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Abstract 

Within this paper it is tested whether “reference discounts”, which are a) past discounts given for 

the same product sold to a similar customer, b) past discounts for a different product sold to the 

same customer, c) a competitor’s discount for the exact same product and customer, have an 

influence on today’s discount decisions of sales people. The focus lies on pricing decisions in the 

B2B software sales business, since the very low variable costs of software solutions allow the 

sales force to grant a huge variety of discounts – in many cases between 0 and 98 percent. As 

possible moderators incentive schemes of these salespeople are tested.  

Besides a significant main effect of the reference discount, the results show that all types of 

incentives lead to a reduction of the influence of reference discounts. However, monetary 

incentives show the strongest effect, followed by non-monetary ones – both being tangible 

incentives that in turn show a stronger reduction of the main effect compared to intangible ones.  
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1 Introduction and Objectives 

Development costs for standard software are generally not proportional to sales turnover. In 

particular, software development comprises the most costs, with few additional expenses 

generated by production and distribution. Once development is complete, each sale reduces unit 

costs (Herzwurm et al. 2010, p. 530; Hoisl 2019, p. 34). Because of this cost phenomenon, sales 

agents are given abundant negotiation latitude with customers to arrive at a mutually agreeable 

price. The ultimate selling price to each customer is a function of the number of licenses, usage 

intensity, customer value, product novelty and quality as well as pricing of competitive products 

(Lo et al. 2016, p. 511; Zoltners 2006, p. 2).  

A plethora of research has examined how to motivate salespeople to achieve maximum profits 

for their software provider. For example, empiricism has revealed that the scheduling and design 

of incentive schemes tend to direct salespeople to maximize their personal revenues (Fazlzadeh 

et al. 2011, p. 66). Also, applied pricing schemes afford an optimal balance between agent 

incentives and corporate interests (Larkin 2014; Taylor 2002). Moreover, sales incentives have 

been ascertained to influence the level of discount granted to customers (Kräkel and Schöttner 

2019; Lo et al. 2016). Additionally, there is evidence within the sociology, behavioral economics, 

and pricing literatures that employees orient themselves to previous decisions when making 

future decisions (Furnham and Boo 2011b; Kahneman et al. 1982; Klein and Oglethorpe 1987; 

Samuelson and Zeckhauser 1988). This specific phenomenon in a software sales context is the 

focus of interest in the current work. In particular, we explore previously granted discounts (i.e., 

for the same product but for different customers) and different incentive schemes within sales 

agents’ discount policy in a B2B software business. This previously given discount will be 

referred to as the “reference discount”. 

The B2B software sales practice scenario below will provide for further explanation. A software 

company has acquired BMW as a new customer. The issue now is to negotiate the discount for 

the first contract/first order. The key account manager is uncertain about a suitable discount 

amount; so he examines the last order handled by his colleague, who is in charge of a similar 

kind of customer, for example, AUDI AG. That customer received a 34% discount. The key 

account manager opts to adopt a relatively similar discount level of 32% for BMW. Because he 

matches BMW’s discount to a past reference discount without knowing the history behind it, the 

key account manager is possibly not acting in the interest of the software vendor in light of its 

strategies. Many reasons might justify the 32% discount for BMW, but they may well not have 

been applicable to AUDI.  

In accordance with previous related literature, the study assumes that the reference discount is 

positively associated with the size of the discount granted to customers in a new/current pricing 

situation. The type of incentive scheme is posited as moderating the size of the discount. Besides 

typical monetary-incentives, tangible non-monetary incentives as well as intangible incentives 

are examined in this context. An experimental design is used. Participants will assume the role 

of a sales agent who benefits from certain incentives. They will be made cognizant of reference 

discounts and asked to make a decision concerning the discount amount they will grant a given 

customer.  

2 Research Question 

According to Schröder (2019), if a software seller compares the absolute price of one software 

deal to another, s/he would have to consider various variables, as the kind of software, metric 

(users, orders, revenue), number of blocks of the individual deal, price per block, size of a single 

block, and term length. Such detailed scrutiny, though, would be excessively time consuming for 

the sales agent. Because such efforts would likely not be feasible within the given sales cycle 
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time period, there is a keen focus in the software industry to use discounts of previous decisions 

– instead of absolute prices – as a basis for discussion with the customer. This situation led us to 

consider the term reference discount to be especially in this context more adequate rather than 

referring to a “reference value” as a more general term or a “reference price” as a term describing 

comparison of an absolute price to some referent. Similar to the reference price concept in the 

B2C literature, information from various sources may have an impact on the level of reference 

discounts: A) The same software was sold to a similar customer (source e.g., colleagues or team 

members). B) Another software was sold to the same customer (source e.g., existing software 

license contract). C) A competitor offers a similar software solution to the same customer and 

the discount is known (source e.g., the customer). 

The special cost structure of business software is one of the main influencing factors to its price 

management process (Clement and Schreiber 2013). The development of the first “unit” entails 

high fixed costs. The investments necessary for this unit’s production are generally not 

retrievable, and are hence sunk costs (Shapiro and Varian 1999, p. 21). Each additional unit can 

be produced simply by copying its predecessor. Even at low prices, a positive contribution 

margin can be achieved (owing to the low unit variable costs). As soon as fixed costs are fully 

covered, any additional revenue constitutes a net profit (Clement and Schreiber 2013). Given the 

preceding cost context, a software seller has a variety of discount alternatives from which to 

choose. If variable costs comprise only 2% of the list price, the seller can theoretically grant up 

to a 98% discount. This situation is different from the retailing industry, where a discount of 3% 

can possibly eliminate the margin or even create a negative one (D’Arcy et al. 2012). Fernandez 

and Rodrik (1991) and Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988) averred that, in software sales, a large 

range for a possible discount (from 0 to 98% in our theoretical example) leads to a higher 

tendency to orient a given day’s discount level on past choices. Ritov and Baron (1990) showed 

that this is the case, even when not all information about the circumstances of past choices is 

known.  

The above context induces software companies to try to curtail salespersons’ excessive price 

discounting with the use of a targeted incentive policy. Although such policies may be 

advantageous, they are far from a panacea to prevent excessive discounting. Indeed, Larkin 

(2014) has argued “it is well-known that employees ‘game’ incentive systems by taking actions 

that increase their pay but hurt the objectives of their employer. […] Employees often manipulate 

incentive systems in legal ways where the ethics of the manipulation are at worst questionable.” 

