
IOTA
PAPER

How to Improve Tax Compliance in‌
a Cross-border Tax Debt Setting?‌

Michael Roekaerts‌
Head of the International Relations service of the‌

‌General Administration for Collection and Recovery‌

Belgian Tax Administration‌
Belgium‌

2025
JUNE

Evidence from a cross-country behavioural experiment‌

Maarten Luts‌
Head of the Behavioural Insights and‌

Tax Compliance Unit‌

Belg‌ian Tax Administration‌
Belgium‌

Paul (P.R.) van der Smitte‌
Strategic Advisor International Tax Collection‌

Netherlands Tax Administration‌
The Netherlands‌

 ‌Rob (C.T.) Heeskens‌
Tax Collection Officer‌

Netherlands Tax Administration‌
The Netherlands‌



How to Improve Tax Compliance in a Cross-border Tax Debt Setting?

Head of the Behavioural Insights and Tax Compliance Unit within the Belgian Tax
Administration (FPS Finance). He has been working as a behavioural expert since
2014, more specifically in the field of Tax Collection and Debt Recovery. In this
context, he authored another IOTA-paper related to the use of BI to raise Tax
Compliance.

In addition, special thanks go out to the project team in FPS Finance: Benjamin Appelt, Jehanne Coumont, Paul
den Boer, Elly Goossens, Merve Kucuk, Eve-Marie Lochenie, Ellen Van Der Vorst and Gunter Vanderhaegen.

2

Maarten Luts‌
Head of the Behavioural Insights and Tax Compliance Unit
      maarten.luts@minfin.fed.be‌

Moreover, special thanks to Dinda Maas and her colleagues

Head of the International Relations service of the General Administration for
Collection and Recovery (FPS Finance) and chair of the OECD’s FTA Tax Debt
Management Network. Active in national and international projects and capacity
development initiatives on tax collection and revenue mobilization. 

Michael Roekaerts‌
Head of the International Relations service of the General Administration for
Collection and Recovery‌
      michael.roekaerts@minfin.fed.be‌

Involved in special international tax collection projects, including the Belgium–
Netherlands nudging project and the direct approach.
Since 2014 representing the NTA as a member of the OECD project group
“Working smarter on debt management, currently the OECD FTA Tax Debt
Management Network and also representing the NTCA at the meetings of the
Recovery Committee in Brussels.

Involved in special international tax collection projects, including the Belgium–
Netherlands nudging project and the direct approach.

Paul (P.R.) van der Smitte‌
Strategic Advisor International Tax Collection‌

pr.van.der.smitte@belastingdienst.nl‌

 ‌Rob (C.T.) Heeskens‌
Tax Collection Officer‌

ct.heeskens@belastingdienst.nl‌

About the authors

https://www.iota-tax.org/ngsite/content/download/1437/29666
mailto:maarten.luts@minfin.fed.be
mailto:michael.roekaerts@minfin.fed.be
mailto:pr.van.der.smitte@belastingdienst.nl
mailto:ct.heeskens@belastingdienst.nl


 

3 

Table of content 
 

Executive Summary ................................................................................................... 4 

Introduction ................................................................................................................. 6 

1. Problem Analysis ................................................................................................. 7 

1.1  Cross-border tax claims .................................................................................................................. 7 

1.2  Context of MAP for the recovery of tax claims in the EU ...................................................... 7 

2. Research Question .......................................................................................... 11 

3. Set-up field trial ................................................................................................ 12 

3.1 Selection of tax claims .................................................................................................................. 12 

3.2 Verification of taxpayer information ........................................................................................ 14 

3.3  Behavioural Insights ...................................................................................................................... 15 

3.4  Randomised Controlled Trial....................................................................................................... 16 

3.5  Single point of contact .................................................................................................................. 22 

4. Results................................................................................................................ 22 

4.1 Descriptive statistics ..................................................................................................................... 22 

4.2 Results .............................................................................................................................................. 23 

5.  Conclusion ........................................................................................................ 34 

5.1  Taxpayer reactions ........................................................................................................................ 34 

5.2  Tax administration benefits......................................................................................................... 35 

 

Annex I – effect of the amount of the tax claim ........................................................................................... 39 

Annex II – nudging letters in different languages ........................................................................................ 43 

 

  



 

4 

Executive Summary 
 

A cross-national experiment (field trial) between the Belgian Tax Administration (FPS Finance) and the 

Netherlands Tax Administration (Belastingdienst – NTA) to increase fiscal payment compliance of 

taxpayers living abroad was set-up in 2022 and implemented in 2023.1 This project, called BeNe-

project (Belgium-Netherlands project), builds on the long experience of good-neighbourly cooperation 

between Belgium and the Netherlands in the field of tax collection and recovery.  

 

Both the FPS Finance and NTA are regularly dealing with taxpayers working and/or living “on the 

other side of the border”.2 The ease by which individuals and companies can work or trade across the 

mutual border can come into conflict with the powers of the national tax administrations, which are 

limited to their own territory.3 As a consequence, tax administrations are, when confronted with tax 

debtors living or registered in another country, limited to national enforcement measures to recover 

the unpaid tax claim(s) due by those tax debtors.4 As experience has proven that relying solely on 

national enforcement measures to recover tax claims from taxpayers living abroad is rarely successful, 

tax administrations have to rely on European and international agreements to request and provide 

Cross-Border Assistance for Recovery of tax claims.  

 

This form of administrative assistance is within the European Union based on Council Directive 

2010/24/EU5. This Directive, along with its Implementing Regulation6, defines a set of rules, including 

a €1.500 threshold7 below which mutual assistance for recovery is in principle not possible. For debts 

exceeding €1.500, the process of requesting and providing assistance is both time and resource 

intensive, relying on the efforts of small teams of dedicated experts. 

 

Given the already high volumes and increasing number of uncollected cross-border tax claims needing 

recovery action, the FPS Finance and NTA decided to explore an alternative approach. This approach 

was aimed at reconnecting with taxpayers to see if this would increase taxpayer compliance, reducing 

compliance costs, and, at the same time, also reducing administrative burdens for tax administrations. 

An underpinning objective was to increase revenue by targeting all tax claims, including those which 

fall under de above-mentioned threshold of €1.500. 

 

This alternative approach, the subject of the BeNe-project, was based on sending additional payment 

reminder letters incorporating Behavioural Insights techniques (BI - the application of behavioural 

knowledge on taxpayer behaviour) to taxpayers owing tax claims to the FPS Finance but residing in 

 
1 The term ‘taxpayer’ in this report means any person or entity falling under the description in Article 3 (2) of Commission 
Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1189/2011 of 18 November 2011 laying down detailed rules in relation to certain provisions of 
Directive 2010/24/EU concerning mutual assistance for the recovery of claims relating to taxes, duties and other measures, OJ L 
302, p. 16–27).  The term ‘tax debtor’ is used as a synonym. 
2 See, among others, Parker, L. International/OECD Mutual Assistance in the Collection of Taxes, Bulletin for International Taxation, 
August 2017, IBFD Journals, OECD (2014), Working Smarter in Tax Claim Management, Paris: OECD Publications, p. 85 and De 
Troyer, I. (2009), A European Perspective on Tax Recovery in Cross-Border Situations, EC Tax Review, 2009, p. 211. 
3 See, among others, OECD (2020), Forum on Tax Claim Management: Enhancing International Tax Claim Management, Paris: OECD, 
p. 9, para. 1.3. 
4 For the sake of simplicity, the term ‘tax claim’ should be understood as all claims falling within the scope of Article 2 of Council 
Directive 2010/24/EU.  
5 Council Directive 2010/24/EU of 16 March 2010 concerning mutual assistance for the recovery of claims relating to taxes, duties 
and other measures, Official Journal L 84, p. 1–12. 
6 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1189/2011 of 18 November 2011 laying down detailed rules in relation to 

certain provisions of Directive 2010/24/EU concerning mutual assistance for the recovery of claims relating to taxes, duties and 

other measures, OJ L 302, p. 16–27. 
7 This threshold is set in Article 18 (3) of Directive 2010/24/EU.  
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the Netherlands and, conversely, taxpayers residing in Belgium but owing tax claims to the NTA. As a 

result of this alternative approach, cross-border tax claims should not remain uncollected nor trigger 

the application of formal cross-border assistance for the recovery of tax claims.  

 

The nudging letters aimed to re-establish communication and rebuild trust with defaulting taxpayers, 

encouraging them to address their fiscal debt and hopefully to become and remain compliant in the 

future. Once contact was re-established, taxpayers were offered personal support during the payment 

process, including tailored, low-cost solutions when immediate and full payment was not feasible.8 

Additionally, this approach helped tax administrations avoid using the more costly and time-

consuming process of mutual assistance in recovering tax claims abroad.  

 

The approach described above was tested on a relatively small intervention group of 303 taxpayers 

residing in the Netherlands (Belgian debts) and 391 taxpayers residing in Belgium (Dutch debts). The 

results showed that the BI-informed letters, incorporating behavioural insight-techniques (the 

application of behavioural knowledge on taxpayer behaviour), combined with additional taxpayer 

information verification, led to important and scientifically significant results. Follow-up letters 

resulted in a 56% increase for Belgium and a 55% increase for the Netherlands in terms of reactions 

(including payments, instalment requests, and contact via phone or email) by taxpayers after the 

intervention.  

 

Looking at the payment behaviour (payment compliance being one of the main objectives of this 

experiment), the project led to a 44% increase in Belgium and a 24% increase in the Netherlands in 

payment of tax claims when compared to the control group. The experiment resulted in a reduction 

of unpaid tax claims (and a reduction of time and resource intensive follow-up and enforcement 

actions), generating an additional net revenue of €154.609 in Belgium and €149.720 in the 

Netherlands within the intervention group.  

 

Finally, the number of tax claims requiring requests for recovery assistance dropped significantly. 

Although this effect was not as significant as the increase in reactivity and payment compliance levels, 

described earlier, it remains substantial. Lower-level tax claims were more impacted by the 

intervention than claims with a higher amount. 

 

  

 
8 OECD (2014), Working smarter in tax debt management, Paris: OECD Publications, p. 36-56: reference to service-driven strategies. 
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Introduction 
 

This report describes an innovative experiment between the Belgian and Dutch tax administrations 

(BeNe-project) aimed at improving tax compliance of cross-border taxpayers through the application 

of Behavioural Insight (insight into behaviour of, in this case, taxpayers - BI). The innovative aspect of 

this project lies in the use of specially crafted additional payment reminder letters, incorporating BI-

techniques to taxpayers owing tax claims to the FPS Finance but residing in the Netherlands; and, 

conversely, taxpayers residing in Belgium but owing tax claims to the NTA.  

This new approach was thoroughly tested, and the results proved to be overwhelmingly positive in 

terms of both additional payments and increased taxpayer responses after the intervention. 

