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Abstract: Despite the benefits of engaging in physical activity during their leisure time, children do not
meet the recommendations on physical activity. Following the socio-ecological model as a theoretical
framework, the aim of this study was to determine the barriers and facilitators that influence physical
activity participation in children’s leisure time. Data collection was conducted through focus groups
and individual drawings in a sample of 98 eight- to eleven-year-olds from six schools in Cuenca
(Spain). Following the socio-ecological model, individual characteristics (age and sex), as well as the
microsystem (parents and friends), mesosystem (timing and out-of-school schedule) and exosystem
(safety and weather) influence physical activity participation. The relationships between these levels
of the socio-ecological model reveal that opportunities for leisure physical activity are determined by
children’s schedules. This schedule is negotiated by the family and is influenced by parents’ worries
and necessities. This is the main barrier to physical activity participation due to the creation of
more restrictive, sedentary schedules, especially for girls. Our results show the elements required to
develop successful strategies to increase physical activity opportunities, namely, focusing on giving
children the opportunity to choose activities, raising parents’ awareness of the importance of physical
activity and improving the perceived safety of parks, taking into consideration the gender perspective.

Keywords: focus groups; children; preadolescents; family adjustment; physical activity;
qualitative research

1. Introduction

Physical activity during childhood and adolescence has been associated with physical,
psychological and social benefits [1,2]. Physical activity is defined “as any bodily movement produced
by skeletal muscles that results in energy expenditure. [ . . . ] Physical activity in daily life can be
categorized into occupations, sport, conditioning, household, or other activities” [3].

Currently, it is recommended that children and adolescents accumulate at least 60 min of
moderate-to-vigorous intensity physical activity on most days of the week [4], and so obtain health and
psychosocial benefits that may sustain into adulthood [5,6]. However, the prevalence of individuals
of these ages who do not meet these recommendations is growing at an alarming rate and is higher
in girls [7–9]. Therefore, increasing the amount of time children and youngers dedicate to physical
activity is an urgent concern in many countries.
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Leisure time, along with the school, has been identified as a perfect moment to practice
physical activity and support healthy behaviors, through active play and sports [10,11]. In addition,
it is an opportunity for children to choose the activities they engage in (whether active or
not) [12–14]. Previous studies focusing on leisure time have concluded that physical activity and
its practice are affected by individual (age and fitness), psychological (preferences and satisfaction),
sociocultural (gender, family and friends) and infrastructural influences (equipment, security and
proximity) [13,15–19].

Furthermore, reviews and meta-analyses have concluded that the outcomes of programs to
promote physical activity after school time are modest and inconsistent [20,21]. Moreover, to the
best of our knowledge, most of the research focused on measuring the amount of physical
activity [7,20,22], as well as identifying the barriers or facilitators to physical activity participation,
use questionnaires [13,17–19,23–26] or are based on the perspective of adults (parents and teachers)
and adolescents, while fewer directly center on children’s own perceptions [27–30].

Despite the importance of leisure time to create healthy-life patterns for children, few qualitative
studies have attempted to understand the factors affecting physical activity practice from the perspective
of children [27–30]. Recent studies have shown that children’s and adolescents’ perception of their
options during their leisure time have an impact on their physical activity practice [13,19,25,31].
In addition, discrepancies have been found between the preferences of children and parents [27]
as well as the influence of parents on their children’s physical activity participation. Two models
have been identified: one promoting participation in physical activity, and the other restricting such
participation [32,33]. However, most of these studies failed to analyze gender differences, despite their
importance [27,34–36].

Engaging physical activity is, therefore, a complex matter because exercise-related behaviors are
influenced by multiple factors at different levels [37–39]. Bronfenbrenner’s socio-ecological model [40]
is a key approach in this field because it integrates both factors and dimensions that impact this
behavior. This is especially interesting in our study given that developmental models help understand
development as a social process, as a result of the interaction between people and their environment.
The socio-ecological model proposes four levels: individual characteristics (sex, age and preference),
microsystem (family, teachers and friends), mesosystem (neighborhood, school and physical family)
and exosystem (economics, culture and politics) [41]. This developmental and social perspective is
fundamental when designing interventions and public policies focused on the promotion of a successful
and effective healthy lifestyle [32,41]. Across these levels, family and its role in socialization play
a fundamental role in the motivation of children in the practice of physical activity and its continuance
during their adolescence [42–44].

In this sense, the promotion of physical activity requires a physical and psychosocial environment
to help promote facilitators and reduce barriers. To the best of our knowledge, a number of studies,
mainly quantitative ones, have addressed children’s perception of barriers and facilitators when they
participate in physical activity during their leisure in southern Europe, especially in Spain, and in
relation to family dynamics [13,17–19]. The results of two recent studies focused on how children and
adolescents presented barriers (gender inequalities, time constraints and lack of safety) and facilitators
(friends and time sports) during their leisure time in Spain [45,46], one of which adopted a qualitative
approach. However, neither focused solely on the child population.

In light of the above, the aim of this study was to identify the barriers and facilitators that
influence the practice of physical activity in children’s leisure time, using the socio-ecological model as
a theoretical framework. Thus, our research question was the following: What factors act as barriers or
facilitators for children during their leisure time?

2. Methods

To respond to the research question, we considered a qualitative descriptive study, which was
the most appropriate method as it helps to identify the most significant factors or processes within
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a theoretical model of a phenomenon, as is our case, and drawing on a naturalistic and flexible
approach [47,48]. The aim of our study was to determine the factors that influence physical activity
through children’s discourse on their daily activities, within their own context. Children, due to
their stage of cognitive development, tend to focus on very specific facts. Furthermore, a qualitative
description allowed us to interpret the meaning children give to these specific facts in relation to
physical activity.

2.1. Participants

This qualitative study is part of the MOVI-2 project [49]. MOVI-2 is a recreational and
non-competitive (i.e., handball, hockey, steal the flingsock and dance) after-school physical
activity intervention involving children from 20 schools in the province of Cuenca (Spain)
(www.movidavida.org). The participants were 8- to 11-year-old schoolchildren in the 4th and
5th grades of primary education.

