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Abstract: This study examined the validity and reliability of a domain-specific Adult Sedentary
Behaviour Questionnaire (ASBQ) and the Global Physical Activity Questionnaire (GPAQ) single-item
sitting question using self- and interviewer-administered modes of administration against the
triaxial ActiGraph wGT3X-BT accelerometer. The ASBQ and the GPAQ were administered twice,
seven days apart. Participants were asked to put on the waist-worn accelerometer for seven
days. Convergent validity was assessed using Spearman’s rho, mean absolute error (MAE),
and Bland-Altman analysis (n = 78). Reliability was assessed using the Spearman’s rho and
intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) (n = 84). Participants were adults aged 20–65 years and
identifying as Chinese, Malay, or Indian. Only the self-administered GPAQ was significantly
correlated with accelerometry-based measures (rho: 0.46), but not the interviewer-administered
version (rho: 0.12). MAE for GPAQ was 207.5–218.3 min/day in relation to the accelerometer and for
ASBQ was 154.7–174.6 min/day. Bland-Altman plots demonstrated large limits of agreement between
questionnaire and accelerometry-based measures. While the self-administered GPAQ demonstrated
a moderate correlation with accelerometry, the mean bias and the limits of agreement were large.
The GPAQ (rho: 0.68–0.79; ICC: 0.68–0.78) and the ASBQ (rho: 0.53–0.64; ICC: 0.66–0.74) showed
moderate-to-good reliability for total sedentary time using either self- or interviewer-administration.
Future research should incorporate accelerometers to generate useful sedentary behaviour measures.
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1. Introduction

Sedentary behaviour is defined as any waking behaviour that is characterized by an energy
expenditure of ≤1.5 metabolic equivalent of tasks (METs), while in a sitting, reclining, or lying posture
(sitting while using computers, watching television, and commuting using automobile at work or
during leisure time) [1]. There is evidence from large cohort studies showing that sedentary behaviour
per se is a distinct construct beyond lack of physical activity [2]. Such behaviours among modern
humans have been associated with myriads of chronic metabolic disorders, excess adiposity and
increased risks of mortality [3]. Individuals who meet the current physical activity guidelines, but at
the same time are being highly sedentary for the rest of the day are termed “active couch potatoes”.
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It was found that even among individuals with high levels of physical activity, high levels of sedentary
behaviour were still associated with detrimental metabolic risk factors [4] and mortality risks [5].

As prolonged sedentary time has become the default setting for many people [6,7], accurate
measurements of sedentary behaviour are required in order to help develop interventional research
and public health guidelines. Sedentary behaviour can be measured using subjective methods
(e.g., questionnaire, recall instruments, etc.) and objective measures (e.g., accelerometry, inclinometer
sensors, heart rate monitors, etc.) [8]. Accelerometry-based measures provide a convenient way
to estimate objective data that are not subject to response and recall bias [9,10]. However,
accelerometry-based measures are relatively costlier than questionnaires for data collectors and
labor-intensive in large population-based studies [11]. Another challenge with accelerometry is that
information about the context (domain) of sedentary behaviour is not easily captured by accelerometers,
which is often done by questionnaires [10,12]. Questionnaires, on the other hand, are most widely
used owing to their relatively low cost, minimal burden on participants, and higher applicability of
use, especially in large-scale epidemiological studies [13].

A number of questionnaires to measure the various aspects of sedentary behaviour have
been developed. In particular, the Global Physical Activity Questionnaire (GPAQ) consists of
a single-item sitting question and has been extensively used in international population-based studies
and national surveillance [14–16]. The GPAQ has been validated against accelerometry in Europe
and other countries, such as South Africa, China (Shanghai), and Vietnam, with Spearman’s rho
coefficients ranging from −0.02 to 0.40 for total sitting time [17–19]. The Adult Sedentary Behaviour
Questionnaire (ASBQ) presented in the current study is a newly established instrument that measures
total and context-specific sedentary behaviour. It was developed based on the previously validated
Sedentary Behaviour Questionnaire (SBQ) [20], Sitting Questionnaire (SIT-Q) [21], last seven-day
sedentary behaviour questionnaire (SIT-Q-7d) [22], and Workforce Sitting Questionnaire (WSQ) [23].
The ASBQ consists of seven items that are covering aspects of sedentary behaviour across the work-,
transportation, and leisure-time domains. Collecting more composite information of sedentary time is
useful for the development of targeted interventions [24–26]. As questionnaires can be subject to bias
that is attributable to perceived cultural norms, social desirability, or recall bias [8], there is a need to
develop reliable and valid questionnaires to be used in the Asian context.

Furthermore, existing sedentary behaviour questionnaires typically focus on either
interviewer- [27] or self-administration [21,22]. Interviewer-administered questionnaires are useful for
populations with reading difficulties, allowing for clarification, and avoiding questions to be skipped;
however, there are drawbacks such aspotential interviewer/social desirability bias and the cost of
hiring interviewers [28]. While self-administered methods can facilitate the respondent’s willingness to
disclose sensitive information and are less expensive from a staffing viewpoint, there is also a potential
for skipping questions, and hence missing data [29,30]. Because the different modes of questionnaire
administration could affect the applicability and the reporting of sedentary behaviour [29], it should,
therefore, be ensured that the measurement equivalence is determined by comparing the psychometric
properties between interviewer- and self-administered questionnaires.

Thus, this study aims to examine: (i) the convergent validity of the ASBQ and the single-item
GPAQ against accelerometers in measuring sedentary time, and (ii) the test-retest reliability of the
questionnaires with a one-week interval. Both of the aims were assessed among all participants and by
the administration mode of the questionnaires (self-administration versus interview-based).

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Design and Participants

In a cross-sectional study, a convenience sample of an adult population from a large public
university and a university hospital of various departments and faculties in Singapore were invited to
participate. Participants were invited through printed posters or the university’s mass internal email
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system. Individuals who wished to participate were followed up by trained research staff in person
to administer study materials at their workplace. The inclusion criteria for study participants were
Singaporean adults of Chinese, Malay, and Indians ethnic groups, aged 21–65 years, English-literate,
and without physical ability or illness that would restrict the performance of normal lifestyle activities.
Written informed consent was obtained from each participant. The study was approved by the
National University of Singapore Institutional Review Board (NUS-IRB reference number: B-14-021).