Apart from non-monetary incentives, a range of monetary incentives exist, including a fixed 

salary, as well as variable compensation (commissions and bonuses) (Becker 1990). Both 

monetary and non-monetary incentives are considered tangible incentives. Besides these tangible 

rewards, intangible incentives – which are characterized by not having a financially measurable 

value – play another role in incentivizing the sales force (Sorauren 2000). According to von 

Rosenstiel (1975), a distinction is made between personal, work-related and organizational 

incentives. Personal incentives are aimed at the individual sales agent. These include 

appreciation, praise, awards/prizes and mentoring. Work-related incentives refer to the work 

itself and how it is conducted. Among these are interesting work content, flexible working hours, 

room for decision-making for employees and options for further training. Organizational 

incentives are, for example, a company day-care or medical-care (Albers and Krafft 2013).  

3 Research Model 

Main effect    Derivation of hypothesis 1: The assumption that software salespeople are 

influenced by reference discounts when making their current discount decisions can be derived 

from the “anchoring effect” (for literature reviews, see Furnham and Boo (2011a) and Wegener 
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et al. (2010)). According to Tversky and Kahneman (1974), when people make decisions on 

consciously chosen numerical values such as discounts, presently available environmental 

information influences them without their being aware of this influence. The anchor is a certain 

piece of information – in our case a reference discount. This information can be created by the 

decision maker from the extant circumstances, received from another person, or appear purely 

by chance. It then affects the decision maker’s assessment of the situation. The consequence is a 

systematic distortion in the direction of the anchor. In practice, the anchoring effect occurs often 

when decisions are made in relation to numerical information values, as is the case with discounts 

(Gilovich et al. 2013). Samuelson and Zeckhauser´s (1988) theory of preferences for the current 

state of affairs provides additional support for that presupposition. This accounts especially for 

the case that another software was sold to the same customer (source e.g., existing software 

license contract), since only in this case a current state of affairs exists in form of a previously 

given discount. H1: When making current price decisions in software sales, the size of an existent 

reference discount positively influences the size of today’s chosen discount.  

Moderating effect’s    Derivation of hypothesis 2: The degree to which people actually take 

action on behalf of their self-interest has been examined in various research fields. Standard 

experiments in political science, for example, aim at disentangling the motives that lead people 

to acting on behalf of their self-interest. Shared consensus in this field is that self-interest is strong 

whenever outcomes are explicit and people are encouraged to consider the outcomes, i.e., when 

perceived importance is high (Chong et al. 2001). In a software sales setting, this could, for 

example, be the exact cash number of a bonus that is explicitly tied to a clearly defined goal, paid 

out on a specific date. However, the outcome does not have to be a monetary one. It can consist 

of other tangible or intangible incentives. Besides, researchers find that the level of significance 

of economic activities to an individual, perceived return, and time cost are also factors 

determining to what degree a person acts on behalf of his self-interest (Harrington and Smith 

2017; Young et al. 1987). Above all, level of attention and consideration time collectively play 

a significant role between self-interest and reference discounts. Research has shown that self-

interest influences “information processing such that perceivers exert more effort when 

evaluating messages and pay closer attention to the content of arguments” (Kim 2014, p. 101). 

Based on this, one can argue that sales incentives indirectly mitigate two key drivers of the 

tendency for current state of affairs, again the level of attention and consideration time. Dean et 

al. (2017) argue that a key driver for the emergence of a preference for the current state of affairs 

is that individuals tend to evaluate alternatives poorly. Given that the possible influence of a 

reference discount arises from poor evaluation of alternatives, self-interest in form of sales 

incentives could induce profounder analyses. As already deeply discussed, sales incentives are 

very common in software sales. On the other side, it is argued that reference discounts have a 

high influence in software sales practice. However, these two lines of argumentation sound like 

contradictions – but they are not. If one combines the argumentation of H1 and H2 the influence 

of reference discounts will still exist when incentives are given, but this influence would be even 

stronger without the self-interest created by incentives. H2: When making decisions about current 

discounts, salespeople are less affected by reference discounts when they receive a sales 

incentive in relation to the outcome of their decision. 

Derivation of hypothesis 3: As already mentioned, intangible rewards of salespeople are an 

important performance reinforcer in addition to money. A primary reason is that intangible 

incentives, such as awards, titles, and employee events, go hand in hand with the concept of 

public social recognition. Such rewards provide the seller with status through publicity (Bandura 

1986;Haynes et al. 1982; Markham et al. 2002; Stajkovic and Luthans 2003). Kosfeld and 

Neckermann (2011) and Bradler et al. (2016) discerned that public recognition positively 
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influences work effort. However, as Stajkovic and Luthans (2003) showed, social recognition 

and feedback (both forms of intangible incentives) increased performance by 17% and 10%, 

respectively. Tangible incentives (i.e., money), however, augmented performance by 23%. These 

findings are consistent with those obtained in many other studies, which have determined that 

tangible benefits lead to more improved performance than intangible rewards (Gerhart and 

Milkovich 1990; Gupta and Shaw 1998; Lawler 1981, 1990; Stajkovic and Luthans 2003). In 

software, sales performance, however, is in most cases not measured by successfully applying 

value pricing – in many cases resulting in a necessary deviation from the reference discount, but 

by the overall turnover the seller makes within a certain period of time (Schröder 2019). As 

Biglaiser and Mezzetti (1997), Dewan and Hortala-Vallve (2012), Hermalin (1993) and 

Holmstrom and Costa (1986) found, the possible public social recognition of tangible incentives 

leads to risk-averse decision making. These findings are justified by a decision outcome which 

is more public: bestowing intangible incentives. A more public decision outcome leads to higher 

reputational concerns of the decision maker. Choosing the current state of affairs (i.e., the 

reference discount) lowers the perceived risk and the chances of blaming the salesperson for the 

negative consequences of his or her decision. Taking the argumentation of H2 into consideration, 

the self-interest effect of the incentive does still exist. However, it is supposed to be a lot weaker 

with intangible incentives. H3: When making decisions about current discounts, salespeople 

receiving an intangible incentive in relation to the outcome of their decision are less affected by 

the reference discount, however, this effect is weaker than with using a tangible incentive.  