The present qualitative study used a convenience sample and was conducted between January
and April of 2011. The final subsample was formed by 98 schoolchildren, belonging to 6 schools from
the MOVI-2 project. The researchers finished data collection when saturation point was reached [50,51].

The inclusion criteria were both sexes, belonging to a different socio-economic status and from
schools located in urban and rural settings (participating schools from MOVI-2) (Table 1). The qualitative
part of the main MOVI-2 study had three research questions seeking to identify barriers and facilitators
to the practice of physical activity in different contexts.

Table 1. Characteristics of the participants.

Boys Girls Total

Urban environment 28 36 64
98Rural environment 8 26 34

Socio-economic Status
Low 2.5%

Middle 85%
Upper 12.5%

Meetings were held with parents to inform them about the aims and methods of the MOVI-2 study,
and to request participation in the intervention. The qualitative study, sessions and films required
separate informed consent. All the children agreed to participate, except for two girls, whose parents
did not wish them to be filmed. Data collection was completed when participants provided no further
new information and the saturation point was reached [50,51].

2.2. Data Collection

A descriptive qualitative study was designed by combining two data-collection techniques: (i)
analysis of the children’s drawings of their environment [52] and (ii) focus groups [53]. Each session
was conducted by two researchers (M.M.A. and B.R.M.), one of whom acted as a moderator and
the other as an observer. Twenty-two sessions involving four or five participants were conducted
(18 mixed sessions and 4 female-only sessions), with each lasting an average of 40 min. All sessions
took place in the schools and were recorded on audio and video.

All sessions began by requesting the participants to complete a personal drawing, consisting of
a map with the places they usually go during the week [54]. Children were given 20 min to complete
the drawing. The use of drawings helped the researchers to find out more about the main places
they usually went, but also helped the participants to express their opinions during the focus groups.
After completing the drawings, the children were divided in focus groups supported by a script
(Table 2) based on the different levels of the sociological model and the personal drawings.

www.movidavida.org
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Table 2. Focus group script.

Main Question Probing Questions

What kind of activities do you practice in your leisure time?

Do you practice the same activities all days?
Do you like them?

Are these activities organized?
Do you choose the activities?

What kind of games do you play? Traditional games, sports, electronic devices . . .

Where do you practice these activities and games?
What are these places like?

Green space, recreational space, leisure and sport
facilities, weather . . .

With whom do you practice these activities and games? Boys, girls, family . . .

Nonetheless, due to the participants being children aged between 8 and 11, answers were
occasionally very short. In order to obtain enough qualitative descriptions that were sufficiently rich,
researchers used follow-up questions, thus enabling the participants to describe their experiences and
points of view. A moderator identified the main topics in the participants’ comments and asked them
further questions.

2.3. Data Analysis

We used qualitative content analysis, which is a flexible and dynamic strategy to analyze verbal
and visual information [55]. Thus, it is possible to combine both inductive and deductive analysis to
describe and interpret the information [56,57]. This is appropriate when describing the phenomenon
to be conceptualized in a model or applying it in an existing one, such as the socio-ecological model.
Using this model, we followed a conceptual framework to code the barriers and facilitators verbalized
by the children. We then used an inductive analysis to reveal the latent themes.

Transcripts from the focus group recordings were sorted and organized accordingly, and three
qualitative methodology experts (M.M.A., B.M.R. and R.B.G.) analyzed these data following a 3-step
approach: (1) the data were divided into codes (matrix of barriers and facilitators in each system); (2)
these codes were grouped into categories and subcategories; and (3) the categories were abstracted
to latent themes and the relationship between systems. This process started with an analysis of all
the information extracted from drawings and focus groups, which was organized in categories and
themes. The information was then re-analyzed, taking into consideration the age and gender of the
participants. If there were discrepancies for any participants, the speaker’s discursive contributions
were not taken into account. The process was a continuous comparative method in which codes,
categories and themes were discussed with the research team until all the members agreed.

The F4 Software tool was used to transcribe the focus groups and Atlast.TI 5.0 was used to
process the data (drawings and text analysis). Drawings and focus groups were used to triangulate
the data [51,58]. In this way, following the socio-ecological model, the researchers analyzed the
correspondences between the oral discourses and the drawings.

2.4. Ethical Issue

All parents or guardians gave their informed consent for their children’s participation in the
study. The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki, and the protocol
was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Virgen de la Luz Hospital in Cuenca, Spain (Protocol ID
2008PI0708).

2.5. Quality Criteria

Several strategies were used to guarantee a rigorous analytical approach. The credibility and
reliability of the findings were enhanced through the selection of the participants: urban and rural
settings, both sexes, different school year and different ages. The drawings were used to encourage
children to express what best described their daily life based on the places they usually went,
thus generating a relaxed atmosphere which encouraged them to talk. In order to explore the
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adaptability and suitability of the techniques to the characteristics of the participants, four trial
sessions were carried out in a meeting room at the University of Castilla-La Mancha. In these sessions,
the researchers checked different kinds of drawings (group or individual dynamic), different kinds of
groups (only boys, only girls and mixed) and also refined the script with everyday words suitable for
children. Finally, the coding was analyzed by three separate researchers [50,58]. After each level of
coding had been completed, the researchers held a discussion to identify similarities and discrepancies.

The team worked reflexively, especially in the inductive part of the analysis, trying to control how
prior knowledge about the phenomenon could influence the interpretation of the data. Not only did
the researchers discuss agreement on codes, categories and themes, the team also looked at the possible
influence of their professional or personal opinions and knowledge. The team comprised researchers
with different backgrounds, which favored reflection on the data analysis. The search for agreement
between the three researchers was not dominated by the search for a “lowest common denominator”,
but by reflective discussion on interpretation [48,59].

3. Results

The results were obtained and organized following the socio-ecological model, which showed the
multiple factors involved in the children’s leisure physical activity. We found factors, barriers and
facilitators, at the following levels of the socio-ecological model: individual characteristics, microsystem,
mesosystem and exosystem (Figure 1 and Table 3).

Figure 1. Code diagram.
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Table 3. Barriers and facilitators by level of Bronfenbrenner’s socio-ecological model.

FACTOR BARRIER FACILITATOR

INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS

Preferences Children prefer participating in physical activity
and games that they enjoy.

