assumed by economists. On the contrary, most decisions people make, even important ones, are emotional, impulsive and inconsistent and mostly made under distracting conditions. 
They are doing an even worse job when the consequences of their decision are spread out over time. Most of the time decisions are led by habits of thought and rules of thumb 
(John, Smith & Stoker, 2009). People’s brains are even somewhat trained to focus on some things and ignore others. This ignorance could mean that the option chosen is the one that is just good enough, but not the best. 

According to Selinger and Whyte (2011) humans have two systems of thinking: reflective and automatic. Reflective thinking can be seen as the controlled, deductive, rational thinking how economics like to believetends to assume people think. Most decisions however are being made with the automatic thinking system, which can be characterized as uncontrolled, fast, unconscious and unskilled. People tend to rely on automatic thinking, especially in situations where they lack sufficient time, information and experience to make a fully rational choice. In most cases of decision-making, this is exactly what’s the problem and the reason why people make irrational choices. Although all of the above mentioned studies and even more besides those, definitely show that people aren’t as rational decision-makers as economists often asssumewould like them to be, many economists remainstay skeptical. They believe that people will do a better job in decision-making in real-life situations than they do in a lab and that would be the reason why those studies gave these different results (Thaler & Sunstein, 2003a).  

As stated in the introduction, everybody has to make a lot of choices every single day. And for each choice there are numerous options to choose from. Take for example the choice which toothpaste to buy: there are over fifteen brands to choose from and each brand has a dozen options regarding flavor and efficacy. Although choice amongst a selected number of options is surely better than no choice at all, too much options can be overwhelming and less satisfying (Schwartz, 2004). Because of the large assortment, people are unable to make a well-reasoned choice from all options offered (Soman, 2013). This is what Schwartz (2004) meant with ‘tyranny of choice’ and what Iyengar and Lepper (2000) described as choice overload. Consumer research done by Hauser and Wernerfelt (1990) showed that when the number of options and the available information about the options increase, people will consider less options and use less information than there is available. This shows that when there are numerous options to choose from, people have difficulty managing all of these options and the information coming with them. 
When decision-making becomes more complex, selection, evaluation and use of information are negatively affected and people will thus simplify their decision-making process (Payne, 1982). Instead of weighing all options by objective information, people will rely on biases and heuristics. 

Heuristics are intuitive solution strategies that people develop to make decision-making in complex situations easier (Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 2011). Those strategies ignore information and other aspects that can affect decisions background noise and solely rely on people’s intuition. This could lead to a less-is-more effect: less information leads to a more accurate decision then would have been the case with more information, since there is a point where more information is not better, but detrimental. Sometimes relying on one good reason gives a better outcome than weighing all options against each other., which thus is positive. However, in most cases it is the other way around and will decision-making based on heuristics lead to a faulty decision-making, caused by ignoring important information. Nudging can help prevent this faulty decision-making. A good nudge provides adequate and simple information to gently push people towards the better decision (John et al., 2009). It can thus correct for the cognitive limitations that limit accurate decision-making, such as heuristics. 	Comment by Astrid Groenewegen: With background noise I meant all other aspects that can be of influence, like the setting in which the choice is made, opinions of other people, etc. 

Bovens (2009), Hausman and Welch (2010) and Thaler and Sunstein (2008) together describe nine types of cognitive limitations which a nudge can correct for: 
· Optimism and overconfidence: people are naturally illusory optimistic, even when there is a lot at stake. They live in the fantasy that something bad won’t happen to them, only to others. This explains why people sometimes take a lot of risk, especially with choices concerning health.  
· Loss aversion/status quo bias: people detest losing. With this comes indolence and fear of change. This makes people want to hold on to the old situation, fearing that something new brings losses along. 
· Framing: choices depend on the way they are presented and formulated. For example, a treatment with 60 percent chance of survival sounds like a better option than a treatment with 40 percent chance of dying.  
· Akrasia/weakness of will: everyone knows that some habits are bad for their health, but they still keep on doing it. Weakness of will leads people to fall for temptations and act against better judgment. 
· Ignorance: people know the goal they want to achieve in the long run, but lack of knowledge and information thwarts them to lay out the steps they need to take in the short run to achieve those goals.
· Inertia: in some cases, people do have sufficient knowledge, but they have a lack of time to run all options. Then the easiness of choosing the default option wins. 
· Queasiness: there are decisions people rather don’t make, not because of weakness of will, but because of emotional costs that come with making those decisions. For example, thinking about becoming an organ donor or not brings emotional costs, because it makes people think about death. It’s pleasant if that choice is already made by setting a default option.  
· Being the exception: when people think they are the exception to a rule, they find it hard to choose from the available options. With every option it is possible that they regret it afterwards. There is no suitable choice amongst the options for them, at least they think there isn’t.
· Social consequences: the individual choice someone wants to make could be harmful for society, while the best choice for society may not be preferred by the individual. This creates a social dilemma in decision-making. 

On top of these cognitive limitations, Thaler and Sunstein (2008) mention three human heuristics which can lead to biases, either correct or incorrect (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). A nudge can be proposed to also overcome these biases:
· Anchoring: when people don’t know the answer, they start with something they do know and adjust this in the direction they think is right. The benchmark with which they start the adjustment affects the final outcome. The differences in benchmarks also mark the differences in choices people make in life. 
· Availability: people always try to estimate how likely it is that something particular happens to them and then base their choices on this estimation.  The estimation is influenced by accessibility and conspicuousness of information and earlier experiences in life. When people think it is not likely that something will happen to them, it could help to make them more aware of the consequences when it does happen. Then they will make more realistic choices and will be more aware of the reality that it can actually happen to them. 
· Representativeness: people compare the chance that someone belongs to a certain group to the extent in which the person matches the stereotype they have of that group. The stereotype determines the opinion about someone else, but also about themselves. This way a stereotype affects the choices people make, because it has to be in accordance to the decision-making behavior of the group they count themselves into. 

The fact that people have trouble with decision-making doesn’t make all of their choices irrational. As stated by John et al. (2009), people can still be called rational because they are goal-oriented and have good reasons for what they do. However, these reasons are sensitive to manipulation and thus can be strongly influenced by the environment in which the choice is made. A choice architect, brought to live by Thaler and Sunstein (2008), can make use of adjusting this environment, to lead people into making a certain decision. This process will be described in the next section. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375452]3.1.2 	Choice architecture 	
A choice architect is someone who is responsible for designing the context in which people make decisions (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). This could be a real architect or just the person who organizes the shelves in the canteen or even a doctor that advises his patient about available treatments. These examples already show that a lot of people are a choice architect without even knowing they are. Choice architects have many instruments with which they can influence choice: differing the order in which choice alternatives are presented, selecting defaults, reducing the number of options, using incentives, giving people customized information and signs to make people aware of the choice are just a few of the numerous instruments available (Johnson et al., 2012). For example, people are more likely to choose either one of the first or last listed options instead of a middle-listed one, so the option the choice architect wants to nudge someone into needs to be in one of the first or last places in line. Although economists like to believe itoften assume differently, choice architecture is hardly never neutral (Thaler, Sunstein & Balz, 2010). Every design of the context in which decisions are made influences the choice, even when it’s not thought through. A good rule of thumb for choice architects to keep in mind is that everything matters, even the simplest and smallest changes in design. 

In the previous section has already been determined that real people don’t make choices as rational as economists often like assumeto believe. Thaler and Sunstein (2008) call this the difference between ‘econs’ and humans. Econs are able to make fully rational choices and to consider all options and information available. Humans on the other hand have difficulties valuing all options and information and often have to make their decision too fast and under pressure, which doesn’t lead to the best outcome. The context in which they make decisions leads them to derive their preferences, so a small adjustment in the design of that context could lead to a whole other outcome. 
Norman (1990) described that designers of everyday products need to keep in mind that the users of those products are humans, which are faced with dozens of choices and products every day and easily make mistakes. Choice architects need to understand and remember exactly the same when they are designing a decisional context 
(Thaler et al., 2010). Another thing for choice architects to keep in mind is that a nudge will only influence humans, since econs are supposed to make fully rational and 
well-considered choices. 

According to Selinger and Whyte (2010), a good choice architect must be at a minimum able to do two things: he must be able to detect what biases, arousals and temptations people are subject to with decision-making, and he must be able to sufficiently understand how people respond to choice contexts and adjustments in those contexts. Preferably, 
a choice architect needs to also understand the case for which he wants to implement the nudge and has to be able to propose nudges that will encourage people in those cases to make better decisions. John et al. (2009) complement these requirements with being able to understand how the choice context is defined and understood by the decision-makers and which impact heuristics and emotions have. When the choice architect possesses all of these abilities he might be capable of creating the right choice environment in which the intended nudge can be successful. Since this asks a lot of ability from the choice architect, Selinger and Whyte (2010) propose to install some sort of declaration of competence for choice architects. Then when someone is assigned to design a certain choice context, the client knows he is capable of doing it. 

