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Abstract

:

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships between technological capabilities, individual impact, market agility and organizational impact in employed and self-employed personal trainers hired by fitness centers. The study was performed with 259 personal trainers. Exploratory Factor Analysis, Confirmatory Factor Analysis and a Structural Equation Model were used. The results showed, for the employees, positive relationships between all variables, except for the relationship between individual impact and organizational impact. In contrast, for self-employed personal trainers, only the relationships of technological capabilities with market agility and individual impact, and between the latter and organizational impact, were positive. While the individual variables of the employees show positive relationships with the organizational variables analyzed, this impact could not be determined in the performance of the self-employed. These results are discussed in relation to the previous literature, and possible causes for the differences found between employees and self-employed personal trainers are pointed out. This study’s findings indicate that the promotion and consolidation of personal trainers’ technological capabilities (TCs), whether they are self-employed or employees, will be key for the fitness centers where they work, by directly influencing the individual impact of the trainers on them and in the organizational performance.
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1. Introduction


Technology is one of the most outstanding advances of the 21st century. In fact, all sectors are aware of its importance and the need to incorporate not only software that helps to make organizations more efficient, but also to improve people’s use of these technologies. Ultimately, organizations are aware of improving technological assets (especially the capabilities of their employees) as a resource to improve competitive advantage [1,2].



In the sports sector, one of the growing subsectors is the fitness market. According to different studies, this has increased considerably in recent years, in the number of consumers, sports facilities and turnover [3]. Moreover, this sector is closely linked with technology. As an example, according to Statista [4], health and fitness apps represent 5.18% of the total market, being used daily by 35% and several times a week by 40% of people [4]. This situation therefore indicates that the proliferation of fitness apps has increased to improve health, to promote physical activity in indoor/outdoor sports facilities and even to correct poor eating or behavioral habits [5]. However, this technology must be used correctly by prescribers and managers of physical activity in order to be utilized efficiently by consumers and service providers. Thus, the data provided by the European project “Digi-Sporting, a new step towards digital transformation through sports science”, show that professionals in the sports sector must develop digital skills for a better use of technologies in the sports sector [6] and therefore must develop and improve their technological capabilities (TCs).



These conclusions are important due to the importance that technology and their uses has in creating competitive advantages [7]. However, so far, the impact of TC on the performance individuals and organizations at sport context has not received the necessary attention.



In fact, it would be necessary to have knowledge of whether digital skills, digital knowledge and, ultimately, TCs differ according to the characteristics of the employees. In particular, in European Union (EU), 32.6 million persons aged 15 to 74 were self-employed in 2018; they accounted for 14% of total employment; in Spain, 16% of workers were self-employed [8]. To understand the circumstances of these people, it is necessary to investigate the characteristics of their work performance and the differences between them and those of the employees [9,10,11]. Self-employed professionals are characterized by having greater autonomy than employees [12,13,14], perceiving higher job demands than those [15], reporting higher levels of work satisfaction [15] and staying more engaged [16].



These different characteristics among employees could also affect TC. Thus, the literature has not found differences in the use of their skills [12], although this aspect needs to be investigated in greater depth since self-employed report their lack or weakness of skills to a lesser extent than the employed [17]. That is why this study aims to know the relationships between TCs and individual impact, organizational impact and market agility in personal trainers hired by fitness centers both in self-employee and employee form.




2. Theoretical Framework


2.1. Technological Capability in Companies


Over time, researchers have sought to understand why companies perform differently. There have been several interpretations of this reality. In some cases, it has been said that the difference was based on the strategy adopted by each one of them in relation to the market, since, for example, some adopted a strategy of being a leader in low costs, and others were based on differentiation [18]. However, in the face of inconsistencies in these theories, another approach was developed which established that the differences in performance were not to be found in competitive aspects external to the company, but that internal factors were the determinants of the differences in the performance of companies. It is on this approach that the theory of resources and capabilities, called a resource-based view (RBV) by the strategic literature, is based [8,19].



According to the researchers in strategic management, the RBV has its origins in previous studies [19,20,21], where the resources and capabilities are the key elements for companies. This strategy suggests that the best way to analyze a firm is as a collection of imperfectly imitable and firm-specific resources and capabilities that enable it to compete successfully against other firms [19,22,23].



For the RBV, the organization is a set of resources that shape its specific competitive advantages. It therefore moves from the analysis of the portfolio of products or businesses [18,24] to the analysis of the portfolio of resources which are used in the different products [25].



Under this view, it is argued that the achievement of a sustainable competitive advantage depends on the company possessing certain specific resources (strategic resources). That is, resources that have a series of characteristics which give them their strategic character and, hence, that are capable of providing the company with long-term economic returns which are higher than normal [26]. This would explain the difference in performance between the different companies in the market. Barney [8] argues that resources that generate a sustainable competitive advantage must satisfy four conditions: They must be valuable, scarce, inimitable and non-substitutable.



