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Abstract

We investigate whether organizations can shape work habits through monetary
incentives. Ina field experiment with 829 service technicians in 15 firms, we randomly
allocated half of the technicians in each firm to a treatment group receiving bonuses
for regularly performing sales activities for 12 weeks. We find a significant increase
in sales activities not only during but also after the incentive phase. Using data
from a post-experimental survey, we compare different behavioral channels. We
find no evidence for increased automaticity, human capital acquisition, or signals
about task priorities, but strong evidence for the role of acquired taste: Technicians
in the treatment group report higher levels of intrinsic motivation to perform sales
activities even after the incentive has been discontinued.
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1 Introduction

Due to ongoing technological advancements and evolving market conditions, job profiles
in organizations are subject to substantial change (Autor et al. 2024; Gibbs and Bazylik
2022; Berger et al. 2024; Boke et al. 2024). To encourage employees to adapt and assume
new tasks, firms continuously revise performance targets, incentive structures, and
training processes (Grabner and Moers 2013; Manthei, Sliwka and Vogelsang 2021; Buell,
Cai and Sandino 2022; Hyun et al. 2022; Grabe and Sliwka 2025). However, for behavioral
changes to have a lasting impact, they must persist even as the organization continues
to evolve. A potential pathway to ensure this persistence is by fostering habits that
integrate new behaviors into employees’ daily routines. In fact, psychological research
suggests that nearly half of our daily actions can be considered habitual (Wood, Quinn
and Kashy 2002; Wood and Neal 2009), and it is therefore not surprising that many jobs
involve a substantial share of routine tasks (Autor, Levy and Murnane 2003; Mihaylov
and Tijdens 2019). Despite the central role of routines in organizational functioning,
relatively little is known about how management control systems influence the formation
and persistence of work habits. Existing research on management controls has primarily
focused on direct control effects, while the broader literature on habit formation has
largely examined behaviors in non-work contexts, such as physical fitness and personal
finance — domains that are characterized by different motivational structures compared
to organizational settings (e.g. Buyalskaya et al. 2023; Charness and Gneezy 2009; Yang
and Long Lim 2018; Allcott and Rogers 2014).

In this paper, we investigate how firms can foster the formation of habits at work.
We follow a behavioral definition of habit formation, whereby habits are regularly
repeated behaviors that are insensitive to changes in the reward structure (Dickinson
1985; Gillan et al. 2015). For instance, if employees continue a behavior even after the
incentive is removed, this indicates that a habit has formed.! We study this question
in a field experiment with 829 employees in 15 technical service firms. These firms
provide on-site installation and maintenance services on behalf of a large multinational
company — hereinafter referred to as MultiCo. To understand how firms can support
habit formation in the workplace, we randomized the implementation of a temporary
monetary incentive that rewards sales-oriented behavior performed on a regular basis.
Technicians in the treatment group received a €100 bonus for generating at least one
sales lead per week over a period of four consecutive weeks. Sales leads are potential or
existing customers who have given their consent to be contacted regarding the purchase

1Other definitions include additional assumptions on the cognitive foundations of habits, such as
cue-response mechanisms (Mazar and Wood 2018; Wood and Riinger 2016) or (un-)conscious behaviors
(Verplanken and Orbell 2022). See Volpp and Loewenstein (2020) and Chapman and Gneezy (2024) for a
discussion regarding different definitions of habit formation.



of a specific product. The incentive was offered for 12 weeks, allowing treated employees
to earn up to €300 in total. The introduction of the bonus reflects a broader strategic shift
at MultiCo, which has expanded the job profile of technicians in response to increased
industry competition. One particular aspect that has become important to MultiCo is
advising clients about additional products and services sold by the firm. Given the
technical nature of employees’ primary tasks and their vocational education, getting
them to perform sales activities on a regular basis has been difficult in the past.

We investigate two key pre-registered hypotheses: (i) the temporary incentive enhances
task performance during its implementation, and (ii) its effects persist even after the
incentive expires. Additionally, we discuss and test several behavioral mechanisms
potentially driving behavioral persistence. For one, a behavioral shift may be due to
increased automaticity. That is, while prior to the intervention many employees were not
used to regularly talk to customers about potential sales, they now acquire the habit to
do so. As argued in a rich literature in psychology (see e.g. Wood, Quinn and Kashy
2002; Wood and Riinger 2016; Verplanken and Orbell 2022), the fact that an activity is
repeated frequently can lead to a certain automaticity of the behavior, i.e. humans may
tend to perform it unconsciously and "out of habit" rather than through deliberate choice.
As stressed in particular in a recent survey by Chapman and Gneezy (2024), temporary
incentives can also lead to a permanent shift in behavior due to taste acquisition: By
repeatedly engaging in a new task, people may learn to like it as they overcome initial
aversion to certain aspects of the task. In our context, as the temporary incentive
motivates technicians to perform sales activities more often, they may learn to like
customer interactions and continue to do so after the incentive has been discontinued.
Another related channel is human capital formation: By repeatedly performing a task,
employees learn from experience, which reduces the costs of effort in the future (Stigler
and Becker 1977; Becker and Murphy 1988). In comparison to taste acquisition, the
employees’ motivation for the task itself remains unchanged, but the task becomes easier
to perform due to better knowledge about it. Finally, the temporary incentive can also
provide direction, as it may credibly reveal that their employer considers sales activities
to be a promotable task or an important aspect of the overall strategy of the firm. This,
in turn, may encourage employees to engage more persistently in these activities, for
instance due to career concerns (Holmstrom 1999, 2017). In a similar vein, the literature
on strategy surrogation shows that employees use incentivized measures as a surrogate
for the overall strategy of the firm, which can also have negative consequences (Choi,
Hecht and Tayler 2012, 2013).



In line with our pre-registered hypotheses, we find a significant increase in sales leads
not only during but also after the incentive phase. Using a post-experimental survey we
compare the potential mechanisms of habit formation laid out in the above. We find
consistent evidence for the role of acquired taste: Technicians in the treatment group
report a significantly higher level of intrinsic motivation for sales activities after the
incentive has been discontinued compared to those in the control group. Moreover, we
observe a similar pattern for another customer-oriented task. It thus appears that the
temporary incentive indeed had persistent performance effects because it led technicians
to "learn to like" customer interactions and, in turn, achieve more sales. Further analyses
show that the increase in sales activities did not reduce customer satisfaction. Despite
the large upfront bonus payments for generating sales leads during the incentive phase,
a back-of-the-envelope calculation suggests that the intervention led to a profit increase
already within a few months after the end of the incentive phase.