 

The report begins with a brief overview of the problem analysis in Chapter 1, focusing on the context 

of cross-border debt between Belgium and the Netherlands as the main subject of this project. This 

chapter also discusses key issues related to the topic. Chapter 2 follows with a formulation of the 

hypothesis (research question), suggesting that an additional BI-inspired intervention can enhance 

taxpayer compliance with tax payments. Next, Chapter 3 explains the setup of the bilateral field trial, 

with particular attention to the selection of the target group and the experimental design, which 

employs a Randomised Controlled Trial (RCT). Chapter 4 then provides a detailed description and 

analysis of the field experiment results. Finally, Chapter 5 presents the conclusions and 

recommendations for tax administrations considering similar interventions. 

 

Throughout the report, the following topics will be discussed: 

 Improving tax compliance: The experiment between Belgian and Dutch tax authorities aimed 

to increase fiscal payment compliance of taxpayers living abroad by using BI techniques in 

payment reminder letters, i.e., nudging letters. 

 Behavioural insights: The study investigated whether alternative interventions could be 

developed to prevent tax claims from remaining unpaid or escalating into costly and 

burdensome cross border tax collection procedures when Mutual Assistance Procedures for 

the recovery of tax claims (MAP) are used. 

 Control of taxpayer information: An additional step in the experiment involved verifying and 

updating taxpayer addresses to ensure reminders were sent to the correct address.  

 Hawthorne Effect: The phenomenon whereby individuals adjust their behaviour when they 

become aware that they are being observed.  

 Loss aversion: A concept suggesting that people react more strongly to losses than to gains 

of the same value. 

 Use of active choice: A strategy for decision-making that requires individuals to make 

conscious and deliberate decisions among available options. 

 Use of reciprocity: In response to kind actions, taxpayers are much more cooperative than 

predicted by the self-interest model. 

 Personalisation: Maximising taxpayer engagement through direct and personal contact. For 

this purpose, contact details of a designated tax collection officer are included in the letters. 

The 1st nudging letter tries to reconnect with the taxpayer concerned to discuss payment of 

outstanding tax claim. Failure to contact results in a 2nd nudging letter from the tax 

administration of the taxpayer's country of residence.9 If contact again fails then the regular 

 
9 Where applicable, ‘country’ can be read as ‘Member State’ and vice versa.  
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collection process is continued, including Mutual Assistance Procedure (MAP) for the 

recovery of tax claims. 

 Results of the experiment: This experiment showed that the addition of BI-inspired reminder 

letters (nudging letters) led to higher payment and response levels among taxpayers. 

Moreover, it led to reduction in the application of MAP for the recovery of tax claims. 

Although the time it took to arrive at a result was not measured practical experience strongly 

indicated that the method used in this study was considerably quicker than applying MAP 

for the recovery of tax claims. Given the exploratory nature and the limited scope of the 

project, cost considerations were not included in the analysis. 

 Recommendations: The paper provides recommendations for other tax administrations, the 

European Commission and the OECD on improving cross-border tax compliance.  

 

1. Problem Analysis 
 

This chapter starts with providing information on the issue at stake, i.e., cross-border tax claims (1.1) 

and the complexity involved in recovering those claims from a taxpayer residing in another country 

(1.2). 

 

1.1  Cross-border tax claims 

 

Enforcement actions are implemented to ensure compliance with the rules by all those who are 

required to follow them. In the context of tax collection, this means that a recovery mechanism is 

triggered if a tax claim remains unpaid past the due date. For taxpayers residing in another jurisdiction, 

this may involve initiating MAP for the recovery of tax claims, i.e., administrative cooperation in the 

field of cross-border recovery of tax claims, when appropriate.  

 

1.2  Context of MAP for the recovery of tax claims in the EU 

 

In order to provide an answer to this situation, countries can enter into legally binding agreements, 

international law instruments,10 by which they assist each other by recovering the tax claims of 

another country relating to taxpayers resident within their territory. In the EU context, such recovery 

assistance for tax claims is regulated by Directive 2010/24/EU.11 The possibilities offered by this 

Directive are undeniably beneficial, but implementing recovery assistance can nevertheless prove to 

be both time and resource consuming. Box 1 below provides a short, non-exhaustive, overview of the 

relevant legal and practical implications of using Directive 2010/24/EU. 

 

 

 

 

 
10 The term ‘international law instrument’ should be understood as synonym for a treaty, convention, or EU legal instrument 
regarding international tax matters, in particular cross-border recovery of tax claims. 
11 Council Directive 2010/24/EU of 16 March 2010 concerning mutual assistance for the recovery of claims relating to taxes, 
duties and other measures, Official Journal L 84, p. 1–12. 
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Legal 

The main arrangement between Member States at EU level to assist each other in collecting tax claims 
is Directive 2010/24/EU. The conditions to ask assistance in the recovery of tax claims under this 
Directive are laid down in Article 11. Article 11 (1) provides that if and as long as the claim and/or the 
instrument permitting enforcement (IPE) in the applicant Member State are contested in that Member 
State, the applicant authority may not make a request for recovery, except in cases where the third 
subparagraph of Article 14 (4) is applied. Furthermore, Article 11 (2) provides that before the applicant 
authority makes a request for recovery, it must use the appropriate means of recovery available in the 
applicant Member State (principle of exhaustion). Sub a and b of this paragraph contain exceptions 
which nuance the principle of exhaustion. This Directive aims to ensure that the recovery of tax claims 
is guaranteed and thus not hampered by national borders within the EU. To achieve this, while 
respecting tax sovereignty and the revenue rule, good cooperation between Member States' tax 
administrations is key. To safeguard the budgetary interests of the Member States and the EU, it is 
very important to have rules in place to ensure adequate recovery, including across national borders. 

In accordance with Recital 8 of the Preamble in conjunction with Article 12 of Directive 2010/24/EU, 
a uniform instrument for enforcement action in the requested Member State shall be used to make a 
request for recovery assistance. While these electronic forms have proved to be an improvement, in 
practice they also can pose problems where appropriate, making the process time-consuming and 
burdensome. 

 

Practical example12 

A request for notification covers 10 pages and 7 sections, a request for exchange of information 
covers 8 pages and 6 sections and a request for the recovery of tax claims covers 13 pages and 7 
sections. In the Dutch situation, which might not be illustrative of other Member States but does paint 
a worrying picture13, observations within the NTA show that the completion of an e-form to request 
assistance for the recovery of tax claims takes on average 1.5 hours. The time increases as the number 
of tax assessment notices for which assistance is sought increases, for example for a number of tax 
assessment notices up to 10, it takes up to 4 hours to complete a request. As the case may be, in 
extremis, a taxpayer has dozens of outstanding tax assessment notices, for which completion takes 
several days, i.e., for a single request.  

Box 1: short description of the legal and practical implications of using Directive 2010/24/EU 

 

This formal approach, i.e., using MAP for the recovery of tax claims, indeed requires substantial time 

and investment from both countries involved and potentially increases costs for the taxpayer (in terms 

of recovery costs).14 This is because the process involves the competent tax collection officer filling 

an e-form and forwarding it to the Central Liaison Office (CLO).15 There, the electronic form (e-form) 

is usually reviewed to ensure all conditions are met before being sent to the CLO of the country where 

 
12 The practical example refers mainly to the Dutch situation where, as far as motor vehicle tax is concerned, taxpayers receive a 

tax assessment notice every three months (automatically), so 4 tax assessment notices every year. In this project taxpayers 

sometimes have more than 20 motor vehicle tax assessment notices, in addition to unpaid tax assessment notices of other taxes. 

Manually processing all relevant data related to those tax assessment notices in the relevant e-form takes a disproportionate 

amount of time.  
13 No further in-depth research has been done on the complexity and time taken to complete. 
14 OECD (2014), Working smarter in tax debt management, Paris: OECD Publications, p. 92. 
15 The term ‘CLO’ originates from EU legislation for administrative cooperation, such as Directive 2010/24/EU (Article 4 (2)): “The 

competent authority, usually at a political level such as a Minister of Finance (underlined text by PvdS), refers to a central liaison office 

that is primarily responsible for contacts with other member states in the area of mutual assistance covered by this directive. The central 

liaison office can also be designated as the office responsible for contacts with the Commission.” the term ‘CLO’ is often used as synonym 

for ‘competent authority’ which is the entity responsible for receiving and sending requests for assistance, coordinating the  MAP 

for the recovery of tax claims, resolving disputes and questions of interpretation of international law instruments (see IBFD (2015), 

IBFD International Tax Glossary, Amsterdam: IBFD, p. 96. 
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the taxpayer resides and/or has assets.16 In turn, the request is forwarded to the tax office where the 

request will be executed. Finally, the result follows the reverse path back to the requesting country. 
 

Furthermore, the results of MAP for the recovery of tax claims seems rather weak, i.e., in the EU the 

average recovery ratio17 for formal requests for recovery is calculated around 5-6%.18 Perhaps 

needless to say, but for the sake of completeness, it is noted that information on effectiveness outside 

the EU, i.e. MAP for the recovery of tax claims under other international legal instruments (bilateral 

and multilateral) is not available. Box 2 provides some figures on the situation in Belgium and the 

Netherlands. The tax debts listed therein are limited to those due from the taxpayers (individuals) 

concerned by this project. 

 

In 2022, 11.979 taxpayers having their permanent residence in the Netherlands owed Belgium 

€6.902.181 in Belgian Personal Income Tax, divided over 11.476 tax claims.19 The same year, 3.253 

taxpayers having their permanent residence in Belgium owed the Netherlands €24.282.251 in 
Personal Income Tax and Vehicle tax, consisting in a total of 1.386 tax assessment notices and 
recoveries of family benefits. With regard to Directive 2010/24/EU, the Netherlands scores relatively 

high in terms of recovery ratio: 16,6% while Belgium scores 5-6%.20 In 2022 Belgium submitted a total 

of 841 requests for recovery to the Netherlands for a total amount of €8.228.261 (only individuals) 
while the Netherlands sent 48 requests for recovery assistance to Belgium for a total amount of 

€1.814.993.21 

Box 2: Figures on outstanding balances and assistance.22 

 
16 OECD (2014), Working Smarter in Tax Debt Management, Paris: OECD Publishing, p. 90: “E-forms are sent via a secured network 

between the Member States, which allows the Central Liaison Offices of the Member States, that is the competent authorities, to 

communicate electronically, which has a significant positive effect on the processing time.” These EU e-forms are JAVA web-based can 

also be used in relation to bilateral tax treaties or based on the Convention on Mutual Administrative Assistance in Tax Matters, as 

agreed in 2006, when the OECD participated in the development of these e-forms (see Karhusaari, E. (2011), International 