The finding that competitive advantage rather than external conditions is the main source of difference in profits between firms leads to a focus on discovering the sources or roots for that competitive advantage. Although the literature on competitive strategy has placed an emphasis on strategic positioning issues in terms of the choice between cost competition or differentiation, and between a wide or narrow market, the most important and substantial consideration of these choices is the firm’s resource position. Thus, the ability to establish a cost advantage requires, for example, a superior information TC or ownership of low-cost sources of raw materials or an efficient plant size [27].



Within the current dynamic environment, TC becomes a very relevant asset in business performance [28], in the competitive advantage of enterprises [29] and in the decisions related to the sustainability of the company [30], and an important support in innovation [31]. TC is a key factor in supporting the growth, development and adaptation to change of companies, and could be defined as a firm’s ability to acquire, deploy, combine and reconfigure technological resources, knowledge and skills in support and improvement of the output of companies [32,33,34].




2.2. Relationships between TC, Individual Impact and Organizational Impact


According to Delone and McLean [35], and in a technological context, the individual impact is a complex concept to define, linked with performance but at an individual level. The individual impact could be an indication that a technological system gives the user, customer or anyone a better understanding of the current context and, as a result, improves his/her performance, productivity, or any type of output measurement [35]. Individual impact has been investigated in employees, but no specific study in the literature has been conducted, to our knowledge, with self-employees. In studies prior to Delone and McLean [35], it is argued that the TC has not a value in itself, and that the value comes through the influence on business decision-making [36].



In some previous studies, when analyzing the TC and its components, the knowledge dimension has been included, and how this dimension impacts on an organization’s employees and helps to improve the decision-making process and their productivity [37]. Furthermore, it is not enough to have this knowledge, it must also be correctly applied in problem solving [38] and, additionally, it must be able to be transmitted to other employees, partners or suppliers [39]. Knowledge, skills and the impacts on the improvement of work processes determine the productivity at the individual level and, therefore, on the organization’s performance [40].



Thus, it can be indicated from the studies of these researchers, that certain capacities and intangibles assets of the organizations (i.e., TC), can impact on the results and on the employees’ behaviors in their work place, making them more productive and motivated [40]. Thus, Alavi and Leidner [41] stated that despite the fact that most knowledge management theories are based on organizational and strategy theories, more knowledge management initiatives involve technological capabilities to a greater or lesser extent [41,42,43,44].



The concept of organizational impact refers to the different dimensions that organizational performance can present, such as profitability, market share, sales, customer value, operational performance or financial performance, among others; several investigations have studied these dimensions of organizational performance [45,46,47,48,49,50,51,52].



TC is considered an integral part of the research stream on the value of technological resources for businesses and, in general, the prior studies emphasize the concept’s multidimensionality and the necessary complementarity with means and organizational capabilities for the generation of value [53]. There are numerous studies in the literature based on the relationship between TC and business performance [45,46,47,48,49,50,51,52,54,55,56,57,58,59,60,61], and the results have shown that there is a direct relationship between both concepts, and also an indirect relationship through other organizational capabilities. This means clear evidence for organizational managers to perceive the value of TC for their enterprises, since the performances obtained are often intangible or difficult to quantify. However, achieving these results depends on the ability of the enterprise to transform technological investments into assets that can form a unique TC over time [53,62].



One of the most relevant organizational impacts on service companies, such as fitness centers, is to be able to analyze the relationship between the TC and customer service. Karimi, Somers and Gupta [63] argue that, in different industries, TC has impacted on customer service, through transforming marketing, offering new products, enabling electronic access to new products and services, or sharing information to improve customer satisfaction while achieving cost reduction. These authors also argued that companies with a better ability to plan and integrate their technological resources and to provide accurate, timely and reliable information to their stakeholders are more effective in improving customer relationships. Sharing information between technological resources and customer service units has a positive influence on improving knowledge about customers and related business processes [48,64].



Therefore, this paper proposes the following hypotheses (Figure 1):

Hypothesis 1. 

TC and individual impact are positively related.





Hypothesis 2. 

TC and organizational impact are positively related.








2.3. Relationship between TC and Market Agility


According to Prahalad [65], in today’s dynamic business environments firms must be flexible and agile and be able to manage extreme changes, survive unprecedented threats and seize opportunities [32]. Therefore, organizational agility is a firm’s capability to face rapid and uncertain changes and improve in a competitive environment of continually and unpredictably changing opportunities [32,66,67].



According to Lu and Ramamurthy [32], two types of organizational agility are possible: market capitalizing agility and operational adjustment agility. The current study focuses on the market capitalizing agility, which refers to a firm’s capacity to quickly respond to changes through continuously monitoring and rapidly improving products or services to address consumers’ needs. This agility implies a dynamic, aggressively change-embracing and growth-oriented entrepreneurial mindset about strategic direction and decision-making in uncertain conditions [68,69]. Operational adjustment agility refers to a firm’s capacity in its internal business processes to physically and quickly face market and environment changes [66,68].