According to Prince et al. [31], it was determined that at least 30 participants would be required
to achieve adequate statistical power (80%, α = 0.05) to detect a moderate correlation (r = 0.50) between
self-report and objective-based measures.

2.2. Procedure

Subjective measures of sedentary behaviour were collected using the domain-specific ASBQ and
the GPAQ single-item sitting question; while objective measures were collected using the ActiGraphTM

wGT3X-BT accelerometer (LLC, Pensacola, FL, USA). Information on age, gender, ethnicity, educational
level, height, and weight were self-reported by participants on a structured questionnaire.

Participants were deskbound population. Before the study began, participants were
randomly assigned to two groups to complete either the self- or interviewer-administered
questionnaire (Supplementary Materials Figure S1). The randomization sequence was created
using computer-generated random assignments (Microsoft Excel, Redmond, WA, USA). For the
interviewer-administered questionnaire, interviews were conducted face-to-face by a trained
researcher; in the case of the self-administered questionnaire, the participants were asked to complete
the questionnaires by hand and return them to the researcher.

On the first day, a researcher explained the objectives of the study and delivered the accelerometers
to the participants in person. All of the participants completed the survey at the first appointment.
Instructions for wearing the waist-worn accelerometers were provided. They were instructed to wear
the accelerometers for seven consecutive days over a 24-h period, while maintaining their usual daily
routine. On day seven, a researcher recollected the accelerometers at the participant’s workplace
and the participants filled in the retrospective questionnaires. Convergent validity was examined by
comparing the retest of the questionnaires against accelerometry-based measures. Test-retest reliability
of the questionnaires was determined by comparing the two rounds of measurements.

2.3. Subjective Sedentary Behaviour

The ASBQ quantifies the time spent sedentary in a typical week. Adaptation of the existing
questionnaires included changing of the wording in the work domain based on questions from the
Sit-Q-7d, “In a typical week, how many days do you work or study?”, and “How much time do
you usually spend sitting as part of your job (or as part of your studying) while at work (or while at
university) or working (or studying) from home?” (The questionnaire of Supplementary Materials).
The questionnaire also included a transportation domain (motorized transportation) and a leisure-time
sedentary domain (eating meals, watching television, watching videos/surfing the internet/playing
electronic games using media devices, such as computer, tablet or mobile phone, and “other activities”)
(The questionnaire of Supplementary Materials). The “other activities” domain encompassed sedentary
activities including reading, listening to music, socializing, and playing cards. The ASBQ were initially
pilot-tested for clarity in 23 participants who were not included in the analysis of the current study.

Time spent in the total and domain-specific sedentary behaviour was calculated for an average
day. Average total sitting time (min/day) was calculated based on: (i) a sum of daily domain-specific
sedentary time ((workday sitting minutes × 5) + (non-workday day sitting minutes × 2))/7 based
on the ASBQ; and (ii) a single-item sitting question, “How much time do you usually spend sitting
or reclining on a typical day?” based on the GPAQ. Sleeping during the night was not included in
the questionnaire.
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2.4. Accelerometry-Based Measures

The ActiGraphTM wGT3X-BT (LLC, Pensacola, FL, USA) is a triaxial accelerometer
(4.6 × 3.3 × 1.5 cm; 19 g) and has demonstrated over 80% agreement with direct observation for
sedentary time [32]. Participants were taught by a trained researcher to put on the ActiGraph for
seven consecutive days, and the participants were allowed to remove it while performing water-based
activities. The accelerometer was initialized at a sampling rate of 30 Hz. Data were downloaded
and integrated into 60-s epochs using the ActiLife software (version 6). The accelerometry vector
magnitudes of counts data from all three of the axes were used. Accelerometry-based data was then
processed using the Accelerometry Package in R (Version 3.1.3) [33].

Accelerometry wear days were identified by matching against the start/stop dates recorded on
participants’ log sheets. To process the 24-h period of accelerometry data, we applied and slightly
modified the waist-worn accelerometry-based sleep detection algorithm by Barreira et al. [34] to
better reflect adult night-time wear. More detailed descriptions of the data processing and the
accelerometer sleep algorithms that were used have been published elsewhere [35]. The remaining
wakeful valid accelerometry data were processed using Choi et al. [36] algorithm to define non-wear
time: (i) zero-count threshold, (ii) periods of ≥90-min of consecutive zero counts, and (iii) an allowance
of ≤2-min interval interruptions (nonzero counts) with a 30-min consecutive zero counts window
upstream or downstream of the non-wear period.

A valid day was defined as having an accelerometer wear duration of at least 10 h per day over
at least four days, including at least one full weekend day [37]. Sedentary time was defined as all
registered accelerometry data (minutes) of <150 counts per minute (CPM) [38]. Sedentary time that
were recorded on valid workdays and non-work days were summed and divided by the valid number
of days to create an estimate of average daily sedentary time (min/day). Sensitivity analyses were
performed using cut points of <100 CPM and <200 CPM as suggested by different validation studies
of accelerometer thresholds for sedentary time [38,39].

2.5. Statistical Analysis

Descriptive data are presented as means (±standard deviation (SD)) or median (interquartile
range (IQR)) for normally and non-normally distributed continuous variables, respectively, and as the
number (percentage) for categorical variables.

For each socio-demographic characteristic and variable for subjective and accelerometry-based
measures, we performed the Mann-Whitney U test and Chi-square test (or the Fisher’s exact
test) to assess the statistical significant differences between the different modes of administration.
The Mann-Whitney U test was used for continuous data as most variables (age, questionnaire- and
accelerometry-based measures) were not normally distributed. The Chi-square test (or the Fisher’s
exact test for categorical variables with cells having an expected frequency of five or less) was used for
categorical variables (gender, race, educational level, and work sector).