Administrative Cooperation: Assistance for Collection, Lisbon conference, Lisbon: CIAT, p. 320. :  
17 The difference between amounts requested by Member States to be collected and the amounts effectively collected by Member 
States expressed in percentage. 
18 In its report on the years 2011-2016 on the functioning of the schemes established by Directive 2010/24/EU, the European 
Commission states that it is not possible to give a clear indication of the recovery ratio, showing the ratio between the amounts 
recovered and the amounts for which recovery assistance is requested. Despite this observation, the recovery ratio is still used as 
an indication about the functioning of mutual assistance for the recovery of tax claims based on Directive 2010/24/EU or its 
predecessors. The recovery ratio fluctuates between 5-6% according to the latest reports from the European Commission. See 
among others: European Commission (2006), Report from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on the use of 
the provisions on mutual assistance in the recovery of claims relating to certain levies, duties, taxes and other measures, COM (2006) 43 
final, Brussels: EU, para. 4.2.3 and 4.3.3., European Commission (2009), Report from the Commission to the Council and the European 
Parliament on the use of the provisions on mutual assistance in the recovery of claims relating to certain levies, duties, taxes and other 
measures in 2005-2008, COM(2009) 451, Brussels: EU, para. 2.4., European Commission (2012), Report from the Commission to the 
Council and the European Parliament on the use of the provisions on mutual assistance in the recovery of claims relating to certain levies, 
duties, taxes and other measures in 2009-2010, COM (2012) 58 final, Brussels: EU, para. 2.2.4, European Commission (2017), Report 
from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on the operation of the arrangements established by Council Directive 
2010/24/EU of 16 March 2010 concerning mutual assistance in the recovery of claims relating to taxes, duties and other measures, 
COM(2017) 778 final, Brussels: EU, para. 4.2.b and European Commission (2017), Commission Staff Working Document for the 
evaluation of the use of mutual tax recovery assistance on the basis of Directive 2010/24/EU by the EU Member States, Accompanying 
the document to the Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the operation of the arrangements 
established by Council Directive 2010/24/EU of 16 March 2010 concerning mutual assistance in the recovery of claims relating to taxes, 
duties and other measures, SWD(2017) 461 final, Brussels: EU, para. 6.1.1.2. 
19 These statistics only refer to tax claims originated in 2022. The tax claims which are pre-existing are therefore not included. 
20 European Commission (2017), Report on the operation of the arrangements established by Council Directive 2010/24/EU of 16 March 
2010 concerning mutual assistance in the recovery of claims relating to taxes, duties and other measures, COM (2017) 778 final, Brussels: 
European Commission, para. 4.2.b. and European Commission (2017), Commission Staff Working Document for the evaluation of the 
use of mutual tax recovery assistance on the basis of Directive 2010/24/EU by the EU Member States Accompanying the document 
Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the operation of the arrangements established by Council 
Directive 2010/24/EU of 16 March 2010 concerning mutual assistance in the recovery of claims relating to taxes, duties and other 
measures, Document COM (2017) 778 final, Brussels: EU, para. 6.1.1.2.  
21 Although no further research has been done on why this number is so low, it is plausible that COVID-19 is the biggest cause. 
22 There is a big difference, respectively average outstanding debt for the Netherlands is €34.000 and for Belgium €576. there is 

no identifiable explanation for this difference. 
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There are several reasons for these limited results, including the low priority sometimes given to MAP 

for the recovery of tax claims by tax administrations.23 In both Belgium and the Netherlands, most of 

the tasks concerning information gathering and recovery measures are executed manually by staff 

members, which can result in a multiplication of steps and workforce involvement.24  

Some of the issues are a result of the Directive itself. For instance requesting mutual assistance is not 

possible from the large number of smaller claims as the amount is often too low in relation to the 

€1.500 threshold amount under Article 18(3) of Directive 2010/24/EU, and the impossibility of using 

another international law instrument for this purpose, since between EU Member States, EU law takes 

precedence.25 

The current e-form26 used for requests for information is sometimes quite burdensome to complete if 

only address information is sought. Furthermore, it cannot be used for bulk requests in a 

straightforward way. For this project, Article 21(3) of Directive 2010/24/EU provided a solution. If the 

standard forms cannot be used, this does not affect the validity of the information obtained or the 

measures taken in response to a request for assistance. Consequently, this project reinforces the call 

for simplified forms to allow bulk requests to be made using a standard form. This implies that the 

statistical reporting in accordance with Article 27(1), sub a of Directive 2010/24/EU should be 

clarified. For example, if a bulk request for address verification is made for 100 taxpayers, it should be 

clear whether, for statistical purposes, this counts as one request or 100 requests.27 

  

 
23 OECD (2020), Forum on Tax Debt Management: Enhancing International Tax Debt Management, Paris: OECD, p. 9-15. 
24 Neither the FPS Finance nor the NTA has automated the mutual assistance process which means that much manual and time-
consuming work to be done. This is different from, for example, Spain, which is a textbook example of effectiveness and efficiency. 
Upon receipt of a request for assistance, relevant data such as the type and amount of the claim(s) and limitation date(s) from the 
electronic form (e-form) are automatically transferred into the recovery system. Additional data in the e-form are manually 
transferred, when sending a request for assistance, relevant data from the recovery system are uploaded into the e-form. Additional 
data are manually transferred into the e-form.  
25 However, it is not prohibited to provide recovery assistance to each other for amounts less than €1,500. This is for the Member 
States themselves to judge. Practice shows that Member States do not deviate from the text of Article 18 (3) of Directive 
2010/24/EU for reasons of their own. 
26 See: https://customs-taxation.learning.europa.eu/enrol/index.php?id=499, retrieved on 2 January 2025: "The web-based 
Electronic Forms Central Application (eFCA) is designed to improve administrative cooperation by covering three domains: Value Added 
Tax (VAT), Recovery and Direct Taxation." 
27 European Commission (2017), Commission Staff Working document for the Evaluation of the Use of Mutual Tax Recovery Assistance 
on the Basis of Directive 2010/24/EU by the EU Member States, Accompanying the document Report from the Commission to the 
European Parliament and the council on the operation of the arrangements established by council Directive 2010/24/EU of 16 March 
2010 concerning mutual assistance for the recovery of claims relating to taxes, duties and other measures , SWD (2017) 461 final, 
Brussels: European Commission, paragraph 6.3.2.2. under a: “It has also been suggested to introduce a specific provision on the handling 
of bulk information requests and to examine whether direct access can or should be granted to specific databases of other Member States, 
respecting the data protection rules, if these databases are relevant for tax recovery purposes”. 

https://customs-taxation.learning.europa.eu/enrol/index.php?id=499
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2. Research Question 
 

This chapter formulates the three hypotheses used for this study:  

1. Adding to the regular workflow a set of two follow-up reminders inspired by BI (nudging) 

letters, preceded by an additional verification of address information, will lead to a higher 

reactivity level (taxpayers getting into action). 

2. Adding a set of two follow-up reminders inspired by BI (nudging) letters to the regular 

workflow, preceded by an additional verification of address information, will lead to a higher 

payment compliance amongst cross-border taxpayers. 

3. The increased payment compliance of taxpayers residing abroad leads to a decreased use of 

MAP for the recovery of tax claims and hence less time investment for both requested and 

requesting tax administrations in pursuing the tax claims due. 

 

The focus of this project is payment compliance amongst cross-border taxpayers (individuals). 

Concerning the alleged increased compliance with regard to the fiscal payment obligations, the 

messenger and monitoring effects have an expected effect on payments made by taxpayers and 

contact between taxpayers (see Figure 1 below). The grey lines represent the hypotheses, and the 

orange lines indicate the hypothesised relationship with the constructs.  

 

Monitoring effects relate to the Hawthorne effect28, known in psychology, which occurs when 

someone’s behaviour changes as a result of being monitored or observed. By informing taxpayers that 

active monitoring and follow-up will be put in place, their behaviour can be influenced and encouraged 

to change. The messenger effect is a cognitive bias that triggers judging of the validity or relevance of 

information based on the person or institute delivering the message. In this case, the fact that both 

the country of residence and the country that holds the tax claim figure as messengers enhances the 

authority of the payment request or contact request message delivered to the taxpayer.  

 

Figure 1: Visualisation of the experiment, the expected mechanisms at play, the hypothesis and the 

outcome variables. 

 

 

 
28 See McCarney R, Warner J, Iliffe S, van Haselen R, Griffin M, Fisher P (2007), The Hawthorne Effect: a randomised, controlled trial, 

BMC Medical Research Methodology 7, 30 (2007). 
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3. Set-up field trial 
 

This chapter explains the methodology that was followed to set-up the field trial. The design of the 

trial, the type of intervention and the different steps in the intervention are elaborated. 

To test the three hypotheses that an additional BI-inspired intervention can improve taxpayers’ fiscal 

payment compliance, the project team designed an experiment to evaluate the effect of sending two 

follow-up reminder letters (BENE1 and BENE2) to non-compliant taxpayers living abroad. To examine 

changes in taxpayer behaviour in terms of tax payment and reaction level after receiving this letter 

(hypothesis 1 + 2), a selection of taxpayers with outstanding tax claims was randomly assigned to 

either the intervention group (receiving nudging letter(s)), or to the control group (receiving no letter). 

Taxpayers in the intervention group received one or two nudging letters, depending on their response 

to the 1st letter. A 2nd follow-up letter was sent only if there is no reaction to the initial reminder. 

Taxpayers in the control group followed the standard collection and recovery process, meaning they 

did not receive any additional nudging letters. 

 

In this section, the selection of tax claims is discussed (3.1), along with the verification of taxpayer 

information (3.2), the use of BI to enhance payment compliance (3.3), and the setup of the Randomised 

Controlled Trial (RCT) as the evaluation method (3.4). Additionally, attention is given to the single 

point of contact provided to the target group (3.5).  

 

3.1  Selection of tax claims 

 

The first step into the process consisted of selecting the right tax claims for the trial. For tax claims 

owed to the FPS Finance, five criteria were used.  

 

Firstly, the selected tax claims concerned overdue tax payments in revenue tax (Personal Income Tax 

+ Tax non-residents) for the last 2 years, revenue year 2020 or 2021 – declaration year 2021 or 2022. 

Secondly, for all these tax claims a reminder had already been sent by the national debt management 

system. It is a legal obligation to send a reminder 15 days after the 2-month payment deadline (4 

months in exceptional periods such as post-covid) after the date the tax assessment notice is sent. It 

should be noted that mail delivery from the Netherlands to Belgium was faster than from Belgium to 

the Netherlands. The taxpayer should have a residential address in the Netherlands. Thirdly, because 

of cost-effectiveness the tax claim should have a minimum amount of €12,50. There was no limitation 

on the maximum amount. Fourthly, only tax claims that were handled by the team for special recovery 

in Ghent (TBI Gent) were selected in order to centralise this project and provide a single point of 

contact. The final condition was that no recovery through bailiffs or seizures in the hands of a third 

party had been started for these taxpayers. The reminder letter was the only action taken by the FPS 

Finance at the time of selection. The reminder letter forms the legal base for any further recovery 

action (legal title). 

 

A pre-selection was made in March 2023 and updated on 3 April 2023 (last day before sending the 1st 

nudging letters). The final population was composed of 729 tax claims ranging from €12,70 to €48.090. 