Shortly said according to Thaler and Sunstein (2010), good choice architecture needs to fulfil the stimulus response-compatibility principle. This means that the signal that people perceive from a choice environment needs to be consistent with the actions that the choice architect desires them to perform. People often face the continuous struggle between the ‘should’ and ‘want’-options (Soman, 2013). They should for example eat healthy, but often want to do the opposite. By designing a good choice environment with the right stimulants and signals, people could be nudged to the better option, the should-option. Without this pre-designed choice environment they would have chosen a worse option, the want-option. That is what their automatic system would have chosen, while they are in the long run actually happier with their choice for the should-option.  

[bookmark: _Toc400962984][bookmark: _Toc414375453]3.1.3 	Libertarian paternalism
Designing a choice environment should be done according to the principle of ‘libertarian paternalism’, a concept which is also introduced by Thaler and Sunstein (2003a). This principle combines two old philosophies of how policies should be made. Paternalists defend the idea that people need to be helped, especially by the government, to make choices which will make the individual better off (Thaler & Sunstein, 2003a). Libertarians however believe that the freedom of choice of people should be maintained as much as possible and they certainly do not approve any interference of the government 
(Wells, 2010). Although Thaler and Sunstein (2003b) refute it, libertarian paternalism does seem to be an oxymoron; a combination of definitions that contradict each other. 

Libertarian paternalism, however, must be seen as a weaker and non-obtrusive form of paternalism (Sugden, 2009). That’s why it is also called soft paternalism or, as Thaler and Sunstein (2008) like to refer to it, the ‘Third Way’. A libertarian paternalistic nudge simply means that it pushes people towards a specific choice, but does not restrict the individual’s freedom of choice (De Ridder, 2014). Required for this is that the push is non-coercive and alternatives may not be blocked or made less available, so that the liberty to choose their own preference is not threatened (Hausman & Welch, 2010). On top of that, the nudge needs to push people into the option which makes them better off according to their own judgment (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). When a default option is used as nudge, it must be possible and really easy to opt-out from the default option (Mitchell, 2005). Only then is libertarian paternalism not paternalistic, but mainly just rational persuasion and thus does not harm the individual’s freedom of choice (Hausman & Welch, 2010). Like already said in the section about choice architecture, a libertarian paternalistic nudge will only affect and help humans, since econs have their own strong preferences and will choose those no matter what the choice environment is. Since libertarian paternalism covers only small changes in choice architecture, this small hitch can easily be overcome by econs and thus doesn’t limit their freedom (Benjamin & Laibson, 2003).   

The main reason why an institution may want to induct a libertarian paternalistic nudge has already been described in part 3.1.1 of this thesis: people are naturally bad decision-makers and could use a little help. They often make inferior decisions; decisions that people would change if they had known all information and didn’t lack cognitive abilities to process and value this information (Thaler & Sunstein, 2003b). Furthermore, a little bit of interference (paternalism) is inevitable, since choice architecture is never neutral and thus will always influence choices (Ploug, Holm & Brodersen, 2012). If libertarians accept these reasons and thus acknowledge the need for some paternalism, the question turns from if it is needed to what forms of paternalism will least damage freedom of choice and thus can be accepted as libertarian (Mitchell, 2005). Examples of forms of these libertarian paternalistic nudges will be explained in the next section. 

[bookmark: _Toc400962985][bookmark: _Toc414375454]3.1.4 	Types of nudging
Blumenthal-Barby and Burroughs (2012) and Schlag (2010) together discuss eight types of nudging in their papers which can be classified as libertarian paternalistic. These types of nudging are:
· Use of and changing default options. This nudge has been mentioned before in this thesis as a useful way to influence people’s decision. Especially when it comes to a decision for which people have no internal incentive to make or when it is about something technical, it could be useful to set the desired option as default option. People tend to be lazy and like to choose the standard option if it seems sufficiently satisfying, thereby ignoring other options. Examples of nudges which use the default option are pre-ticking the box of the standard settings option for the computer and the presumed consent system for organ donation. Required for proper use of a default option as a nudge is that it is easy for people to opt-out. Only then are other options not blocked or made less available. 
· Triggering people’s salience and affect. This nudge tries to make some outcomes more important to people by presenting them personally relevant and vivid examples of what some – mostly bad – decisions may lead to. Here the use of images, film and narratives plays a major role. Key to effectiveness is that the outcomes that are made salient motivates people emotionally and are things people care about. Then the images they saw will stay in memory and truly have impact. Examples of this nudge are showing people images of a violent car accident to reduce speeding or photographs of black lungs to make people quit smoking. 
· Using social norms and/or a public messenger. People are strongly influenced by what other people do and are strongly susceptible for opinions of others about their actions, especially of people they feel related to or know well (Yun & Silk, 2011). By informing people how most people act in some situations, people tend to follow their example. For instance showing people if they’re using more or less energy than their neighbors by an illuminating red or green light respectively. The use of a public messenger carrying out the social norm, for example a field-expert or famous person, could also influence people’s behavior, because they want to imitate them. 
· Subconscious priming. People’s decision-making is always influenced by subconscious cues of the context in which the choice is made. Choice architects can use these cues to let people make the decisions with the desired outcome. The example of re-designing the shelves of the canteen and putting healthier snack on eye level and unhealthier snacks more hidden is a form of subconscious priming. People won’t notice they are being nudged, but they will unknowingly be directed to a healthier choice. 
· Commitments. People have a natural desire to stick to long-term goals and surely if they have made them public. Their social status is at stake if they don’t live up to those goals. By making public they want to achieve a specific long-term goal, they commit themselves to act according to achieving that goal. For example, if someone tells his friends and family that he wants to lose weight, he doesn’t want to be caught eating pie on a family birthday. So he will pass on the pie and choose for the healthier snacks, to show his friends and family that he sticks to his goal. 
· Disclosure of useful information. The cause of a lot of bad decisions is that people don’t get all the information or don’t know how to filter useful information. By informing people better about the options they have and the consequences of each decision and making things more concrete, people could be able to make better decisions on their own. A lot of daily decisions are just made out of habit and disclosure could make people rethink those decisions. Think about what McDonalds has done with mentioning all the nutrition values of their products on the tablemats, this makes a lot of people rethink their choice for a hamburger or about even going to McDonalds at all (Yamamoto, Yamamoto, Yamamoto & Yamamoto, 2005). 
· Counteract the impuls that seduces people to make bad decisions. A lot of bad decisions are made impulsively or under high pressure, for instance under pressure of a persuasive salesmen. When the pressure is taken away, people get the change to think rationally about the consequences of their decision, which might lead to making better decisions afterwards. An example of this nudge is a cooling-off period during which consumers can return their purchases free of charge. 

Blumenthal-Barby and Burroughs (2012) also mention one more type, of which it’s actually a little doubtful if it can be classified as nudge. They state that financial incentives can be used as a nudge to seduce people to make a specific decision. However, the definition of a nudge requires that the alternatives aren’t made less or more attractive. By imposing a financial incentive for a specific option, say a tax benefit when people buy a hybrid car, this option becomes a lot more attractive than the others. A monetary incentive is either a penalty or a reward and thus brings either extra costs or extra benefits along. According to Thaler and Sunstein (2008) changing economic incentives isn’t a nudge. They agree however that it is a very useful and effective instrument to get people to do what the policymaker wants them to do, especially since people are highly sensitive for financial consequences. Other forms of incentives than monetary ones, for example in-kind incentives, could potentially be classified as a nudge. It depends however if the incentive changes the attractiveness of alternatives changes drastically or not. There could be said that incentives are in the grey area concerning the question if it are nudges or not.

[bookmark: _Toc400962986][bookmark: _Toc414375455]3.1.5 	Criticism
As with every new concept, nudging has gathered proponents and opponents. The main counterargument critics give is that a nudge threatens a person’s autonomy to make their own choices (Furedi, 2011; White, 2013a). By conducting a nudge, the government takes the role of a parent and people are being treated as children (Furedi). Furedi also asks from where the government gets the moral authority to influence people’s decisions in such a direct way. Where actual parents know that they have to let their children make mistakes so they can learn from it, the government does not (White, 2013b). When people are being nudged, they don’t have to think about their decisions and thus can’t get the chance to make bad decisions and learn from it. Then, according to White, policy-makers will continue to see complex choices people aren’t able to make appropriately for themselves and thus need to be helped with. Bovens (2009) states that this will make people fragmented. This means that they are choosing one way when they are being nudged, but would choose something else when they make a decision that is nudge-free. Fragmented people are morally lazy and will easily let others take decisions for them (Selinger & Whyte, 2011). This is also endorsed by Rizzo and Whitman (2008), who say that a soft form of paternalism on some subjects leads people into accepting more external control over their lives and decisions, because they are habituated to that control. The fear among critics thus exists that nudges will turn people into tamable human beings without an own will and without an opinion or even idea of what’s best for them (Kleinpaste, 2013). Nagel (2011) fears this too. He states that the automatic thinking system of human beings is valuable and should not be made otiose. His opinion is that when something can be nudged, it doesn’t instantly mean that it should be nudged. 

