APPENDIX D: LOGISTIC REGRESSIONS
This appendix summarizes the results of the logistic regressions with heteroskedastic standard errors for the three samples as robustness checks for OLS regressions reported in the paper. As argued by Gomilla (2022) OLS regressions are easier to interpret since the beta indicate the percentage point difference of each treatment variable holding all other variables constant. In logistic regression, the coefficients represent the change in the log-odds of the treatment variable (0/1) in the predictor variable, holding all other variables constant. The issue of log-odds is that they are difficult to interpet and therefore it is often advised to transform log-odds to odds-ratios by exponentiating them with a natural logarithm (ln). As the name suggests, odds ratios tell if the presence of the treatment (or any other) variable increases or decreases the odds of the outcome variable (in our case, the choice of value-based device). In other words, an odds ratio greater than 1 indicates that as the predictor increases, the odds of the outcome occurring increase. Conversely, an odds ratio less than 1 indicates that as the predictor increases, the odds of the outcome occurring decrease.
Tables 1-3 below, summarize the results of the logistic regression models. We followed similar hierarchical model building with effect coding of the treatment variables and their interactions for the three samples as with the OLS regressions, that is, model 1 involves results with the treatment variables and their interactions while model 2 includes also control variables. The results are similar as in OLS models in terms of statistical significance and coefficient differences between hierarchical models. In other words, the coefficients remain similar between models 1 and 2 for all samples. 
Tables 4-6 report the odds ratios for all six models for statistically significant variables. From those tables, we can observe that the results are practically the same as reported in the main paper regarding OLS models. For instance, in managers sample the incentive treatment has odds ratio of 0.6, which means that those under this treatment have 60% (or nearly half) of the odds of choosing a value based device when compared to the control group. 

Table 1. Sample 1 (managers): Logistic Regressions of choice of value-based device with Heteroskedastic Standard Errors
	Variables
	Model 1a
	Model 2a

	
	Coefficients
(std. errors)
	95% CI
	Coefficients
(std. errors)
	95% CI

	Intercept
	0.727*** (0.089)
	[0.553, 0.901]
	2.482*** (0.886)
	[0.745, 4.218]

	Incentive
	-0.431** (0.178)
	[-0.779, -0.083]
	-0.415** (0.188)
	[-0.784, -0.047]

	Risk sharing
	0.311* (0.178)
	[-0.037, 0.660]
	0.293  (0.186)
	[-0.072, 0.658]

	Evidence
	0.167  (0.178)
	[-0.181, 0.515]
	0.146  (0.187)
	[-0.220, 0.512]

	Incentive*
Risk sharing
	-0.495  (0.355)
	[-1.192, 0.201]
	-0.415  (0.372)
	[-1.145, 0.315]

	Incentive*
Evidence
	-0.136  (0.355)
	[-0.833, 0.560]
	-0.102  (0.373)
	[-0.833, 0.629]

	Risk sharing*
Evidence
	0.131  (0.355)
	[-0.566, 0.827]
	0.094  (0.375)
	[-0.640, 0.829]

	Incentive*
Risk sharing*
Evidence
	0.540  (0.711)
	[-0.853, 1.934]
	0.484  (0.742)
	[-0.970, 1.938]

	High CRT
	
	
	-0.781*** (0.195)
	[-1.163, -0.399]

	Risk taking attitude (DOSPERT)
	
	
	-0.216*** (0.067)
	[-0.348, -0.085]

	Next of kin has a pacemaker
	
	
	0.552 ** (0.229)
	[0.102, 1.001]

	Other controls1
	
	
	included
not significant (n.s.)
	

	Sample size
	599
	
	599
	

	Pseudo R-squared
	0.015
	
	0.075
	

	Log-likelihood
	-374.215
	
	-351.444
	


*p-value < .10.; **p-value < .05.; ***p-value < .01
11(organization size; data collection round; procurement experience; age; gender; procurement position; procurement experience; management experience; LTO; time)



Table 2. Sample 2 (medical professionals): Logistic Regressions of choice of value-based device with Heteroskedastic Standard Errors
	Variables
	Model 1b
	Model 2b

	
	Coefficients
(std. errors)
	95% CI
	Coefficients
(std. errors)
	95% CI

	Intercept
	0.939 *** (0.147)
	[0.651, 1.227]
	1.197  (1.746)
	[-2.225, 4.619]

	Incentive
	-0.452  (0.294)
	[-1.028, 0.124]
	-0.537  (0.329)
	[-1.183, 0.108]

