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	Table WA1	Study 1: Results of multilevel path modeling using Bayesian estimation

	 
	H
	Model 1
	Model 2

	
	
	Estimate
	(S.E.)
	Estimate
	(S.E.)

	Structural effects on the salesperson level
	
	
	
	
	

	SP’s customer orientation	 → discount
	H1a
	.991
	(.611)
	.679
	(.598)

	SP’s customer orientation	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	.399*
	(.234)
	.428*
	(.236)

	SP’s customer orientation	 → purchase intention
	
	.090
	(.228)
	.088
	(.231)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SP’s profit-related incentives	 → discount
	
	.002
	(.257)
	.052
	(.261)

	SP’s profit-related incentives	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	-.019
	(.106)
	-.010
	(.111)

	SP’s profit-related incentives	 → purchase intention
	
	-.033
	(.103)
	-.027
	(.096)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Structural effects on the customer interaction level
	
	
	
	
	

	Cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation	 → purchase intention
	
	[bookmark: _GoBack].144*
	(.076)
	.141*
	(.079)

	Cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation	 → discount
	
	.123
	(.194)
	.137
	(.273)

	Discount	 → purchase intention
	
	.046
	(.042)
	.042
	(.038)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two-way interaction effects on the salesperson level
	
	
	
	
	

	SP’s customer orientation × salesperson’s 
profit-related incentives	 → discount
	H3a
	
	
	-.829*
	(.022)

	SP’s customer orientation × salesperson’s 
profit-related incentives	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	
	
	.066
	(.200)

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Cross-level interaction effect
	
	
	
	
	

	SP’s customer orientation × cust.’s perceived 
SP’s customer orientation	 → discount
	H2a
	
	
	.132
	(.293)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Control variables on the salesperson-level
	
	
	
	
	

	SP’s share of VC	 → discount
	
	.013
	(.017)
	.016
	(.018)

	SP’s tenure	 → discount
	
	.093
	(.101)
	.078
	(.092)

	SP’s work hours	 → discount
	
	.006
	(.068)
	-.012
	(.064)

	SP’s age	 → discount
	
	-.111*
	(.066)
	-.130*
	(.059)

	SP’s gender	 → discount
	
	.011
	(1.008)
	.366
	(.948)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SP’s share of VC	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	-.007
	(.007)
	-.008
	(.007)

	SP’s tenure	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	-.015
	(.027)
	-.014
	(.028)

	SP’s work hours	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	.003
	(.024)
	.003
	(.026)

	SP’s age	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	.025
	(.020)
	.027
	(.022)

	SP’s gender	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	.289
	(.401)
	.251
	(.401)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SP’s share of VC	 → purchase intention
	
	-.003
	(.007)
	-.004
	(.007)

	SP’s tenure	 → purchase intention
	
	.011
	(.028)
	.010
	(.028)

	SP’s work hours	 → purchase intention
	
	.007
	(.024)
	.007
	(.025)

	SP’s age	 → purchase intention
	
	-.002
	(.021)
	-.004
	(.020)

	SP’s gender	 → purchase intention
	
	-.371
	(.386)
	-.384
	(.410)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Control variables on the customer interaction-level
	
	
	
	
	

	Customer’s price perception	 → discount
	
	.824*
	(.232)
	.769*
	(.246)

	Customer’s age	 → discount
	
	-.033
	(.022)
	-.038*
	(.021)

	Customer’s gender	 → discount
	
	.463
	(.568)
	.446
	(.588)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Customer’s price perception	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	.283*
	(.083)
	.280*
	(.083)

	Customer’s age	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	.011
	(.008)
	.012
	(.008)

	Customer’s gender	 → cust.’s perceived SP customer orientation
	
	-.091
	(.218)
	-.098
	(.220)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Customer’s price perception	 → purchase intention
	
	.398*
	(.095)
	.406*
	(.089)

	Customer’s age	 → purchase intention
	
	.008
	(.008)
	.008
	(.008)

	Customer’s gender	 → purchase intention
	
	-.130
	(.222)
	-.117
	(.219)