According to the definition of Thaler and Sunstein (2008) a nudge should gently push people into choosing the option that makes them better off according to people’s own judgment. This last addition raises the question how policymakers can possibly know what is best for someone according to their own beliefs. A person’s interests and preferences are internal information. According to the revealed preferences theory those interests are only being shown when people make decisions (Richter, 1966). In the stages before the decision is made, it is almost impossible to get to know the preferences. On top of that, every person is unique and has its own thoughts and set of preferences. It is undoable for a policymaker to take into account all the sets of interests of all the people for whom the nudge is being implemented (White, 2013b). Bovens (2009) acknowledges that a nudge could only be useful if it steers the person to the choice in accordance with his real preferences, like is mostly the case with akrasia, inertia, ignorance and queasiness. It is more worrisome if the nudge is not in accordance, like with exceptions and social benefits. Also the Dutch scientific council for government policy (Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid, 2014) acknowledges that a nudge should rather be applied more reticent with controversial issues, like organ donation, than with undisputed issues, like health. 
Even if the policymakers could know the preferences of people, by implementing a nudge they automatically assume that the users are a homogenous group with equal preferences (White, 2013a). A nudge makes no distinction and this could be a misunderstanding with big consequences according to White (2013a). He also describes that even when people overall want to eat healthier, there are many moments when they deliberately do want to eat something unhealthy, for instance with celebrations or as a reward. Why should the policymaker be the person to decide that they better could not do that? Also, policymakers and choice architects may not always have the best interests of people in mind. A restaurant owner for instance presumably wants to push his clients into the most profitable dishes and designs his menu this way. By implementing nudges, policymakers thus intentionally try to change behavior and choices, while people don’t even ask for intervention. That’s why a lot of critics call nudging manipulative (WRR, 2014). A way to overcome this manipulative character of a nudge is to increase transparency (Hansen & Jespersen, 2013). When people know they are being nudged they can more fairly decide for themselves if they want to follow the nudge or rather make their own choice. 

Earlier in this thesis it has been mentioned that choice architecture is never neutral and thus that a form of paternalism is inevitable, but does this directly mean that it’s morally needed or even required (Cohen, 2013)? To create a value-neutral choice environment is impossible and that’s why Brooks (2013) states that people are condemned to be nudged. This does not mean in his opinion that every nudge is non-manipulative or morally allowed, but it does draw the attention on the importance of the setting of choice context. There must not be asked whether to nudge or not, but how nudging should be done and how it can be made justifiable. Openness about the presence of nudges in a certain choice context is one of the first steps that should be taken to make nudges not work against the choice-autonomy of people, but enhance each other. 

The last critic that will be discussed is that nudges are supposed to only be fighting symptoms and not changing someone at the core (WRR, 2014). A nudge only temporarily influences decision-making of people, but does not structurally alter habits and human behavior. It can be seen as a short-term solution to a structural problem, which can be people’s attitude, cognitive errors and knowledge, but also ingrained (bad) social values (White, 2013b). However, to solve those structural problems on the long run, there are more profound and reaching measures are necessary, for which a lot more critics can be expected. 

Seen these reactions on nudging, there it could be said that the critics expect a lot of impact from nudging. They might even expect more from it than the proponents do, since they have all these fears of how nudging could transform ordinary people into human robots (Kleinpaste, 2013). These expectations are probably way too high and that’s where those unnecessary concerns are coming from (Dur, 2013). The idea of nudging is that just a small change in choice context can have a big impact on the choices people make. This impact is mostly very modest (John et al., 2009) and that’s why most concerns are not relevant for the real impact of nudging, since the impact just doesn’t come that far to make those concerns real. Although the impact of a nudge on the feelings of a human being is very modest, its impact for life and society can be very big. Take for instance a nudge to reduce speeding, it takes not much effort of the people to drive slower, but it could save a big number of lives every day. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375456]3.1.6	Comparable studies
Over the past few years, nudging has been more and more acknowledged as a low-cost tool to push people into a certain direction, especially by governments. The British, Norwegian and Austrian government, either with or without the help of external partners, all have done field experiments to study the impact of nudging on tax compliance. These three studies have been inspirational sources for this thesis and thus will shortly be described in this chapter. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375457]3.1.6.1  Hallsworth, List, Metcalfe and Vlaev (2014) 
The purpose of the field experiment performed by the British Behavioral Insights Team was to study if people can be motivated to pay their taxes by a certain message in a reminder letter. The central questions were: does a reminder letter make a difference and which message should that reminder letter contain? Multiple strategies have been tested: social norm messages, which made people aware of the fact that most people paid their taxes on time, public good messages in terms of gains and losses, which should increase moral cost, and financial messages, which warned people for the higher interest costs as a result of not paying. All messages were effective at persuading people to pay taxes on time, from which the conclusion can be derived that a reminder letter has a positive influence. The overall conclusion that can be made is that there are behavioral reasons why people do not pay their taxes and not solely liquidity constrains, because otherwise the messages would have no influence at all. The message resulting in the highest payment rate was the social norm messages, specifically the one that stated that people belonged to the minority group that didn’t pay their taxes on time.


[bookmark: _Toc414375458]3.1.6.2  Bott, Cappelen, Sørensen and Tungodden (2014)
Also the Norwegian government has conducted a field experiment on tax compliance, now to study if different messages could influence the tax payer to report his true foreign income. Since the government has to rely on self-reported foreign incomes, it is very important that people report those incomes truthfully. The last few years foreign tax administrations have increasingly exchanged information, which enables the Norwegian tax administration to compare the self-reported incomes and incomes from third party reports. The different messages have been sent to people who have had a substantial negative deviation and are therefore expected to deviate again this year. A base letter is sent to all tax payers about why and how to report their incomes. Three different treatments have been tested by adding a different message to the base letter. Two treatments focused on moral appeal: one informed the receiver about the high compliance of other tax payers and the other reminded the receiver that tax incomes are being used to finance public goods. The third treatment was a threat, which had to increase the feeling of a high probability of detection. All treatments had a positive effect on the number of correct reported incomes, but the message about high compliance and the threatening message gave best results. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375459]3.1.6.3  Fellner, Sausgruber and Traxler (2013)
The residents of Austria that own a tv have to pay a TV license fee for public broadcasting. However, an enforcement problem exists since all channels can be received without paying the fee. Therefore the Austrian government has conducted a field experiment, to study if they could get more people to pay the license fee by sending them a letter of notification. Three different letters were sent: one that made receivers aware of the detection risk and possible fines, one that reminds people of the moral fairness of paying the fee and one that highlighted the high level of compliance of other residents. The results of the experiment show that all messages had a positive effect on payment. Groups that received one of the letters had a higher payment rate than the control group, that didn’t receive a letter with one of the messages. Threatening people with risk of detection and fines gave the highest payment rate and thus was the most effective approach. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375460]3.2 	Payment problems in the Netherlands


Since the start of the economic crisis in 2008 more and more people all over the world are struggling with payment problems. Today, in 2014, the Dutch economy is minimally growing again, unlike the economy on European level (Van Kampen & Pelgrim, 2014). Also the optimism among Dutch people about the economic situation in the Netherlands has raised (Dekker & Den Ridder, 2014). 67% of the Dutch people is sufficiently satisfied with the condition of the Dutch economy. In contrast to those increases, the number of consumers with arrears on their loan is still rising (Bureau Krediet Registratie, 2014). In the first six months of 2014 the number of consumers with arrears on their loan has risen with 18,926, which sets the total number of consumers with financial troubles on almost 760,000. Since the introduction of the BKR credit barometer, the number of consumers with arrears has been increasing with an average of three percent every half a year.  

Every year, the Dutch credit management organization GGN performs a research to the payment behavior of Dutch people. The results of the research of this year showed that less than half of the households in the Netherlands can make ends meet well with their current income (GGN, 2014). Even 13% can’t make it at all and also don’t expect their situation to improve during the next twelve months. However, the number of people with an overdraft on their bank account has decreased. On the other hand, the average amount of the overdrafts has increased. The research of GGN (2014) also showed that one in three Dutch citizens sometimes pays a bill after due date. Most mentioned reasons for this are obliviousness or liquidity deficit. Furthermore it showed that rent and mortgage are the things that are paid first if there is not enough money to pay all bills. Under young adolescents (age 25-34) the mobile cellphone bill is one of the last bills to be paid. GGN defines payment problems as not being able to meet financial obligations before the set due date. Conform the results of BKR (2014), the research of GGN shows that the number of people with payment problems is still growing. 
[bookmark: _Toc414375461]3.2.1	Payment of telecom invoices
In the previous section it was mentioned that amongst young adolescents, the cell phone bill is one of the bills with the lowest priority (GGN, 2014). The main reason amongst all ages for not paying the telecom bill before due date is a deficit on their bank account. Other frequently mentioned reasons are that people have just forgotten to pay the bill on time or that laziness has had something to do with it. GGN showed that for women payment of the telecom invoice is less important than for men. 33% of the surveyed women would pay the telecom bill last if they hadn’t got enough money to pay all bills, against 25% of the men. 

