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Abstract

:

The present study investigates the effect of salespeople’s individual sales capabilities on selling behaviors and sales performance in door-to-door personal selling channels. The data are gathered from 219 South Korean salespeople. The hypotheses are tested using the structural equation modeling technique. The study finds that salespeople's individual sales capabilities have a greater impact on customer-oriented selling behavior than sales-oriented selling behavior. Similarly, both sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors have significant positive effects on sales performance. The study also discovers that competitive intensity moderates the relationship between customer-oriented selling behavior and sales performance, but has no significant effect on the relationship between sales-oriented selling behavior and sales performance. The current research only looks at door-to-door personal selling channels in South Korea. The implication is that the impacts of individual selling capabilities may differ in other contexts. The current study demonstrates that competitive intensity can reduce the impact that a “customer orientation” has on sales performance, and thus a blend of the two orientations (SOCO) is recommended for desired performance outcomes in the face of competition. Additionally, firms should focus on creating a culture that builds and enriches the sales capabilities of salespeople.
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1. Introduction


Most businesses have long prioritized long-term, mutually beneficial, and sustainable customer relationships. These ties improve customer loyalty, business sustainability [1,2,3], and satisfaction [4]. Increased customer loyalty and satisfaction may result in increased sales and profits [5,6]. Few people would deny that firms pursuing long-term relationships have advantages. The relationship between relational selling and customer orientation by boundary-spanning salespeople is well-documented [7,8], with boundary spanning defined as the activity, behavior, and navigation the salesperson engages in with various customers both inside and outside his or her own company [9,10].



The sales-oriented–customer-oriented (SOCO) approach is a common mechanism for analyzing boundary-spanners’ proclivity for relational marketing [11]. Customers are much more likely to form long-term relationships with salespeople who employ a so-called customer-oriented strategy [1,8]. A customer-oriented selling technique focuses on assisting customers in making informed purchasing decisions, and may include measures that prioritize the customer’s best interests over immediate sales and commissions. If a quick, simple transaction can be completed, salespeople who employ a sales-oriented selling strategy may be less concerned with the customer’s interests. Furthermore, most salespeople believe that a sales orientation has a temporal component as opposed to customer orientation [12]. According to this viewpoint, a salesperson who provides better service to their customers or has a customer-oriented mentality will most likely sell more in the long run. This implies that salespeople do more than just sell products to customers; they also assist customers in becoming partners in the company’s profit-making process [13].



Despite the crucial nature of salespeople’s boundary-spanning roles, there appear to be significant gaps in the literature that require scholarly attention. For example, while the salesperson’s strategic boundary-spanning activities necessitate specific individual capabilities, previous research has not focused much on measuring these individual capabilities and how they generate selling behaviors. Similarly, the nature of the selling job requires that salespeople use both customer- and sales-oriented selling methods (behaviors) to achieve their goals. In spite of this, little research has been conducted to determine how salespeople’s SOCO behaviors are influenced by their specific sales capabilities. Additionally, previous research has placed little focus on assessing how customer-oriented and sales-oriented selling behaviors affect sales performance. Finally, while market competitive intensity has been argued to affect firm performance, little attention has been paid to how the competitive intensity of the business environment could affect the relationship between salespeople’s sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors and sales performance.



Accordingly, in filling these gaps, this study aims to model the effects of salespeople’s individual sales capabilities on both sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors. The study also investigates how sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors influence sales performance. Finally, we investigate how the relationships between salespeople’s SOCO behaviors and sales performance are influenced by competitive intensity. While we acknowledge that some research has been conducted on the subject [13,14,15], our study is unique in that it explores how salespeople’s individual sales capabilities influence their sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors. Our study adds to the growing body of knowledge by looking into the roles of sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors in sales performance, as well as the moderating effect of competitive intensity on the same relationship. While the influence of customer-oriented selling behavior on sales performance may be reduced in a competitive market, our findings show that competitive intensity has no significant moderating effect on the effect of sales-oriented selling behavior on sales performance. In effect, our study highlights the fact that, regardless of competition, sales-oriented selling behavior can be applied to improve sales performance.




