

  ijerph-19-05466




ijerph-19-05466







Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19(9), 5466; doi:10.3390/ijerph19095466




Article



Young People in the Social World of Physical Activities: Meanings and Barriers



Pasi Koski 1,*[image: Orcid], Mirja Hirvensalo 2[image: Orcid], Jari Villberg 2 and Sami Kokko 2[image: Orcid]





1



Department of Teacher Education, University of Turku, 26101 Rauma, Finland






2



Faculty of Sport and Health Sciences, University of Jyväskylä, 40014 Jyväskylän, Finland









*



Correspondence: pasi.koski@utu.fi







Academic Editors: Paul B. Tchounwou, Stuart Fairclough and Joanna Mazur



Received: 2 March 2022 / Accepted: 28 April 2022 / Published: 30 April 2022



Abstract

:

Physical inactivity has become one of the leading risk factors for non-communicable diseases (NCDs) and death worldwide. From the future perspective it is alarming that in the group of young people few meet the recommendations. In this respect, physical activity promotion in general and physical education have challenges and new approaches are needed. In this study, the theoretical framework is based on the physical activity relationship (PAR) approach and the barriers were grouped according to the ecological model. The aim of the study was firstly to present both the meanings and barriers of physical activity in a comprehensive Finnish population of 11–15 year old (n = 2728) and secondly to examine how the number of important meanings and mentioned barriers associate with each other with physical activity levels. Data were collected using a questionnaire. To examine how the meanings and barriers associate with each other and with the PA level, chi-squared test (χ2), Pearson correlation and General linear model (ANCOVA) were used. Logistic regression was applied to estimate effect sizes by odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals. According to the results, the associations between physical activity with the meanings and barriers were reverse and linear. The more important the meanings were found to be, the more likely the study participants were physically active, whereas the more barriers participants reported, the less active they were. The approach which utilizes meanings and barriers has a lot of untapped potential for the promotion of physical activity and physical education. With the right actions, some barriers could be removed or dampened, and by opening up and deepening meanings, PAR could be strengthened.
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1. Introduction


Physical activity (PA) has several benefits, for example, from the perspectives of sustainable development (e.g., [1]), social capital (e.g., [2,3]) as well as social and individual well-being and health. In spite of that, especially in high-income countries, insufficient activity has rapidly increased in recent years and physical inactivity has become one of the leading risk factors for non-communicable diseases (NCDs) and death worldwide [4]. WHO has underlined that physical inactivity is a huge and expensive problem for the entire world. It has impacts on health systems, the environment, economic development, community well-being and quality of life [5]. From the future perspective, it is alarming that in the group of young people, few meet the recommendations. In 2016, globally less than 20 per cent of adolescents aged 11–17 year old were sufficiently physically active [6].



As UNESCO’s (2015) [7] charter indicates, one of the main purposes of physical education (PE) is to inspire lifelong participation and healthy lifestyle. This purpose is written in the national curriculums of several countries (see e.g., [8,9,10]). The figures above give support to the viewpoint that relying narrowly on knowledge and/or skills is not enough in PA promotion or PE. Some PE theorists have suggested the cultural perspective based on meanings could be an important key in professional practice (see e.g., [11,12,13]).



In this respect it is important to try to deeply understand factors related to PA and to promote young people’s physically active lifestyle. In former studies, adolescents’ PA facilitators and barriers have mainly been studied with the identification of correlates and key variables affecting involvement in PA [14]. Scholars have looked for the explanations of PA and active lifestyle by following the behavioural epidemiology framework and ecological model [14,15,16,17,18,19,20]. In ACSM’s Health & Fitness Journal, Pate et al. [16] placed the classification into four categories: Intrapersonal, interpersonal, institutional and environmental and cultural correlates of physical activity. In this article, an ecological model is used as a framework for grouping the barriers of physical activity. Instead, the Physical Activity Relationship (PAR) approach [21] is applied for the conversation about the meanings of PA and for the framework of the study.



The PAR approach leans both on Claude Lévi-Strauss’s [22,23] idea of the culture as a language and a Weberian idea (e.g., [24]) of culture as a web of meanings created by the people. In the approach, the socialization to the physically active lifestyle is seen to be similar to the process of learning a language. Generally speaking, the idea in the motivation perspective is that a high enough level of motivation produces the action. Focus in motivation mode of thinking is on concrete action, which appears over a short period of time. It is known the motivation can vary quite a lot at different times (e.g., [25]). The point in the PAR approach is the long-term process which has been gone through before the concrete activity appears. During the process, an individual encounters and recognizes the meanings of the social world of sport and physical activities. If those meanings are emotionally touching, adapted and fit with the meanings adapted before, the relationship (PAR) could become stronger. At the same time, there are some negative aspects or obstacles, which often make the relationship weaker or even completely prevent PA. Sport and physical activities could be understood as a culturally formed social world presented by Schütz [26] and Unruh [27,28]. We all have a relationship to that world. That relationship is called PAR. “PAR is the ensemble of ways by which individuals engage and attach meaning during their encounters with the social world of physical activities and its cultural meanings” [21].



As Breivik ([29]; see also [30]) stated, meaning is not an easy concept and it is debated from many angles. He refers to Nozick’s [31] notion that meaning has been used at least in eight different ways. In the PAR approach, where physical culture is understood as a language and/or a collection of meanings, meaning consist of two aspects, first external referential or semantic relation and second personal importance, significance, value, mattering. The assumption of the approach is that, the more of these meanings (and stronger) there are that are noticed and internalized, the deeper we are in a certain social world [21,27]. Which means that the total meaning of sport and physical activities is seen as a sort of combination of several particles. Some studies with different target groups have indicated that the number of important meanings found correlates with PA (see e.g., [32,33,34]). These studies have not been focused on the barriers to PA.



