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Abstract

Today, customers are considered both producers and consumers of services, and their participation in the service
process provides significant value to both businesses and customers. In fitness centers, this participation takes the
form of responsible, advocacy, and helping behaviors, influenced by members’ self-efficacy. This study examined
the antecedents and consequences of value co-creation behaviors among fitness service users. Self-efficacy was
modeled as the antecedent variable, while customer loyalty, satisfaction with sport life, and life satisfaction were
specified as outcome variables. Data were collected from 384 fitness center members in Istanbul, Ankara, 1zmir,
and Eskisehir (minimum one month of experience) using purposive sampling and a questionnaire, and analyzed
via structural equation modeling. Results showed that self-efficacy fosters responsible, advocacy, and helping
behaviors. Only advocacy significantly enhanced customer loyalty, whereas all three behaviors increased sport
life satisfaction and life satisfaction. Sport life satisfaction further improved both life satisfaction and loyalty. The
findings suggest that customer participation contributes not only to economic outcomes but also to individual well-
being, emphasizing the multifaceted value of co-creation in fitness services.
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0

Giiniimiizde miisteriler hizmetlerin hem iireticisi hem de tiiketicisi olarak goriilmekte; hizmet siirecine katilimlart
hem igletmeler hem de miisteriler icin onemli deger yaratmaktadir. Fitness merkezlerinde bu katilim, iiyelerin 6z-
yeterliginden etkilenen sorumlu davranis, savunuculuk ve yardimct olma davramislar: seklinde ortaya ¢tkmaktadur.
Bu ¢alisma, fitness hizmeti kullanicilar: arasinda degeri birlikte yaratma davranislarimin onciiltinii ve sonuglarini
incelemigtir. Oz-yeterlik onciil degisken olarak ele alinirken, miisteri sadakati, spor yasam memnuniyeti ve yasam
doyumu sonug degiskenleri olarak modellenmistir. Veriler, amagli ornekleme ile segilen ve en az bir aylik

deneyime sahip Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir ve Eskisehir’deki 384 fitness merkezi iiyesinden anket yoluyla toplanmus;
yvapisal egitlik modellemesi ile analiz edilmistir. Bulgular, 6z-yeterligin sorumlu davramg, savunuculuk ve
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yardimct olma davramiglarini destekledigini gostermistiv. Savunuculuk miisteri sadakatini anlamli bigimde
artirirken, i davramigin tamami spor yasam memnuniyeti ve yasam doyumunu artirmistir. Spor yasam
memnuniyeti ayrica yasam doyumunu ve sadakati daha da yiikseltmistiv. Sonuglar, miisteri kattliminin yalnizca
ekonomik c¢iktilara degil, bireysel iyilik haline de katki sundugunu ve fitness hizmetlerinde birlikte deger
yaratmanin ¢ok boyutlu niteligini vurgulamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Degerin Birlikte Yaratim, Oz-Yeterlik, Miisteri Sadakati, Yasam Doyumu, Fitness Hizmetleri
1. Introduction

The global fitness sector is currently experiencing unprecedented expansion, outpacing many other
industries. While Europe adopted this trend later than some regions, the past two decades have seen
gyms and health clubs achieve significant progress, with soaring member counts and revenue.
In Tiirkiye, the foundations of the sports industry were laid in the 1980s, and interest in the sector rose
during the 1990s with the opening of numerous health and sports facilities. From the 2000s onward, the
launch of thousands of fitness centers across the country ushered in a period of rapid development.
Unlike many other industries, the Turkish fitness sector has exhibited a continuous growth trend
(Sekendiz, 2005). During the last decade, the industry expanded swiftly; in the past five years alone,
fitness-center memberships have increased substantially.

According to the Deloitte European Health & Fitness Market 2019 report, the total turnover of the
European fitness sector grew by 1.2 percent year-on-year, reaching €27.2 billion. This figure
encompasses not only EU member states but also countries such as Tiirkiye and Russia. While an
average of 3.4 percent of Tiirkiye’s population is a member of a fitness center, the figure for Europe as
a whole is 9.9 percent (Rutgers et al., 2019). Tiirkiye increased its number of fitness-center members
from 1.83 million in 2017 to 2.10 million in 2019, gaining 270,000 new memberships in just two years.
Moreover, European Health & Fitness Market 2018 data indicate that the number of fitness centers in
the country has reached almost 2.000 (Hollasch et al., 2018). Following the global outbreak of Covid-
19 in late 2019, the fitness industry experienced a sharp decline. The European Health & Fitness
Market 2022 report shows that the number of members in Europe, which stood at 65 million in 2020,
fell to 56.3 million in 2022, while sector turnover dropped from € 28billion to € 17.1 billion
(Rutgers et al., 2022)—a decline of roughly 40 percent. The Turkish market was clearly affected in a
similar fashion.

Against this backdrop, the present study originates from the need for managers to compensate for
sectoral losses by adapting to changing customer behavior, identifying the factors that influence
customer satisfaction and customer loyalty, and generating solutions together with customers through
value co-creation (VCC). Ercsey (2016) emphasizes that, to facilitate this process, firms must provide
customers with various opportunities that encourage them to co-produce services. When customers
participate in the service process, they inevitably customize certain aspects of the service to suit their
own needs. Consequently, they actively construct their experiences in coordination with service
providers.

The primary objective of this research is to analyze “the antecedent and consequences of value co-
creation in fitness services”, where active service interaction (customer—customer and customer—firm)
occurs. In addition, the study aims to enrich the literature with a holistic model that examines the societal
and economic outcomes of co-creation activities carried out with customer participation. While many
previous studies have focused on customers’ overall satisfaction with services, the present research
conceptualizes sport life satisfaction—that is, satisfaction specific to the sporting-life domain—and
contributes to the limited empirical work exploring the antecedent and consequences of VCC in highly
interactive service contexts such as fitness centers.

While existing literature extensively explores customer behavior in service industries, there is a notable
gap in research focusing on consumers' active participation in value co-creation within the context of
fitness services (Al-Alak,2010; Woratschek etal., 2014; Behnam et al., 2020; Behnam et al., 2021;
Windasari et al., 2021). Understanding how to foster customer participation and citizenship behaviors is
therefore crucial for firms seeking to enhance customer loyalty and mitigate losses.
Cossio-Silvaetal. (2016) argue that value co-creation is linked to behavioral outcomes such as
“satisfaction and loyalty”, highlighting the importance of investigating its antecedent variables.
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Depending on the service type, customer participation in service production can occur at low or high
levels. In most cases, the inputs provided by customers comprise the information and guidance needed
by the service provider; in other words, production cannot proceed without the customer. Innovative
customers contribute their knowledge and experience to new service processes, and those with high
self-efficacy possess the potential to co-create meaningful value with firms. Customers may also assist
in defining service characteristics, quality-control procedures, and marketing activities. Through
advocacy and word-of-mouth communication, they can support the service provider and act as partial
employees involved in service production (Ercsey, 2017).

In light of these insights, policymakers aiming for behavior change and service providers alike must
focus on creating, sustaining, and enhancing customer value, as the antecedents influencing individuals’
behaviors and the behavioral patterns they adopt yield significant consequences for both parties. The
research scope of the study has been delineated in line with these questions:

a) In fitness-sector service firms, is customers’ self-efficacy an antecedent of value co-creation?

b) In fitness-sector service firms, are customer well-being and customer loyalty behavioral consequences
of value co-creation?

To answer these questions, a research model and associated hypotheses were developed on the basis of
the relevant literature. Data collected via a quantitative method were analyzed, and the findings are
discussed in detail in the Discussion and Conclusion sections. Finally, practical recommendations for
service firms, employees, and, more broadly, the economic sphere are offered, underscoring the study’s
practical contributions.

2. Conceptual Framework and Development of Hypotheses

Although the concept of VCC has attracted considerable attention in the broader literature, research that
explicitly examines its antecedents and consequences within the marketing domain remains scarce. One
seminal contribution is the Customer “Value Co-Creation Behavior Scale” developed by Yi
and Gong (2013). The authors classify co-creation behaviors into two overarching categories: Customer
Participation; “information seeking, information sharing, responsible behavior, personal interaction”
and Customer Citizenship Behavior; “tolerance, feedback, advocacy, helping”. Their study also
identifies antecedent factors such as role clarity, competence, and motivation.

