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Consumer switch behaviour
›Precondition for other forms of participation.

§ Dynamic tariffs, smart EV charging,  prosumers, …
›Leads to increase of green energy products (Bird et al., 

2002; MacDonald & Eyre, 2018).

›Main barrier: search- and switching costs (He & 
Reiner, 2017; Klemperer, 1987; Wilson, 2012).



3|

faculty of economics
and business

marketing

Main actors

Regulator Energy retailers

Residential 
consumers

Contract 
decisions



4|

faculty of economics
and business

marketing

Prior study:
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Regulator
Policies

Results indicate that	retailers	partly	hinder	the	regulator’s	efforts	through	
retailers’	retention	actions.

Energy retailers
Acquisition and Retention
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How do information transparency policies and loyalty programs 
jointly influence consumers’ contract preferences?
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Relevant literature

Regulator
Policies

Energy retailers
Loyalty program

Residential consumers
Contractual decisions

• Preferences based on 
price, source and 
brand (Deller et al., 
2021; Ndebele et al., 
2019). 

• Heterogeneous 
among segments (Tabi 
et al., 2014; Yang et al., 
2016).

• Policies affect 
information complexity 
(Hortaçsu et al., 2017; 
Gärling et al., 2008).

• Correlational evidence 
on switching costs 
(Harold et al., 2020; He & 
Reiner, 2017).

• Loyalty programs 
increase switching 
costs (Hellier et al., 2003, 
Ibáñez et al., 2006). 

• Self selection effect
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Methods and experimental design
› Online choice experiment among 400 EU respondents through Prolific
› Three parts: Explanation, Discrete choice experiment, Survey 

questions.
› Experimental between subject design:

§ Standardization of energy bill
§ Enrollment in loyalty program

No Standardization Standardization

No loyalty program Control group Treatment 1

Loyalty program Treatment 2 Treatment 3
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Changes in lay-out,
not content!
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Attributes discrete choice experiment

Tariff Source Brand Duration
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Example
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Experimental design
› Standardization: layout of tariff construction is in annual 

costs and easy to compare across offers

› Loyalty program: consumers are enrolled in loyalty 
program. Layout of tariff of current retailer includes 
“including loyalty discount”

No Standardization Standardization

No loyalty program Control group Treatment 1

Loyalty program Treatment 2 Treatment 3
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Control group
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T1: Standardization
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T2: Loyalty program
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T3: Standardization & Loyalty Program
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Methods
› Design:

§ 10 sets of 3 options.
§ Sets created with Bayesian D-

efficient design using idefix 
package in R

§ Survey created in Qualtrics, 
distributed on Prolific.
-Sample of 400 EU citizens, fluent 

English proficiency, 2 attention 
checks correct

-Random assignment to treatment 
groups in qualtrics.
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Estimation
› Multinomial logit model

§ Interaction with individual specific treatment group

Tariff Source Brand Duration
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Interaction
effects
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Conclusions
› How do information transparency policies and loyalty programs affect 

consumers’ contract preferences?
§ Higher price elasticity and preferences for renewable sources with 

standardization treatment.
§ Higher preferences for current brand with loyalty treatment.
§ Effects of standardization treatment diminish when combined with 

loyalty treatment.

› Possible explanations:
§ Higher switch costs through loyalty programs.
§ Limited attention: bounded rationality (Simon, 1959) and rational 

inattention (Sallee, 2014)
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