Sex Girls prefer more sociable activities (handicrafts). Boys prefer more physical activity (football).

Age Older boys and girls prefer sedentary activities
(TV and videogames).

MICROSYSTEM

Parents and siblings

Prioritizing educational activities and not
physical activities.

Negotiate the activities listening to children’s
needs and preferences.

Parents, especially fathers, are models for
participation in physical activity.

Children do not share physical activity with their
mothers.

Children enjoy physical activity with their fathers
and siblings.

Friends
Children prefer sharing activities with

their friends.
Children choose physical activities their friends

are involved in.

MESOSYSTEM

Timing

Lack of balance in work and family life, especially
for mothers, affects the kind of activities
(sedentary) and where (indoor places)

children play.

Schedule Schedules are full of educational activities with
less time for physical activity and leisure games.

EXOSYSTEM

Safety Parents prefer supervised activities, especially for
younger children and girls.

Weather
Daylight hours and good weather conditions
facilitate activities in places, such particularly

physical activity.

3.1. Individual Characteristics of the Participants

Both boys and girls showed clear differences in personal tastes regarding the kind of activities
performed. The boys chose games of vigorous-to-moderate intensity physical activity, mainly football.

“On Wednesdays and Fridays I go to football training” (IP56.Boy, rural environment).

“When I’m not training, I also play football” (IP427.Boy, urban environment).

The girls preferred socialization activities, such as pretend play, handicrafts or relational activities.
Very few opted for sports or active games, as they did not find them enjoyable and said they involved
making an effort. They typically chose activities such as ballet or skating.

“I do craft-work and take skating lessons” (IP415. Girl, urban environment).

“I play teachers with my sister” (IP129. Girl, rural environment).

“I used to go to swimming and rhythmic gymnastics classes but gave up because I didn’t like them,
it was a lot of hard work” (IP529. Girl, urban environment).

“I stopped going to ballet and swimming because I got bored and it was dull” (IP482. Girl,
urban environment).

Moreover, the older participants, both boys and girls, preferred to play videogames and watch TV in
their leisure time, rather than play active games.

“I love watching TV” (IP539. Boy, urban environment).

“I prefer playing Wii®” (IP118. Girl, rural environment).
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3.2. Microsystem: Parents, Siblings and Friends

Most of the participants shared the games with their fathers and siblings, but not with their
mothers. Moreover, some of the children only engaged in leisure activities with their parents during
the holidays.

“I ride my bike or scooter with my brother and my father” (IP717. Boy, urban environment).

“I don’t do many things with my parents” (IP694. Girl, urban environment).

“No, I used to go to flamenco lessons, but I had to stop because my mum and dad were working and
couldn’t drive me there” (IP516. Girl, rural environment).

“In the summertime, my parents and I go to the beach. But in M (village), I don’t spend much time
with them” (IP609. Boy, rural, environment).

As they grew older and were allowed to go out alone, the children stopped sharing games and leisure
activities with their families and started engaging in activities only with their friends. Scheduled sports
activities were shared with their peers and their choice depended on their friends’ participation

“We (my friends and I) play football in the park” (IP739. Boy, urban environment).

“I gave up swimming because none of my friends went” (IP497. Girl, urban environment).

3.3. Mesosystem: Timing and Out-of-School Schedule

From Monday to Friday, the students in urban environments barely had any leisure time and
opportunities for spontaneous leisure activities, with these being limited to watching TV or playing
videogames. As children started in higher grades, the number and complexity of school tasks
also increased, which forced them to give up some of the scheduled activities, especially sports.
Therefore, the time dedicated to physical activity and leisure games was reduced. Moreover, the scant
offer of extra activities in rural areas limited the participation of children in sport activities, and so
they spent more time in the park. The park was a common subject in both urban and rural children’s
drawing (e.g., Figures 2 and 3), despite the former reporting they could not go to the park during their
leisure time because they had too many scheduled activities.

Figure 2. IP722. Boy, rural environment.
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Figure 3. IP499. Girl, urban environment.

“On Mondays (I go to) English lessons, on Tuesdays, violin and then handicraft, on Wednesdays,
music and skating, on Thursdays MOVI (physical activity program) and handicraft, and on Fridays
music and ballet” (IP634. Girl, urban environment).

“On Tuesdays and Thursdays, I watch TV, do my homework, have a snack, watch TV and play
Nintendo®” (IP734. Boy, urban environment).

“Most of the time I spend more time on the computer than watching TV” (IP883. Girl, rural
environment).

“I played football, went to computer classes and MOVI (physical activity program), but since I came
to V (name of village) I can’t anymore“ (IP112. Boy, rural environment).

“Interviewer: Where do you go after school?

All: To the park!!” (GF22. Mixed group, rural environment).

“Girl1: My mum says she is busy with the housework and can’t [come with me].

Girl2: My mum says the same” (IP425 y IP426. Girls, rural environment).

“I go out with my friends, but not with my dad because he works all day long”(IP670. Boy,
rural environment).

3.4. Exosystem: Lack of Safety and Weather

Spontaneous activities with friends were limited due to the lack of safety perceived by parents
and by the weather. Thus, we found that younger children were not allowed outside without adult
supervision. Moreover, we discovered this supervision was maintained for older girls, but not older
boys. In addition, both in rural areas and private residential complexes, where boys and girls lived in
proximity and shared common areas, the participants said they spent more time out in the street or in
the common areas, respectively, as their parents allowed them to do so.

“I go to the football pitch to play with some friends” (IP66. Boy, rural environment).

“I have lots of friends in the residential area and . . . we go there with our bikes and all that” (IP734.
Boy, urban environment).

“Interviewer: Do you go out in the street?”

Girl: The thing is I live in C (city center) and our parents don’t let us go out there” (IP719. Girl,
urban environment).
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“Interviewer: Can you go out in the street?

Girl: Yes, I can.

Boy: Me too, I go to buy bread or to my grandmother’s house” (IP54 and IP.56. Girl and boy,
rural environment).

The practice of physical activity is influenced by weather conditions and daylight hours.
Consequently, we learnt that children spent more time in the street or playing more active games in
summer and spring. Moreover, the participants claimed to have more leisure time as there was no
school and the availability of out-of-school activities was reduced.