The average amount of these tax claims was €2.639, and the median amount was €1.075.29 This 

 
29 The median is the value that is exactly in the middle of a dataset when you put the values from small to large. The Belgian system 
implies that a different letter must be sent to taxpayer for every tax claim. It means that some taxpayers of this trial did get two 
letters, one for every article. In the Netherlands the procedure allows to send a single letter containing several tax claims. 
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sample was randomised producing an intervention group (356 cases) and a control group (373 cases) 

- using the excel-function RANDBETWEEN (0;1), controlling for the mean and median amount of the 

variable ‘amountOpen’ that indicates the outstanding amount at the time of selection. This was to 

make sure the size of tax claim was equally distributed to both control and intervention group 

(stratified randomisation procedure). For the analysis, all claims within the population that had two 

claims and were either attributed to the intervention group (2 letters), the control group (no letters) or 

both intervention and control group (1 letter for one claim, but no letter for the other) were excluded 

because of the potential spill-over effect between control and intervention group. This left a sample 

of 569 (single) claims, 303 in the intervention group and 266 in the control group.  

 

Initially, for tax claims owed to the NTA, a query on taxpayers residing in Belgium was created selecting 

taxpayers who had not fully paid their outstanding tax claims and whose tax assessment notices were 

finally determined.30 This meant that a reminder and an instrument permitting enforcement (IPE) had 

been notified to the taxpayer. The deadlines for filing an objection, appeal, or cassation had been 

expired unused and the tax claim was not barred by limitation. Next, only taxpayers with an 

outstanding balance dated in 2019-2022 were selected, i.e., tax claims for which enforced collection 

had not yet been applied. Tax claims where a postponement had been granted, or enforcement had 

been applied in the Netherlands, were not selected. From this selection, 633 taxpayers were randomly 

selected for both groups, 391 taxpayers of the intervention group and 242 taxpayers of the control 

group, without check on the amount of the tax claim but always at least €25, the lowest amount for 

which enforcement action can be taken.  

 

After the statutory payment period has expired, the tax administration may still allow a period of 

tolerance during which attempts are made to induce the taxpayer to still comply with his fiscal payment 

obligation. Figure 2 below shows the different time phases in the tax collection chain.31 The tax 

collection chain enables the tracking of each tax claim and taxpayer over time, following them 

throughout their lifecycle and providing insights into taxpayers' payment behaviour. It is built up by 

segmenting proportions of the debt to their logistical stage, from tax assessment notice or liability 

order, ‘payment on time or too late’ up until either ‘paid’, ‘uneconomic to pursue’ or ‘write off’. In 

between each stage, postponement can take place due to new facts and circumstances. This chain of 

collection is divided into a number of time-following phases as shown in Figure 2 below and discussed 

in more detail in the following paragraphs. 

 

 
30 No legal remedies left and not barred by limitation. 
31 OECD (2014), Working Smarter in Tax Debt Management. Paris: OECD Publishing, p. 22-23. 
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Figure 2: tax collection process 

 

This soft method seems to have a positive impact on compliance. In addition, it is less burdensome. 

 

3.2  Verification of taxpayer information 

 

In order to maximise the effect of a payment reminder letter, an additional step was put into place to 

verify and correct the taxpayer information of the target group (see hypotheses 1 and 2). Past 

experience has proven that in many cases tax assessment notices and other documents sent abroad 

do not result in payment or contact with the taxpayer because of obsolete or incorrect addresses in 

the systems of the tax administration concerned. This can be caused by poor data quality or by the 

fact that taxable persons do not inform the authorities of their address after moving abroad or 

relocating again. While an initial move to another country may be reported, it is likely that subsequent 

moves within that country (or to yet another country) are often not communicated, thereby breaking 

contact with the tax administration where the tax is due.  

 

In order to assure that the newly designed nudging letters for selected tax claims were likely to be 

received, a cross-check of addresses was conducted within the intervention group. This verification 

took place in the form of a bulk request for information, based on the same principle as the requests 

for information pursuant to Article 5 of Directive 2010/24/EU.  

 

This verification procedure and address check proved to be highly important, as many of the original 

addresses were outdated and had to be updated using information obtained from the country of 

residence. A total of 633 addresses from both the control and intervention groups were verified by 

Belgium for the Netherlands. Of those, 144 addresses in the intervention group were found to be 

incorrect or incomplete. Vice versa, 729 addresses for debtors owing a debt to the Federal Public 

Service Finance but residing in the Netherlands, were verified by the Dutch tax administration. Within 

the intervention group (N=356) 246 addresses were found to be incorrect or incomplete. This 

indicates that non-compliant behaviour may, at least in part, result from inaccurate taxpayer data. In 
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the future, further research could be conducted on how to keep addresses of taxpayers residing 

abroad up to date. 

 

Since both the NTA and FPS Finance pay great attention to ethical standards and privacy 

considerations in their taxpayer services, it is important to highlight the ethical standards used in this 

project. In line with this, data protection is taken very seriously. The personal data of the taxpayers 

concerned by this field trial was no exception to this rule and has been treated in full accordance with 

the relevant legal and administrative regulations under Belgian and Dutch (fiscal) law, and under 

Directive 2010/24/EU.  

 

During this field trial, Personally Identifiable Information (PII) was exchanged between the FPS 

Finance and NTA. This is not an exception, as similar information is regularly exchanged between tax 

administrations as part of the implementation of their legal tasks. In this particular case, only the 

address information of taxpayers with debts falling within the scope of the field trial was exchanged. 

The legal basis for the exchange is Directive 2010/24/EU. 

 

All exchanges were carefully managed to prevent any risk of data leaks or breaches in the course of 

the field trial. The European Commission’s Common Communication Network (CCN)32 was used as a 

secure channel, as only authorised users from the Central Liaison Offices can access the mailboxes 

connected to CCN. 

Box 3: data protection 

 

3.3  Behavioural Insights  

 

Policymakers and public administrations express a growing interest in the findings of behavioural 

science and its applications. Public administrations in Belgium33 and in the Netherlands, like in other 

parts of the world, are increasingly turning to BI to enhance tax compliance, in particular in the sector 

of tax debt management.  

 

The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD),34 the Intra-European 

Organisation of Tax Administrations (IOTA),35 and the European Commission36 have initiated 

conferences and published papers on the effectiveness of the use of BI-techniques in taxes.37 

Behavioural experts38 were part of this research project from the start in order to integrate and test 

BI-techniques to tackle the problem of international tax claims.39 

 

Combining scientific knowledge and legal possibilities, the FPS Finance and NTA designed a field trial 

aimed at positively impacting tax compliance among taxpayers living across the border. There are 

various causes for non-compliant behaviour: 

a. Tactical choice, where non-compliance is a deliberate decision. 

b. Financial hardship, where non-compliance results from an inability to pay.  

 
32 See among others Article 3 (e) of Directive 2010/24/EU. 
33 Roy, M. V., & Luts, M. (2019). Nudging in the context of taxation, IOTA Papers, February 2019.  
34 Among others, OECD (2014), Working smarter in tax debt management, Paris: OECD Publications, Chapter 3. 
35 See: https://www.iota-tax.org, retrieved on 13 March 2025. 
36 Baggio Marianna et al. (2021). 
37 See: https://www.iota-tax.org/sites/default/files/documents/iota_paper_belgium_nudging_final.pdf, retrieved on 13 March 
2025. 
38 See: https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/713096, retrieved on 13 March 2025. 
39 De Neve, J. E., Imbert, C., Spinnewijn, J., Tsankova, T., & Luts, M. (2021) How to improve tax compliance? Evidence from 
population-wide experiments in Belgium. Journal of Political Economy, 129(5), p. 1425-1463. 

https://www.iota-tax.org/
https://www.iota-tax.org/sites/default/files/documents/iota_paper_belgium_nudging_final.pdf
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/713096
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c. Situation of blip, representing one-time mistakes or oversights.  

d. Uncertainty and disorganisation, where non-compliance is unintentional but occurs 

repeatedly due to confusion or lack of structure.  

 

To tackle these various faces of compliance, four types of BI-strategies were used in this study, which 

are described in Table 1 below.40 

 

 

STRATEGY 

 

 

IMPLEMENTATION IN THE PROJECT 

 

 

Work on awareness/attention 

 

The nudging letters designed by the FPS Finance and NTA aim 

to raise awareness of the taxpayer by providing a short and 

clear reminder of the outstanding tax claim, using simplified 

language and visual design elements.  

 

 

 

Help enactment/reciprocity 

 

 

 

The enactment was made easier by providing easy access to a 

personalised single point of contact, designed to assist 

taxpayers in committing to a plan.41 

 

 

 

 

Working on 

awareness/attention 

 

The nudging letters included comprehension insights into the 

potential sanctions and emphasised that failing to pay will be 

seen as a deliberate choice by the taxpayer. It counters the 

status-quo bias where people tend to stick with the “as is” (in 

this case: not paying). 

 

 

 

 

Improve credibility/persuasion 

 

Credibility is enhanced through both the messenger effect and 

the monitoring effect. The legitimacy of a tax claim issued by 

one tax administration is reinforced by the official support from 

the tax administration of residency, along with consecutive 

communications from both administrations involved. 

 

Table 1: strategy and implementation  

 

3.4  Randomised Controlled Trial 

 

The next step consisted of setting up a Randomised Controlled Trial (RCT) to test the effect of the 

reminder letters on international taxpayers. Taxpayers in the intervention group received a nudging 

letter, while taxpayers in the control group did not receive any letter (see Figure 3). The FPS Finance 

sent reminders based on BI techniques to taxpayers living in the Netherlands with an outstanding 

 
40 OECD (2019), Tools and Ethics for Applied Behavioural Insights: The BASIC Toolkit, Paris: OECD Publishing. 
41 Regarding contact information, the results of a trial made by the Norwegian Tax Administration (2022) – presented during the 
conference 2023 of the BI community of interest – showed that level of satisfaction of taxpayers were higher for those who get a 
personalised phone number than for those who get the standard phone number of the Tax administration. Technical Report, Martin 
Langlo (2023). Not published.  
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Belgian tax debt, and the NTA sent such letters to taxpayers living in Belgium with an outstanding 

Dutch tax debt. Outcomes for both groups were measured and compared.  

 

 
Figure 3: Dedicated groups for the BeNe-project 

 

A first measure for success was to see if more payments came in after the reminder letter, as an 

indicator of fiscal payment compliance.42 Secondly, the effect on restored contact with the taxpayer 

was evaluated. Re-establishing contact can lead to a better understanding of the taxpayer’s situation, 

which may contribute to higher levels of tax compliance in the long term. Restored contact was 

measured by examining various types of reactions to the nudging letters, including phone or mail 

contact, requests for payment by instalments, and the submission of objections. In Belgium and the 

Netherlands, on request, a new tax assessment notice was sent, and the payment period of two 

months was reset. This is also seen as a reaction, as it can be the start of renewed contact and 

eventually payment of the outstanding debt. 

 

Both indicators were measured after the 1st and 2nd nudging letter to distinguish the impact of both 

nudging letters and assessing whether enhanced cooperation between two countries significantly 

added to the effect of a single reminder letter. Because the effect of the intervention could be due 

to updated taxpayer information (address), or to the letter itself, an attempt was made to compare 

the intervention group with a change of address with the intervention group without any change of 

address.  