At Tele2, the payments, non-payments and reversals are accurately tracked. At the time of writing Tele2 has 1,.710,.015 customer clients in total, of which 98% pays by direct debit. Every month for an average of ten percent of the consumer invoices the direct debit fails or gets reversed. Two to three percent of all invoices even remain unpaid in the end and thus are written off as uncollectable. These invoices eventually go to a debt agency, which will still try to collect those payments for Tele2 even after they are written off. The outcome of the GGN research that most payments fail due to a deficit on the bank account is being endorsed by the experiences of Tele2; insufficient funds is given as main reason by the bank for failure of payment.  

[bookmark: _Toc414375462]3.2.2 	Treatment processes at Tele2
When a customer doesn’t pay the invoice before due date or when the direct debit fails, the customer will be included in the treatment process. Treatment process is the collective noun for all the steps that will be taken as part of the collection strategy, before the invoice will be send to a debt agency and the customer will be deactivated. The treatment process of Tele2 differs by product; DSL (broadband internet, possibly with fixed telephony and/or television) or Mobile (mobile telephony). Common steps for both products are an email or sms to make people aware that the direct debit has failed and payment is not yet received by Tele2 (‘storno email/sms’), an ‘AcceptEmail’, a reminder letter, a suspension letter and sms and actual suspension. If the debtor still hasn’t paid after all these steps the claim will be forwarded to a debt agency and the debtor will be deactivated. The AcceptEmail is an e-mail sent by the external company ‘AcceptEmail’. Special about it is that this e-mail contains a payment link through which the outstanding invoice can be paid directly with iDEAL. The AcceptEmail is only sent in the treatment process of DSL, in the treatment process of Mobile AcceptEmail sends an sms with a direct payment link. For DSL there has been made a distinction in treatment process between customers who are known as frequent reversers over the past year (high risk customer) and customers who have never reversed before (medium risk customer). High risk customers don’t receive the reminder letter and will be suspended earlier. All treatment processes, including the duration of the whole process and timing of the different actions, are illustrated in figures 3.1 and 3.2. 

Figure 3.1a: Treatment process DSL (medium risk customer)    Day 0		 Day 1	       Day 3	  Day 6	 	 Day 18		 Day 26		 Day 32		Day 44	           Day 44		 


Figure 3.1b: Treatment process DSL (high risk customer)    Day 0		     Day 1	 Day 3	  	Day 12	 	   Day 18	       Day 26	         Day 30                  Day 30		 


Figure 3.2: Treatment process Mobile       Day 0                         Day 1		   Day 14	        Day 21	            Day 28		   Day 35	        Day 35



[bookmark: _Toc400962987][bookmark: _Toc414375463]
4.    Research process

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate which influence a nudge can have on defaulters. An empirical study has been set up whereby a nudge was implemented in practice. This chapter describes the process of finding a business to conduct the research and the process of designing and refining the research. Furthermore it will give more insight in the nudges that have been used, the timing of the nudges and the ways of sending them.

[bookmark: _Toc400962988][bookmark: _Toc414375464]4.1 	Finding a business to conduct the research



To test the influence of a nudge on defaulters it was necessary to find a business that was willing to conduct the nudges. The ideal circumstances to perform the study couldn’t be found at every type of business however. That’s why a selection had been made of possible interesting businesses to approach with the following requirements:
· The business is a provider of services 
· It charges a fee for those services
· The services are offered on contract base 
· The fee is charged monthly
· It is a business in the larger segment of the Dutch economy
When a business meets these requirements it is sure that it had a large customer base and sends their customers an invoice on regular basis. These businesses usually face a large number of defaulters and are looking for a way to reduce this number. The study could thus be of interest for them. 

Businesses that meet these requirements are energy companies, insurance companies and telecom providers. Amongst these, a telecom provider has an additional advantage, since it can cheaply sent their customers an sms message, which is suspected to reach the customer more directly than other communication, like letters or emails. The bigger Dutch telecom providers were sent a letter to inform if they were interested in conducting the research. Tele2 was the first telecom provider to react positively to the research proposal and was very interested in the research. That’s why the research has been executed at Tele2.
[bookmark: _Toc400962989] 4.1.12	Tele2
Tele2 is a relatively new telecom provider in the Netherlands. It started in 1997 as a provider of fixed telephony and from 2001 they provide mobile telephony as well. The main goal of Tele2 was to break the existing monopolies in the telecommunication market in the Netherlands and this way they set themselves as a price-fighter. Nowadays, Tele2 is the fastest growing telecom provider in the Netherlands and they are now focusing more on giving their customers good quality for a good price - ‘offering what you need for less’ - instead of only being a price-fighter. 

With a fast-growing customer base, Tele2 also faces more and more defaulters. Every month an average of ten percent of the invoices doesn’t get paid on time. Eventually even two to three percent of the invoices remain unpaid and can’t be collected, even with the help of an external collection agency. One of the values of Tele2 is to be a challenger and that’s why Tele2 is constantly looking for new concepts that can help the company. They see nudging as a concept that could help both themselves and the customer. In the best case the customer gets approached friendly, more invoices are being paid on time and the company has less costs collecting their money. That’s why Tele2 was very interested in conducting this study.

[bookmark: _Toc400962991][bookmark: _Toc414375465]
4.2 	Implementing the nudges  



Practically all customer invoices of Tele2 are being collected by direct debit. Ten percent of all direct debits fails and it takes a lot of time to re-collect most of those payments. The nudges have been implemented in existing messages of the treatment process to see if debtors tend to pay their outstanding invoice after receiving the nudge. Then debtors are sooner out of treatment and Tele2 has to spend less efforts to collect the outstanding amounts. A comparable research has been done by the Behavioral Insights Team of the British government (Hallsworth et al., 2014). 

When the direct debit fails there won’t be tried to write it off a second time, from then on it’s people’s own responsibility to make sure that the invoice is being paid. That’s why Tele2 sends the customers whose direct debit has failed several messages to make them aware that they have an outstanding invoice to pay and to point out the consequences of not paying that invoice. The nudges have been implemented in the first message debtors receive after failure of the direct debit by changing the tone and the content of that message. The messages were sent both by email and by sms, depending on which product customers receive. For the sms had to be taken into account that an sms message can only contain 160 characters in total, including spaces and punctuation. For the email there were no limitations.

[bookmark: _Toc400962992][bookmark: _Toc414375466]4.2.1	Types of messages
There have been sent five different messages to separate groups of debtors. One of these messages was a control message, the other four were nudges. The nudges have been based on different types of nudges named in section 3.1.5. Section 3.1.6 described the researches of Hallsworth et al. (2014), Bott et al. (2014) and Fellner et al. (2013) about how a nudge can be used for example to get people to pay their taxes on time. Those studies showed that a message with a threat or a message that made people aware that most other people were paying their taxes on time, has the greatest positive effects on payment rates. These types of messages have also been included in this study. The discussed researches have been inspirational sources for the formulation of the texts of the nudges.  All messages were true and accurate, which is required for a proper nudge. Next to the nudge the messages contained information about the invoice that couldn’t be debited and a direct payment link through which the receiver could directly pay the invoice concerned with iDEAL. The receiver might have been triggered to pay sooner due to the easiness of the payment link in the sms. Debtors didn’t know they were part of an experiment and that they were being nudged, so this couldn’t influence their choice to pay the invoice. In this section the messages will only be described in general, since all messages were sent both by email and by sms and have thus been differently processed. The actual content of all the different emails and sms messages can be found, in Dutch, in the appendix. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375467]4.2.1.1  Control message
The control message only contained the information that the direct debit of an invoice had failed. It mentioned the amount of the outstanding invoice and offered the debtor the possibility to pay that amount directly with iDEAL. The text of the control message has been included in every other message, but to all the other messages an additional notice has been added next to the basic information. Due to keeping all other conditions equal, the influence of the additional notice – the nudge – can be measured properly. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375468]4.2.1.2  Disclosure of useful information
This message has been based on the nudge to give the debtor more information about his outstanding invoice, so that it might be easier for him to pay the invoice. The message also contained the information of the control message: the notice that the direct debit has failed and the possibility to pay the invoice directly with iDEAL through the direct payment link. Next to that it mentioned the bank account number of Tele2 and the invoice number. The last number has to be mentioned as payment reference to ease the workload for Tele2 controllers and by including it in the message the debtor might be triggered to mention it with his manual payment. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375469]4.2.1.3  Friendly approach
With the friendly nudge there has beenI tried to show some understanding from Tele2 for failure of the debit. It tells people that the direct debit has failed, but that it doesn’t matter for this timeit can happen to everyone every now and then.   Next the opportunity will be given to if they pay the invoice with iDEAL through the direct payment link. This way people might have more positive feelings for Tele2, which could cause them to pay the invoice of Tele2 as soon as possible, since they don’t want to harm the trust they received from Tele2.  