The research model employed here is adapted from the framework proposed by Yousefian (2015) to
align with the present study’s purpose, context, and variables. Among the antecedents of VCC, only
self-efficacy is considered. Situated at the core of Social Learning Theory, self-efficacy is
conceptualized as a psychological construct that explains the extent to which individuals adopt specific
behaviors (Bandura, 1986). A customer’s level of self-efficacy is deemed critical for enacting behavioral
change and participating effectively in fitness services. Accordingly, this study focuses on the
self-efficacy levels of fitness-center customers and investigates the impact of this attribute on the VCC
process.

Of the eight dimensions of co-creation behavior, three are selected for analysis: responsible behavior,
helping, and advocacy. The study, therefore, seeks to ascertain the extent to which consumers act
responsibly toward the adopted behavior, assist others in adopting it, and advocate both the behavior
and the firm by incorporating it into their routines. These three dimensions are assumed to capture
distinct facets of customer behavior and thereby contribute to the VCC process (Yi & Gong, 2013).

Drawing on the commitment- and trust-based perspective of Relationship Marketing Theory, customer
loyalty is treated as a behavioral outcome of VCC, given the influence of interactions between parties
on behavioral outputs (Nakiboglu, 2014). Consistent with the primary goal of social marketing,
identifying factors that enhance individual well-being offers substantial benefits at both the personal and
societal levels. Thus, customer well-being is also considered another behavioral consequence of VCC.

Customer well-being is operationalized through two sub-dimensions: (1) life satisfaction, reflecting
individuals’ assessments of their overall quality of life, and (2) sport life satisfaction, measuring the
satisfaction derived from participation in fitness services. The relationship between these constructs and

4307



Giimiis, C. — Aksoy, R., 4305-4329

co-creation behaviors underscore their potential to generate positive outcomes for individuals and
society alike.

2.1. Antecedent of Value Co-Creation
2.1.1. Self-Efficacy

Ability refers to possessing the skills and confidence necessary to accomplish a task (Jones, 1986).
Research on self-efficacy indicates that customer participation behaviors require not only cognitive
competence but also the belief that one can enact that competence. Individuals with low self-efficacy
tend to experience a stronger sense of failure in complex tasks—and sometimes even in simple ones—
yet self-efficacy is widely recognized as a robust predictor of behavior (Meuter et al., 2005).

Expertise denotes the customer’s accumulated knowledge about how a given product should perform
and an understanding of average performance across the category (Sharma & Patterson, 2000). Expert
customers are more likely to take part in the co-production process because they can better assess where
and how to contribute (Prebensen & Xie, 2017). Their desire to influence service outcomes further
strengthens their motivation to participate (Auh et al., 2007).

Within the service-management literature, customers are viewed as the firm’s “partial employees”
(McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012). In this context, customer self-efficacy plays a regulatory role in
customer—firm interactions; customers with high self-efficacy are more inclined to help other customers
and to share their own experiences and knowledge (Liu & Huang, 2020).

Based on these findings, the following research hypotheses are proposed:
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant positive effect on responsible behavior.
H2: Self-efficacy has a significant positive effect on advocacy behavior.
H3: Self-efficacy has a significant positive effect on helping behavior.
2.2. Consequences of Value Co-Creation

2.2.1. Customer Loyalty

Loyal customers tend to repurchase from the same service provider whenever possible, recommend the
firm to others, and maintain a favorable attitude toward it (Cossio Silva et al., 2016). Because customer
loyalty is strongly associated with revenue growth and the long-term prosperity of the firm, it is a critical
focal point for service providers (Sweeney et al., 2015). Active customer participation in the service
process creates opportunities to build relationships that reinforce loyalty and reduce the likelihood of
switching to competitors (Revilla Camacho et al., 2015).

Prior research has shown that a variety of factors positively influence customer loyalty, including
voluntary  service  participation (Bettencourt, 1997), customer to customer  support
(Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2007), co-production in financial services (Auhetal.,2007), service
employees’ encouragement of customer organizational citizenship behaviors (Bove et al., 2009), joint
value creation in travel services (Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012), value creation efforts
(Sweeney et al., 2015), customer citizenship behaviors (Revilla Camacho etal., 2017), cooperative
members’ engagement(Yacob etal.,2018b), perceived service quality in fitness centers
(Dias etal.,2019), customer participation and citizenship behaviors (Lee et al., 2019), co-creation of
value (Behnametal.,2021), and customer experience quality (Eskiler & Safak, 2022). Collectively,
these findings support the widely accepted view that co-creation behaviors are positively linked to
loyalty.

Accordingly, to examine the relationship between customer behaviors and loyalty in the fitness sector,
the following hypotheses are proposed:

H4: Responsible behavior has a significant positive effect on customer loyalty.
H5: Advocacy behavior has a significant positive effect on customer loyalty.
H6: Helping behavior has a significant positive effect on customer loyalty.
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2.2.2. Sport Life Satisfaction

Sullivan (2004) defines the principal aim of sport marketing as satisfying the needs of sport customers
through sport goods and services; accordingly, the essence of sport marketing lies in the products and
services presented to customers (Sullivan, 2004; Woratschek et al., 2014). Examining satisfaction within
specific life domains is crucial for researchers who wish to uncover domain-level well-being effects
(Diener et al., 2009). We conceptualize sport life satisfaction as a domain-specific component of well-
being that can spill over to global life satisfaction in line with domain-satisfaction accounts.

Because it involves customers’ active roles in the production and delivery of services, customer
participation is a multidimensional and complex construct that contributes to VCC. Prahalad and
Ramaswamy (2004) position customer participation squarely within the co-creation framework, while
Yacob et al., (2018a) emphasize that such interaction can foster long-term relationships among all
stakeholders in service firms. Understanding customer participation is therefore a strategic imperative
for fitness-sector service providers.

When customers are actively involved in service delivery, organizational socialization levels rise,
enhancing perceived service quality and customer satisfaction (Claycomb et al., 2001). Empirical
findings across diverse contexts—organizational fit (Jones, 1986), employee participation in services
(Yimetal., 2012), customer effort (Sweeney et al., 2015), customer participation in fitness centers (Dias
et al., 2019), continuous use of wearable fitness technology (Windasari et al., 2021), and customer
citizenship behaviors (Tran & Vu, 2021)—all reveal significant relationships with domain satisfaction.

Based on this literature, the following hypotheses are proposed for the fitness-services context:
H7: Responsible behavior has a significant positive effect on sport life satisfaction.

H8: Advocacy behavior has a significant positive effect on sport life satisfaction.

H9: Helping behavior has a significant positive effect on sport life satisfaction.

2.2.3. Life Satisfaction

Value co-creation occurs when consumers actively engage in defining and generating value so as to
enhance the total value, they derive from the consumption experience (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018).
Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) regard customer participation as a fundamental form of co-creation,
noting that it allows firms to understand customer needs and wants more fully, thereby improving service
performance. Although the relationship between co-creation and customer well-being has drawn
increasing attention, empirical evidence remains limited (Anderson et al., 2013).

Scholars have reported positive, significant links between life satisfaction and factors such as customer
citizenship behaviors (Garma & Bove, 2011), customer value-creation efforts (Sweeney et al., 2015),
co-creation behaviors (Hsieh et al., 2018), employee behavior and perceived service quality (Huang &
Lin, 2020), customer self-determination (Shulga & Busser, 2021), and value creation in home-based
settings (Cui & Meng, 2021). These findings suggest that co-creation behaviors can contribute to
consumers’ subjective well-being.

Accordingly, the following hypotheses are advanced for the fitness-services setting:
H10: Responsible behavior has a significant positive effect on life satisfaction.
H11: Advocacy behavior has a significant positive effect on life satisfaction.

H12: Helping behavior has a significant positive effect on life satisfaction.