Derivation of hypothesis 4: Early literature considered monetary incentives to be the most potent 

influence on employee performance and other desired behaviors (Baker et al. 1988; Jenkins Jr et 

al. 1998; Locke et al. 1980; Locke et al. 1981; Skaggs et al. 1992). Since 1996, the number of 

companies using non-monetary rewards as keen motivators increased from 26 percent to 84 

percent (Incentive Research Foundation 2017). In light of hypothesis 3 and a comparison 

between non-monetary and monetary tangible incentives, currently non-monetary rewards tend 

to have the ones with higher public visibility. This infers that non-monetary rewards in sales lead 

to an increased tendency to be influenced by reference discounts, as the reference discount 

alternative has a lower perceived risk. By analyzing the literature that compares non-monetary 

and monetary incentives, a similar view emerges. Waldfogel (1993) observed that a non-

monetary reward is perceived to be between 1/10, and 1/3 lower in value than it actually is. 

Prendergast and Stole (2001), however, argued that non-monetary benefits are perceived to be of 

higher value than monetary ones, if the preferences of the recipient are well known. Accordingly, 

management needs to know the individual salespeople so well that it will select the appropriate 

non-monetary benefits for each salesperson. However, Kaplan and Ruffle (2009) argued that, on 

average, this is not the case. In most instances, preferences of the salesperson receiving the non-

monetary rewards are not perfectly known. Consequently, s/he receives a reward that has a lower 

perceived benefit than the same value of cash. For non-monetary incentives, exchanging them 

for money is hardly possible, as doing so would require the salesperson’s effort (e.g., asking the 

employer for a receipt and return the good to the store), which is further decreasing the perceived 

value of the reward. Kube et al. (2012) tested whether employees prefer a monetary or a non-

monetary payment, if both have the same value and the value of the non-monetary one is openly 

communicated to the participant. Eighty percent of the participants choose money. In our case of 

the payment of the software sales, the higher perceived value of the monetary incentive likely 

leads to a higher perceived incentive in general. Per the logic behind the derivation of hypothesis 

2 that a larger self-interest results in a lower tendency to opt for the reference discount, a similar 

situation should apply comparing monetary and non-monetary incentives. H4: When making 

decisions about current discounts, salespeople receiving a non-monetary incentive in relation to 

the outcome of their decision are less affected by the reference discount, however, this effect is 
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weaker than with using a monetary incentive.  

4 Methodology  

The study uses a 3x2x2x2 experimental design (see appendix a). Participants will assume the role 

of a software sales agent benefiting from certain incentives, and in two of three cases informed 

about a reference discount. In one of these two scenarios, the reference discount has a relatively 

low value (25%); in the other, a relatively high value (86%). Shown in appendix B are the 18 

groups into which participants are randomly assigned. Every group will receive a scenario in 

which participants are asked to put themselves into the position of a software salesperson facing 

a pricing decision: Imagine you are an account executive working in the sales department of a 

large software company managing customers in the automotive industry. You had several 

workshops with your customer, AUDI, already, as AUDI was searching for a new finance 

software solution. AUDI now wants to know what discount you would give it, if it chooses your 

software. Because the variable costs of software are very low, you have a lot of freedom in 

choosing a discount level. Which discount level do you choose? 

Groups 7 through 18 with a (relatively high or low) reference discount will receive one additional 

piece of information: Your colleague is an account executive assigned to another premium car 

manufacturer, BMW. This customer bought the same finance software last year and received a 

discount of 25% (relatively low reference discount; high = 86%). Furthermore, all groups will 

receive one additional piece of information regarding their sales incentive; one example (non-

monetary incentive; group 6, 12, 18): Be aware that the sales revenue that you generate with this 

customer has a direct impact on an incentive trip you may receive if you are a successful seller 

in this quarter. In a next step, the participants are asked to select the discount size. Since 

participants are allowed to enter any percentage between 0 and 100, this leads to a high number 

of decision possibilities from the participant’s point of view, and therefor reflects the complexity 

in software sales practice better than a low number of choices, e.g. three or four options to choose 

from (Samuelson and Zweckhauser 1988).  

5 Findings 

Appendix C presents a summary of means and confidence intervals for the chosen discount for 

each of the 18 groups. It allows for an easy visual comparison. It can be seen that the confidence 

interval for the existent and high group is always higher on the vertical axis than that for any of 

the two other groups. At the same time, the presence of some incentive reduces the difference 

between the existent and high group and the two other groups, supporting the hypothesis of the 

moderating role of the sales incentive on the effect of a reference discount on the chosen discount. 

Means and standard deviations of the chosen discount are summarized in Appendix D. Sample 

means are the highest in the “Existent and high” reference discount group no matter whether and 

what kind of sales incentive was provided. The chosen discount is not only the highest in the case 

of “existent and high” reference discount but is also the most homogeneous as indicated by the 

lowest ratio of standard deviation to mean. When the reference discount is existent, but low, the 

mean chosen discount is still significantly higher than that in the case of no reference discount, 

but the difference between the “existent and low” and “no reference discount” conditions was 

less pronounced under the monetary incentive and non-monetary incentive conditions. 

In order to test the first hypothesis (H1), we compared the mean discounts across reference 

discount groups (non-existent, existent and low, and existent and high) using a one-way 

ANOVA. According to the Levene’s test the assumption of equal variances between groups can 

be rejected (F(2,566)=48.4, p<0.001), which is why the Welch’s test not assuming equal 

variances were used. According to this robust test of means, the null hypothesis of equal means 
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was rejected (F(2,363)=441.3, p<0.001). Tamhane’s test was chosen for post-hoc pairwise 

comparisons as a conservative test in the presence of non-homogeneous variances across groups. 

All pairwise differences were significant (p<0.001) and had the expected sign and magnitude. 

On average, those who had existent and low discount chose 11.082 percentage points larger 

discount compared to those without any reference discount. Those from the high existing 

discount on average chose a 37.886 percentage points larger discount than those from the 

“existent and low” group. 

In order to test H2-H4 a two-way ANOVAs through a series of OLS regressions with 

heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors with the chosen discount as the dependent variable was 

conducted. Reference discount (3-level factor variable), sales incentive (2-level factor variable) 

and their interaction were used as regressors in each of the models. Each time, a subset of 

observations corresponding to the two types of sales incentives specified in the hypothesis, was 

used. The significance of the interaction term would imply there is evidence of the moderating 

effect of incentive existence/type on the association between reference discount and chosen 

discount thus supporting the corresponding research hypothesis. When testing H2 the subset of 

our sample with two levels of the sales incentive – “no incentive” (222 subjects) and “incentive” 

(224 subjects) was kept. Both main effects and the interaction term are statistically significant 

(p<0.05), implying that sales incentive (no incentive vs. incentive) moderates the relationship 

between the reference discount and the chosen discount. According to the analysis of marginal 

means the mean chosen discounts are insignificantly different in the presence and in the absence 

of a sales incentives under the no and low reference discount conditions, but the absence of an 

incentive significantly (p=0.039) increases the mean chosen discount (by 14.74 percentage 

points). This result is clearly illustrated by appendix E: while bars for the non-existent and the 

low reference discounts are at about the same level under both sales incentive conditions, the two 

error bars for the high reference discount condition are clearly located at different levels. These 

findings agree with H2 and confirm that the absence of sales incentive encourages the choice of 

a higher discount, but only when the reference discount is high.  

