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Abstract

Background: There is an urgent need to increase population levels of physical activity, particularly amongst those
who are socio-economically disadvantaged. Multiple factors influence physical activity behaviour but the generalisability
of current evidence to such ‘hard-to-reach’ population subgroups is limited by difficulties in recruiting them into studies.
Also, rigorous qualitative studies of lay perceptions and perceptions of community leaders about public health efforts to
increase physical activity are sparse. We sought to explore, within a socio-economically disadvantaged community,
residents’ and community leaders’ perceptions of physical activity (PA) interventions and issues regarding their
implementation, in order to improve understanding of needs, expectations, and social/environmental factors relevant
to future interventions.

Methods: Within an ongoing regeneration project (Connswater Community Greenway), in a socio-economically
disadvantaged community in Belfast, we collaborated with a Community Development Agency to purposively sample
leaders from public- and voluntary-sector community groups and residents. Individual semi-structured interviews were
conducted with 12 leaders. Residents (n = 113), of both genders and a range of ages (14 to 86 years) participated in focus
groups (n = 14) in local facilities. Interviews and focus groups were recorded, transcribed verbatim and analysed using a
thematic framework.

Results: Three main themes were identified: awareness of PA interventions; factors contributing to intervention effectiveness;
and barriers to participation in PA interventions. Participants reported awareness only of interventions in which they were
involved directly, highlighting a need for better communications, both inter- and intra-sectoral, and with residents.
Meaningful engagement of residents in planning/organisation, tailoring to local context, supporting volunteers, providing
relevant resources and an ‘exit strategy’ were perceived as important factors related to intervention effectiveness. Negative
attitudes such as apathy, disappointing experiences, information with no perceived personal relevance and limited access
to facilities were barriers to people participating in interventions.
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Conclusions: These findings illustrate the complexity of influences on a community’s participation in PA interventions
and support a social-ecological approach to promoting PA. They highlight the need for cross-sector working, effective
information exchange, involving residents in bottom-up planning and providing adequate financial and social support.
An in-depth understanding of a target population’s perspectives is of key importance in translating PA behaviour
change theories into practice.

Keywords: Physical activity, Interventions, Socio-economic disadvantage, Community, Public health, Qualitative, Health
information, Communication, Cross-sector working
Background
Increasing physical activity (PA) can improve health,
reduce the risk of chronic disease and mortality and
improve life expectancy [1-3]. Within higher income
countries the importance of PA for health is of particular
relevance among population groups with lower socio-
economic status [4].
Research suggests that best efforts for PA promotion

should focus on populations and the complex interactions
among determinants of physical inactivity [5]. Multiple fac-
tors influence physical inactivity [6,7]. However, research
into its determinants has focused mainly at an individual
level [8]. Few studies have examined how its determinants
may vary with socio-economic status or within socio-
economically disadvantaged (SED) groups [9,10].
A recent review of PA interventions in SED communi-

ties identified that community-wide interventions had a
small effect on increasing PA; group-based adult interven-
tions were effective, individual interventions were not, but
more evidence was required regarding the effectiveness of
interventions targeting these ‘hard-to-reach’ communities
[11]. Foster et al. [12] discussed the importance of identi-
fying effective strategic approaches to increase recruit-
ment of ‘hard-to-reach’ groups to PA interventions and
the World Health Organisation [13] has identified a need
to be proactive in overcoming difficulties in recruiting
SED groups to studies. Further studies which include such
groups would extend our knowledge and inform efficient
and effective public health planning.
The social ecological model of behaviour change takes

account of multiple levels of influences on people’s behav-
iour and provides a theoretical framework for developing
an integrated approach to planning interventions to pro-
mote PA. It recognises the importance not only of an indi-
vidual’s beliefs and capabilities but also of the physical
environment within which they live and their community’s
social and cultural norms [3]. Evidence suggests that key
mediators of PA behaviour include self-efficacy and social
support for PA [14]: these factors relate to the person and
their environment and are significant elements of social
ecological theory. Whilst many theoretical models of be-
haviour change have been constructed and (re)formulated
by academics, comparatively little attention has been given
within these to lay understandings of PA behaviour. Quali-
tative studies of lay perceptions about PA promotion are
sparse, exposing the need to improve understanding about
community relations and interactions, in order to ensure
that theory is translated into practice and to design effect-
ive interventions [15].
There is also a need to develop successful approaches

