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Report Introduction 

The term nudging was first coined by James Wilk (1999): ‘’any aspect of the overall choice 

architecture that alters people’s behavior in a predictable way without forbidding any options 

or significantly changing their economic incentives.’’. Thaler and Sunstein (2008) build 

further upon this initial definition which lead to more exposure under free critical thinkers. 

One of which was UK politician David Cameron who, back in 2010, implemented a ‘nudge 

unit’ to reform thinking on public health. One can argue that this had a Utilitarian goal: 

improve economic behavior of as many British people as possible. On a ground level this is a 

virtues goal. As its aim is to help the UK citizens. However, many Western philosophers 

agree that nudging remains controversial.        

 This due to the simple fact that nudges can interfere, through manipulation, with the 

autonomy of a person, thus limiting one’s freedom. This is a Deontological objection against 

nudging. One might also ask themselves who is David Cameron’s ‘nudge unit’ to decide what 

is best for the UK populace. Another objection that might arise from Consequentialists is that 

nudging does not facilitate personal growth and learning. If you are being told what to do, but 

not why. Then it becomes hard to fathom the train of thought that is being used as incentive 

for the nudge.          

The main discussion of nudging thus remains on an ethical level. Is it justifiable or 

not. This is truly the core of the discussion. These four papers represent some of the possible 

responses to this question. Every answer is the result of an understanding of the various 

course material, individual ideas and conceptions of the society we live in. Each paper draws 

on different values and principles that each author finds important. They act as a 

spokesperson for these norms. The combination of these ideas and the course material, gave a 

voice to different insights on the question: ‘’should employers nudge employee behavior?’’
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The first paper answers this controversial topic by responding that nudging actually 

promotes well-being and protects individuals from their cognitive biases allowing the 

autonomy of individual to be protected. The aim of the paper outlines nudging as an efficient 

and valid resource that promotes welfare.       

 The second paper offers a view in favor of nudging providing multiple examples of 

the ability of many practices to bring benefits to both ,who nudge and who is being nudged. 

On one hand because it leads individuals towards their true will and on the other hand 

because it offers preferences for choices that would bring the greatest welfare for both: 

employers and employees.         

 The third paper propose an original view. The author connects two aspects of society 

that seem distant to each other. It is shown how these two can fit together under the same 

concept. He combines the Catholicism and the organizational context and compare them 

through the same principle: moral authority. For the author this implies that the end justifies 

the means. And that nudging should be used to protect the superior moral authory of 

organizational culture.          

 An opposed position regarding the use of nudge is presented in the last paper. The 

explanation why nudging is not justifiable is deeply articulated around the concept of 

freedom. The author explains how freedom is, according to the theory of Berlin, restricted by 

the practice of nudging. The position is argued with respect to this value. Discrediting the 

practice, which interferes with the ability of workers to make subjective choices according to 

their interests. 
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Truth behind free will 

Introduction 

Nowadays, most of consumers are enraptured by a product labelled with big fancy red marks 

which usually show a price that always seems so convenient. 

 Usually, most people associate these attractive advertising as an offers 'made just for you'. It 

does not matter the price of the product, what really matters is its placement and labelling; in 

fact, people will be more attempted to buy the product in front of them even if it is more 

expensive than the cheaper, less reachable, one. These are only few examples drawn from the 

so-called choice architecture. This term refers to the practice of influencing choice by 

“organizing the context in which people make decisions” (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008, p.6). 

Choice architecture is not only applied in simple daily life shopping routines, but also occurs 

when it comes about government regulations or company’s strategies, hence a political 

approach aimed to influence consumers on their decisions. Pre-established design of choices 

might easily influence people to adopt a specific desirable option. This intervention occurs 

through the concept of “nudging”. Thalers and Sustain (2008) define ‘nudging’ as a construct 

and aspect of choice architecture, in their work they argue that the “nudging” alters people's 

behaviour in a predictable way without forbidding any options or significantly changing their 

economic incentives (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008, p.6). 

The aim of the paper will be providing reasons why I believe institutions should use nudging 

to improve employee performances and why companies should adopt “choice of architecture” 

strategies during organizational contexts. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Firstly, different perspectives are discussed, 

specifically Stephen Lukes' theory of three dimensions of power and JS Mill's liberal 

perspective. Secondly, I analyse the working paper “From libertarian paternalism to nudging-
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and beyond” by Adrien Barton and Till Grune Yanoff and the introduction of the concept of 

freedom based on Isaiah Berlin. Finally, a personal conclusion of the paper. 

