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Abstract Many pharmaceutical companies operate the SFA system to support salespeople. The SFA system is used
for various behaviors of salespeople. However, there is a lack of empirical analysis on the performance of SFA in
Korea. The purpose of this study is to investigate the utilization of SFA system and the non - financial performance
of SFA system. The subjects of the survey were 347 pharmaceutical community members who consisted of
pharmaceutical salespeople and surveyed online for 18 days from March 13, 2018 to April 30, 2018. and the effective
response rate was 23.1% (80/347). The analysis shows that the higher the level of SFA system utilization, the higher
the non - financial performance. By type of company, the utilization level of multinational companies was higher than
that of domestic companies. Among the SFA utilization level items, 1.47 points (3.65, 2.18) were higher than the
domestic companies in terms of the support service items. Among the SFA performance items, foreign companies
were 1.47 points (3.16, 1.69) Respectively. This suggests that the SFA development and operation method of the
domestic company focuses on the management service rather than the support service for the salesperson and the
customer satisfaction. Through this study, it is considered that domestic companies should strengthen sales person
support and customer satisfaction information providing function when operating SFA system.
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Table 1. Summary of measure value
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Company characteristic 1 @ categorics)
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ordinary
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factor period
Personal 1
SFA Innovation
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utilization o Sse“r‘ip:: 1
level Organizational 1
factor Organizational |
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Belief Convenience 1
factor Usefulness 1 5-Point
Retention 3 scale
Customer Creation 3
performance  Satisfaction 1
Profitability 3
Non-
New product 3
financial Internal p
performance process Reaction 3
performance Standardization 3
learning and Productivity 3
growth Training time 3
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3.2.1 dubH 54
o = =] B - _
SHA] A, - A, FA W 98, SFAZE
=] B =) & )
o, SFA A8l ARE7IEe® el SAME S
5 = e} =] =] =]
A 2 3 AR AF AR e,
e 29 19, 21 ol 39 ek, 31 o] 4 Wk
4 olge] A7) RO WPrgltk RA W e
B =)
AT o HRAHIT PR FRe
SFA A28l ARE717-E 2 wiRk 2d o] 3d Tl

T
4
32
Suiyas)

o
39 o 4d Wk, 4d o)de] 47 e

k1

3.2.2 SFAA| =] 3hg-
SFA Al2-dlo] 28 5
g eolo® FREGC

A, Ad 713 A o

[SIn=

185

W2, 248 Eag) A Q) F @, 84)
S Slsjo] SFA A29E Qrh} 2§33 YA
oal Zgstat

3.2.3 H|A-A A7

71914 7= Kaplan 94[16]94 BSC ¥ &4 =S
Z-gato] v s IRlesie, AFE e
- 2]z o] 2 (Bias)

ol
v

73 MBI AU wE
Aol Fejnjste] & Agr=
A Al 7 (LA
s, Uiy =
defH] g, AR QR ZRA
A 7 A, A9l
o]l SFA Al”“

- O
g

(e}

¢

=
L
<
T

n& 222 —1>

ol
ol

al

AE4E 24
SHA A S 7o 2 S 71, o
58 SFA &8 53 2o)7)
gz}l =] 7k

=
L

o)1=
AR

3.3.3 il Aol ekl 2918 87134

aaaral L}EM S AR Aol fo)3 B
A% Qi WMol SRR E3etel BEaARAS
Fafol ﬂ]zﬂfa gl e 9% HEE B34



=R A9 A11E, 2018

e Non-financial performance
SFA system utilization level
Retention
Perception of sfa Customer Creation
Personal Experience period L » performance Satisfaction
factor - - B Profitability
Personal Innovation Lo "
- Internal New product
Organizational| Support service _,_> process Reaction
factor g;%a\?;uza;)trllonal performance Standardization
Belief Convenience learning and Productivity
factor Usefulness growth Training time
performance Turnover rate
Fig. 1. Study model
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(unit: person, %)

