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1. Introduction 

²ƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎΩ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǳŀƭ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΣ ōƻǘƘ 

consumers and businesses may suffer negative consequences. For consumers, low levels of 

readership and comprehension can leave them vulnerable to detriment such as unexpected 

costs and unintentionally sharing their data. For businesses, resolving disputes with 

consumers over contractual terms can be time consuming and costly. Despite this, a low 

proportion of online users read terms and conditions or privacy policies (Bakows, Marotta-

Wurgler, & Trossen, 2009; Gordon, 2004; Milne & Culnan, 2004) ς estimates range from less 

than one per cent of people opening terms and privacy policies to roughly 20 per cent 

opening rates. When consumers do read the terms or privacy policies, they often find them 

difficult to understand (Luger, Moran, & Rodden, 2013; Proctor, Ali, & Vu, 2008).  

Previous research suggests that the way that contractual terms and privacy policies are 

presented can improve consumer comprehension (Elshout, Elsen, Leenheer, Loos, & Luzak, 

2016). To advance this research, the Behavioural Insights Team (BIT) was commissioned by 

the Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) to design and test 

evidence-based interventions using six online experiments. The results of these online 

experiments and an accompanying literature review will form the basis of a best practice 

guide for businesses on how best to present online contractual terms and privacy policies to 

consumers online. 

This technical report details the full results of the six online experiments conducted by BIT 

between May and July 2018.  

Figure 1: Summary of six experiments  

Experiment Context Topic Primary outcome 
measure 

One Retail website Contractual terms Comprehension 

Two Retail website Privacy policy Opening privacy policy 

Three Price comparison website Privacy policy Comprehension 

Four Social media platform Privacy policy Comprehension 

Five Telecommunications 
website 

Contractual terms Comprehension 

Six Peer to peer room sharing 
platform 

Contractual terms Comprehension 

https://paperpile.com/c/mlpunJ/p9b22+kvgS0+tWK1b
https://paperpile.com/c/mlpunJ/p9b22+kvgS0+tWK1b
https://paperpile.com/c/mlpunJ/y9Vl4+svwk3
https://paperpile.com/c/mlpunJ/gR5yy
https://paperpile.com/c/mlpunJ/gR5yy
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2. Methodology 

All six experiments were conducted as online randomised controlled trials using the Predictiv 

platform.1 Participants were only identifiable using a randomly generated ID number. No 

personally identifiable information was collected from them during the trial. Participants 

were not explicitly informed about the purpose of the experiments, nor were they made 

aware that there were different the web pages being tested. Participation was entirely 

voluntary, and participants could (and sometimes did) exit from the experiments at any 

stage. 

We constructed the sample for each experiment to be representative of the general 

population of the United Kingdom (UK) in order to maximise the external validity of our 

experimental findings. This included constructing the samples to reflect the gender, age and 

regional location profile of people living in the UK, as well as an equal split according to 

median income. More detail on how the sample was constructed can be found in Appendix 

G.  

Participants who participated in experiment one also participated in experiment two (either 

they saw experiment one first or they saw experiment two first; the order was randomised). 

Participants who participated in experiment three also participated in experiment four. 

Participants who participated in experiment five also participated in experiment six. The 

impact of presentation order was evaluated and accounted for in our analysis of the main 

results. A detailed discussion of order effects can be found in Appendix H. The separate 

experiments were run sequentially. 

Participants were financially compensated for the time spent on the experiments and they 

also received a small variable reward for each correct answer they gave to the 

comprehension questions. In each experiment participants were told that they were about 

to see material that they would then be asked questions about, and that they would be paid 

an additional amount for each correct answer. The average payment was around £1.20, with 

an additional £1.60 that could be earned in variable incentives in case the participant 

answered every comprehension question correctly (roughly £0.10 per question). Participants 

were randomly assigned to see either the control webpages or one of the three intervention 

webpages.  

 
1 Predictiv (www.predictiv.co.uk) is an online platform for running behavioural experiments built by the 
Behavioural Insights Team. It enables governments and other organisations to run randomised controlled trials 
(RCTs) with an online population of participants, and to experiment whether new policies and interventions 
work before they are deployed in the real world. For more detail, see Appendix G. 
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!ŦǘŜǊ ǎŜŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘΩǎ materials, participants:  

1) Answered eight comprehension questions about the material they had seen ς a 

ŦƛŎǘƛǘƛƻǳǎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ privacy policy or terms and conditions;  

2) Answered how likely they would be to use or purchase the companȅΩǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘόǎύ ƻƴ 

a scale from one (not likely at all) to seven (extremely likely);  

3) Reported how much they trusted the company on a scale from one (not at all) to 

seven (completely); and 

4) Reported their highest education level.  

In experiments three, four, five, and six, participants also reported how confident they felt in 

their understanding of the policy or contractual terms, before they answered the eight 

comprehension questions.  We added this new question after reviewing the results of 

experiments one and two. We hypothesised that certain interventions might give 

participants a false sense of understanding. We wanted to be able to capture any 

ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ 

comprehension.   

For more detail on the specific methodology, please see appendix G. Full regression outputs 

and trial protocols are available upon request.  

2.1 Analysis strategy  

For each experiment we developed an analysis strategy prior to the launch of the 

experiment, with a single outcome measure of interest identified and defined as primary 

analysis. Analysis of pre-specified additional outcome measures was defined as secondary 

analysis. In each experiment, we developed the control based on existing market practices 

(how current businesses display contractual terms or privacy policies online) to maximise 

the external validity of our experimental findings. However, our control contractual terms 

and privacy policies were often shorter than market practice average, in order to minimise 

attrition (presenting participants with extremely long contractual terms or privacy policies 

may lead them to drop out of the experiment). 

In five of the six experiments, our primary outcome measure was ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

comprehension score, measured as the number of correct answers to eight multiple choice 

questions. In experiment two, our primary outcome was the proportion of participants who 

opened the full privacy policy. We designed our experiments in order to be able to detect 

differential effect sizes on the primary outcome measure between interventions.  

Our secondary measures included: ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΣ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΣ 

and participant comprehension on particular subsets of the eight comprehension questions. 
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There were more comparisons in secondary analysis, which increases the chance of 

statistically significant results being spurious. For this reason, results on secondary outcome 

measures should be interpreted with care.  

Our primary and secondary measures were analysed using ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regressions with demographic controls. Note that we normally use OLS rather than logistic 

regression even with binary outcomes because it produces results which are more readily 

interpretable, since the treatment effect is the same regardless of the baseline. As a 

robustness check, we compare the results in the two formulations. If they are materially 

different, we use a logistic regression instead.  

The demographic controls include the particƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ όŦŜƳŀƭŜΤ ƳŀƭŜύΣ age (18-24; 25-

54, 55+), whether they are below or above median income of £30,000, and highest 

education level obtained (no education; GCSE; A-level; vocational diploma; degree of 

professional qualification). Finally, we also include a dummy for presentation order in the 

regression. More detail on our analytical approach is included in Appendix H.  

2.2 Sample size 

Across all six experiments, we recruited 7,953 participants. We recruited roughly 3,600 

participants for the first two experiments, half of whom saw experiment one first and half of 

whom saw experiment two first (a repeated measure design). This sample size was larger 

than our power calculations indicated would be necessary to detect a materially significant 

increase or decrease in comprehension between the control and the interventions (with 

1,800 participants we could detect a difference of 0.1 to 0.3 correctly answered questions, 

depending on comprehension variance amongst participants). The reason we recruited a 

larger sample size was because we wanted to be able to identify any interactions between 

the comprehension levels for each of the interventions and the order participants saw the 

two experiments. If we saw differences in the primary outcome measures between 

participants seeing an experiment first or seeing an experiment second, we would have 

enough participants that had seen the experiment first to only use those results and to 

exclude the results from those who saw the experiment second.  

In this report, for experiments one and two, we have presented the regressions and graphs 

for first-exposure-only participants because interactions between order and intervention 

were significant. It can be argued that the first-exposure-only results have the least number 

of confounds and are therefore the appropriate benchmark.  This results in a sample size of 

1,812 participants for experiment one and 1,832 participants for experiment two. 

As the order effects did not change headline conclusions in experiments one and two, we 

used the same set-up in experiments three, four, five and six, where each participant goes 
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through two experiments in one session. We knew that there may be ordering effects in 

these experiments with this design, so we randomised the order that participants saw the 

experiments and included a dummy variable for order as a covariate in the regression 

analysis. We also checked for interactions between order and intervention. These 

interactions were not significant in any of these last four experiments (experiments three, 

four, five, and six). See Appendix H for a more in-depth discussion of ordering effects.  