TC remains one of the most effective instruments in neutralizing threats and exploiting the opportunities offered by the environment, as shown by numerous empirical works [70,71,72,73,74,75,76,77,78]. However, although some studies have begun to link TC with competitive advantage [54,79,80,81], the link between them and organizational agility is not clear in current business environments [32,82]. There are not many works in the previous literature that empirically study the relationship between TC and agility, so this paper fills that gap.



In general, prior studies have asserted that TC can enable agility by speeding up decision-making, facilitating communication and responding quickly to changing conditions [32,83]. Nonetheless, some studies have also pointed out that technological resources may be an inconvenience and sometimes even impede organizational agility [82,83,84,85]. This is partly due to the relatively fixed physical and technological artefacts of information systems [86,87]. Technological resources become critical in building the digital platform that provides agility for firms [68,85].



Therefore, this paper proposes the following hypothesis (Figure 1):

Hypothesis 3. 

TC and market agility are positively related.








2.4. Relationships between Individual Impact, Market Agility and Organizational Impact


In the current dynamic and changing environment, companies that want to maintain sustainable competitive advantages must be able to offer a great ability and acquisition of new ideas or knowledge to adapt to the environment in order to satisfy the requirements of customers, employees, shareholders, government and society in general [88]. This objective of adaptation to the environment and continuous organizational learning must be achieved through the development of internal organizational capacities, called dynamic capacities in the literature, and which allow companies to achieve this objective in order to evolve, advance, grow, adapt and, ultimately, survive [89]. In this sense, and according to Lu and Ramamurthy [32], the idea of market agility means focusing on knowledge management or intellectual ability to find appropriate things to act on [66]. Thus, those companies with greater organizational agility will be those that are able to adequately manage the knowledge at their disposal, capturing it, transferring it and applying it in the right place and at the right time, as well as promoting the development of internal capacities and skills that help in the decision-making process of employees at an individual level, and allow companies to achieve better results at an organizational level [32,90]. Other studies refer to the combination of employee competences, like education, professional skills, know-how and knowledge from experience; moreover, the attitudes and intellectual agility allow openness to change, innovativeness, creativity and organizational flexibility [91,92,93,94]. The sum of all intangible assets (knowledge, capacities, skills, etc.) combined with tangible assets contributes to the organization’s success, generating superior value and improving performance [95]. According to Sambamurthy et al. [68] and Volberda [69], and their idea about market agility, firms which have a market agility capability can rapidly respond to changes and challenges through continuously monitoring and quickly improving products/services to address customers’ needs. The managers often emphasize the importance of market analysis and the prediction of environmental changes, although the environment remains highly uncertain and even major changes are often not forecast [96,97], such as the 2008 financial crisis that seriously affect sports businesses [98], or the COVID-19 crisis in 2020 that has emphasized the need to understand the technological capabilities of workers as a necessary precedent for market agility [99].



According to Queiroz et al. [100], and aligned with Sirmon et al. [101], companies renew or restructure their resource portfolios by purchasing resources, developing resources and capabilities internally. These are key competences that affect the ability of companies to generate performance from their resource base. Additionally, there are numerous studies in the literature which analyze and test the positive relationship between agility and results, so agility is considered as a key antecedent of the results in organizations [93,102,103].



Therefore, this paper proposes the following hypotheses (Figure 1):

Hypothesis 4. 

Individual impact and market agility are positively related.





Hypothesis 5. 

Individual impact and organizational impact are positively related.





Hypothesis 6. 

Market agility and organizational impact are positively related.









3. Method


3.1. Participants


In total, 259 Spanish personal trainers, 70 women (27%) and 189 men (73%), participated in the study. Of these personal trainers, 92 were under 30 years old (35.5%), 99 between 31 and 40 years old (38.2%), 57 between 41 and 50 years old (22%) and 11 (4.2%) older than 50 years. Regarding their experience as personal trainers, 13 (5%) had less than 6 months of experience in that position, 11 (4.2%) between 6 and 12 months, 30 (11.6%) between 1 and 2 years, 80 (30.9%) between 2 and 5 years and 125 (48.3%) over 5 years. Regarding the socio-labor context of the participants, 23 of them worked in a public company (8.9%), 185 for a private company (71.4%) and 51 for private non-profit companies (19.7%). This work performance was carried out in the form of company employees in 91 cases (35.1%) and other modalities for 52 participants (e.g., internship contract, training and apprenticeship contract, etc.) (20.1%) (total: 143 employed personal trainers, 55.2%) and self-employment in 116 cases (44.8%). This work took place in cities with less than 50,000 inhabitants for 82 participants (31.7%), while 177 (68.3%) of them carried out their work in cities with more than 50,000 inhabitants.



