Web Appendix W1
Conceptual Comparison of Advice Seeking and Giving with Related Concepts

	Concept
	Advice seekinga
	Advice giving
	Knowledge exchange
	Collaboration
	Teamwork

	Key Studies
	Agneessens and Wittek (2012); Alexiev et al. (2010); Bono and Anderson (2005); Brennecke and Rank (2016); Brooks, Gino, and Schweitzer (2015); Gibbons (2004); Hofmann, Lei, and Grant (2009); McDonald and Westphal (2003); Zhang and Peterson (2011)
	Bonaccio and Dalal (2006); Budescu et al. (2003); East, Hammond, and Lomax (2008); Heath and Gonzalez (1995); Li et al. (2018); Sniezek and Buckley (1995); Sykes, Venkatesh, and Johnson (2014)
	Cross, Borgatti, and Parker (2001); Cross et al. (2001); Cummings (2004); Hansen (1999); Lawson et al. (2009); Levin and Cross (2004); Quigley et al. (2007); Reagans and McEvily (2003); Thomas-Hunt, Ogden, and Neale (2003); Wasko and Faraj (2005)
	Bruns (2013); Campbell, Di Lorenzo, and Tartari (2021); Dixon, Le Bon, Wieseke (2019); Le Meunier-FitzHugh and Massey (2019); Le Meunier-FitzHugh and Piercy (2007; 2009); Storbacka, Polsa, and Sääksjärvi (2011); Tsai and Hsu (2014); Xu et al. (2017)
	Badrinarayanan, Madhavaram, and Granot (2011); Ezzamel and Willmott (1998); Farh, Sea, and Tesluk (2012); Gibson and Zellmer-Bruhn (2001); Herdman, Yang, Arthur (2017); Hoegl and Gemuenden (2001); Hu and Liden (2015); Stevens and Campion (1994)

	Definition
	Advice seeking refers to the degree to which salespeople consult (one or more) colleagues for guidance on a particular work-related issue. (Agneessens and Wittek 2012; Krackhardt and Hanson 1993; Lim, Tuli, and Grewal 2020; Sykes, Venkatesh, and Johnson 2014).
	Advice giving refers to “the formula[tion] of judgments or recommend[ation of] alternatives [by an adviser] and communica[tion of] these to the person in the role of the judge” (Sniezek and Buckley 1995, p. 159).
	Knowledge exchange is “the process whereby team members retrieve their individual knowledge and share it with each other via open discussion and documentation”(Burmeister et al. 2020, p. 17).
	Collaboration “reflects the transfer of […] knowledge between salespeople and colleagues […], which in turn enables salespeople to perform their customer-relationship management role” (Claro and Ramos 2018, p. 173).
	Teamwork refers to the combination of individual contributions through interaction among team members in order to produce the desired collective outcome (Fisher 2014, p. 423).

	Cause
	A work-related issue that the focal salesperson needs guidance on for solving it (e.g., whether to close a sale online or offline)
	A work-related issue that the focal salesperson offers guidance on (e.g., whether to close a sale online or offline)
	A work-related exchange between salespeople on customer service experiences or useful sales skills 
	A work-related outcome that must be produced or created based on, for example, mutual understanding or a common vision
	A work-related outcome to be achieved by the combined action of a group of salespeople with taskwork-related knowledge, skills, and abilities

	Target of solicitation
	Peers
	Peers
	Mostly peers, 
sometimes supervisor
	Peers
	Peers

	Temporal focus
	Prospective
	Prospective
	Retrospective
	Prospective
	Prospective

	Directional focus
	Unidirectional
	Unidirectional
	Bidirectional
	Bidirectional
	Bidirectional

	Institutionalization
	Informal
	Informal
	Informal
	Formal
	Informal and formal

	aFor a detailed conceptual comparison of advice seeking, feedback seeking, information seeking, and help seeking, see Lim, Tuli, and Grewal (2020).





Web Appendix W1 continued
Conceptual Comparison of Advice Seeking and Giving with Related Concepts

	Concept
	Mentoring
	Feedback

	Key Studies
	Allen et al. (2017); Allen, Eby, and Lentz (2006); Allen et al. (2004); Dreher and Ash (1990); Dreher and Cox (1996); Noe (1988); Pullins and Fine (1996); Ragins and Cotton (1999); Ragins and Scandura (1997); Wang, Tomlinson, and Noe (2010)
	Anseel et al. (2015); Ashford (1986); Ashford and Cummings (1983); Greller and Herold (1975); Jaworski and Kohli (1991); Kohli and Jaworski (1994); Sherf and Morrison (2020)

	Definition
	Mentoring refers to “the training and support … between a more experienced salesperson (the mentor) and a less experienced salesperson (the protégé)” (Pullins and Fine 1996, p. 125).
	Feedback is “a subset of information available to individuals in their work environment [that] provides important information relative to goal attainment and perceptions of one’s own behavior by others” (Dimotakis, Mitchell, and Maurer 2017, p. 1515).