With this in mind, we used a sample size of 1,867 participants for experiments three and 

four, with roughly half seeing experiment three first and the other half seeing experiment 

four first. In this report, because interactions between intervention and order were not 

significant in experiments three and four, we have presented the regressions and graphs for 

all 1,867 participants in these experiments, with a dummy variable for order as a covariate in 

the regression analysis.  

We updated our power calculations before experiments five and six. Variance in pŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

comprehension had been slightly higher than expected, which reduced the power to detect 

comprehension differences between interventions. For this reason, we increased the sample 

size for experiments five and six, recruiting 2,442 participants, roughly half of whom saw 

experiment five first and roughly half of whom saw experiment six first. In this report, 

because interactions between intervention and order were not significant in experiments 

five and six, we have presented the regressions and graphs for all 2,442 participants in these 

experiments, with a dummy variable for order as a covariate in the regression analysis. Note 

ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ǿŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅ ŀƴ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǘǊƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ 

the experiment.  
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3. Experiment one: Improving understanding of online retail terms and 

conditions  

3.1 Summary 

The purpose of this experiment was to measure the way changes in the presentation of 

terms and conditions for a simple online retail purchase impacts consumer understanding of 

contractual terms. We tested a control webpage (where participants had to click a link to 

view the terms and conditions of purchasing a T-shirt from an online retailer) against three 

interventions: 1) full terms presented in a scrollable box; 2) selected terms presented with 

visual icons (with a clickable link to view full terms); 3) selected terms explained in a 

question and answer format (with a clickable link to view full terms).  

We found that all three interventions increased average number of comprehension 

questions participants were able to answer correctly compared to the control, and that the 

ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ and Ψvϧ! summaryΩ interventions performed significantly better than the 

ΨǎŎǊƻƭƭΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ. None of the interventions statistically significantly increased or 

decreased trust or interest in the company. 

3.2 Experiment design 

A total of 3,644 respondents completed the experiment in May 2018. Participants who 

participated in experiment one also participated in experiment two (either they saw 

experiment one first or they saw experiment two first; the order was randomised). However, 

in this report, we have shown results from the 1,812 first-exposure participants only (those 

who saw this experiment first). See Methodology section for a full description of the 

experiment methodology and Appendix H for a discussion of ordering effects. Figure 2 below 

shows the stages of this experiment. 



 

9 
© Behavioural Insights Ltd 

Figure 2: Stages of experiment one 

 

The three interventions sought to apply behavioural science techniques to the presentation 

of information. See Appendix A for the full experiment materials and the accompanying 

literature review for existing evidence to support these interventions. 

Figure 3: Interventions for experiment one 

 Description 

Control In the control, participants saw a webpage that looked like an online 

shopping check-out. The shopping basket contained a grey T-shirt. On 

this page participants could (but did not have to) click a link to see the 

terms and conditions of the purchase. Participants had to tick the 

ΨŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΩ tickbox to continue to the 

comprehension questions.  

 

The design was based on examples of popular online retailersΩ ŎƘŜŎƪ-

out pages. The terms and conditions were based on the existing 

terms and conditions of multiple retail companies.  

Scroll The webpage was the same as control, apart from the addition of a 

scrollable text box above the tickbox which included the full terms 

and conditions of the purchase; in this way, the terms were visible by 

default. 
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Participants had to ǘƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǘƛŎƪōƻȄ ǘƻ 

continue to the comprehension questions. 

Icon summary The webpage was the same as the control, apart from an additional 

text box with four key terms, summarised with icons illustrating them, 

positioned above the tickbox. 

 

Participants had to ǘƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǘƛŎƪōƻȄ to 

continue to the comprehension questions. 

Q&A summary The webpage was the same as the control, apart from an additional 

text box with four key terms, briefly summarised as questions and 

answers with icons illustrating them, positioned above the tickbox. 

 

Participants had to ǘƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǘƛŎƪōƻȄ ǘƻ 

continue to the comprehension questions. 

 

3.3 Primary outcome ς overall comprehension results 

!ƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ψvϧ! ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎΦ CƛƎǳǊŜ п ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ 

of correct answers to the comprehension questions for the control and intervention groups.2  

 
2 For all graphs in this report, the error bars show the 95% confidence interval of the difference between each 
intervention (the blue bars) and the control condition (the black bar). These differences were estimated using 
linear regressions with robust standard errors controlling for a number of demographic characteristics, such as 
ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŀƎŜΣ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ level. 
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Figure 4: Number of correct answers about terms and conditions by intervention for 

experiment one 

 

The ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ and ΨQ&A summaryΩ interventions increased comprehension scores by 

33.9 and 36.0 per cent, respectively, compared with the control. The ΨscrollΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ōȅ нс.3 per cent compared with the control. 

All of these results were statistically significant. TƘŜ ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ and ΨQ&A summaryΩ 

interventions ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŎǊƻƭƭΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ.  
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Figure 5: Regression analysis for experiment oneΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΣ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 

comprehension (measured by number of correct answers to eight multiple-choice 

questions) 

 
Without covariates  
(no demographic 
controls) 

With covariates 
(with demographic 
controls) 

 
coefficient 
(standard error) 

coefficient 
(standard error) 

Scroll 0.922** 0.883** 
 

(0.121) (0.121) 

Icon summary 1.186** 1.152**  
 

(0.114) (0.115) 

Q&A summary 1.230** 1.216**  

 
(0.114) (0.115) 

Constant 3.370** 1.982**  

 
(0.080) (0.282) 

Demographic  
covariates added 

No Yes 

Observations 1812 1812 

+ p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 

3.4 Secondary outcome results 

3.4.1 Opening the full terms 

In the control and the ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ and ΨQ&A summaryΩ interventions participants could 

click a link to view the full terms (in the ΨǎŎǊƻƭƭΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ, the full terms were displayed by 

default). We found that presenting key terms on the webpage did not significantly change 

the number of participants that clicked to view the full terms compared with the control 

(see Figure 6 below).  
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Figure 6: Opening rate by intervention for experiment one 

 

3.4.2 Comprehension of emphasised and de-emphasised terms 

We were interested to understand whether displaying key terms improves understanding of 

those terms but reduces understanding of the full terms. To test this we separately 

measured comprehension of the terms listed prominently on the webpages for the ΨƛŎƻƴ 

summaryΩ and ΨQ&A summaryΩ interventions against comprehension of terms only listed in 

the full terms. Our hypothesis was that emphasising key terms more prominently would 

increase comprehension of these terms, but risks reducing comprehension of the terms in 

the full terms and conditions if participants are less likely to open them. 

We found that ǘƘŜ ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ŀƴŘ Ψvϧ! ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 

the control on the questions that related to the terms these interventions emphasised. This 

also did not lead to any reduction in performance on the terms that they did not emphasise.  
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Figure 7: Number of correct answers about 
ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩǎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ōȅ 
intervention for experiment one  

Figure 8: Number of correct answers about 
ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩǎ ŘŜ-emphasised terms, by 

intervention for experiment one 

  

 

Participants in the ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ and ΨQ&A summaryΩ interventions scored 80.7 per cent 

higher than the control on the questions about the terms that they emphasised. They also 

ƻǳǘǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŎǊƻƭƭΩ intervention. The improvements were significant at p<0.01. The 

ΨǎŎǊƻƭƭΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀƭǎƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ emphasise 

them.  

Participants who saw the ΨǎŎǊƻƭƭΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ scored 14.8 per cent higher than those in the 

control on the terms that were not emphasised by the ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ and ΨQ&A summaryΩ 

interventions. This difference was significant at p<0.01. tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ 

ŀƴŘ Ψvϧ! ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƭƻǿŜǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜ-

emphasised terms; in fact, ǘƘŜ Ψvϧ! ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎŎƻǊŜŘ т.7 per cent 

higher than control on these questions (significant at p<0.05).  

3.4.3 Self-reported trust and interest in the company 

None of the interventions had a significant effect on the ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ƻƴ 

the companyΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƻǊ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ the company. 
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Figure 9: Self-reported interest in company 
(on 1-7 scale) for experiment one 

Figure 10: Self-reported trust in company 
(on 1-7 scale) for experiment one 

  

3.5 Robustness checks 

We repeated our primary analysis using tobit regression (instead of ordinary least squares), 

because the overall comprehension score can be thought of as a bounded variable (bounded 

at 0 and 8). We did not see any differences in magnitude of statistical significance or 

directionality of effect, compared to the ordinary least squares regression outputs. Our 

conclusions did not change. 