“I play more in the summer because now with activities . . . I don’t have much time” (IP466. Boy,
urban environment).

“I use my bike more in the summer” (IP615. Girl, rural environment).

“Yes, sometimes during summertime [my mum, dad, brother and myself] go for a ride” (IP700. Boy,
rural environment).

4. Discussion

Our results show that individual characteristics (sex and age), microsystem (group of friends and
parents), mesosystem (family organization) and exosystem (safety and weather) have an influence on the
physical activity performed during leisure time by our 8- to 11-year-old participants. More importantly,
the relationships between these factors at different levels reveal that the opportunities for physical
activity during leisure time are determined by their schedules. This schedule is negotiated by the family
and influenced by the parents’ concerns and necessities (tutoring classes and monitoring) according to
the age and gender of their child, and with little regard to the child’s preferences. As a result, leisure is
limited to the scheduled academic or sports activity organized by their parents, leaving very little time
for leisure physical activity.

There is a consensus on leisure as an opportunity to practice physical activity [10].
However, an increase in sedentary activities during the after-school period among children aged
below 18 years is shared by the systematic review by Arundell et al. [60]. The results of this study are
consistent with previous studies, showing that most activities performed by children in their leisure
time are of a sedentary and educational character [18,36,61,62]. Thus, from Monday to Friday students
have a school day that continues beyond school itself, and which is composed of time to do their
homework and many scheduled activities, leaving little time for spontaneous leisure activities. In this
context, physical activity was generally limited to the participation in scheduled sports activities,
whereas non-scheduled activities were mainly non-active ones. As in other studies [30,62,63], our results
show that physical activity is limited to the participation of boys and girls in scheduled sport activities.

In spite of the lack of unscheduled leisure time, the park appears to be an important concept in
the drawings, on most occasions appearing in the center, despite it not being one of the predominant
spaces in their daily routine [64,65]. This might show that both leisure time and the park have an
important role for children, as in previous studies [66]. It could also mean that the activities they
do during their leisure time are not those that they necessarily like or enjoy, but are those they can
do. The choice of activity has been shown to be key to the maintenance of physical activity during
adolescence [13,17,31].

Our results show that children perceive their parents want to organize their leisure time schedules.
Children remark that parental influence encourages this leisure, as parents usually prioritize academic
activities over physical ones when organizing their children’s agenda [32,36], perhaps because they
consider they already do enough physical activity at school [67] or because they are not aware of
the benefits of physical activity and its consequences on their children’s health. This is an important
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finding for the promotion of environments that encourage the practice of physical activity in Spain
and it requires further research. Previous studies about parenting practices show that less directive
styles, characterized by acceptance and involvement practices, are associated with better psychosocial
adjustment of children in Spain [13,68,69]. Likewise, they stimulate healthy behaviors and, for instance,
support the autonomy of children in increasing their participation in physical activity [13,31,70].

Another significant issue is the lack of safety when children go out. Participants reported
that their parents sought activities supervised by a trusted adult in the case of both scheduled and
unscheduled activities. Scheduled activities provide this kind of supervision; as shown in other studies,
parents usually have problems to balance their working hours, afternoons included, with activities
outside home [45,62].

Another significant issue is the perceived lack of safety by parents when children go out. As in
previous studies, the lack of safety makes it difficult for children to be active through unscheduled
outdoor games, as they are not allowed to go out on their own [27,30,71,72]. Our participants
reported that their parents sought activities supervised by a trusted adult in the case of both scheduled
and unscheduled activities. Thus, they spend most of their time on indoor sedentary activities,
such as playing videogames or watching TV, that are associated with worse body composition, worse
physical condition, less self-esteem and socializing behaviors, and poorer learning performance [20,21].
This supervision is less strict as children grow older. Furthermore, children in rural areas have more
opportunities for leisure time, but this is limited too. Nevertheless, the perceived lack of safety is
paradoxical, as it is not based on the real level of crime, but on perceived insecurity. This is higher
when parents assess the risk to their children. Our results were collected in small, low-crime crime
towns where lack of safety is percieved by the parents, while children do not agree that parks and
playgrounds are unsafe. This contrasts with the results of other studies [73]. An explanation about the
tendency towards sedentary activities, especially in the case of girls, could be that, parents usually
have problems to balance their working hours, afternoons included, with activities outside home,
as shown in other studies [45,62]. However, despite children did not choose these kinds of games,
they did not openly complain. It seems they adapt to not playing outdoors accepting their parents’
rules and look for an alternative, such as videogames or waching TV with friends, when possible.
Our results contrast with other studies where children are more critical of the their parents’lack of time
to play with them [66].

Although both boys and girls referred lack of the time and opportunities for physical activity
as a barrier, particularly when unscheduled, the results of this study show a greater tendency
towards sedentary activities in the case of girls. The girls’ preference for more sedentary
activities, such as watching TV, playing videogames or doing handicraft, as the results of previous
studies [17–19,29,30,36,74]. In this sense, and as has been noted for adolescents, the problem is not only
the interest, or the lack of it, of girls towards sport or physical activity, but have fewer opportunities
to play outdoors and to engage in non-scheduled physical activity [74,75]. Besides, scheduled ones
do not adapt to girls’ likes and preferences [17–19,29,36,74]. This situation is more evident in the
rural environment, where there are fewer sports activities available for girls than in the urban
environment [76]. Likewise, we notice that the tendency towards sedentariness and the lack of
opportunities the girls have are powered by a gender socialization that makes sport and physical
activity a male pursuit [19,37,74]. This is important due to the influence of early gender socialization and
primary agents (family, friends, school) in women’s physical activity participation during childhood,
adolescence and middle age [75,77].

In Spain, women and girls spending less leisure time and this has been associated with gender
inequalities. Despite this, women have more positive leisure experience and time perspectives than
men, which stimulates resilience [78]. This occurs when they freely choose activities that, even being
little time, satisfy them. Women of any age tend to prefer physical activities that can be performed in
a group or outdoors with family [77,78]. Thus, although the socialization of girls is restricted to the
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leisure time they share with family and friends, girls could have very positive experiences should they
had the opportunity to participate in their preferred sports and physical activities.