There is extensive literature on the motives for PA. For example, in the earlier Health Behavior in School-aged Children (HBSC) studies such as the Slovak study of Kopcakova et al. [35], motivation dimensions were used such as health, social and achievement motives for PA. In this article, we, however, concentrate on the meaning approach. Meanings are seen as forces which pull in the social world of PA, whereas barriers are counterforces for this process. According to Unruh [27] the deeper we are in a certain social world, the more we realize and understand the meanings of that world as such, the more meaningful these are for us. Following these lines of thought, one of the basic assumptions of the PAR approach is that the number and strength of significant meanings basically determine how deeply one is in the social world of sport and PA and how much it is emphasized in our equation of life (cf. [32,33,34]). That depth predicts how intensive and sustained PAR is and how it is seen in concrete activity, whereas barriers act in the opposite direction.



The purpose of this study is firstly to present both meanings and barriers in a large representative sample of 11–15 year old young people in Finland and secondly to examine how the number of important meanings and mentioned barriers associate with each other and with the physical activity level. The hypothesis is that, on the one hand, the number of important meanings and, on the other hand, the low number of barriers are associated with higher levels of physical activity.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Participants


The empirical data was collected in 2014 as a part of the Finnish School-aged Physical Activity Study (F-SPA, LIITU in Finnish) among Finnish 11–15 year old (n = 2728) using a questionnaire. The F-SPA is the national PA monitoring study for children and adolescents collected in collaboration with the WHO cross-national survey HBSC study. Stratified sampling with probability proportional to size sampling method (PPS) was applied to ensure nationally representative data. About half of the schools participating in the HBSC Study took part in the F-SPA study. Thus, 63 schools (50%) provided data for Grade 5, 65 schools (52%) data for Grade 7 and 67 schools (54%) data for Grade 9. In total 3071 children and adolescents provided responses to the F-SPA. Of this total, the specific amounts were, F-SPA 916 fifth graders (ca. 11 year old; 448 boys, 468 girls), 935 seventh graders (ca. 13 year old; 467 boys, 468 girls) and 951 ninth graders (ca. 15 year old; 455 boys, 496 girls).




2.2. Procedures


The data was collected via electronic questionnaire. Prior to data collection both parents/guardians and participants were informed in writing about the study protocol and the rights of the participants. The parents/guardians had the right to forbid the participation of their child/person under guardianship. The questionnaire was completed in class with privacy secured. In addition, the questionnaire was completed anonymously and voluntarily and the participants had the right to withdraw at any time without consequences. The study was approved by the research ethical committee of the university of Jyväskylä (no specific record number provided).




2.3. Measures


To gain information about the pupils’ PA, the questionnaire contained a question about their PA during the past week. The following description was used, “In the next question physical activity means any activity that increases your heart rate and makes you out of breath at least momentarily. Some examples of physical activities are high tempo games, swimming, cycling, games and running or cross-country skiing. Think about the past seven days. In how many of those days were you physically active (at least 60 min per day)?” The response options were from zero to seven days. The question is meant to analyze how well the moderate to vigorous physical activity (MVPA) recommendation of physical activity is reached (cf. [36]). The question used was validated (e.g., [37]) and widely used for national monitoring purposes [38] with good validity against accelerometers [39] and acceptable test–retest [40].



Quantitative measurements of meanings, as those are understood here, are challenging at least for three reasons. Firstly, the variety of meanings in sports and physical activities is huge. It is clear that empirically it is not possible to cover all of them in a single data set. Secondly, meanings could be attractive or positive, non-attractive or negative or they can be neutral. Thirdly, all meanings are not equally meaningful (e.g., [11,41]). The first point was worked out through the literature and former studies. The last two mentioned challenges were resolved in this study by compressing the analysis to the number of important meanings.



Through the literature it is possible to find some main meaning dimensions of physical activity. Eichberg [42], Klemola [43], Renson [44], Honkonen and Suoranta [45], Taks et al. [46], Recours et al. [25] as well as Seippel [47] have created their own models (see also [30]). The main ideas of the classifications can be summarized as six main meaning dimensions: (1) Competition and accomplishment, (2) health and healthiness aspects, (3) social aspects, (4) expressive aspects, (5) play and joy and (6) aspects of self [33]. The models approach physical culture broadly, at a general level. At that level, the meanings of different sports are not under focus. Still, when different sports are analysed from this perspective, it is easy to understand that they have their own meaning profiles (e.g., [48]).



These profiles are in a central role when interest and commitment to a different sport discipline are focused on. That is why the dimension of discipline meanings is reasonable to include in the list. Through the meaning profiles of sport disciplines, it is possible to approach the PAR. In some sports, for instance, hazards are attempted, and courage or even recklessness are admired. In other sports, flexibility, brio or tactical movements are emphasized. Some sports are culturally perceived as masculine and others as feminine. From the perspective of meaning dimensions, the group consisting of children and adolescents is somewhat special. Their bodies are in the process of metamorphosis, which affects the development of PAR. When the young are a target group, the dimension of growth and development is a reasonable addition to the list.



The meanings of PA were measured by a survey question of 34 items (Table 1). The measures of the same kind have been used in some studies that focus on the meanings of sport and PA [32,33]. The number of items was limited because of the other purposes of the survey. The chosen items were based on eight (above described) meaning dimensions and the reliability analysis of the scale: (1) Competition and accomplishment (7 items; Cronbach’s α = 0.83), (2) health and healthiness aspects (6 items; α = 0.81), (3) Social aspects (2 items; α = 0.62), (4) expressive aspects (2 items; α = 0.64), (5) play and joy (5 items; α = 0.83), (6) self-related aspects (1 item), (7) the dimension of growth and development (3 items; α = 0.68) and (8) the dimension of discipline meanings (8 items; α = 0.75). The question was “What kind of issues are important and not so important for you in physical activity or sport?” Each item was answered by using a scale 0–6: 0 = Not at all important, 1 = Unimportant, 2 = Of a little importance, 3 = Slightly important, 4 = Moderately important, 5= Important, 6 = Very important. The proportion of those who answered 5 or 6 is presented in Table 1. For further analysis of this article, the number of the replies important (5) or very important (6) was counted (max 34).