2.2.4. Sport Life Satisfaction and Life Satisfaction

Campbell et al. (1976) argue that individuals consider multiple life domains—each weighed against
personal standards—when forming judgments about overall life satisfaction. However, the outcomes of
social comparisons are not always consistent across studies or individuals (Diener & Suh, 1997).
Positive comparisons can bolster subjective well-being, whereas unfavorable comparisons may diminish
it; for example, a fitness-center member might idolize a more experienced peer or, conversely, feel
inadequate and withdraw from exercise.
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Marketing activities can affect both quality of life and life satisfaction (Day, 1987; Grzeskowiak &
Sirgy, 2007; Cui & Meng, 2021). Research that examines consumption’s impact on life satisfaction
typically focuses on behaviors with positive (e.g., diet, exercise) or negative (e.g., smoking, gambling)
consequences (Cui & Meng, 2021). Diener et al. (2009) note potential interrelationships among
components of subjective well-being and call for investigation of how satisfaction within one domain—
such as sport life—might influence overall life satisfaction. Yet only a few studies have addressed this
link (Sweeney et al., 2015; Shulga & Busser, 2021).

H13: Sport life satisfaction has a significant positive effect on life satisfaction.
2.2.5. Sport Life Satisfaction and Customer Loyalty

In the service literature, satisfaction is a cognitive-affective appraisal of the extent to which a firm meets
or exceeds customer expectations, whereas customer loyalty remains a critical strategic objective
(Yacob et al., 2018a). According to Oliver (1999), loyalty refers to a strong and enduring commitment
to repurchase or continue using a preferred product or service in the future, even in the face of situational
influences and possible changes in behavior. When firms correctly identify and satisfy customer needs,
the likelihood that customers will maintain their relationship with the brand increases (Jani & Han,
2015). Consequently, ensuring customer satisfaction is a primary priority for many service organizations
(Yacob et al., 2018b).

A substantial body of research documents the positive link between customer satisfaction—treated here
as an aspect of well-being—and loyalty: voluntary customer roles in services (Bettencourt, 1997); partial
employee roles in retail (Keh & Teo, 2001); customer—employee synergies (Grissemann & Stokburger-
Sauer, 2012); social-exchange behaviors in service improvement (Choi et al., 2014); customer effort in
value creation (Sweeney et al., 2015); co-creation in fitness centers (Chiu et al., 2017); online value
creation in waste management (Frempong, 2018); perceived service quality in fitness centers (Dias et
al., 2019); and continuous use of wearable fitness technology (Windasari et al., 2021), among others.
These findings indicate that increased sport life satisfaction can strengthen customer loyalty.

H14: Sport life satisfaction has a significant positive effect on customer loyalty.
3. Method
3.1. Purpose of the Study

Customer value is “the perceived value of the exchange” between the benefits obtained from the goods
and services offered and the sacrifices made in return for these benefits (Kanibir & Nart, 2006). With
the transformation in service marketing today, customers are no longer passive recipients of the value
offered; they have begun to take an active role in the VCC in line with their desires and needs. This
development has transformed businesses from value providers to facilitators of value creation. The
diversification of customer expectations, technological capabilities, and customer-customer interaction
have made the processes of VCC more visible in the service sector. However, value is not always
automatically co-created; when different stakeholders participate in the process, value definitions and
expectations may also diversify. The main aim of this research is to examine and elucidate the VCC
behaviors of customers in the fitness sector, the self-efficacy-based antecedent of these behaviors, and
their outcomes, such as customer loyalty, sport life satisfaction and life satisfaction.

3.2. Research Model

Figure 1. illustrates the conceptual framework constructed specifically for this study.
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Figure 1. Research Model
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3.3. Population and Sample

Drawing on Gronroos and Voima (2013), genuine value in service firms is generated across two
intersecting spheres of interaction: the customer sphere and the joint sphere. In this framework, fitness
providers serve as platforms that enable diverse stakeholders to integrate operant and operand resources,
thereby facilitating value co-creation (VCC). Accordingly, the present study focuses on individuals in
Tiirkiye who patronize fitness services. Evidence from participatory sport contexts likewise shows that
engaging customers as co-creators improves experiential value and strengthens satisfaction- and loyalty-
related outcomes (Jiang et al., 2025).

Owing to temporal and budgetary constraints, data were collected from a representative sample rather
than the entire population. Because the research design incorporated exploratory factor analysis,
multiple regression, and structural equation modeling, sample-size determinations conformed to
established multivariate guidelines. A minimum of 200 respondents is typically recommended for factor
analysis, and a common heuristic suggests securing at least ten respondents per scale item (Giirbiiz &
Sahin, 2018). Based on the initial 36-item instrument, the target sample size was set at approximately
360; following item diagnostics, one advocacy item was removed due to cross-loading, yielding a 35-
item instrument for the CFA/SEM analyses. Our final sample of 384 therefore exceeds both the >200
rule of thumb and the >10 respondents-per-item guideline (>350 for 35 items).

Eligibility was limited to individuals with at least one month of fitness-service experience to ensure
meaningful engagement with both facility staff and fellow members. Considering inaccessible complete
membership databases and the necessity of specific participation experience, purposive sampling was
employed to intentionally select respondents who best fulfilled the study’s criteria (Giirbiiz & Sahin,
2018).

3.4. Sampling Process

Prior to data collection, requisite ethical approval was secured from the Human Research Ethics
Committee of Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit University (Decision No. 29809; 14 July 2020). In light of the
study’s objectives, anticipated sample size and questionnaire format, a structured survey instrument was
deemed most appropriate for primary data collection. Due to the unavailability of comprehensive
membership rosters, participants were recruited through purposive sampling at large, fully equipped
fitness centers in the Turkish metropolitan regions of Istanbul, Ankara, 1zmir and Eskisehir.
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Eligibility criteria required at least one month of prior fitness-service engagement to ensure respondents
possessed sufficient familiarity with facility operations, equipment and peer interactions. Surveys were
administered in person at facility entry or exit points, thereby avoiding interference with exercise
sessions; an online alternative was also provided for those who preferred digital completion.

Fieldwork was conducted between 2 August 2020 and 17 April 2021, yielding 442 returned
questionnaires (Istanbul = 132; Ankara = 112; Izmir = 104; Eskisehir = 94). Following the removal of
incomplete or invalid responses, the final dataset comprised 384 usable cases, thus satisfying the
predetermined sample-size requirement.

3.5. Data Collection Instruments and Analysis

The measurement instrument comprised three sections. The first section captured demographic
characteristics—gender, age, marital status, education level, membership duration, facility-usage
frequency and time spent at the facility—as employed in prior research (Ferrand et al., 2010;
Theodorakis et al., 2014; Chiu et al., 2015; Yousefian, 2015; Chiu et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2019; Chiu et
al., 2019; Dias et al., 2019; Behnam et al., 2021). The second section consisted of 16 five-point Likert-
type items assessing the three dimensions of value co-creation (VCC)—responsible behavior, advocacy
and helping—and the antecedent construct of self-efficacy. The third section comprised 19 five-point
Likert-type items measuring sport life satisfaction, life satisfaction and customer loyalty as outcomes of
self-efficacy and VCC (total scale length = 35 items; 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree).

Self-Efficacy Scale: Five items were adapted from Jones (1986) and Yim et al. (2012) to operationalize
self-efficacy as an antecedent of VCC behaviors.

Value Co-Creation Scale:
¢ Responsible behavior: Four items adapted from Yi and Gong (2013).

e Advocacy: Three items adapted from Yi and Gong (2013), with the third advocacy item removed due
to cross-loading and reliability concerns. Accordingly, Advocacy was modeled as a two-indicator latent
construct; for identification we constrained the two standardized loadings to be equal and fixed the latent
variance to 1.

¢ Helping: Five items adapted from Yi and Gong (2013) and Verleye et al. (2014).

Sport Life Satisfaction Scale: Seven items adapted from Yousefian (2015).

Life Satisfaction Scale: Five items from Diener et al.’s (1985) Satisfaction with Life Scale.
Customer Loyalty Scale: Seven items adapted from Zeithaml et al. (1996).