In regard to H3 both main effects and the interaction term are statistically significant (p<0.05), 

implying that sales incentive (intangible vs. tangible) moderates the relationship between the 

reference discount and the chosen discount. According to the analysis of marginal means, mean 

chosen discounts in the case of no and low reference discounts differ insignificantly between 

intangible and tangible incentive conditions. At the same time, the intangible incentive is 

significantly (p=0.001) associated with an increased mean chosen discount (17.05 percentage 

points difference). This result is clearly illustrated by appendix F: while bars for the non-existent 

and the low reference discounts are at about the same level under both sales incentive conditions, 

the two error bars for the high reference discount condition are clearly located at different levels. 

These findings agree with H3 and confirm that intangible sales incentives encourage the choice 

of a higher discount – compared to a tangible incentive, but only when the reference discount is 

high. 

For H4, both main effects and the interaction term are statistically significant (p<0.05), implying 

that sales incentive (non-monetary vs. monetary incentive) moderates the relationship between 

the reference discount and the chosen discount. According to the analysis of marginal means, the 

mean chosen discounts in the case of no and low reference discounts differ insignificantly 

between monetary and non-monetary incentive conditions. At the same time, the non-monetary 

incentive is associated with a significantly (p=0.024) increased mean chosen discount (11.79 

percentage points difference). This result is clearly illustrated by appendix G: while bars for the 

non-existent and the low reference discounts are at about the same level under both sales 

incentive conditions, the two error bars for the high reference discount condition are clearly 
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located at different levels. These findings agree with H4 and confirm that non-monetary sales 

incentive encourages the choice of a higher discount than a monetary incentive, but only when 

the reference discount is high. 

6 Discussion and Conclusion 

The significant main effect stands in line with several theories describing how people refer to 

past decisions when making current or future decisions. According to the sociological theories 

of Luhmann (1977) and Selznick (2015), time constraints do not afford even vague understanding 

of the factual and social complexities of most of individuals’ decisions. When one must make a 

complex decision with several options available, as it is the case with pricing in software sales, 

that person’s past actions will influence his/her decision. In psychological and behavioral 

economics research, the foregoing phenomenon is described as “reference points”, ”reference 

values“, or ”anchors“ that affect the decision; these points of reference, though, may not even be 

related or only marginally relevant to the circumstances of the decision (Furnham and Boo 2011b; 

Kahneman et al. 1982; Klein and Oglethorpe 1987; Samuelson and Zeckhauser 1988). 

Kalyanaram and Winer (1995) state that findings from many investigations undertaken in 

behavioral economics and reference pricing research can be explained using prospect theory 

(Kahneman and Tversky (1979). It espouses that an alternative action’s utility is not measured 

by the ultimate welfare realized – as in expected utility theory (Jehle and Reny 2011), but by 

changes compared to a reference value and perceived as gains or losses from this perspective. 

Relative changes in adverse situations (e.g., losing considerable sums of money in the stock 

market) are felt much more keenly than improvements to the same extent (e.g., making 

considerable sums of money in the stock market. Moreover, people tend to be willing to take 

risks with regard to losses but are more risk averse vis-a-vis gains.  

As Northcraft and Neale (1987) observed, both amateurs and experts are equally affected by the 

anchoring effect, so conceivably even experienced software sales people are unlikely to be 

immune to distortion by reference discounts. Anchoring has been demonstrated in a variety of 

decision-making situations, e.g. probability estimates (Chapman and Johnson 1999; Plous 1989), 

legal judgements (Englich and Mussweiler 2001; Englich 2006; Englich and Soder 2009), 

purchasing decisions (Mussweiler 2001), forecasting (Critcher and Gilovich 2008), negotiations 

(Galinsky and Mussweiler 2001), and self-efficiency (Cervone and Peake 1986). Furnham and 

Boo (2011a) regarded the effect as an extremely robust impact with a multiplicity of implications 

to all decision-making processes. 

Looking at the significant moderating effects, what the incentives seem to do is producing a self-

interest in the outcome of the decision. In summary, the picture that the study draws is that all 

types of incentives lead to a reduction of the influence of reference discounts. However, monetary 

incentives show the strongest effect, followed by non-monetary ones – both being tangible 

incentives that in turn show a stronger reduction of the main effect compared to intangible ones. 

In other words, the perceived self-interest is lowest with intangible incentives and highest with 

monetary incentives (a sub-category of tangible incentives). As previous studies have shown 

incentive systems must be designed so that they reward achievements, promote company goals, 

ensure employees’ satisfaction, and increase customer loyalty (Spiro et al. 2007). As a 

managerial implication of this paper, it is now proven that in order to promote the typical 

company goal of high profits, incentive systems can help to increase the final price – which is 

the strongest profit driver – by reducing unnecessary discounts. In doing so, companies should 

use mainly monetary incentives such as commissions and bonuses. 

For future research in relation to the usage of reference discounts, it would be relevant to have a 

deeper look to the percentage of variable remuneration that should optimally be given. Generally 
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speaking, fostering salespeople’s long-term orientation tends to favor a large proportion of the 

fixed remuneration attendants with a considerably reduced variable component (Albers and 

Krafft 2013). A high portion of fixed remuneration, though, militates against a high impact on 

salespersons’ achievement motivation, and therefor reduces short term sales figures (John and 

Weitz 1989). Accordingly, combined compensation plans have become especially prevalent in 

sales; they generally include a fixed salary portion along with success-dependent incentives, as 

commissions and bonuses (Ingram 2015). When designing combined compensation plans, the 

length of the sales cycle, complexity of the product or service, sales agent’s level of experience, 

and industry demand for suitable sales personnel are of particular concern (Albers and Krafft 

2013). For instance, with respect to the length of the sales cycle, a comparatively long one 

combined with a high proportion of variable compensation can lead salespeople to neglect 

finding and cultivating new customers (Krafft 1995). 