[bookmark: _Toc414375470]4.2.1.4  Triggering salience negatively by threatening
This message contained a negative approach to trigger people’s salience about paying the invoice. There has beenI tried to make paying the outstanding invoice as soon as possible important for the debtors by making them aware of the possible consequences of not paying; suspension of services. This nudge has been based on people’s aversion to losses. People don’t like extra costs and surely don’t want to be suspended, so that should trigger them to pay sooner. The negative way to present the consequences of not paying to the debtor is by threatening him with it. This message therefore informed the debtor that he would be suspended if he doesn’t pay the outstanding invoice as soon as possible with iDEAL through the direct payment link. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375471]4.2.1.5  Social norm
This nudge has been based on the fact that people are highly influenced by the behavior of others and by other people’s opinion about their actions. The original message told the debtor that 96% of the customers of Tele2 pay their invoices on time and that Tele2 highly appreciates that. There has been tried to trigger debtors to belong to the group that pays on time, so that they would pay the outstanding invoice as soon as possible and maybe next invoices even on time. 

However, halfway during the pilot there had been noticed that a lot of debtors called customer service saying that they felt insulted by the original message. According to them the message was insulting because it pretended that Tele2 didn’t appreciate them as customer, since the direct debit had failed and they thus hadn’t paid their invoice on time. The idea behind the message was however, that the receivers felt like they received a second chance to belong to the group of customers that paid on time if they paid their invoice through the direct payment link. This idea wasn’t carried out by the original message apparently, so it was necessary to alter the message. Only the sms message needed to be changed, since the emails weren’t sent yet when the complaints came in. The revised message still mentioned that 96% of the customers pay their invoices on time, but the notice that those customers were appreciated by Tele2 had been left out, since that seemed to be the part that made the message insulting for some people. Additionally, the revised message mentioned specifically that if people pay their invoice at that moment through the direct debit link, they would belong to the group of customers that pay their invoices on time. This might really give the debtor the feeling of getting a second chance, which was the original idea behind the message. 

[bookmark: _Toc400962993][bookmark: _Toc414375472]4.2.2	Way of sending
As described in chapter 3.2.2 Tele2 has for both products, DSL and Mobile, a different treatment process. The nudges of this study have been implemented in the existing messages that are sent to a debtor directly after failure of the direct debit or after reversing it. The treatment processes thus retain the same steps so that there won’t be a potential side effect from the extra message that people receive. The nudges in this research were limited to simple textual changes. More complex changes, like the layout of the e-mails or combination of phrases, have not been made. All messages, both 
e-mail and sms, were sent by AcceptEmail and thus include a direct payment link. The direct payment link is an exogenous factor which could have influenced the payment behavior next to the nudge. AcceptEmail sent the messages in name of Tele2, so the receiver will see Tele2 as the sender. The methods of sending and selection of receivers are explained by product. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375473]4.2.2.1  DSL
The first message in the treatment process of DSL is the storno e-mail (see figure 3.1). This email is sent directly after failure of the direct debit or reversal and thus is the first contact Tele2 makes with the debtor. The email is normally sent automatically by Oracle, the system in which the invoices of DSL are managed. However, it isn’t possible in Oracle to divide the whole batch of debtors into groups, so for this pilot the messages were sent by AcceptEmail. DSL has four collection moments per month. The pilot only included the biggest two, NL20 and NL22. After each collection moment, the number of failures and reversals are being checked every day. The total batch of reversals and failures were randomly divided in five groups (and five documents) daily, one group for each nudge. Those documents were sent to AcceptEmail and they sent each group one of the nudges the same evening. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375474]4.2.2.2  Mobile
An advantage for Tele2 with Mobile customers is that the mobile number is known and that it’s sure that theat number is the right number of the customer, since it is the same number as where the customer receives the services of Tele2 on. This way it is more likely that the customer receives the message that the direct debit has failed. The first message sent to Mobile customers after failure or reversal is the storno sms (see figure 3.2). This sms is normally sent automatically by CBS, the system in which the invoices of Mobile are managed. However, for the pilot the storno sms have been sent by AcceptEmail. Mobile has, like DSL, four collection moments per month. Three of them are equal in size (R3, R4 and R1), but one (R2) is substantially smaller. The smaller one was excluded for the study. Like has been done for DSL, failures and reversals of debits have been checked every day. The total batch of failures and reversals has been randomly divided into five groups every day and sent to AcceptEmail. AcceptEmail sent the sms messages the same evening. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375475]5.    Data

The pilot provided for a sufficiently big sampleenough data to study whether the nudgesif it has had a significant impact on the payment behavior of debtors of Tele2 by performing a statistical analysis. In this chapter I will first be described how the data was treated and collected. After that the features of the database will be illustrated and discussed. 


[bookmark: _Toc414375476]5.1 	Collecting the data


Every time messages were sent to customers there has been made a copy file in Excel with all customer numbers and which nudge they received. The payments, both manual and by iDEAL, have been collected from the day the message was sent until the end of the day before the debtor would receive the reminder letter, a simple reminder of the outstanding invoice, or the suspension letter, the letter which informs about suspension of the services if the invoice remained unpaid, depending on which treatment process the debtor belongs to. The day of receipt of the suspension letter differed per billrun, so there had first to be determined which billrun the debtor belongs to. Since a customer has 56 days to reverse a direct debit there were some reversals in the pilot which didn’t belong to any of the included billruns of November. For every reversal that didn’t belong to one of the included billruns there was established a payment term of fourteen days, since this is the average time between the date of storno sms and the date of receiving the suspension letter or reminder letter in the treatment processes of the different billruns. For the actual dates of direct debit and receipt of the suspension letter or reminder letter for the included billruns of DSL and Mobile, see table 5.1 and 5.2 respectively. 

The manual payments have been collected by Tele2, as the iDEAL payments were collected by AcceptEmail. For all groups and billruns the payment percentage for both manual and iDEAL payment rates have been calculated. The different payment percentages for the billruns can be found in table 5.1 and 5.2. The payment percentages of the different groups – the payment rates in response to the nudges – will be described in the next section. 


Tabel 5.1: Payment rates per billrun - DSL
	
	NL20
	NL22

	N
	13,782
	8,970

	Direct debit date
	27 nov
	28 nov

	Suspension letter received by debtor
	17 dec
	17 dec

	Paid
  - AcceptEmail
  - Bank
	4,288 (31.1%)
1,982 (14.4%)
2,306 (16.7%)
	2,937 (32.7%)
1,275 (14.2%)
1,662 (18.5%)

	Not paid
	4,494 (68.9%)
	6,033 (67.3%)



Tabel 5.2: Payment rates per billrun - Mobile
	
	R1
	R3
	R4

	N
	7,811
	14,266
	3,899

	Direct debit date
	18 nov
	25 nov
	28 nov

	Suspension letter received by debtor
	2 dec
	8 dec
	17 dec

	Paid
  - AcceptEmail
  - Bank
	2,473 (31.7%)
1,356 (17.4%)
1,117 (14.3%)
	5,106 (35.8%)
2,804 (19.7%)
2,302 (16.1%)
	1,243 (31.8%)
567 (14.5%)
676 (13.3%)

	Not paid
	5,136 (68.3%)
	9,160 (64.2%)
	2,656 (68.2%)



After all messages were sent it was clear which customers were part of the pilot and thus have received a message, possibly with a nudge. For both databases, DSL and Mobile, there has been examined which reason customers had for reversing the direct debit and how many debtors have reversed more often the past year before this reversal. This information has been included in the databases and will also be described in the next section. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375477]5.2	General features of the databases



Since the research was done for both DSL and Mobile there are two different databases to analyze. This section will illustrate the general features of both databases. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375478]5.2.1 	DSL
The database for DSL contains 23,053 observations in total. This means that there messages were sent to 23,053 unique email addresses. From 1 to 8 December the reversals have been collected every day and randomly allocated  to one of the five groups. Random allocation has been done with use of the RAND function in Excel. With this function every customer was assigned a random number between zero and one. The random numbers with the corresponding customer were ordened and the first fifth of the total batch was assigned to the first group, the second fifth to the second group and so on. The resulting groups are equal in size and average amount of the invoice. Due to random allocation the groups also show equal numbers with respect to the different reasons of reversal and the number of debtors that has reversed more frequently than two times. The precise numbers of the known characteristics can be found in table 5.3. The payment rates per group are graphically displayed in figure 5.1. As can be seen in table 5.1, from the 23,053 observations 13,782 belong to NL20 and 8,970 belong to NL22, which means that there are 301 reversals of older direct debits included in the database. Other general characteristics about the debtors, like gender or age, have not been taken into account in this study. 