Our contribution to the literature is twofold. First, we complement the rich literature
on incentives in organizations.” By showing that even temporary monetary incentives
can be used to permanently align individual preferences and company goals, we
underline the power of habits for organizational functioning. Previous studies on
interventions targeting habit formation have focused on non-work behaviors such as
exercise, commuting and health-related behaviors (Charness and Gneezy 2009; Larcom,
Rauch and Willems 2017; Yang and Long Lim 2018; Allcott and Rogers 2014; Royer,
Stehr and Sydnor 2015; Acland and Levy 2015; Gertler et al. 2018; Celhay et al. 2019;
Gallani 2023). Second, our study also contributes to the debate on whether and where
monetary incentives can undermine intrinsic motivation Frey and Oberholzer-Gee 1997;
Gneezy and Rustichini 2000a,b; Kunz and Pfaff 2002; Bénabou and Tirole 2003; Sliwka
2007). To the best of our knowledge, our study is the first to provide (field) experimental
evidence showing that monetary incentives can foster taste acquisition at the workplace
(Chapman and Gneezy 2024; Loewenstein and Angner 2003) and thus increase intrinsic
motivation after the corresponding incentive has been removed.

The remainder is structured as follows. Section 2 details the theoretical background.
Section 3 and 4 describe the setting and the experimental design. Section 5 provides
results on the temporary incentive effect and the underlying mechanism. Section 6

presents additional results on customer satisfaction and profit. Section 7 concludes.

2For surveys see, e.g., Prendergast (1999), Bandiera, Barankay and Rasul (2011), Lazear (2018),Mahlen-
dorf and Vogelsang (2024).



2 Theoretical Background

As market conditions and technology evolve, companies must adjust their strategies,
which often requires new skills and behavioral adaptions from employees. Such
transformations require realignment with updated company goals, presenting managers
with new challenges as they seek to guide and motivate employees. Beyond skill
development, employees need clear guidance regarding expected behaviors and, in
particular, the motivation to embrace these changes (Merchant and Van der Stede 2017).
One way to address these challenges is through monetary incentives. It has often been
argued that monetary incentives can effectively be used to align employee actions with
company objectives. For instance, incentives can motivate employees by rewarding
task completion (Ross 1973; Holmstrom 1979; Eisenhardt 1989) or provide direction by
highlighting priority tasks (Manthei, Sliwka and Vogelsang 2023). Numerous empirical
studies have indeed shown that monetary incentives can raise performance during the
period they are made available (e.g. Lazear 2000; Casas-Arce and Martinez-Jerez 2009;
Friebel et al. 2017; Eyring and Narayanan 2018). In line with these findings, we expect
that the temporary incentive leads to an upward shift in performance in the incentivized

task during the time it is in place.

H1: The monetary incentive increases performance in the incentivized task during

the incentive period.

Although the short-run effectiveness of monetary incentives is rarely disputed, it is
not clear whether the long-term effect of temporary incentives is positive, neutral, or
even negative. A key concern is crowding-out effects (Deci 1971; Lepper, Greene and
Nisbett 1973; Deci, Koestner and Ryan 1999; Gneezy and Rustichini 20004,b), where
removing incentives lowers engagement below pre-incentive levels, for instance, due
to reduced intrinsic motivation or detrimental effects on norms of behavior.> In a
workplace context, Alfitian, Sliwka and Vogelsang (2024), for instance, have recently
shown that an incentive for perfect attendance backfired because it shifted social norms,

making absenteeism more acceptable.* But notably, for a crowding-out effect to occur,

3In their review on the long-term effects of monetary incentives, Gneezy, Meier and Rey-Biel (2011)
discuss two pathways towards a crowding-out effect: First, incentives can change the perceived locus of
causality, i.e., an employee’s intrinsic motivation to engage in a task is replaced by the external incentive
(e.g. De Charms 1968; Huffman and Bognanno 2018; Brink, Lowe and Victoravich 2013). The second class
of mechanisms encompasses signaling effects, where monetary incentives signal to the employee that a
task is more difficult or less desirable than previously thought (Bénabou and Tirole 2003; Sliwka 2007;
Cardinaels and Yin 2015; Danilov and Sliwka 2017).

“In a similar vein, a large literature on the incentives for whistle-blowing shows that rewards alter the
perception of reporting financial misconduct from a (moral) obligation to act for one’s own personal gain,
which in turn reduces whistle-blowing in some situations (Brink, Lowe and Victoravich 2013; Berger,
Perreault and Wainberg 2017; Andon et al. 2018).



there must be a high level of intrinsic motivation or a strong social norm associated
with the task at the outset. For novel or newly prioritized tasks this, however, appears
unlikely. Instead, we argue that for such tasks providing temporary incentives may help
employees to align their attitude towards the behavior desired by the employer, as we
will explain in the following.

Generally speaking, if a behavior persists after the initial incentive has been removed,
this is often broadly defined as habit formation (Dickinson 1985). The underlying processes
behind this behavioral pattern can be very diverse. To organize potential mechanisms
for habit formation (see Volpp and Loewenstein (2020) or Chapman and Gneezy (2024)
for recent reviews), we classify them according to the amount of cognitive deliberation
that is involved in the action. On the end points of this continuum, we consider actions
that are either automatic — which describes actions that are effortless, intuitive or even

subconscious — or deliberate — which involves strategic and effortful thinking (see Figure
1).2

Automatic Cognitive Deliberation Deliberate
- Taste Human L
Automaticity Acquisition Capital Direction