5. Strengths and Limitations

Amongst the strengths of this study, we highlight the use of two qualitative techniques (individual
drawings and focus groups). The drawings informed about the main places that participants went
to, and helped them to express their opinions and experiences, which provided a more complete
and reliable data collection, as well as different levels of depth in the children’s answers to the study
questions. Moreover, the use of triangulation methods (data collection, researchers and encoding
levels) improved the analysis and the reliability of the results [50,58]. It should be noted that no
discrepancies were found between the participants’ drawings and their discourse.

Between its limitations, we should note the age of the participants, from 8 to 11, which increased
the complexity of the design and analysis. However, triangulation was used to reduce these
limitations [50,58]. Moreover, the points of view in this study belong to the participants in the
MOVI2 physical activity only, and may differ from the perceptions of those children not taking part
the intervention because they could not have opportunities to join in an after-school sport program,
especially in a rural setting. Furthermore, the year in which the study was held, 2011, could make
the results out-of-date. But current reviews show that the main studies are focused on parents and
adolescents or children in the school environment, being less known the perception of leisure time for
8–11-year-old children [30]. More studies are needed that aim to provide a deeper understanding of
children’s preferences.

6. Conclusions

To sum up, our results bring to light the fact that the main barrier to leisure time physical activity
in children is family, due to the organization of family life. Lack of a balance between work and family
life means children have few opportunities to engage in physical activity. Spontaneous, outdoor leisure
physical activity is especially limited in urban environments, even though the participants are aware
of its importance, as their drawings show. Leisure time is outside the children’s control; their parents
manage and establish the kind of activities children do in their leisure time, and education has
more importance for them than leisure. Furthermore, the enormous number of scheduled activities
keeps children occupied, but inactive, and parents’ perception of a lack of safety puts even greater
limits on the opportunities to perform physical activity in younger children and girls of all ages in
urban environments.

The results of this study provide key information to improve the interventions aimed at increasing
children’s physical activity levels and to help them meet daily physical activity recommendations.
In this sense, the findings show that activities promoting physical activity for children should make
parents aware of the importance of the physical activity for their children’s healthy development,
both physically and mentally. Moreover, it is necessary to enable children to enjoy their outdoor leisure
time and choose scheduled sport activities according to their preferences. Thus, children may enjoy
their time with friends while also ensuring their motivation to do physical activity. It is also essential
to implement policies that provide a variety of good sporting activities in the rural environment,
and a gender-equal sport promotion. To conclude, the socio-ecological model must be considered as
a comprehensive approach to the factors that influence active play in children. Indeed, this model
could be used for designing and evaluating future successful interventions.

Author Contributions: M.M.-A. designed the study, conducted the analysis and interpretation of the verbatim,
and drafted the manuscript. R.B.-G. designed the study, conducted the analysis and interpretation of the verbatim,
contributed to the drafting of the manuscript and approved of the final version to be published. B.R.-M. conducted
the analysis and interpretation of the verbatim, contributed to the critically revised the manuscript for important
intellectual content and approved of the final version to be published. M.J.P.-G. contributed to the critically revised
the manuscript for important intellectual content and approved of the final version to be published. M.G.-M.
contributed to the critically revised the manuscript for important intellectual content and approved of the final



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3033 12 of 15

version to be published. V.M.-V. was the guarantor of the content of this manuscript, contributed to the critically
revised the manuscript for important intellectual content and approved of the final version to be published.
All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Instituto de Salud Carlos III grant number PI081297, by Junta de
Comunidades de Castilla-La Mancha grand numbers PII1I09-0259-9898 and POII10-0208-5325

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Eime, R.M.; Young, J.A.; Harvey, J.T.; Charity, M.J.; Payne, W.R. A systematic review of the psychological and
social benefits of participation in sport for children and adolescents: Informing development of a conceptual
model of health through sport. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2013, 10, 98. [CrossRef]

2. Poitras, V.J.; Gray, C.E.; Borghese, M.M.; Carson, V.; Chaput, J.P.; Janssen, I.; Katzmarzyk, P.T.; Pate, R.R.;
Connor Gorber, S.; Kho, M.E.; et al. Systematic review of the relationships between objectively measured
physical activity and health indicators in school-aged children and youth. Appl. Physiol. Nutr. Metab.
2016, 41, S197–S239. [CrossRef]

3. Caspersen, C.J.; Powell, K.E.; Christenson, G.M. Physical activity, exercise, and physical fitness: Definitions
and distinctions for health-related research. Public Health Rep. 1985, 100, 126–131.

4. WHO. Global Recommendations on Physical Activity for Health; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2010.
5. Currie, C.; Zanotti, C.; Morgan, A.; Currie, D.; de Looze, M.; Roberts, C.; Samdal, O.; Smith, O.R.F.;

Barnekow, V. Social determinants of helath and well-being among young people. In Health Behaviour in
Shool-Aged Children (HBSC): International Report from the 2009/2010 Survey, 6th ed.; WHO Regional Office for
Europe Health Policy for Children and Adolescents: Copenhagen, Denmark, 2012.

6. Simmonds, M.; Llewellyn, A.; Owen, C.G.; Woolacott, N. Predicting adult obesity from childhood obesity:
A systematic review and meta-analysis. Obes. Rev. 2016, 17, 95–107. [CrossRef]

7. Hallal, P.C.; Andersen, L.B.; Bull, F.C.; Guthold, R.; Haskell, W.; Ekelund, U. Global physical activity levels:
Surveillance progress, pitfalls, and prospects. Lancet 2012, 380, 247–257. [CrossRef]

8. 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. [CrossRef]

9. Roman Viñas, B.; Serra Majem, L.; Aznar Laín, S.; Zazo, F.; Martínez Martínez, J. Informe 2018 de Actividad
Física en Niños y Adolescentes en España; Fundación para la Investigación Nutricional: Barcelona, Spain, 2018.