Scale reliability was assessed via Cronbach’s alpha (Ozdamar, 2015). The self-efficacy scale yielded o
=0.88. For VCC dimensions, a = 0.85 for responsible behavior, o = 0.88 for advocacy (post-removal of
the problematic item), o = 0.87 for helping and an aggregate o = 0.85 for the combined VCC scale.
Outcome variables demonstrated o = 0.86 (customer loyalty), a = 0.89 (sport life satisfaction) and o =
0.93 (life satisfaction), all exceeding the > (.70 threshold and confirming strong internal consistency.
Data analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 25.0 for descriptive and inferential statistics
and IBM SPSS Amos 24.0 for structural equation modeling. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was
performed using principal components extraction with Varimax rotation; however, it should be noted
that Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is technically different from true EFA. For strict factor
analysis, Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) or Maximum Likelihood (ML) extraction would be more
appropriate. In this study, the PCA results are interpreted cautiously to represent the underlying latent
constructs.

4. Findings
4.1. Participants’ Demographic Characteristics

Table 1 presents the demographic profile of participants (gender, age, marital status, education,
membership duration, facility usage frequency, and average time per visit).
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Table 1. Distribution of Participants by Fitness Center Membership Characteristics

Frequency %
Gender Male 280 72.9
Female 104 27.1
Age <19 40 10.4
20-29 211 54.9
30-39 96 25.0
>40 37 9.6
Marital Status Married 90 23.4
Single 294 76.6
Education Level | High School 67 174
Associate Degree 75 19.5
Bachelor’s Degree 197 51.3
Graduate Degree 45 11.7
Fitness Center 1-6 months 59 154
Membership 7-11 months 61 15.9
Duration 1-1.5 years 55 14.3
More than 1.5 years 209 54.4
Frequency of Once a week 10 2.6
Fitness Center 2 times a week 27 7.0
Usage 3 times a week 98 25.5
4 times or more 249 64.8
Duration of Less than 1 hour 24 6.3
Fitness Center Between 1 and 2 hours 294 76.6
Use Between 2 and 3 hours 53 13.8
3 hours or more 13 3.4
Total 384 100

An examination of the participants’ overall profiles revealed that 72.9 % were male, 54.9 % were
between 20 and 29 years of age, 76.6 % were single, and 51.3 % held a bachelor’s degree. Regarding
fitness-center membership characteristics, 54.4 % had been members for more than 1.5 years, 64.8 %
used the facility four times per week or more, and 76.6 % typically spent between one and two hours
per visit.

4.2. Measurement-Model Findings

The research model comprises three sets of constructs: the antecedent “self-efficacy”; the co-creation
behaviors “responsible behavior, advocacy, and helping”; and the behavioral outcomes “sport life
satisfaction, life satisfaction, and customer loyalty”. Reliability and validity were assessed through
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses (EFA and CFA), and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were
subsequently calculated.

Prior to factor extraction, sample adequacy and data suitability were verified via the Kaiser—Meyer—
Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Field, 2000). The KMO value exceeded the
recommended 0.70 threshold, indicating that the correlation matrix was appropriate for factor analysis
(Altunigik et al., 2012). Exploratory dimensionality was examined with principal components analysis
(PCA) using Varimax rotation (Kaiser normalization); because PCA is not a common-factor EFA, these
results were used only to screen dimensionality, and the latent structure was subsequently evaluated
with CFA. The analysis returned significant KMO and Bartlett statistics and showed that the total
variance explained surpassed 50 % for every scale, confirming that the items accounted for more than
half of the constructs’ variance and possessed strong representational power (Yaslioglu, 2017). All
communalities were above 0.40 (Field, 2000). In the CFA, most factor loadings exceeded the 0.50
guideline and were significant (p < 0.001), while two SLS items (SLS1 = 0.43; SLS3 = 0.46) were
slightly below 0.50 but retained for content coverage and acceptable measurement properties. In the
exploratory stage (PCA with Varimax), loadings were at acceptable levels. Detailed statistics are
presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Measurement-Model Results

Structure EFA CFA C E EV o
Factor Factor (%)
Load Load

Antecedent of Value Co-Creation
(KMO=0.87; x*=1035.88; df= 10; P<0.001)
Self-Efficacy

SE1 0.84 0.79 0.70
SE2 0.90 0.90 0.81
SE3 0.86 0.84 0.74 3.42 68.43 0.88
SE4 0.75 0.66 0.57
SE5 0.77 0.69 0.59

Value Co-Creation Behaviors
(KM0=0.82; x*=2210.80; df= 55; P<0.001)
Responsible Behavior

RB1 0.83 0.72 0.69

RB2 0.86 0.78 0.76

RB3 0.85 0.75 0.74 451 4101 ) 085
RB4 0.71 0.62 0.61

Advocacy

AD1 0.89 0.88 0.78

AD2 0.91 0.88 0.78 215 1961 088
Helping

HE1 0.77 0.66 0.68

HE2 0.82 0.69 0.72

HE3 0.86 0.76 0.78 1.35 12.30 | 0.87
HE4 0.79 0.64 0.68

HES 0.77 0.64 0.68

Consequences of Value Co-Creation
(KMO=0.91; x?=4724.45; df= 171; P<0.001)
Sport Life Satisfaction

SLS1 0.52 0.43 0.53

SLS2 0.69 0.54 0.66

SLS3 0.63 0.46 0.58

SLS4 0.81 0.71 0.75 7.75 40.77 0.86
SLS5 0.84 0.75 0.76

SLS6 0.78 0.63 0.66

SLS7 0.71 0.58 0.58

Life Satisfaction

LS1 0.74 0.65 0.65

LS2 0.82 0.73 0.76

LS3 0.86 0.78 0.79 2.70 17.19 0.89
LS4 0.84 0.75 0.77

LS5 0.79 0.65 0.69

Customer Loyalty

CL1 0.78 0.72 0.78

CL2 0.87 0.82 0.85

CL3 0.75 0.65 0.73

CL4 0.84 0.78 0.82 2.13 11.22 0.93
CL5 0.82 0.72 0.79

CL6 0.72 0.58 0.68

CL7 0.76 0.65 0.75

C= Communality; E= Eigenvalue; EV=Explained Variance; o= Cronbach’s Alfa; %> (chi-square), Bartlett.
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to assess how well the proposed seven-factor
measurement model fit the observed data (Cokluk et al., 2010; Hair et al., 2014). The resulting
goodness-of-fit indices are reported in Table 3.
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Table 3. Goodness-of-Fit Indices of the Measurement Model

Fit Index Good Acceptable | Obtained Sources
Fit Fit Value

Chi-Square / Degrees of <3 <4-5 2.06

Freedgm (y*/df) ’ Byme (2012)

Root Mean Square Error of | <0.05 | 0.06-0.10 0.05

Approximation (RMSEA) (Blgs\;’;r)]eli (f?tj(ljseecrt(tler

Standardized Root Mean <0.05 | 0.06-0.10 0.06 (1998)'

Square Residual (SRMR)

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) | >0.95 | 0.90-0.94 0.94 McDonald &
Marsh (1990)

Incremental Fit Index (IFI) >0.95 0.90-0.94 0.94 Bollen (1989)

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) | >0.90 | 0.85-0.89 0.86 Tanaka & Huba

Adjusted Goodness of Fit >0.90 | 0.80-0.89 0.84 (1985);Joreskog &

Index (AGFI) Sorbom(1993)

An inspection of Table 3 reveals that some indices indicate a good fit (¥*/df =2.06; RMSEA =0.05),
whereas others fall within the acceptable range (SRMR =0.06; CF1=0.94; IFI=0.94; GFI=0.86;
AGFI=0.84). Collectively, these statistics show that the measurement model fits the data at an
acceptable level. Composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) were subsequently
calculated for each construct; values above 0.70 for CR and 0.50 for AVE are commonly viewed as
evidence of satisfactory internal consistency and convergent validity (Malhotra & Dash, 2011). The CR
and AVE results are reported in Table 4. Because Advocacy was retained with two indicators after one
item was dropped due to cross-loading, we imposed an equal-loading constraint for identification and
fixed the latent variance to 1. Both indicators showed substantial and significant loadings (p < 0.001).