Regarding their technological immersion environment, the majority (n = 231, 89.2%) considered that technology was important for customer management, for the commercialization of services (n = 231, 89.2%) and for prescription and training control (n = 182, 70.3%) (Table 1).




3.2. Measurements


All the scales are adopted from standard measures available in the literature. The TC variable was measured by Correa and Díaz’s [64] scale. This scale measures the TC with 23 items made up of six dimensions (knowledge in technology—four items; strategic capacity—four items; personal—four items; inter-organizational relationships—four items; supplier relationships—three items; and infrastructure—four items), the individual impact and organizational impact scales [104], made up of three and six items, respectively, and the market agility scale (three items) [32].



In addition, a sociodemographic data questionnaire was constructed ad hoc to collect information about the personal and socio-occupational characteristics of the participants. The questions were related to gender, age, experience as personal trainers, the contractual situation, the type of company in which they carried out their work, the number of habitants of the city where they worked, their attitudes about technology in their jobs and the use of software to support it.




3.3. Procedure


The collection of data was carried out through a personal trainers’ platform that has its digital services in different countries of the world. This platform puts clients in contact with personal trainers, and a price is negotiated between the personal trainer and the client. The platform is a mediator between the service provider and the client. This platform is the largest search engine for personal trainers and training centers in the world. You can currently find personal trainers online in Spain, Chile, the United Kingdom and the United States of America. The researchers contacted those responsible for the platform and the delivery by the platform to all their personal trainers in Spain was finalized. The information was collected through an online questionnaire that was accessed by personal trainers. The data were collected within three weeks.




3.4. Data Analysis


According to Hoe [105], as a rule of thumb, any number above 200 is understood to provide sufficient statistical power for data analysis. In order to achieve the study objectives, a sample size of 259 is appropriate for testing the study’s model fit and hypotheses, for low complexity models exceeding the minimum ratio 5:1 [106,107]. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was carried out to group the thirty-five items left from the pre-testing stage of the questionnaire, as recommended by Anderson and Gerbing [108], using Principal Components Analysis and Oblimin oblique rotation. We had previously tested the factorization conditions, using the Bartlett and Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin tests. Additionally, the normality of the data was calculated by using skewness and kurtosis values. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and a reliability test were performed in order to evaluate the dimensionality and psychometric properties of the study’s constructs. To check whether the measurement model fit the data, the χ2 and its differences of degrees of freedom (χ2/gl ≤ 3) [109], the Comparative Fit Index (CFI ≥ 0.90), the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI ≥ 0.90), the Incremental Fit Index (IFI ≥ 0.90) [110], the Parsimony Comparative Fit Index (PCFI ≥ 0.80) [111] and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA [112,113]) were utilized to confirm the goodness-of-fit index criteria [114]. In addition, the composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) were calculated. Both the CR and AVE indices based on factor loading values were computed (≥0.50) [115] to examine whether all the constructs met the recommended level of 0.70 for CR and 0.50 for the AVE [110,116]. Evidence of the measure’s validity is provided by the fact that all the factor loadings are significant and above the recommended value of 0.60 [115], suggesting an adequate item reliability [110]. The discriminant validity was established when AVE values for each construct exceeded the square of the correlations between them [116]. After confirming the validity and reliability of each construct, the structural equation model was tested, using AMOS 21.0 to analyze the predicted hypothesized relationships between the variables for the present study. Each indicator was connected to its theoretical construct in a reflective manner as well as linked accordingly to the hypothesis. The structural model was evaluated by using the same fit indices as the confirmatory factor analysis.





4. Results


The data provided were found fit for EFA, since the statistical results of Bartlett’s test of sphericity (approximately chi-square = 0.96, df = 595, p = 0.000) and the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO = 0.961) measure are satisfactory, indicating the high correlation essential for conducting EFA. The result showed that the 35 items were loaded into their entitled nine factors, accounting for 75.33% of the total variance explained. The values for univariate skewness and kurtosis for all the variables were satisfactorily within conventional criteria for normality (−3 to 3 for skewness and −7 to 7 for kurtosis) suggested by Finney and DiStefano [117] and supported the normality for structural equation model analysis.



Next, the psychometric properties of the nine factors were also assessed. CFA, using a maximum likelihood estimation method, was performed on the measurement model, and a satisfactory goodness-of-fit statistic was found (χ2(518) = 1272.98 (p < 0.001), χ2/gl = 2.45; CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.92; IFI = 0.93; PCFI = 0.81; RMSEA = 0.075 (CI = 0.070–0.080)). The factor loadings (λ) for each item in the measurement model are presented in Table 2 and were found to range from 0.69 to 0.97, values higher than the recommended cutoff level of 0.60 [110,116], except for item TC23 (“I make purchases and/or sales online”), which showed a weak factor loading value (λ = 0.541) and was removed without affecting the adjustment indices used.