	Cause
	A (formal) work-related exchange in which a senior coworker helps the focal salesperson (e.g., to develop selling scripts from a simulation)
	A (formal) work-related exchange in which the supervisor/a senior coworker evaluates the past sales performance of the focal salesperson

	Target of solicitation
	Senior/junior coworkers

	Mostly supervisor, 
sometimes senior/junior coworkers

	Temporal focus
	Retrospective
	Retrospective

	Directional focus
	Bidirectional
	Bidirectional

	Institutionalization
	Formal
	Mostly formal






Web Appendix W2 
Potential Biases, Remedies, and Robustness Checks

Nonresponse bias
To ensure that the responses received do not differ from the potential answers of those who did not participate in the survey, we followed recent recommendations in the literature on nonresponse bias (Hulland, Baumgartner, and Smith 2018). In particular, we compared the effective sample (n = 540) with the survey population (n = 637) on the basis of the available individual-level demographics to determine whether survey nonresponse may have biased our results. We compared the proportions of (1) position of respondent, (2) gender, (3) age, and (4) sales experience in the effective sample with the proportions in the overall survey population. The results of chi-square tests for homogeneity between these two samples provide a p-value of .89 for position of respondent, a p-value of .62 for gender, a p-value of .80 for age, and a p-value of .71 for sales experience (Table W2 provides detailed results). As for none of the four characteristics can the null hypothesis of equal proportions be rejected, the chi-square tests indicate that nonresponse bias is not an issue in this study.
Table W2 Detailed results for comparison of effective sample and survey population

	
	Effective sample
	Survey population

	
	n = 540
	n = 637

	Position of Respondent
	
	

	Sales representatives
	93%
	93%

	Supervisors
	7%
	7%

	Goodness of fit with survey populationa
	χ2 = .02 (p = .89)
	

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	76%
	77%

	Female
	24%
	23%

	Goodness of fit with survey populationa
	χ2 = .24 (p = .62)
	

	Age
	
	

	18–30 
	17%
	17%

	31–40 
	21%
	22%

	41–50 
	10%
	10%

	51–60 
	7%
	8%

	>60
	45%
	43%

	Goodness of fit with survey populationa
	χ2 = 1.65 (p = .80)
	

	Sales experience
	
	

	0–5
	10%
	11%

	6–10 
	15%
	15%

	11–20 
	17%
	19%

	>20 
	58%
	55%

	Goodness of fit with survey populationa
	χ2 = 1.39 (p = .71)
	

	
	
	

	a H0: equal distribution in both samples.