The convergent validity between the questionnaires and accelerometry-based measures was
determined for all of the participants, by self- and interviewer-administered groups. The mean
absolute error (MAE) and SD between the questionnaires and accelerometry-based sedentary time were
calculated (average of all absolute errors between questionnaires and accelerometry-based sedentary
time). The difference in MAE by the modes of questionnaire administration was compared using the
Mann-Whitney U test. The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients test (rho) was used to assess the
correlations between the questionnaires and accelerometry-based measures. Spearman’s rho was used
due to the non-normal distribution of measures. In addition, the agreement between questionnaire-
and accelerometry-based sedentary time was assessed using Bland-Altman plots with the 95% limits
of agreement.

The test-retest reliability of each questionnaire was done by calculating the Spearman’s rho and the
two-way mixed model (single measure) intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC), with a 95% confidence
interval (CI).
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To assess whether the correlation coefficients of validity and reliability differed between different
modes of administration, a Z-test was used [40,41]. To interpret Spearman’s rho, the following benchmarks
were used: 0–0.20 poor correlation, 0.21–0.40 fair correlation, 0.41–0.60 moderate/acceptable correlation,
0.61–0.80 good correlation, and 0.81–1.00 strong correlation [42]. ICC values of ≤0.39 are indicative of poor
agreement, 0.40–0.59 indicate moderate agreement, 0.60–0.79 indicate good agreement, and ≥0.80 indicate
strong agreement [43]. All of the statistical analyses were performed using SPSS version 20.0 (SPSS Inc.,
Chicago, IL, USA) and Stata version 14.0 software (Stata, College Station, TX, USA) with a significance
level set at p < 0.05.

3. Results

Out of 87 participants that were recruited, a total of 84 participants who completed the ASBQ
and answered the GPAQ single-item sitting question were included in the test-retest reliability study
(response rate: 96.6%). Of those, 78 participants who met the wear time criteria were included in
the validity study (response rate: 89.7%) (Supplementary Materials Figure S1). Participants were
predominantly female (69.0%), with an age range of 20 to 65 years (median age: 32.5 years), mostly
Chinese (86.9%), with more than three-quarters completed their highest degree from a university
(81.0%), mostly full-time employee (86.9%), and mostly being recruited from the public university
(58.3%) (Supplementary Materials Table S1). There was a difference in gender distribution between
self- and interviewer-administered groups (Female: 57.5% and 79.5%, respectively).

3.1. Descriptive Statistics of Subjective Sedentary Behaviour

Average minutes per day being spent in sedentary behaviours, as assessed by the ASBQ and the
GPAQ are presented in Supplementary Materials Figure S2. The sum of ASBQ domain-specific
sedentary time was higher than the GPAQ single-item sitting time for all of the participants.
Occupational sitting domain represented the highest sedentary time as compared to other
domains. There was no significant difference in sedentary time between the different modes of
questionnaire administration.

3.2. Descriptive Statistics of Accelerometry-Derived Data

A detailed account of accelerometry-derived estimates is presented in Table 1. A total of
78 participants had valid accelerometer data (median 6.6 days/week [IQR 6.0–7.0]), with a mean
wear time of 15.2 h/day (SD: 1.4). Overall, the participants spent about 73.1% (11.1 h [SD: 1.2]) of their
time in sedentary activities. Accelerometry-derived sedentary time was lower among the participants
who had completed the self-administered questionnaire as compared to those who completed the
interviewer-administered questionnaire. In the sensitivity analyses, higher CPM thresholds constituted
to higher sedentary time (Supplementary Materials Table S2). An incremental increase in the relative
sedentary time was observed as the CPM thresholds increased. However, as the change in total
sedentary time was not substantial, the results were only presented for the cut point of 150 CPM as the
main findings.
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Table 1. Accelerometry-derived sedentary time estimates using 150 counts per minute (CPM) and
convergent validity of the Global Physical Activity Questionnaire (GPAQ) and the Adult Sedentary
Behaviour Questionnaire (ASBQ).

Accelerometry Estimates All (n = 78) Self (n = 37) Interview (n = 41)

Valid wearing day/week (median (IQR)) 6.6 (6.0–7.0) 7.0 (6.0–7.0) 6.0 (5.5–7.0)
Valid wear time, min/day (mean ± SD) 910.6 ± 82.2 915.6 ± 84.6 906.1 ± 80.8
Total sedentary time, min/day (mean ± SD) 663.8 ± 70.4 658.6 ± 65.8 668.5 ± 74.8
Relative sedentary time (%) (mean ± SD) a 73.1 ± 6.3 72.1 ± 5.5 73.9 ± 6.8

Spearman’s rho (95% CI)

GPAQ single-item 0.28 (0.11–0.47) * 0.46 (0.18–0.68) * 0.12 (−0.11–0.33)
ASBQ sum of domain-specific 0.10 (−0.12–0.32) 0.31 (−0.02–0.58) −0.07 (−0.37–0.24)
Occupational sitting 0.18 (−0.05–0.38) 0.32 (0.03–0.59) 0.11 (−0.20–0.41)
Transportation 0.11 (−0.12–0.32) 0.12 (−0.22–0.42) 0.10 (−0.22–0.39)
Eating 0.07 (−0.16–0.29) 0.34 b (0.70–0.58) * −0.17 b (−0.45–0.15)
Television viewing 0.05 (−0.18–0.26) 0.08 (−0.25–0.40) 0.02 (−0.29–0.32)
Leisure-time computer use −0.10 (−0.32–0.12) 0.09 (−0.24–0.40) −0.28 (−0.54–0.03)
Other leisure-time activities −0.05 (−0.27–0.18) 0.08 (−0.24–0.40) −0.14 (−0.43–0.17)

MAE ± SD, min/day c

GPAQ single-item 213.2 ± 150.9 207.5 ± 157.4 218.3 ± 146.5
ASBQ sum of domain-specific 164.1 ± 148.9 174.6 ± 167.8 154.7 ± 130.9

* Statistically significant at p < 0.05; a Total sedentary time divided by total wear time; b Average of all absolute
errors between questionnaire and accelerometry-based sedentary time; c Significant difference in the correlation
coefficients between self- and interviewer-administered groups, p < 0.05; Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval;
CPM, counts per minute; IQR, interquartile range; MAE, Mean absolute error; SD, standard deviation.