We also re-ran our analysis of opening rates using logistic regression, adjusting for the same 

covariates as in the OLS regressions. We found no significant differences in the results 

compared to OLS regressions.  

We further checked for correlations between comprehension on the de-emphasised terms 

and comprehension on the emphasised terms. We observed a significant correlation 

(Corr=0.7285, p <0.01). To account for the influence of covariates, we regressed key 

comprehension on in-depth comprehension, including all covariates used in primary 

analysis. We still found a significant relationship (p <0.01). This suggests that the most 

attentive readers performed best on both the emphasised and de-emphasised terms.  

3.6 Conclusion 

Out of eight comprehension questions, participants answered on average one extra question 

correctly in the ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ and ΨQ&A summaryΩ interventions versus control (4.6 

questions right versus 3.4). Most of this improved comprehension comes from doing better 

on the questions that are about the terms that the summaries explicitly emphasise. The 

ΨǎŎǊƻƭƭΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ does improve comprehension, but not as much as for the ΨƛŎƻƴ 

summaryΩ or ΨQ&A summaryΩ interventions. 
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All interventions significantly improved comprehension while maintaining the same level of 

trust and interest in the company.  
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4. Experiment two: Encouraging consumers to open online retail privacy 

policies  

4.1 Summary 

The purpose of this experiment was to measure the way changes in the wording of an 

ƛƴǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŘ ŀ ǊŜǘŀƛƭ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ impacts the rate at which consumers 

open this link. The control was a webpage with three buttons participants could click ς one 

to find out about early access to sales, one to see which brands the company stocked, and 

ƻƴŜ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ ²Ŝ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ 

interventions: 1) ŀ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ǘŀƎ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƭƛƴƪ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ Ψр Ƴƛƴ 

ǊŜŀŘΩ; 2) ŀƴ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ wording that ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜy 

were in control of who they gave their data to; ŀƴŘ оύ ŀƴ ΨǳǊƎŜƴŎȅΩ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ƭŀǎǘ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛƴƎ ǳǇΦ  

We found that all three interventions increased the proportion of participants who clicked 

on the privacy policy link compared to the control. TƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳed 

ōŜǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ΨǳǊƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƴŜȄǘ ōŜǎǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ had a weakly 

significant increase in opening rates versus the control. ²Ŝ ŀƭǎƻ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

comprehension of the privacy policy. All three interventions performed better than control, 

with participants in tƘŜ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ scoring highest on the eight comprehension 

questions.  

4.2 Experiment design 

A total of 3,644 respondents completed the experiment in May 2018. Participants who 

participated in experiment one also participated in experiment two (either they saw 

experiment one first or they saw experiment two first; the order was randomised). However, 

in this report, we have shown results from the 1,832 first-exposure participants only (those 

who saw this experiment first). See Methodology section for a full description of the 

experiment methodology and Appendix H for a discussion of ordering effects. Figure 11 

below shows the stages of this experiment. 
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Figure 11: Stages of experiment two  

 
The three interventions used behavioural science techniques to the wording of the invitation 

to encourage participants to view the privacy policy. See Appendix B for the full experiment 

materials and the accompanying literature review for existing evidence to support these 

interventions. 

Figure 12: Interventions for experiment two 

 Description 

Control In the control, participants saw a webpage that looked like a webpage 

inviting them to sign up to create an account with a retail website. 

The webpage had three buttons participants could click ς one to find 

out about early access to sales, one to see which brands the company 

stocked, and one to learn ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ 

 

The button with the link ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǊŜŀŘΥ Ψ¢ǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊ 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŀǊŜ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǳǎΦ LŦ ȅƻǳΩŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ƳƻǊŜΣ 

see our privacy notice, where you can find detailed information on 

how we use your personal data, including how we personalise our 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΦΩ  

 

tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ǘƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩ ǘƛŎƪōƻȄ ǘƻ 

continue to the comprehension questions. 
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The control webpage design was based on multiple retail company 

websites and the privacy policy was based on the existing privacy 

policies of multiple retail companies.  

Cost cue The webpage was the same as the control, apart from the button 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǊŜŀŘΥ ΨhǳǊ privacy notice takes less 

than five minutes to read. In the notice, you can find detailed 

information on how we use your personal data, including how we 

personalƛǎŜ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΦΩ Lƴ ŀŘŘition there was a 

green ǘŀƎ ƛŎƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ Ψр Ƴƛƴ ǊŜŀŘΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōǳǘǘƻƴΦ  

 

tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ǘƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩ ǘƛŎƪōƻȄ ǘƻ 

continue to the comprehension questions. 

Agency The webpage was the same as the control, apart from the button 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǊŜŀŘΥ ΨIƛ ώŦƛǊǎǘ ƴŀƳŜϐΣ you are in 

control of who give your data to. Read our privacy notice to 

understand how we use your data, including how we personalise our 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΦΩ ¢ƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƴŀƳŜ ǿas included, 

after being entered on the previous webpage. 

 

tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ǘƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩ ǘƛŎƪōƻȄ ǘƻ 

continue to the comprehension questions. 

Urgency The webpage was the same as the control, apart from the button 

with the link ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǊŜŀŘΥ Ψ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƭŀǎǘ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ 

read our privacy notice before signing up ς in the privacy notice, we 

explain how we use your personal data, including how we personalise 

ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΦΩ 

In addition, a red circle appeared around the button to attract 

attention. 

 

tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ǘƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩ ǘƛŎƪōƻȄ ǘƻ 

continue to the comprehension questions. 

 

https://trial.predictiv.co.uk/assets/tnc/1/public/account.php?treatment=4&delay=500&duration=3000
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4.3 Primary outcome ς opening rate  

¢ƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜǎ ōȅ мл4.5 ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ŀƴŘ 

ΨǳǊƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜǎ ōȅ н3.2 per cent and 40.5 percent, 

respectively. ¢ƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǳǊƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΩ significantly increased opening rates 

compared with the control group. Figure 13 shows the opening rate by intervention.  

Figure 13: Opening rate by intervention  

 

¢ƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ŀƭǎƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǿƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǿŜŀƪƭȅ statistically 

significant. 
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Figure 14: wŜƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘ ǘǿƻΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΣ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜ 

(measured by proportion of participants opening full privacy policy)3  

 
Without covariates  
(no demographic controls) 

With covariates 
(with demographic controls) 

 coefficient 
(standard error) 

coefficient 
(standard error) 

Cost cue 0.175** 0.172**  

 
(0.028) (0.028) 

Agency 0.042+ 0.038+ 

 
(0.026) (0.026) 

Urgency 0.069** 0.066**  
 

(0.026) (0.026) 

Constant 0.162** -0.220**  
 

(0.018) (0.058) 

Demographic covariates 
added 

No Yes 

Observations 1832 1832 

+ p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 

4.4 Secondary outcome results 

4.4.1 Overall comprehension results 

Participants in all three interventions answered more comprehension questions correctly 

ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ŀ нн.0 ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ΨǳǊƎŜƴŎȅΩ 

intervention caused a 19.7 ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ŀ м3.7 

per cent increase. These effects were all statistically significant.  

 
3 This table shows the regression outputs for ordinary least squares (OLS) regression. We use OLS rather than 
logistic regression with binary outcomes because it produces results which are more readily interpretable, 
since the treatment effect is the same regardless of the baseline. As discussed in our methodology section, we 
check that the results are not materially different in the two formulations. If we find that they are, we use a 
logistic regression instead. 
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Figure 15: Number of correct answers about privacy policy by intervention for experiment 

two 

 

We conducted exploratory analysis to understand why ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ŀƴŘ 

ΨǳǊƎŜƴŎȅΩ conditions had higher comprehension than participants in the ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ, 

even though ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ. We looked at 

comprehension by intervention amongst those who opened the policy and amongst those 

who did not open the policy. We were not able to make firm conclusions about this 

question. 

Amongst participants who opened the policy, the comprehension differences between 

interventions were not significant. For this reason, we were not able to confirm the 

ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǳǊƎŜƴŎȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘ ƻǇŜƴ 

the policy to pay more attention when reading it.  
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Figure 16: Number of correct answers about privacy policy by intervention for experiment 

two, amongst the 431 participants who opened the policy 

 

We did find that participants who had not opened the policy had different comprehension 

levels, by intervention. The reason for this difference is not clear.  