Table 5.3 makes clear that the threatening message resulted in the best overall payment rate (34.1%) of the messages. The total overall payment rate is 31.8%, whichat means that more than two-thirds of the outstanding invoices remain unpaid after the first term. Remarkable is that when debtors were given extra information about how they could pay their invoice manually, more debtors decided to pay the invoice manually (18.5%). Another remarkable thing is that for DSL a lot of debtors rather paid the outstanding invoice manually instead of through the direct payment link which was sent in the email, since for all groups the manual payment rate is higher than the payment rate through AcceptEmail. This is unexpected, since the direct payment link was supposed to make it easier for the debtor to pay the invoice. Another noticeable thing is that the average amount of the paid invoices is substantially lower than the average amount of the unpaid invoices. This suggests that the amount of the invoice has a negative effect on payment of the invoices. Table 5.3 also shows that more than half of the total group of debtors is known as a frequent debtor. Furthermore it shows that insufficient funds is the most common reason for failure of the direct debit. 
Table 5.3: Characteristics per group – DSL
	
	Control
	Information
	Friendly
	Threat
	Social norm
	Total

	N
	4,611
	4,610
	4,611
	4,610
	4,611
	23,053

	Paid
- AcceptEmail
- Bank
	1,431 (31.0%)
634 (13.7%)
797 (17.3%)
	1,465 (31.8%)
612 (13.3%)
853 (18.5%)
	1,426 (30.8%)
673 (14.6%)
753 (16.3%)
	1,571 (34.1%)
747 (16.2%)
824 (17.9%)
	1,431 (31.0%)
628 (13.6%)
803 (17.4%)
	7,324 (31.8%)
3,294 (14.3%)
4,030 (17.5%)

	Not paid
	3,180 (69.0%)
	3,145 (68.2%)
	3,185 (69.1%)
	3,039 (65.9%)
	3,180 (69.0%)
	15,729 (68.2%)

	Amount (avg)
- Paid
- Not paid
	€60,52
€41,92
€68,99
	€56,66
€45,50
€61,77
	€56,27
€44,68
€61,46
	€56,85
€41,90
€58,88
	€56,03
€50,08
€60,95
	€57,27
€44,82
€62,41

	Frequent debtors
	2,422 (52.5%)
	2,426 (52.6%)
	2,413 (52.3%)
	2,440 (52.9%)
	2,424 (52.6%)
	12,125 (52.6%)

	Storno reason
- Insufficient 
  funds
- Disagree with
  direct debit
- Account   
  blockade
- Other
	
2,220 (48.1%)

371 (8.0%)

1,163 (25.2%)

856 (18.7%)
	
2,151 (46.7%)

373 (8.1%)

1,247 (27.0%)

839 (18.3%)
	
2,210 (47.9%)

376 (8.2%)

1,193 (25.9%)

832 (18.0%)
	
2,173 (47.1%)

382 (8.3%)

1,188 (25.8%)

868 (18.8%)
	
2,256 (48.9%)

363 (7.9%)

1,175 (25.5%)

817 (17.7%)
	
11,010 (47.8%)

1,865 (8.1%)

5,966 (25.9%)

4,212 (18.2%)



Figure 5.1: Payment rates per group – DSL

[bookmark: _Toc414375479]5.2.2	Mobile
The database for Mobile contains 28,988 observations in total, which means that there were sent sms messages to 28,988 unique debtors. From 20 November to 5 December the reversals have been collected every day and randomly allocated to one of the five groups. Random allocation has been done in the same way as was done for the database for DSL. This randomization resulted in five groups equal in size and average amount of the invoice. Also the number of customers that have reversed more frequently than two times and the deviation of reasons for reversal were similar for each group. The precise numbers of all included characteristics can be found in table 5.4. The payment rate for all groups are furthermore graphically displayed in figure 5.2. In table 5.2 can be seen that from the total database 7,811 observations belong to R1, 14,266 observations belong to R3 and 3,899 observations belong to R4. The remaining 3,012 observations included in the database are reversals of older direct debits. Other general characteristics of the debtors, like gender or age, have not been taken into account in this research. 

Table 5.4 shows that the threatening message, like with DSL, resulted in the best overall payment rate (41.2%). All other messages have quite similar overall payment rates. The total overall payment is 33.0%, which means that two-thirds of all outstanding invoices remains unpaid after the first term. It also applies for Mobile that the manual payment rate is highest for the message with more information about how to pay the invoice manually (18.2%). Unlike the results for DSL, Mobile debtors rather paid through the direct payment link in the sms message than paying the invoice manually. It is suspected that this is due to developments in the telecommunication. Most of the people have a smartphone nowadays with an application of their bank with which they can make payments with iDEAL right away, anywhere and anytime. Also unlike what was noticed for DSL, the average amount of the paid invoices almost equals the average amount of the unpaid invoices. This suggests that the amount of the invoice has only little effect on if the invoice gets paid or not. Table 5.4 shows furthermore that for Mobile a greater part of the total number of debtors, over 60%, is known as a frequent debtor. At last it shows that here also counts that insufficient funds is the most common reason for failure of the direct debit. 




Table 5.4: Characteristics per group – Mobile
	
	Control
	Information
	Friendly
	Threat
	Social norm
	Total

	N
	5,798
	5,796
	5,796
	5,798
	5,800
	28,988

	Paid
- AcceptEmail
- Bank
	1,759 (30.4%)
926 (16.0%)
833 (14.4%)
	1,775 (30.6%)
720 (12.4%)
1,055 (18.2%)
	1,787 (30.8%)
953 (16.4%)
834 (14.4%)
	2,400 (41.2%)
1,458 (25.2%)
942 (16.2%)
	1,831 (31.6%)
1,042 (18.0%)
789 (13.6%)
	9,552 (33.0%)
5,099 (17.6%)
4,453 (15.4%)

	Not paid
	4,039 (69.6%)
	4,020 (69.4%)
	4,008 (69.2%)
	3,397 (58.6%)
	3,968 (68.4%)
	19,432 (67.0%)

	Amount (avg)
- Paid
- Not paid 
	€53,22
€50,43
€54,43
	€52,65
€50,22
€53,72
	€54,49
€52,68
€55,30
	€53,59
€49,83
€56,24
	€52,40
€50,08
€53,47
	€53,27
€50,65
€54,63

	Frequent debtors
	3,515 (60.6%)
	3,497 (60.3%)
	3,528 (60.9%)
	3,515 (60.6%)
	3,560 (61.4%)
	17,615 (60.8%)

	Reversal reason
- Insufficient 
  funds
- Disagree with
  direct debit
- Account   
  blockade
- Other
	
3,477 (60.0%)

602 (10.4%)

992 (17.1%)

727 (12.5%)
	
3,470 (59.6%)

580 (10.0%)

984 (17.0%)

762 (13.4%)
	
3,472 (59.8%)

578 (10.0%)

954 (16.5%)

792 (13.7%)
	
3,461 (59.7%)

589 (10.2%)

1,005 (17.3%)

743 (12.8%)
	
3,490 (60.2%)

588 (10.1%)

962 (16.6%)

760 (13.1%)
	
17,370 (59.9%)

2,937 (10.1%)

4,897 (16.9%)

3,784 (13.1%)



Figure 5.2: Payment rates per group – Mobile
[bookmark: _Toc414375480]6.    Statistical analysis

The influence of the nudges on payment of the invoice can be seen in the payment rates. However,, there has be Ien ran OLS regressions in SPSS to statistically test the value of the influence of the nudges and whether one of the nudges has a significantly better impact. This chapter will describe the methods used for the analyses and the results of all regressions per product. 

[bookmark: _Toc414375481]6.1	Methods


With the statistical analysis the impact of the nudges on the default rate will be examined. Furthermore there will be tried to find a founded answer tothis will serve as a test of the hypotheses. The pure impact of the nudges, without possible influence of other factors, will be tested by running the following OLS regression: 

Since the focus of this thesis is on whether debtors pay their invoices after receiving the message, the dependent variable is the dummy Pi. This dummy has the value 1 if debtor i has paid and value 0 if debtor i hasn’t paid. The independent variables are dummies for the different groups that a debtor could have been assigned to in the pilot. Only the control group has been left out, since including all dummies would have blown up the model. The value and sign of the betas indicate the influence the nudges have on payment of the invoice. 