Figure 1: Potential Mechanisms for Habit Formation

Automaticity: A key component of many psychological definitions of habit formation
is automaticity (Wood, Quinn and Kashy 2002; Verplanken and Orbell 2003; Wood
and Riinger 2016). According to Mazar and Wood (2018), automatic habits are "goal-
independent, unconscious, efficient, fast, and stimulus-driven" (p. 92). Behaviors that
are often cited in these contexts are exercise and health-related (e.g. Charness and
Gneezy 2009; Royer, Stehr and Sydnor 2015; Buyalskaya et al. 2023; Gallani 2023). Even
if there was an initial conscious rationale behind some behaviors, they are often later on
part of a subconscious routine that requires little to no reflection to be executed. Applied
to the setting we study, consider a technician who receives multiple work assignments
per day that require to install or troubleshoot specific technical equipment at the end-
customer’s home. Given that the technicians have repeated these processes hundreds of
times, they have a standard routine that they follow for every work assignment. When

these technicians now receive an incentive to also ask customers whether they may be

>Our classification maps well with the causes for management control problems described in Merchant
and Van der Stede (2017) An automatic response (automaticity) corresponds to avoiding the control
problem through automation. The remaining mechanisms correspond to each of the causes of the control
problem, i.e. motivational problems (taste acquisition), personal limitations (human capital) and a lack of
direction (direction).



interested in other products and services, they will likely initially do so to get the reward.
However, over time this behavior may become part of their work routine. In this case,
the technician at one point may no longer consciously engage with the customer in
the hopes of generating a sales lead, but merely because it is part of their unconscious
routine.

Taste Acquisition: Following Chapman and Gneezy (2024), habits may also be formed
as a result of taste acquisition. That is, continuous repetition of a behavior may lead a
person to change their preferences towards the said behavior in a positive way. As a
result, people consider the behavior to be more intrinsically rewarding.® In contrast to
automaticity, taste acquisition is a more deliberate process, because it often requires
overcoming a certain level of personal resistance and once a preference shift has been
realized the activity is pursued deliberately. Returning to our example, when a high
monetary incentive leads the technicians to engage with customers more frequently, it
may enable them to discover the positive side of customer interaction (Melchionne 2007;
Loewenstein and Angner 2003).

Human Capital: While taste acquisition is focused on people changing their motiva-
tional stance towards a particular activity, it is further possible that the incentive leads
to an increase in human capital either through stronger incentives to acquire knowledge
or through learning-by-doing. As employees gather new skills through continuous
practice, it becomes easier for them to engage in the behavior in the future (Arrow 1962;
Becker 1965; Wyatt and Frick 2010; Manthei, Sliwka and Vogelsang 2021).” Note that in
contrast to the previous mechanism, the long-term effect of the incentive is driven by an
increase in knowledge and skills, while the underlying motivation remains unchanged.
For example, when technicians receive monetary incentives for generating sales leads,
they may be more motivated to engage with learning materials that enhance their
approach. Similarly, as they gain experience in customer service, their conversational
skills evolve, leading to improved customer satisfaction ratings and more sales (see
Westermann, Bedard and Earley (2015) for an application in auditing).

Direction: Finally, it is possible that the temporary incentive system sends a signal
about the firms priorities or overall strategy. In the spirit of Holmstrom (2017), “Putting
money behind a measure conveys a stronger message of what is expected” (p. 1772),
it is possible that technicians infer from the bonus for sales activities that engaging in

®This mechanism is similar to the one presented in Gallani (2023) who posits that doctors who were
socially pressured into washing their hands more often, now perceive hand-washing as a part of their
professional identity. While the outcome state is similar to our setting (internalization of a new behavior
as a result of externally induced repetition), the mechanism in Gallani (2023) is based on social learning
rather than one’s own experience with the target behavior.

This explanation for habit formation is also reflected in classical models of consumer habits in
economics (Becker and Murphy 1988; Stigler and Becker 1977). According to these models, past frequency
of the behavior increases the stock of “consumption capital” (Becker and Murphy 1988, p. 667).



sales behavior is of high importance for the firm. In turn, such behavior can then appear
more relevant for career progression and wage increases, in line with the classical model
of career concerns (Holmstrom 1999). Similarly, the incentive might act as a surrogate
measure that represents a broader strategic shift of the company (Choi, Hecht and
Tayler 2012, 2013; Wang, Cheng and Chang 2023). In summary, we argue that temporary
incentives can lead to habit formation in the workplace and we test each of the presented
mechanisms and alternative explanations for a persistent behavioral shift using data

from a post-experimental survey.

H2: The monetary incentive increases performance in the incentivized task after the

incentive has been discontinued.

3 Institutional Setting

Our sample consists of all active technicians from 15 medium-sized technical service
firms who install and maintain products and services on behalf of MultiCo. MultiCo
both employs its own technicians and works with these service firms as sub-contractors.
MultiCo’s field of work is sub-divided into regions. Individual employees at the
subcontractors are typically assigned to specific local areas within a region. While a few
assignments can be performed remotely, most of the work is done at the client’s site.
Therefore, interaction between team members is very limited.

To leverage technicians” customer contact, MultiCo has increasingly instructed techni-
cians to use customer visits as an opportunity to promote and sell additional products
and services. While a few products can be provided directly from the technician’s mobile
inventory, the larger volume is processed by MultiCo’s customer service. If a customer
is interested in additional products or services, employees create a sales lead that is
handled by MultiCo’s customer service. If the customer service agent manages to sell an
additional product to the customer, the lead is considered successful and the technician
who created the lead receives a commission for the successful sale. Employees have
access to a list that shows which products are incentivized and how large the commission
for a specific product is. Products with a higher profit margin are also leading to higher
commissions.® As the processing of generated sales leads and actual sales do not occur

immediately after the customer visit, there may be substantial time lags until a bonus

8Commissions can range from less than €10 to up to €175 per product sold. A single sales lead can
result in the sale of more than one product. On average, 38.71% of sales leads during the pre-period are
successful. The average commission earned from each successful sales lead for an incentivized product is
€22 in that time frame.



payout occurs. Commissions for successful leads prior to the experiment are typically
paid out within eight weeks, with 75% issued during that time frame. However, certain
products and services have longer wait times due to their complexity or the need for
extensive paperwork.

To support the service employees in identifying sales opportunities and approaching
the customers, MultiCo offered online sales trainings to all employees before and at the
time of the experiment. Training sessions took place outside of regular working hours.’
However, neither the existing bonus scheme for successful sales nor the online trainings

led to a substantial increase in technician’s sales activities.