The measure of the barriers was analyzed using the 18-items questionnaire, used earlier in the Finnish study of young people’s reasons for PA and sport participation [49]. The barriers were grouped into three main categories applying the ecological model according to Sallis et al. [18]: (1) Individual barriers (11 items; α = 0.75), (2) social barriers (2 items; α = 0.57) and (3) environmental barriers (5 items; α = 0.66). The question was “What have been the barriers of your physical activity during the past year?” Each item was answered using a scale of 1–4: 1 = Does not hold true, 2 = Holds true lightly, 3 = Holds true somewhat, 4 = Holds true very well. The proportion (%) of obstacles which hold true at least somewhat (3 or 4) is presented in Table 2. Barriers were also counted together and used when analyzing the number of meanings and barriers at the same time as the physical activity level. For the further analysis of this article, the sum of the barriers which hold true somewhat (3) or very well (4) was counted (max 18).




2.4. Analysis


Firstly, the meanings and barriers are presented by comparing them by gender. The significance of boys’ and girls’ proportions of meanings were compared using the chi-squared test (χ2). Logistic regression was applied to estimate effect sizes by odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals. Secondly, the numbers of important or very important meanings were compared according to the physical activity by the number of days with at least 60 min moderate to vigorous PA during the past seven days (0–7 days). The association was analyzed by the Pearson correlation and the general linear model (ANCOVA) adjusted for gender and BMI. While the distribution of the variable of physical activity was not normal, the large number of respondents made the use of the ANCOVA appropriate (see central limit theorem [50] (p. 63)). In addition, the linearity of the association was analyzed. Similarly, the association between physical activity and the number of barriers that at least slightly impede was investigated.



Furthermore, using the same procedure, the association between physical activity and the proportional difference of the number of meanings and barriers was analyzed. The measure of meanings and the measure of barriers had a different number of items. For that reason, the difference between the number of meanings and the number of barriers was counted by using proportional indexes. The index of meanings was created by counting the number of the items which were found to be important or very important and then the sum was divided by the total number of items (34). The procedure was similar with the barriers. First the sum of items with answers “hold true somewhat” or “very well” was counted and the sum was divided by the total number of items (18). The difference between the meanings and barriers was counted by subtracting the index of barriers from the index of meanings.



When the meaning dimensions were compared with each other, a similar model of counting was applied. In the other words, the dimensions were proportioned by dividing the number of important or very important items of each dimension by the total number of items on the dimension in question.



Due to interest, if there are differences in the association of the number of important meanings and PA between different meaning dimensions, the analysis was in addition done separately by every meaning dimension. The adequate number of respondents for each group was secured by classifying the total sample into three groups of PA: PA during the past week (at least 60 min MVPA per day): (A) Twice a week or less, (B) 3–5 times per week and (C) 6 to 7 times per week. The number of items on different meaning dimensions varied from one to eight.





3. Results


3.1. Meanings


The meanings in PA that were most commonly listed were doing one’s best, feeling good, joy and healthiness (Table 1). Girls were able to find a more diverse range of meaning and importance in PA than boys. Health and healthiness aspects, such as feeling good during or after PA, improve one’s own physical fitness, better outward appearance, weight management and keeping PA relaxing and refreshing were all important meanings for girls. Moreover, the play and joy dimension and social aspects were more often meanings reported by girls. Interestingly, girls also reported increasing muscular strength more often than boys. Boys found success and winning, competition and challenging or beating others as important meanings of PA. The dimension of discipline meanings in sport was strongly divided; fast pace, roughness and intelligence such as clever solutions for winning were boys’ meanings and flexibility and femininity were girls’ meanings. Moreover, OR with 95% confidence interval pointed out that effect size in all the mentioned associations were at least low level. According to these analyses, boys were 1.5 times more likely to report success and winning and competition as their important meaning of PA compared to girls. When reporting health aspects, there were higher odds for girls. In masculinity and femininity the opposite odds ratios were 12 times and 0.15 times.




3.2. Barriers


The respondents reported a wide variety of barriers to physical activity. The most common barrier was environmental. Both boys and girls reported that “near their home were no sports they are interested in” (Table 2). Moreover, individual barriers were general such as “I can’t be bothered to exercise” and that they spent their time with other hobbies. Girls reported somewhat greater range of barriers than boys. Time limits, sweating, school physical education and health limits were more often girls’ than boys’ barriers. Boys reported more often that physical activity is unnecessary or useless. Moreover, the opinions of friends were more often boys’ barriers than girls’. Boys reported less barriers like “no time for exercise” (OR = 0.62, CI = 0.49–0.78) than girls. For boys “exercise is boring” was more general than for girls, and boys reported twice more often than girls that they “don’t get much benefit from exercising” or they “find exercise unnecessary”.




3.3. The Associations of the Number of Meanings and Barriers with Physical Activity Level


The associations between physical activity, and the number of meanings and the number of barriers are presented in Table 3. The more important meanings the respondents identified, the more likely they were to be physically active. Those who had been physically active only one day or less during the past week found less than ten important meanings of PA from the list. For those who had been active on all seven days, the corresponding average was more than 20. The association was fairly linear and the correlation is 0.37 (η2 = 0.14). The association between the number of barriers and PA was the reverse. Those who were not physically active (60 min) even one day during the past seven days found on average 5.6 barriers from the given list. Among those who had been active during six or seven days the corresponding average was about one. The correlation between the number of barriers and PA was almost the same (r = −0.36; η2 = 0.15) as it was between the number of meanings and PA. However, the direction was understandably opposite.



The association between the number of important meanings and physical activity was analyzed separately by the meaning dimensions; it could be noticed that the logic of the relationship is the same in all dimensions (Table 4), whereas the association between the number of barriers and PA was the reverse without depending on the barrier category. So, physically more active respondents found more important meanings and reported fewer barriers than those who were less active without depending on the meaning dimension or barrier category.



The results indicate the association between the number of barriers and meanings. This was noticed by classifying the respondents into three groups according to the amount of the barriers they named. The groups were (1) No barriers, (2) One or two barriers, and (3) Several barriers. The first group with no barriers reported on average 17.6 important meanings. The average of the group with one or two barriers was 15.5, whereas the group with several barriers identified on average 12.5 meanings (F = 45.50; p < 0.001). The groups also differentiated in their PA. About one fifth (20.9%) of the group of several barriers were physically active (60 min) less than two days a week. Among the group with no barrier, the corresponding proportion was 2.8 per cent. From the group who reported no barriers, 46.5 per cent were active six or seven days a week, whereas the percentage of those who reported more than two barriers was 15.4.