All composite reliability values surpassed the requirement of 0.70 (ranging from 0.77 to 0.97). In addition, the average variances extracted in the case of the 9 study constructs were all above the 0.50 level (ranging from 0.53 to 0.91), thus indicating high levels of convergence between the indicators in measuring their respective constructs. On the other hand, all the factorial charges were statistically significant (Z-valor ≥ 1.96), situated between 9.11 and 37.09, thus indicating evidence of convergent validity. Lastly, the extracted median variance of each latent variable was above the squared correlations between each one, also purporting evidence of discriminant validity [116] (Table 3).



Lastly, structural equation model was applied to test the proposed hypotheses. The results (χ2(510) = 0.715 (p < 0.001), χ2/gl = 2.53; CFI = 0.92; TLI = 0.91; IFI = 0.91; PCFI = 0.84; RMSEA = 0.077 (CI = 0.072–0.082)) indicate an adequate global model fit [110,114]. The model explained 74% of the variance and all the relationships showed significance, the TC showed greater predictive value on the individual impact (β = 0.68), the individual impact on market agility (β = 0.49) and market agility on organizational impact (β = 0.35). Regarding the typology of personal trainers, the model was tested by using two groups according to the nature of the socio-labor context. The coefficients for each model are shown in Table 4.



In the model for self-employed personal trainers, five of the six paths were significant, and they explain 75% of the variance in the organizational impact. Specifically, TC showed a significant influence on organizational impact (β = 0.35), as well as the same predictive value on individual impact (β = 0.59) and market agility (β = 0.58), but when analyzing the influence of these variables on the organizational impact, it was the individual impact that showed the highest predictive value (β = 0.42). Although a positive relationship was obtained between the individual impact and the market agility (β = 0.32), the predictive value of the latter variable on the organizational impact was not significant (β = 0.21; p = 0.06). The model that analyzed the sample of non-self-employed personal trainers explains 74% of the variance in the organizational impact. In this case, there were four significant paths, the influence of individual impact (β = 0.21; p = 0.10) and TC (β = 0.05; p = 0.61) on organizational impact being not significant. TC, as in the model of self-employed personal trainers, showed greater predictive value on individual impact (β = 0.71) than on market agility (β = 0.40), individual impact was also a strong predictor of market agility (β = 0.60) and this in turn, on the organizational impact (β = 0.62) (Figure 2).



In both models, an adequate adjustment was obtained for the different indices considered: self-employed personal trainers χ2(510) = 933.45 (p < 0.001), χ2/gl = 1.83; CFI = 0.90; TLI = 0.90; IFI = 0.90; PCFI = 0.81; RMSEA = 0.080 (CI = 0.066–0.084); non-self-employed personal trainers χ2(510) = 1169.65 (p < 0.001), χ2/gl = 2.29; CFI = 0.91; TLI = 0.90; IFI = 0.91; PCFI = 0.82; RMSEA = 0.079 (CI = 0.067–0.088).




5. Discussion


The objective of this work was to investigate the relationships between TC and individual impact, organizational impact and market agility in self-employed and employed personal trainers hired by fitness centers. Thus, Hypothesis 1 predicted a positive relationship between TC and individual impact, an aspect that is confirmed for both employed persons and those who are self-employed. This finding is consistent with those previously provided by Delone and McLean [35], who pointed out that workers’ TCs would be directly related to their performance, by allowing them a better understanding and adaptation to the context in which they are immersed. Furthermore, Aulawi et al. [118] indicated that this relationship would be mediated by the ability of workers to share their technological knowledge. The relationship between TC and individual impact seems to remain the same regardless of whether the workers are employed or self-employed; so, the influence of organizational and/or contractual factors would not have weight on this occasion.



Regarding the relationship between TC and organizational impact, it was proposed that they would be positively related (Hypothesis 2). In view of the results, this hypothesis is confirmed for the employees, but not for the self-employed workers. The positive and direct relationship between technological capability and organizational impact of employed workers is consistent with the extensive previous literature on the matter [45,46,47,48,49,50,51,52,54,55,56,57,58,59,60,61]. For Karimi et al. [63], this positive influence is explained by the ability of workers with greater technological competence to quickly and reliably obtain information from users and the processes related to them, and based on this knowledge, improve and diversify the service provided to them.



To our knowledge, there are no previous works in the literature that explain the differences found in the relationship between TC and organizational impact between employees and self-employees; Melville et al. [119] suggested that this relationship was mediated by factors such as the complementary organizational resources of the company and its business partners. Perhaps the organizational resources available to employees and self-employees explain these differences, which will have to be studied in depth.