4 Experimental Design and Data

We randomize the implementation of a temporary bonus scheme to foster regular sales
activities among technicians. Employees in the treatment group receive a bonus of €100
for generating at least one sales lead per week for four consecutive weeks. Importantly,
different from the existing sales commission scheme (which remains in place), the sales
lead in this new temporary bonus scheme does not have to be successful for employees
to receive the bonus. The intervention runs for twelve weeks, such that employees can
receive the bonus up to three times, resulting in a bonus of up to €300.0 After the
end of the twelve week intervention period, we observe individuals for a twelve week
post-intervention period in order to assess if there is a persistent behavioral change
regarding the reporting of sales leads.!!

The experiment started in March 2023. Employees were informed up to 1.5 weeks
prior to the experiment.!?> We randomly assigned 923 individual employees (from the
total of 15 firms) to treatment and control groups using stratified randomization based
on the employee’s company and their own previously reported sales leads (dummy
equal to one if they would have received at least one bonus in the last 12 full weeks and
zero otherwise, and a dummy equal to one if they reported sales leads since October

2022 and zero otherwise). Hence, we randomize treatment assignment within firms to

?As only few employees took up the offer, the training sessions were temporarily discontinued around
one month after the start of the experiment.

10A service technician receives a gross wage of around €2,900 per month. Thus, they can get around
3.4% extra through the incentive.

For fairness reasons so that no employee is disadvantage based on the random assignment, technicians
in the control group also receive the new bonus scheme for twelve weeks. This period started two weeks
after the end of the post-intervention period.

12Please see Figures 4 to 6 in the Appendix for the wording of the email announcements for the
respective groups.



be unaffected by potential differences in firm-specific time trends. To assure that we
consider only employees who benefit from the bonus, we restrict our primary analyses
to the 829 employees who remained in the firm until the end of the post-intervention
period.'?

As Table 1 shows, the sample is well balanced with respect to our main outcomes and
across firms. Service technicians in the incentive group as well as the control group
report around 1.3 sales leads per week on average in the pre-period 0.5 of which were
successful on average. Also, the regularity with which sales leads are reported is not
statistically significantly different between groups. In both groups, the average employee
would have received about 0.5 bonuses in the pre-period if the scheme had been in place

already at this point in time.

13A5 Table 6 in the Appendix shows, there is no evidence for selective attrition based on time or prior
sales performance. The table shows that 9.8% of service technicians in the incentive group and 10.6%
in den control group left their firm until the end of the post-intervention period. During the incentive
phase, 4.6% (incentive group) and 4.8% (control group) left their employer. In the first four weeks after
the incentive phase, 1.3% and 0.6% left (p-value=0.313).

10



Table 1: Balance Check

Incentive Group Control Group
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. p-value

Weekly Leads Pre 1.271 1.741 1.333 1.981 0.637
Weekly Succ. Leads Pre 0.503 0.751 0.504 0.729 0.981
Bonuses Pre 0.493 0.694 0.525 0.712 0.504
Company 1 0.053 0.224 0.048 0.215 0.770
Company 2 0.075 0.263 0.080 0.271 0.772
Company 3 0.022 0.146 0.027 0.161 0.639
Company 4 0.149 0.357 0.128 0.335 0.388
Company 5 0.053 0.224 0.053 0.225 0.980
Company 6 0.082 0.274 0.094 0.293 0.519
Company 7 0.137 0.344 0.140 0.348 0.887
Company 8 0.031 0.174 0.029 0.168 0.853
Company 9 0.058 0.233 0.063 0.243 0.750
Company 10 0.050 0.219 0.051 0.220 0.981
Company 11 0.058 0.233 0.051 0.220 0.664
Company 12 0.123 0.328 0.126 0.332 0.885
Company 13 0.038 0.193 0.036 0.187 0.871
Company 14 0.022 0.146 0.024 0.154 0.804
Company 15 0.050 0.219 0.048 0.215 0.891
Observations 416 413 829

Note: This table reports summary statistics separately for treatment and control group. Additionally, we
report p-values for t-tests comparing the means of the continuous variables and test of proportions for the
dummy variables, respectively. The table is based on out balanced sample, i.e. only including individuals
who are still there at the end of our observation period.

5 Results

5.1 Effect on Sales Leads

To investigate the effect of our bonus intervention on the technicians” behavior, we first
examine the number of reported sales leads over the span of our observation period.
Figure 2 depicts the number of sales leads for the treatment and control group from the
beginning of 2023 until the end of the post-intervention period.

11
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Figure 2: Sales Leads over Time

Note: This graph plots the number of sales leads by treatment group over the weeks since the incentive
start (first week with incentive is week 1). The graph starts with the beginning of 2023. The red line at
week 0 marks the last week before the start of the incentive phase. The employees were already informed
about the upcoming bonus during week -1. The red line in week 12 marks the last week of the incentive
phase. We use the balanced panel, i.e. only include individuals who are still there at the end of our
observation period.

As Figure 2 shows, there is a rather sharp increase in reported sales leads in the
treatment group when the treatment is implemented '* and the number of reported leads
stays larger in the treatment than in the control group during the 12 week treatment
phase. But the number of reported leads also tends to be higher on average even after
the end of this period.

Column (1) in Table 2 shows the results of difference-in-differences regression of
the number of sales leads on a treatment dummy during the intervention and post-
intervention periods. We see a strong effect of the incentive during the incentive period.
The treatment increases the number of sales leads per employee by around 0.4 on average
per week, which corresponds to a 30% increase relative to the pre-period average of 1.3
sales leads per week. The effect is smaller in magnitude but still sizeable and significant
in the post-intervention period.'

l4Recall that the treatment was announced about 1.5 weeks before the bonus was active which started
to be payoff relevant in week 1. There seems to be an anticipatory effect already in week 0 which may be
the result of technicians already trying out how to approach customers about additional services before
the actual start of the incentive period.

5The difference between the effect in the incentive and post-incentive period is significant (Wald-test
p-value=0.014).