Table 4. Composite Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) Values

CR AVE | MSV | MaxR(H) SE RB AD HE SLS LS CL
SE 0886 0.612 0.261 @ 0.910 0.783*
RB | 0.861 ' 0.609 | 0.266 @ 0.872 0.511™"  0.780*
AD | 0.877 0.781 | 0.594 0.877 0.311™"  0.395™" | 0.884*
HE 0.861  0.555 | 0.165 @ 0.872 0.347"™" | 0.332™"  0.365™"  0.745*
SLS | 0.873 0501 0.287 | 0.901 0.451™*  0.516™" | 0.522""  0.407""  0.708*
LS 0888  0.615 | 0,188 | 0.903 0.358™" | 0.250™ | 0.361™ 0.208™"  0.255™"  0.784*
CL 0927 | 0.646 | 0.594 @ 0.941 0.268™" | 0.347™" | 0.771™" | 0.375™" | 0.535"" | 0.433"™" | 0.804*

#¥%p< 0.001; MaxR(H)= Maximal H Reliability; MSV=Maximum Shared Variance; *YAVE

In order to ensure discriminant validity, the square root of the AVE value of each construct is expected
to be higher than the correlation coefficients of that construct with other constructs (Hair et al., 2014).
The findings presented in Table 4 show that this condition is met for all variables.

In addition, within the scope of the measurement-model validity criteria proposed by Fornell and
Larcker (1981) and Hu and Bentler (1999), convergent validity was supported because AVE values met
the 0.50 guideline and factor loadings in the CFA were significant (p < 0.001). For discriminant validity,
the Fornell-Larcker conditions were satisfied, with MSV < AVE for all constructs and the square roots
of AVE exceeding the corresponding inter-construct correlations. MaxR(H) exceeded CR as expected
for a maximal-reliability index; this pertains to reliability rather than discriminant validity. In line with
these findings, the model demonstrates both convergent and discriminant validity.

Additionally, we computed heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratios (Henseler et al., 2015); the values
ranged from 0.225 to 0.759 and, as shown in Table 5, were below both the 0.85 and 0.90 thresholds.
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Table 5. Heterotrait—-Monotrait (HTMT) Ratios Among Constructs

Variables SE RB AD HE SLS LS CL
SE -
RB 0.543 -
AD 0.318 0.424 -
HE 0.333 0.352 0.364 -
SLS 0.479 0.511 0.546 0.429 -
LS 0.369 0.283 0.381 0.225 0.335 -
CL 0.294 0.388 0.759 0.349 0.576 0.456 -

Within the scope of the study, Pearson correlation coefficients were analyzed to determine the
relationships between the variables obtained with the measurement tools. The correlation values
obtained are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Pearson Correlation Coefficients between Variables

Variables Mean SD @ 1 2. 3. 4 5. 6 7.
1. Self-Efficacy 20.82 436 1
2. Responsible Behavior 1790 272 472" 1
3. | Advocacy 8.41 211 277 3687 1
4. Helping 2066 4.75 2917 303%™ 321" 1
5. | Sport Life Satisfaction 31.48 | 4.07  .412™ 4367 4757 3767 1
6. Customer Loyalty 28.64 | 6.45  .267™ .348™ .681™ .318™ | 5177 1
7 Life Satisfaction 17.95 492  .321™ 244 .334™ 1977 289" 415 1

**p<0.01

Table 6 reveals statistically significant and positive associations between life satisfaction, loyalty and
sport life satisfaction variables and self-efficacy, responsible behavior, advocacy and helping. Life
satisfaction shows a low and moderate positive relationship with these variables; the strongest
relationship was observed with loyalty (r=0.415; p<0.01). Similarly, the loyalty variable shows
moderate positive relationships with advocacy (r=0.681; p<0.01) and sport life satisfaction (r=0.517;
p<0.01). Sport life satisfaction shows moderate and significant positive correlations with all co-creation
behaviors (self-efficacy, responsible behavior, advocacy and helping). These findings suggest that VCC
behaviors are significantly associated with positive individual outcomes.

To assess the extent to which the variables conformed to the assumption of univariate normality,
skewness and kurtosis statistics (and their standard errors, SE) were examined. The findings presented
in Table 7 show that all variables satisfy commonly used thresholds—skewness within +3 and kurtosis
within +10 (Kline, 2011), indicating that the univariate normality assumption is tenable.

Table 7. Skewness and Kurtosis Statistics and Standard Errors for Variables

Variables Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic SE Statistic SE
Self-Efficacy -1.01 0.12 0.51 0.25
Responsible Behavior -1.78 0.12 4.34 0.25
Advocacy -1.40 0.12 1.27 0.25
Helping -1.07 0.12 0.39 0.25
Sport Life Satisfaction -1.55 0.12 3.65 0.25
Customer Loyalty -1.17 0.12 0.90 0.25
Life Satisfaction -0.27 0.12 -0.74 0.25

Variance inflation factors (VIF) and tolerance values (TV) were calculated to determine the
multicollinearity problem at the construct level (based on composite mean scores). The threshold
values indicating the presence of multicollinearity problem are accepted as VIF > 10 and TV < 0.10
(Cokluk et al., 2010). The values obtained as a result of the analysis (1.24 < VIF <2.19 and 0.46 < TV
<0.80) revealed that there is no multicollinearity problem among the variables.

To assess whether the data adhered to multivariate normality, the study employed Mardia’s standardized
multivariate kurtosis index. Since the standardized kurtosis value (105.04) calculated in the analysis was
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above the recommended threshold value (8), it was determined that the assumption of multivariate
normal distribution was not met (Yilmaz & Varol, 2015). Accordingly, overall model fit under non-
normality was assessed in AMOS using the Bollen—Stine bootstrap (Bollen & Stine, 1992) with 1,000
resamples, yielding a non-significant result (p > 0.05).

Bootstrapping resamples the observed dataset with replacement to create new samples of the same size
as the original; increasing the number of resamples improves the stability of standard errors and
confidence intervals (MacKinnon, 2008). In the literature, the bootstrap method is widely used in social
sciences (Ranjan & Read, 2016; Bartikowski & Walsh, 2011; Inoue et al., 2017; Aishah & Shaari, 2017,
Yacob et al., 2018a, Yacob et al., 2018b; Satic1 & Deniz, 2019; Behnam et al., 2021).

Accordingly, in the current study, 1000 bootstrap samples were created, and bootstrap coefficients and
confidence intervals were calculated. The significance of the analyzed effects was evaluated according
to the condition that neither limit of the bootstrapped confidence intervals includes zero (Hayes, 2013;
Shrout & Bolger, 2002).

4.3. Findings Regarding the Structural Model

In the structural model presented in Figure 2, “self-efficacy” is exogenous, and “responsible behavior,
advocacy, helping, sport life satisfaction, life satisfaction and loyalty” variables are endogenous.
Examination of the model highlights that “self-efficacy” has significant effects on “responsible
behavior, advocacy and helping, and these variables have significant effects on life satisfaction, sport
life satisfaction and loyalty”. Furthermore, the results confirmed that “sport life satisfaction” was also
effective on “life satisfaction and loyalty”.

Figure 2. Path Diagram of the Structural Model

@
4 29
)
< Responsible -.01
- Behaviour
&®

@ ® 0@ @

® © © O
\& ]

®

Satisfaction

When the explanatory level of the model is examined; 29% (R?=0.29) for responsible behavior, 11%
(R?=0.11) for advocacy, 14% (R?=0.14) for helping, 61% (R>=0.61) for loyalty, 39% (R?>=0.39) for sport
life satisfaction and 8% (R?=0.08) for life satisfaction. These findings show that the proposed model
reveals the structural relationships between the variables in a significant and statistically strong manner.

In order to evaluate the general validity of the structural model, the goodness of fit values for the path
analysis were examined. According to the findings, it is seen that the chi-square fit coefficient (y*/sd =
2.26) is at a good fit level, and the other fit indices (RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 0.06; CFI = 0.94; IFI =
0.94; GFI = 0.86; AGFI = 0.86) are within acceptable limits. The findings indicate that the model’s
structural linkages align with the empirical data from the sample, thereby affirming its overall validity.
Additionally, the Bollen—Stine bootstrap was non-significant (p > 0.05), supporting overall structural-
model fit under non-normality. After the reliability of the structural model was verified, the hypotheses
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were tested and the standardized path coefficients, standard errors, 95% confidence intervals and
significance values for the model are reported in Table 8.