	Risk sharing
	0.938 *** (0.294)
	[0.362, 1.514]
	1.024 *** (0.321)
	[0.394, 1.655]

	Evidence
	0.780 *** (0.294)
	[0.204, 1.357]
	1.015 *** (0.334)
	[0.360, 1.670]

	Incentive*
Risk sharing
	-0.185  (0.588)
	[-1.337, 0.968]
	-0.253  (0.646)
	[-1.519, 1.013]

	Incentive*
Evidence
	0.090  (0.588)
	[-1.062, 1.242]
	0.435  (0.665)
	[-0.868, 1.738]

	Risk sharing*
Evidence
	0.894  (0.588)
	[-0.258, 2.046]
	0.509  (0.637)
	[-0.739, 1.757]

	Incentive*
Risk sharing*
Evidence
	-2.143 * (1.176)
	[-4.447, 0.162]
	-2.788 ** (1.326)
	[-5.386, -0.189]

	High CRT
	
	
	-1.027 *** (0.333)
	[-1.679, -0.375]

	Healthcare experience
	
	
	-0.062 * (0.032)
	[-0.125, 0.001]

	Other controls1
	
	
	included
not significant (n.s.)
	

	Sample size
	276
	
	276
	

	Pseudo R-squared
	0.067
	
	0.185
	

	Log-likelihood
	-155.071
	
	-135.395
	


*p-value < .10.; **p-value < .05.; ***p-value < .01
1(DOSPERT, next of kin has pacemaker, organization size; industry; data collection round; procurement experience; age; gender; procurement position; LTO; medical role, sector, time)

Table 3. Sample 3 (purchasing managers): Logistic Regressions of choice of value-based device with Heteroskedastic Standard Errors
	Variables
	Model 1c
	Model 2c

	
	Coefficients
(std. errors)
	95% CI
	Coefficients
(std. errors)
	95% CI

	Intercept
	0.799*** (0.106)
	[0.591, 1.007]
	1.439 (1.124)
	[-0.763, 3.642]

	Incentive
	-0.464** (0.212)
	[-0.879, -0.049]
	-0.447** (0.225)
	-0.447** (0.225)

	Risk sharing
	-0.224 (0.212)
	[-0.639, 0.192]
	-0.324 (0.234)
	-0.324 (0.234)

	Evidence
	0.397* (0.212)
	[-0.018, 0.813]
	0.419* (0.227)
	0.419* (0.227)

	Incentive*
Risk sharing
	0.447 (0.424)
	[-0.384, 1.277]
	0.578 (0.452)
	0.578 (0.452)

	Incentive*
Evidence
	-0.883** (0.424)
	[-1.714, -0.053]
	-1.066** (0.457)
	-1.066** (0.457)

	Risk sharing*
Evidence
	0.471 (0.424)
	[-0.359, 1.302]
	0.556 (0.460)
	0.556 (0.460)

	Incentive*
Risk sharing*
Evidence
	1.188 (0.848)
	[-0.473, 2.849]
	1.831** (0.927)
	1.831** (0.927)

	High CRT
	
	
	-0.512** (0.228)
	-0.512** (0.228)

	Gender
	
	
	-0.871*** (0.255)
	[-1.372, -0.370]

	Procurement experience
	
	
	-0.058** (0.024)
	[-0.106, -0.010]

	Other controls1
	
	
	included
not significant (n.s.)
	

	Sample size
	450
	
	449
	

	Pseudo R-squared
	0.030
	
	0.110
	

	Log-likelihood
	-274.271
	
	-251.422
	


*p-value < .10.; **p-value < .05.; ***p-value < .01
1(organization size; industry; data collection round; procurement experience; age; procurement position; procurement experience; management experience; LTO; DOSPERT-financial, time)


Table 4. Odds ratios for significant variables in sample 1 (managers)
	
	Model 1a
	Model 2a

	Intercept
	2,07
	11,96

	Incentive
	0,65
	0,66

	Risk sharing
	1,37
	-



Table 5. Odds ratios for significant variables in sample 2 (medical professionals)
	
	Model 1a
	Model 2a

	Intercept
	2,56
	-

	Risk sharing
	2,55
	2,79

	Evidence
	2,18
	2,76

	Incentive*
Risk sharing*
Evidence
	0,12
	0,06



Table 6. Odds ratios for significant variables in sample 3 (purchasing managers)
	
	Model 1a
	Model 2a

	Intercept
	2,22
	-

	Incentive
	0,63
	0,64

	Risk sharing
	1,49
	1,52

	Incentive*
Evidence
	0,41
	0,34