2. Theoretical Background


2.1. Resource-Based View


Many marketing studies have used resource-based theory to explain the relationship between a firm’s differentiated competitive advantage and marketing performance [16,17]. According to the resource-based theory, a company’s performance is influenced by its internal resources and capabilities, rather than external factors such as economics or attractiveness [17,18,19]. The theory emphasizes the importance of resources in business. It implies that the organization’s resources are valuable (valued), rare/unique (rare), and inimitable (inimitable) to the point that potential competitors will be unable to obtain them now or in the future. In comparison to competitors’ resources, the emphasis is on acquiring irreplaceable resources or capabilities [17]. The aforementioned characteristics set the organization apart from resources that can be easily transferred and secured to other companies, making it difficult to replicate. Other organizations find it difficult to obtain the same resources due to scarcity, making a truly competitive environment impossible. Barney [17] divides resources into physical, human, and organizational capital based on heterogeneity and immobility. These assets provide a corporation with a long-term competitive advantage rather than a short-term competitive advantage. It emphasizes the importance of human capital as one of the three resources. Traditional resources such as natural resources, technological resources, economies of scale, and so on have historically provided a competitive advantage to an organization, but according to resource-based theory, these resources are easily imitated by competitors and transferred to other resources. Besides, human capital can be defined as a vital component of business success and a source of long-term competitive advantage [20]. Human capital, an intangible but visible resource, is efficiently distributed through education as a source of corporate competitiveness. In the current study, we argue that salespeople’s capabilities are difficult to replicate, and that they are valuable resources that can help a company achieve greater success (sales performance). The resource-based theory has been used in previous research [13,21], and is adopted as the theoretical lens for this study.




2.2. Theoretical Framework


2.2.1. Salesperson’s Individual Sales Capability


A systematic study of salesforce capabilities began when the general capability model was seriously researched in the 1990s. Spencer and Spencer [22] are two well-known researchers in the field of salesperson capabilities who are frequently quoted. Spencer and Spencer [22] used the capability model to categorize individual capabilities by job type—technical/professional, sales, and interpersonal service—and then compared the capabilities and behaviors of excellent and average performers by grouping them into individual employees and managers. According to their findings, the competency of excellent salespeople varies depending on the length of the business cycle, complexity, company regional features, products, and customer types. Control, goal-oriented behavior, initiative, and interpersonal skills are all factors that influence the capabilities required of salespeople [23]. Understanding, customer orientation, confidence, relationship development, analytical thinking, conceptual thinking, information establishment, organizational awareness, and technical experience are all identified as important selling skills. Among other things, this sales capability contributes significantly to performance generation and improvement. It is the most faithful and appropriate capability for the organization’s goal at the organizational level, and it is the capability best suited for individual duties or responsibilities at the individual level [24]. Previous research has identified a number of specific elements that comprise a salesperson’s sales capability. Michaels and Marshall [25], for example, recommended that salespeople understand their clients in order to plan strategically and systematically for tactical sales operations. According to Warech [26], key constituents of sales capability include customer partnership, relationship formation, communication, customer and quality orientation, learning motivation, achievement orientation, interpersonal skills, internal resources and network utilization, technical capabilities such as management ability, and problem-solving ability. The ability of an individual or organization to achieve good performance or gain a competitive advantage through sales is referred to as sales capability [13,27]. It is difficult to duplicate because it is a one-of-a-kind and intrinsic ability.



It is also more difficult to imitate because it consists of core know-how, knowledge, and technology, and it is not the result of an individual or an organization, but rather a natural trait. Within sales organizations, it can be argued that ensuring salespeople have a high level of sales capability is crucial, with extant sales research arguing that, effective and strategic sales activities can improve sales performance and, consequently, management performance [28,29].




2.2.2. Sales-Oriented and Customer-Oriented (SOCO) Behaviors


The SOCO scale was developed by Michaels and Marshall [25] to assess the two ways salespeople interact with customers: sales orientation (SO) and customer orientation (CO). Customer orientation is defined as the degree to which salespeople seek to assist customers in making satisfied purchase decisions, thereby putting the marketing concept into action, whereas sales orientation is defined as a selling technique that aims to sell as much to customers as possible. Customer-oriented salespeople are interested in learning how to understand consumers by paying attention to their needs and then providing the best solutions to those problems, rather than simply making sales. Short-term gain sales-oriented salespeople, on the other hand, seek to maximize their profits as soon as possible [11,30,31]. Understanding these two concepts, however, is vital for understanding that a high level of customer orientation does not always imply a low level of sales orientation. People are motivated by incentives such as concern for others, as well as motives to pursue one’s own interests and altruistic tendencies [32,33]. In this regard, customer and sales orientations are not mutually exclusive.