Table 8. Statistical Values for the Tested Structural Model

Standard 95% Confidence o- value Results
; anaar Interval -
H
ypothesis B Error

Lower Upper
H1 SE->RB 0.54** 0.05 0.41 0.65 0.002 Supported
H2 SE>AD 0.33* 0.07 0.22 0.45 0.001 Supported
H3 SE-> HE 0.37* 0.06 0.26 0.49 0.001 Supported
H4 RB->CL -0.01 0.06 -0.15 0.12 0.836 Not Supported
H5 AD-> CL 0.66* 0.05 0.54 0.79 0.001 Supported
H6 HE->CL 0.09 0.05 -0,03 0.21 0.129 Not Supported
H7 RB->SLS 0.36** 0.04 0.18 0.51 0.002 Supported
H8 AD->SLS 0.36** 0.03 0.22 0.49 0.002 Supported
H9 HE->SLS 0.21* 0.03 0.08 0.35 0.001 Supported
H10 RB->LS 0.10* 0.03 0.05 0.18 0.001 Supported
H11 AD->LS 0.10* 0.03 0.05 0.18 0.001 Supported
H12 HE->LS 0.06* 0.02 0.03 0.12 0.001 Supported
H13 SLS>LS 0.27** 0.09 0.17 0.40 0.002 Supported
H14 SLS->CL 0.18** 0.11 0.05 0.31 0.006 Supported

* p<0.001; ** p<0.01; p=Standardized Coefficients

When the direct effects in Table 8 are examined, self-efficacy has positive and significant effects on
responsible behavior (B=0.54; p<0.01), advocacy (f=0.33; p<0.001) and helping (=0.37; p<0.001) (H1,
H2 and H3 are accepted). Regarding customer loyalty, only advocacy showed a significant positive
effect (=0.66; p<0.001), whereas the effects of responsible behavior (p=-0.01; p>0.05) and helping
(B=0.09; p>0.05) were not significant; thus, H5 was supported while H4 and H6 were rejected. This
pattern is consistent with recent fitness-center evidence in which customer citizenship/advocacy
behavior emerges as a robust predictor of loyalty, whereas other participation forms often show weaker
or non-significant links (Rana et al., 2023; Nguyen, 2024).

Responsible behavior (f=0.36; p<0.01), advocacy (f=0.36; p<0.01) and helping (p=0.21; p<0.01) had
positive and significant effects on sport life satisfaction (H7, H8 and H9 accepted). Similarly, the effects
of responsible behavior (p=0.10; p<0.01), advocacy (=0.10; p<0.01) and helping (f=0.06; p<0.01) on
life satisfaction were positive and significant (H10, H11 and H12 were accepted).

Finally, sport life satisfaction has significant and positive effects on loyalty (=0.18; p<0.01) and life
satisfaction ($=0.27; p<0.01) (H13 and H14 are accepted). These results reveal that the relationships in
the proposed model are mostly significant.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

The findings of this study reveal that men utilize fitness center services more intensively than women,
and that single individuals aged 20-29 with a bachelor’s degree also exhibit higher levels of
participation. Additionally, participants with memberships exceeding 1.5 years generally use the facility
four or more times per week for durations of one to two hours.

Analysis of the direct effects and hypotheses in the research model indicates that self-efficacy exerts a
positive and significant effect on responsible behavior (H1: f = 0.54, p <0.01), advocacy (H2: p =0.33,
p <0.001), and helping behavior (H3: = 0.37, p < 0.001). These results demonstrate that self-efficacy
significantly predicts value co-creation behaviors, consistent with previous research examining the link
between self-efficacy and participative behaviors (Sharma & Patterson, 2000; Auh et al., 2007; Yi &
Gong, 2008; Chen & Wu, 2014; Yousefian, 2015; Windasari et al., 2021). Thus, enhanced perceptions
of self-efficacy among fitness center members are associated with greater engagement in responsible,
advocacy, and helping behaviors.
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With respect to the relationship between co-creation behaviors and customer loyalty, responsible
behavior (H4: g = -0.01, p > 0.05) was found to have a negative and non-significant effect, advocacy
(H5: p=0.66, p <0.001) demonstrated a positive and significant effect, and helping behavior (H6: =
0.09, p > 0.05) had a positive but non-significant effect. This suggests that only advocacy behavior
significantly enhances customer loyalty, which corroborates findings from previous studies
(Bartikowski & Walsh, 2011; Theodorakis et al., 2014; Yousefian, 2015; Frempong, 2018; Chiu et al.,
2019; Behnam et al., 2021). Converging evidence shows that not all co-creation behaviors are equally
effective for downstream outcomes; some dimensions fail to meet necessary conditions for outcomes
such as brand love or loyalty, which mirrors our non-significant paths for responsible behavior and
helping (Wu, 2025).

Regarding sport life satisfaction, responsible behavior (H7: = 0.36, p <0.01), advocacy (H8: f =0.36,
p < 0.01), and helping behavior (H9: p = 0.21, p < 0.01) each exerted positive and significant effects.
These results indicate that value co-creation behaviors positively influence members’ perceptions of
sport life satisfaction, supporting prior research in this domain (Jones, 1986; Yim et al., 2012; Yousefian,
2015; Sweeney et al., 2015; Dias et al., 2019; Tran & Vu, 2021; Windasari et al., 2021).

Similarly, responsible behavior (H10: B = 0.10, p < 0.01), advocacy (H11: B = 0.10, p < 0.01), and
helping behavior (H12: B = 0.60, p < 0.01) were all found to have positive and significant effects on
overall life satisfaction. Thus, value co-creation behaviors contribute positively to members’ perceptions
of well-being, in line with extant literature (Garma & Bove, 2011; Sweeney et al., 2015; Hsieh et al.,
2018; Huang & Lin, 2020; Shulga & Busser, 2021; Cui & Meng, 2021). Recent work suggests that
distinct co-creation forms may map onto different value pathways—participation shaping cognitive
value whereas citizenship fuels affective responses—which helps explain why advocacy most strongly
relates to loyalty in our model (Xie et al., 2020; Zhang & Prebensen, 2025).

The analysis further revealed that sport life satisfaction has a positive and significant effect on overall
life satisfaction (H13: B =0.27, p < 0.01) and positively influences customer loyalty (H14: B = 0.18, p
< 0.01). These findings are congruent with previous research linking service-specific satisfaction to
broader life satisfaction and loyalty outcomes (Diener et al., 2009; Bettencourt, 1997; Keh & Teo, 2001;
Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Choi et al., 2014; Sweeney et al., 2015; Chiu et al., 2017;
Frempong, 2018; Dias et al., 2019; Windasari et al., 2021). Related sports-event research similarly
reports that value co-creation enhances participants’ satisfaction and loyalty intentions, underscoring
the transferability of these mechanisms to fitness services (Jiang et al., 2025).

The analysis indicates that value co-creation behavior and sport life satisfaction positively influence
customer loyalty and life satisfaction. Accordingly, fitness centers should be positioned not merely as
leisure venues but as lifestyle hubs that foster ongoing engagement. These environments support skill
development, facilitate peer interaction, and encourage collaboration between staff and customers,
which in turn strengthens loyalty and well-being.

Demographic and psychographic variables also emerged as influential in shaping participation and
behavior patterns, particularly as technology access increases and behavioral trends evolve. The path
analysis demonstrated that the structural model accounted for 29% of the variance in responsible
behavior (R?=0.29), 11% in advocacy (R?=0.11), 14% in helping behavior (R?=0.14), 61% in loyalty
(R2=0.61), 39% in sport life satisfaction (R? = 0.39), and 8% in life satisfaction (R? = 0.08).

In summary, the model explained 61% of the variance in customer loyalty, 39% in sport life satisfaction,
and 8% in life satisfaction; and 29%, 11%, and 14% of the variance in responsible behavior, advocacy,
and helping, respectively. By identifying both direct and indirect antecedents (most notably self-
efficacy) this research contributes to the broader literature on customer well-being and value co-creation
in fitness services.