Exposition 

In order to understand the effect of nudging it is important to understand the perspectives of 

employers and employees. The main goal of companies is an overall welfare promotion, 

usually achieved by a general teamwork satisfaction. Nudging aims to steer people in the right 

direction as far as decision making and behavioural process are based on what is the best for 

them and what benefits will bring to the employees (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008, p.6). The benefits 

for employees usually consist in the amount of options they are offered to (by itself) together 

with – eventually – a guideline for what could be the right one for their general fulfilment and 

contentment. It is, therefore, clear how nudging is a good win-win option. Nudges should in no 

ways ever compromise individual dignity and self-integrity (Mill, 1865). However, despite the 

good intentions, many controversies and ethical debates rose. Nudges might be accused of 

being manipulative and operating over individual power according to extraneous purposes. To 

understand the extent for which this power and autonomy might be threatened by nudging it is 

important to underline the insights of Steven Lukes' point of view. The analysis conducted by 

the Author, focused on how the power might be modelled has a conceptual three-dimensional 

view. His second and third idea of dimensional power specifically address the issue of nudging 

and choice architecture. They both address an existent manipulation exercised through the 

application of measures by policymakers who do not always represent everyone's beliefs and 

convictions. The second-dimension power analysis deal with the concept of power as control 

over the agenda. This means that the “power keeps issues of potential conflict off the agenda, 

observable conflicts are completely avoided but clearly the power over it is still exercised” 

(Lukes, 1974:17). This manipulation is possible because of engineered tactics such as selective 

information propaganda. Clearly, individual power and independence on decision making are 
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compromised. The same occurs for the third principle designed by Lukes: the preference 

shaping dimensional power. Differently from the previous principle is mainly on the presence 

of the idea of domination. The latter does not only take into account the subjective interest of 

individuals, but it shapes the preferences of a whole society, leading it to a broader beliefs and 

ideologies, aimed to create conformity and to manufacture consent (Parvin & Chambers, 2012). 

Considering that nudging and choice architecture could serve as tools for preferences shaping 

and to steer people’s behaviours, with his three dimension of power theory Luke provides 

reasons to believe that they are also tools of manipulation and domination and therefore not 

ethical. 

In conclusion, several moral questions arise from the topic. For instance, the application of 

nudging as policy instrument, might it be considered invalid and unethical. In addiction is it 

correct to consider the nudging as a tool for power exploitation or it is just rooted in ignorance 

and conspiracy thoughts? 

Argument 

According to the philosopher John Mill, interfering with another individual’s life, against his 

will should not be permitted. He claims that it is not enough to motivate the interference in 

defending even if it is for the better of the person (Mill, 1865). Many people used his belief 

and Lukes’ ideas as landmarks to look at nudging as controlling, unfair and corruptive 

instrument. Those who oppose and reject the nudging process, hence who do not believe that 

the public administration can provide a range of optimal choices on behalf of the citizens, are 

convinced that human beings are perfectly capable of making correct choices on their own. 

However, they do not take into proper consideration the fact that humans are not always 

rightful, and they do make mistakes. I personally believe that most of the time the architecture 

of choices is inevitable, sometimes even necessary – specially to promote people’s fulfilment 

and protect them from negligence. 
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If we start from the etymology, the verb to nudge indicates the action of a gentle push. A 

representative image that could give a hint on the concept might be the one of an adult animal 

who gently pushes his little one to overcome obstacles. The mentioned example, according to 

me is nothing more than a truthful sincere act of help. 

By projecting it in our society, I believe we should look at nudging as a design architecture to 

exert a little leverage on human cognitive biases. Such biases can be interpreted as human 

irrationality or ignorance. These could take people on wrong paths when making effective 

decisions. Not to mention the difficulty some have when trying to estimate the right choices 

for long term changeovers.   

Libertarian paternalism is also another way to call nudging. I would like to analyse the 

terminology to make another point. The first term ‘Libertarian’ underlines the right to absolute 

freedom of decision of the individual (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2002); the 

second term ‘Paternalism’ alludes to a society that binds individuals to rules and imposed, 

predefined decision-making schemes (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2002). That 

being said, nudging and choice of architecture appear coming from a non-malevolent nature. It 

respects unwritten rules and social norms which I strongly believe they are needed for an 

organized, well-structured system. Libertarian paternalism promotes particularly one type of 

nudging such as the ‘heuristic-trigger nudge’. I use this specific type as example to argue 

against the idea of nudges as manipulative. In fact, not only it respects the decision-making 

autonomy of the individual but also improves the reflective outcome-oriented decision making 

(Barton & Grune-Yanof, 2015). Heuristics-triggering nudges rely on the idea of guiding people 

towards what their choices would really be (Barton & Grune-Yanof, 2015). Feinberg (1986) 

argues that without nudging, decisions and choices coming from an individual might be just as 

extraneous as choices taken from others. This has a consequence of different type of human 

cognitive biases such as instinct, irrationality or ignorance which unconsciously shift the 
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natural will of a person. Berlin (1958) argues that when a person’s acts are based on the inner 

desires and biases, he/she is not his/her true self, he/she therefore will not take right choice 

hence he/she will always be unfree. The Author claims that the individual is made by two main 

selves: Lower-self and Higher-self. The former is constrained and has weaknesses while the 

latter is the reflection of what you as a person really do want (Parvin & Chambers, 2012). It 

becomes clear how nudging can be used as the expedient to fix this self-conflict and give the 

freedom of choice to individuals. Inasmuch as nudge pursues a common good and above all 

helps, without ever forcing, not even informally and it never imposes or constrains I find myself 

looking at nudging as a way to free people and steer their choices for the better. 