3. Hypothesis Development


3.1. Individual Sales Capability of Door-to-Door Salesperson and SOCO


According to Spencer and Spencer [22], capability is an indicator of the behavior and mentality that employees must consistently exhibit to function in a variety of job-related scenarios. It is defined as a set of technical attitudes or indicators that can be improved and quantified through continuous development and performance in critical areas, with capability focusing on the specific behavioral traits of individuals in the work process [24]. Specific activities undertaken while performing work, as well as the professional knowledge, talents, personality, and attitude of the individual, are regarded as necessary to foster good capabilities [34]. Individual capabilities, such as knowledge and skills, influence individual behavior in the development of high-quality products and services, which leads to improved organizational performance [35]. We contend that individual capability within an organization influences performance through individual behaviors, which is consistent with previous research [35]. We argue that the selling behavior of the salesforce reveals their individual sales capability in the sales organization.



Spencer and Spencer [22] developed a rigorous criterion for the job capability required to meet organizational goals, and discovered that achievement orientation and influence are the most important sales capabilities. Michaels and Marshall [25] reckoned that it is essential to provide training for sales personnel who must perform long-term sales activities based on factors such as customer management capability, relationship formation ability, ability to prepare for business visits, communication skills, ability to establish long-term customer relationships, and information gathering ability. Individual sales capability is highlighted more than variables for achieving short-term sales performance when it comes to customer management, customer relationship creation, and long-term relationship aspects. Instead of focusing on short-term sales outcomes, the corporate side focuses on organizational strengths to consolidate existing customer relationships. Strong salespeople are concerned with short-term sales, but the organization is more concerned with long-term customer relationships. Long-term relationship awareness is particularly important for salespeople in the personal selling market, which values customer relationships, as well as for sales organizations that use customer relationship indicators as performance indicators to encourage salespeople’s customer-oriented selling behavior [36]. The following hypothesis is proposed based on the foregoing:



H1a. 

Cosmetic door-to-door salespersons’ individual sales capabilities will have a positive effect on customer-oriented selling behavior.





H1b. 

Cosmetic door-to-door salespersons’ individual sales capabilities will have a positive effect on sales-oriented selling behavior.





H2. 

Cosmetic door-to-door salespersons’ individual sales capabilities will have a stronger positive effect on customer-oriented selling behavior.






3.2. SOCO and Sales Performance


Our model is based on the basic logic advocated by Saxe and Weitz [11] and others who have contributed to the rich stream of SOCO research [37,38], that each of the perspective’s two constituent components—a sales orientation and a customer orientation—should have an impact on sales performance. Actual sales volume data are used in this study to evaluate sales performance. We used a three-month sales volume for this study and argue that customer orientation should improve sales performance because the salesperson considers the customer’s wants and best interests, as described in previous SOCO discussions. Similarly, while most previous research has argued for a negative relationship between sales-oriented selling behavior and sales performance, claiming that salespeople sacrifice the customers’ primary needs and demands to satisfy their own interests (e.g., making a quick sale, getting a commission, etc.), this research asserts the opposite. Both selling behaviors, we believe, are important for improving performance and can occur in the same salesperson. Consequently, the following hypotheses are proposed:



H3. 

Customer-oriented selling behavior will have a positive effect on sales performance.





H4. 

Sales-oriented selling behavior will have a positive effect on sales performance.






3.3. The Moderating Role of Competitive Intensity on the Relationship between SOCO and Sales Performance


At the organizational level, competitive intensity is influenced by competitors’ perceptions of the external market environment. It is defined as a competitor’s ability to influence the actions of a focal enterprise [39]. Businesses must become more inventive in terms of products and processes in order to succeed as the level of competition rises. When competition is limited, firms, according to Auh and Menguc [40], can utilize their current mechanisms to fully capitalize on the transparent predictability of their own behavior. Firms, on the other hand, will have to adapt in the face of increased competition. Hence, the level of competition in an organization’s external environment can have a significant impact on how effective its process management efforts are.



Thus, organizational procedures must reflect the environment. According to Lawrence and Lorsch [41], organizational efficiency is determined by the degree of fit between an organization’s structure and operations and its environment. The key principle of this contingency theory is that for an organization’s operations to be effective, they must be appropriate for its environment [42]. In a dynamic environment, existing structures and processes may no longer be appropriate, and organizational performance may suffer as a result. Organizations must undergo change in order to achieve the required level of fit to improve their performance and remain competitive [43]. Organizations that compete on price or differentiation face volatile competitive conditions [44]. Competitive pressures exist in a variety of strategic settings, necessitating an understanding of the competitive environment and the selection of the most effective processes in that context.