Common method bias
Common method variance (CMV) can pose a threat to survey research (Podsakoff et al. 2003), as it can bias the estimation results when the independent variable and dependent variable are measured from the same source (Richardson, Simmering, and Sturman 2009). We avoided CMV through design, using data from different sources for our independent variable and dependent variables for both studies (Fig. 1). Thus, CMV is not an issue in our investigation (Rindfleisch et al. 2008).
Study 1: Robustness checks and methodological specifics
[bookmark: _Hlk73172590]Endogeneity plays a central role in ERGMs, and the inclusion of endogenous network parameters is often the primary appeal of using ERGMs: “The main benefit of ERGM is the ability to simultaneously model and compare actor level attributes against the effects of endogenous network substructures” (Duxbury 2018, p. 1; Lusher, Koskinen, and Robins 2013; Robins et al. 2007). More precisely, ERGMs model endogeneity of network variables in terms of assumed structural configurations of social interaction, including dyad dependencies based on the data from the observed network. The endogenous network variables in our model are popularity spread and activity spread, as they account for dyad dependencies, in contrast with the network variables arc and reciprocity (see Table 2 for an overview of the parameters). Salesperson attributes are exogenous variables in the ERGM model. This conceptualization builds on our empirical context and is in line with previous sales research. For example, applications of team or individual incentives are exogenous managerial decisions in our empirical context because these incentives are determined by different organizational divisions at our collaborating company. As previous work has shown, this type of organization is common for many companies today (Hohenberg and Homburg 2016; Spiro, Rich, and Stanton 2008). In addition, in line with previous work in related fields, company tenure, unit tenure, and past performance are conceptualized as exogenous and distinct variables, as their values are determined outside the model as well (Auh et al. 2014; David, Brennecke, and Rank 2020; Hohenberg and Homburg 2019). 
	Unexplained heterogeneity in relation to ERGMs is variation among the nodes that contributes to link formation but goes unmodeled because it is either unobserved, unmeasured, or unimagined (Box-Steffensmeier, Christenson, and Morgan 2018). In particular, unobserved heterogeneity refers to the cases when some exogenous characteristic of the actors in a network (e.g., charisma) affects their likelihood to form ties but goes unmeasured (e.g., because it is difficult to measure) or is otherwise excluded from the model. According to prior research in related research fields, a method for incorporating unobserved heterogeneity into ERGMs is currently missing (Box-Steffensmeier, Christenson, and Morgan 2018). Box-Steffensmeier, Christenson, and Morgan (2018) suggest the frailty ERGM as an approach to accommodate unobserved heterogeneity into the standard ERGM; however, the test is technically limited to undirected networks and thus is not applicable to our case. We cite this as a potential limitation and call for future research to address this issue.
Study 2: Robustness checks 
To assess the robustness of the findings, we estimated various alternative models for Study 2 (Models 6, 7, and 8 in Table 7). First, we estimated a model including interactions of advice seeking and the average extent of advice givers’ team and individual incentives, respectively (Model 6). Adding these two interactions accounts for the possibility that the effectiveness of advice seeking depends on the average extent of advice givers’ incentives, rather than its diversity (as hypothesized). Second, we used average monthly profit instead of average monthly revenue as the dependent variable measuring salesperson performance improvement (Model 7). Profit is an alternative but, compared with revenue, a less direct way of measuring salesperson performance improvement, as profit may be subject to different accounting rules. In our setting, profit refers to absolute revenue minus absolute purchasing and production costs. Third, as a combination, we estimated a model both using profit as a dependent variable and including the interactions with the average extents of advice givers’ team and individual incentives (Model 8). The results of the robustness checks lend further support to our hypotheses H5 and H6 as we find no differences in terms of effect signs and significance levels compared with Model 5. 


Web Appendix W3
Network Question

Social exchange is determined by the contact behavior of people. With the following question, we would like to find out which colleagues you have the most contact with. Please answer spontaneously.

Please think of the colleagues you contact most often in work-related matters (also by e-mail). Please name as many colleagues as you like. [Indication by the name abbreviation of the relevant colleague (e.g., Oliver Jones: OlJo)].

Web Appendix W4
Multi-Item Survey Measures
	Construct
	IR
	IL

	Antecedents (Study 1)
	

	Salience of team incentives (adapted from Hohenberg and Homburg 2016, 2019)
AVE = .70; CA = .87; CR = .88
	

	The monthly team incentive bonus…
	

	... constitutes a significant part of my total compensation.
	.77
	.88

	... is high compared to the fixed part of my total compensation.
	.59
	.77

	... is a significant part of my total compensation.
	.72
	.85

	Salience of individual incentives (adapted from Hohenberg and Homburg 2016, 2019)
AVE = .77; CA = .86; CR = .87  
	
	

	Individual rewards are given for good sales performance.
	.94
	.97

	If I sell well, I receive a lot of individual rewards.
	.59
	.77

	Consequences (Study 2)
	

	Extent of team incentives (adapted from Hohenberg and Homburg 2016; 
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 1994)
AVE = .60; CA = .86; CR = .86
	

	Team incentives…
	

	... are used to a great extent in my unit.
	.53
	.73

	... have a high significance in my unit.
	.71
	.84

	... play a major role in my unit.
	.59
	.77

	... are widespread in my unit.
	.55
	.74

	Extent of individual incentives (adapted from Hohenberg and Homburg 2016; Podsakoff and MacKenzie 1994)
AVE = .69; CA = .90; CR = .90
	
	

	Individual incentives…
	
	

	... are used to a great extent in my unit.
	.66
	.81

	... have a high significance in my unit.
	.71
	.84

	... play a major role in my unit.
	.67
	.82

	... are widespread in my unit.
	.74
	.86

	Supervisor supportiveness (adapted from Janssen 2005)
   AVE = .70; CA = .89; CR = .90
	
	

	My supervisor…
	
	