Nudging deals with the amount of information available, recognizing that the more information 

is provided, the more freedom of choice there is. 

Customizing internal communications, inviting colleagues to join the post-prandial walks, 

raising awareness with appropriate signs of the vaccination programs of the company along 

with installing monitors with energy savings achieved throughout the year are examples 

representing some of the motives why companies in my opinion should always optimize 

“choice of architecture” strategies. 

Small nudges for big positive changes. However, transparency and honesty should always be 

taken as major pillars within our system and society. Taking advantage of human cognitive 

biases or abuse in any way human weaknesses to exploit power only accounting personal 

interests and therefore going against the original intent in favour of people, would be a terrible 

and outrageous move. It is therefore important to keep integrity and spread a certain amount of 

awareness throughout the nudging process. 

 

 

 



10 
 

 

Conclusion 

On one hand, the conclusion seems to be that nudging is not the most ethically correct solution 

for government regulation; on the other hand, however, we must look at nudging as efficient 

and valid resource necessary for an organized and welfare society. 

We showed how nudging promotes dignity, autonomy as well as freedom and well-being. I 

strongly believe in the good intentions of humans and I care about a system in which I now 

know I can feel protected not only from outer threatens but eventually from my irrational self. 

To answer to the original question whether institutions should use nudging to improve 

employee performance, I do believe they should. 

However, the need to explain, at least to some extent, what nudges really are and the reasons 

behind it, is a requirement for a complete transparency. The freedom of choice that 

distinguishes nudges from obligations cannot be an excuse for governments to omit or give 

unclear information just to achieve better results. The application process of nudges made by 

governments, must be conducted in parallel with an adequate information, explanation and 

dialogue according to the purpose to make it as ethical as possible. 
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Nudging employees in different contexts 

Introduction  

There is a division of people who are for or against nudging employee behaviour. This division 

is a result of the different perspectives on nudging that exist. Some people will regard nudging 

employee behaviour as predominantly manipulative while others say that it is just a way of 

promoting the right choice that will lead to more efficient and desirable outcomes. Besides this, 

some people only justify nudging on condition that employers make their employees aware of 

the fact that they are being nudged. I will argue that employers should nudge employee 

behaviour. Firstly, in the exposition section of this paper I will raise several issues regarding 

nudging, and I will make use of relevant course material. Secondly, I will come up with an 

argumentation and objection section in which I will explain my statement in a holistic way and 

refute some arguments against nudging. Lastly, in the conclusion I will summarize the main 

points and the line of argument. 

Exposition 

One can describe nudging as giving a push in the right direction by making the desired 

behaviour attractive, without restricting people in their liberties. Nudging is also common in 

the workplace. There are various issues concerning nudging employee behaviour. Some of 

these issues have to do with irrationality, restoring preferences and the avoidance of nudges. 

Concerning rationality one can state the following ‘’nudging a systematically irrational agent 

thus might be justifiable because it helps the agent realize her own will’’ (Barton & Grüne-

Yanoff, 2015, p. 345). Some people do not even know what they really want and hence it may 

be a good thing to help them a bit. Another issue is that it is impossible to have employees with 

exactly the same preferences. Barton and Grüne-Yanoff (2015) say that any nudge will steer at 

least some people’s behaviour against their own true preferences, even when the nudges are 

welfare-promoting for a majority of the population. The issue concerning the avoidance of 
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nudges is about people who could avoid nudges, because nudging preserves freedom of choice 

(Barton & Grüne-Yanoff, 2015).  

Ebert & Freibichler (2017) suggest the application of the nudge theory in management practice 

in organizations. People naturally have some fallacies and biases that may have a negative 

impact on efficiency. There are issues related to different areas of efficiency. For example, 

efficiency of meetings. This area of efficiency could be improved by applying nudge theory, 

by shortening meeting times. Ultimately, this will match the goals of the organization and lead 

to improvement for all employees within the organization. Summarizing, there are issues 

concerning irrationality, restoring preferences, avoidance of nudges and there are issues 

concerning applying nudge theory in management practice. In the following section I will 

provide several reasons for my position I have taken.  

Argumentation 

For various reasons I will argue that employee behaviour should be nudged. Some people argue 

that nudging is exactly the same as manipulating. Rather, with manipulation it is not 

immediately stated what is desired. Besides this, no clear arguments are used for manipulation. 