Accordingly, we contend that, while customer- and sales-oriented selling behaviors can positively influence sales performance, the level of competitive intensity in the corporate environment can have a significant impact on this nexus. We argue that competitive intensity can weaken the relationship between SOCO and sales performance, and we propose the following hypotheses:



H5a. 

Competitive intensity will moderate the relationship between customer-oriented selling behavior and sales performance.





H5b. 

Competitive intensity will moderate the relationship between sales-oriented selling behavior and sales performance.






3.4. Research Model


The current study investigates the impact of a salesperson’s individual sales capabilities on sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors (SOCO), as well as how SOCO affects sales performance. The study also examines how competitive intensity moderates the relationship between SOCO and sales performance. Figure 1 depicts this:





4. Methodology


4.1. Context of the Study


South Korea’s cosmetics market is the world’s eighth largest, with an average annual growth rate of 16% between 2012 and 2016, more than five times the average annual growth rate of the Korean economy of 3% during the same period [13,45]. Because of the Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) controversy and a decrease in Chinese tourists in 2017, the cosmetics industry’s growth has slowed slightly in recent years. South Korean cosmetics exports, on the other hand, increased to USD 5.32 billion in 2019 from USD 4.92 billion the previous year. South Korea’s beauty and personal care market was expected to generate approximately USD 11,500 million in revenue by 2020 [13,46]. The rate of entry and expansion is increasing, and large brands are expanding into Asian countries, particularly China, demonstrating that this is a profitable industry.




4.2. Sampling and Data Collection


Data from South Korean cosmetics brands were used in this study. The study was based on the responses of 219 salespeople from Amore Pacific and LG Household & Health Care, South Korea’s two largest cosmetic manufacturers. As of 2020, the two companies ranked 16th and 12th in terms of global cosmetics company sales, indicating that the issue of sample representativeness has been addressed to some extent. Random sampling was used in this study on salespeople dispatched to the regional headquarters of two companies in Daegu-Gyeongbuk. Because commuting is free in door-to-door selling, non-random sampling is difficult to implement; therefore, the authors used random sampling because there are many door-to-door salespeople who only enlisted as salespeople and have no actual sales. To reduce measurement errors, a measurement tool known for its reliability in previous studies was used, and team leaders (all with PhDs in business administration) reviewed the questionnaire in advance to reduce any ambiguity in the measurement instruments. The questionnaire was administered twice. The first data collection period was from August to December 2020, and the second was from January to February 2021, both of which were face-to-face.




4.3. Profile of Respondents


The demographic characteristics of the respondents are shown in Table 1. In terms of their ages, 6.0% were between the ages of 30 and 39, 22.8% were between the ages of 40 and 49, 54.3% were between the ages of 50 and 59, and 16.9% were over 60. When asked how long they had been at their current job, 6.8% said they had been there for 1–3 years, 19.2% for 3–5 years, 42.0% for 5–7 years, and 32.1% for more than 7 years. In terms of job title, 42.9% identified as junior/senior, 42.0% as masters, and 15.1% as chief masters. In terms of education, 32.4% completed high school, 27.8% completed university, and 39.7% completed graduate school. In terms of prior work experience, 11.4% claimed to have worked in an office/sales environment, 56.2% claimed to be housewives, and 33.5% claimed to be self-employed. When asked why they chose to work at their current firm, 27.8% cited the corporate/product image, 15.5% cited the company’s corporate marketing skills, and 56.6% cited personal recommendations.




4.4. Measurement of Variables


The current study used a quantitative approach, including structured questionnaires. This approach is important in theory because it allows for the empirical examination of actual statistical measurements of proposed hypotheses [47]. Individual sales capability, customer-oriented selling behavior, sales-oriented selling behavior, sales performance, and competitive intensity are all evaluated in the survey questionnaire. The construct statements were rated on a five-point Likert scale, with 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree, and 3 = neutral. Items for individual sales capability were adapted from Spencer and Spencer [22], items for customer- and sales-oriented selling behaviors from Saxe and Weitz [11], sales performance items from [48], and competitive intensity items from Jaworski and Kohli [49]. Specifically, competitive intensity was measured with the following scale items adapted from Jaworski and Kohli [49]: CI1—Competition in our market is cut-throat; CI2—There are many “promotion wars” in our market; CI3—Price competition is a hallmark of our market; CI4—One hears of a new competitive move in our market frequently. The scale development and purification methodologies and processes proposed by DeVellis [50], specifically those for confirmatory factor analysis, were used to purify all scale items.