A second aspect interesting for future research is that complex sales are often made using a sales 

team. As a result, an individual’s contribution to the sale tends to be difficult to determine, so the 

performance-related remuneration is problematic (Rouziès et al. 2009). With regards to the 

influence of reference discounts the question is raised of whether incentives should be based on 

individual or team performance and how variable compensation should be distributed among 

individuals. If sales success especially depends on the cooperation across individual employees, 

allocating the contribution of effort across individual salespersons is fraught with difficulty and 

may even be impossible (Krafft et al. 2002). Nevertheless, 36.5% of companies do not provide 

team compensation, and many others use discretionary systems that depend on a perceived 

contribution to success. (Albers and Krafft 2013, p. 234). 

What is new?   Price calculation in software sales is very complex and based on various variables. 

The salesforce has in a lot of software companies the power to decide what final discount size is 

adequate, since it is assumed that they can decide best, what value a software has for the 

respective customer. Additionally, high margins in software sales lead to a broad decision 

spectrum for the software seller when it comes to discount decisions. As the experiment shows, 

when making such decisions, sellers are influenced by previous given discounts, that are 

introduced as “reference discounts”.  

Why is that relevant?   The price is the largest profit diver. Giving higher discounts than necessary 

leads automatically to a reduction of profits. This is why it is highly important to understand in 

depth all factors leading to an inappropriate allocation of discounts with reference discounts 

being one of them.  

What do we learn?   A high reference discount leads to a higher discount choice today and vice 

versa. Given an optimal incentive scheme, salespeople tends to limit the usage of reference 

discounts. All types of incentives lead to a reduction of the influence of reference discounts. 

Monetary incentives show the strongest effect, followed by non-monetary ones – both being 

tangible incentives that in turn show a stronger reduction of the main effect compared to 

intangible ones.  

 

  



Error! Use the Home tab to apply Überschrift 1 to the text that you want to appear here. 

9 

 

References 

 

Albers, Sönke; Krafft, Manfred (2013): Vertriebsmanagement. Organisation, Planung, Controlling, Support. 

Wiesbaden: Springer Gabler (Lehrbuch). 

Atkin, B.; Skinner, R. (1976): How British Industry Prices. In Industrial Market Research (5). 

Baker, George P.; Jensen, Michael C.; Murphy, Kevin J. (1988): Compensation and incentives: Practice vs. theory. In 

The Journal of Finance 43 (3), pp. 593–616. 

Bandura, Albert (1986): The explanatory and predictive scope of self-efficacy theory. In Journal of social and clinical 

psychology 4 (3), pp. 359–373. 

Becker, Fred G. (1990): Anreizsysteme für Führungskräfte. Möglichkeiten zur strategisch-orientierten Steuerung des 

Managements. Stuttgart: C.E. Poeschel. 

Biglaiser, Gary; Mezzetti, Claudio (1997): Politicians' decision making with re-election concerns. In Journal of Public 

Economics 66 (3), pp. 425–447. 

Biswas, Abhijit; Blair, Edward A. (1991): Contextual Effects of Reference Prices in Retail Advertisements. In Journal 

of Marketing 55 (3), p. 1. DOI: 10.2307/1252143. 

Bontis, N.; Chung, H. (2000): The Evolution of Software Pricing. In 10 3, pp. 246–255. 

Bradler, Christiane; Dur, Robert; Neckermann, Susanne; Non, Arjan (2016): Employee recognition and performance: 

A field experiment. In Management Science 62 (11), pp. 3085–3099. 

Bródy, A. (1990): Prices and quantities. Problems of the Planned Economy. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Bub, Holger J. (2011): Verkaufswettbewerbe. Wiesbaden: Gabler. 

Buxmann, Peter; Diefenbach, Heiner; Hess, Thomas (2015): Die Softwareindustrie. Ökonomische Prinzipien, 

Strategien, Perspektiven /  Peter Buxmann, Heiner Diefenbach, Thomas Hess. 3., vollständig überarbeitete und 

erweiterte Auflage. Berlin: Springer Gabler. 

Cervone, Daniel; Peake, Philip K. (1986): Anchoring, efficacy, and action: The influence of judgmental heuristics on 

self-efficacy judgments and behavior. In Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 50 (3), p. 492. 

Chapman, Gretchen B.; Johnson, Eric J. (1999): Anchoring, activation, and the construction of values. In 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 79 (2), pp. 115–153. 

Chong, Dennis; Citrin, Jack; Conley, Patricia (2001): When self‐interest matters. In Political Psychology 22 (3), 

pp. 541–570. 

Clement, Reiner; Schreiber, Dirk (2013): Digitale Güter. In Reiner Clement, Dirk Schreiber (Eds.): Internet-

Ökonomie, vol. 3. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg (Springer-Lehrbuch), pp. 43–90. 

Clement, Reiner; Schreiber, Dirk (2016): Internet-Ökonomie. Grundlagen und Fallbeispiele der vernetzten Wirtschaft 

/  Reiner Clement, Dirk Schreiber. Third edition. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Gabler. 

Critcher, Clayton R.; Gilovich, Thomas (2008): Incidental environmental anchors. In J. Behav. Decis. Making 21 (3), 

pp. 241–251. 

Cropanzano, Russell; Goldman, Barry; Folger, Robert (2005): Self-interest: defining and understanding a human 

motive. In J. Organiz. Behav. 26 (8), pp. 985–991. DOI: 10.1002/job.353. 

D’Arcy, Patrick; Norman, David; Shan, Shalini (2012): Costs and margins in the retail supply chain. In RBA Bulletin, 

June, pp. 13–22. 

Dean, Mark; Kıbrıs, Özgür; Masatlioglu, Yusufcan (2017): Limited attention and status quo bias. In Journal of 

Economic Theory 169, pp. 93–127. 

Dearden, James A.; Lilien, Gary L. (1990): On optimal salesforce compensation in the presence of production learning 

effects. In International Journal of Research in Marketing 7 (2-3), pp. 179–188. DOI: 10.1016/0167-

8116(90)90020-N. 



Error! Use the Home tab to apply Überschrift 1 to the text that you want to appear here. 

10 

Dewan, Torun; Hortala-Vallve, Rafael (2012): Policy Learning and Elections. In Political Science and Political 

Economy (1). 

Dominic Bergers (3/13/2020): Reference Discounts in Software Sales. Interview with Lars Bastian. Skype Meeting. 

Englich, Birte (2006): Blind or biased? Justitia's susceptibility to anchoring effects in the courtroom based on given 

numerical representations. In Law & Policy 28 (4), pp. 497–514. 

Englich, Birte; Mussweiler, Thomas (2001): Sentencing under uncertainty: Anchoring effects in the courtroom 1. In 

J Appl Soc Psychol 31 (7), pp. 1535–1551. 