4. Discussion


The aims of the study were, firstly, to present both the meanings and barriers of physical activity in a comprehensive representative population-based sample of 11–15 year olds girls and boys in Finland and, secondly, to examine how the numbers of important meanings and mentioned barriers were associated with each other as well as with the PA level. The theoretical framework is based on the PAR approach [21] and the barriers were grouped according the ecological model [18].



The most often reported important meanings of physical activity were doing one’s best, feeling good, joy and healthiness, which were all valued as important or very important by about two-thirds of the respondents. Almost as commonly valued were increasing muscular strength and togetherness. In summary, it could be stated that most of the young people expect physical activities to offer sensible, pleasant, healthy and a generally accepted way to be together in the social world where it is also possible to develop themselves and even test one’s own limits.



The importance of health appeals to individuals’ responsibility to take care of themselves in a rational and disciplined way. Active adolescences in particular have been found to report health as a reason and an important benefit of physical activity [51,52]. The health ethos is constantly present in media and the message is for everybody and not only for those talented in sports. Even young people understand the importance of PA for health and fitness [14,53].



There were some differences between boys and girls about how the different meanings of PA were valued. The range of girls was more diverse. They more often reported health aspects, and the features of joy, play and sociality as meaningful for them. The findings run parallel with former results. Having fun, for instance, has been considered the main reason to explain PA participation in adolescent girls [54,55]. It was more common for boys than girls to value competition, winning and challenging others. Martins et al. [56] found in their review that competitive PA along with the pressure of losing in front of their peers, and peers’ negative reactions were considered as the main barriers of PA, especially for adolescent girls. Similarly, Biddle et al. [57] found that competitive sports participation was a negative correlate of PA in adolescent girls.



The three main categories of the ecological model, according to Sallis et al. [15], were quite equally reported for boys and girls. The most reported barrier was environmental, the lack of any sport of interest being available to them in the near vicinity of their homes and that they spent their time on other hobbies. Every fifth boy and girl reported these barriers. Preference to other leisure activities or studying as barriers have also earlier been found to be perceptions and concerns of adolescents concerning PA [57,58], as well as the lack of training options and the lack of opportunities such as PA programs in community, and difficulty of having access to facilities due to costs [52,59] or inadequate infrastructure conditions [52].



Boys reported social barriers more often than girls. A more common reason for boys than for girls, was that their friends did not appreciate PA. Moreover, more boys than girls denied the value of physical activity. They reported that physical activity is unnecessary or useless. Whereas girls reported more often than boys that they have ‘No time for exercise’ and that they think that “sweating feels disgusting”. According to Martins et al.’s review [56], the influence of friends, coaches or teachers can be negative when there is lack of encouragement or friends are not physically active, or a person does not have anyone to participate in activities with [52]. Physical activity can be a low priority compared with other social needs (e.g., talking on the phone with friends, spending time with a boyfriend/girlfriend). Interestingly, denying the value of physical activity was the most rarely reported barrier, for example, getting not many benefits from exercising or finding exercise unnecessary. For health promotion it is good news that these young people valued physical activity. However, boys more often reported these barriers than girls. Environmental barriers such as easier access to facilities have to decrease from the community level.



The main purpose of the study was to test the hypothesis that the number of important meanings and, on the other hand, the low number of barriers were associated with higher levels of physical activity. The results support the ideas of the PAR approach. Linear associations between physical activity and the number of important meanings and mentioned barriers were found. The more important meanings there were, the more likely it was that the study participants were physically active, whereas the association between the barriers and physical activity was the reverse. Our empirical findings could be illustrated using an imaginary pair of scales. One side of the scales is for the meanings and the other side is for the barriers. When the pair of scales turns to the direction of meanings, the individual is probably physically active. If the weight of barriers is heavier, activity is improbable. From the perspective of the promotion of a physically active lifestyle, the number of barriers and their weight should be minimized and at the same time the realization and strengthening of the meanings of physical activity should be supported.



In the PAR approach [21], the PA of children and adolescents can be viewed as a type of process of learning and socialization into a physically active lifestyle. During the process, an individual encounters and recognizes the meanings of the social world of sport and physical activities. If these meanings are adapted, the relationship (PAR) could become stronger. At the same time, negative aspects or obstacles make the relationship weaker.



The relationship between barriers and meanings needs more research. By the methods used in this study, the weight of a single meaning or barrier has limited reach. Some barriers, for example, could be so fundamental or powerful that the significance of meanings could not be noticed and increased. This level was not captured in this study.



When pondering how this study can help in the practical work of PA promotion, such as physical education, it is worthwhile to underline that socialization or acculturation is a lifelong process which is influenced by several factors and forces (e.g., [60]). Physical education at schools is one of the important contexts which can be used here as an example. For young people, it is a platform where everyone participates. Simons and Chabris [61] have, for instance, indicated with their invisible gorilla test that “look” and “see” are different things. Therefore, several meanings of sport and PA remain without registration and realization. PE class is a good opportunity to present and deepen understanding about the different meanings of physical activities and challenge the barriers of PA. For teachers, the meaning and barrier scales are tools that can help their pupils to recognize and perceive health, growth and development aspects as well as other meanings. Pupils could be supported to reflect on how a certain meaning addresses her/him and how it fits the adopted spectrum of meanings and their structures.



This study has some limitations and strengths. The data used in our analyses were only a reflection of the time period of data collection (2014). It is probable that the weightings of the meanings and impacts of barriers changes over time. However, at the same time we could claim that the main finding about the association of the number of meanings and barriers with the physical activity is not so dependent on the temporal context.



While Finnish students are used to answering electronic questionnaires, one of the challenges of F-SPA study is that the questionnaire is so long. Responding requires good sustained concentration and of course there is a risk that not all respondents will have been able to concentrate for the full time required. Still, the data set is one of the strengths of this study. Stratified sampling with probability proportional to the size sampling method (PPS) was applied and a national representative group of Finnish children and adolescents took part. The ethical rules of the study were followed, whereby the study was carefully planned by experienced researchers, participation was voluntary and permits from all children and adolescents and their parents were requested. The method used in this study was a standardized questionnaire that is commonly used for population-based studies. The disadvantage of a questionnaire checklist over open-ended questions is that open-ended questions may depend on awareness of the affecting meaning and barriers, possibly resulting in underreporting. The analyses of the current study responses showed the logical patterns of meanings and barriers to the categories of physical activity, thus providing further support for the validity of the method.