12



Table 2: Effect on Number of (Successful) Sales Leads

Successful
Sales Leads;; Leads;;
(1) )
Treat; X Incentive; 0.396*** 0.084**
(0.073) (0.035)
Treat; X Post Incentive; 0.197** 0.067*
(0.100) (0.038)
p-value Inc=Post 0.014 0.569
Time Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Individual Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Clustered at Individual Individual
Number of Clusters 829 829
Observations 27,357 27,357
Adjusted R-squared 0.565 0.409

Note: This table reports results of a difference-in-differences regression of the number of reported sales
leads (column 1) or successful sales leads (column 2) on being part of the treatment group, i.e. incentive
group, during as well as after the incentive phase in comparison to the pre-incentive phase. The data is
on the individual-week level. The regression is based on the balanced panel, i.e. only include individuals
who are still active for the firm at the end of our observation period. We include individual as well as
week fixed effect. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level, and reported in parentheses. * p <
0.1, **p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

As the technicians received the bonus for reported sales leads independent of the
success of these sales leads, it is conceivable that technicians simply increase the number
of reported sales leads even when these customers do not have an intention to buy
further products or services. However, as column (2) in Table 2 shows, the treatment
also increased the number of successful sales leads per technician and week on average
by 0.084, which is around 16.8% in comparison to the pre-period mean of 0.5 successful
sales leads. Again the coefficient is somewhat smaller for the post-intervention period
but technicians reported sales leads still lead to 0.067 or about 13% more successful sales
even after the monetary incentive has expired.!® Thus, while not each additional sales
lead generated through the incentive is successful, the incentive also translates into a

sizable increase in successful sales leads during and after the incentive phase.!”

16The percentage of successful sales leads in the treatment group during the post-period is 38.84%.
The average commission earned per successful sales lead for an incentivized product in this timeframe is
€22.51. Thus, there is only a very slight change compared to the pre-period, which had 38.71% successful
sales leads and an average commission of €22.

7Table 7 in the Appendix shows the results when including all service technicians we initially randomly
assigned. Their number of sales leads is reported as 0 for the weeks in which they were no longer able to
report sales leads.
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We further investigated whether the incentive for regularly reporting sales leads not
only increased the number of (successful) sales leads but also their regularity. To test
that, we also consider the number of bonuses a technician would have received (i.e.
when all had been part of the bonus group all the time; that is the number of consecutive
four week periods with a sales lead in each) as well as the number of weeks with at least
one sales lead as outcome variables. Table 8 in the Appendix shows the results. While
the number of bonuses a technician would have received only significantly increases
during the incentive period, the number of weeks with at least one sales lead increases
both during the incentive as well as the post-intervention period. Thus, even though
technicians do not seem to try anymore to reach exactly four weeks in a row with sales
leads, they still create sales leads more regularly. Overall, we find evidence for habit
formation in response to temporary incentives that is persistent beyond the incentive

period. Thus, our results support HI and H2.

5.2 Mechanisms

To understand the behavioral mechanisms underlying our findings, we conducted a
survey during the post intervention phase. The survey contains a set of items for each
of the potential behavioral channels described in Section 2, namely, automaticity, taste
acquisition, human capital formation, or direction.

We used the automaticity subscale of the self-reported habit index (Verplanken and
Orbell 2003) as a measure for automaticity.'® To assess taste acquisition we use a common
measure of intrinsic motivation for a task using three items from the interest/enjoyment
sub-scale of the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (Ryan, Mims and Koestner 1983) adapted
to the sales task.!” In order to assess treatment effects on human capital acquisition,
we conducted a short quiz to test the employees” knowledge about sales activities.
All questions were based on existing training material of the firm that was regularly

used to teach technicians how to effectively generate promising sales leads.”’ Finally,

¥Ttems are: "Talking about additional services/products when visiting customers is something ... "

1. "... I do automatically”, 2. "... I do without having to consciously remember", 3. "... I do without
thinking"4. "... Istart doing before I realize I'm doing it" (Scale: 1 (do not agree at all) - 7 (Fully agree);
Cronbach’s Alpha: @ = 0.91).

Yltems are: "Talking about additional services/products when visiting customers is something ..." 1.

"

. that gives me great pleasure”, 2. "...that I enjoy ", 3. (reversed) "... thatI find boring" (Cronbach’s
Alpha: a = 0.70)

2We measure that using five closed-ended questions regarding how to generate sales leads, e.g. "To
make sure the customer doesn’t feel pressured into making a purchase, I can use phrases like "Should we
take a look?" or "Should we try this?"
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we measured the perceived importance of sales activities to determine whether the
temporary incentives provided technicians with direction on work priorities expected of
them. These questions capture, for instance, whether technicians perceive sales activities

to have a high priority for managers or the firm in general.21

Table 3: Summary Statistics for Survey Responses

Incentive Group Control Group
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Automaticity Index 4.749 1.839 4.541 1.768
Intrinsic Motivation 4.755 1.752 4.231 1.526
Knowledge 3.481 1.032 3.476 1.024
Perceived Importance 5.594 1.432 5.359 1.399

Note: This table reports summary statistics for the survey responses. Responses for items on automaticity,
intrinsic motivation, and perceived importance are measured on Likert scales ranging from 1 (lowest) to 7
(highest). For each construct, we calculate the mean of all corresponding items. Knowledge is assessed as
the number of correct answers in a short quiz consisting of five questions.

We sent the survey to all service technicians active at that time (4 weeks after the end
of the incentive phase). Note that the survey specifically asks about the technicians’
experiences in the last two weeks, i.e., only in the post-treatment period. The survey was
distributed to all active technicians from 12 out of 15 companies.?” Participants were
paid a participation fee (€8) conditional on completing the survey. The response rate
was around 30%.2 We do not find that the share of survey participation differs between
treatment and control group (p-value = 0.754). Table 3 shows descriptive statistics for
the four measures for the treatment and control group respectively.

Table 4 presents the regression results where the standardized survey constructs are
regressed on the treatment dummy. We do not find significant effects of the treatment
on perceived automaticity in behavior, the direction through the incentive that sales is

an important task, or human capital acquisition. However, we find a significantly higher

Z1The items are: "Talking about additional services/products when visiting customers is something
..."1."... that my boss expects of me", 2. "... that is one of the important tasks of my job", 3. "... thatis
demanded of me" (Cronbach’s Alpha: « = 0.67)

22Due to legal regulations, each firm had to grant the research team the authority to directly contact
their employees. While 12 of them agreed, the remaining 3 firms did not allow us to send out the surveys.
Given that the firms that declined their participation are among the smallest firms in the sample (we
contacted 92% of all technicians in our sample) and as treatment assignment was randomized within
firms, we do not consider this a threat to validity.