 

24 
© Behavioural Insights Ltd 

Figure 17: Number of correct answers about privacy policy by intervention for experiment 

two, amongst the 1,401 participants who did not open the policy

 

It may be that the differences in comprehension by intervention were due to random 

chance. For example, participants may have guessed more accurately on the multiple-choice 

questions in some interventions. There was nothing about the interventions that could help 

participants correctly answer comprehension questions if they did not open the privacy 

policy.  

It is also possible that the interventions encouraged different types of participants to open 

the policy. These selection effects could cause non-random differences in participant 

ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǳōǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ƴƻǘ ƻǇŜƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƻƴŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƴƻƴ-openers may have been more (or less) 

engaged, knowledgeable, or skilled at answering multiple-choice questions than another 

ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƴƻƴ-openers.  

4.4.2 Self-reported trust and interest in the company 

None of the interventions led to a significant change ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ joining the 

ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ or trust in the company. 
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Figure 18: Self-reported interest in 
company (on 1-7 scale) for experiment two 

Figure 19: Self-reported trust in company 
(on 1-7 scale) for experiment two 

  

 

4.5 Robustness checks 

We re-ran our primary analysis of opening rates using logistic regression, adjusting for the 

same covariates as in the OLS regressions. We found no significant differences in the results 

compared to OLS regressions: the same interventions were still effective.  

We also repeated our analysis of overall comprehension using tobit regression (instead of 

ordinary least squares), because the overall comprehension score can be thought of as a 

bounded variable (bounded at 0 and 8). We did not see any differences in magnitude of 

statistical significance or directionality of effect, compared to the ordinary least squares 

regression outputs. Our conclusions did not change. 

4.6 Conclusion 

¢ƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ doubled the rates of opening by participants, from around 16 per 

cent to around 33 per cent. Before launching the trial, we were curious if telling participants 

that the policy takes five minutes to read would backfire (i.e. decrease opening rates), but it 

did not ς ƛƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ-performing intervention with respect to 

ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜΦ !ƴ ƻǇŜƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ŀ ŎǳŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ Ωмр Ƴƛƴ ǊŜŀŘΩ ƻǊ Ψо ƘƻǳǊ 

ǊŜŀŘΩ ǊŜŀŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ ōŀŎƪŦƛǊŜΦ  

!ƭƭ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ōȅ 

the most. Another open question ƛǎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŎŀǳǎŜ ƘƛƎƘ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘ ŎǳŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŘƛŘΣ 

and higher comprehension rates, which may have been driven by higher motivation or care 

once the participant ƘŀŘ ƻǇŜƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƎŜƴŎȅΩ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƛŘΦ  
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5. Experiment three: Improving comprehension of a price comparison 

website privacy policy 

5.1 Summary 

The purpose of this experiment was to measure the way changes in the presentation of key 

points of a ǇǊƛŎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ impacts consumer understanding of 

that policy. We created an online website journey for a customer searching for pet insurance 

for their pet cat. The journey comprised three webpage forms ς one form asking for the 

ǇŜǘΩǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ 

preferences. In the control, a paragraph at the bottom of the first of the three webpages 

ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩǎ ƪŜȅ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ and contained a link which could be clicked to see the full 

privacy policy. The three interventions presented this same information in new ways: 1) as a 

ΨlayeredΩ summary at the bottom of page 1, with headings that expand when clicked, 

revealing a second layer with more information; 2) as ΨƧǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ explanations about how 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǿƛƭƭ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ Řŀǘŀ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ Ŧƛƭƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǘΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜǎ ƻƴŜ 

and two, with the summary also present at the bottom of page one, as in the control; and 3) 

as captions to seven illustrative icons. In all the groups, participants could click to view the 

full privacy policy if desired. 

We found that the ΨƧǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ and Ψicon summarȅΩ interventions increased the average 

number of comprehension questions participants were able to answer correctly compared 

to the control, and that the ΨlayeredΩ intervention performed worse than the control (though 

not significantly so). The ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ intervention statistically significantly decreased 

interest and trust in the company, while the other interventions did not significantly change 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ.  

5.2 Experiment design 

A total of 1,867 respondents completed the experiment in June 2018. Participants who 

participated in experiment three also participated in experiment four (either they saw 

experiment three first or they saw experiment four first; the order was randomised). See 

Methodology section for a full description of the experiment methodology and Appendix H 

for a discussion of ordering effects. Figure 20 shows the stages of this experiment.  



 

27 
© Behavioural Insights Ltd 

Figure 20: Stages of experiment three 

 

The three interventions used behavioural science techniques to design the presentation of 

information. See Appendix C for the full experiment materials and the accompanying 

literature review for existing evidence to support these interventions. 

Figure 21: Interventions for experiment three 

 Description 

Control In the control the participant was asked to imagine that they were 

searching for pet insurance quotes. The website journey was 

comprised of three webpages each with a blank form ς one asking for 

ǘƘŜ ǇŜǘΩǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ 

asking for contact preferences. A paragraph of text at the bottom of 

the first of the three webpages in the customer journey explained the 

ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩǎ ƪŜȅ Ǉƻƛƴts and provided a link to the full policy. On 

the final webpage participants had to tick the privacy policy tickbox to 

continue to the comprehension questions. 

 

The control was based on multiple price comparison websitesΩ 

customer journeys. The privacy policy was based on the existing 

privacy policies of multiple price comparison websites.  

Layered The webpages were the same as the control apart from the simple 

privacy policy paragraph at the bottom of page one. In this 

intervention, the text is summarised in a concertina-ǎǘȅƭŜ ΨƭŀȅŜǊŜŘΩ 
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summary. Each of the seven key points were clickable and only 

showed the relevant information if they were clicked. 

Just in time  The webpages were the same as the control with the addition of ΨƧǳǎǘ 

ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ pop-up text box explanations of how the company would use 

their data as they filled ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǘΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜǎ 

one and two. The text boxes appeared as the participant typed each 

piece of information, and disappeared when they were no longer 

typing.   

Icon summary The webpages were the same as the control apart from the simple 

privacy policy paragraph at the bottom of page one ς in this 

intervention, it was displayed as seven text boxes with illustrative 

icons. 

5.3 Primary outcome ς overall comprehension results 

The ΨƧǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ and ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ interventions both improved comprehension 

compared to the control. 
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Figure 22: Number of correct answers about privacy policy by intervention for experiment 

three 

 

¢ƘŜ ΨƧǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ 

scores by 8.9 per cent and 6.8 per cent. Both increases were statistically significant. The 

ΨƭŀȅŜǊŜŘΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ōȅ п.2 per cent, but this effect was not 

statistically significant.  
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Figure 23: wŜƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘ ǘƘǊŜŜΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΣ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 

comprehension (measured by number of correct answers to eight multiple-choice 

questions) 

 
Without covariates  
(no demographic 
controls) 

With covariates 
(with demographic 
controls) 

With covariates & 
control for order 
(demographic and 
order controls) 

 coefficient 
(standard error) 

coefficient 
(standard error) 

coefficient 
(standard error) 

Layered -0.117 -0.114 -0.141 
 

(0.117) (0.116) (0.114) 

Just in time 0.291* 0.305** 0.297** 
 

(0.117) (0.116) (0.115) 

Icon summary 0.221+ 0.242* 0.228* 
 

(0.118) (0.116) (0.114) 

Constant 3.372** 2.233** 1.811** 

 
(0.082) (0.426) (0.411) 

Demographic 
covariates added 

No Yes Yes 

Order added No No Yes ς as a dummy 
variable across all 
interventions, but 
not interacted with 
each intervention 

Observations 1867 1867 1867 

+ p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 

5.4 Secondary outcome results 

5.4.1 Opening the full privacy policy 

In the all the groups, participants could click a link to view the full privacy policy. We found 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǇŀƎŜ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ 
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affect the number of participants that clicked to view the full privacy policy (see Figure 24 

below).  

Figure 24: Opening rate by intervention for experiment three 

 

 

5.4.2 Comprehension of emphasised and de-emphasised terms 

Four of the questions related to information in the paragraph at the bottom of page one. 

Participants could get these questions right just by reading this paragraph, without needing 

to open the full policy. As all the interventions changed the presentation of the information 

in this paragraph, their design effectively focused on improving comprehension of these 

questions. Four of the questions were about terms that were not emphasised by any of the 

interventions ς participants had to click to view the full privacy policy to learn about these 

terms. Of course, opening the policy may also improǾŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

emphasised terms, as they would be exposed to these terms once more in the full policy.  

The ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ intervention increased understanding of the emphasised terms by 8.2 

per cent (though note this effect was only weakly statistically significant, p<0.1). TƘŜ ΨƧǳǎǘ ƛƴ 

ǘƛƳŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŘƛŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ these emphasised terms, 
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although the effect was not statistically significant. ¢ƘŜ ΨƭŀȅŜǊŜŘΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻn decreased 

understanding of the emphasised terms by 8.2 per cent (again, this effect was only weakly 

significant). This technique may have been less effective at helping people understand the 

ΨŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘΩ ǘŜǊƳǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƛŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŎcess and read this 

information. Layering the information meant participants had to click seven times to view all 

seven summarised points, whereas in the other interventions and the control, participants 

saw the emphasised points without needing to click any extra buttons.  

The ΨƧǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ increased comprehension of the de-emphasised terms by 10.0 

per cent. We hypothesise that this is due to the invention prompting increased focus, 

carefulness or motivation from participants. The effect was not driven by a greater number 

of participants opening and reading the full terms (see Figure 25 above). The other 

interventions did not have statistically significant effects on comprehension of the de-

emphasised terms.  

Figure 25: Number of correct answers 
ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩǎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ 
terms, by intervention for experiment 

three 

Figure 26: Number of correct answers about 
ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩǎ ŘŜ-emphasised terms, by 

intervention for experiment three 

 
 

5.4.3 Self-reported confidence in comprehension 

The ΨlayeredΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ decreased self-reported confidence in comprehension of the 

privacy policy (0-7 scale) by 4.0 per cent (this was weakly significant). This may be because 

some of the terms were somewhat hidden in the layers, compared to the control. The other 

interventions did not have a statistically significant effect on self-reported confidence. 
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Figure 27: Self-reported confidence in comprehension for experiment three 

 

5.4.4 Self-reported trust and interest in the company 

The ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ significantly decreased self-reported interest in the product and trust in 

the company. The other interventions did not have a statistically significant effect on either 

measure. One possible hypothesis for why the ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ, is that 

participants who saw this intervention understood more clearly that the company could use 

their data to earn revenue. Some of the icons made this point clear, for example one icon 

included ŀ ΨϻΩ ǎȅƳōƻƭΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇŀǊǘicipants may have found off-putting or untrustworthy.  
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Figure 28: Self-reported interest in company 
(on 1-7 scale) for experiment three 

Figure 29: Self-reported trust in company 
(on 1-7 scale) for experiment three 

 
 

 

5.5 Robustness checks 

5.5.1 Intervention effects on participants opening full privacy policy 

A total of 186 individuals clicked on the full privacy policy in this experiment, approximately 

10 per cent of the sample. This means large effects and small variance would be necessary 

to find significant effects.  

There was no significant difference between the number of people who clicked on the 

privacy policy between interventions (chi-squared test, p=0.25). However, we saw higher 

comprehension of the de-emphasised terms for those who did open the full policies, 

suggesting that they were comprehensible when read. 

5.5.2 Other robustness checks 

We repeated our secondary analysis of opening rates using logistic regression (instead of 

ordinary least squares), adjusting for the same covariates as in the OLS regressions. We 

found no significant differences in the results compared to OLS regressions.  

We also repeated our primary analysis using tobit regression (instead of ordinary least 

squares), because the overall comprehension score can be thought of as a bounded variable 

(bounded at 0 and 8). We did not see any differences in magnitude of statistical significance 

or directionality of effect, compared to the ordinary least squares regression outputs. Our 

conclusions did not change. 
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We also looked at correlations between perceived comprehension and comprehension 

scores. Overall, confidence in comprehension and actual comprehension were virtually 

uncorrelated in this experiment (rho=0.02).  

5.6 Conclusion 

The results suggest that ΨƧǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ explanations and ΨiconΩ summaries both increase 

ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΦ Interestingly participants in these 

conditions were not more confident about their understanding than the other groups. 

Ψ[ŀȅŜǊŜŘΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ participants had slightly lower levels of confidence in their 

comprehension than others, and this lower confidence matched a slightly lower 

performance on the comprehension questions. 

¢ƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ and trust in the 

company could be due to the specific visual icons used in the intervention, as the text in the 

ΨƧǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƛŎƻƴ summaryΩ interventions were the same (see Annex C for the visual 

designs). 
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6. Experiment four: Improving comprehension of a social media platform 

privacy policy 

6.1 Summary 

The purpose of this experiment was to measure the way changes in the presentation of a 

ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΩǎ Ŧǳƭƭ privacy policy impacts consumer understanding of the terms 

within the privacy policy. 

For this experiment, we used materials developed by PrƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ aŀǊƎŀǊŜǘ IŀƎŀƴΩǎ Legal 

Design Lab, who consented to our use of these materials for this research. We adapted the 

wording of the privacy policy, in particular to make it General Data Protection Regulation 

(GDPR) compliant and to shorten it from approximately 4,400 words to 2,000 words.  

In the control, the 1,900-word privacy policy was divided into sections, with a searchable 

contents at the top of the page. The three interventions presented the same information in 

new ways: 1) icons illustrated headers, table of contents, and some key concepts throughout 

the privacy policy; 2) vignettes with icons explained how specific items in the privacy policy 

would ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŀ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƴŀƳŜŘ Ψ{ŀƳΩ; and 3) text boxes showed how participants could opt 

in and out of key items in the privacy policy while they read it. 

None of the three interventions improved comprehension compared with the control 

ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƛŎƻƴǎ ōŀŎƪŦƛǊŜŘ ς they actually decreased 

comprehension scores by 7.7 per cent. Confidence in comprehension, interest in the 

company, and trust in the company did not significantly differ by intervention.  

6.2 Experiment design 

A total of 1,867 respondents completed the experiment in June 2018. As discussed in 

section 5.2, participants who participated in experiment four also participated in experiment 

three (either they saw experiment three first or they saw experiment four first; the order 

was randomised). See Methodology section for a full description of the experiment 

methodology and Appendix H for a discussion of ordering effects. Figure 30 below shows the 

stages of this experiment. 

http://www.legaltechdesign.com/
http://www.legaltechdesign.com/
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Figure 30: Stages of experiment four 

 

The three interventions sought to apply behavioural science techniques to the presentation 

of information. See Appendix D for the full experiment materials and the accompanying 

literature review for existing evidence to support these interventions. 

Figure 31: Interventions for experiment four 

 Description 

Control In the control participants were presented with a single web page 

displaying a fictional social media platform privacy policy (~1,900 

words). ¢ƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩǎ ǎections had headings, and there was a 

searchable table of contents at the top.  

 

We ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩǎ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ IŀƎŀƴΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ, 

drawing on the existing privacy policies from a wider selection of 

social media platforms. We also changed certain terms to make the 

policy compliant with GDPR.  

Icon illustration The webpage was the same as the control with icons added to 

illustrate the headings, table of contents, and selected concepts 

throughout the privacy policy. 

Sam The webpage was the same as the control but had additional text 

boxes within the text where participants learnt how specific items in 

the privacy policy would ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŀ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƴŀƳŜŘ Ψ{ŀƳΩ. This was 
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designed to make the policy more practical, relatable, and engaging 

to read. 

Choice emphasis The webpage was the same as the control with additional text boxes 

where participants could opt in and opt out of key items in the 

privacy policy while they read it. 

 

6.3 Primary outcome ς overall comprehension results 

Neither the Ψ{ŀƳΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ nor the ΨŎƘƻƛŎŜ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ significantly affected 

overall comprehension compared with the control group. Participants in both of those 

interventions had lower comprehension scores than participants in the control, though not 

significantly so. The Ψicon illustrationΩ intervention backfired, reducing comprehension by 7.7 

per cent, a difference that was statistically significant.  