	... reacts openly and fairly when I express ideas.
	.79
	.89

	... listens carefully to what I say.
	.81
	.90

	... is willing to support me when I have a valuable idea.
	.83
	.91

	Supervisor centrality (adapted from Jaworski and Kohli 1993)
   AVE = .68; CA = .85; CR = .86
	
	

	My supervisor…
	
	

	... must first agree before ideas are implemented.
	.94
	.97

	... makes decisions for action.
	.71
	.84

	... must also agree to minor matters.
	.38
	.62

	Collaboration intensity within the unit as perceived by the employee (adapted from Luo, Slotegraaf, and Pan 2006)
AVE = .60; CA = .83; CR = .84
	
	

	There is a lot of contact within my unit.
	.69
	.83

	Within my unit, everyday problems are often discussed.
	.66
	.81

	There are close personal relationships within my unit.
	.34
	.58a

	Collaboration intensity within the unit as perceived by the supervisor (adapted from Luo, Slotegraaf, and Pan 2006)
AVE = .70; CA = .87; CR = .87
	
	

	There is a lot of contact within my unit.
	.81
	.90

	Within my unit, everyday problems are often discussed.
	.74
	.86

	There are close personal relationships within my unit.
	.56
	.75

	Collaboration with other units (adapted from Tjosvold, Tang, and West 2004)
AVE = .61; CA = .80; CR = .80
	
	

	My and other units work well together.
	.56
	.75

	My unit wants the other units to be successful.
	.76
	.87

	My and other units want to work together.
	.90
	.95

	Peer pressure (adapted from Santor, Messervey, and Kusumakar 2000)
AVE = .74; CA = .87; CR = .87
	
	

	Sometimes my colleagues…
	
	

	... put me under pressure.
	.81
	.90

	... are very demanding.
	.77
	.88

	... push me to do something.
	.66
	.81

	Notes: All items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree); IL = standardized item loadings; IR = item reliabilities; AVE = average variance extracted; CA = Cronbach’s alpha; CR = composite reliability. Item reliabilities are calculated as the square root of item reliabilities (Bagozzi and Yi 2012). aThe item loading is below the recommended threshold of .70. However, to sustain the dimensionality of the construct, we decided to retain this item.



Web Appendix W5
Description of the ERGM Calculation

Mathematically, examining the formation of social network ties using ERGMs builds on the assumption that the observed social network structure is random (Contractor, Wasserman, and Faust 2006). This assumption implies that the observed social network structure (i.e., network graph) is only one topological structure (i.e., graph realization) among many theoretical possibilities (i.e., graphs) we could have observed. While the dependent variable in ERGMs represents the overall observed social network structure, the independent variables are general structural configurations that actors tend to create or avoid when establishing social network ties (including tie interdependencies) (Rank and Strenge 2018). These structural configurations represent social processes and contain actors’ attributes (illustrations and interpretations of the structural configurations are available in Table 2). Accordingly, within ERGMs, underlying social processes and actors’ attributes are specified as parameters using a probability function (see Web Appendix W5), which is estimated to examine whether these hypothetically possible structural configurations are present to a greater or lesser extent than expected in the observed social network structure (Ghosh, Ranganathan, and Rosenkopf 2016; Kalish and Luria 2016).
Technically, ERGMs repeatedly simulate a large number of possible social networks that might be observed on the basis of the specified parameters until the model converges (Ghosh, Ranganathan, and Rosenkopf 2016). Model convergence indicates that the final estimates are able to replicate the observed social network structure over many repeated simulation runs (Robins et al. 2007; Robins, Pattison, and Wang 2009). For the estimation of parameter values, the Markov chain Monte Carlo maximum likelihood method is recommended (Hunter and Handcock 2006; Koskinen and Snijders 2013), including the Markov chain Monte Carlo procedure as the first step (i.e., simulation) and maximum likelihood estimation as the second step (i.e., estimation).