Z3However, not all participants answered every item. See Table 9 in the Appendix for results based
only on participants who answered every item.
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level of intrinsic motivation for sales activities in the incentive group. In line with recent
ideas, such as those in Chapman and Gneezy (2024), the monetary incentives appear
to have led employees to acquire a taste for the target behavior, which persisted even
beyond the incentive period.

Table 4: Survey Results

Taste Human
Automaticity; Acquisition; Capital; Direction;
1) () 3) 4)
Treat; 0.115 0.315** 0.005 0.166
(0.127) (0.126) (0.126) (0.126)
Observations 248 245 253 252
R-squared 0.003 0.025 0.000 0.007

Note: This table presents the results of a regression analysis examining the effect of being in the treatment
group (i.e., the incentive group) on measures of Automaticity, Taste Acquisition, Human Capital and
Direction. Automaticity is measured using the four Items from the Automaticity sub-scale of the
Self-Reported Habit Index in Verplanken and Orbell (2003). Taste acquisition is measured using three
items from the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory by Ryan, Mims and Koestner (1983). Human Capital is
measured using a quiz consisting of four questions based on MultiCo’s training material. Direction is
measured using three items assessing the perceived importance of the task. Questions are answered on
a scale from 1 = "fully disagree" to 7 = "fully agree". An exception is our measure for human capital,
where the answers are always "yes" or "no". All measures are calculated as the means of all items, which
are standardized using z-scores. The data is at the individual level. There are slight differences in the
number of observations across the constructs, as not all survey participants answered every item. Robust
standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

To test this taste acquisition channel further, we can make use of additional survey
items about technicians’ preferences for another customer-oriented task, namely calling
customers before visiting them. Employees are strongly encouraged to contact the
customer prior to the appointment to personally introduce themselves to the customer
and to get a better understanding of their issue. We indeed observe a similar increase in

intrinsic motivation for contacting customers before the visit.*

Therefore, this findings
suggest that temporary incentives even created spillover effects on other customer
oriented tasks. This supports the view that many technicians initially viewed the sales
task more as a nuisance. The monetary incentive then provided material incentives to
perform the task and seek out customer contact at a regular frequency. In turn, this
seems to have led a sufficient number of technicians to realize that customer contact can

be enjoyable.

24Gee Table 10 in the Appendix.
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While the treatment coefficients in the regressions for the automaticity and direction
measures are statistically insignificant, the point estimates are not sufficiently small
to rule out the relevance of these mechanisms altogether. But concerning the direction
channel, it is important to note that the respective survey responses show that employees
are well aware at the outset that sales has a strong priority: As Table 3 shows, even
employees in the control group rate the perceived importance of the sales task as rather
high, with a mean of 5.4 on a scale from 1 (lowest) to 7 (highest). Thus, a lack of
understanding of the task’s importance appears unlikely to explain why employees do

not engage more in sales activities in the first place.

6 Further Results

6.1 Customer Feedback

We conducted additional analyses on two further aspects: customer satisfaction and
sales profit. Although we did not formulate specific hypotheses regarding these aspects,
they are essential for evaluating the success of this bonus scheme. While our incentives
increase the number of sales leads, they may also lead to dissatisfaction of customers
in case they feel overly pressured into agreeing to talk about additional products and
services. Hence, we analyze the effect of our incentive on customer satisfaction ratings
of the technicians’ visits. After the technicians complete their visit, customers receive an
automated feedback request by MultiCo where they are asked to rate the technicians
visit on a five-star rating scale ranging from 1 star (worst) to 5 stars (best).

Table 5 shows the results of a difference-in-differences regression of customer ratings
on being in the incentive group during the incentive period or in the post-intervention
period. We do not find a decrease in the average star rating for the visits. If anything,
the coefficient is even positive albeit insignificant (column (1)). The number of visits that
received the lowest rating is even marginally significantly reduced during the incentive
phase (column (2)). However, also the coefficient for the number of five star ratings
is negative but insignificant (column (3)). Thus, overall we do not find evidence for a

change in customer satisfaction due to the incentive scheme.
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Table 5: Effect on Customer Satisfaction Ratings

Number Lowest Number Top
Star Rating;, Rating;, Rating;,
(1) (2) 3)
Treat; X Incentive; 0.040 -0.021% -0.104
(0.029) (0.012) (0.073)
Treat; X Post Incentive; 0.014 -0.009 -0.108
(0.028) (0.014) (0.083)
p-value Inc=Post 0.365 0.337 0.959
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Time Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Individual Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Clustered at Individual Individual Individual
Number of Clusters 783 783 783
Observations 19,693 19,693 19,693
Adjusted R-squared 0.290 0.148 0.310

Note: This table reports results of a difference-in-differences regression of the customer satisfaction rating
(column (1)), number of lowest possible ratings (column (2)) or number of highest possible ratings (column
(3)) on being part of the treatment group, i.e. incentive group, during as well as after the incentive phase
in comparison to the pre-incentive phase. The data is on the individual-week level. The regression is
based on the balanced panel, i.e. only include individuals who are still there at the end of our observation
period. We control for the share of being on-time and fulfilling the task of the individual in the week.
Furthermore, we include individual as well as week fixed effect. Standard errors are clustered at the
individual level, and reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

6.2 Profit

A natural question to assess the success of the incentive scheme is whether the increase
in the number of successful sales leads can offset the additional costs for the bonuses
and lead to higher profits. To explore this, we estimate the monthly net profits generated
by a technician as total value added of the products sold based on sales leads reported
by this technicians in this month (also if the actual sale was later in time) subtracting the
total commission paid for the sales leads in that month. Profit margins are based on a
simplified report we received from MultiCo.

Figure 3 shows the percentage change in profits relative to the January profits
separately for incentive and control group over time. As the Figure shows, the incentive
group generates lower profits during the incentive phase as the costs of the incentive
scheme outweigh the benefits during this phase. In the post-incentive period, however,
the incentive group tends to generate larger profits as technicians in the treatment group
continue to provide more successful sales leads as already shown above, but the firm no
longer has to pay the additional bonus payments.?®> By a simple back-of-the-envelope

BFor regression results, see Table 11 in the Appendix.
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Figure 3: Sales Profit over Time

Note: This graph plots the sales profit change in percent by treatment group over the calendar months of
2023. The profit is normalized such that the profit is the same for both groups in January (month 1). The
red line at month 2 marks the last month before the start of the incentive phase. The red line in month 5
marks the last month of the incentive phase. We use the balanced panel, i.e. only include individuals
who are still there at the end of our observation period.

calculation the break-even point is attained in month 8. As the control group received
bonuses starting at the beginning of September (month 9), we cannot observe how long
the positive effect on profit lasts. However, as it appears very unlikely that crowding-out
effects occur with a strong time lag the temporary bonus is very likely to be profitable

overall.