10. Economos, C.D.; Anzman-Frasca, S.; Koomas, A.H.; Bakun, P.J.; Brown, C.M.; Brown, D.; Folta, S.C.;
Fullerton, K.J.; Sacheck, J.M.; Sharma, S.; et al. Dissemination of healthy kids out of school principles for
obesity prevention: A RE-AIM analysis. Prev. Med. 2019, 119, 37–43. [CrossRef]

11. Weaver, R.G.; Beets, M.W.; Huberty, J.; Freedman, D.; Turner-Mcgrievy, G.; Ward, D. Physical activity
opportunities in afterschool programs. Health Promot. Pract. 2015, 16, 371–382. [CrossRef]

12. Gray, C.; Gibbons, R.; Larouche, R.; Sandseter, E.; Bienenstock, A.; Brussoni, M.; Chabot, G.; Herrington, S.; Janssen, I.;
Pickett, W.; et al. What Is the Relationship between Outdoor Time and Physical Activity, Sedentary Behaviour, and
Physical Fitness in Children? A Systematic Review. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2015, 12, 6455–6474. [CrossRef]

13. Alonso Ruiz, R.A.; Valdemoros San Emeterio, M.Á.; Sáenz de Jubera Ocón, M.; Sanz Arazuri, E. Family
Leisure, Self-Management, and Satisfaction in Spanish Youth. Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 2231. [CrossRef]

14. Rodríguez Bravo, A.E.; López Noguero, F.; González Olivares, Á.L. Leisure for vulnerable young people:
Importance, satisfaction and self-management. Pedagog. Soc. 2018, 31, 79–89.

15. Basterfield, L.; Gardner, L.; Reilly, J.K.; Pearce, M.S.; Parkinson, K.N.; Adamson, A.J.; Reilly, J.J.; Vella, S.A.
Can’t play, won’t play: Longitudinal changes in perceived barriers to participation in sports clubs across the
child–adolescent transition. BMJ Open Sport Exerc. Med. 2016, 2, e000079. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Hesketh, K.R.; Lakshman, R.; van Sluijs, E.M.F. Barriers and facilitators to young children’s physical activity and
sedentary behaviour: A systematic review and synthesis of qualitative literature. Obes. Rev. 2017, 18, 987–1017.
[CrossRef]

17. Valdemoros San Emeterio, M.Á.; Ponce-de-León-Elizondo, A.; Gradaille-Pernás, R. Actividad Física de Ocio
Juvenil y Desarrollo Humano. J. Sport Psychol. 2016, 25, 45–51.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-10-98
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/apnm-2015-0663
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/obr.12334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60646-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2352-4642(19)30323-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2018.12.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1524839914567740
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph120606455
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjsem-2015-000079
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27900159
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/obr.12562


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3033 13 of 15

18. Madariaga, A.; Romero, S. Barreras percibidas entre los jóvenes para no participar en actividades de ocio.
J. Sport Psychol. 2016, 25, 21–26.

19. Ahedo, R.; Macua, A. Características de las prácticas de ocio físico-deportivas significativas de los jóvenes
españoles. J. Sport Psychol. 2016, 25, 67–72.

20. Love, R.; Adams, J.; Sluijs, E.M.F. Are school-based physical activity interventions effective and equitable?
A meta-analysis of cluster randomized controlled trials with accelerometer-assessed activity. Obes. Rev.
2019, 20, 859–870. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Van de Kop, J.H.; van Kernebeek, W.G.; Otten, R.H.J.; Toussaint, H.M.; Verhoeff, A.P. School-Based
Physical Activity Interventions in Prevocational Adolescents: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analyses.
J. Adolesc. Health 2019, 65, 185–194. [CrossRef]

22. Atkin, A.J.; Gorely, T.; Biddle, S.J.H.; Cavill, N.; Foster, C. Interventions to promote physical activity in young people
conducted in the hours immediately after school: A systematic review. Int. J. Behav. Med. 2011, 18, 176–187. [CrossRef]

23. Niehues, A.N.; Bundy, A.; Broom, A.; Tranter, P. Parents’ Perceptions of Risk and the Influence on Children’s
Everyday Activities. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2015, 24, 809–820. [CrossRef]

24. Ponizovsky-Bergelson, Y.; Dayan, Y.; Wahle, N.; Roer-Strier, D. A Qualitative Interview With Young Children:
What Encourages or Inhibits Young Children’s Participation? Int. J. Qual. Methods 2019, 18, 160940691984051.
[CrossRef]

25. Stanley, R.M.; Boshoff, K.; Dollman, J. A qualitative exploration of the “critical window”: Factors affecting
Australian children’s after-school physical activity. J. Phys. Act. Health 2013, 10, 33–41. [CrossRef]

26. Watchman, T.; Spencer-Cavaliere, N. Times have changed: Parent perspectives on children’s free play and
sport. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2017, 32, 102–112. [CrossRef]

27. Lee, H.; Tamminen, K.A.; Clark, A.M.; Slater, L.; Spence, J.C.; Holt, N.L. A meta-study of qualitative research
examining determinants of children’s independent active free play. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2015, 12, 5.
[CrossRef]

28. Abdelghaffar, E.A.; Hicham, E.K.; Siham, B.; Samira, E.F.; Youness, E.A. Perspectives of adolescents, parents,
and teachers on barriers and facilitators of physical activity among school-age adolescents: A qualitative
analysis. Environ. Health Prev. Med. 2019, 24, 1–13. [CrossRef]

29. 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.

30. Somerset, S.; Hoare, D.J. Barriers to voluntary participation in sport for children: A systematic review.
BMC Pediatr. 2018, 18, 47. [CrossRef]

31. Freire, T.; Teixeira, A. The influence of leisure attitudes and leisure satisfaction on adolescents’ positive
functioning: The role of emotion regulation. Front. Psychol. 2018, 9, 1349. [CrossRef]

32. Noonan, R.J.; Boddy, L.M.; Fairclough, S.J.; Knowles, Z.R. Write, draw, show, and tell: A child-centred dual
methodology to explore perceptions of out-of-school physical activity. BMC Public Health 2016, 16, 326.
[CrossRef]

33. Arredondo, E.M.; Elder, J.P.; Ayala, G.X.; Campbell, N.; Baquero, B.; Duerksen, S. Is parenting style related
to children’s healthy eating and physical activity in Latino families? Health Educ. Res. 2006, 21, 862–871.
[CrossRef]

34. Vilhjalmsson, R.; Kristjansdottir, G. Gender differences in physical activity in older children and adolescents:
The central role of organized sport. Soc. Sci. Med. 2003, 56, 363–374. [CrossRef]

35. Ferré, M.B.; Guitart, A.O.; Ferret, M.P. Children and playgrounds in Mediterranean cities. Child. Geogr.
2006, 4, 173–183. [CrossRef]

36. Codina, N.; Pestana, J.V.; Castillo, I.; Balaguer, I. “Girls, study and dance; boys, play sports!” A study of the
extracurricular activities of adolescents through time budgets. Cuad. Psicol. Deport. 2016, 16, 233–242.