Figure 32: Number of correct answers about privacy policy by intervention for experiment 

four 
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Figure 33: wŜƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǳǊΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΣ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 

comprehension (measured by number of correct answers to eight multiple-choice 

questions) 

 
Without covariates  
(no demographic 
controls) 

With covariates 
(with demographic 
controls) 

With covariates & 
control for order 
(demographic and 
order controls) 

 coefficient 
(standard error) 

coefficient 
(standard error) 

coefficient 
(standard error) 

Icon illustration -0.242* -0.246* -0.246* 
 

(0.102) (0.101) (0.101) 

Sam -0.041 -0.048 -0.049 
 

(0.107) (0.105) (0.105) 

Choice emphasis -0.158 -0.153 -0.153 
 

(0.105) (0.104) (0.105) 

Constant 3.129** 2.252** 2.256** 

 
(0.072) (0.246) (0.247) 

Demographic 
covariates added 

No Yes Yes 

Order added No No Yes ς as a dummy 
variable across all 
interventions, but 
not interacted with 
each intervention 

Observations 1867 1867 1867 

+ p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 

6.4 Secondary outcome results 

6.4.1 Comprehension on the questions emphasised in the ΨŎƘƻƛŎŜ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎΩ intervention 

We hypothesised that emphasising the choices participants could make in the privacy policy 

(such as opting-in to marketing communications) would improve their performance on the 
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ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŜ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƘƻƛŎŜǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ 

significantly increased performance on the questions about the terms emphasised in this 

intervention.  

Figure 34: Number of correct answers 
about the terms in privacy policy 

emphasised by the Ψchoice emphasisΩ, by 
intervention for experiment four 

Figure 35: Number of correct answers 
about terms in the privacy policy not 

emphasised by the Ψchoice emphasisΩ, by 
intervention for experiment four 

  

 

6.4.2 Self-reported confidence in comprehension of privacy policy 

There were no significant differences between the groups ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-reported 

confidence in their comprehension of ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ privacy policy (1-7 scale).  
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Figure 36: Self-reported confidence in comprehension for experiment four 

 

6.4.3 Self-reported trust and interest in the company 

There were no significant differences between the groups in self-reported interest or trust in 

the company (1-7 scale).  

Figure 37: Self-reported interest in 
company (on 1-7 scale) for experiment four 

Figure 38: Self-reported trust in company 
(on 1-7 scale) for experiment four 
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6.5 Robustness checks 

We repeated our primary analysis using tobit regression (instead of ordinary least squares), 

because the overall comprehension score can be thought of as a bounded variable (bounded 

at 0 and 8). We did not see any differences in magnitude of statistical significance or 

directionality of effect, compared to the ordinary least squares regression outputs. Our 

conclusions did not change. 

We also looked at correlations between perceived comprehension and comprehension 

scores. Overall, confidence in comprehension and actual and comprehension were weakly 

correlated (rho=0.12, p<0.01).  

6.6 Conclusion 

We hypothesise that the length and complexity of the social media privacy policy induced 

information overload in participants, which was not helped by adding additional examples or 

icons. The backfire effect measured in the Ψicon ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ intervention fits this hypothesis 

ς in retrospect, the icons may be too numerous and complicated to help participants 

understand the already long and dense material. Further research could help to identify 

ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ Ǉƻƛƴǘ for information and images, and investigate strategies to 

manage information overload.  

 

  



 

43 
© Behavioural Insights Ltd 

7. Experiment five: Improving comprehension of telecoms terms and 

conditions 

7.1 Summary 

The purpose of this experiment was to measure the way changes in the length and 

presentation of a ǘŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ Ǉŀȅ-monthly terms and conditions impact 

consumer understanding of that policy. In the control, the ~1,400-word terms were divided 

into seven sections, with a searchable contents at the top of the page. The three 

interventions presented this same information in new ways: 1) shortened (~700 words); 2) 

with emoji illustrating various points in the shortened terms; and 3) with a summary table at 

the top of the shortened terms used in (2). 

None of the three interventions significantly improved comprehension compared with the 

control ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ Participants scored higher in all three interventions than 

control, but the improvement was not statistically significant.  

Secondary analysis revealed that for the ΨǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǘŀōƭŜΩ intervention, comprehension of 

the emphasised terms increased but comprehension of the de-emphasised terms 

decreased. The ΨǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǘŀōƭŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ resulted in higher self-reported confidence in 

comprehension of the terms, interest in taking out a contract with the company, and trust in 

the company. Self-reported confidence in comprehension was also higher in the ΨshortenedΩ 

and ΨemojiΩ interventions.  

7.2 Experiment design 

A total of 2,442 respondents completed the experiment in July 2018. Participants who 

participated in experiment five also participated in experiment six (either they saw 

experiment five first or they saw experiment six first; the order was randomised). See 

Methodology section for a full description of the experiment methodology and Appendix H 

for a discussion of ordering effects. Figure 39 below shows the stages of this experiment. 
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Figure 39: Stages of experiment five 

 

The three interventions sought to apply behavioural science techniques to the presentation 

of information. See Appendix E for the full experiment materials and the accompanying 

literature review for existing evidence to support these interventions. 

Figure 40: Interventions for experiment five 

 Description 

Control 

 

In the control participants were presented with terms and conditions 

of a pay-monthly mobile contract as simple prose (1,440 words, 

roughly 5.5 minutes reading time) on a single webpage.  

 

The control was based the existing terms and conditions of multiple 

telecommunications companies.  

Shortened The webpage looked very similar to the control, but the length of the 

terms and conditions was reduced by removing extraneous words 

and redundant points (700 words, roughly three-minute reading 

time).  

Emoji The webpage was the same as the shortened terms, with the addition 

of relevant emoji symbols at key points across the terms.   

Summary table 

 

The webpage was the same as the shortened terms, with the addition 

of a seven-point summary table at the top of the webpage. The 

summary table listed key pieces of information from the full terms 

and conditions. 
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7.3 Primary outcome ς overall comprehension results 

There was no significant difference in comprehension between any of the groups. 

Participants scored higher in all three interventions than in the control, but the 

improvement was not statistically significant and so cannot be conclusively distinguished 

from random chance. 

Figure 41: Number of correct answers about terms and conditions by intervention for 

experiment five 

 

Figure 42: wŜƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘ ŦƛǾŜΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΣ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 

comprehension (measured by number of correct answers to eight multiple-choice 

questions) 

 
Without covariates  
(no demographic 
controls) 

With covariates 
(with demographic 
controls) 

With covariates & 
control for order 
(demographic and 
order controls) 

 coefficient coefficient coefficient 
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(standard error) (standard error) (standard error) 

Shortened 0.044 0.040 0.043 
 

(0.121) (0.115) (0.115) 

Emoji 0.083 0.088 0.084 
 

(0.121) (0.117) (0.117) 

Summary table 0.152 0.040 0.104 

 
(0.120) (0.116) (0.116) 

Constant 4.467** 2.608** 2.538** 

 
(0.083) (0.373) (0.375) 

Demographic 
covariates added 

No Yes Yes 

Order added No No Yes ς as a dummy 
variable across all 
interventions, but 
not interacted with 
each intervention 

Observations 2442 2442 2442 

+ p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 

7.4 Secondary outcome results 

7.4.1 Comprehension on the questions emphasised by the Ψsummary tableΩ 

The summary table provided participants enough information to be able to correctly answer 

five of the eight comprehension questions. We found that the ΨǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǘŀōƭŜΩ intervention 

improvŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŦƛǾŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŀƴŘ 

the other interventions by 7.3 per cent. This improvement was statistically significant.  

We also found that the ΨǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǘŀōƭŜΩ intervention decreased scores on the three 

questions which were not answered by the summary table itself, i.e. where participants 

would have needed to read the full policy below the table to answer them correctly, by 6.9 

per cent. Again, this effect was statistically significant. So, while the summary table improved 

understanding of emphasised terms it reduced understanding of other terms.  
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Figure 43: Number of correct answers about 
terms emphasised by the Ψsummary tableΩ, 

by intervention for experiment five 

Figure 44: Number of correct answers 
about terms in not emphasised by the 
Ψsummary tableΩ, by intervention for 

experiment five 

 
  

7.4.2 Self-reported confidence in comprehension of terms 

All three interventions ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-reported confidence in their 

comprehension of ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ terms, with the Ψsummary tableΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ leading to 

the highest increase. 
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Figure 45: Self-reported confidence in comprehension for experiment five 

 

7.4.3 Self-reported trust and interest in the company 

The ΨǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǘŀōƭŜΩ intervention ȅƛŜƭŘŜŘ ŀ ǿŜŀƪƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

self-reported interest in purchasing a product from the company and a significant positive 

effect on partiŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-reported trust in the company.  

Figure 46: Self-reported interest in 
company (on 1-7 scale) for experiment five 

Figure 47: Self-reported trust in company 
(on 1-7 scale) for experiment five 
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7.5 Robustness checks 

We repeated our primary analysis using tobit regression (instead of ordinary least squares), 

because the comprehension score can be thought of as a bounded variable (bounded at 0 

and 8). Applying tobit regressions to models with comprehension outcomes, we did not see 

any differences in magnitude of statistical significance or directionality of effect, compared 

to the ordinary least squares regression outputs. Our conclusions did not change. 