With nudging, there is a choice architecture designed in which good choices are made easier, 

but there are no options removed. When nudging is applied in the workplace, employers could 

make employees aware of this and explain them clearly what their arguments and goals are for 

nudging them. In this way, employees will not feel manipulated anymore. However, making 

employees aware of being nudged can be counterproductive. I will explain this with the 

following example of irrationality of employees.  

Because of irrationality of employees, it might be a good thing to help them to see what they 

really want and what is actually good for them. People have some biases in mind that can result 

in harmful and irrational decisions. An example is that most people want to live a healthy 

lifestyle, but they still make irrational unhealthy choices. It is often the case that they do not 
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know what is really healthy. In the workplace, the company catering could nudge the 

employees to make them eat healthier by placing food in a certain way. For instance, by placing 

healthy food at the entrance of the canteen. It is a well-known fact that eating healthy leads to 

more focus and that employees their well-being will increase. Employers want employees who 

are focused and perform as well as possible. This example shows that both employees and 

employers may benefit from this nudge. So nudging employees will lead to more rational 

choices. As mentioned before, I stated that making employees aware of being nudged can be 

counterproductive. This can be the case when nudging employees to eat healthier. When 

employees usually choose for unhealthy food and they know that they are nudged, they may 

still choose for their own first unhealthy choice, because they can have the feeling of being part 

of a kind of manipulative attempt of the organization.  

The issue of restoring personal preferences can be refuted by the fact that it is impossible 

anyway to satisfy every single member of an organization. Some people argue that nudging 

will neglect personal preferences, but sometimes people do not even know what their true 

preferences are, and they are not able to give some thorough reasons for their own preferences. 

Therefore, it can certainly be possible that employees have different preferences deep inside 

themselves. The preferences they initially had were just not well-formed. Every organization 

has its own lower and higher-level goals which have to be achieved. For organizational 

outcomes and to ensure that processes run smoothly, it is important for the organization that 

employees are generally satisfied. It is about giving and taking for employers and employees 

and it is impossible to be all on the same wavelength. Besides, an example of a nudge could be 

some of reward for employees if they behave in the desired way and achieve the goals. Some 

people could consider this as manipulation, but I simply consider it more as positive 

reinforcement. Therefore, rewarding your employees is not a bad thing at all. It may result in 

more solidarity, because employees are now moving in the same direction towards the 
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organizational goals without any resistance. Moreover, achieving organizational goals may 

also have a positive impact on employees, for instance salary increase and a pleasant working 

atmosphere.  

Nudges are avoidable, because people are free to choose whether or not to follow the nudge.   

Besides, it is not allowed to force people to do certain things they refuse to do. I will explain 

this in the following example. When an organization wants to stimulate learning in the 

workplace, one could use the anchoring technique during feedback conversations. The 

employer can give examples of how many hours some people spend learning during their lives. 

This is a nudge, because it can stimulate their learning behaviour in a desired way and make 

employees willing to learn more. Both employees and employers can benefit from this. It is 

good for self-development and it will result in better organizational outcomes. Although this 

can lead to negative consequences for the employee, the employee is still free to choose 

whether he wants to spend more time learning.  

By applying nudge theory in management practice the efficiency of an organization can be 

improved. As mentioned before, people naturally have some fallacies and biases. I consider 

applying nudge theory in management practice as a good way to mitigate these fallacies and 

biases. I want to justify this statement by the fact people just cannot do anything about having 

these fallacies and biases. They do not choose to be limited themselves in a certain way. The 

information bias is defined as ‘’the tendency to seek more and more information even though 

it won’t affect action’’ (Ebert & Freibichler, 2017, p. 3). An example of applying nudge theory 

in management practice is to shorten the available time for meetings. Efficiency is the 

achievement of goals with the use of as few resources as possible. Time is a very important 

and precious resource in our lives and therefore also in the workplace. The time we have in our 

lives is less every second and we are sacrificing one thing for another. It is important to plan 

organizational activities as well as possible. When you can save time during a meeting, the 
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saved time can be used for other organizational activities. An example of such an organizational 

activity can be planning more in-depth feedback conversations with employees. Not only the 

organization itself can benefit from this, but also the employees of the organization. More in-

depth feedback for employees will result in better and more productive employees. This in turn, 

ensures better operational and organizational outcomes. Even though employees do not know 

that they are being nudged, they do not experience any disadvantages due to nudging.  

Conclusion 

In this section I will sum up the main points with regard to my thesis statement. In the 

introduction I already formulated my statement. I argue that employers should nudge employee 

behaviour. I came up with various reasons that supported this statement. Some people argued 

that nudging someone’s behaviour is the same as manipulation. I responded to this by arguing 

that with nudging, you will always be free in the choices you make. I reasoned that it may be 

counterproductive if employers make their employees aware of the fact that they are being 

nudged. I indicated that this depends on the situation employers and employees are in, and 

explained this by giving the example of employers who want to make their employees eat 

healthier. In my line of argument, I showed with different examples that both employers and 

employees can benefit from nudging. Thus, I can conclude that applying nudging to issues 

concerning irrationality, restoring of preferences and the avoidance of nudges is not only 

beneficial for organizational outcomes and achieving goals, but also for employees themselves. 