3.3. Convergent Validity of the GPAQ and the ASBQ against Accelerometers

Among all of the participants, only the GPAQ single-item sitting (rho: 0.28) was significantly
correlated with accelerometry-based measures. Based on self-administration, a moderate correlation in
the GPAQ single-item sitting (rho: 0.46), a fair correlation in the ASBQ eating domain (rho: 0.34),
and a correlation of borderline significance for occupational sitting (rho: 0.32) were reported.
No significant correlation was observed using interviewer-administered questionnaires. A significantly
higher correlation in the validity was reported for the eating domain based on self-administered
questionnaire when compared to the interviewer-administered questionnaire (rho: 0.34 vs. −0.17).

Analyses on MAE and validity correlations between the questionnaires and
accelerometry-measures are presented in Table 1. The MAE between accelerometry-derived
sedentary behaviour and the sum of ASBQ total sedentary time were lower than that reported by
the GPAQ sedentary time in all of the participants and across different modes of administration.
Within modes of administration, a slightly smaller MAE value was observed for the GPAQ sedentary
time using the self-administered questionnaire as compared to the interviewer-administered
questionnaire. Conversely, the MAE value was larger when using the self-administered ASBQ as
compared to the interviewer-administered ASBQ.

From the Bland-Altman analysis, sedentary time tended to be underestimated by the GPAQ with
respect to the accelerometers (Figure 1). A smaller mean difference was found between the ASBQ
and accelerometry as compared to the GPAQ; nonetheless, both the GPAQ and the ASBQ showed
large limits of agreement across all of the participants and by different modes of administration.
Upward trends that were observed in the Bland-Altman plots indicated that the difference between
measurements increases with increasing sedentary time.
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Figure 1. Bland-Altman plots of minutes of sedentary time per day between the questionnaires and ActiGraph GT3X accelerometer. (a–c) The Global Physical Activity
Questionnaire (GPAQ) vs. accelerometry-based measures in all participants, self- and interviewer-administered groups, respectively; (d–f) the Adult Sedentary
Behaviour Questionnaire (ASBQ) vs. accelerometry-based measures in all participants, self- and interviewer-administered groups, respectively.
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3.4. Test-Retest Reliability of the Questionnaires

The one-week test-retest reliability correlation coefficients of the GPAQ and the ASBQ are
presented in Table 2. There were good correlations (rho: 0.68–0.79) and agreement (ICC: 0.68–0.78) for
the GPAQ single-item sitting question across all of the participants and different modes of questionnaire
administration. For the sum of ASBQ domain-specific items, there were moderate-to-good correlations
(rho: 0.53–0.64) and good agreement (ICC: 0.66–0.74). No significant difference was found in the
correlation coefficients between the GPAQ and the ASBQ domain-specific items across different modes
of administration.

Table 2. Test-retest reliability of the Global Physical Activity Questionnaire (GPAQ) and the Adult
Sedentary Behaviour Questionnaire (ASBQ) across all of the participants, self- and interviewer-
administered groups.

Sedentary Behaviour All (n = 84) Self (n = 40) Interview (n = 44) All (n = 84) Self (n = 40) Interview (n = 44)

Spearman, rho (95% CI) ICC (95% CI)

GPAQ single-item 0.74 (0.62–0.82) 0.68 (0.47–0.82) 0.79 (0.64–0.88) 0.73 (0.61–0.82) 0.68 (0.47–0.82) 0.78 (0.64–0.88)
ASBQ sum of

domain-specific 0.61 (0.46–0.73) 0.64 (0.41–0.79) 0.53 (0.28–0.72) 0.72 (0.57–0.82) 0.74 (0.51–0.86) 0.66 (0.37–0.81)

Occupational sitting 0.82 (0.74–0.88) 0.83 (0.70–0.91) 0.79 (0.64–0.88) 0.78 (0.66–0.86) 0.70 a (0.43–0.84) 0.89 a (0.80–0.94)
Transportation 0.71 (0.58–0.80) 0.68 (0.47–0.82) 0.71 (0.53–0.83) 0.68 (0.51–0.79) 0.59 (0.22–0.78) 0.78 (0.59–0.88)

Eating 0.59 (0.43–0.71) 0.56 (0.30–0.74) 0.58 (0.34–0.75) 0.73 (0.58–0.82) 0.73 (0.48–0.86) 0.71 (0.47–0.84)
Television viewing 0.78 (0.68–0.85) 0.85 a (0.73–0.92) 0.55 a (0.30–0.73) 0.82 (0.73–0.88) 0.85 (0.73–0.92) 0.81 (0.67–0.89)

Leisure-time computer
use 0.67 (0.53–0.77) 0.66 (0.45–0.81) 0.67 (0.46–0.80) 0.59 (0.43–0.71) 0.57 (0.32–0.75) 0.62 (0.40–0.78)

Other leisure-time
activities 0.41 (0.23–0.58) 0.51 a (0.24–0.71) 0.37 a (0.08–0.60) 0.38 (0.18–0.55) 0.33 (0.04–0.57) 0.42 (0.13–0.64)

a Significant difference in the correlation coefficients between self- and interviewer-administered groups, p < 0.05.
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval.

As for individual items of the ASBQ, a strong correlation (rho: 0.82) and a good agreement
(ICC: 0.78) for occupational sitting were shown among all of the participants. The weakest reliability
was found for “other activities” among all of the participants, reporting a moderate correlation
(rho: 0.41) and a poor agreement (ICC: 0.38). Significant differences across some domains were
found between the modes of administration, such as occupational sitting (ICC: 0.70 vs. 0.89 for
self- and interviewer-administration, respectively), television viewing (rho: 0.85 vs. 0.55 for self-
and interviewer-administration, respectively), and “other activities” (rho: 0.51 vs. 0.37 for self- and
interviewer-administration, respectively).

4. Discussion

This study evaluated the validity and reliability of the domain-specific ASBQ and the GPAQ
single-item sitting question in an Asian population. Only the GPAQ showed a significant correlation
with the accelerometry-based sedentary time, especially when using the self-administered mode
of the questionnaire. However, both GPAQ and ASBQ showed high MAE in relation to the
accelerometer. Although the ASBQ provided a lower MAE when compared to the GPAQ, there was
no significant difference in the values between questionnaires and by modes of administration.
Also, the Bland-Altman plots demonstrated wide limits of agreement between questionnaire- and
accelerometry-based sedentary time using either the GPAQ or the ASBQ. Both of the questionnaires
demonstrated moderate-to-good test-retest reliability in assessing the total sedentary time using either
the self- or interviewer-administrated version.