Englich, Birte; Soder, Kirsten (2009): Moody experts---How mood and expertise influence judgmental anchoring. In 

Judgment and Decision Making 4 (1), p. 41. 

Enns, Peter K.; Kelly, Nathan J.; Morgan, Jana; Volscho, Thomas; Witko, Christopher (2014): Conditional status quo 

bias and top income shares: How US political institutions have benefited the rich. In The Journal of Politics 76 (2), 

pp. 289–303. 

Fassnacht, Martin; Nelius, Yorck; Szajna, Markus (2013): Preismanagement ist nicht immer ein Top-Thema bei 

Konsumgüterherstellern. In Sales Manag. Rev. 22 (9), pp. 58–70. DOI: 10.1365/s35141-013-0757-4. 

Fazlzadeh, Alireza; Mohammadi, Pegah; Sepehrfar, Abolfazl (2011): How Agency-Theoretic Factors Affect the 

Delegation of Pricing Authority to the Sales Force: An Empirical Study. In IJMS 3 (1), p. 66. DOI: 

10.5539/ijms.v3n1p66. 

Fernandez, Raquel; Rodrik, Dani (1991): Resistance to reform: Status quo bias in the presence of individual-specific 

uncertainty. In The American Economic Review, pp. 1146–1155. 

Frohmann, Frank (2018): Digitales Pricing. Strategische Preisbildung in der digitalen Wirtschaft mit dem 3-Level-

Modell /  Frank Frohmann. Weisbaden, Germany: Springer Gabler. 

Furnham, Adrian; Boo, Hua Chu (2011a): A literature review of the anchoring effect. In The Journal of Socio-

Economics 40 (1), pp. 35–42. 

Furnham, Adrian; Boo, Hua Chu (2011b): A Literature Review of the Anchoring Effect. In The Journal of Socio-

Economics 40 (1), pp. 35–42. DOI: 10.1016/j.socec.2010.10.008. 

Galinsky, Adam D.; Mussweiler, Thomas (2001): First offers as anchors: the role of perspective-taking and negotiator 

focus. In Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 81 (4), p. 657. 

Gerhart, Barry; Milkovich, George T. (1990): Organizational differences in managerial compensation and financial 

performance. In Academy of Management Journal 33 (4), pp. 663–691. 

Gilovich, Thomas; Griffin, Dale W.; Kahneman, Daniel (2013): Heuristics and Biases. The Psychology of Intuitive 

Judgment. 14th printing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Gonzalez‐Jensen, Margarita; Sadler, Norma (1997): Behind closed doors: Status quo bias in read aloud selections. In 

Equity and excellence in education 30 (1), pp. 27–31. 

Gupta, Nina; Shaw, Jason D. (1998): Let the evidence speak: financial incentives are effective!! In Compensation & 

Benefits Review 30 (2), pp. 26–32. 

Harrington, Christine; Smith, Walter (2017): College student interest in personal finance education. In Available at 

SSRN 2782788. 

Haynes, Robert S.; Pine, Randall C.; Fitch, H. Gordon (1982): Reducing accident rates with organizational behavior 

modification. In Academy of Management Journal 25 (2), pp. 407–416. 

Hermalin, Benjamin E. (1993): Managerial preferences concerning risky projects. In JL Econ. & Org. 9, p. 127. 

Herzwurm, G.; Krams, B.; Pietsch, W. (2010): Preisfindung von IT-Produkten durch retrograde Kalkulation. In 

Matthias Schumann (Ed.): Multikonferenz Wirtschaftsinformatik 2010. Göttingen, 23. - 25. Februar 2010. 

Göttingen: Universitätsverlag Göttingen c/o SUB Göttingen. 

Hoisl (2019): Produkte digital-first denken: Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden. 

Holmstrom, Bengt; Costa, Joan Ricart I. (1986): Managerial incentives and capital management. In The Quarterly 

Journal of Economics 101 (4), pp. 835–860. 



Error! Use the Home tab to apply Überschrift 1 to the text that you want to appear here. 

11 

Incentive Research Foundation (2017): Designing for Successes. Effective Design Patterns for Employee and Sales 

Programs. 

Ingram, Thomas N. (2015): Sales management. Analysis and decision making. 9. ed. New York, NY [u.a.]: Routledge. 

Jehle, Geoffrey A.; Reny, Philip J. (2011): Advanced microeconomic theory. Third edition. Harlow: Financial Times 

Prentice Hall. 

Jenkins Jr, G. Douglas; Mitra, Atul; Gupta, Nina; Shaw, Jason D. (1998): Are financial incentives related to 

performance? A meta-analytic review of empirical research. In Journal of Applied Psychology 83 (5), p. 777. 

John, George; Weitz, Barton (1989): Salesforce Compensation: An Empirical Investigation of Factors Related to Use 

of Salary versus Incentive Compensation. In Journal of Marketing Research 26 (1), p. 1. DOI: 10.2307/3172665. 

Kahneman, Daniel; Knetsch, Jack L.; Thaler, Richard H. (1991): Anomalies: The Endowment Effect, Loss Aversion, 

and Status Quo Bias. In The Journal of Economic Perspectives 5 (1), pp. 193–206. DOI: 10.2307/1942711. 

Kahneman, Daniel; Slovic, Paul; Tversky, Amos (1982): Judgment Under Uncertainty. Heuristics and Biases. 

Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Kahneman, Daniel; Tversky, Amos (1979): Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision Under Risk. In Econometrica: 

Journal of the Econometric Society, pp. 263–291. 

Kalyanaram, Gurumurthy; Winer, Russell S. (1995): Empirical generalizations from reference price research. In 

Marketing Science 14 (3_supplement), G161-G169. 

Kaplan, Todd R.; Ruffle, Bradley J. (2009): In search of welfare-improving gifts. In European Economic Review 53 

(4), pp. 445–460. 

Kienbaum (2018): Gehaltsstudie Führungskräfte und Spezialisten in Marketing und Vertrieb. 

Kim, Anita (2014): The curious case of self‐interest: Inconsistent effects and ambivalence toward a widely accepted 

construct. In Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour 44 (1), pp. 99–122. 

Kirstges, T. (2000): Marktanalyse Incentive-Reisen in Deutschland: Umfang, Motive und Organisationsformen: 

Society of Incentive & Travel Executives Foundation (SITE). Available online at 

https://books.google.de/books?id=Z6O6PgAACAAJ. 