Besides this, nudging theory is very useful for management practice to ensure that several 

resources organizations have, will be used and distributed as efficiently as possible.  
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Would God nudge his employees? 

Introduction & Thesis 

Within the course itself many different views on nudging were shown. However, I’d like to 

take the opportunity to show my insights on nudging from perhaps irreconcilable perspectives, 

Catholicism and organizational development. And create some concordance. I will argue from 

a Catholic perspective and translate those principles to an organizational environment. I will 

discuss why I believe organizational culture holds superior moral authority within an 

organization. And because organizational culture holds moral authority it should be protected. 

Thus, nudges should be used as a safeguard for the organizational culture and thus its 

employees. In the specific case of nudging, the end justifies the means. An organizational 

culture is a common good that is shared among, hopefully, all organizational members. In this 

I will argue that nudges should be used in a utilitarian way for the greatest good (the 

organizational culture); the greatest benefit for the greatest amount of people. 

Thesis Statement 

‘’I will argue that employers should be permitted to nudge their employees, if nudges are used 

to either safeguard or improve an already effective and legitimate organizational culture, one 

which holds moral authority, or to fix a dysfunctional organizational culture; provided that the 

nudge does not hold any malevolent intent and the goal of the nudge is in line with the 

organizational culture.’’ 

Exposition 

Nudging be an intervention or action on the choice architecture that influences behaviour in a 

predictable manner. However, it does not limit choice-set, nor does it change the economic 

incentives in any significant way (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008).     

 An organizational culture is a system of shared meanings, values, feelings, attitudes, 

interactions and group norms. Both Becker (1982) and Schein (1985) called organizational 
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culture the accepted behavioural patterns. Organizational members usually must conform to 

these values if they wish to successfully integrate in any organization. This kind of enforcement 

is usually imposed by other individuals and the group through peer pressure. (Brown, 2014, p. 

127). Schein (1968) however mentioned that in the ideal situation you accept the pivotal norms, 

the most important norms, and question the peripheral norms, the less important norms. This 

is called creative individualism, but this is very hard to achieve due to the difficulty to separate 

pivotal from peripheral norms.  

Important note to keep in mind whilst reading my argument, some organizational 

cultures are ineffective. If that is the case the organizational culture should be changed until it 

is proven to be effective, and not malevolent, for an organization and its employees. And only 

then an organizational culture should hold moral authority.     

 Moral authority is a concept it is not a set of written rules or regulations. Instead it is a 

sense of legitimacy that a person is capable to differentiate between good and evil and therefore 

feels compelled to act rightfully.  It is a higher conscience, one upon which we depend and 

look at for guidance (Durkheim, 1974 p. 73).      

 There are two common concepts when arguing about the morality of the course of an 

action. The deontological perspective looks at the morality of an action, is it good or bad based 

on norms, values and moral. And then chooses the course of action that is most righteous to 

them; it is important to note that this is subjective. The utilitarian perspective which looks at 

the outcome of each action and then decides based on which action generates the greatest good. 

Arguments 

First, I would like to elaborate on my view of Western society since that is crucial to my 

argument. I would argue that Western society was founded upon the Judaic and Christian 

interpretation of the Bible. And that the Bible had a certain sense of moral authority with its 

many stories about norms and values. These norms and values became a part of Western 
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civilization. It is important to stress that these norms and values basically boiled down to be a 

decent human being. Sadly because of the secularization, the declining influence of religion, 

these norms and values are fading. Nietzsche said something that is crucial to my argument 

‘’God is Dead’’. In my own interpretation this implies that due to the enlightenment the moral 

authority that the Bible had, is rapidly vanishing. This leads to people trying to establish their 

own morals, norms and values or even the search for a thought leader. What we are currently 

seeing in Western society is clashes between groups of people over norms, values and ethical 

issues such as Bill C-16 in Canada for example. I would even go as far as to say that we are in 

a state of moral decay, and that a guidance like that of the Bible is needed. 

Imagine that the entirety of Western society is an organization and each individual 

country is a department of said organization on the same hierarchical level.  Each department 

has its established organizational culture, that is important to its members, the employees in 

this case. Just like the Bible used to hold moral authority over the residents of Western 

civilization I believe that the organizational culture of an organization has a similar moral 

authority over its employees. This could also be a sense of nationalism and the sense of pride 

that is inevitably connected to it. Now I would argue that there are two important aspects that 

hold Christianity together. Firstly, the belief in God, this however is not applicable to a 

conventional organizational setting; at least not in the Netherlands. However, the other aspect 

are the morals and norms from the many stories told in the Bible. These are desirable 

behavioural patterns, just like an organizational culture is by definition. Therefore, I believe 

that it is justifiable to argue that an organizational culture can hold moral authority over its 

employees. Now, as it holds moral authority over its employees a nudge is justifiable if its to 

protect, fix or improve the organizational culture; truly the end justifies the mean.  