The observed significant correlation between the GPAQ and accelerometry, but not the ASBQ
indicates that the GPAQ single-item sitting screening question might be useful for ranking participants
in terms of their sedentary behaviour levels. A systematic review by Helmerhorst et al. [44]
reported that a median Spearman’s rho of 0.23 was typically found between self-report and
accelerometry-derived sedentary time. Our findings were similar to most sedentary behaviour
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questionnaires, which typically reported validity coefficients of between 0.30 and 0.39 when compared
with accelerometry [22,45–47].

In contrast to our findings of no significant correlation when comparing the sum of ASBQ
domain-specific sedentary behaviour against accelerometry, Clemes et al. [48] reported a significant
correlation between the total sedentary time that was estimated from domain-specific questionnaire
(i.e., at work, time spent sitting while traveling, watching television, using a computer at
home, and during leisure-time) and the accelerometry-based sedentary time. Another study by
Visser et al. [47] also showed that the total self-reported sedentary time that was derived from the sum
of 10 sedentary activities domains was significantly correlated with accelerometry sedentary estimates
in older adults (rho: 0.35). In our study, the exploration of domain-specific sedentary time based on
the ASBQ and accelerometry sedentary time found significant correlations only for the eating domain
based on self-administration. The lack of significant correlations in our study probably reflects the fact
that sedentary behaviour patterns across different settings are variable or irregular in nature; therefore,
it was more difficult to recall specific sedentary behaviours. There could be a possibility of overlap
in different sedentary behaviours together (i.e., eating while watching television), which could have
resulted in a misreporting of sedentary time. Future studies should compare self-reported sedentary
behaviour against time stamped objective data for a more precise assessment of sedentary time in
different contexts.

Correlation coefficients establish the degree to which two measures are related, but not necessarily
depict good agreement [49]. In our study, although a correlation was observed between the GPAQ
and the accelerometer, the Bland-Altman plots demonstrated wide limits of agreement, showing
that the accuracy of GPAQ is perhaps low. Sedentary time that was estimated by the GPAQ tended
to be under-reported when compared to accelerometry-derived data. This finding is consistent
with previous studies which have compared self-reported and objective sedentary time [46,47,50,51].
Marshall et al. [50] compared total self-reported sedentary time to day-specific GT1M ActiGraph
and reported a very low agreement in women, as shown by the Bland-Altman analysis. In our
study, although a small mean difference between the ASBQ and accelerometry was observed in the
Bland-Altman plot, the MAE and the limits of agreement between the ASBQ and accelerometry-based
sedentary time were substantial, too. In addition, there is evidence of bias in which the differences
in the sedentary time between questionnaire- and accelerometry-based measures increased with
higher amounts of sedentary time. This might reflect the inability of the participants to recall
sedentary time well, or a result of participants rounding up of sedentary time using questionnaires [52].
These observations suggest that both ASBQ and GPAQ are probably unable to assess sedentary time on
an individual basis accurately, and may not be sufficiently sensitive to detect changes in the sedentary
behaviour outcome in intervention studies.

Imprecise measurement of sedentary behaviour levels might attenuate the associations or introduce
bias when investigated with health-related outcomes [53,54] and impact studies or national surveillance
monitoring of the population-based sedentary time [54]. There is also a need for considering factors that
are likely to cause bias when examining subjectively measured sedentary behaviour (e.g., age, gender,
musculoskeletal disorders, body weight). In addition, Gupta et al. [51] have employed a statistical
predictive model that could help to explain the variance in accelerometry-based sedentary time, and could,
therefore, be applied in future studies.

Overall, the questionnaires showed good reliability, which was consistent with previous studies
that examined the test-retest of sitting questionnaires of 1 month apart [21], 3.3 weeks apart [22],
and 3.4 weeks apart [22]; while our study showed a lower agreement than a reliability study
with a two-week interval [20]. These different results might be attributable to the nature of the
populations. Higher reliability correlations were observed for sedentary behaviours that vary less
from day-to-day and tend to be done on a regular and prolonged basis, such as occupational
sitting [21]. The lower values of Spearman’s rho and ICC for reliability in some domain-specific
sedentary behaviours (e.g., leisure-time and “other activities” domains) might be explained by the true
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differences in behaviours. Although the questionnaires recalled a habitual week, the questionnaires
were administered at different periods, and the potential recall bias is an inherent issue with subjective
methods. Other plausible explanations could also be that a bank holiday was included in the second
week, weather variations (e.g., rainy days), or that the respondents were more aware of the questions
that were asked upon the first round of questionnaire administration [55].

Strengths and Limitations

Strengths of our study include the high compliant accelerometer wear of a median of 6.6 days
on average, the testing of these questionnaires across different modes of administration, and the
analysis of vector magnitude data captured by tri-axial accelerometry, which allows for the detection
of accelerations across three axes.

The findings of this study had limited generalizability, as our participants were more
representative of those who had higher levels of education and had a full-time job. The triaxial
ActiGraph mounted on the waist may have limitations to be used as a reference method to detect
sedentary activities (i.e., inability to distinguish between standing still and sitting down). In future
investigations, it might be possible to use different objective tools (e.g., the activPAL) that distinguish
these movements more accurately. Also, different accelerometry data processing methods will affect the
degree of discrepancy between self-reported and accelerometry sedentary time. We applied sensitivity
analysis by using strictly at least seven days per week of wear criterion to our data; however, the sample
size was reduced substantially to be deemed underrepresented. We have also applied different cut
points for determining accelerometry-based sedentary time (i.e., 100 and 200 CPM), reporting similar
findings. Furthermore, as daily activities are compositional by nature, future studies should perform
compositional data analysis to explore the co-dependent behaviours of sleep, sedentary behaviour,
and physical activity [56]. Another limitation is that the accelerometry-derived sedentary estimates
might be biased toward underestimation by the application of a 10-h wear time criteria [57]. However,
this is unlikely because most of the participants in this study recorded longer accelerometry valid
wear time. Further improvement in data quality could be achieved by applying stringent criteria on
accelerometry daily wear time in future studies (e.g., ≥14–16 h/day) [58]. Also, with a short interval
of one week for the test-retest reliability study, there was a potential that participants recalled and
answered the questionnaire based on their past responses but not their actual behaviours.