On the other hand, Hypothesis 3 foresaw a positive relationship between TC and market agility, a relationship that is confirmed for both the employees and the self-employed. The previous literature showed contradictory results concerning this relationship. While some authors pointed out a positive relationship between TC and market agility [32,84], others indicated that TC could be a barrier that hindered market agility [83,84,85]. These contradictory results may be due to the multi-causal origin of market agility and that it is not reflected in the studies reviewed. Although market agility requires workers’ TCs, it is no less true that other factors specific to customers, suppliers, the organizational climate and the leadership style within each organization also play a decisive role [120]. Lu and Ramammurthy [32] also investigated these contradictions, pointing out that workers’ TCs have a positive impact on market agility, but not the investment in companies’ technological equipment.



For our sample workers, the contractual relationship with the fitness service offered does not seem to create differences in the relationship established by their TCs with the agility in front of the market that they provide. Perhaps the fact that the offer is produced through a common interface to which all the internal clients adapt to homogenizes this relationship; this possibility must be studied in future research.



Hypothesis 4 indicated that there would be a positive relationship between individual impact and market agility. The results allow us to accept this hypothesis for employees but not for the self-employed. As Teece et al. [89] pointed out, those companies that wish to adapt successfully to changing environments must develop their internal organizational capacities. These capacities will allow openness to change, innovation, creativity and organizational flexibility [91,92,93,94]. As Chelladurai [121] has already indicated for the sports industry, the management of the individual resources of company’s workers will be key to its survival in the context of the rapid and constant change that characterizes the current business of physical activity and sport. In fact, right now, with COVID-19, the adaptability and empowerment of TCs are necessary, to offer customers what they want, when they need it, thus ensuring companies’ sustainability [122]. Both individuals and organizations must change to stay current with the changing world around them, and individuals who cannot change as fast as their work demands have a limited impact [123].



However, individual impact and market agility have a positive relationship only for employed personal trainers. This unexpected result could be due to the modulating factor of the decision-making and information transmission processes that mediate between individual impact and market agility [1]; therefore, decision-making processes carried out by employed and self-employed personal trainers should be investigated.



Furthermore, individual impact was postulated to be positively related to the organizational impact (Hypothesis 5). This hypothesis is confirmed for the group of self-employed personal trainers, but not for those who are employees. This absence of a relationship with respect to employees is contrary to the previous literature, which widely endorses this relationship in aspects of organizational impact such as the innovative behavior of the front-line service [124], the overall performance of the organization [125,126], service orientation [127], efficiency [126], continuous organizational growth [128], innovation [129,130] and the creation of value for the client [131]. The aforementioned studies were developed in face-to-face settings, so the contradictory results could be explained by the change to the online space, an aspect that should be addressed in future research.



Lastly, Hypothesis 6 proposed that market agility would be positively related to organizational impact, a hypothesis that is confirmed for personal trainers who are employees, but not for those who are self-employed. This positive relationship between market agility and organizational impact in the case of employees in fitness centers is consistent with previous studies by Chen et al. [93], Roberts and Grover [102], and Tallon and Pinsonneault [103] in business contexts, as well as the results obtained by Kourosh et al. [132] for sports product companies. Perhaps, in the case of employees, market agility (and its correlate in organizational impact) is the product of a marketing process that involves an entire company [96,97] more than an individual effort of the personal trainer. This aspect must be analyzed in future studies, as well as the factors that determine the success of self-employed personal trainers.



5.1. Managerial Implications


This work has important and relevant managerial implications. Firstly, managers must take into account TCs and, therefore, invest in them if they want to improve the productivity and performance of their employees. These capabilities will impact on workers not only being able to do their tasks more easily and quickly, but also being more motivated by feeling that they are doing their job more efficiently. Additionally, to a greater productivity of the employees, the organization will also be more productive. Secondly, this greater orientation of the company towards TC will make the company more flexible and agile in the market, which is a relevant dynamic capability that will help companies to develop sustainable competitive advantages in the market. Thirdly, those managers who understand that TCs are necessary in their organizations and invest in them will achieve an improvement in the performance of their companies. In short, companies that improve, renew and focus on TC will make both their workers, departments and the organization as a whole achieve improved results, and thus achieve competitive advantages that differentiate them from their competitors and remain in the market in the long term. Finally, the findings have shown the importance of TC, so it is convenient for governments and public administration to understand the importance of greater investment in digital skills. In this way, public policies should make an effort to consider a greater economic investment that promotes training and development programs in TC in companies and self-employees.




5.2. Limitations and Future Investigations


Like all research work, this study also has limitations. Firstly, the sample used was obtained from Spain; this means that the competencies and professional development of personal trainers could be different from those of other countries. Likewise, having carried out this study before the COVID-19 situation also results in a post-COVID-19 situation possibly modifying personal trainers’ TC and adaptation to different work contexts [133]. Although the authors are aware of these limitations, they could also be the first link for future research; in fact, future work should analyze samples of personal trainers, both employees and self-employees, of the sports sector from different types of organizations and spaces for interaction with external clients, in different sport contexts and countries. These investigations, in turn, should be carried out in post-COVID-19 situations, as they could be modified by the current need for personal trainers to develop their digital skills and TC. Due to this research’s findings, more research is needed to promote and investigate TC with different measures and scales, since, due to the new world situation, this variable could be very useful for the organizational impact of sports entities.