Using OLS regressions, we also tested for correlations between interest and comprehension, 

and attitude and comprehension. Coefficients were negative and statistically significant 

(p<0.01). This suggests that participants with a strong understanding of the terms were, on 

average, less interested in taking out a contract and less likely to trust the company when 

doing so. However, we cannot interpret this result strongly, as comprehension and 

interest/attitude were all endogenous, i.e. they may both be caused by a change in the 

ǘŜǊƳǎΩ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ influencing each other directly.   

For this experiment, we hypothesised that the emojis may be more engaging for younger 

age groups and for those with lower education levels. However, there was no significant 

interaction between intervention groups and age; in other words, none of the interventions 

were particularly effective for any given age group. We did find that interacting intervention 

groups with various education levels showed marginally statistically significant results, but 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǘŀōƭŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŜƳƻƧƛΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΤ ǎŜŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ тΦсΦ 

7.6 Overall comprehension amongst lower-education participants 

In secondary analysis, we looked at whether ǘƘŜ ΨŜƳƻƧƛΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 

helpful for lower-education participants. However, after running this secondary analysis, we 

considered that all three interventions in this experiment could be particularly helpful for 

lower-education participants. We conducted exploratory analysis testing this possibility. We 

ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ-education participantsΩ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ or those 

whose highest qualification was GCSEs.  

²Ŝ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǘŀōƭŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ōȅ млΦр ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ 

amongst these lower-education participants. The difference was marginally statistically 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨŜƳƻƧƛΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ directionally had a positive effect on comprehension 

amongst lower-education participants, but the effect was not statistically insignificant. 
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Figure 48: Number of correct answers about terms and conditions by intervention in 

Experiment 5 amongst participants ǿƘƻǎŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ΨDCS9Ω ƻǊ ΨbƻƴŜΩ 

 

Note that this exploratory analysis should be treated with caution for three reasons. First, 

we made key data analysis decisions after collecting the data and analysing the primary and 

secondary outcomes. Second, the sample size (n=599) is smaller than in our main analyses. 

¢ƘƛǊŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛǎ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ-ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ 

comprehension differences by intervention go away when we include participants whose 

highest qualification are A-levels. 

7.7 Conclusion 

The results from this experiment suggest that a summary table improves ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ 

understanding of the terms emphasised in that table. However, we also observed that it 

reduces comprehension of the terms that it does not emphasise. In comparing policies 

ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘǎΣ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǿŀǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ 

complicated and detailed.  

We found that including a summary table increased ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜir 

comprehension of the terms. Trust in the company and ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ 

was also higher ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ boxΩ ƎǊƻǳǇ. This suggests that summary tables may be a 
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useful way to display key terms. However, it is important to think carefully about which 

terms to include and exclude from a summary table. This experiment suggests that 

consumers are likely to have higher comprehension of what is in the summary box and lower 

comprehension of terms that are not featured in the summary box.  
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8. Experiment six: Improving comprehension of a peer-to-peer room-sharing 

platform terms and conditions 

8.1 Summary 

The purpose of this experiment was to measure the way changes in the ΨǊŜŀŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ and 

presentation of a peer-to-peer room-ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΩǎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ impact 

consumer understanding of those terms. In the control, the ~1,000-word terms was divided 

into eight sections, with a searchable contents at the top of the page. The three 

interventions presented the same information in different formats: 1) rewritten to be more 

Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ΨǊŜŀŘŀōƭŜΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ƭŜƴƎǘƘǎ were shorter; 2) with text box 

examples throughout the policy to illustrate four terms; and 3) with an interactive slider 

which participants could move up and down to show how the cancellation policy and 

associated fees changed as the customer gets closer to the check-in date. 

None of the three interventions improved comprehension compared with the control 

ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ Secondary analysis shows that the examples ŘƛŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

understanding of the parts of the terms emphasised by the given examples. 

8.2 Experiment design 

A total of 2,442 respondents completed the experiment in July 2018. Participants who 

participated in experiment six also participated in experiment five (either they saw 

experiment five first or they saw experiment six first; the order was randomised). See 

Methodology section for a full description of the experiment methodology and Appendix H 

for a discussion of ordering effects. Figure 49 below shows the stages of this experiment. 

Figure 49: Stages of experiment six 
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The three interventions sought to apply behavioural science techniques to the presentation 

of information. See Appendix F for the full experiment materials and the accompanying 

literature review for existing evidence to support these interventions. 

Figure 50: Interventions for experiment six 

 Description 

Control In the control participants were shown a webpage explaining the 

terms and conditions of using a peer-to-peer room sharing platform. 

The terms explained the cancellation and complaints policy for the 

platform (~1,000 words, Automated Readability Index4 of 13).  

 

The terms were based on multiple peer-to-peer room sharing 

platformΩs cancellation policies and terms and conditions.  

Readable The webpage looked similar to the control, but the sentences and 

words were, on average, shorter. The Automated Readability Index 

was 8.5.  

Examples The webpage looked similar to the control, with the addition of text 

boxes that provided examples of how the terms would operate in four 

scenarios. 

Slider 

 

The webpage looked very similar to the control, with the addition of 

an interactive slider that taught participants how the cancellation 

policy worked. Participants could move the slider across the screen to 

see how the cancellation charges changed as the cancellation got 

closer to the check-in date. 

 

8.3 Primary outcome ς overall comprehension results 

None of the interventions performed significantly better than control. 

 
4 The Automated Readability Index is a readability test designed to assess the understandability of a passage of 
text. This number is an approximate US Grade Level needed to comprehend the text, calculated using the 
characters per word and words per sentences. 

https://trial.predictiv.co.uk/assets/tnc/6/public/page.php?treatment=1
https://trial.predictiv.co.uk/assets/tnc/6/public/page.php?treatment=2
https://trial.predictiv.co.uk/assets/tnc/6/public/page.php?treatment=3
https://trial.predictiv.co.uk/assets/tnc/6/public/page.php?treatment=4
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Figure 51: Number of correct answers about terms and conditions by intervention for 

experiment six 

 

 

Figure 52: wŜƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘ ǎƛȄΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜΣ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 

comprehension (measured by number of correct answers to eight multiple-choice 

questions) 

 
Without covariates  
(no demographic 
controls) 

With covariates 
(with demographic 
controls) 

With covariates & 
control for order 
(demographic and 
order controls) 

 coefficient 
(standard error) 

coefficient 
(standard error) 

coefficient 
(standard error) 

Readable -0.003 0.011 0.014 

 
(0.108) (0.107) (0.106) 

Examples 0.074 0.048 0.045 
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(0.111) (0.108) (0.107) 

Slider -0.091 -0.090 -0.093 
 

(0.105) (0.102) (0.101) 

Constant 3.102** 1.646** 1.362** 
 

(0.076) (0.284) (0.302) 

Demographic 
covariates added 

No Yes Yes 

Order added No No Yes ς as a dummy 
variable across all 
interventions, but 
not interacted with 
each intervention 

Observations 2442 2442 2442 

+ p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 

8.4 Secondary outcome results 

8.4.1 Comprehension on the questions emphasised by the slider 

The ΨsliderΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ did not significantly affect ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ scores on the three 

questions related to the cancellation policy. It also did not significantly affect ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

score on the three questions unrelated to the cancellation policy.  

Figure 53: Number of correct answers 
about terms emphasised by the slider, by 

intervention for experiment six 

Figure 54: Number of correct answers about 
terms in not emphasised by the slider, by 

intervention for experiment six 
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8.4.2 Comprehension on the questions emphasised by the examples 

The ΨexamplesΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ increased ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ covered in 

the examples by 9.6 per cent. This improvement was statistically significant.  

The ΨexamplesΩ intervention decreased ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ not covered 

in the examples, but the decrease was not statistically significant. 

Figure 55: Number of correct answers 
about terms emphasised by the examples, 

by intervention for experiment six 

Figure 56: Number of correct answers about 
terms in not emphasised by the examples, by 

intervention for experiment six 

 
 

 

8.4.3 Self-reported confidence in comprehension of terms 

bƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-reported 

confidence in their comprehension of the companyΩǎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
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Figure 57: Self-reported confidence in comprehension for experiment six 

 

8.4.4 Self-reported trust and interest in the company 

None of the interventions had a statistically significant ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-reported 

likelihood of using or trust in the company. 