 

With reference to hypotheses 1 and 2, a 1st BI-informed letter, i.e., nudging letter BENE1, was sent 

by the tax administration to its taxpayers residing in the other country. This 1st nudging letter served 

as a gentle reminder to the taxpayer from the tax administration where the tax claim is due. The 

nudging letter calls for voluntary payment, sets out the payment procedure and offers a point of 

contact for further questions or advice on the settlement of the outstanding debt. It calls for action 

 
42 OECD (2021), Behavioural Insights for Better Tax Administration: A Brief Guide, Paris: OECD Publications, p. 7. 
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and indicates the possibility of asking the country of residence to take further measures to recover 

the debt. 

 

Below is an example of the 1st nudging letter, translated into English. This example is the 1st nudging 

letter from the FPS Finance to BE taxpayers in the Netherlands. The tone of the communication used 

was designed to create trust with taxpayers.43 Beginning a reminder letter with a hostile opening – 

e.g., “you did not pay on purpose” - can have a reverse effect on tax compliance. Making taxpayers 

feel guilty will not encourage them to react or make a payment, especially in a context where contact 

data is of poor quality. As a result, and since every action taken by a tax administration should be 

solution-oriented, any form of aggressive communication with taxpayers must be used carefully and 

only to a limited extent.  

 

This is well in line with the trend of tax administrations showing a growing interest in the concept of 

“trust”.44 Building or keeping trust between taxpayers and tax administrations is one of the most 

important goals to achieve. Being transparent in the letters sent to taxpayers by explaining the next 

steps and clearly stating what you expect from them helps to increase trust. 

 

  

 
43 See: www.trustandcompliance.com, retrieved on 13th March 2025. 
44 See: https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/taxation/tax-co-operation-and-control/general-overview/tax-administration_en 

and https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/7587f25c-en/1/3/3/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/7587f25c-

en&_csp_=ac409bfaa6c9ea20b305177e52b6da74&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book, retrieved on 13th March 2025. 

http://www.trustandcompliance.com/
https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/taxation/tax-co-operation-and-control/general-overview/tax-administration_en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/7587f25c-en/1/3/3/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/7587f25c-en&_csp_=ac409bfaa6c9ea20b305177e52b6da74&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/7587f25c-en/1/3/3/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/7587f25c-en&_csp_=ac409bfaa6c9ea20b305177e52b6da74&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book
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If there is no reaction or payment within one month, a follow-up letter, i.e., a 2nd nudging letter, 

BENE2, is sent by the tax administration of the country where the taxpayer resides. This 2nd nudging 

letter confirms that (1) both countries are aware of the taxpayer’s non-compliant behaviour and (2) 

further enforcement measures are possible, including assistance in the recovery of the tax claim on 

behalf of the country where the claim was born. Both are consequences a taxpayer may want to avoid. 

This nudging letter calls for action one last time and gives information about mutual assistance 

measures that can be taken in the context of the debt. 

 

Below is an example of the BENE2 follow-up letter, i.e., the 2nd nudging letter, sent by the NTA to 

taxpayers living in the Netherlands who owe tax debt in Belgium. 

 

 
 

For communicating with taxpayers, i.e., re-establishing contact between the taxpayer and the relevant 

tax administration, it is important to do so as much as possible using clear and simple language. 

Consequently, the field trial also took into account the laws concerning the use of languages where 

appropriate. All letters sent by Belgium to the Netherlands were written in Dutch, while those sent to 

taxpayers residing in Belgium had to be written in Dutch, French or German, depending on the region 

of residence.45 The taxpayer’s address served as the basis for determining the correct language. In the 

Annex, the nudging letters are presented in their original languages. 

 

Table 2 below shows chronologically what happened during the BeNe-project per phase and by group, 

i.e., intervention group and control group. Whereas taxpayers in the intervention group received one 

or two nudging letters, with regard to taxpayers in the control group, the regular national tax collection 

process was followed. For both groups, if no payment was received or no payment arrangement was 

 
45 See: https://www.vlaanderen.be/uw-overheid/over-vlaanderen/taalwetwijzer/taalgebieden-in-belgie, retrieved on 13 March 
2025: Belgium is divided into 4 language areas: the Dutch language area; the French language area; the German language area and 
the bilingual area of Brussels-Capital.  

 
 

https://www.vlaanderen.be/uw-overheid/over-vlaanderen/taalwetwijzer/taalgebieden-in-belgie
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agreed then MAP for the recovery of tax claims would be initiated if the relevant tax collection officer 

decided such MAP was appropriate. 

 

INTERVENTION GROUP 

Tracking approach by NTA and FPS Finance 

CONTROL GROUP 

No particular approach (regular process) 

1st nudging letter (BENE1) - payment or 

reaction 

Spontaneous payment or reaction on own 

initiative after receipt of tax assessment notice 

and/or enforcement order 

2nd nudging letter (BENE2) - payment or 

reaction  

Spontaneous payment or reaction on own 

initiative after receipt of tax assessment notice 

and/or enforcement order 

Recovery assistance - payment or reaction Recovery assistance - payment or reaction 

Table 2: Difference between treatment conditions of the Control group and Intervention group 

 

Before the nudging letters were sent, test letters were dispatched to Belgium and the Netherlands to 

assess the mail delivery time in each country. This helped determine a reasonable response period and 

the optimal timing for sending the 2nd nudging letter.  

 

Both nudging letters in the BeNe-project were sent within an interval of approximately one month:  

▪ 1st nudging letter (BENE1) was sent on 4 April 2023 with payment/reaction deadline 28 April 

2023 (close to the end of the month to avoid additional interest – calculated, i.e., calculated 

on a daily basis in the Netherlands and on a monthly basis in Belgium. 

▪ 2nd nudging letter (BENE2), where appropriate, was sent on 9 May 2023 with 

payment/reaction deadline 28 May 2023 (close to the end of the month to avoid the 

additional interest). 

The disparities in laws, regulations and administrative practices led to different timings for actions. 

Figures 4 and 5 below show a schematic comparison of the regular tax collection processes in the 

Netherlands and Belgium respectively, with the addition of the specific process followed through the 

BeNe-project. Regarding the NTA, once a tax claim has been finally determined (i.e. no legal remedies 

left) and is recoverable (i.e. not barred by limitation), payment can be enforced by taking recovery 

measures after a reminder, a demand letter and an instrument permitting enforcement have been 

notified to the taxpayer, including assistance in the recovery of tax claims. For clarity, it should be 

mentioned that in Belgium the tax assessment notice is at the same time the IPE. This means that after 

the notice is sent, coercive collection can be initiated in Belgium. Thus, in principle, MAP for the 

recovery of tax claims can be applied immediately.  
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Figure 4: the tax collection process in the Netherlands regarding the BeNe-project. 

 

 
Figure 5: the tax collection process in Belgium regarding the BeNe-project 

 

If, after the 2nd nudging letter, no contact is established, no full or partial payment is received, and no 

payment arrangement is concluded, MAP for recovery of tax claims is initiated if the total tax claim is 

higher than €1.500 in accordance with Article 18(3) of Directive 2010/24/EU and the amount is finally 

determined (no legal remedies left) and recoverable (not barred by limitation). Of course, all reasonable 

national recovery actions that can legally be taken must first have been exhausted (principle of 

exhaustion). 
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 3.5  Single point of contact 

 

To keep track of the reactions of the intervention group, all communications were channelled to one 

local office per country and the telephone number and direct email address of a designated officer 

were provided. This enabled the project team to monitor incoming payments, emails and phone calls 

after taxpayers received the nudging letters. For the Netherlands, the cases were selected from and 

dealt with by Kennis-en Expertise Centrum Buitenland, the Knowledge and Expertise Centre of Non-

resident Taxpayers of the NTA. In Belgium, Team Bijzondere Invordering Gent, the Special Recovery 

Team in Ghent (which deals mainly with collection of non-resident tax) managed the whole operational 

communication flow. For each taxpayer the competent team manually registered the method and date 

of reaction to monitor the day-by-day reaction level and link this to the interventions.  

This set-up was only possible thanks to the good cooperation with the special units and the permanent 

availability of operational staff. It also enabled a service driven approach to taxpayers with direct and 

concrete information on the debt situation.46 

 

4. Results 
 

The first section (4.1) provides an overview of the descriptive statistics of the target group, including 

both the intervention and control groups. The second section (4.2) discusses the results in relation to 

the three hypotheses. 

 

4.1  Descriptive statistics 

 

In this section, we describe the population and sample selection used in the experiment. The process 

began with a representation check for both the Netherlands and Belgium to assess whether the 

control and intervention groups were representative of the total sample and could be compared with 

each other.  

Table 3 below, regarding Belgium, shows the representation check that was conducted to verify for 

randomisation of the groups (receiving the nudging letters or not). The control and intervention groups 

were also compared based on relevant demographics and characteristics. No significant differences 

were found, confirming that both groups were representative of the total sample. As stated earlier, 

claims within the population that had two claims were excluded from the analysis.  
 

BELGIUM Intervention group Control group Total 

Count N: 303 N: 266 N: 569 

Age M: 45 M: 45 M: 45 

Gender 

M/F/Couple 

56,1% / 31,0% / 12,9% 63,2% / 25,9% / 10,9% 59,4% / 28,6% / 

12,0% 

Average amount of 

the tax claim  

M: € 1.890 M: € 2.209 M: € 2.039  

N = total number               M = Mean/Average                 SD = Standard Deviation 

Table 3: Belgium - Demographics and characteristics per group 

 
46 OECD (2014), Working smarter in tax debt management, Paris: OECD Publications, Chapter 3 and OECD (2020), Forum on Tax 
Debt Management: Enhancing International Tax Debt Management, Paris: OECD, paragraph 67. 
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For the Netherlands, a representation check was conducted to verify the correct randomisation of the 

groups (receiving nudging letters or not). The control group and the intervention group were 

compared based on relevant demographics and characteristics (see Table 4). No significant differences 

were found, indicating that both groups were representative of the total sample. 

 

NETHERLANDS Intervention group Control group Total 

Count N: 391 N: 242 N: 633 

Age M: 47 

SD: 12 

M: 47 

SD: 12 

M: 47 

SD: 12 

Gender M/F 59,8% / 40,2% 60,7% / 39,3% 60,2% / 39,8% 

Average amount 

of the tax claim   

M: € 6.387 

SD: € 34.710 

M: € 6.142 

SD: € 46.316 

M: € 6.572  

SD: € 39.517 

N = total number              M = Mean/Average             SD = Standard Deviation 

Table 4: Netherlands - Characteristics and demographics per group 

 

These comparisons were conducted to determine whether the control and intervention groups could 

be matched. The results confirmed that matching was possible.  