4.4.1. Common Method Bias


To avoid common method bias, the data for this investigation came from two sources [51]. Salespeople completed a questionnaire about their individual sales capability, customer-oriented selling behavior, sales-oriented selling behavior, and competitive intensity, and we evaluated sales performance using real sales data from the previous three months from the respondents.




4.4.2. Test for Non-Response Bias


As Armstrong and Overton [52] suggested, we tested for non-response bias by comparing early and late responders on work experience, employment position, education, and firm name. Second, we looked for differences in the study’s factors between the two groups. There were no statistically significant differences (p < 0.05) in either case.





4.5. Reliability and Validity Test


The loadings and their respective and matching constructs were used to assess the measurement items’ reliability [53]. Standard estimates varied from 0.547 to 0.928, with the majority of associated internal consistency values (Cronbach’s alpha) exceeding the 0.7 criterion, according to the findings (see Table 2). The fit indices were: χ2 =757.692, df = 357, χ2/df = 2.12, RMR = 0.030, GFI = 0.817, NFI = 0.843, IFI = 0.910, TLI = 0.897 and CFI = 0.909, in line with Anderson and Gerbing [54]. Table 2 also provides the average variance extracted (AVE). The AVE values varied from 0.506 to 0.753. By comparing AVE values and squared phi correlations between construct pairs, the authors were able to evaluate discriminant validity. In every instance, the AVE values were greater than the shared squared phi correlations between each pair of constructs. This implies discriminant validity, in keeping with Fornell and Larcker [53], which signifies that the constructs are distinct from one another. Each measure’s composite reliability likewise exceeded the 0.7 threshold for acceptable reliability [55].




4.6. Descriptive and Correlation Analysis


Table 3 displays the correlation matrix as well as descriptive statistics. As indicated in the table, the correlation coefficients ranged from 0.106 to 0.697. At both the 0.05 and 0.01 significance levels, correlations were determined to be significant.




4.7. Hypothesis Test


As shown in Table 4, the structural model fit indices provided ample evidence of good model fit (χ2 = 596.010, df = 282, χ2/df = 2.11; RMR = 0.032, GFI = 0.840, NFI = 0.859, IFI = 0.920, TLI = 0.907, CFI = 0.919).



The researchers discovered a strong positive link between individual sales capability and customer-oriented selling behavior after conducting structural equation modeling analysis (β = 0.802, p < 0.01). According to the findings, individual sales capability has a significant positive effect on sales-oriented selling behavior (β = 0.558, p < 0.01). In this study, we used a path coefficient value difference analysis to test the hypothesis that individual sales capability has a stronger influence on customer-oriented selling behavior than on sales-oriented selling behavior. The difference in path coefficient values between the unconstrained and constrained models of individual sales capability, customer-oriented selling, and sales-oriented selling behavior was found to be statistically significant, with a Δχ2 value of 4.181.



There was also a significant positive relationship between customer-oriented selling behavior and sales performance (β = 0.256, p < 0.01), as well as a significant positive relationship between sales-oriented selling behavior and sales performance (β = 0.239, p < 0.01). Table 4 summarizes these findings.



[image: Table] 





Table 4. Model fit and hypothesis test.






Table 4. Model fit and hypothesis test.





	
H

	
Path

	
St. Estimate

	
S.E.

	
t-Value

	
Δχ2(1)

	
Result






	
H1a

	
H2

	
Sales capability → customer-oriented sales behavior

	
0.802 **

	
0.23

	
6.491

	
4.181

	
Supported




	
H1b

	
Sales capability → Sales-oriented sales behavior

	
0.558 **

	
0.199

	
5.604

	
Supported




	
H3

	
Customer-oriented sales behavior → Sales performance

	
0.256 **

	
0.077

	
3.468

	
-

	
Supported




	
H4

	
Sales-oriented sales behavior → Sales performance

	
0.239 **

	
0.071

	
3.269

	
-

	
Supported








** p < 0.01; Model fit: χ2 = 596.010, d.f. = 282, RMR = 0.032, GFI = 0.840, NFI = 0.859, IFI = 0.920, TLI = 0.907, CFI = 0.919.