Using an open-ended question, we also asked about other barriers, but the participants did not report on any other barriers not already covered from the list. However, some nuances could be added in future studies concerning the list of barriers, for example, by using the ecological model’s levels. At an environmental level, questions could be asked about good playground standards, climate or weather, the safety of the neighborhood, busy traffic and social level factors, e.g., parents’ and teachers’ attitudes and support for physical activity, and lack of autonomy, and about other people’s teasing while exercising.




5. Conclusions


The main findings of this study indicate that, on one hand, the amount of important meanings which children and adolescents pick out in the social world of physical activities are associated with increased PA. On the other hand, the number of the noticed barriers was associated with decreased levels of PA. For the practical work of PA promotion, the findings could offer new perspectives for development. Children and adolescents can be given help in observing and understanding the meaning and impact of PA. In this way, children and adolescents could enter more deeply into the social world of physical activities, and that world can become more meaningful to them (cf. [62]). On the other hand, the more we know about the barriers which induce inactivity the better opportunities we have to create tools for winning those challenges.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, P.K. and M.H.; methodology, P.K. and J.V.; validation, P.K. and M.H.; formal analysis, P.K., M.H. and J.V.; investigation, S.K.; resources, S.K.; data curation, P.K., M.H. and S.K.; writing—original draft preparation, P.K.; writing—review and editing, M.H., S.K. and P.K.; visualization, P.K. and M.H.; supervision, S.K.; project administration, S.K.; funding acquisition, S.K. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research was funded by The Ministry of Education and Culture, grant number OKM/10/626/2014:239812.




Institutional Review Board Statement


The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by the Research Ethical Committee of the University of Jyväskylä (The LIITU study, no specific protocol code, 17 March 2014).




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.




Data Availability Statement


The datasets generated and/or analysed during the current study are not publicly available, since they contain confidential personal details and health information but are available from the corresponding author on reasonable request.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or in the decision to publish the results.




References


	



Baena-Morales, S.; González-Víllora, S. Physical education for sustainable development goals: Reflections and comments for contribution in the educational framework. Sport Educ. Soc. 2022, 27, 1–17. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aliyas, Z. Social Capital and Physical Activity Level in an Urban Adult Population. Am. J. Health Educ. 2020, 51, 40–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ueshima, K.; Fujiwara, T.; Takao, S.; Suzuki, E.; Iwase, T.; Doi, H.; Subramanian, S.V.; Kawachi, I. Does Social Capital Promote Physical Activity? A Population-Based Study in Japan. PLoS ONE 2010, 5, e12135. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guthold, R.; Stevens, G.A.; Riley, L.M.; Bull, F.C. Worldwide trends in insufficient physical activity from 2001 to 2016: A pooled analysis of 358 population-based surveys with 1·9 million participants. Lancet Glob. Health 2018, 6, e1077–e1086. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



WHO. Global Action Plan on Physical Activity 2018–2030: More Active People for a Healthier World; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Guthold, R.; Stevens, G.A.; Riley, L.M.; Bull, F.C. Global trends in insufficient physical activity among adolescents: A pooled analysis of 298 population-based surveys with 1·6 million participants. Lancet Child Adolesc. Health 2020, 4, 23–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



UNESCO. International Charter of Physical Education, Physical Activity and Sport; UNESCO: Paris, France, 2015. [Google Scholar]

	



Department for Education. The National Curriculum in England. Framework Document; Department for Education: London, UK, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Opetushallitus. Perusopetuksen Opetussuunnitelman Perusteet 2014. (The National Core Curriculum for Basic Education 2014); Opetushallitus: Helsinki, Finland, 2016. [Google Scholar]

	



Skolverket. Curriculum for the Compulsory School, Preschool Class and School-Age Educare 2011; Skolverket: Stockholm, Sweden, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Kretchmar, R.S. Movement Subcultures: Sites for Meaning. J. Phys. Educ. Recreat. Danc. 2000, 71, 19–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Metheny, E. Movement and Meaning; McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 1968. [Google Scholar]

	



Siedentop, D. Sport Education: Quality P.E. through Positive Sport Experiences; Human Kinetics: Champaign, IL, USA, 1994. [Google Scholar]

	



Bauman, A.; Reis, R.; Sallis, J.; Wells, J.C.; Loos, R.J.F.; Martin, B.W. Correlates of physical activity: Why are some people physically active and others not? Lancet 2012, 380, 258–271. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Biddle, S.; Atkin, A.; Cavill, N.; Foster, C. Correlates of physical activity in youth: A review of quantitative systematic reviews. Int. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2011, 4, 25–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pate, R.R.; Saunders, R.P.; O’Neill, J.R.; Dowda, M. Overcoming Barriers to Physical Activity: Helping Youth Be More Active. ACSM’S Health Fit. J. 2011, 15, 7–12. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sallis, J.F.; Prochaska, J.J.; Taylor, W.C. A review of correlates of physical activity of children and adolescents. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2000, 32, 963–975. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sallis, J.; Owen, N.; Fisher, E. Ecological models of health behavior. In Health Behavior and Health Education: Theory, Research and Practice; Jossey Bass: San Francisco, CA, USA, 2008; pp. 465–485. [Google Scholar]

	



Sterdt, E.; Liersch, S.; Walter, U. Correlates of physical activity of children and adolescents: A systematic review of reviews. Health Educ. J. 2014, 73, 72–89. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Van Der Horst, K.; Paw, M.J.C.A.; Twisk, J.W.R.; Van Mechelen, W. A Brief Review on Correlates of Physical Activity and Sedentariness in Youth. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2007, 39, 1241–1250. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Koski, P. Physical Activity Relationship (PAR). Int. Rev. Sociol. Sport 2008, 43, 151–163. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lévi-Strauss, C. Structural Anthropology; Penguin Books: Harmondsworth, UK, 1963. [Google Scholar]