Web Appendix W6
Model Specifications
Study 1: Models 1, 2, and 3 (ERGMs) 
General form based on Frank and Strauss (1986) and Koskinen and Daraganova (2013):


where Xij is a random variable that represents a tie between actor i and actor j (from i to j Xij = 1, 0 otherwise), represented in an (n × n) adjacency matrix (n = number of actors in the network), denoted as X; x determines a matrix of realized ties in the network; A refers to different structural configuration types (i.e., underlying social processes);  terms are model covariates (i.e., any set of A network statistics calculated on x and theorized to influence the probability of the network forming);  coefficients are unknown parameters to be estimated (i.e., effect of the network statistics included in the model for the observed network); and k is a normalizing quantity, constraining the probabilities to 1 (Kim et al. 2016). A detailed specification of the structural effects is provided by Goodreau (2007), and a detailed specification of actor relation effects is provided by Lomi et al. (2014). 
Study 2: Model 4 (ordinary least squares regression)
PERFi = β0 + β1 (EASi) + β2 (DAGTIi) + β3 (DAGIIi) + β4 (EASi) × (DAGTIi) + β5 (EASi) × (DAGIIi) + εi, 
where subscript i refers to the individual salesperson. PERF is salesperson performance at t + 1, EAS is extent of advice seeking, DAGTI is diversity of advice givers’ team incentives, and DAGII is diversity of advice givers’ individual incentives. 
Study 2: Model 5 (ordinary least squares regression)
PERFi = β0 + β1 (EASi) + β2 (DAGTIi) + β3 (DAGIIi) + β4 (EASi) × (DAGTIi) + β5 (EASi) × (DAGIIi) 
+ β6 (PERF-1i) + β7 (PERF-2i) + β8 (ETIi) + β9 (EIIi) + β10 (CIEi) + β11 (CISi) + β12 (CENi) + β13 (COLLi) + β14 (PPi) + β15 (SUPPi) + β16 (SIZEi) + β17 (CTENi) + β18 (AGEi) + β19 (GENDi) + β20 (TERRi) + εi, 
where subscript i refers to the individual salesperson. PERF is salesperson performance at t + 1, EAS is extent of advice seeking, DAGTI is diversity of advice givers’ team incentives, DAGII is diversity of advice givers’ individual incentives, PERF-1 is past performance at t – 1, PERF-2 is past performance at t – 2, ETI is extent of team incentives, EII is extent of individual incentives, CIE is collaboration intensity within unit (employee’s evaluation), CIS is collaboration intensity within unit (supervisor’s evaluation), CEN is supervisor centrality, COLL is collaboration with other units, PP is peer pressure, SUPP is supervisor supportiveness, SIZE is unit size, CTEN is company tenure, AGE is age, GEND is a gender dummy, and TERR is a dummy for the territory (region) of the salesperson’s unit. 


Web Appendix W7
Control Variables Study 2

Study 2’s model accounts for multiple established control variables that may influence salesperson performance. Specifically, we included salespeople’s log-transformed past performance, using firm records on a salesperson’s monthly revenue in the two years before the survey (i.e., t – 1, t – 2). Past performance is an important individual aspect as, for example, it impacts salespeople’s self-motivation (e.g., Lam, DeCarlo, and Sharma 2019), choice of sales activities (e.g., Sabnis et al. 2013; Xu et al. 2021), and reactions to incentive systems (e.g., Bommaraju and Hohenberg 2018; Patil and Syam 2018). Also, past performance serves as a proxy for a variety of individual traits and abilities that contribute to a salesperson’s performance (for an overview, see Verbeke, Dietz, and Verwaal 2011), and it accounts for fixed aspects of a unit (e.g., demand factors and management style). 
In addition, we accounted for the extent of team and individual incentives in two ways. On the one hand, we included each salesperson’s personally reported extent of team incentives and extent of individual incentives (Hohenberg and Homburg 2016, 2019; Podsakoff and MacKenzie 1994). On the other hand, we included advice givers’ average extent of team and individual incentives. These variables account for the possibility that the average of incentives among advice givers, rather than diversity (as hypothesized), drives salesperson performance improvement. We calculated the average extent of team and individual incentives analogous to our focal diversity variables, that is, based on the survey responses of all colleagues from which an individual salesperson seeks advice. 
We also added various contextual influences that may play a role in the context of advice seeking, based on findings in extant literature. These contextual factors include collaboration intensity within the unit (two measures; evaluated by the employee and the respective supervisor), collaboration with other units, peer pressure, supervisor supportiveness, and supervisor centrality. These contextual factors are important as they capture the salesperson’s work environment, such as supervisory leadership, management style, and social relationships with coworkers. Prior research has shown these factors to have an important impact on salespeople’s behavior and performance (Van der Borgh, Jong, and Nijssen 2019; Verbeke, Dietz, and Verwaal 2011; Wieseke et al. 2012).
Finally, we controlled for unit size, company tenure, age, and gender to account for observed heterogeneity and added a dummy for the region of the salesperson’s unit to account for potential territory confounds concerning performance. 
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