 

4.2 Results 

 

In order to test the three hypotheses and analyse the effect of the nudging letters a comparison was 

made between the intervention and control group. This tested for: 

 

 the number of taxpayers that responded more (hypothesis 1);  

 the number of taxpayers that made a full or partial payment (hypothesis 2); and, 

 whether the use of nudging letters led to a decrease in the use of MAP for the recovery of tax 

claims (hypothesis 3) 

 

The dates used in the measurement were 9 May 2023 (sending date of the 2nd nudging letter: BENE2) 

for the 1st nudging letter (BENE1) and 31 May 2023 (last day before national recovery actions could 

be launched) for the 2nd nudging letter, BENE2. Below, the result for each hypothesis is shown. 
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HYPOTHESIS 1 

If you send additional BI-informed reminder letters to taxpayers abroad, 

then more of them will react. 

 

To assess the reactivity level in the intervention group, the impact of the intervention on each type of 

response (merging payments, contacting the responsible team by phone or email, lodging an objection, 

e.g., requesting for an instalment plan or a copy of the tax assessment notice) was assessed. 

 

As can be seen in Figure 6 below, the nudging letters led to an increase in reactions. In the Belgian 

sample the reactivity level of taxpayers in the intervention group was 67,30% in comparison to 

11,30% in the control group. Two third of the taxpayers receiving at least one nudging letter made a 

response to the tax administration. In the Dutch sample the reaction level of taxpayers in the 

intervention group was 60,40% in comparison to 5,40% in the control group. This difference is 

statistically significant in both cases.  

 

 
Figure 6: All type of reactions per group for Belgium and the Netherlands  

 

Effect of the 2nd nudging letter on reactions by taxpayers 

 

The number of reactions by taxpayers was compared after the 1st and the 2nd nudging letter.  

 

Figure 7 below shows the added effect for Belgium of the 2nd nudging letter on a timeline, starting 

from the sending of letter 1 (Day 0), and looking at key points in time. It demonstrates the evolution 

of the proportion of items with some form of reaction between the control group (blue) and the 

intervention group (orange). The red bar assesses the total effect for letter 1, counting for all reactions 

up till Day 29, counting from the receipt of 1st letter (10 April 2023). At this point in time the 2nd letter 

was sent, so all additional payments can be seen as a result of the two nudging letters. The total effect 

of the nudging letters was measured 49 days after receipt of 1st letter, on 31 May 2023. 

The results show a clear and significant difference in reactions between the intervention and control 

groups in Belgium, with respectively 50,50% vs 7,89% after the sending of the 1st nudging letter, 

BENE1 (Day 29) and 67,33% vs 11,28% after the sending of the 2nd nudging letter, BENE2 (cumulative 

effect of both nudging letters) (Day 49). The Netherlands does not have payment data by day, which 

is why a similar graph was not included. 
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Figure 7: Comparison Control vs Intervention group with respect to any contact (Belgium) 

 

The results show that there was an additional effect from sending the 2nd nudging letter (see Figure 

8). In the Belgian sample 50,50% of taxpayers within the intervention group showed some type of 

reaction after the 1st nudging letter. Whereas the cumulative total of 67,33% in the intervention group 

showed some type of reaction after the 2nd nudging letter was sent, i.e. after the sending of both 

nudging letters. It can be concluded from this that an additional 16,83% of the intervention group 

showed some form of reaction as a result of the 2nd nudging letter.  

 

Figure 8: Level of reaction after the 1st and 2nd letter within Intervention group and Control group for 

Belgium. 

 

This is a particular important result, showing that in the Belgian sample, 2 out of 3 contacted taxpayers 

responded to the contact, either by paying, by making a payment arrangement (via instalments) with 

the tax administration or reacting in another way.  

Figure 9 below shows, in the case of the Netherlands, that 40,70% of the intervention group’s tax 

items resulted in some form of reaction after the 1st nudging letter. After the 2nd nudging letter, a total 

of 60,40% of the intervention group showed some form of reaction. This represents an additional 

19,70% of the intervention group that responded following the 2nd nudging letter.  
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Figure 9: Level of reaction after the 1st and after the 2nd letter within intervention group and control 

group for the Netherlands. 

 

This indicates that, without this new initiative, most taxpayers would have remained passive, 

increasing the risk of additional costs and administrative burden. From the tax administration’s 

perspective, this would have led to higher enforcement efforts, including more repressive actions 

against taxpayers, resulting in further costs and accrued interest for those taxpayers. 

 

Effect of response on fiscal payment compliance/behaviour 

In Belgium (see Figure 10), most taxpayers with a response made a full or partial payment (52,48%). 

Almost 1 in 4 (23,43%) taxpayers reached out to the designated the contact point, by phone or mail, 

to ask for more information or guidance on the payment process. 12,87% asked for a copy of the tax 

assessment notice to be paid, with the payment deadline being reset at 2 months after the sending 

date of the copy. 5,28% decided to object to the tax assessment notice (calculation), and only 1,32% 

received an instalment plan to pay in stages.  

 

 

Figure 10: Any reaction, differentiated by method of reaction after the 1st and 2nd nudging letters 

regarding the Intervention group for Belgium 

 

Looking at the type of reaction after two reminders (see Figure 11), in the Netherlands, most taxpayers 

with a form of activity made a full or partial payment (29,13%). Almost half (43,73%) of the taxpayers 

in the intervention group reached out to the designated the contact point, by phone or mail, to ask 
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for more information or guidance in the payment process. 9,21% asked for a payment plan, 10,23% 

lodged an appeal and 7,16% asked for a copy of the tax assessment notice.  

 

 
Figure 11: Any reaction, differentiated by method of reaction after Day 49 of the Intervention group for 

the Netherlands 

 

From this, it can be concluded that, sending nudging letters to taxpayers in the intervention group had 

a great effect on restoring contact with these taxpayers and getting them into action. 

 

HYPOTHESIS 2 

If you send additional BI-informed reminder letters to taxpayers abroad, 

then they will pay off more of their tax claims.  

 

For the Belgian sample, within the intervention group 52,48% of taxpayers made some form of 

payment for their overdue taxes in comparison to 8,65% in the control group (voluntary payments) 

after sending both reminder letters (up till 31 May 2023). For the Dutch sample 29,13% of taxpayers 

in the intervention group made some form of payment for their overdue taxed in comparison to 5,40% 

in the control group. This difference (Figure 12) was statistically significant. In conclusion, the nudging 

letters had a positive influence on the number of taxpayers who made a payment for their overdue 

taxes.  

 

 
Figure 12: Payment ratio as of Day 49 for Belgium and the Netherlands – relative number of taxpayers 

who made any type of payment per group.47  

 
47 For further clarification: χ2(1) = 52,60; p < ,001. The ‘χ2’ stands for ‘chi-square’ and is used to determine the ‘p-value’. The ‘p’ 

signifies the ‘p-value’ which determines if a result is statistically significant.  
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The effect of the 2nd nudging letter on the number of taxpayers who make a payment.  

 

The project also checked whether there is an additional effect from sending a second nudging letters 

in comparison to sending one letter. To do this, the difference in the number of taxpayers who made 

a payment after the 1st and 2nd nudging letter was compared.  

 

The results show that there is an additional effect from sending the 2nd nudging letter. This 2nd nudging 

letter not only reminds taxpayers a second time of the debt and payment obligation, but also 

reinforces a monitoring effect and confirms the statement contained in the 1st nudging letter that, 

upon request, the residing country can enforce the tax debt.  

 

Figure 13 shows that in the case of Belgium after the 1st nudging letter 38,61% of the intervention 

group made some form of payment. After the second nudging letter a total of 52,48 % in the 

intervention group made a form of payment. That is another 13,90% of taxpayer in the intervention 

group that made some form of payment after receiving the 2nd nudging letter.  

 

Figure 13: Belgium - number of taxpayers who made a form of payment after the 1st and the 2nd nudging 

letter per group. 

In the case of the Netherlands (see Figure 14 below), 19,69% of the intervention group made a form 

of payment. After the 2nd nudging letter a total 29,13% of the intervention group made a form of 

payment. That is another 9,44% of taxpayers in the intervention group which made some form of 

payment after receiving the 2nd nudging letter. This difference is statistically significant. 

 
Figure 14: Netherlands - number of taxpayers who made a form of payment after the 1st and the 2nd 

nudging letter per group. 

5.64% 8.65%

38.61%

52.48%

0%

20%

40%

60%

Letter 1 Letter 2

Payment Compliance for Belgium 

Controlgroup Interventiongroup

3.72% 5.40%

19.69%

29.13%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Letter 1 Letter 2

Payment Compliance for the Netherlands

Controlgroup Interventiongroup



 

29 

Figure 15, below, is a comparison of all payments (full and partial) within the control and intervention 

group in Belgium. It shows a timeline starting from the sending of nudging letter 1 (Day 0). Looking at 

key points in time, the evolution of the proportion of items with some form of payment (full and partial) 

between the control group (blue) and the intervention group (orange) becomes clear. The red bar 

assesses the total effect for nudging letter BENE1, counting all payments (full and partial) after 29 

days, starting from the receipt of the 1st nudging letter (10 April 2023). At this point in time, the 2nd 

nudging letter (BENE2) was sent, so all additional payments can be considered as a result of nudging 

letters BENE1 and BENE2. The total effect of nudging letters BENE1 and BENE2 was measured after 

49 days after receipt of the 1st nudging letter (BENE1), 31 May 2023. 

 

 
Figure 15: Comparison of all payments (full and partial) within total Control and Intervention Group in 

Belgium.48 

 

The gross effect of the 1st nudging letter (BENE1) for the Belgian sample counts for 33 percentage 

points or a relative rise of 585% compared to the control group. The gross effect of the two reminder 

letters counts for 44 percentage points or a relative rise of 507% compared to the control group. The 

gross effect of the 1st reminder letter for the Dutch sample counts for 16 percentage points. The gross 

effect of the two reminder letters counts for 24%. 

 

  

 
48 For further clarification: χ2(1) = 12,56; p < ,001; OR = 1,37.  
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Net revenue 

 

Assessing the net revenue brought forward by the intervention is done by comparing the amount 

collected for tax claims in the intervention group and the control group after the sending of 2 

reminders (nudging letters BENE1 and BENE2).  

 

Figure 16 shows the amount of Belgian tax paid after intervention by Belgian taxpayers living in the 

Netherlands. Within the control group, 8,6% (23 of the 266) tax claims received a payment (full or 

partial) by the end of the intervention phase (end of May 2023). In total this resulted in €18.106 of 

collected tax. In the same period within the intervention group 52,2% tax claims (159 of the 303) got 

a payment (full or partial). In total this led to €169.938 of tax collected. The control group had 3% of 

the outstanding amount collected, the intervention group 30%. Consequently, this means that 27% of 

the total outstanding amount for the intervention group can be seen as the effect of the intervention 

itself, which gives an additional collected revenue of €154.609. 