Moderation Analysis


Hypothesis 5 (a and b) were tested using AMOS in a multi-group analysis to see if competitive intensity had a moderating effect on the relationship between SOCO and sales performance. As shown in Table 5, multi-group analysis is one of the most widely used methods for comparing two groups. The moderating variables are divided into two groups, and the difference between them is calculated to ensure group homogeneity and inter-group heterogeneity. Using multi-group analysis, the difference in χ2 between the unconstrained and constrained models exceeded the threshold value of 3.84 in regard to H5a. In relation to H5b, the difference in χ2 between the constrained and unconstrained models was less than 3.84 (the threshold value). Hence, with the exception of H5b, all of the hypotheses proposed in this study were supported.






5. General Discussions


5.1. Summary of Findings and General Discussions


The goal of this study was to examine how individual salespeople’s sales capability influenced sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors (SOCO), as well as how these behaviors predicted sales performance. The study also investigated the role of competitive intensity in moderating the relationship between SOCO and sales performance. Overall, the study discovered that individual salespeople’s sales capabilities are germane to both sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors. This finding lends credence to the claim of [13] that salespeople’s individual sales capabilities have a significant impact on their sales- and customer-oriented selling behaviors. This finding also supports the claim of Michaels and Marshall [25] that individual salespeople’s SOCO behaviors are primarily influenced by their selling capabilities. In effect, this study confirms that both sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors require individual selling capabilities.



The research further finds that both sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors have positive and significant effects on sales performance. This finding reinforces the claim of Thakor and Joshi [56] that, while sales-oriented selling behavior is temporary, it has a significant impact on sales performance. These findings further support the assertion of Plouffe et al. [57] that SOCO improves sales performance. The study also discovered that when competition is high, the effect of customer-oriented selling behavior on sales performance is reduced. In other words, customer-oriented selling behavior has a lower impact on sales performance in a highly competitive market. On the other hand, competitive intensity had no significant moderating effect on the relationship between sales-oriented selling behavior and sales performance. Essentially, this means that regardless of the level of competition, sales-oriented selling behaviors can be used to improve sales performance. This result may be explained by the position of Yi et al. [13] that sales-oriented selling behavior is short-term in nature, and thus competitive intensity may not affect its effect on sales performance.



Overall, this study improves our understanding of the critical role that salespeople’s unique sales capabilities play in sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors, as well as how these behaviors influence sales performance. Our study finds that salespeople’s individual sales capabilities underpin their SOCO behaviors, and their SOCO behaviors boost sales performance. The study also discovers that competitive intensity has a moderating effect on the relationship between customer-oriented selling behavior and sales performance, but has no effect on the sales-oriented selling behavior and sales performance nexus. Specifically, the authors hypothesized that high competitive intensity would reduce the influence of SO on sales performance. Unfortunately, the results of this study were not statistically significant (but when the competitive intensity was low (β = 0.232), SO had a greater effect on sales performance). Accordingly, the researchers’ hypothesis is thought to be consistent with the empirical results, but we believe that these results were derived due to the small sample size. Cosmetics door-to-door sales representatives may also sell cosmetics through online shopping malls or SNS channels in some cases. In other words, because salespeople can use multiple channels, the intensity of competition may not always have a significant impact.




5.2. Theoretical Implications


The current study advances theory by applying resource-based theory to sales capabilities and selling behaviors. In the existing literature, there are few studies that have applied resource-based theory to sales capabilities and selling behavior. Hence, our research contributes to the resource-based literature [17,19] by providing empirical evidence for SOCO behavior using a conceptual model with high explanatory power. Furthermore, there is a scarcity of research in the sales literature that contains and assesses the relationships among the constructs in the study. Prior research examined these dimensions either alone or in conjunction with other variables [22,24,58], emphasizing the importance of new and fresh empirical investigation, validation, and theory development. The study’s focus on the South Korean cosmetics industry, specifically door-to-door cosmetics salespeople, allows us to better understand the complexities of selling in this industry. The study adds to the small number of sales studies that have investigated how salespeople’s capabilities can be transferred. Additionally, our study has established that because both sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors improve sales performance, the two can occur concurrently in the same salesperson, adding to the theory.




5.3. Practical Implications


According to the findings of this study, measuring customer and sales orientations is important not only at the business level, but also at the individual salesperson level. We show that having a customer-oriented ideology or a desire to be customer-oriented is insufficient to produce the desired sales outcomes, and that the salesperson must have a required blend of customer and sales orientation. Furthermore, we hypothesized, and the data support our hypothesis, that competitive intensity is central (moderating effect) in translating the benefits of customer-oriented selling behavior to sales performance, but it does not necessarily change the relationship between sales-oriented selling behavior and sales performance.