	* p < .05 (one-tailed).
Notes: We report unstandardized coefficients; H = Hypothesis; SP = Salesperson; Cust. = Customer; VC = Variable compensation.
Coefficients of determination for the main effects model: 
Salesperson-customer interaction-level: R²discount = .132; R²perceived SP customer orientation = .088; R²purchase intention = .208
Salesperson-level: R²discount = .469; R²perceived SP customer orientation = .421; R²purchase intention = .297
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We followed the procedure proposed by Churchill (1979) to develop our scale for sales manager’s price confidence promotion. In the first step, we generated an initial item pool for the measure of sales manager’s price confidence promotion by deriving items (1) from our findings of the interviews with practitioners, (2) from academic literature, and (3) from discussions with academics. 
First, the findings of the interviews with practitioners indicated that salespeople often lack the mindset that they can use the value that they created in price negotiations and are often reluctant to claim the value that they created by defending prices. Thus, to allow salespeople to benefit from their created value by negotiating lower discounts, leaders need to create an understanding among their salespeople that they deserve to be rewarded for the value that they create for their customers and that lower discounts reflect an appropriate reward for their effort. For example, one manager (SM2) stated that “You [sales managers] would have to create a culture that people go in [price negotiations] with a confidence that they deserve the prices.” Another manager (DS) highlighted that sales managers are responsible that “salespeople feel entitled to defend this” [the value that they created for the customer]. Based on the interviews, we created items that assess the extent to which leaders communicate this notion to their salespeople. 
Second, we relied on academic literature on leadership, entitlement, and self-efficacy (e.g., Chen and Bliese 2002; Harris and Martinko 2009; Harvey and Harris 2010) to derive items for our measure of sales manager’s price confidence promotion. We focused on literature that examined how leadership influences individuals’ self-efficacy, job outcomes, and negotiation outcomes (e.g., Bandura 1986; Chen and Bliese 2002; Alavi et al. 2018). Furthermore, we relied on the findings of academic literature that investigated how leaders communicate messages to their salespeople that increase their confidence (Conger 1989; Arnold et al. 2000). Based on these findings, we created items that assess the extent to which leaders promote confidence among their salespeople in deserving to be rewarded for the value that they create for their customers by negotiating lower discounts. 
Third, we consulted four academics from several different institutions to suggest items that assess the extent to which leaders create efficacy among salespeople that the value that they create for customers should be used to achieve better price negotiation outcomes. After consolidating items from the three sources in a long list of items, we dropped items that were redundant (DeVellis 2003). 
In a second step, we relied on well-established scale development procedures to rate the items’ comprehensiveness, logic, and relevance to assess sales manager’s sales manager’s price confidence promotion (Churchill 1979; Bearden et al. 1989; Tian and McKenzie 2001). We evaluated (1) whether salespeople have the necessary insights to assess the items, (2) the item’s comprehensibility and clarity compared to other items of the scale, and (3) the item’s general ability to measure salespeople’s perceptions of their sales manager’s price confidence promotion. Furthermore, we used the definition of sales manager’s price confidence promotion to rate whether the items are representative to measure the variable.
In a third step, we tested the construct validity and convergent validity of the sales manager’s price confidence promotion scale. We relied on the sample of Study 2 to test the coefficient alpha and to conduct an exploratory factor analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha value of the scale is .77 and thereby indicates a sufficient internal consistency of the set of items. Furthermore, results of the exploratory factor analysis examined with Promax rotation including the five items of the scale show that one factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1 was extracted (e.g., Kaiser 1960; see Table WA2.1). Whereas three items loaded on this factor with factor loadings greater than .73, two further items loaded on that factor with factor loadings smaller than .36. We therefore eliminated these two items from our scale and again conducted our tests for construct validity and convergent validity. The Cronbach’s alpha value of the revised scale is .88 and the results of the exploratory factor analysis indicate that the scale offers sufficient convergent validity as one factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1 was extracted and all items load on the corresponding factor with factor loadings greater than .71 (Table WA2.1).

Table WA2.1 – Results of exploratory factor analysis
	Item
	Initial scale
	Revised scale

	
	Factor loading
	Factor loading

	My leader frequently reminds me that we deserve it that customers pay full prices for our products.
	.86
	.89

	My leader frequently reminds me that we are entitled to receiving the full prices for our products.
	.86
	.92

	My leader frequently reminds me that we are worth the prices we list for our products.
	.73
	.71

	My leader frequently reminds me that I should use the advantages that I created for customers as an argument in price negotiations.
	.36
	

	My leader frequently reminds me that I should utilize the value that I created for customers as an argument in price negotiations.
	.35
	

	Note: All items were measured on 7-point Likert-type scales, anchored “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree.” Extraction method: Principal axis factoring. Rotation method: Promax with Kaiser normalization.


In addition, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to test for composite reliability and average variance extracted for the measurement scale of sales manager’s price confidence promotion. The results of the confirmatory factor analysis indicated that the composite reliability was .89 and the average variance extracted was .73, thus, exceeding the recommended thresholds (Bagozzi and Yi 1988). Thereby these analyses provide further support for our scale’s construct validity and convergent validity.
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