5. Conclusions

In summary, only the GPAQ showed acceptable validity with the accelerometry-based sedentary
time, especially when using the self-administered version. However, the potential over- and
under-estimation of sedentary time by the GPAQ needs to be taken into account. The ASBQ
showed poor convergent validity in assessing the total sedentary time when compared to the
accelerometer. Moderate-to-good reliability was found for both the GPAQ and the ASBQ, and the
reliability between self- and interviewer-administered modes of questionnaires were found to be
comparable. Accurate and valid measures are needed to monitor the population-based sedentary
behaviour levels and to determine the associations with health-related outcomes. We suggest that
self-reported sedentary behaviour data should be interpreted with caution due to the variability
in sedentary activities being performed in general. Future studies should incorporate objective
(accelerometry) measures to more accurately assess adults’ sedentary behaviour.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/15/4/739/s1,
Figure S1. Participants flow diagram; Figure S2. Sitting time assessed from the GPAQ single-item sitting
question, the sum of domain-specific sitting items from the ASBQ and individual domains from the ASBQ
(occupational, transport, eating, television viewing, leisure-time computer use and other sedentary activities);
Table S1. Socio-demographic characteristics of study population; Table S2. Accelerometry-derived sedentary time
estimates using 100 and 200 CPM.

Acknowledgments: This work was supported by the Ministry of Education Singapore and the National University
of Singapore.

http://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/15/4/739/s1


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 739 11 of 13

Author Contributions: Anne H. Y. Chu and Falk Müller-Riemenschneider conceived and designed
the experiments; Anne H. Y. Chu collected the data; Anne H. Y. Chu, Sheryl H. X. Ng and
Falk Müller-Riemenschneider analyzed the data; Anne H. Y. Chu and Falk Müller-Riemenschneider wrote
the paper, Falk Müller-Riemenschneider and David Koh contributed to the critical revision of the manuscript.

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

References

1. Tremblay, M.S.; Aubert, S.; Barnes, J.D.; Saunders, T.J.; Carson, V.; Latimer-Cheung, A.E.; Chastin, S.F.M.;
Altenburg, T.M.; Chinapaw, M.J.M. Sedentary Behavior Research Network (SBRN)—Terminology consensus
project process and outcome. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2017, 14, 75. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Matthews, C.E.; George, S.M.; Moore, S.C.; Bowles, H.R.; Blair, A.; Park, Y.; Troiano, R.P.; Hollenbeck, A.;
Schatzkin, A. Amount of time spent in sedentary behaviors and cause-specific mortality in U.S. adults.
Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2012, 95, 437–445. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Biswas, A.; Oh, P.I.; Faulkner, G.E.; Bajaj, R.R.; Silver, M.A.; Mitchell, M.S.; Alter, D.A. Sedentary time and its
association with risk for disease incidence, mortality, and hospitalization in adults: A systematic review and
meta-analysis. Ann. Intern. Med. 2015, 162, 123–132. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Healy, G.N.; Dunstan, D.W.; Salmon, J.; Shaw, J.E.; Zimmet, P.Z.; Owen, N. Television time and continuous
metabolic risk in physically active adults. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2008, 40, 639. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Ekelund, U.; Steene-Johannessen, J.; Brown, W.J.; Fagerland, M.W.; Owen, N.; Powell, K.E.; Bauman, A.;
Lee, I.-M.; Series, L.P.A. Lancet Physical Activity Series Working Group. Does physical activity attenuate,
or even eliminate, the detrimental association of sitting time with mortality? A harmonised meta-analysis of
data from more than 1 million men and women. Lancet 2016, 388, 1302–1310. [CrossRef]

6. Healy, G.N.; Wijndaele, K.; Dunstan, D.W.; Shaw, J.E.; Salmon, J.; Zimmet, P.Z.; Owen, N.
Objectively measured sedentary time, physical activity, and metabolic risk. Diabetes Care 2008, 31, 369–371.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Matthews, C.E.; Chen, K.Y.; Freedson, P.S.; Buchowski, M.S.; Beech, B.M.; Pate, R.R.; Troiano, R.P. Amount of
time spent in sedentary behaviors in the United States, 2003–2004. Am. J. Epidemiol. 2008, 167, 875–881.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Kang, M.; Rowe, D.A. Issues and challenges in sedentary behavior measurement. Meas. Phys. Educ. Exerc. Sci.
2015, 19, 105–115. [CrossRef]

9. Prince, S.A.; Adamo, K.B.; Hamel, M.E.; Hardt, J.; Gorber, S.C.; Tremblay, M. A comparison of direct versus
self-report measures for assessing physical activity in adults: A systematic review. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys.
2008, 5, 56. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Atkin, A.J.; Gorely, T.; Clemes, S.A.; Yates, T.; Edwardson, C.; Brage, S.; Salmon, J.; Marshall, S.J.; Biddle, S.J.
Methods of measurement in epidemiology: Sedentary behaviour. Int. J. Epidemiol. 2012, 41, 1460–1471.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

11. Matthews, C.E.; Hagströmer, M.; Pober, D.M.; Bowles, H.R. Best practices for using physical activity monitors
in population-based research. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2012, 44, S68. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Hills, A.P.; Mokhtar, N.; Byrne, N.M. Assessment of physical activity and energy expenditure: An overview
of objective measures. Front. Nutr. 2014, 1, 5. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Blair, J.; Czaja, R.F.; Blair, E.A. Designing Surveys: A Guide to Decisions and Procedures Procedures, 3rd ed.;
SAGE Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2013.