 A difference between the stories of the Bible and organizational culture that I must 

touch. Is that the Bible is a scripture whereas an organizational culture is something that is 
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created naturally by all the organizational members and changes over time. This implies that 

it, organizational culture, can hold more potential as people tend to believe more in something 

that they can influence. I would argue that the moral authority of organizational culture is more 

appealing especially because some norms, peripheral norms, can be rejected; whilst the pivotal 

norms must be accepted (Schein 1968).        

 I personally prefer to choose a utilitarian function for nudging, interventions that 

provide the greatest benefit for the greatest number of people within an organization whilst 

being in line with the organizational culture and moral conduct. This implies nudging in favour 

of the organizational culture. Bear in mind that different departments have different 

organizational cultures and that thus nudges should be tailored to fit the specific needs of its 

members; if possible. This also changes a problematic question that might arise from a 

deontological perspective. It longer is: ‘’who decides what is best for me?’’ but instead ‘’who 

decides what is best for the organizational culture?’’. I would argue that people are more willing 

to accept a nudge if its intention is to protect this special set of shared values between 

employees. This because people inherently have stable preferences and are resistant to change 

(Brown, 2014, p. 126). Nudges are inherently subtle and usually not noticed, this should be 

utilized for the greater good of the organizational culture.     

 Given that there must be constraints to nudging to prevent abuse, I would argue that it 

is best to ensure that the intent of the nudge is not malevolent in any matter. which employees 

have made their own. In this case the organizational culture is used as a reference point and is 

seen as the supreme authority. This because the organizational culture is something intangible, 

instead it is a preferred behavioural pattern that is shared by all its members. It is something 

that people have already embraced, therefore it becomes easier for employees to respect that 

authority and look at it for guidance.         

 To prevent the norms and values from an organizational culture to decay it must be 
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safeguarded. Nudges are an excellent tool for this if used properly from a utilitarian 

perspective; given that the nudge does not hold malevolent intent. Important to note here is a 

nudge should only be used if it protects the organizational culture. If it furthers the 

organizational goals but hinders the organizational culture the nudge should not be 

implemented as that defeats the purpose of the nudge. However, it should be noted that an 

effective organizational culture leads to more organizational success (Brown, 2014). Now an 

organizational culture can always be improved as change is ever existent; it shouldn’t be static. 

Nudges then become a tool to either further, fix or protect these behavioural patterns. 

Conclusion 

I have argued that the Bible holds moral authority but that its presence is diminishing in 

Western civilization due to the secularization. The norms and values presented in the Bible are 

behavioural patterns. An organizational culture is a set of behavioural patterns as well and thus 

holds moral authority. This sense of moral authority is important for the employees as they 

look at it for guidance and to create a sense of unity through conformity. People can relate to 

an organizational culture more than to the Bible since they can influence the organizational 

culture. Next in line was the purpose if the nudge, this should be utilitarian to achieve the 

greatest level of outcome. From a deontological perspective it already holds supreme value 

since it addresses the organizational culture; which is embedded in a group of people. Important 

to note here is that the nudge should always protect the organizational culture and never be 

malevolent in intent to avoid abuse and safeguard the employees. 
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Nudging of employees 

Introduction  

Before going deeper in the concept of nudging. Different aspects related to nudging will be 

considered and explained. Power, freedom and paternalism are concepts that should be 

considered when employers are implementing nudging with their employees.  

Power is a contested concept. It can be interpreted in various ways. One the one hand is power 

the ability or capacity to do something or act in a particular way. But on the other hand, power 

is the capacity or ability to direct or influence the behaviour of other or the course of events. In 

the context of this paper, the second definition of power is used.  

Lukes (1974) introduces the three dimensions of power. One dimensional is when one has 

power over another to the extent that he can’t get the other to do something that they would not 

do otherwise. Two-dimensional is when power is used as a control of an agenda. It can 

influence the decision-making process. The three-dimensional power is the most effective use 

of power, it affects what people want to do so as it corresponds to the interests of the powerful.  

These dimensions of power can be used by an employer over their employees. All dimensions 

describe power-over. They can get someone else to do what you want them to do. One 

dimensional power uses coercion, such as their authority or the control of resources. Two-

dimensional has as mechanism manipulation, this can be done through selective information 

provision. And the three-dimensional power has as mechanism domination, for example by 

creating a conformity or ideology.  

Another aspect related to nudging is freedom. Freedom can generally be defined as the power 

or right to act, speak or think as one wants. Berlin (1958) suggests that there are two concepts 

of liberty (freedom). Negative freedom is roughly characterized as freedom from certain things. 