Klein, Noreen H.; Oglethorpe, Janet E. (1987): Cognitive reference points in consumer decision making. In ACR 

North American Advances. 

Kosfeld, Michael; Neckermann, Susanne (2011): Getting more work for nothing? Symbolic awards and worker 

performance. In American Economic Journal: Microeconomics 3 (3), pp. 86–99. 

Krafft, Manfred (1995): Außendienstentlohnung im Licht der Neuen Institutionenlehre. Wiesbaden: Gabler Verlag; 

Imprint (Neue betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung, 212). 

Krafft, Manfred; Frenzen, Heiko; Jeck, Mirko S. (2002): Anreizsysteme: Wie Vertriebsteams entlohnt werden. In 

Absatzwirtschaft 45 (9), pp. 40–44. 

Kräkel, Matthias; Schöttner, Anja (2019): Delegating Pricing Authority to Sales Agents: The Impact of Kickbacks. In 

Management Science. DOI: 10.1287/mnsc.2019.3293. 

Larkin, Ian (2014): The Cost of High-Powered Incentives: Employee Gaming in Enterprise Software Sales. In Journal 

of Labor Economics 32 (2), pp. 199–227. DOI: 10.1086/673371. 

Lawler, Edward E. (1981): Pay and organization development: Addison-Wesley Reading, MA. 

Lawler, Edward E. (1990): Strategic pay: Aligning organizational strategies and pay systems: Jossey-Bass. 

Lichtenstein, Donald R.; Burton, Scot; Karson, Eric J. (1991): The Effect of Semantic Cues on Consumer Perceptions 

of Reference Price Ads. In J Consum Res 18 (3), p. 380. DOI: 10.1086/209267. 

Lo, Desmond; Dessein, Wouter; Ghosh, Mrinal; Lafontaine, Francine (2016): Price delegation and performance pay: 

Evidence from industrial sales forces. In The Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization 32 (3), pp. 508–544. 

Locke, Edwin A.; Feren, Dena B.; McCaleb, Vicki M.; Shaw, Karyll N.; Denny, Anne T. (1980): The relative 

effectiveness of four methods of motivating employee performance. In Changes in working life 363 (1), p. 388. 

Locke, Edwin A.; Shaw, Karyll N.; Saari, Lise M.; Latham, Gary P. (1981): Goal setting and task performance: 1969–

1980. In Psychological Bulletin 90 (1), p. 125. 



Error! Use the Home tab to apply Überschrift 1 to the text that you want to appear here. 

12 

Luhmann, Niklas (1977): Zweckbegriff und systemrationalität. Über die Funktion von Zwecken in sozialen Systemen. 

2. Aufl. Frankfurt (Main): Suhrkamp (Suhrkamp-Taschenbuch Wissenschaft, 12). 

Markham, Steven E.; Scott, K. Dow; McKee, Gail H. (2002): Recognizing good attendance: A longitudinal, quasi‐

experimental field study. In Personnel Psychology 55 (3), pp. 639–660. 

Mohamed, A.; Hauber, A.; Johnson, F.; Meddis, D.; Wagner, S. (2008): STATUS-QUO BIAS IN STATED-CHOICE 

STUDIES: IS IT REAL? PMC28. In Value in Health 11 (6). 

Mussweiler, Thomas (2001): The durability of anchoring effects. In European Journal of Social Psychology 31 (4), 

pp. 431–442. 

Nebel, Jacob M. (2015): Status quo bias, rationality, and conservatism about value. In Ethics 125 (2), pp. 449–476. 

Neis, Sascha (2008): Behavioral pricing. Implikationen für digitale Güter. Saarbrücken: VDM Verlag Dr. Müller. 

Northcraft, Gregory B.; Neale, Margaret A. (1987): Experts, Amateurs, and Real Estate: An Anchoring-and-

Adjustment Perspective on Property Pricing Decisions. In Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 

39 (1), pp. 84–97. DOI: 10.1016/0749-5978(87)90046-X. 

Plous, Scott (1989): Thinking the unthinkable: The effects of anchoring on likelihood estimates of nuclear war 1. In J 

Appl Soc Psychol 19 (1), pp. 67–91. 

Ritov, Ilana; Baron, Jonathan (1990): Reluctance to vaccinate: Omission bias and ambiguity. In J. Behav. Decis. 

Making 3 (4), pp. 263–277. 

Rosenstiel, Lutz von (1975): Die motivationalen Grundlagen des Verhaltens in Organisationen. Leistung und 

Zufriedenheit. Berlin: Duncker & Humblot (Wirtschaftspsychologische Schriften der Universitäten München und 

Augsburg, Band 2). 

Rouziès, Dominique; Coughlan, Anne T.; Anderson, Erin; Iacobucci, Dawn (2009): Determinants of Pay Levels and 

Structures in Sales Organizations. In Journal of Marketing 73 (6), pp. 92–104. DOI: 10.1509/jmkg.73.6.92. 

Samuelson, William; Zeckhauser, Richard (1988): Status Quo Bias in Decision Making. In J Risk Uncertainty 1 (1), 

pp. 7–59. DOI: 10.1007/BF00055564. 

Schröder, Manfred (2019): Solution Selling. Betriebssystem für den Vertrieb von erklärungsbedürftigen Lösungen. 1. 

Auflage 2019. Freiburg im Breisgau: Haufe-Lexware; Haufe (Haufe Fachbuch). 

Sears, David O.; Funk, Carolyn L. (1991): The role of self-interest in social and political attitudes. In : Advances in 

experimental social psychology, vol. 24: Elsevier, pp. 1–91. 

Selznick, Philip (2015): TVA and the grass roots. A study in the sociology of formal organization (classic reprint). 

[Place of publication not identified]: FORGOTTEN Books. 

Shapiro, C.; Varian, H. (1999): Information Rules. A Strategic Guide to the Netword Economy. Boston: Harvard 

Business School. 

Simon, Hermann; Fassnacht, Martin (2016): Preismanagement. Strategie, Analyse, Entscheidung, Umsetzung. 4., 

vollst. neu bearb. und erw. Aufl. Wiesbaden: Gabler (Lehrbuch). 

Simon, Hermann; Fassnacht, Martin (2019): Price Management. Strategy, Analysis, Decision, Implementation. Cham: 

Springer International Publishing. Available online at http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-99456-7. 

Skaggs, K. J.; Am Dickinson; O'Connor, K. A. (1992): The use of concurrent schedules to evaluate the effects of 

extrinsic rewards on "intrinsic motivation". In Journal of Organizational Behavior Management (1), pp. 45–83. 