Figure 58: Self-reported interest in company 
(on 1-7 scale) for experiment six 

Figure 59: Self-reported trust in company 
(on 1-7 scale) for experiment six 
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8.5 Robustness checks 

We repeated our primary and secondary analysis using tobit regression (instead of ordinary 

least squares). We noted slight differences in significance of coefficients. Total 

comprehension scores remain statistically insignificant across interventions in the tobit 

model. Like the OLS model, the tobit model showed a positive statistically significant 

coefficient in the ΨexamplesΩ intervention for comprehension of the terms that the examples 

emphasised. However, the magnitude of the coefficient was slightly larger in the tobit 

model. This reflects our expectation of a slightly improved fit when using the tobit model. 

The lack of statistically significant coefficients in the OLS model for examples-de-emphasised 

terms in the ΨexamplesΩ intervention remains consistent in the tobit model. 

Using OLS regressions, we also tested for correlations between interest and comprehension, 

and attitude and comprehension. The coefficients were negative, but not statistically 

significant at p<0.05, which means the correlation between comprehension and likelihood of 

use and trust in the company was not distinguishable from chance effects. 

8.6 Overall comprehension amongst lower-education participants 

The interventions in this experimentΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŀŘŀōƭŜΩ intervention that shortened 

sentences, may be particularly helpful for lower-education participants. Although we had 

not specified any analysis of intervention-demographic interactions in our trial protocol, we 

conducted exploratory analysis of whether any of the interventions worked especially well 

for lower-education participants. ²Ŝ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ-ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ 

did not have any qualifications or those whose highest qualification was GCSEs. 

²Ŝ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŀŘŀōƭŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ increased comprehension by 16.9 per cent 

amongst these lower-education participants. The difference was statistically significant.  
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Figure 60: Number of correct answers about terms and conditions by intervention in 

Experiment 6 amongst participants whose hƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ΨDCS9Ω ƻǊ ΨbƻƴŜΩ 

 

Note that this exploratory analysis should be treated with caution for three reasons. First, 

we made key data analysis decisions after collecting the data and analysing the primary and 

secondary outcomes. Second, the sample size (n=599) is smaller than in our main analyses. 

¢ƘƛǊŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛǎ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ-ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ 

comprehension differences by intervention go away when we include participants whose 

highest qualification are A-levels. 

8.7 Conclusion 

Taken together, the null results from this experiment, experiment four, and experiment five 

reinforce the difficulty of improving ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ of a full-length privacy 

policy or contractual terms. The secondary analysis suggests that giving concrete example of 

key terms can help companies to emphasise the terms that are most important for readers 

to pay attention to. However, providing a high number of extra examples may make the 

policy longer and therefore reduce attention and comprehension.  



 

60 
© Behavioural Insights Ltd 

Appendix A: Materials and questions for experiment one 

Questions 

Note: questions whose answers are emphasised by interventionǎ ΨƛŎƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΩ ŀƴŘ Ψvϧ!Ω 

are in orange. The correct answers are underlined.   

1. Based on the information you have read, how much time do you have to return the item 
and get a refund? We start counting from the day that you received the item. 
Å 0-20 days 
Å 21-30 days 
Å 31-60 days 
Å 61-100 
Å At any point  
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

2. How can you return the item? 
Å By post only 
Å In store only 
Å By post or in store 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

3. Will you have to pay for the postage to return the item? 
Å Yes 
Å No 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

4. If you pay using a digital wallet and return the item in store, what will happen? 
Å You will be offered a full refund, exchange or credit note 
Å You will be offered an exchange or credit note 
Å You will be offered a credit note only 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

5. When can you return a piece of clothing?  
Å If you have not worn it or washed it 
Å After you have worn it, as long as you wash it 
Å If you keep the receipt and delivery note 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

6. What happens to your refund if an item is lost in the post on its way back to M 
Clothing?  
Å You will not get any refund. 
Å M Clothing will still refund you.  
Å M Clothing will send a note to the postal service asking them to refund you.  
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

7. How long will a refund take to reach you? 
Å 0-10 days 
Å 11-20 days 
Å 21-30 days 
Å 31-40 days 
Å Over 40 days 
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Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 
8. If you place an order but the item is out of stock, what will happen?  
Å M Clothing will send you a similar item 
Å M Clothing will automatically refund you 
Å M Clothing will give you a £10 gift card 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 
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Experiment one ς Control 
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Experiment one ς Scroll 
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Experiment one - Icon summary 

 

  



 

65 
© Behavioural Insights Ltd 

Experiment one - Q&A summary 
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Experiment one - Full terms and conditions 
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Appendix B: Materials and questions for experiment two 

Note: Correct answers are underlined.   

Questions 

1. When you place an order, how long will Shopping World keep the personal data you 
give them?  
Å It will not keep my personal data 
Å 1 month 
Å 1 year 
Å 3 years 
Å 5 years  
Å 15 years 

2. Does Shopping World collect information about the pages you visit on their website?  
Å Yes 
Å Yes, but it deletes the information after I finish making a purchase 
Å No 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

3. With what types of third parties does Shopping World share your data? Please tick all 
that apply.  
Å IT companies who help maintain the website, direct marketing companies, and 

companies that help process your personal data  
Å Other retailers who sell similar products 
Å British Electrical Trade Association (BETA) 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

4. Will Shopping World make personalised recommendations based on information you 
give them about you?   
Å Yes 
Å Yes, but only if I ask them to 
Å No 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

5. When can you ask to see the information Shopping World holds about you?  
Å At any time 
Å Within 3 months from your purchase 
Å Never 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

6. What information does Shopping World collect? 
Å Information about your computer, such as its make and model 
Å Information about your home, such as the year it was built  
Å LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƻǊǎΩ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎ ȅƻǳ Ǿƛǎƛǘ 
Å All of the above 
Å None of the above 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ  

7. For what purposes does Shopping World use cookies?   
Å To track if customers have seen a Shopping World advert while browsing the web 
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Å To track the news consumption habits of its customers  
Å To track the entertainment consumption habits of its customers  
Å All of the above 
Å None of the above 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ  

8. Does Shopping World share your data with other businesses within the Shopping World 
group, such as Shopping World Mobile and Shopping World Bank?  
Å Yes 
Å No 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

Experiment two - Splash page (used in control and all three interventions) 
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Experiment two ς Control 

 

Experiment two - Cost cue 
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Experiment two ς Agency 

 

Experiment two ς Urgency 

 



 

71 
© Behavioural Insights Ltd 

Experiment two - Full privacy policy 
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Appendix C: Materials and questions for experiment three 

Questions 

Note: questions whose answers are emphasised by the control and interventions are in 

orange. The correct answers are underlined.   

1. Does Compareverything share your information with the other companies in its group 
of companies (ComparEnergy and ComparMobile)?  
Å Yes, always 
Å Yes, but only if you opt in 
Å No 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

2. How much does it cost to see details of the information Compareverything Limited 
holds about you?  
Å There is no cost 
Å £5 
Å £10 
Å £50 
Å Not sure 

3. What information does Compareverything collect about you? Please tick all that apply. 
Å Your IP address 
Å Your computeǊΩǎ ƳŀƪŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻŘŜƭ 
Å What links you clicked on 
Å None of the above  
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

4. Does Compareverything sell your personal information to suppliers who may send you 
marketing material?  
Å Yes, but only to energy suppliers 
Å Yes, but only if you opt in 
Å No 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ  

5. Does Compareverything share your personal information with advertisers? 
Å Yes 
Å No 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

6. Which of these things does Compareverything do? [Tick all that apply] 
Å Track which webpages you visit 
Å Track how long you stay on each webpage 
Å None of the above 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

7. In which cases does Compareverything earn commission? [Tick all that apply] 
Å When they help you make a purchase from an insurance supplier 
Å ²ƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ǎŜŜ ŀ ǉǳƻǘŜ ƻƴ /ƻƳǇŀǊŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊΩǎ 

website yourself and complete a purchase 
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Å When you see a quote on Compareverything, then subsequently call  that supplier 
yourself and complete a purchase 

Å None of the above 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

8. When Compareverything shows a list of quotes, do they show only the quotes for which 
they take commission?  
Å Yes, but you can expand the search to include all options  
Å No, they always show all options  
Å No, they always show all options, but suppliers sometimes do pay for preferential 

ranking 
Å 5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 
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Experiment three - Control 

Page one 
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Page two 
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Page three 
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Experiment three - Layered 

Page one 

 

Each layer on page one ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƭŀȅŜǊŜŘΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ 
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