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

15. Celis-Morales, C.; Salas, C.; Alduhishy, A.; Sanzana, R.; Martinez, M.A.; Leiva, A.; Diaz, X.; Martinez, C.;
Alvarez, C.; Leppe, J.; et al. Socio-demographic patterns of physical activity and sedentary behaviour in
Chile: Results from the National Health Survey 2009–2010. J. Public Health 2016, 38, e98–e105. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

16. World Health Organization. Global Physical Activity Surveillance. Available online: http://www.who.int.
libproxy1.nus.edu.sg/chp/steps/GPAQ/en/index.html (accessed on 30 January 2018).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-017-0525-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28599680
http://dx.doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.111.019620
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22218159
http://dx.doi.org/10.7326/M14-1651
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25599350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e3181607421
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18317383
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(16)30370-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.2337/dc07-1795
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18000181
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwm390
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18303006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1091367X.2015.1055566
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-5-56
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18990237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dys118
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23045206
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e3182399e5b
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22157777
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2014.00005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25988109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60646-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdv079
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26112281
http://www.who.int.libproxy1.nus.edu.sg/chp/steps/GPAQ/en/index.html
http://www.who.int.libproxy1.nus.edu.sg/chp/steps/GPAQ/en/index.html


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 739 12 of 13

17. Wanner, M.; Hartmann, C.; Pestoni, G.; Martin, B.W.; Siegrist, M.; Martin-Diener, E. Validation of the Global
Physical Activity Questionnaire for self-administration in a European context. BMJ Open Sport Exerc. Med.
2017, 3, e000206. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Trinh, O.T.; Nguyen, N.D.; van der Ploeg, H.P.; Dibley, M.J.; Bauman, A. Test-retest repeatability and relative
validity of the Global Physical Activity Questionnaire in a developing country context. J. Phys. Act. Health
2009, 6 (Suppl. 1), S46–S53. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Bull, F.C.; Maslin, T.S.; Armstrong, T. Global Physical Activity Questionnaire (GPAQ): Nine country reliability
and validity study. J. Phys. Act. Health 2009, 6, 790–804. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Rosenberg, D.E.; Norman, G.J.; Wagner, N.; Patrick, K.; Calfas, K.J.; Sallis, J.F. Reliability and validity of
the Sedentary Behavior Questionnaire (SBQ) for adults. J. Phys. Act. Health 2010, 7, 697–705. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

21. Lynch, B.; Friedenreich, C.; Khandwala, F.; Liu, A.; Nicholas, J.; Csizmadi, I. Development and testing of
a past year measure of sedentary behavior: The Sit-Q. BMC Public Health 2014, 14, 899. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Wijndaele, K.; De Bourdeaudhuij, I.; Godino, J.G.; Lynch, B.M.; Griffin, S.J.; Westgate, K.; Brage, S.
Reliability and validity of a domain-specific last 7-d sedentary time questionnaire. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc.
2014, 46, 1248–1260. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Chau, J.Y.; van der Ploeg, H.P.; Dunn, S.; Kurko, J.; Bauman, A.E. A tool for measuring workers’ sitting time by
domain: The Workforce Sitting Questionnaire. Br. J. Sports Med. 2011, 45, 1216–1222. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Busschaert, C.; De Bourdeaudhuij, I.; Van Holle, V.; Chastin, S.F.M.; Cardon, G.; De Cocker, K. Reliability and
validity of three questionnaires measuring context-specific sedentary behaviour and associated correlates in
adolescents, adults and older adults. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. 2015, 12, 117. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Healy, G.N.; Clark, B.K.; Winkler, E.A.H.; Gardiner, P.A.; Brown, W.J.; Matthews, C.E. Measurement of adults’
sedentary time in population-based studies. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2011, 41, 216–227. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Prince, S.A.; Reid, R.D.; Bernick, J.; Clarke, A.E.; Reed, J.L. Single versus multi-item self-assessment of
sedentary behaviour: A comparison with objectively measured sedentary time in nurses. J. Sci. Med. Sport
2018, S1440–S2440, 30036–30037. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Matthews, C.E.; Keadle, S.K.; Sampson, J.; Lyden, K.; Bowles, H.R.; Moore, S.C.; Libertine, A.; Freedson, P.S.;
Fowke, J.H. Validation of a previous-day recall measure of active and sedentary behaviors. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc.
2013, 45, 1629–1638. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Cella, D.; Hahn, E.A.; Jensen, S.E.; Butt, Z.; Nowinski, C.J.; Rothrock, N.; Lohr, K.N. Method and Mode of
Administration, Data Collection, and Analysis. 2015. Available online: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
books/NBK424382/ (accessed on 10 March 2018).

29. Bowling, A. Mode of questionnaire administration can have serious effects on data quality. J. Public Health
2005, 27, 281–291. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Johnson, T.P. Handbook of Health Survey Methods; Wiley: Chicago, IL, USA, 2014.
31. Prince, S.A.; LeBlanc, A.G.; Colley, R.C.; Saunders, T.J. Measurement of sedentary behaviour in population

health surveys: A review and recommendations. PeerJ 2017, 5, e4130. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
32. Carr, L.J.; Mahar, M.T. Accuracy of intensity and inclinometer output of three activity monitors for identification

of sedentary behavior and light-intensity activity. J. Obes. 2012, 2012, 460271. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
33. Van Domelen, D.R.; Pittard, W.S. Flexible R functions for processing accelerometer data, with emphasis on

NHANES 2003–2006. R J. 2014, 6, 52.
34. Barreira, T.V.; Schuna, J.M., Jr.; Mire, E.F.; Katzmarzyk, P.T.; Chaput, J.P.; Leduc, G.; Tudor-Locke, C.

Identifying children’s nocturnal sleep using 24-h waist accelerometry. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2014, 47,
937–943. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Chu, A.H.Y.; Ng, S.H.X.; Koh, D.; Müller-Riemenschneider, F. Reliability and validity of the self- and
interviewer-administered versions of the Global Physical Activity Questionnaire (GPAQ). PLoS ONE 2015,
10, e0136944. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Choi, L.; Liu, Z.; Matthews, C.E.; Buchowski, M.S. Validation of accelerometer wear and nonwear time
classification algorithm. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2011, 43, 357–364. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Trost, S.G.; McIver, K.L.; Pate, R.R. Conducting accelerometer-based activity assessments in field-based
research. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2005, 37, S531–S543. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Kozey-Keadle, S.; Libertine, A.; Lyden, K.; Staudenmayer, J.; Freedson, P.S. Validation of wearable monitors
for assessing sedentary behavior. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2011, 43, 1561–1567. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjsem-2016-000206
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28761703
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jpah.6.s1.s46
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19998849
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jpah.6.6.790
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20101923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jpah.7.6.697
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21088299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-899
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25179551
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0000000000000214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24492633
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2011-090214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21947817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-015-0277-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26381488
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2011.05.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21767730
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2018.01.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29500119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e3182897690
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23863547
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK424382/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK424382/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdi031
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15870099
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4130
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29250468
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2012/460271
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22175006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0000000000000486
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25202840
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0136944
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26327457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e3181ed61a3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20581716
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/01.mss.0000185657.86065.98
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16294116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e31820ce174
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21233777