Skiera, B.; Spann, M. (2002): Preisdifferenzierung im Internet. In Marcus Schögel (Ed.): Roadmap to E-Business. 

With assistance of Heinz Weinhold-Stünzi. St. Gallen: Thexis. 

Sorauren, Ignacio Falgueras (2000): Non-monetary incentives. In Business Ethics Quarterly 10 (4), pp. 925–944. DOI: 

10.5840/10.2307/3857840. 

Spiro, R. L.; Stanton, W. J.; Rich, G. A. (2007): Management of a Sales Force. Boston: McGraw Hill. 

Stajkovic, Alexander D.; Luthans, Fred (2003): Behavioral management and task performance in organizations: 

conceptual background, meta‐analysis, and test of alternative models. In Personnel Psychology 56 (1), pp. 155–194. 

Taylor, Terry A. (2002): Supply Chain Coordination Under Channel Rebates with Sales Effort Effects. In Management 

Science 48 (8), pp. 992–1007. DOI: 10.1287/mnsc.48.8.992.168. 



Error! Use the Home tab to apply Überschrift 1 to the text that you want to appear here. 

13 

Tversky, A.; Kahneman, D. (1974): Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases. In Science 185 (4157), 

pp. 1124–1131. DOI: 10.1126/science.185.4157.1124. 

Waldfogel, Joel (1993): The deadweight loss of Christmas. In The American Economic Review 83 (5), pp. 1328–1336. 

Wegener, Duane T.; Petty, Richard E.; Blankenship, Kevin L.; Detweiler-Bedell, Brian (2010): Elaboration and 

numerical anchoring: Implications of attitude theories for consumer judgment and decision making. In Journal of 

Consumer Psychology 20 (1), pp. 5–16. 

Wüstemann, Jens; Wüstemann, Sonja (2014): IFRS 15: Grundsätze für die Erfassung von Umsatzerlösen aus 

Verträgen mit Kunden. In Die Wirtschaftsprüfung: WPG 67 (18), pp. 929–937. 

Yadav, Manjit S.; Seiders, Kathleen (1998): Is the price right? Understanding contingent processing in reference price 

formation. In Empirical Generalizations in Retailing 74 (3), pp. 311–329. DOI: 10.1016/S0022-4359(99)80098-0. 

Young, Jason; Borgida, Eugene; Sullivan, John; Aldrich, John (1987): Personal agendas and the relationship between 

self-interest and voting behavior. In Social Psychology Quarterly, pp. 64–71. 

Zoltners, Andris A. (2006): Complete guide to sales force incentive compensation: Amacom. 

Zoltners, Andris A.; Sinha, Prabhakant; Zoltners, Greggor A. (2001): The complete guide to accelerating sales force 

performance: American Management Association. 

  



Error! Use the Home tab to apply Überschrift 1 to the text that you want to appear here. 

14 

Appendix 

Appendix A, figure 1: Detailed model of the 3x2x2x2 experimental design  

 

 

  Reference Discount  

in Software Sales Scenario 

  Non-existent Existent and high  

(ref. discount = 

86% 

Existent and low  

(ref. discount = 

25%) 

Sales 

Incentive 

Incentive Group 1 Group 7 Group 13 

No-incentive Group 2 Group 8 Group 14 

Tangible incentive Group 3 Group 9 Group 15 

Intangible incentive Group 4 Group 10 Group 16 

Monetary incentive Group 5 Group 11 Group 17 

Non-monetary 

incentive 

Group 6 Group 12 Group 18 

Appendix B, table 1: Existence/size of reference discount and type of sales incentive per 

participant group  

 

 

 

Decision for Present 

Discount Level 
 

Free input between 0 and 100% 

Reference Discount  

in Software Sales 

Scenario: 
 

a) Non-existent 
b) Existent and relatively 

high  
(reference discount = 

25%) 
c) Existent and relatively 

low  
(reference discount = 

86%) 

Sales Incentives 

H1 

H2 H3 H4 H5 

Incentive vs. 

no incentive 

on effect of 

reference 

discount 

Tangible vs. 

intangible 

incentive 

on effect of 
reference 

discount 
 

Monetary vs. 

non-monetary 

incentive 

on effect of 
reference 

discount 
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Appendix C, figure 2: Error bar plot: mean chosen discount (with 95% CI) for all levels 

of the sales incentive factor (incentive/no-incentive) and the reference discount 

 

 

  

No Reference Discount Existent and low Existent and high  
(A) (B) (C)  

Mean 

Standard 

Deviation Mean 

Standard 

Deviation Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 
 

Incentive 6.09 3.70 19.52 

A 

8.35 58.03 

A B 

11.84  

No-incentive 7.66 9.27 23.71 

A 

7.37 72.77 

A B 

25.21  

Tangible 

incentive 

8.08 15.40 17.91 

A 

15.41 46.00 

A B 

15.17  

Intangible 

incentive 

5.42 7.83 20.89 

A 

2.17 63.05 

A B 

20.46  

Monetary 

incentive 

7.28 11.78 13.68 4.46 42.91 

A B 

15.60  

Non-monetary 

incentive 

8.90 15.79 15.07 8.06 54.70 

A B 

13.78  

Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances. For each significant pair, the key of the smaller category appears in 

the category with the larger mean. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the 

Bonferroni correction.  

 

Appendix D, table 2: Means and standard deviations of the chosen discount for each 

group of subjects 
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Appendix E, figure 3: Error bar plot: mean chosen discount (with 95% CI) for two 

levels of the sales incentive factor (Incentive/No-incentive) and the reference discount 

(H2) 

 

 

 
Appendix F, figure 4: Error bar plot: mean chosen discount (with 95% CI) for two levels 

of the sales incentive (Tangible/Intangible) and the reference discount (H3) 
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Appendix G, figure 5: Error bar plot: mean chosen discount (with 95% CI) for two 

levels of the sales incentive (Monetary/Non-Monetary) and the reference discount (H4) 

 

 

 

 “Make final price decision” “Take part in 

price decision” 
Role List prices Discounts  Price 

promotions 

Executive Office  73 % 52 %  43 % 89 % 

Head of 

Finance/Controlling 

  1 %  1 % < 1 % 50 % 

Marketing manager   5 %  3 %   9 % 66 % 

Sales manager  15 % 34 %  39 % 81 % 

Head of Key Account 

Management 

< 1 %  5 %   4 % 45 % 

Appendix H, table 3: Share of different business roles in the pricing decision (Fassnacht 

et al. 2013); multiple answers possible 
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