37. Finegood, D. The complex systems science of obesity. In The Oxford Handbook of the Social Science of Obesity;
Cawley, J., Ed.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2011.

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

39. 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. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/obr.12823
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30628172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2019.02.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12529-010-9111-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9891-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1609406919840516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jpah.10.1.33
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2017.06.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-015-0165-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12199-019-0775-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12887-018-1014-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-016-3005-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/her/cyl110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(02)00042-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14733280600806999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60735-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0017896912469578


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3033 14 of 15

40. Bronfenbrenner, U. Environmments in developmental perspective: Theoretical and operational models.
In Measuring Environment across the Life Span; Friedmand, S.L., Wachs, T.D., Eds.; APA: Washington, DC,
USA, 1999; pp. 3–28.

41. Hovell, M.F.; Wahlgren, D.R.; Gehrman, C.A. The Behavioral Ecolocial Model: Integrating Public Health
and Behavioral Science. In Emerging Theories in Health Promotion Practiceand Research: Strategies for Improving
Public Health; DeClemente, R.J., Crosby, R.A., Kegler, M., Eds.; Jossey Bass: San Francisco, CA, USA, 2002.

42. Shen, B.; Centeio, E.; Garn, A.; Martin, J.; Kulik, N.; Somers, C.; McCaughtry, N. Parental social support,
perceived competence and enjoyment in school physical activity. J. Sport Health Sci. 2018, 7, 346–352.
[CrossRef]

43. Lindsay, A.C.; Wasserman, M.; Muñoz, M.A.; Wallington, S.F.; Greaney, M.L. Examining Influences of
Parenting Styles and Practices on Physical Activity and Sedentary Behaviors in Latino Children in the United
States: Integrative Review. JMIR Public Health Surveill. 2018, 4, e14. [CrossRef]

44. Moral-García, J.E.; Urchaga-Litago, J.D.; Ramos-Morcillo, A.J.; Maneiro, R. Relationship of Parental Support
on Healthy Habits, School Motivations and Academic Performance in Adolescents. Int. J. Environ. Res.
Public Health 2020, 17, 882. [CrossRef]

45. Marconnot, R.; Marín-Rojas, A.; Delfa-de-la-Morena, J.; Pérez-Corrales, J.; Gueita-Rodríguez, J.;
Fernández-de-las-Peñas, C.; Palacios-Ceña, D. Recognition of Barriers to Physical Activity Promotion
in Immigrant Children in Spain: A Qualitative Case Study. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 431.
[CrossRef]

46. Fernández-Prieto, I.; Giné-Garriga, M.; Vélez, O.C. Barreras y motivaciones percibidas por adolescentes en
relación con la actividad física. Estudio cualitativo a través de grupos de discusión. Rev. Esp. Salud Pública
2019, 93, 12.

47. Colorafi, K.J.; Evans, B. Qualitative Descriptive Methods in Health Science Research. HERD Health Environ.
Res. Des. J. 2016, 9, 16–25. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Levitt, H.M.; Bamberg, M.; Creswell, J.W.; Frost, D.M.; Josselson, R.; Suárez-Orozco, C. Journal Article
Reporting Standards for Qualitative Primary, Qualitative Meta-Analytic, and Mixed Methods Research in
Psychology: The APA Publications and Communications Board Task Force Report. Am. Psychol. 2018, 27, 26.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Martinez-Vizcaino, V.; Sanchez-Lopez, M.; Salcedo-Aguilar, F.; Notario-Pacheco, B.; Solera-Martinez, M.;
Moya-Martinez, P.; Franquelo-Morales, P.; Lopez-Martinez, S.; Rodriguez-Artalejo, F. Protocol of
a Randomized Cluster Trial to Assess the Effectiveness of the MOVI-2 Program on Overweight Prevention in
Schoolchildren. Rev. Esp. Cardiol. 2012, 65, 427–433. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

50. Giacomini, M.K.; Cook, D.J. Users’ guides to the medical literature: XXIII. Qualitative research in health care
A. Are the results of the study valid? Evidence-Based Medicine Working Group. JAMA 2000, 284, 357–362.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Denzin, N. The Research Act: A Theoretical Introduction to Sociological Methods, 2nd ed.; McGraw-Hill: New York,
NY, USA, 1978.

52. Morrow, V. Using qualitative methods to elicit young people’s perspectives on their environments: Some ideas
for community health initiatives. Health Educ. Res. 2001, 16, 255–268. [CrossRef]

53. Taylor, S.J.; Bogdan, R. Introduction to Qualitative Research Methods. The Search for Meanings; 13 NV–1;
John Wiley and Sons: New York, NY, USA, 1984.

54. MCDougall, C.; Schiller, W.; Darbyshire, P.C. We have to live in the future. In Research at the Edge: Concepts
and Challenges: Special Issue, Early Child Development and Care; Schiller, W., Ed.; Taylo & Francis: London, UK,
2004; Volume 174, pp. 369–388.