Finally, authors have identified, for employees and self-employees, different relationships between constructs closely linked to organizational performance and therefore to the sustainability of their companies. While the individual variables of the employees show positive relationships with the organizational variables analyzed, this impact could not be determined in the performance of the self-employed; for this reason, these relationships and other associated should be studied in more depth in the future.





6. Conclusions


This study’s findings indicate that the promotion and consolidation of personal trainers’ TCs, whether they are self-employed or employees, will be key for the fitness centers where they work, by directly influencing the individual impact of the trainers on them. In fact, the TCs of personal trainers who are employees positively influence the organizational impact of fitness centers. Likewise, an effective strategy to improve the market agility of fitness centers is to ensure their personal trainers’ TCs. In relation to the individual impact of personal trainers who are employees, this is directly related to the market agility of the fitness centers where they work. Likewise, the individual impact of personal trainers who are employees is directly related to the organizational impact of their fitness centers. Finally, for self-employed workers, market agility is positively related to organizational impact, and the individual impact of self-employed personal trainers is directly related to organizational impact.
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Figure 1. Structural model for hypothesis testing. 
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Figure 2. Research model with path coefficients. 






Figure 2. Research model with path coefficients.



[image: Sustainability 12 10383 g002]







[image: Table] 





Table 1. Technological immersion environment.
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Importance Attached to Technology in Customer Management

	
Importance Attributed to Technology in the Commercialization of Services

	
Importance Attached to Technology for Prescription and Training Control




	

	
N

	
%

	
N

	
%

	
N

	
%






	
Absolutely disagree

	
2

	
0.8

	
3

	
1.2

	
4

	
1.5




	
Disagree

	
3

	
1.2

	
1

	
0.4

	
15

	
5.8




	
Indifferent

	
22

	
8.5

	
23

	
8.9

	
57

	
22.0




	
Agree

	
98

	
37.8

	
87

	
33.6

	
81

	
31.3




	
Absolutely agree

	
133

	
51.4

	
144

	
55.6

	
101

	
39.0








Beyond these beliefs, 132 participants (51%) used software to manage training, sports activities and reserves, while the remaining 127 (49%) did not use it. Along the same lines, 99 of these personal trainers (30.2%) used some software for client management and administration, while 160 (61.8%) did not have any.
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Table 2. Measurement scales, reliability, validity and dimensionality statistics.
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	Scale/Items
	EFA Factor Loadings
	CFA Factor Loadings





	Technological capabilities
	
	



	Knowledge of technologies (α = 0.911; CR = 0.90; AVE = 0.70)
	
	



	I have a high degree of knowledge in information technology (TC1)
	0.790
	0.820



	I am well informed about innovations based on information technology (TC2)
	0.824
	0.812



	I have the ability to quickly apply the new technologies available (TC3)
	0.769
	0.832



	I have the ability to manage technology projects (TC4)
	0.854
	0.878



	Strategic capacity in technologies (α = 0.864; CR = 0.87; AVE = 0.63)
	
	



	I have a clear vision about how technologies can increase the value of my company (TC5)
	0.834
	0.834



	I consider planning for the technological processes of my business to be important (TC6)
	0.717
	0.772



	I promote and encourage the planning of technologies (TC7)
	0.854
	0.855



	I have a detailed program on how to implement technologies (TC8)
	0.721
	0.696



	Technology personal (α = 0.946; CR = 0.94; AVE = 0.80)
	
	



	I am clear about the goals of our organization and its link with technologies (TC9)
	0.854
	0.895



	I have a thorough understanding of business priorities and their link with technologies (TC10)
	0.878
	0.947



	I fully understand the organization’s policies and their link with technologies (TC11)
	0.840
	0.868



	I understand the procedures of my business and its link with technologies very well (TC12)
	0.855
	0.875



	Inter-organizational relations (α = 0.942; CR = 0.94; AVE = 0.81)
	
	



	If there are people linked to technologies in my environment, they trust me (TC13)
	0.867
	0.922



	If there are people linked to technologies in my environment, they consult me (TC14)
	0.825
	0.898



	If there are people linked to technologies in my environment, we appreciate both parts of our work (TC15)
	0.851
	0.931



	If there are people linked to technologies in my environment, our relationship is one of respect (TC16)
	0.760
	0.835



	Supplier relations (α = 0.943; CR = 0.94; AVE = 0.85)
	
	



	My technology providers inform me promptly when they have problems that may affect the service they provide us with (TC17)
	0.857
	0.920