The findings of this study have important practical implications. First, the fact that individual sales capability influences both sales-oriented and customer-oriented selling behaviors in door-to-door salespeople implies that both selling orientations can coexist in the same salesperson. However, further investigation reveals that salespeople’s individual sales capability has a greater impact on customer-oriented selling behavior. This implies that activities aimed at better understanding the organization and its strategies are required.



Moreover, because customer-oriented selling behavior improves sales performance, door-to-door salespeople, as well as all salespeople in general, should adopt it. Similarly, due to its profitability and the study’s finding that sales-oriented selling behavior improves sales performance, it is necessary to induce sales by combining customer-oriented and sales-oriented selling behaviors in the company.



Besides this, the fact that competitive intensity moderates the relationship between customer-oriented selling behavior and sales performance, but not the relationship between sales-oriented selling behavior and sales performance, implies that competitive intensity mitigates the impact of customer-oriented selling behavior on sales performance. In other words, customer-oriented selling behavior has a lower impact on sales performance in a competitive market, whereas competitive intensity has no effect on the impact of sales-oriented selling behavior on sales performance. In effect, regardless of the level of competition, sales-oriented selling behavior can be used to boost sales performance, emphasizing the importance of strategically blending the two behavioral orientations.




5.4. Limitations and Directions for Future Research


The research offers some novel and intriguing insights into the factors that influence multidimensional selling behavior and performance. However, there are some constraints to the work. Because the cosmetics companies in this study sell door-to-door in South Korea, the regional and cultural environment may have an impact on the organization’s sales capabilities, limiting generalizability. Therefore, future research should broaden the range of companies used across the country to increase the likelihood of generalization.



Second, the authors used a relatively small sample size of 219 respondents for this study, implying that more research is needed to increase the generalizability of the study results by increasing the sample size. More research is required to support and validate the current study’s construct linkages and conclusions, as businesses’ strategic alignments and orientations may vary depending on the context.



Moreover, while sales performance was defined in this study as the amount of sales made by respondents over three months, three months can be a very short time to investigate the relationship between SOCO and sales performance. Accordingly, it is important to consider whether these indicators can truly be used to predict salespeople’s long-term performance. Hence, to improve the variables’ measurement validity, future studies will need to look at the sales amount for more than one year.
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Figure 1. Research model. 
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Table 1. Description of respondents.
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Classification

	
Frequency

	
%

	
Classification

	
Frequency

	
%






	
Salesperson Age

	
30 to 39 years old

	
13

	
6.0

	
Previous work experience

	
Self-employment

	
71

	
32.5




	
40 to 49 years old

	
50

	
22.8

	
Housewife

	
123

	
56.2




	
50 to 59 years old

	
119

	
54.3

	
Office worker/sales worker

	
25

	
11.4




	
60 years and above

	
37

	
16.9

	
Salesperson company selection factors

	
Company/product image

	
61

	
27.8




	
Salesperson working period

	
1 to less than 3 years

	
15

	
6.8

	
Company’s marketing capabilities

	
34

	
15.5




	
3 to less than 5 years

	
42

	
19.2

	
Friend recommendation

	
124

	
56.6




	
5 to less than 7 years

	
92

	
42.0

	
Transaction period with the customer (entered by the customer)

	
Less than 1 year

	
13

	
5.9




	
Above 7 years

	
70

	
32.1

	
More than 1 year and less than 2 years

	
19

	
8.7




	
Rank

	
Junior/Senior

	
97

	
42.9

	
More than 2 years to less than 3 years

	
21

	
9.6




	
Master

	
92

	
42.0

	
More than 3 years to less than 4 years

	
20

	
9.1




	
Chief master

	
33

	
15.1

	
More than 4 years to less than 5 years

	
9

	
4.1




	
Education

	
High school

	
71

	
32.4

	
More than 5 years and less than 6 years

	
14

	
6.4




	
University

	
61

	
27.8

	
More than 6 years to less than 7 years

	
19

	
8.7




	
Graduate School

	
87

	
39.7

	
more than 7 years

	
104

	
47.5
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Table 2. Reliability and validity analysis of variables.
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Measurement Item

	
Construct

	
St. Estimate

	
S.E.

	
C.R.