It reflects a desire for space without interference. So, freedom from obstacles and interference 

and the desire for free area of action. Positive freedom is often associated with a capacity. The 
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resources, skills or abilities that allows you to do something. This concept gives you freedom 

to pursue options and freedom to self-realization and development.  

Negative freedom can be seen as formal freedom. The absence of interference, restriction or 

obstacles. So, the absence of external coercion (Hayek, 1960). While positive freedom is 

related with effective freedom. The capacity to act, so not only formal freedom but also having 

the necessary resources.  

Paternalism is defined the inference of a state or an individual with another person, against 

their will, and defended or motivated by a claim that the person interfered with will be better 

off or protected from harm (SEP, 2002). Those who have the power are able to control the ones 

who are dependent of them. In organizational context, the employers have the authority and 

are able to control the employees. Paternalism can be divided into four categories:  

1. Soft paternalism: only interfere when individual is ill-informed or decides 

involuntarily 

2. Hard paternalism: can interfere even when individual is informed and acting 

voluntarily  

3. Weak paternalism: only permissible to interfere with selected means 

4. Strong paternalism: sometimes permissible to prevent people from achieving their 

ends 

Paternalism and the mechanism of power (coercion, manipulation and domination) are used to 

direct or influence employees to behave in a certain way, this is called nudging. A nudge is 

“any aspect of the choice architecture that alters people’s behaviour in a predictable way 

without forbidding any options or significantly changing their economic incentives” (Thaler & 

Sunstein, 2008, p.6). Barton & Grüne-Yanoff (2015) describe nudge as “an intervention on the 

choice architecture that is predictably behaviour-steering, but preserves the choice-set and is 
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(at least) substantially non-controlling and does not significantly change the economic 

incentives” (p.343).  

When employers nudge, they use the knowledge how to steer employees in the direction they 

want to. Nudging can been seen in a positive and in a negative light. In a positive light nudging 

is used to enable people to control themselves. Sometimes people are not bothered to change 

things, so they go for the choice that is recommended. Employers can utilize this knowledge 

and help employees to make better choices. Nudging of employees can lead to more efficiency 

in planning, meetings, tasks and knowledge sharing. First, when employees get less time for a 

meeting, they will increase the output ratio per hour. Second, people tend to underestimate the 

time they need to complete a task, nudging can help reduce the overconfidence. Third, by 

reducing the distraction in the office environment, employees can increase their productivity 

when their software which distract them are tracked. And last, with nudging employers can 

create an atmosphere for discussion, the knowledge sharing and the mixing of ideas can lead 

to innovations.  

However, nudging attempts to shape choice and steer individuals will. Hausmann and Welch 

(2010) stated that nudging is used “to the extent that it lessens the control agents have over 

their own evaluations, shaping people’s choices for their own benefit seems to us to be 

alarmingly intrusive” (p.131). Nudging can have two aims: pro-self or pro-social. Pro-self 

means that it promotes the private welfare and pro-social means it promotes the public goods 

(Barten & Grüne-Yanoff, 2015). Organizations seek ways to make the most profit. They apply 

nudge management in their organization. Nudge management “applies insights from 

behavioural science to design organizational contexts so to optimize fast thinking and 

unconscious behavior of employees in line with objectives of the organization” (Ebert & 

Freibichler, 2017, p.2). Nudging steers employees in the direction that is the best option for the 

organization. To recognize this, blame fallacy is used. If you want to measure who has the 
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power and has the capacity to intentionally control events to make something happen, look for 

who benefits to interfere. Probably the one who benefits has the power. Sometimes one can 

benefit and may be just lucky rather than powerful. So instead of jumping to conclusions, one 

should watch for the systematically lucky one.  

But who decides what is the best outcome? Do employers look for the interest of their own or 

do they really look what benefits the organization and the employees?  

To prevent that employers act in their self-interest, organizations should act as a minimal state. 

Employers should minimize interference in employees decisions to only regulations that are 

necessary to protect against interference. The more restricted employees are in their choices, 

the more interference, the lower the formal freedom. The harm principle of Mill (1865) answers 

the question ‘when is it permissible to interfere with another person? The answer according to 

this principle is that it is only permissible to interfere with another individual when interference 

is necessary to prevent harm to others. Exceptions can be when individuals can act ignorant 

because they lack information.  

So it would be better to educate employees and develop the skills to make decisions without 

nudging. Formal freedom (no interference) is not enough, employees need the resources, such 

as knowledge, to create effective freedom. Employees should be provided with information 

and knowledge to create an atmosphere in the organization where employees really have input 

and where they work as effective as possible because they realize on their own what is the best 

for themselves and the organization. Instead of preventing them from over-optimistic 

behaviour, the employees should learn about past mistakes and learn to be realistic.  