	I trust the ability of my technology providers to respond to my technology needs in a timely manner (TC18)
	0.852
	0.935



	There is a very trustworthy relationship between technology providers and myself (TC19)
	0.852
	0.905



	Infrastructure (α = 0.808; CR = 0.77; AVE = 0.53)
	
	



	I have people in charge of giving me support and advice on technologies (TC20)
	0.856
	0.745



	I invest annually in technologies (TC21)
	0.750
	0.723



	The computer equipment that I have or we have is connected to the network (TC22)
	0.653
	0.706



	Individual impact (α = 0.967; CR = 0.97; AVE = 0.91)
	
	



	The computer system improves my productivity (ID1)
	0.853
	0.971



	The computer system allows me a faster information processing (ID2)
	0.807
	0.936



	The computer system improves my work (ID3)
	0.844
	0.951



	Organizational impact (α = 0.961; CR = 0.96; AVE = 0.80)
	
	



	The computer system I use provides a competitive advantage over rival companies (OI1)
	0.870
	0858



	The computer system I use provides better client/coach relationships (OI2)
	0.891
	0.891



	The computer system I use provides opportunities to develop additional income (OI3)
	0.879
	0.878



	The computer system I use provides an improved corporate image (OI4)
	0.920
	0.935



	The computer system I use provides better customer service (OI5)
	0.920
	0.931



	The computer system I use keeps up to date with the business requirements of the organization (OI6)
	0.872
	0.877



	Market agility (α = 0.914; CR = 0.92; AVE = 0.79)
	
	



	I hurry to make and implement appropriate decisions in the face of changes in the market/clients (MA1)
	0.810
	0.827



	I am constantly looking for ways to reinvent/redesign our organization to better adapt to the market (MA2)
	0.790
	0.915



	I treat market changes as opportunities for rapid change (MA3)
	0.789
	0.919







Notes: CFA, confirmatory factor analysis; EFA, Exploratory Factor Analysis; TC, technological capability; α, Cronbach alpha; CR, composite reliability; AVE, average variance extracted.
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Table 3. Discriminant validity for the measurement model according to the Fornell–Larcker criterion.
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	Dimensions
	CR
	AVE
	KNO
	SCT
	TP
	I-OR
	SR
	INF
	ID
	OI
	AM





	Knowledge of technologies
	0.90
	0.70
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Strategic capacity in technologies
	0.87
	0.63
	0.59
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Personal technologies
	0.94
	0.80
	0.63
	0.78
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Inter-organizational relations
	0.94
	0.81
	0.74
	0.72
	0.72
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	



	Supplier relations
	0.94
	0.85
	0.48
	0.62
	0.56
	0.66
	1.00
	
	
	
	



	Infrastructure
	0.79
	0.53
	0.52
	0.45
	0.51
	0.42
	0.49
	1.00
	
	
	



	Individual impact
	0.97
	0.91
	0.41
	0.54
	0.35
	0.37
	0.22
	0.37
	1.00
	
	



	Organizational impact
	0.96
	0.80
	0.42
	0.55
	0.45
	0.47
	0.37
	0.53
	0.63
	1.00
	



	Market agility
	0.92
	0.79
	0.52
	0.66
	0.50
	0.55
	0.40
	0.61
	0.65
	0.66
	1.00







Notes: CR, composite reliability; AVE, average variance extracted; KNO, knowledge of technologies; SCT, strategic capacity in technologies; TP, technology personal; I-OR, inter-organizational relations; SR, supplier relations; INF, infrastructure; ID, individual impact; OI, organizational impact; MA, market agility.













[image: Table] 





Table 4. Summary results of the structural model for each group.






Table 4. Summary results of the structural model for each group.





	

	

	
Self-Employed Personal Trainers

	
Employed Personal Trainers




	
H

	
Relationship

	
Confirmed

	
B

	
Z-Value

	
Confirmed

	
B

	
Z-Value






	
H1

	
TC -> ID

	
Yes

	
0.59 ***

	
5.94

	
Yes

	
0.71 ***

	
8.89




	
H2

	
TC -> OI

	
Yes

	
0.35 ***

	
3.36

	
No

	
0.05

	
0.51




	
H3

	
TC -> MA

	
Yes

	
0.58 ***

	
5.35

	
Yes

	
0.40 ***

	
5.55




	
H4

	
ID -> MA

	
Yes

	
0.32 ***

	
3.63

	
Yes

	
0.60 ***

	
8.85




	
H5

	
ID -> OI

	
Yes

	
0.42 ***

	
4.88

	
No

	
0.21

	
1.62




	
H6

	
MA -> OI

	
Yes

	
0.21 *

	
2.01

	
Yes

	
0.62 ***

	
3.40








Notes: H, hypothesis; TC, technological capability; ID, individual impact; OI, organizational impact; MA, market agility; * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001.
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