	



Lévi-Strauss, C. The Raw and the Cooked. Introduction to a Science of Mythology; Penguin Books: Harmondsworth, UK, 1986. [Google Scholar]

	



Geertz, C. The Interpretation of Cultures; Basic Books: New York, NY, USA, 1973. [Google Scholar]

	



Recours, R.A.; Souville, M.; Griffet, J. Expressed Motives for Informal and Club/Association-based Sports Participation. J. Leis. Res. 2004, 36, 1–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schütz, A. Sosiaalisen Maailman Merkityksekäs Rakentuminen. [Der Sinnhafte Aufbau der Sozialen Welt]; Vastapaino: Tampere, Finland, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Unruh, D.R. Characteristics and Types of Participation in Social Worlds. Symb. Interact. 1979, 2, 115–130. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Unruh, D.R. The Nature of Social Worlds. Pac. Sociol. Rev. 1980, 23, 271–296. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Breivik, G. Sport as part of a meaningful life. J. Philos. Sport 2021, 49, 19–36. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Beni, S.; Fletcher, T.; Ní Chróinín, D. Meaningful experiences in physical education and youth sport: A review of the literature. Quest 2017, 69, 291–312. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nozick, R. Philosophical Explanations; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1981. [Google Scholar]

	



Grénman, M.; Oksanen, A.; Löyttyniemi, E.; Räikkönen, J.; Kunttu, K. Mikä opiskelijoita liikuttaa?—Liikunnan merkitykset ja niiden yhteys koettuun hyvinvointiin ja liikunnan määrään. (What moves higher education students? The meanings of physical activity and their association with perceived well-being and the amount of physical activity). Liik. Tiede 2018, 55, 94–101. [Google Scholar]

	



Koski, P.; Tähtinen, J. Liikunnan merkitykset nuoruudessa. (The meanings of sport and physical activities in youth). Nuorisotutkimus 2005, 23, 3–21. [Google Scholar]

	



Koski, P.; Zacheus, T. Physical activity relationship during the lifespan. In Koulutuksen Yhteiskunnallinen Ymmärrys. Social Perspectives on Education; Suomen Kasvatustieteellinen Seura; Jyväskylän Yliopisto: Jyväskylä, Finland, 2012; pp. 367–386. [Google Scholar]

	



Kopcakova, J.; Veselska, Z.; Geckova, A.; Kalman, M.; van Dijk, J.; Reijneveld, S. Do Motives to Undertake Physical Activity Relate to Physical Activity in Adolescent Boys and Girls? IJERPH 2015, 12, 7656–7666. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



WHO. Global Recommendations on Physical Activity for Health; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Prochaska, J.J.; Sallis, J.F.; Long, B. A Physical Activity Screening Measure for Use with Adolescents in Primary Care. Arch. Pediatr. Adolesc. Med. 2001, 155, 554. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Biddle, S.J.; Gorely, T.; Pearson, N.; Bull, F.C. An assessment of self-reported physical activity instruments in young people for population surveillance: Project ALPHA. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2011, 8, 1. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hardie Murphy, M.; Rowe, D.A.; Belton, S.; Woods, C.B. Validity of a two-item physical activity questionnaire for assessing attainment of physical activity guidelines in youth. BMC Public Health 2015, 15, 1080. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ng, K.; Hämylä, R.; Tynjälä, J.; Villberg, J.; Tammelin, T.; Kannas, L.; Kokko, S. Test-retest reliability of adolescents’ self-reported physical activity item in two consecutive surveys. Arch. Public Health 2019, 77, 9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Schnell, T. The Psychology of Meaning of Life; Routledge: London, UK, 2020. [Google Scholar]

	



Eichberg, H. Liikuntaa Harjoittavat Ruumiit. [Moving Bodies]; Vastapaino: Tampere, Finland, 1987. [Google Scholar]

	



Klemola, T. Liikunta Tienä Kohti Varsinaista Itseä. Liikunnan Projektien Fenomenologinen Tarkastelu. (Physical Activity as a Road to Oneself); Filosofisia tutkimuksia Tampereen yliopistosta; Tampereen Yliopisto: Tampere, Finland, 1991; Volume XII. [Google Scholar]

	



Renson, R. Homo movens: In search of paradigms for the study of human in movement. In New Possibilities, New Paradigms? American Academy of Physical Education: Champaign, IL, USA, 1991; pp. 100–114. [Google Scholar]

	



Honkonen, R.; Suoranta, J. Junioriurheilun monet totuudet. (Several truths of teamsports). In Höntsyä vai Tehovalmennusta? TAJU: Tampere, Finland, 1999; pp. 7–16. [Google Scholar]

	



Taks, M.; Renson, R.; Vanreusel, B. Organised sport in transition: Development, structure and trends of sports clubs in Belgium. In Sport Clubs in Various European Countries; Hofmann: Schorndorf, Germany, 1999; pp. 183–223. [Google Scholar]

	



Seippel, Ø. The Meanings of Sport: Fun, Health, Beauty or Community? Sport Soc. 2006, 9, 51–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Heinilä, K. Koripallo Penkkiurheiluna (Basketball as a Spectator Sport); Liikuntasuunnittelun laitos tutkimuks; Jyväskylän Yliopisto: Jyväskylä, Finland, 1986. [Google Scholar]

	



Karvonen, T.; Rahkola, A.; Nupponen, H. “En ole liikunnallinen tyyppi”—Sanoo aiempaa useampi kouluikäinen. (“I am not sporty type”). Liik. Tiede 2008, 45, 8–12. [Google Scholar]

	