The problem of nudging is that the freedom of a person is restricted. The person has less chance 

to develop their own opinions, because they are steered in a way of thinking. This way of 

thinking is not their own vision of a situation but the vision the employers want them to have. 

Every employee will eventually have the same vision and there is no discussion anymore. 
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Individuals will not strive for their own goals, but will behave the way employers direct them 

to. The employers use their authority for nudging and push employees to behave a certain way. 

The issue that comes from this is that employees will not think in their own way and will not 

act to their own goals.  

Concluding from this paper, employers should not nudge employees behavior. Nudging restrict 

the freedom of the employees. Is restrict the negative freedom, because there is interference. 

And it also restrict an individual’s positive freedom, the freedom to pursue self-realization and 

development. An employees should have the freedom to do what it wants, to act without 

influence of other actors and to speak their minds. Coercion, manipulation and domination 

decreases the freedom of the employees. This way the employers use their power to influence 

their employees. Also paternalism restrict the freedom. The interference through nudging is an 

issue because employers can behave in their self-interest. The employees should have the 

freedom to pursue their own goals and desires and should learn how to make the best choices. 

Giving the information, experience and education they need, will make it able to let nudging 

disappear and let employees act for the best outcome on their own. These resources will give 

them the freedom to behave the way they desire to.  
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Report conclusion 

All papers contributed in their own way to the assigned question ‘Should employers nudge 

employee behaviour?’. Various topics and aspects concerning nudge theory and nudging 

employee behaviour have been discussed. The first three papers argued that employers should 

nudge their employees. However, it has been discussed that employers cannot simply continue 

their nudging activities without meeting certain requirements or conditions. The last paper 

argued that employers should not nudge their employees.  

The first paper stated that nudging is not the most ethically correct solution for 

government regulation; on the other hand, however, it is said that we must look at nudging as 

efficient and valid resource necessary for an organized and welfare society. Besides this, 

nudging promotes dignity, autonomy as well as freedom and well-being. An important note to 

this, is the importance of explaining what nudges really are and the reasons behind them. 

Guiding the process of application of nudges by informing, explaining and dialoguing 

contributes to an ethical process of nudging.       

  The second paper indicated that nudging can be applied to various issues. Irrationality, 

restoring of preferences and the avoidance of nudges are mentioned. Applying nudging to these 

issues is not only beneficial for organizational outcomes and achieving goals, but also for 

employees themselves. Besides this, nudging can also be a useful tool for management practice. 

 The third paper was about the Bible holding moral authority and tied that to 

organizational culture. However, the presence of the Bible is diminishing in Western 

civilization due to the secularization. Nowadays, people are more related to the organizational 

culture, instead of the Bible. The organizational culture holds moral authority and this is 

important to create a sense of unity through conformity. In addition to this, it is important that 

the nudge should always protect the organizational culture and never be malevolent in intent 

to avoid abuse and safeguard the employees.  
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The fourth paper stated that nudging enables people to control themselves. Sometimes people 

are not bothered to change things, so they go for the choice that is recommended. Employers 

can utilize this knowledge and help employees to make better choices. However one of the 

papers was against nudging, it stated that nudging lessen the control agents have over their own 

evaluations. The possibility of shaping people’s choices for their own benefit can be alarmingly 

intrusive. Nudge management can be applied so employees behave in line with the objectives 

of the organization. It can steer employees in the direction that is best for the organization.  

All papers have answered the question from a different perspective. The conclusions of 

the papers were contradictory, but that doesn’t mean one is right and others are not. It’s all a 

matter of perspective and context. One can’t fully conclude that employers should nudge 

employee behaviour. However, we can conclude that there are more reasons to allow nudging 

than to stop it.          

 Most of the papers used the same literature. This way the interpretations of the concepts 

corresponded. The literature was interpreted in the same way by everyone, which makes it 

reliable to compare the papers with each other. However, nudging can be seen as a strong 

interference of employers or it can be seen as helping employees to make better choices.  

Limitation of these papers is that the writers choose to agree or disagree with nudging 

before they started to look into this topic. Because of this, they will search for arguments that 

are in line with their statement. The writers were prejudiced and refute the arguments that were 

inconsistent with their own statement. Another limitation is that there were more papers for 

nudging than against. More arguments were made in favour of nudging instead of against 

nudging. This can give a distorted image of nudging.      

 We have now looked into nudging of employees in general. However, the impact of 

nudging can differ in every organization. While one argued against nudging could agree with 

nudging in a situation where the employee is actually helped to make a good decision. It can 
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also be the other way around, while some argued for nudging, they could be against nudging 

when employees are steered into making a decision that is good for the employer and not for 

the employee self. Agreeing or disagreeing with nudging might differ per situation.  

Alternatives for nudging can also be considered. For example: Is it better to nudge or is it better 

to educate employees to make the right decisions on their own? In the papers we only 

considered nudging as an option to let employees behave in a good way.  
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