Next to the nudges there has also beenI have also tested for other variables that could be of possible influence on payment of the invoice. Therefore, multiple different regressions have been ran. The full regression model, that includes all variables accounted for, contains the following variables:

[bookmark: _Toc400962994]Variable Ai represents the log of the amount of the invoice. Dummy variable Difreq has value 1 if the debtor is known as a frequent reverser. All other dummy variables, next to the dummies for the different groups, represent the different reasons why the direct debit has failed. Only the most common reasons for failure of the debit have been included: insufficient funds, disagree with the debit or blockade of the bank account by either the debtor or the bank, have been included as a separate dummy. All other reasons were fused under the category ‘other’, which is the reference category and thus has been left out in the regression. 

Four regressions have been tested for both products. First a simple OLS regression with only the different treatment groups as independent variables has been executed (regression I). Then a regression has been ran for the full model, in which the log of the amount of the invoice, a dummy for if the debtor is known as a frequent reverser or not and dummies for different reasons of failure of debit have been included as independent variables (regression II). One of the reasons for failure of a debit is that the debtor disagrees with the debit. Since this group of debtors deliberately reverses the direct debit the friendly message possibly has less to no effect on them. Excluding this group from the sample could give a different effect for the friendly group, so has been done in 
regression III. Another disturbing factor for the influence of the treatment groups is the group of debtors who have been reversing a direct debit more often the past year. They probably have a good reason for reversing or payment problems and therefore the messages could be of no effect to them. To test if the influences of the messages differ for customers whose direct debit has failed for the first time, the group of frequent reversers has been left out in regression IV. 



The results of the four tested regressions will be explained per product in the next sections.

[bookmark: _Toc414375482]6.3	Regression results – DSL 


The results of the regressions for DSL customers are shown in table 6.1 at page 43. 

Regression I shows positive results for all messages, which means that they all have more effect on payment of the invoices than the message without a nudge. However, all effects but the one of the threatening message are very little and not significant at any confidence level. The threatening message shows a greater influence, which is even significant at 95% confidence level... 

When other independent variables are included, like has been done in regression II, the messages show similar results. Regression II shows furthermore that the change in the amount of the invoice has a significant negative effect on payment of the invoice. Thus the higher the amount of the invoice, the less likely it will get paid, like was expected.  If the debtor has reversed more often over the past year doesn’t seem to make any difference for payment of this invoice. The reasons of failure however do seem to have a significant effect on payment. When a debtor has insufficient funds or disagrees with the debit there is less chance that he will pay his invoice in comparison to all other reasons. Debits that failed due to a blockade of the bank account are more likely to get paid. Except the negative result for disagree, the results for the reasons are unexpected. When a debtor has temporarily insufficient funds during the time of the debit it is expected that after receiving the message he still tries to pay his invoice as soon as possible. It was thus expected to have a positive influence on payment. That the regression shows a negative result could be an indication that in case of persistent insufficient funds, the telecom invoice is one of the last bills to be paid. The invoice then possible stays open for more than the two-week time spread worked with in this research. When someone’s bank account has been blocked, either by themselves or by the bank, it is expected to be not very likely that the invoice would get paid within two weeks. That the regression shows a positive relationship between the blockade and payment thus is remarkable. A possible explanation could be that a lot of customers rather pay their invoice manually every month and thus have blocked their account for direct debits of Tele2. Then the direct debit fails, but the debtor does pay the invoice on time, manually. 

Like has been explained in the previous section, the messages – especially the friendly message – could be of less influence on debtors that deliberately reversed the debit. Regression III shows that all messages have greater positive effect on payment when the deliberate reversals have been left out. Especially the information message and the social norm message have more effect, from which the effect of the information message now even is significant on a 95% confidence level. The results are consistent with the expectation of a greater effect of the message on people that do not deliberately reverse the debit. 

When leaving out the frequent reversers it was expected that all groups would have a greater, either negative or positive, effect than was the case with the total sample. This should result in greater results for regression IV in comparison to the results of regression I and II. The expectation only holds for the social norm message. All other groups show 
a smaller result, which even turned negative for the friendly message for this group. 
A possible explanation for this result could be that the non-frequent reversers weren’t aware that the group that doesn’t pay their invoices on time is such a small part of all customers. The feeling that they don’t want to belong to that minority group could have motivated them to pay there invoice. However, none of the messages shows a significant result for this group, so there can’t be drawn any conclusions from these results. 
 


Table 6.1: regression results – DSL 
	
	(I)
Pay invoice
	(II)
Pay invoice
	(III)
Pay invoice
	(IV)
Pay invoice

	Information
	0.010
(0.287)
	0.008
(0.480)
	0.021**
(0.040)
	0.006
(0.780)

	Friendly
	0.005
(0.631)
	0.003
(0.760)
	0.010
(0.327)
	0.001
(0.590)

	Threat
	0.034***
(0.000)
	0.031***
(0.001)
	0.039**
(0.000)
	0.018
(0.201)

	Social norm
	0.006
(0.059)
	0.004*
(0.063)
	0.016
(0.103)
	0.014
(0.299)

	Amount (log)
	
	-0.051***
(0.000)
	
	

	Frequent reversal
	
	-0.007
(0.280)
	
	

	Insufficient funds
	
	-0.033***
(0.000)
	
	

	Disagree
	
	-0.067***
(0.000)
	
	

	Blockade
	
	0.059***
(0.000)
	
	

	N
Nagelkerke R2
	23,053
0.001
	23,053
0.018
	21,088
0.001
	10,928
0.001






[bookmark: _Toc414375483]6.3	Regression results – Mobile 


The results of the regressions for Mobile customers are shown in table 6.2 at page 46. 

The simple regression (regression I) where only the different treatment groups were included shows a positive effect for all groups. This means that all message had more effect on payment than the simple control message – without a nudge – had on debtors. For the threatening message it even shows a big positive effect that is significant on the 99% confidence level. Also the social norm message shows a better significant effect, although a lot smaller than the threatening message. 

The full model regression (regression II) shows similar effects for the different treatment groups, as well in sign, value as significance. The change of the amount of the invoice shows a significant negative influence on payment. This was less expected for Mobile than it was for DSL, but it still confirms expectations. The regression shows furthermore that when a debtor is known as a frequent reverser, it is significantly less likely that he will pay the invoice after receiving the message, which also confirms expectations. Next it shows that when the direct debit failed due to (temporarily) insufficient funds or bank account blockade, it is more likely that the invoice will still be paid, as opposed to a reversal due to disagreement with the direct debit. For insufficient funds and disagreement the given results were expected, for bank account blockade a positive effect is surprising, just like it was for DSL customers. The possible explanation for this effect also has been discussed by the regression results of DSL (section 6.2). 

Regression III was expected to show a greater effect for all the messages. This is especially expected for the friendly message, since it could have a greater negative effect on deliberate reversers due to misunderstanding. Three of the messages do show greater effects, but remarkably especially the effect of the friendly message stays equal for debtors that have not deliberately reversed the debit. This means that the expected misunderstanding from the deliberate reverser about receiving the message that failure of the debit can happen now and then, does not occur. The effect for the message with more information even has become significant for a 95% confidence level. Although all messages seem to have greater - or at least equal effect - the differences in effects are that little that they can be judged as negligible. This results in the fact that it is hard to draw any hard conclusion from these results.  

The messages were expected to have more effect on first-time debtors, thus the results of regression IV should be greater than the results of regression I and II. This expectation only holds for the message with more information, all other messages show a smaller positive effect for the group of non-frequent debtors. It could be that for those people whose debit has never failed before it is helpful to give more information about how the invoice can be paid manually, since they aren’t familiar with paying the invoice by themselves, that’s why this message shows a greater positive effect for this group.