Field, A. Discovering Statistics Using IBM SPSS Statistics; Sage Publications: London, UK, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Craike, M.J.; Symons, C.; Zimmermann, J.A.M. Why do young women drop out of sport and physical activity? A social ecological approach. Ann. Leis. Res. 2009, 12, 148–172. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Humbert, M.L.; Chad, K.E.; Bruner, M.W.; Spink, K.S.; Muhajarine, N.; Anderson, K.D.; Girolami, T.M.; Odnokon, P.; Gryba, C.R. Using a Naturalistic Ecological Approach to Examine the Factors Influencing Youth Physical Activity Across Grades 7 to 12. Health Educ. Behav. 2008, 35, 158–173. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vanttaja, M.; Tähtinen, J.; Zacheus, T.; Koski, P. Liikkumattomuuden Jäljillä. (Tracking Physical Inactivity); Nuorisotutkimusseura: Helsinki, Finland, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Whitehead, S.; Biddle, S. Adolescent girls’ perceptions of physical activity: A focus group study. Eur. Phys. Educ. Rev. 2008, 14, 243–262. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yungblut, H.E.; Schinke, R.J.; McGannon, K.R. Views of adolescent female youth on physical activity during early adolescence. J. Sport Sci. Med. 2012, 11, 39–50. [Google Scholar]

	



Martins, J.; Marques, A.; Sarmento, H.; Carreiro da Costa, F. Adolescents’ perspectives on the barriers and facilitators of physical activity: A systematic review of qualitative studies. Health Educ. Res. 2015, 30, 742–755. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Biddle, S.; Whitehead, S.; O’Donovan, T.; Nevill, M. Correlates of participation in physical activity for adolescent girls: A systematic review of recent literature. J. Phys. Act. Health 2005, 2, 423–434. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rees, R.; Harden, A.; Shepherd, J.; Brunton, G.; Oliver, S.; Oakley, A. Young People and Physical Activity: A Systematic Review of Research on Barriers and Facilitators; University of London: London, UK, 2001. [Google Scholar]

	



Ries, A.V.; Gittelsohn, J.; Voorhees, C.C.; Roche, K.M.; Clifton, K.J.; Astoneet, N.M. The environment and urban adolescents’ use of recreational facilities for physical activity: A qualitative study. Am. J. Health Promot. 2008, 23, 43–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Coakley, J. Sport and socialization. Exerc. Sport Sci. Rev. 1993, 21, 169–200. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Simons, D.J.; Chabris, C.F. Gorillas in Our Midst: Sustained Inattentional Blindness for Dynamic Events. Perception 1999, 28, 1059–1074. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Flercher, T.; Ní Chróinín, D.; Gleddie, D.; Beni, S. (Eds.) Meaningful Physical Education: An Approach for Teaching and Learning; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2021. [Google Scholar]








[image: Table] 





Table 1. Boys’ and girls’ important and very important meanings for physical activity or sport (%, p-value χ2, effect size OR, 95% C).






Table 1. Boys’ and girls’ important and very important meanings for physical activity or sport (%, p-value χ2, effect size OR, 95% C).














	
	All %

n = 2675–2728
	Boys %

n = 1288–1308
	Girls %

n = 1387–1421
	p-Value

(χ2)
	OR
	95%CI





	Competition and accomplishment
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Doing one’s best
	66
	61
	71
	<0.001
	0.64
	0.55–0.75



	Challenging yourself and beating yourself
	51
	48
	54
	0.001
	0.79
	0.68–0.92



	Being hardworking and diligent
	47
	46
	49
	0.153
	0.90
	0.77–1.07



	Doing physical activity alone
	36
	36
	36
	1.00
	1.00
	0.86–1.17



	Success and winning
	31
	36
	27
	<0.001
	1.53
	1.30–1.80



	Challenging others and beating others
	24
	29
	19
	<0.001
	1.7
	1.41–2.01



	Competition
	22
	25
	18
	<0.001
	1.51
	1.26–1.82



	Health and healthiness aspects
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Feeling good during or after
	68
	58
	77
	<0.001
	0.43
	0.36–0.51



	Healthiness
	67
	61
	73
	<0.001
	0.59
	0.50–0.69



	Improve one’s own physical fitness level
	59
	51
	67
	<0.001
	0.50
	0.43–0.57



	Activity is relaxing; refreshment
	55
	48
	62
	<0.001
	0.58
	0.49–0.67



	Weight management
	50
	42
	58
	<0.001
	0.56
	0.45–0.51



	Better outward appearance
	42
	32
	51
	<0.001
	0.47
	0.40–0.55



	Expressive aspects
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Skillful performances
	34
	37
	31
	0.001
	1.31
	1.12–1.54



	Expressive acting, appearance
	20
	20
	19
	0.332
	1.10
	0.91–1.33



	Play and joy
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Joy
	66
	58
	73
	<0.001
	0.52
	0.44–0.61



	Experiences of success
	61
	55
	66
	<0.001
	0.64
	0.55–0.75



	New experiences
	60
	53
	67
	<0.001
	0.55
	0.47–0.65



	Grief release
	56
	48
	64
	<0.001
	0.52
	0.44–0.63



	Playfulness
	38
	34
	42
	<0.001
	0.74
	0.63–0.86



	Social aspects
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Togetherness; cooperation with other
	61
	56
	66
	<0.001
	0.67
	0.55–0.76



	Finding new friends
	47
	43
	51
	<0.001
	0.74
	0.64–0.86



	Aspects of self
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Knowledge of your own body and yourself
	52
	46
	57
	<0.001
	0.64
	0.55–0.71



	The dimension of growth and development
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Increasing muscular strength
	62
	57
	66
	<0.001
	0.70
	0.60–0.82



	Improve skills or learn new skills
	58
	56
	60
	0.080
	0.87
	0.49–1.01



	Overcoming fear and excitement
	44
	44
	44
	0.908
	1.01
	0.87–1.18



	The dimension of discipline meanings
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Increase flexibility
	48
	37
	57
	<0.001
	0.44
	0.37–0.51



	Fast paced
	47
	52
	43
	<0.001
	1.44
	1.24–1.67



	Intelligence (gaming intelligence, witty solutions)
	47
	55
	39
	<0.001
	1.93
	1.24–1.67



	Being outside
	42
	38
	45
	<0.001
	0.74
	0.63–0.86



	Fine equipment and supplies
	27
	29
	26
	0.083
	1.12
	0.98–1.39



	Masculinity
	27
	48
	7
	<0.001
	12.6
	9.99–16.0



	Roughness
	22
	28
	16
	<0.001
	2.08
	1.72–2.51



	Femininity
	20
	7
	32
	<0.001
	0.15
	0.12–0.19
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Table 2. Girls’ and boys’ barriers of physical activity (the claim holds at least somewhat) (%, p-value χ2, effect size OR, 95% CI).
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	All %

n = 2675–2728
	Boys %

n = 1278–1298
	Girls %

n = 1389–1404
	p-Value

(χ2)
	OR
	95% CI





	Individual barriers
	
	
	