to tease apart complex interventions to identify their
“active ingredients” and deal with component interac-
tions [16,17]. The development of a complex interven-
tion which can be generalised beyond the context of a
specific study setting requires clear definition and detailed
description of its various components. A mixed methods
approach to its development, which includes qualitative
data regarding its feasibility and relevance, is most likely
to provide a design framework which can be applied to
other settings.
Thus we aimed to explore, within a SED community,

residents’ and leaders’ perceptions of PA interventions,
intervention components and implementation strategies,
in order to improve our understanding of needs, expec-
tations, and factors relevant to future intervention de-
sign and delivery.

Methods
The study was approved by the Office for Research Ethics
Committees, Northern Ireland (09/NIR02/66).

Study context and setting
The current study was carried out in the Connswater area
of East Belfast and nested within the ‘Physical Activity and
the Rejuvenation of Connswater’ (PARC) Study [18],
which is a before-and-after evaluation of the effects of an
ongoing urban regeneration project, the Connswater
Community Greenway (CCG). When completed, the
CCG will offer PA and active transport opportunities
through environmental improvements (such as cycle and
walkways). The study reported in this paper took place
just prior to the implementation of environmental change
and aimed to inform the development, design and delivery
of PA interventions around the CCG.
The electoral wards comprising the study area are

ranked within the lowest quintile of the Northern Ireland
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Multiple Deprivation Measure (NIMDM) [19], indicating
that the area is socio-economically disadvantaged; 29.8%
are economically inactive (Table 1). NIMDM scores are
constructed by combining population data relating to
seven different domains: income; employment; health
deprivation and disability; education, skills and training;
proximity to services; living environment; crime and dis-
order. NIMDM scores for wards range from 1 to 582. The
study focus group participants lived in the following four
wards: Ballymacarett, The Mount, Woodstock and Island;
the NIMDM scores for these wards are 18, 25, 39 and 92
respectively.
The types of ‘interventions’ or programmes which had

been delivered previously within the community ranged
widely. They included ‘one-off ’ walking and cycling
events, walking groups which were mostly organised
within existing community groups, indoor activities which
targeted particular age groups (e.g. mothers of toddlers, or
older people) and football, most notably for teenage males
in a ‘midnight soccer’ league. Other interventions included
leisure-centre based summer schemes for children and
gym-based schemes for people with health-related condi-
tions. Most publicity regarding these activities was deliv-
ered by posters, local news-sheets or word of mouth;
Table 1 Demographic characteristics of focus group
participants and background community

Focus group Community*

Economic activity

N (113) % N** (15,961) %

Employed (full/part time
or self- employed)

44 38.9 8250 52.6

Unemployed 22 19.5 1124 7.2

Retired 22 19.5 1638 10.4

Long term sick or disabled 11 9.7 1918 12.2

Full time student 12 10.6 1124 7.2

Looking after home or family - - 991 6.3

Other - - 646 4.1

Missing 2 1.8 - -

Age group

N (113)*** % N* (20,958) %

24 or younger 11 9.7 6889 32.8

25-34 17 15.0 4483 21.4

35-44 29 25.7 2987 14.3

45-54 23 20.4 2380 11.4

55-64 9 8.0 1665 7.9

65 plus 21 18.6 2554 12.2

*Ballymacarett, The Mount, Woodstock & Island Wards. Source: N Ireland
Census 2011 http://www.nisra.gov.uk/Census/
2011_results_local_characteristics.html; accessed 22/04/2014.
**Number aged 16-74 years who provided economic data.
***3 residents did not state their age.
information about major ‘one-off ’ events was usually also
communicated by radio or television advertising.