55. Sandelowski, M. Whatever happened to qualitative description? Res. Nurs. Health 2000, 23, 334–340.
[CrossRef]

56. Elo, S.; Kyngäs, H. The qualitative content analysis process. J. Adv. Nurs. 2008, 62, 107–115. [CrossRef]
57. Graneheim, U.H.; Lindgren, B.-M.; Lundman, B. Methodological challenges in qualitative content analysis:

A discussion paper. Nurse Educ. Today 2017, 56, 29–34. [CrossRef]
58. Denzin, N. Strategies of Multiple Triangulation. The Research Act: A Theorical Introduction of Sociological Methods;

McCraw Hill: New York, NY, USA, 1989.
59. Smith, B.; McGannon, K.R. Developing rigor in qualitative research: Problems and opportunities within

sport and exercise psychology. Int. Rev. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2018, 11, 101–121. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jshs.2016.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/publichealth.8159
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17030882
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16030431
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1937586715614171
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26791375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/amp0000151
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29345485
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rec.2011.12.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22410389
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.284.3.357
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10891968
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/her/16.3.255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1098-240X(200008)23:4&lt;334::AID-NUR9&gt;3.0.CO;2-G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2017.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1750984X.2017.1317357


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3033 15 of 15

60. Arundell, L.; Fletcher, E.; Salmon, J.; Veitch, J.; Hinkley, T. A systematic review of the prevalence of sedentary
behavior during the after-school period among children aged 5-18 years. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act.
2016, 13, 93. [CrossRef]

61. Engelen, L.; Bundy, A.C.; Bauman, A.; Naughton, G.; Wyver, S.; Baur, L. Young children’s after-school
activities—There’s more to it than screen time: A cross-sectional study of young primary school children.
J. Phys. Act Health 2015, 12, 8–12. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Boxberger, K.; Reimers, A.K. Parental correlates of outdoor play in boys and girls aged 0 to 12—A systematic
review. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 190. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

63. Hardy, L.L.; O’Hara, B.J.; Rogers, K.; St George, A.; Bauman, A. Contribution of organized and nonorganized
activity to children’s motor skills and fitness. J. Sch. Health 2014, 84, 690–696. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Wiseman, N.; Rossmann, C.; Lee, J.; Harris, N. “It’s like you are in the jungle”: Using the draw-and-tell
method to explore preschool children’s play preferences and factors that shape their active play. Health Promot.
J. Aust. 2018, 30, 85–94. [CrossRef]

65. McCormack, G.R.; Rock, M.; Toohey, A.M.; Hignell, D. Characteristics of urban parks associated with park
use and physical activity: A review of qualitative research. Health Place 2010, 16, 712–726. [CrossRef]

66. Nicholson, J.; Shimpi, P.M.; Kurnik, J.; Carducci, C.; Jevgjovikj, M. Listening to children’s perspectives on
play across the lifespan: children’s right to inform adults’ discussions of contemporary play. Int. J. Play
2014, 3, 136–156. [CrossRef]

67. Bentley, G.F.; Goodred, J.K.; Jago, R.; Sebire, S.J.; Lucas, P.J.; Fox, K.R.; Stewart-Brown, S.; Turner, K.M.
Parents’ views on child physical activity and their implications for physical activity parenting interventions:
A qualitative study. BMC Pediatr. 2012, 12, 180. [CrossRef]

68. Garcia, F.; Serra, E.; Garcia, O.F.; Martinez, I.; Cruise, E. A Third Emerging Stage for the Current Digital
Society? Optimal Parenting Styles in Spain, the United States, Germany, and Brazil. Int. J. Environ. Res.
Public Health 2019, 16, 2333. [CrossRef]

69. Martínez, I.; Murgui, S.; Garcia, O.F.; Garcia, F. Parenting in the digital era: Protective and risk parenting
styles for traditional bullying and cyberbullying victimization. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2019, 90, 84–92.
[CrossRef]

70. González-Cutre, D.; Ferriz, R.; Beltrán-Carrillo, V.J.; Andrés-Fabra, J.A.; Montero-Carretero, C.; Cervelló, E.;
Moreno-Murcia, J.A. Promotion of autonomy for participation in physical activity: A study based on the
trans-contextual model of motivation. Educ. Psychol. 2014, 34, 367–384. [CrossRef]

71. Lopes, F.; Cordovil, R.; Neto, C. Independent Mobility and Social Affordances of Places for Urban
Neighborhoods: A Youth-Friendly Perspective. Front. Psychol. 2018, 9, 2198. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

72. Rees-Punia, E.; Hathaway, E.D.; Gay, J.L. Crime, perceived safety, and physical activity: A meta-analysis.
Prev. Med. 2018, 111, 307–313. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

73. Brockman, R.; Jago, R.; Fox, K.R.C.P. Children’s active play: Self-reported motivators, barriers and facilitators.
BMC Public Health 2011, 11, 461. [CrossRef]

74. Gentile, A.; Boca, S.; Giammusso, I. ‘You play like a Woman!’ Effects of gender stereotype threat on Women’s
performance in physical and sport activities: A meta-analysis. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2018, 39, 95–103.
[CrossRef]

75. Codina, N.; Pestana, J.V.; Armadans, I. Physical Activity (PA) Among Middle-Aged Women: Initial and
Current Influences and Patterns of Participation. J. Women Aging 2013, 25, 260–272. [CrossRef]

76. Eime, R.M.; Payne, W.R.; Casey, M.M.; Harvey, J.T. Transition in participation in sport and unstructured
physical activity for rural living adolescent girls. Health Educ. Res. 2010, 25, 282–293. [CrossRef]

77. Codina, N.; Pestana, J.V. Actividad físico-deportiva como experiencia de ocio y Perspectiva Temporal en los
jóvenes. Rev. Psicol. del Deport. 2016, 25, 53–60.

78. Codina, N.; Pestana, J.V. Time Matters Differently in Leisure Experience for Men and Women: Leisure
Dedication and Time Perspective. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 2513. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-016-0419-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jpah.2013-0075
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24510028
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16020190
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30641874
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josh.12202
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25274168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hpja.209
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2010.03.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21594937.2014.937963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2431-12-180
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16132333
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.08.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2013.817325
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02198
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30483200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2017.11.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29157975
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-11-461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2018.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08952841.2013.791605
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/her/cyn060
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16142513
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Methods 
	Participants 
	Data Collection 
	Data Analysis 
	Ethical Issue 
	Quality Criteria 

	Results 
	Individual Characteristics of the Participants 
	Microsystem: Parents, Siblings and Friends 
	Mesosystem: Timing and Out-of-School Schedule 
	Exosystem: Lack of Safety and Weather 

	Discussion 
	Strengths and Limitations 
	Conclusions 
	References