Table 6.2: Regression results – Mobile 
	
	(I)
Pay invoice
	(II)
Pay invoice
	(III)
Pay invoice
	(IV)
Pay invoice

	Information
	0.010
(0.232)
	0.011
(0.216)
	0.016*
(0.077)
	0.015
(0.161)

	Friendly
	0.012
(0.162)
	0.014
(0.107)
	0.01
(0.118)
	0.011
(0.326)

	Threat
	0.118***
(0.000)
	0.119***
(0.000)
	0.122***
(0.000)
	0.098***
(0.000)

	Social norm
	0.018**
(0.035)
	0.020**
(0.021)
	0.026***
(0.005)
	0.017
(0.107)

	Amount (log)
	
	-0.019***
(0.000)
	
	

	Frequent reversal
	
	-0.056***
(0.000)
	
	

	Insufficient funds
	
	0.038***
(0.000)
	
	

	Disagree
	
	-0.046***
(0.000)
	
	

	Blockade
	
	0.064***
(0.000)
	
	

	N
Nagelkerke R2
	28,988
0.009
	28,988
0.017
	26,051
0.009
	11,373
0.006





[bookmark: _Toc414375484]7.    Conclusion

This research has been set up to find an answer to the question if the payment behavior of debtors can be influenced by a nudge. After performing an empirical study at Tele2 involving sending debtors different messages – nudges – and studying their payment behavior after receiving one of the messages, we can undeniably say: Yes, it can! The results of this study show that all nudges induced higher payment rates than the control group, especially when the nudges were sent by sms instead of email. Next to that, there is also one nudge that has with certainty a more decreasing effect on default rates. The threatening message showed the highest payment rate, not only overall, but also every day of this study. Some days, this message even showed a difference in payment of 15 percent point in comparison to the payment rate in response to the control message. The social norm message also shows a positive influence on payment rate. However, this message was not as reliable and as large in terms of results (either overall or per day) as the threatening message. The message with more information and the friendly message both show only little positive influence, which can be remarked as negligible. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The comparable studies of Hallsworth et al. (2014), Bott et al. (2014) and Fellner et al. (2013), presented in section 3.1.6, show similar results as current study. For the study of Hallsworth et al. (2014) the social norm message resulted in the highest payment rate, but the other two studies also showed the threatening message being the nudge with significantly higher results. All results correspond with the results found in current study. The threatening message did give best results, but also the social norm message showed notable higher payment rates than the other nudges. The only difference is that those studies were all performed on a non-commercial basis. People have no possibility to change from provider of public services if they disliked or disagreed with the height of their debt and the used tone of the messages. Current study is one of the first to be executed at a commercial company, which also has to deal with competition and the possible outflow of customers. 

Overall, this study proves that a nudge can be a relatively cheap and easy way to make debtors pay their invoices sooner. If all debtors in this study would have received the threatening message instead of the existing message of Tele2 (the message with more information about paying manually), almost €190.000 would have been additionally collected. On the total of 2.8 million in outstanding invoices this means a gain of 7% just by changing the message. A little alteration that brings practically no extra costs, but has great positive influence on the outcome; exactly what a nudge is praised for.  
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[bookmark: _Toc414375488]1.1	Content of emails
Group 1: Control message

Beste heer/mevrouw [NAAM], 

We konden je laatste factuur à €123,45 niet afschrijven. 

Regel de betaling alsnog eenvoudig en snel via iDEAL. Klik op de afbeelding hierboven of op Nu betalen en volg de instructies. 

Ander rekeningnummer? 
Wil je het rekeningnummer voor de automatische incasso van Tele2 facturen veranderen? Klik dan hier. Ga dan naar TV, internet en/of bellen en log in met je gebruikersnaam en wachtwoord. 

Heb je intussen al betaald? Dan kun je deze mail natuurlijk als niet-verzonden beschouwen. 

Meer weten
Heb je verder nog vragen? Kijk dan op tele2.nl/klantenservice. 

We houden contact. 

Tele2 




Group 2: Disclosure of information

Beste heer/mevrouw [NAAM], 

We konden je laatste factuur à €123,45 niet afschrijven. 

Regel de betaling alsnog eenvoudig en snel via iDEAL. Klik op de afbeelding hierboven of op Nu betalen en volg de instructies. 

Wil je liever handmatig betalen? Maak het bedrag dan over naar rekeningnummer NL68 RBOS 0575 4788 53 t.n.v. Tele2 Nederland BV te Amsterdam en vermeld factuurnummer NL0123456789 en je klantnummer B0123456789. 

Staan er nog meer facturen van ons open? Dan kun je die ook meteen betalen. 

Ander rekeningnummer? 
Wil je het rekeningnummer voor de automatische incasso van Tele2 facturen veranderen? Klik dan hier. Ga dan naar TV, internet en/of bellen en log in met je gebruikersnaam en wachtwoord. 

Heb je intussen al betaald? Dan kun je deze mail natuurlijk als niet-verzonden beschouwen. 

Meer weten
Heb je verder nog vragen? Kijk dan op tele2.nl/klantenservice. 

We houden contact. 

Tele2 




Group 3: Friendly approach

Beste heer/mevrouw [NAAM], 

We konden je laatste factuur à €123,45 niet afschrijven, dat kan wel eens gebeuren. 

Regel de betaling alsnog eenvoudig en snel via iDEAL. Klik op de afbeelding hierboven of op Nu betalen en volg de instructies. 

Ander rekeningnummer? 
Wil je het rekeningnummer voor de automatische incasso van Tele2 facturen veranderen? Klik dan hier. Ga dan naar TV, internet en/of bellen en log in met je gebruikersnaam en wachtwoord. 

Heb je intussen al betaald? Dan kun je deze mail natuurlijk als niet-verzonden beschouwen. 

Meer weten
Heb je verder nog vragen? Kijk dan op tele2.nl/klantenservice. 

We houden contact. 

Tele2 




Group 4: Threatening approach

Beste heer/mevrouw [NAAM], 

We konden je laatste factuur à €123,45 niet afschrijven. Je wordt afgesloten als je deze factuur niet betaalt. 

Regel de betaling eenvoudig en snel via iDEAL. Klik op de afbeelding hierboven of op Nu betalen en volg de instructies. 

Ander rekeningnummer? 
Wil je het rekeningnummer voor de automatische incasso van Tele2 facturen veranderen? Klik dan hier. Ga dan naar TV, internet en/of bellen en log in met je gebruikersnaam en wachtwoord. 

Heb je intussen al betaald? Dan kun je deze mail natuurlijk als niet-verzonden beschouwen. 

Meer weten
Heb je verder nog vragen? Kijk dan op tele2.nl/klantenservice. 

We houden contact. 

Tele2 




Group 5: Social comparison

Beste heer/mevrouw [NAAM], 

We konden je laatste factuur à €123,45 niet afschrijven. 

Als je de betaling nu alsnog eenvoudig en snel regelt via iDEAL betaal je net als 96% van onze klanten op tijd. Klik op de afbeelding hierboven of op Nu betalen en volg de instructies. 

Ander rekeningnummer? 
Wil je het rekeningnummer voor de automatische incasso van Tele2 facturen veranderen? Klik dan hier. Ga dan naar TV, internet en/of bellen en log in met je gebruikersnaam en wachtwoord. 

Heb je intussen al betaald? Dan kun je deze mail natuurlijk als niet-verzonden beschouwen. 

Meer weten
Heb je verder nog vragen? Kijk dan op tele2.nl/klantenservice. 

We houden contact. 

Tele2 




[bookmark: _Toc414375489]1.2	Content of sms messages

	Groep
	Type bericht
	Bericht

	1
	Control group
	Beste klant, afschrijving van €112,34 is mislukt. Betaal nu met iDEAL via http://betaallink-Accept-Email-hier/

	2
	More information
	Beste klant, afschrijving van €112,34 is mislukt. Betaal met iDEAL http://betaallink-Accept-Email-hier/ of op IBAN NL17RBOS0447033050 o.v.v. factuur 123456789

	3
	Friendly approach
	Beste klant, afschrijving van €112,34 is mislukt. Dat kan gebeuren. Betaal alsnog via iDEAL http://betaallink-Accept-Email-hier/

	4
	Threatening approach
	Beste klant, afschrijving van €112,34 is mislukt. Je wordt afgesloten als je deze factuur niet betaalt. Betaal via iDEAL http://betaallink-Accept-Email-hier/

	5
	Social comparison (original)
	Beste klant, afschrijving van €112,34 is mislukt. 96% van onze klanten betaalt op tijd, dit waarderen we. Betaal via iDEAL http://betaallink-Accept-Email-hier/

	
	Social comparison (revised)
	Beste klant, afschrijving van €112,34 is mislukt. Betaal nu via iDEAL http://betaallink-Accept-Email-hier/ en je betaalt net als 96% van onze klanten op tijd
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AcceptEmail	
Control	Information	Friendly	Threat	Social norm	0.13900000000000001	0	0.13100000000000001	0	0.14599999999999999	0	0.16200000000000001	0	0.13600000000000001	Bank	
Control	Information	Friendly	Threat	Social norm	0.17399999999999999	0	0.183	0	0.16300000000000001	0	0.17899999999999999	0	0.17399999999999999	Not	
Control	Information	Friendly	Threat	Social norm	0.68700000000000006	0	0.68600000000000005	0	0.69099999999999995	0	0.65900000000000003	0	0.69	



AcceptEmail	
Control	Information	Friendly	Threat	Social norm	0.16	0	0.124	0	0.16400000000000001	0	0.252	0	0.18	Bank	
Control	Information	Friendly	Threat	Social norm	0.14399999999999999	0	0.182	0	0.14399999999999999	0	0.16200000000000001	0	0.13600000000000001	Not	
Control	Information	Friendly	Threat	Social norm	0.69699999999999995	0	0.69399999999999995	0	0.69199999999999995	0	0.58599999999999997	0	0.68400000000000005	
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