6. Limitations of the Study and Recommendations

This study has several limitations that should be acknowledged. First, the research was conducted with
participants who were members of a fitness center and who had attended regularly for at least one month.
Furthermore, due to the inability to access the membership databases of the selected fitness centers, data
were collected from centers located in Istanbul, Ankara, 1zmir, and Eskisehir provinces, each with a
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minimum of 1.000 active members. The fitness centers were selected through purposive sampling by
the researcher based on their suitability for the study objectives. Consequently, the sample may not fully
represent the broader population of fitness center users, thereby limiting the generalizability and external
validity of the findings. As the Advocacy construct was measured with two indicators, parameter
stability may be lower than for constructs with three or more indicators; future research should enrich
this dimension with additional items. Future studies should also test digitally mediated co-creation (e.g.,
live-streaming or Al-streamer encounters), which can differentially shape cognitive versus affective
value and downstream outcomes (Zhang & Prebensen, 2025).

In addition, while the literature identifies multiple potential antecedents of value co-creation behaviors,
only one precursor was examined in this study due to time and budgetary constraints. Likewise, only
three out of the eight dimensions identified in Yi and Gong’s (2013) “customer value co-Creation
behavior scale” were utilized. The lengthy questionnaire and the possibility of low participant
engagement or incomplete responses, particularly among fitness center customers, may also have
impacted data collection.

Based on these limitations, several recommendations can be made for future research. First, this study
was conducted across independently operating fitness centers; thus, future studies may compare
practices across different centers to provide more robust insights. Second, the present study did not
investigate the effects of demographic or psychographic variables on value co-creation behaviors,
customer well-being, or loyalty areas that merit attention in subsequent research. Comparative analyses
across Turkish consumer segments would be informative, given emerging evidence that segment
characteristics condition well-being and loyalty relationships (Uslu & Tosun, 2024). Third, only self-
efficacy was included as an antecedent of value co-creation; future studies could expand the model to
incorporate additional precursors such as role clarity and motivation. Fourth, negative outcomes
associated with value co-creation, such as customer complaints and negative word-of-mouth, should
also be explored. Fifth, with the evolving landscape of the fitness industry, there is a need for further
research on new trends such as wearable fitness technologies and the adoption of High-Intensity Interval
Training (HIIT) programs among time-constrained customers. Studies focusing on the attitudes and
behaviors of these customer segments would contribute to the literature.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Giris

Fitness ve spor hizmetleri, kiiresel dlgekte oldugu gibi Tiirkiye’de de hizla biiyliyen bir alan héline
gelmistir. Avrupa pazar biytlkliiginiin 2019’da 27.2 milyar avroya ulasmasi ve ayni donemde
Tiirkiye’de iiyeliklerin 1.83 milyondan 2.10 milyona yiikselmesi, sektoriin dinamiklerini belirgin
bicimde degistirmistir. Covid-19 yillarinda (2020-2022) yasanan gegici daralmaya karsin, Tiirkiye’de
fitness merkezi iiyelikleri ve kullanim siklig1 genel egilim olarak artmayi siirdiirmiistiir. Bu doniisiim,
isletmelerin miisteri davraniglarina uyum saglayabilmesi, sadakati gili¢lendirebilmesi ve miisterilerle
birlikte deger {iretimini (value co-creation, VCC) yonetebilmesini stratejik bir gereklilik haline
getirmistir. Hizmet pazarlamasi yazininda miisterilerin yalnizca “tiiketen” degil, ayn1 zamanda hizmet
iretimine katki veren “kismi calisanlar” oldugu vurgulanir. Bu calisma, fitness baglaminda VCC
davraniglarinin nasil ortaya ¢iktigini ve miisteri sadakati ile miisterinin iyilik haline (spor yasam
memnuniyeti ve genel yasam doyumu) etkilerini incelemekte; 6z-yeterligi VCC davraniglarinin
psikolojik bir onciilii olarak ele almaktadir.

Kavramsal Cerceve ve Hipotezler

VCC, miisterinin bilgi paylasimi, sorumluluk alma, bagkalarina yardimci olma ve igletmeyi savunma
gibi eylemlerle hizmet siirecine etkin katilimini ifade eder. Yi ve Gong’un tipolojisi temel alinarak, bu
arastirmada VCC’nin sekiz alt boyutundan {i¢ii—sorumlu davranig, savunuculuk ve yardimci olma—
modele dahil edilmistir. Sorumlu davranis, miisterinin hizmetten yararlanirken iizerine diiseni yerine
getirmesini; savunuculuk, igletmeyi bagkalarina 6nermesini ve olumlu sekilde savunmasini; yardimet
olma ise diger iiyelere destek sunmasini kapsar. Sosyal Ogrenme Teorisi gergevesinde dz-yeterligin
(bireyin bir goérevi basarabilecegine iliskin inanci) bu VCC davraniglarint olumlu etkiledigi
Ongoriilmiistiir. Buna gore hipotezler, 6z-yeterligin iic VCC boyutu {izerinde pozitif etkileri olacag;
VCC’nin misteri sadakati, spor yagsam memnuniyeti ve yasam doyumu f{izerinde olumlu sonuglar
doguracagi; ayrica spor yasam memnuniyetinin hem yasam doyumunu hem de miisteri sadakatini
destekleyecegi yoniinde kurulmustur.

Yontem

Aragtirma nicel tasarimla yiiriitiilmiis, Tiirkiye nin biiyiik sehirlerindeki (Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir,
Eskisehir) genis olgekli fitness merkezlerinde (en az 1.000 aktif iiye) sahada uygulanmistir. Pandemi
kosullar1 ve drnekleme erisim kisitlart nedeniyle amaca yonelik drnekleme tercih edilmistir. 2 Agustos
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2020-17 Nisan 2021 tarihleri arasinda 442 anket toplanmis, uygunluk kontrolleri sonras1 384 anket
analiz edilmistir. Katilimcilarin %72.9°u erkek, %27.1°1 kadin; %54.9’u 20-29 yas araligindadir. Bekar
oran1 %76.6; lisans mezunu oram %51.3’tiir. Uyelik siiresi 1.5 y1ldan uzun olanlar %54.4; haftada dort
veya daha fazla ziyaret edenler %64.8’dir. Bu profil, yogun kullanim ve geng-egitimli bir {iye kitlesine
isaret etmektedir.

Olgiimler ii¢ béliimde toplanmistir. Demografik ve davramigsal sorularin ardindan, 6z-yeterlik (5 madde;
onceki caligmalardan uyarlanmistir) ve VCC davranislart 6lgekleri yer almistir: sorumlu davranig (4
madde), savunuculuk (2 madde; ii¢lincli madde ¢apraz yiikleme nedeniyle elenmistir) ve yardimei olma
(5 madde). Son béliimde spor yasam memnuniyeti (7 madde), yasam doyumu (5 madde) ve miisteri
sadakati (7 madde) 5°li Likert ile 6l¢lilmiistiir. Giivenilirlik analizlerinde tiim alt 6l¢eklerde Cronbach’s
alfa katsayilar esik deger olan 0.70’in iizerindedir: 6z-yeterlik a=0.88; sorumlu davranis a=0.85;
savunuculuk a=0.88; yardimc1 olma a=0.87; miisteri sadakati 0=0.86; spor yasam memnuniyeti a=0.89;
yasam doyumu 0=0.93.

Veri analizi IBM SPSS 25.0 ve AMOS 24.0 ile yiiriitiilmiistiir. Once agimlayici faktor analizi (AFA),
ardindan dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) uygulanmistir. KMO degerleri 6z-yeterlik i¢in 0.87; VCC
icin 0.82; sonug degiskenleri i¢in 0.91°dir; Bartlett testleri anlamlidir. Agiklanan varyans oranlar1 her
bir yapida %50’nin {izerindedir. DFA’da faktor yiiklerinin ¢ogu 0.50’nin iizerindedir; spor yasam
memnuniyetindeki iki madde 0.50’nin biraz altinda kalmasina ragmen igerik gecerliligi gerekgesiyle
korunmustur. Normallik varsayimindaki sapmalar nedeniyle Bollen—Stine bootstrap (1.000 tekrar)
kullanilmisg, yapisal esitlik modeli (YEM) ile hipotezler sinanmistir. Uyum iyiligi degerleri kabul
edilebilir diizeydedir: ¥*/sd=2.26; RMSEA=0.05; SRMR=0.06; CFI=0.94; GFI=0.86; AGFI=0.86.