7 Conclusion

We present evidence showing that workplace habits can be shaped through temporary
monetary incentives. In our setting, employees continued to perform a task at a higher
intensity even after the temporary incentive was removed. Thus, our findings comple-
ment prior research on the long-term effects of temporary incentives and management
controls in general. While the previous literature has stressed the danger that monetary

rewards may crowd out intrinsic motivation, we show that incentives can also lead to a
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"crowding-in" of task motivation at the workplace. We furthermore provide evidence
supporting the role of taste acquisition (Chapman and Gneezy 2024) in this process:
when monetary incentives motivate employees to perform a task more frequently, they
may learn to like it and then perform it without further external reinforcement.

It is important to note that these results do not contradict previous findings on
potential detrimental effects of temporary incentives. The results rather suggest that
one should consider the prior task motivation or existing social norms. As laid out
in the above, previous studies documenting detrimental effects of incentives typically
investigated settings in which intrinsic motivation was rather high at the outset (Deci
1971; Gneezy and Rustichini 20004,b) or there were strong prior favorable social norms
(Alfitian, Sliwka and Vogelsang 2024). When this is the case, detrimental effects indeed
appear more likely to occur as there is more scope to reduce the level of intrinsic
motivation or damage social norms of behavior. Our results show, however, that for
tasks with relatively low levels of prior engagement the opposite can hold. While
we could not directly compare the effects of the temporary scheme with a permanent
bonus for sales leads, our back-of-the-envelope calculations suggest that the temporary
incentive may be more profitable than a permanent scheme when leading to persistent
changes of behavior without coming with additional costs in the long-term.

Our results have several implications for managerial practice. For one, we provide
evidence that habit formation, which often has been discussed in the context of
consumption habits or health-related behaviors, also matters in the workplace. Once
employees have acquired a habit they may continue to follow it even without further
external impulses. While standard incentive theory typically suggests that it is crucial
to use stable bonus plans that pay employees based on value created, our results thus
also imply that firms may well consider changing the incentivized objectives from time
to time targeting very specific tasks, thereby guiding employees to adopt novel routines
supporting strategic objectives.?

Taken together, even short-term incentive programs can have a lasting impact by
fostering productive habits that persist beyond the incentive period. Such initiatives can
help organizations aligh employee behavior with strategic goals, equipping managers

during periods of transition with an additional tool to navigate evolving circumstances.

26See Manthei, Sliwka and Vogelsang (2021) for a related argument in the context of learning-by-doing.
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A Appendix

Table 6: Check for Selective Attrition

Incentive Group Control Group
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. p-value

Attrition 0.098 0.297 0.106 0.308 0.671
Attrition Incentive Phase 0.046 0.209 0.048 0.213 0.882
Attrition 4 Weeks After 0.013 0.113 0.006 0.080 0.313
Weekly Leads Pre (Left) 0.886 1.504 0.907 1.646 0.950
Bonuses Pre (Left) 0.311 0.633 0.367 0.698 0.683
Observations 461 462 923

Note: This table reports summary statistics for the individuals who left during our observation period
separately for the incentive and the control group. We also report p-values for tests on the equality of
proportions for the attrition shares as well as for t-tests for the continuous variables. Weekly leads in the
pre-period as well as the number of bonuses individuals could have earned in the pre-period are only
compared for the subsample of individuals that left during our observation period.
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Table 7: Effect on Number of (Successful) Sales Leads (All Assigned Individuals)

Successful
Sales Leads;; Leads;;
1) )
Treat; X Incentive; 0.368*** 0.085***
(0.070) (0.033)
Treat; X Post Incentive; 0.150 0.062*
(0.095) (0.035)
p-value Inc=Post 0.004 0.403
Time Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Individual Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Clustered at Individual Individual
Number of Clusters 923 923
Observations 30,459 30,459
Adjusted R-squared 0.565 0.427

Note: This table reports results of a difference-in-differences regression of the number of reported sales
leads (column (1)) or successful sales leads (column (2)) on being part of the treatment group, i.e. incentive
group, during as well as after the incentive phase in comparison to the pre-incentive phase. The data is
on the individual-week level. The regression is based on all individuals who were randomly assigned
before the start of the incentive phase. We include individual as well as week fixed effect. Standard errors
are clustered at the individual level, and reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table 8: Effect on Number of Weeks with Leads

Weeks with
Total Bonuses;; Leads;;
1) ()
Treat; X Incentive; 0.225%** 0.880™**
(0.060) (0.185)
Treat; X Post Incentive; 0.044 0.487***
(0.058) (0.187)
p-value Inc=Post 0.003 0.022
Phase Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Individual Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Clustered at Individual Individual
Number of Clusters 829 829
Observations 2,487 2,487
Adjusted R-squared 0.529 0.766

Note: This table reports results of a difference-in-differences regression of the number of bonuses an
individual would have gotten (column 1) or number of weeks with at least one sales lead (column 2 )
on being part of the treatment group, i.e. incentive group, during as well as after the incentive phase
in comparison to the pre-incentive phase. The data is on the individual-phase level. The regression is
based on the balanced panel, i.e. all individuals who are still there at the end of the observation period.
We include individual and phase fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level, and
reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 9: Survey Results (Subset of Participants Answering All Items)

Automaticity Intrinsic Importance Communication
Leads; Calls; Leads; Calls; Knowledge; Leads; Calls; All; Leads;

(1) ) 3) 4) ) (6) () (8) )
Treat; 0.125 0.234 0.338** 0.458*** 0.050 0.039 0.059 0.149 0.124
(0.168) (0.163) (0.155) (0.150) (0.184) (0.179) (0.168) (0.180) (0.176)

Observations 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128
R-squared 0.004 0.015 0.037 0.069 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.006 0.004