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 739 13 of 13

39. Aguilar-Farias, N.; Brown, W.J.; Peeters, G.M. ActiGraph GT3X+ cut-points for identifying sedentary behaviour in
older adults in free-living environments. J. Sci. Med. Sport 2014, 17, 293–299. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Dawson, B.; Trapp, R. Basic & Clinical Biostatistics, 4th ed.; McGraw-Hill Education: New York, NY, USA, 2004.
41. Fisher, R.A. On the probable error of a coefficient of correlation deduced from a small sample. Metron 1921,

1, 3–32.
42. Landis, J.R.; Koch, G.G. The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics 1977, 33,

159–174. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
43. Fleiss, J.L.; Levin, B.; Paik, M.C. The Measurement of Interrater Agreement. Statistical Methods for Rates and

Proportions; John Wiley & Sons: New York, NY, USA, 2004.
44. Helmerhorst, H.J.; Brage, S.; Warren, J.; Besson, H.; Ekelund, U. A systematic review of reliability and

objective criterion-related validity of physical activity questionnaires. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. 2012, 9, 103.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Gardiner, P.A.; Clark, B.K.; Healy, G.N.; Eakin, E.G.; Winkler, E.A.; Owen, N. Measuring older adults’
sedentary time: Reliability, validity, and responsiveness. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2011, 43, 2127–2133.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Van Cauwenberg, J.; Van Holle, V.; De Bourdeaudhuij, I.; Owen, N.; Deforche, B. Older adults’ reporting of
specific sedentary behaviors: Validity and reliability. BMC Public Health 2014, 14, 10. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Visser, M.; Koster, A. Development of a questionnaire to assess sedentary time in older persons-a comparative
study using accelerometry. BMC Geriatr. 2013, 13, 80. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Clemes, S.A.; David, B.M.; Zhao, Y.; Han, X.; Brown, W. Validity of two self-report measures of sitting time.
J. Phys. Act. Health 2012, 9, 533–539. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Bland, J.M.; Altman, D.G. Statistical methods for assessing agreement between two methods of clinical
measurement. Lancet 1986, 1, 307–310. [CrossRef]

50. Marshall, A.L.; Miller, Y.D.; Burton, N.W.; Brown, W.J. Measuring total and domain-specific sitting: A study
of reliability and validity. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2010, 42, 1094–1102. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Gupta, N.; Christiansen, C.S.; Hanisch, C.; Bay, H.; Burr, H.; Holtermann, A. Is questionnaire-based sitting
time inaccurate and can it be improved? A cross-sectional investigation using accelerometer-based sitting
time. BMJ Open 2017, 7, e013251. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. Kwak, L.; Hagströmer, M.; Sjostrom, M. Can the IPAQ-long be used to assess occupational physical activity?
J. Phys. Act. Health 2012, 9, 1130–1137. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. Wanner, M.; Probst-Hensch, N.; Kriemler, S.; Meier, F.; Autenrieth, C.; Martin, B.W. Validation of the long
International Physical Activity Questionnaire: Influence of age and language region. Prev. Med. Rep. 2016, 3,
250–256. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Chastin, S.F.M.; Dontje, M.L.; Skelton, D.A.; Cukic, I.; Shaw, R.J.; Gill, J.M.R.; Greig, C.A.; Gale, C.R.; Deary, I.J.;
Der, G.; et al. Systematic comparative validation of self-report measures of sedentary time against an objective
measure of postural sitting (activPAL). Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2018, 15, 21. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Chinapaw, M.J.M.; Slootmaker, S.M.; Schuit, A.J.; van Zuidam, M.; van Mechelen, W. Reliability and validity
of the Activity Questionnaire for Adults and Adolescents (AQUAA). BMC Med. Res. Methodol. 2009, 9, 58.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Dumuid, D.; Pedisic, Z.; Stanford, T.E.; Martin-Fernandez, J.A.; Hron, K.; Maher, C.A.; Lewis, L.K.; Olds, T.
The compositional isotemporal substitution model: A method for estimating changes in a health outcome
for reallocation of time between sleep, physical activity and sedentary behaviour. Stat. Methods Med. Res.
2017, 1, 962280217737805. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

57. Herrmann, S.D.; Barreira, T.V.; Kang, M.; Ainsworth, B.E. Impact of accelerometer wear time on physical
activity data: A NHANES semisimulation data approach. Br. J. Sports Med. 2014, 48, 278–282. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

58. Herrmann, S.D.; Barreira, T.V.; Kang, M.; Ainsworth, B.E. How many hours are enough? Accelerometer wear
time may provide bias in daily activity estimates. J. Phys. Act. Health 2013, 10, 742–749. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

© 2018 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/10.1016/j.jsams.2013.07.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23932934
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2529310
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/843571
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-9-103
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22938557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e31821b94f7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21448077
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-734
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25042423
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2318-13-80
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23899190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jpah.9.4.533
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21946087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(86)90837-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e3181c5ec18
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19997030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2016-013251
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28093433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jpah.9.8.1130
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22207150
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pmedr.2016.03.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27419023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-018-0652-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29482617
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-9-58
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19664254
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0962280217737805
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29157152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2012-091410
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22936409
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jpah.10.5.742
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23036822
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Design and Participants 
	Procedure 
	Subjective Sedentary Behaviour 
	Accelerometry-Based Measures 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Descriptive Statistics of Subjective Sedentary Behaviour 
	Descriptive Statistics of Accelerometry-Derived Data 
	Convergent Validity of the GPAQ and the ASBQ against Accelerometers 
	Test-Retest Reliability of the Questionnaires 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