	
	
	



	My time is spent in other hobbies
	20
	20
	20
	0.057
	1.01
	0.84–1.22



	I consider exercise important, but I can’t be bothered
	20
	19
	21
	0.114
	0.89
	0.73–1.07



	No time for exercise
	13
	10
	15
	<0.001
	0.62
	0.49–0.78



	Sweating feels disgusting
	10
	8
	13
	<0.001
	0.59
	0.46–0.76



	I am not a physical type
	14
	15
	13
	0.128
	1.14
	0.92–1.42



	I am bad at exercise
	10
	9
	10
	0.276
	0.92
	0.71–1.19



	Exercise is boring
	6
	7
	5
	0.021
	1.40
	1.02–1.95



	My health limits my physical activity
	7
	6
	8
	0.035
	0.75
	0.50–1.01



	I am afraid of getting hurt in exercise
	5
	5
	5
	0.287
	0.89
	0.63–1.26



	I don’t get much benefit from exercising
	3
	4
	2
	0.002
	1.97
	1.25–3.10



	I find exercise unnecessary
	3
	4
	2
	0.002
	2.10
	1.28–3.30



	Social barriers
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Exercise appreciation is low among friend
	9
	11
	7
	<0.001
	1.58
	1.21–2.07



	Friends don’t exercise
	9
	10
	8
	0.117
	1.19
	0.91–1.54



	Environmental barriers
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Near my home there is no sport of my interest
	23
	21
	25
	0.029
	0.80
	0.66–0.95



	There are no sports facilities near my home
	15
	14
	17
	0.135
	0.84
	0.68–1.04



	Exercise is too competitive
	11
	11
	11
	0.512
	1.00
	0.79–1.28



	School physical education does not inspire
	13
	13
	14
	<0.001
	0.88
	0.70–1.01



	Exercising is too expensive
	3
	4
	2
	0.002
	0.99
	0.79–1.35
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Table 3. The average number of meanings (important or very important, max 34) and barriers (holds true at least somewhat, max 18) by the number of physically active days (zero to seven) in the past week (at least 60 min per day) (Pearson correlation coefficients r, and general linear model (ANCOVA) adjusted for gender and BMI (F, p, η2)).






Table 3. The average number of meanings (important or very important, max 34) and barriers (holds true at least somewhat, max 18) by the number of physically active days (zero to seven) in the past week (at least 60 min per day) (Pearson correlation coefficients r, and general linear model (ANCOVA) adjusted for gender and BMI (F, p, η2)).





	
The Number of Physical Active Days

	




	

	
Zero

	
One

	
Two

	
Three

	
Four

	
Five

	
Six

	
Seven

	
r

	
F

	
p

	
η2






	
Meanings

	
7.8

	
9.5

	
11.2

	
13.4

	
15.2

	
15.7

	
19.1

	
20.7

	
0.37

	
41.44

	
<0.001

	
0.15




	
n

	
55

	
114

	
209

	
345

	
371

	
331

	
278

	
416

	

	

	

	




	
Barriers

	
5.6

	
4.5

	
2.8

	
2.4

	
1.6

	
1.6

	
1.0

	
1.1

	
−0.36

	
40.42

	
<0.001

	
0.16




	
n

	
52

	
115

	
188

	
297

	
328

	
320

	
250

	
389

	

	

	

	








Test of linearity: Meanings F = 223.61; p < 0.001; Barriers F = 353.19; p < 0.001.
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Table 4. Indexes of the number of important meanings according to meaning dimension and physical activity levels twice a week or less (n = 465–486), 3–5 times per week, (n = 1261–1318) or 6 to 7 times per week (n = 833–878) (Pearson correlation coefficients r, and general linear model (ANCOVA) adjusted for gender and BMI (F, p, η2).






Table 4. Indexes of the number of important meanings according to meaning dimension and physical activity levels twice a week or less (n = 465–486), 3–5 times per week, (n = 1261–1318) or 6 to 7 times per week (n = 833–878) (Pearson correlation coefficients r, and general linear model (ANCOVA) adjusted for gender and BMI (F, p, η2).





	

	
Twice a Week or Less

	
Physical Activity

3 to 5 Times per Week

	
6 to 7 Times per Week

	
r

	
F

	
p

	
η2






	
Meaning dimensions




	
Joy

	
0.39

	
0.54

	
0.70

	
0.29

	
87.62

	
<0.001

	
0.12




	
Growth

	
0.34

	
0.53

	
0.71

	
0.33

	
74.86

	
<0.001

	
0.11




	
Health

	
0.41

	
0.57

	
0.68

	
0.27

	
90.07

	
<0.001

	
0.13




	
Social

	
0.36

	
0.52

	
0.69

	
0.27

	
59.30

	
<0.001

	
0.09




	
Self-knowledge

	
0.36

	
0.49

	
0.65

	
0.20

	
37.66

	
<0.001

	
0.06




	
Competition

	
0.24

	
0.38

	
0.57

	
0.35

	
80.65

	
<0.001

	
0.12




	
Specific PA

	
0.23

	
0.32

	
0.45

	
0.28

	
50.54

	
<0.001

	
0.08




	
Expressive

	
0.15

	
0.24

	
0.38

	
0.21

	
32.39

	
<0.001

	
0.05




	
Barrier categories




	
Individual barriers

	
0.19

	
0.09

	
0.05

	
−0.33

	
87.62

	
<0.001

	
0.13




	
Social barriers

	
0.16

	
0.09

	
0.05

	
−0.17

	
20.91

	
<0.001

	
0.03




	
Environmental barriers

	
0.24

	
0.14

	
0.08

	
−0.25

	
47.21

	
<0.001

	
0.08








Note: Indexes are the number of important or very important meanings and the number of at least somewhat affecting barrier divided by the number of the items in the meaning dimension or barrier category.
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