Note: This table presents the results of a regression analysis examining the effect of being in the treatment group (i.e., the incentive group) on various survey
constructs. The constructs measured in the survey include automaticity, intrinsic motivation, knowledge, perceived task importance, and communication
frequency. Each construct is measured by calculating the mean of multiple survey items and then standardized using z-scores. Columns (1), (3), and (6)
refer to sales leads. Columns (2), (4), and (7) correspond to another customer-oriented measure, specifically the requested calls made before customer visits.
Column (5) reports the results related to knowledge on how to generate sales leads. Column (8) refers to the frequency of communication with the supervisor,
while Column (9) focuses on how often that communication was about sales. The data is at the individual level and includes only individuals who answered
all survey items. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 10: Survey Results (With Other Task)

Automaticity Intrinsic Importance Communication
Leads; Calls; Leads; Calls; Knowledge; Leads; Calls; All; Leads;

(1) ) 3) 4) ) (6) () (8) )
Treat; 0.115 0.105 0.315** 0.328** 0.005 0.166 0.151 0.079 0.105
(0.127) (0.125) (0.126) (0.127) (0.126) (0.126) (0.126) (0.126) (0.126)

Observations 248 253 245 243 253 252 253 253 253
R-squared 0.003 0.003 0.025 0.027 0.000 0.007 0.006 0.002 0.003

Note: This table presents the results of a regression analysis examining the effect of being in the treatment group (i.e., the incentive group) on various survey
constructs. The constructs measured in the survey include automaticity, intrinsic motivation, knowledge, perceived task importance, and communication
frequency. Each construct is measured by calculating the mean of multiple survey items and then standardized using z-scores. Columns (1), (3), and (6)
refer to sales leads. Columns (2), (4), and (7) correspond to another customer-oriented measure, specifically the requested calls made before customer visits.
Column (5) reports the results related to knowledge on how to generate sales leads. Column (8) refers to the frequency of communication with the supervisor,
while Column (9) focuses on how often that communication was about sales. The data is at the individual level. There are slight differences in the number of
observations across the constructs, as not all survey participants answered every item. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05,
% < 0.01.



Table 11: Effect on Sales Profit
Individual Sales Profit;,

Gross Net (With Bonus)
(1) 2)

Treat; X Incentive; 14.527 -13.999

(17.931) (17.776)
Treat; X Post Incentive; 23.421 23.421

(20.420) (20.420)
p-value Inc=Post 0.585 0.022
Time Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Fixed Effects Individual Individual
Clustered at Individual Individual
Number of Clusters 829 829
Observations 6,632 6,632
Adjusted R-squared 0.582 0.579

Note: This table reports results of a difference-in-differences regression of the individual employee gross
sales profit (column (1)) or the net sales profit, i.e. subtracting bonus payments (column (2)) on being part
of the treatment group, i.e. incentive group, during as well as after the incentive phase in comparison
to the pre-incentive phase. The data is at the individual-month level. The regression is based on the
balanced panel, i.e. only includes individuals who are still there at the end of our observation period. We
include individual as well as month fixed effect. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level, and
reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Dear colleagues,

We want to inspire our customers with the best service again this year. To make it worthwhile
for you to stay on track with your sales activities, MultiCo will soon start an initiative that targets
lead generation. As not everyone can take part in the initiative at the same time a draw was held
in advance to determine who can participate when.

Congratulations, you are in the tirst group!
We will launch a 12-week initiative for you starting Monday, 06.03.2023: Connect Four!

Those who regularly engage with customers and submit lead can receive up to €300 in

additional bonuses.
How does “Connect Four” work?

If you manage to submit at least one sales lead per week for four consecutive weeks, you will
receive an additional bonus ot €100 If the streak is interrupted, it must be started again from
the beginning. Those who manage to complete multiple four-week streaks can look forward to

an even higher bonus.
What is incentivized?

Every lead that is submitted with the customer’s consent and recorded on the platform name
counts. This includes, for example, product name, product name, product name, or product name.
Unlike previous initiatives, leads are not tied to a successtul sale. However, all current bonuses
still apply — so it's doubly worthwhile for you to submit a promising lead.

You can tind more details about the bonuses in the attached description.
Would you like to brush up on your knowledge on how to generate sales leads?

Then take a look at our online course on lead generation for field service technicians! Here you
will not only learn how lead generation works on a technical level, but also how you can
generate leads more easily and without abandoning your identity as a technician.

The course takes place every Tuesday from 17:00 - 18:30 and you can register for a day of your
choice via this link

[link]

Figure 4: Wording of the Email Announcement (Treatment Group)

Note: This figure shows the English translation of the email announcement for the employees in the
treatment group. For confidentiality reasons, the real name of our partner company has been replaced
with '‘MultiCo”. Product and platform names have also been replaced.
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CONNECT FOUR: EXAMPLES
m—nn—l-n-nnnnm

T B KR

Bonus of 100€ (Weeks 5-8)

(week | 1| 2 | 3 | 4 | s | 6 | 7 | 8 | o [ 0o | n | 12|
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Bonus of 100€ (Weeks 2-5) + Bonus of 100€ (Weeks 6-9) ™= 200€ Total

Leads 2

No Bonus No Bonus No Bonus

Figure 5: Email Appendix (Treatment Group)

Note: This figure shows the English translation of the appendix to the email announcement for the
employees in the treatment group.

Dear colleagues,

We want to inspire our customers with the best service again this year. To make it worthwhile
for you to stay on track with your sales activities, MultiCo will soon start an initiative that targets
lead generation. As not everyone can take part in the initiative at the same time, a draw was
held in advance to determine who can participate when.

As soon as the initiative becomes relevant for you, you will be informed by us in good time!
Would you like to brush up on your knowledge on how to generate sales leads?

Then take a look at our online course on lead generation for field service technicians! Here you
will not only learn how lead generation works on a technical level, but also how you can
generate leads more easily and without abandoning your identity as a technician.

The course takes place every Tuesday from 17:00 - 18:30 and you can register for a day of your
choice via this link:

[Link]

Figure 6: Wording of the Email Announcement (Control Group)

Note: This figure shows the English translation of the email announcement for the employees in the
control group. For confidentiality reasons, the real name of our partner company has been replaced with
"MultiCo’.
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