	
AVE

	
CR

	
Cronbach’s α






	
Professionalism

	
Individual sales capacity

	
0.547

	
-

	
-

	
0.660

	
0.975

	
0.952




	
Relationship building

	
0.850

	
0.172

	
7.531




	
Analytical thinking

	
0.811

	
0.213

	
6.372




	
Learning

	
0.928

	
0.243

	
6.571




	
Customer orientation

	
0.843

	
0.204

	
6.171




	
Organizational awareness

	
0.841

	
0.229

	
6.585




	
Professional competency 1

	
Professionalism

	
0.862

	
-

	
-

	
0.753

	
0.930

	
0.919




	
Professional competency 2

	
0.874

	
0.083

	
12.339




	
Relationship-building competency 1

	
Relationship building

	
0.717

	
-

	
-

	
0.506

	
0.808

	
0.778




	
Relationship-building competency 2

	
0.705

	
0.104

	
9.210




	
Analytical thinking competency 1

	
Analytical thinking

	
0.797

	
-

	
-

	
0.704

	
0.910

	
0.897




	
Analytical thinking competency 2

	
0.879

	
0.096

	
11.954




	
Learning competency 1

	
Learning

	
0.742

	
-

	
-

	
0.529

	
0.810

	
0.795




	
Learning competency 2

	
0.713

	
0.097

	
9.536




	
Customer orientation competency 1

	
Customer orientation

	
0.703

	
-

	
-

	
0.566

	
0.843

	
0.819




	
Customer orientation competency 2

	
0.798

	
0.119

	
10.093




	
Organizational awareness 1

	
Organizational awareness

	
0.815

	
-

	
-

	
0.629

	
0.873

	
0.858




	
Organizational awareness competency 2

	
0.770

	
0.081

	
11.543




	
Customer orientation 7

	
Customer-oriented sales behavior

	
0.790

	
-

	
-

	
0.644

	
0.960

	
0.958




	
Customer orientation 6

	
0.844

	
0.066

	
15.213




	
Customer orientation 5

	
0.842

	
0.072

	
13.784




	
Customer orientation 4

	
0.827

	
0.075

	
11.911




	
Customer orientation 3

	
0.827

	
0.079

	
13.477




	
Customer orientation 2

	
0.769

	
0.074

	
12.220




	
Customer orientation 1

	
0.708

	
0.074

	
11.067




	
Sales orientation 1

	
Sales-orientedsales behavior

	
0.824

	
-

	
-

	
0.714

	
0.964

	
0.965




	
Sales orientation 2

	
0.880

	
0.064

	
16.033




	
Sales orientation 3

	
0.859

	
0.057

	
15.596




	
Sales orientation 4

	
0.861

	
0.061

	
15.669




	
Sales orientation 5

	
0.846

	
0.065

	
14.932




	
Sales orientation 6

	
0.798

	
0.071

	
13.821




	
Competitive strength 1

	
Competitivestrength

	
0.796

	
-

	
-

	
0.611

	
0.934

	
0.918




	
Competitive strength 2

	
0.791

	
0.077

	
12.022




	
Competitive strength 3

	
0.802

	
0.084

	
12.189




	
Competitive strength 4

	
0.737

	
0.080

	
11.096








Model fit: χ2 = 757.692, d.f. = 357, RMR = 0.030, GFI = 0.817, NFI = 0.843, IFI = 0.910, TLI = 0.897, CFI = 0.909.
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Table 3. Descriptive and correlation analysis.
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	Variable Name
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)





	Sales Capacity (1)
	3.6221
	0.48052
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-



	Customer Orientation (2)
	3.6967
	0.60157
	0.697 **
	1
	-
	-
	-



	Sales Orientation (3)
	3.6461
	0.64586
	0.539 **
	0.366 **
	1
	-
	-



	Sales Performance (4)
	15.1314
	0.62355
	0.425 **
	0.337 **
	0.328 **
	1
	-



	Competitive Strength (5)
	3.7854
	0.55369
	0.402 **
	0.480 **
	0.151 *
	0.106
	1







** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Table 5. Results of multi-group analysis: moderating effect of competitive intensity.
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H

	
Path

	
St. Estimate

	
χ2(d.f.)

	
Δχ2(1)

	
Result




	
Low Group

	
High Group

	
Unconstrained Model

	
Constrained Model






	
H5a

	
Customer-oriented sales behavior → Sales performance

	
0.237 **

	
0.179 **

	
1175.062(564)

	
1185.861(565)

	
10.799

	
Supported




	
H5b

	
Sales-oriented sales behavior → Sales performance

	
0.232 **

	
0.215 **

	
1175.206(565)

	
0.144

	
Not Supported








** p < 0.01.
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