 

Figure 16: amount paid after intervention (two letters + address verification) and total outstanding 

amount for control vs intervention group in Belgium 

 

Figure 17 below shows to the amount of Dutch tax paid by taxpayers residing in Belgium. Within the 

control group, 4,5% (11 of the 242) tax claims received a payment (full or partial) by the end May 

2023, i.e. at the end of the intervention phase. In total this resulted in €1.012 of collected tax. In the 

same period within the intervention group, 19,6% (77 of the 391) tax claims resulted in a payment 

(full or partial) which in total led to €149.897 tax collected. The control group had 0,07% of the 

outstanding amount collected, the intervention group 5,6%. Taken together, this means that 5,53% of 

the collected amount for the intervention group can be seen as the effect of the intervention itself, 

which gives an additional collected revenue of €149.720. 

 

 
Figure 17: Amount paid after intervention (two letters + address verification) and total outstanding 

amount for control vs intervention group in the Netherlands 

169,938.29 €
18,106.17 €

572,626.01 € 587,513.82 €

 -

 500,000

 1,000,000

Intervention group Control group

Net revenue for Belgium

Paid after 2 letters

149,897.00 € 1,012.00 €

2,673,588.00 €

1,486,471.00 €

0

2,000,000

Intervention group Control group

Net revenue for the Netherlands

Paid after 2 letters Total amount tax claims



 

31 

The effect of the address verification on the fiscal payment compliance 

 

The effect of the intervention on the intervention group is in fact a combination of the address update 

(structural change) and the addition of BI inspired nudging letter(s) (BI intervention). A comparison 

was made between taxpayers without an address update and taxpayers with an updated address after 

cross-check for both the intervention group and control group. See Figures 18 (the Netherlands case) 

and 19 (Belgium case) below for the results. The “w/o group” (w/o = without address change) shows 

the result for debtors for whom the address did not change following the address verification 

procedure and debtors whose address was updated after verification (w = with address change).  

 

For the Belgian sample (Figure 18 below) the difference between both subgroups counts for 14,30% 

(46,38% vs 32,12%) after the 1st nudging letter, BENE1, and 11,4% (58,70% vs 47,27%) after the 2nd 

nudging letter, BENE2. It can be concluded that 14% of the 33% effect on fiscal payment compliance 

after the 1st nudging letter is explained by the exchange and update of address information for the 

taxpayers in the intervention group, and by 11% of the 44% for the 2nd nudging letter.  

 

 
Figure 18: Number of payments (absolute) made with (w) and without (w/o) an address change per group 

for Belgium.  

 

For the Netherlands (Figure 19 below) within the control group, there is no difference in percentage 

payments for taxpayers with no change of address between the date the 1st nudging letter was sent 

and the date the 2nd nudging letter was sent. A rate of 6,75% applies to both instances. However, for 

taxpayers with a change of address, there is a difference between the two events, 2,38% and 4,76% 

respectively. With regard to the intervention group, it counts for 6.50% (19,76% vs 13,29%) after the 

1st nudging letter and for 3,80% (31,05% vs 27,27%) after the 2nd nudging letter. It can be concluded 

that 7% of the 13% effect on fiscal payment compliance after the 1st nudging letter is explained by 

the exchange and update of address information for the taxpayers in the intervention group, and by 

4% of the 24% for the 2nd nudging letter.  
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Figure 19: Number of payments (absolute) made with and without an address change per group for the 

Netherlands.  

 

In conclusion, it can be said that a part of the effect on fiscal payment compliance comes from the 

address verification process, but the subsequential reminders also played an important role in 

changing taxpayer behaviour. 

 

 

HYPOTHESIS 3 

Lead an increase of fiscal payment compliance to a decreased use of MAP for the recovery of tax 

claims and hence less time investment for both tax administrations in pursuing the tax claims due?  

 

One of the desired outcomes of the project was to avoid having to use MAP to recover tax claims.  

 

Figure 20 below shows the effect on the mutual assistance procedures for the recovery of tax claims 

in Belgium. It shows that 28% (27/95) of the tax claims of the intervention group evolved into a MAP 

for the recovery of tax claims request, whereas in the control group, this is 32% (30/95). In reference 

to hypothesis 3, it can be concluded that due to the intervention, the percentage of tax claims subject 

to MAP was 4 percentage points lower - a relative reduction of 13%.  

 

 
Figure 20: Effect on MAP for the recovery of tax claims in Belgium 

 

For the Netherlands, Figure 21 below shows that the number of taxpayers with tax claims under 

€1.500 is smaller in the control group than in the intervention group (242 vs 391). In percentage, more 

taxpayers were eligible for mutual assistance requests for the recovery of tax claims in the control 

group (90/242 or 37%) than in the intervention group (74/391 or 19%). Of the number of taxpayers 

eligible for mutual assistance requests, the percentage was lower in the control group than in the 

intervention group, namely 41/90 compared to 53/74, representing 46% and 72% respectively. 

Without intervention, 145 taxpayers (37%) of the intervention group would have been eligible for 
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mutual assistance requests. However, because of the intervention, only 74 (19%) remained eligible, a 

decrease with 71 taxpayers. Because of the difference in size, it seems (wrongly) a distorted picture. 

Besides the result of payment after sending the nudging letters, this is also a positive result from the 

intervention. After all, in percentage terms, more mutual assistance requests were made than in the 

case of the control group. 

 

Figure 21: Effect on MAP for the recovery of tax claims in the Netherlands 

 

The indirect savings this represents in terms of time, workload and cost for the tax administration 

have not been calculated. However, the feedback from the business representatives in Belgium 

responsible for the international recovery was very positive. The smooth and effective cooperation 

with Dutch and Belgian colleagues resulted in significant time savings, making it possible to 

concentrate resources on more complex cases. The project ensured a shorter throughput time for 

these files and enabled quicker initiation of the most appropriate follow-up actions. The exchange of 

address information, in particular, received strong positive support. 
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5. Conclusion 
 

The results presented in Chapter 4 clearly demonstrate that the addition of two follow-up reminder 

letters inspired by behavioural science letters (and exchange of address information between 

countries), has led to a higher reactivity level (taxpayers getting into action) and a higher fiscal payment 

compliance amongst cross-border taxpayers. Any international tax claim settled before initiating MAP 

for the recovery of tax claims is beneficial for the taxpayer (no additional costs) and also advantageous 

for the tax administrations involved (reduced time investment). Triggering extra payments or reactions 

that could eventually lead to the settlement of the tax claim is indeed beneficial for all parties involved. 

The following sections examine the perspective of the taxpayer (5.1) and the administration (5.2), 

concluding with recommendations for other tax administrations (5.3). 

 

5.1  Taxpayer reactions 

 

The ultimate objective of the experiment was to initiate extra payments and also to re-engage 

taxpayers residing abroad who, consciously or unconsciously, neglect their fiscal payment obligations 

in their home country. Reconnecting with the tax authorities can be the first step towards higher fiscal 

tax compliance, both in the short and long term. To achieve this and (re)build trust among those 

taxpayers, it is essential to use appropriate wording and tone. The contact established following a 

taxpayer's response to a nudging letter should primarily focus on service-oriented support that 

encourages compliant behaviour. 

 

The project benefits taxpayers by offering an additional opportunity to engage with the tax 

administration, even though the tax claim is recoverable and enforcement measures could already be 

taken. Through direct communication with a designated tax collection officer, taxpayers may also 

obtain additional information, request deferred payment, file an objection, or negotiate a payment 

arrangement. 

 

The single point of contact established specifically for this project was considered a major success. It 

allowed taxpayers to receive information and advice promptly. Service agents were familiar with both 

the project and individual taxpayer situations, allowing for personalised, customer-oriented, and 

efficient service delivery 

 

In general, the vast majority of reactions were positive, with taxpayers acknowledging the clear, 

transparent and proactive service provided by the tax administrations. This type of taxpayer-oriented 

communication has a potential positive impact on the trust levels among internationally mobile 

taxpayers. 

 

The feedback from the Belgian taxpayers involved in the project was largely positive. They 

appreciated that the FPS Finance made an effort to contact them and offer a solution for settling their 

outstanding tax claims. In particular, the tone of the communication and the availability of a 

personalised contact point were perceived as positive, trust-building elements. 

 

In the Netherlands, the responses were marked by surprise but were generally positive. Most 

taxpayers had not been in contact with the tax administration for a long time and appreciated being 

given the opportunity to settle their outstanding balances. However, a few taxpayers reacted 
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negatively to the contact and refused to cooperate, with some even becoming aggressive or 

threatening. 

 

Based on the figures presented in Chapter 4, it is clear that adding BI-inspired reminder letters with a 

call to action have led to significantly more payments in the intervention group. Compared to the 

standard procedure (one standard reminder followed by a waiting period before initiating MAP for the 

recovery of tax claims), an additional 44% of Belgian taxpayers and 24% of Dutch taxpayers made 

payments after receiving one or two reminder letters. This outcome also benefits taxpayers, as settling 

debts at an earlier stage helps to prevent extra costs related to interests and recovery actions. The 

substantial difference in response rates between Belgium and the Netherlands was not explored in 

detail, but the differences in the selection of tax claims and taxpayers, as well as cultural factors, may 

have played a role. 

 

As most of the selected tax claims had already been overdue for some time and had received no 

response from the taxpayers, it was important to re-establish contact to facilitate the settlement of 

these debts (and potentially other fiscal obligations in the future). Therefore, not only additional 

payments but also other types of reactions were taken into account. Any engagement by the taxpayer 

could mark the beginning of higher commitment and improved tax compliance. An evaluation of all 

types of responses clearly indicates a significant effect of the intervention (address verification 

combined with one or two reminder letters) on taxpayer engagement. In the Netherlands, 44% more 

responses were recorded compared to the control group, while in Belgium, this increase reached 56%. 

Most reactions were related to payments, either partial or full, but many phone calls and emails 

concerning the outstanding debt were also received. 

 

5.2  Tax administration benefits 

 

As shown in Chapter 4, the field trial produced promising results in terms of generating additional 

revenue (through increased payments following the intervention) and eliciting other types of taxpayer 

responses relevant to compliance, such as post-intervention interactions. It not only led to extra 

revenue but also reduced the time and resources required for follow-up at later stages of the recovery 

procedure. 

For the tax administration, it has the advantage that these seemingly difficult cases can be resolved 

more easily, without too much administrative burden and with higher revenue. By building trust 

among these taxpayers, it can be assumed that the observed increase in short-term payment 

compliance may also influence long-term taxpayer behaviour, particularly in terms of registration, 

filing, and payment compliance. 

 

It is important to note that selecting eligible taxpayers and verifying address information during the 

project was time-consuming, as these tasks were done manually.49 Automation of these steps would 

be beneficial and reduce the time invested. In this context and as a follow-up of this project, the FPS 

Finance has recently started to automate the creation of request for information and request for 

recovery assistance forms. Maintaining accurate address records within tax administration systems 

should not be underestimated, as incorrect addresses can have far-reaching legal consequences, 

 
49 Neither the FPS Finance nor the NTA has automated the mutual assistance process which means that much manual and time-

consuming work to be done. This is different from, for example, Spain, which is a textbook example of effectiveness and efficiency. 