Bulgular

Modelde 6z-yeterlik ile VCC davranislar1 arasinda beklenen yonde pozitif iliskiler bulunmustur: 6z-
yeterlik arttikca tiyelerin sorumlu davranig sergileme, diger iiyelere yardimci olma ve isletmeyi savunma
egilimleri yiikselmektedir. Sonu¢ degiskenlerinde farklilagan bir tablo goriilmiistiir. Miisteri sadakati
iizerinde anlamli ve en giiclii etki savunuculuk davranigina aittir; sorumlu davranis ve yardimei olma
degiskenlerinin sadakat iizerindeki etkileri anlamli bulunmamigtir. Buna karsilik, iic VCC boyutunun
tamami1 spor yasam memnuniyeti ve genel yasam doyumu iizerinde pozitif etkilere sahiptir. Ayrica spor
yasam memnuniyeti hem genel yasam doyumunu hem de miisteri sadakatini anlamli bigimde
artirmaktadir. Aciklanan varyanslar sirasiyla miisteri sadakati icin %61, spor yasam memnuniyeti i¢in
%39, yasam doyumu i¢in %8’dir. Bu degerler, modelin 6zellikle sadakati ve spor yasam memnuniyetini
aciklamada giiclii bir performans sergiledigini gostermektedir.

Tartisma

Bulgular, fitness merkezlerinin yalnizca egzersiz yapilan alanlar degil, ayn1 zamanda sosyal etkilesimin
ve birlikte deger iiretiminin gerceklestigi ortamlar oldugunu dogrulamaktadir. Oz-yeterligi yiiksek
bireylerin VCC davranislarini daha fazla sergilemesi, hizmet siirecinin kalitesini yukar1 ¢cekerken tiyeler
arast etkilesimi de zenginlestirir. Bununla birlikte, “her katilim davranigi ayni sonucu iiretmez”:
Savunuculuk sadakat i¢in kilit kaldiragtir; sorumlu davranig ve yardimei olma daha ¢ok bireysel iyilik
haline (spor yasam memnuniyeti ve yasam doyumu) katki saglar. Bu ayrisma, yonetsel olarak
odaklanilmasi gereken oOnceliklerin farklilagtigini gosterir. Sadakati biiyiitmek isteyen isletmeler
savunuculugu tetikleyen uygulamalara agirlik vermelidir; misterilerin mutlulugunu ve deneyim
kalitesini artirmak i¢in ise sorumluluk ve yardimlagma gibi katilim bi¢imlerinin 6nii agilmalidir. Spor
yasam memnuniyetinin hem yasam doyumuna hem de sadakate koprii olmasi, alan-6zel doyumun daha
genis refah gostergelerine aktigini ve davranissal niyetleri giiclendirdigini isaret eder.

Uygulama Onerileri

Yoneticiler, misterilerin 0z-yeterligini artiracak egitim ve kogluk programlar (baslangic
oryantasyonlari, ilerleme takibi, kisa hedef protokolleri), teknolojik destekler (uygulama i¢i egzersiz
akislari, kisisel plan onerileri, yapay zeka destekli takip) ve kisisellestirilmis hizmetler (seviye-temelli
grup dersleri, esnek programlar) tasarlamalidir. Savunuculugu giiclendirmek icin topluluk duygusunu
besleyen kuliipler ve meydan okumalar, {iyelerin basari hikayelerinin goriiniir kilinmasi, referans ve
tavsiye programlari, sosyal paylasim tesvikleri ve “marka elgisi” kurgulari kullanilabilir. Yardimlasma
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ve sorumlu davranisi desteklemek adina deneyimli liyelerin yeni katilanlara mentorluk ettigi eslestirme
sistemleri, agik ve anlik geri bildirim mekanizmalari, iiyelerin siire¢ tasarimina katildig1 ortak iiretim
atolyeleri uygulanabilir. Geri bildirimler yalnizca memnuniyet Slgen anketlerle smirli kalmamal;
hizmet akiglarin1 dogrudan etkileyen c¢evik iyilestirme dongiilerine baglanmalidir. Stratejik
konumlandirmada fitness merkezleri, fiziksel aktivitenin 6tesinde, sosyal ve psikolojik kaynaklar sunan
“saglikli yasam merkezleri” olarak ¢er¢evelenmelidir.

Siirhliklar ve Gelecek Arastirmalar

Caligmanin amaca yonelik 6rmekleme yaklasimi ve biiyiik sehirlerle sinirli saha tasarimi, bulgularin
genellenebilirligini kisitlamaktadir. Savunuculuk boyutunun iki maddeyle olciilmesi 6l¢iit gegerliligini
sinirlandirabilir; ileride daha zengin madde havuzlari kullanilmalidir. Model, VCC’nin 6nciillerinden
yalnizca 6z-yeterlige odaklanmistir; rol netligi, motivasyon, algilanan adalet, hizmet saglayiciyla bag ve
dijital okuryazarlik gibi degiskenler eklenerek daha kapsamli modeller kurulabilir. Bu ¢aligma dijital
ortamda birlikte deger yaratma (canli yayinlar, hibrit dersler, uygulama-i¢i topluluklar, yapay zeka
destekli programlar) dinamiklerini ayr1 bir blok olarak ele almamustir; bu alan, 6zellikle pandemi sonrasi
hibrit hizmet formlarmin yayginlagmasiyla, 6zgilin sonuglar iiretebilir. Demografik ve psikografik
farkliliklarin (yas, cinsiyet, hedef yonelimi, sosyal karsilastirma egilimi) VCC-sonug iligkilerinde
diizenleyici (moderasyon) rolleri de gelecekte test edilmelidir.

Sonug¢

Bu calisma, Tiirkiye baglaminda fitness hizmetlerinde birlikte deger yaratmanin 6nciil ve sonuglarini
biitlinciil bir model araciligiyla test ederek literatiire katki sunmaktadir. Calismanin ayirt edici yonii, 6z-
yeterlikten baslayip sorumlu davranis, savunuculuk ve yardimci olma boyutlari iizerinden spor yagam
memnuniyeti, yasam doyumu ve sadakate uzanan iligkileri aym1 ¢ercevede birlikte ele almasidir.
Bulgular, 06z-yeterligin birlikte deger yaratma davramiglarimi giiglii bicimde destekledigini;
savunuculugun sadakati artirmada belirleyici bir rol iistlendigini, buna karsilik sorumlu davranig ve
yardimc1 olmanin daha ¢ok spor yasam memnuniyeti ve genel yasam doyumunu besledigini
gostermektedir. Bu sonuglar, 6z-yeterligin yalnizca bireysel bir “yapabilirim” algis1 olmanin 6tesinde,
iiyelerin hizmet siirecine ne Olgiide ve hangi bigimde katilacagini sekillendiren temel bir psikolojik
kaynak oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Ote yandan spor yasam memnuniyetinin hem yasam doyumunu
hem de sadakati artirmasi, fitness deneyiminin bireyin genel iyi olusu ve igletmeyle iliskisini siirdiirme
egilimi {izerinde merkezi bir yere sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu yoniiyle spor yasam
memnuniyeti, psikolojik iyilik hali ile tekrar tercih etme egilimi arasinda islev goren bir koprii degisken
olarak degerlendirilebilir. Sonug olarak, miisteri katilimini yalnizca operasyonel verimlilik agisindan
degil; ayn1 zamanda iyilik halini giiclendiren ve uzun dénemli iliskileri derinlestiren stratejik bir unsur
olarak goren isletmelerin daha kalic1 bir rekabet avantaji gelistirmesi beklenmektedir. Bu ¢ergevede, 6z-
yeterligi gliclendirmeye doniik uygulamalar, savunuculugu destekleyen topluluk dinamikleri ve birlikte
iiretimi siireklilestiren mekanizmalar, fitness hizmetlerinde stirdiiriilebilir deger yaratimi i¢in 6ne ¢ikan
yol haritalaridir. Uygulamada ise {iyelerin ilerlemesini goriiniir kilan diizenli geri bildirim ve kogluk
stirecleri, akran etkilesimini artiran grup kurgulari ve miisteri geri bildirimlerinin hizmet tasarimina
sistematik bicimde yansitilmasi bu yol haritalarin1 destekleyen baglica araglar olarak degerlendirilebilir.
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