Division Variable N %
Company Multi-national 25 313
characteristic Local 55 68.8
Team leader 12 15.0
Role of Team
Team member 68 85.0
Less than 2 year 7 8.8
2~3 years 7 8.8
Working year
3~4 years 9 11.3
More than 4 years 57 71.3
Less than 2 year 9 11.3
2~3 years 15 18.8
SFA year
3~4 years 12 15.0
More than 4 years 44 55.0
80 100.0
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Table 3. SFA utilization and Non-financial performance be
difference by company group ‘ )
(unit: person) : '
15-¢
Multi-
Mean  Local national Def ]
Personal factor™  2.64 227 345 119 ! e ¢ 25 N 5 4 =2 ®
SFA SFA utiization level
Or; tional . e .
utsiﬁszt:g:m gf?::tf; o 278 243 356 113 Fig 2. Scatter flot of SFA system utilization and
level Belief factor™ 256 225 324 099 non-financial performance
Customer
performance™™ 218 182 297 115 4.4 BATA Ao e SFA A]~El da
Non- -
financial  'Memal process 509 500 288 086 [ 3424
erformance performance o = - = u
P learning and grfgyvth 234 202 305 1.03 /gT'D: ’E‘IELZ]'-O’] ?Ehﬂ';gl :r‘/g, = ]/\}' ?Hz]ﬂ{h‘ﬂr T}‘i
performance . . . . = . _ -
— GBOPAY, B) oIRE AT Hatel] FFL v
= frolat Ahol7h e eslth. SFA Al2d B 4
4.3 SEAAZE] Shmsh nAnd Azt Ak 2ol AR FEow A7k B4, 49 /1%, A9 84
SFA A28 88 273 uA A A3} 7ke) Abaw 8, A AEs, 24 HAY, Aoy, F-840] A
= A9 un [Fig 219 o] thehtn, 4aEA A sSFA T e BeRATE 9= slem vERt o2 S
%Lg. z,:_‘_%_o] :534% (ﬁO 874 P<0001) H]ZH _4' )\é Eﬂ%‘—i 3}'04 E}% _]‘ﬂ%@u’% él/‘]ﬂ?it}.

Table 4. Analysis of SFA utilization and non-financial performance according to general characteristics

(unit: person)

SFA utilization Non-financial performance
Division Variable
Mean SD tor F p Mean SD tor F p

Multi-national 342 0.66 2.95 0.75

hCoszaJ})Q -5.94 <.0001 -53 <.0001
charactenstic Local 231 0.99 1.96 0.85
Team leader 2.74 1.26 1.97 0.88

Role of 025 0.804 125 0.028
cam Team member 2.64 1.00 2.32 0.94
Less than 2 year 2.29 1.06 1.85 0.89
. 2~3 years 2.53 1.30 2.4 1.24

Working 272 0.051 3.71 0.015
year 3~4 years 33 0.78 2.53 0.96
More than 4 years 2.61 1.02 2.26 091
Less than 2 year 2.29 0.96 1.97 0.87
2~3 years 2.17 0.80 1.75 0.78

SFA year 1.56 0.205 0.73 0.538
3~4 years 2.54 1.02 2.10 0.84
More than 4 years 2.93 1.06 2.56 0.94
2.66 1.04 2.27 0.94
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Table 5. Regression analysis of SFA utilization factors for non-financial performance

(unit: SFA utilization factors)

B SE B t p Tolerance VIF
0343 0.148 2.32 0.023
Perception of SFA 0.132 009  0.171 1.33 0.189 0.156  6.398
Personal
factor Experience period 0.042 0.074  0.060 0.57 0.571 0.234 4274
Personal Innovation 0.065 0.065  0.080 0.9 0.324 0399  2.507
SFA system (- izational | SUPPOTt service 0.168 0053 0.254 317" 0.002 0405 2467
utilization level factor Organizational 0049 0076 -0.057 065 0518 0340 294
Belief Convenience 0.084 0.084  0.106 1.00 0.320 0231 4337
factor Usefulness 0320 0071 0410 445" <0001 0306  3.263
Adj R’=7947, F=44.69, p<.0001
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