Upon receipt of a request for assistance, relevant data such as the type and amount of the claim(s) and limitation date(s) from the 

e-form are automatically transferred into the recovery system. Additional data in the e-form are manually transferred, when sending 

a request for assistance, relevant data from the recovery system are uploaded into the e-form. Additional data are manually 

transferred into the e-form.  
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including the infringement of taxpayers’ rights. For example, if documents do not reach the taxpayer 

they are unable to exercise their rights. This is particularly critical for maintaining effective 

communication between taxpayers and tax administrations, which is essential for promoting 

compliant behaviour. After all, official documents can only serve their purpose if they are delivered to 

the correct address. 

 

In addition, it is important for the protection of taxpayers’ rights that they are able to take note of the 

content of official documents to evaluate their position and determine the necessary course of action. 

This is particularly relevant for taxpayers who have moved from one country to another and possibly 

relocated multiple times within or across countries over the years. In such cases, there is a high 

likelihood that the relevant tax administration no longer holds a correct address, resulting in 

communication being lost between the two parties. 

 

This challenge is not unique, as government agencies around the world have long struggled, and 

continue to struggle, with the issue of untraceable taxpayers. When contact is lost entirely, it not only 

undermines the taxpayer’s rights but also severely limits the ability of tax administrations to recover 

outstanding claims, which ultimately will be written off in many cases. 

 

Other costs related to this project including staff time that went into the drafting of the letters to be 

used in the field trial, the negotiations between the two administrations to scope the project etc. have 

not been calculated. However, once the nudging letters are available and the intervention tested it 

can be reutilised multiple times. Depending on the context, the communication can be customised but 

the base is there.  

 

The results of this field experiment are unambiguous, demonstrating a clear and significant impact 

resulting from the tested intervention. Positive outcomes were observed both in terms of additional 

payments and the re-establishment of contact with taxpayers. As a pilot study, this collaborative effort 

has also provided valuable insights and lessons learned. By sharing these, other tax administrations 

can benefit from the experience as well. In the following section, five recommendations are presented 

for tax administrations interested in pursuing similar forms of cross-border cooperation. A sixth 

recommendation is directed to the European Commission and concerns the further development of 

an enabling framework to support and facilitate such cooperation. 

  

Recommendation n°1: Mutual verification of taxpayers’ addresses is essential 

 

It is not really surprising that tax assessment notices sent to incorrect addresses rarely result in 

additional payments. One of the conclusions of this project is that a significant number of address 

records for taxpayers living abroad were inaccurate. In such cases, the most effective approach to 

obtaining the correct address is to ask for assistance from the tax administration in the taxpayer’s 

country of residence by sending a request for information. Automating this process or establishing 

regular information exchanges between administrations could create a solid basis for effective 

communication with taxpayers residing abroad. 

 

Recommendation n°2: Conduct a cost-benefit analysis before launching a similar project 

 

Implementing a field trial like this one takes time and effort. The processes of exchanging and verifying 

address information, as well as sending additional letters, are both costly and time-consuming. It is 

therefore important to be able to balance the pros and the cons through studying the costs and 
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expected benefits of such practices. With this in mind, it may not be efficient to establish similar 

collaboration between tax administrations where only a limited number of taxpayers reside or hold 

assets.  

 

Recommendation n°3: providing a dedicated point of contact on reminder letters pays off  

 

Both tax administrations included in their reminder letters the contact details of a dedicated point of 

contact, such as a specific office or an individual agent. These contact points were fully briefed on the 

field trial and familiar with the content of the letters, allowing them to provide direct assistance to 

taxpayers who responded. In addition, the dedicated staff were able to systematically record and 

categorise incoming contacts, allowing the administrations to quantify responses and distinguish 

between types of interactions.  

 

From the taxpayer's perspective, having access to a specific phone number for a personalised and 

direct contact point appeared to facilitate contact with the tax administration more effectively than a 

generic contact channel. In contrast, general contact centres may discourage engagement due to 

perceived long waiting times and the concern that frontline staff may not be familiar with the 

taxpayer’s specific case. This situation is not limited to Belgium and the Netherlands and may be 

relevant for other administrations considering similar initiatives.  

 

The findings from a study made by the Norwegian Tax Administration in 2022 further highlighted the 

importance of providing a unique point of contact in letters sent to specific taxpayers.50 

  

Recommendation n°4: From a trust-based perspective, tax administration actions should be 

solution-oriented 

 

Establishing trust with taxpayers is essential. In this project, a deliberate effort was made to use a soft, 

non-confrontational tone in the nudging letters, avoiding aggressive or threatening language. The core 

message focused on restoring contact, informing taxpayers of their situation, and offering a clear 

solution to resolve their outstanding tax obligations. 

 

Transparency was a key element: the letters clearly explained the next steps in the process and what 

was expected from the taxpayer. The overall positive feedback from taxpayers confirmed the value 

of this approach and proved its importance as a key factor in the project’s success. 

 

Recommendation n°5: The method appears most effective between neighbouring countries 

 

One contextual advantage of this field trial is that it was conducted between two neighbouring 

countries that partially share a common language and have a long-standing history of collaboration in 

taxation and recovery matters. These shared characteristics likely contributed to the effectiveness 

and efficiency of the cooperation.  

 

Further research will be necessary to determine whether the results can be sustained over the longer 

term and whether similar outcomes could be achieved through enhanced cooperation between non-

neighbouring countries with fewer cultural or administrative similarities.  

 
50 Presented on the FTA COI on Behavioural Insights Conference in Paris, 15-17 May 2023. 
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Recommendation n°6: exchange of information within the EU framework for mutual assistance in 

the field of recovery of tax claims should be simplified 

 

Tax compliance becomes significantly more complex in cross-border scenarios. Good cooperation 

between (neighbouring) Member States, based on mutual trust, is necessary to address these 

challenges. The FPS Finance and NTA, where appropriate, regularly seek assistance from one another, 

under Directive 2010/24/EU concerning mutual assistance for the recovery of claims relating to taxes, 

duties, and other measures. As with any tax collection and recovery process, mutual assistance 

procedures should be kept as straightforward as possible. This includes the use of simplified forms 

and, ideally, automated processes for updating the information for the e-forms. Furthermore, as also 

recognised by the European Commission, Member States must have sufficient resources, such as 

dedicated staff, to handle requests for assistance efficiently.51  

 

One of the main operational burdens today is the need to request updated address information on a 

case-by-case basis, which is very time-consuming. Ideally, sending bulk requests should be allowed 

under Article 5 of Directive 2010/24/EU, provided that Member States agree to this approach. 

Consideration should also be given to how such requests are counted statistically. For example, if a 

request involving 100 addresses is considered as one request or 100 individual ones. The European 

Commission is invited to submit this recommendation for discussion at the Recovery Expert Group to 

support future simplification and harmonisation efforts.  

 
51 European Commission (2017), Commission Staff Working Document for the evaluation of the use of mutual tax recovery 
assistance on the basis of Directive 2010/24/EU by the EU Member States Accompanying the document Report 
from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the operation of the arrangements 
established by Council Directive 2010/24/EU of 16 March 2010 concerning mutual assistance for the recovery of 
claims relating to taxes, duties and other measures, paragraph 4.1. 
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Annex I – effect of the amount of the tax claim 

 

The Netherlands also conducted an exploratory analysis to assess the effect of the amount of the tax 

claim on the number of taxpayers making any form of payment. To examine this further, the following 

tests were carried out (see Figure 22): 

• it was checked whether the effect would be different if high tax claims (over €100.000) were 

excluded from the analysis, which was not the case. The number of taxpayers with a tax claim 

over €100.000 was very small and did not skew the effect.  

• it was also checked whether the effect of the letters on the number of taxpayers making a 

payment would change if taxpayers with a tax claim less than €1.500 were excluded. The 

effect on payments was lower if taxpayers with a tax claim amounting less than €1.500 is 

excluded (23% of the taxpayers in the intervention group with a tax claim > €1.500 made a 

payment vs 37.1% in the intervention with all tax claims included). Looking only at taxpayers 

with debt < €1.500, the effect on payment is more similar to that found in the Belgian sample, 

where 54.6% of the intervention group made a payment. The effect of the letters is stronger 

among taxpayers who have a tax claim amounting to under €1.500. The effect of the letters 

is weaker for taxpayers who have a tax claim amounting to over €1.500. For a visual graph of 

the effect see Figure 22 below. 

 

 
Figure 22: Effect of amount of debt on payment for the Netherlands.  
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Figure 23 below shows the effect of age on payment in the Netherlands, which is non-existent.  

 

Also, when looking at the age of the taxpayers concerned, the interaction was not significant, but just 

(p=0,062). The direction of the effect was negative, indicating that the effect of the intervention is less 

strong when people are older (age on x-axis). Although the interaction was not significant, a graph of 

the effect is included. There is no interaction effect of age on the other response types. 

 

 
Figure 23: Effect of age on payment per group for the Netherlands.  

 

Size of the tax claim 

For Belgium tax claims higher than €100.000 could not be analysed since the maximum debt in the 

Belgium sample is only €30.982. 

The probability of payment increases by 63% (95% CI [.535, .716]) for tax claims under €1.500 

compared to tax claims over 1.500 euros. The size of the tax claim (< €1.500) on payment is significant 

(ꭓ² (1, N = 569) = 7,1444, p = 0,0075). No significant effect on reaction was found. Of the tax claims 

over €1.500, 25,3% resulted in a payment, while 36,6% of the taxpayers with a tax claim under €1.500 

made a payment. The effect of the letters is most strong for taxpayers with a tax debt under €1,500; 

60,7% of the tax claims under €1.500 resulted in a payment after receipt of a letter. 
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Age 

There is no significant effect of age on payment or reaction (see Table 24 below). 

 

Figure 24: Effect of age on payment per group for Belgium. 
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Gender 

Although it is said that in general men are less compliant than women, no significant relation between 

gender and payment (or reaction) was found in the Belgium sample (see Figure 25 below). 

 

Figure 25: Effect of Gender on payment per group for Belgium. 
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Annex II – nudging letters in different languages 

 

Letter: International - English  

This translation is attached as an extra service and for readability for Member States where the other 

languages are not used. 

 

Nudging letters of the NTA52 

 

1st nudging letter, in Dutch, from NTA to taxpayers in Belgium  

 

 

 

 

 
52 In addition to the nudging letters of the NTA, they also include an appendix with a current debt statement. 
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1st nudging letter, in German, from NTA to taxpayers in Belgium  
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1st nudging letter, in French, from NTA to taxpayers in Belgium  
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2nd nudging letter, in Dutch, from FPS Finance to taxpayers in Belgium  
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2nd nudging letter, in German, from FPS Finance to taxpayers in Belgium 
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2nd nudging letter, in French, from FPS Finance to taxpayers in Belgium 
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1st nudging letter, in Dutch, from FPS Finance to taxpayers in the Netherlands  
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2nd nudging letter, in Dutch, from FPS Finance to taxpayers in Belgium   
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