Sample selection and recruitment
Community leaders who were invited to take part in inter-
views were leaders in statutory or voluntary organisations,
who had experience of working in the wards in which the
focus group participants lived and had a remit for planning
or implementing PA interventions in the locality. They
worked in charities, business organisations, community or
social partnerships or in the local Council, Healthcare
Trust, Education Board, Police Service or the Public Health
Agency. The voluntary organisation leaders (4 male, 2
female) were aged 25 to 64 years; statutory organisation
leaders (4 male, 2 female) were aged 35 to 65 years. Initially
three leaders were selected purposively, to represent both
sectors and different types of community groups. At the
end of their interview they were each asked to identify
another community leader who had experience of PA
interventions, thus implementing a snowball sampling
technique. All were invited via telephone or email.
Following completion and analysis of the interviews

local community groups were contacted by an East Belfast
Community Development Agency (EBCDA) representa-
tive or the CCG Community Engagement Officer to invite
their participation in the study. Subsequently, with their
agreement, a researcher (DS) contacted a group represen-
tative to provide further information and arrange a focus
group (FG). This partnership approach facilitated recruit-
ment and purposive sampling to reflect the diversity of
gender, age and living situation within the study popula-
tion. The FGs were conducted within local premises and
at times designed to maximise convenience for residents.
Those who invited residents to the groups were not asked
to record information about people whom they invited
but who declined to attend as this was considered to be a
possible deterrent to recruitment and we did not seek
ethical approval for this. Fourteen FGs were conducted,
comprising of 113 participants aged 14-86 years (mean
45.3 years, SD 17.2); 57.5% (n = 65) were female, which
was broadly reflective of the community’s gender distribu-
tion (51.5% female). Three groups included men only; one
included teenage girls only; all others were of mixed age
and gender. Overall, 55 (48.7%) were categorised as being
economically inactive (unemployed, retired, disabled and
“off sick”); 24 (21%) lived alone.

Interview schedule
A flexible interview schedule was drafted based on previ-
ous literature and on the advice of CCG stakeholders re-
garding topics which were considered relevant to the local
promotion of PA (Additional file 1). A semi-structured
format ensured that relevant issues were covered whilst
allowing researchers to probe interviewees. An iterative

http://www.nisra.gov.uk/Census/2011_results_local_characteristics.html
http://www.nisra.gov.uk/Census/2011_results_local_characteristics.html
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analysis process, with constant comparison of successive
interviews, allowed questions to be refined in later inter-
views in order to explore evolving issues. Questions related
to (1) perceptions/knowledge of current/past community
PA interventions: (2) successful/unsuccessful intervention
components; (3) perceived barriers/facilitators in promot-
ing PA interventions.
A topic list, used in guiding FG discussions, was

informed by a literature review [11] and consultation with
PA experts and community leaders. It related to PA
engagement; perceived PA barriers/facilitators and percep-
tions of PA interventions and the CCG.

Data collection
Semi-structured one-to-one interviews were deemed the
most appropriate method of gathering detailed informa-
tion from community leaders regarding complex issues.
All interviews were conducted in the interviewee’s place
of work. Focus groups were chosen as the method by
which the community residents’ views could best be ex-
plored, hoping that group dynamics would generate in-
depth thinking and discussion. On arrival, participants
completed a questionnaire to provide information about
their demographic characteristics. Each interview (March-
October 2010) and FG (December-January 2011) lasted
approximately one hour. Two of three researchers were
present at each interview (CC/RH/MT) and FG (DS/RH).

Data management and analysis
With written informed consent, interviews and FGs were
audio-recorded and transcribed anonymously. Transcripts
of the interviews were analysed independently by two re-
searchers; initial codes were identified and themes collated
(CC/MC) [20,21]. In discussion with a third researcher
(DS) these themes were reviewed and refined, ensuring
clear definition. After 11 interviews, data saturation
was achieved; another interview was conducted to seek
confirmation of the analyses. FG data were analysed
using an ‘a priori’ thematic framework, derived from
the interview findings.

Results
Three main themes were identified: 1) awareness of PA
interventions; 2) factors contributing to intervention effect-
iveness; and 3) barriers to participation in PA interventions.
Quotations to support the analysis were identified by a
code, indicating their source: interviewee (IN), voluntary
(V), statutory (S) or focus group (FG).

Theme 1: Awareness of PA interventions
Interviewees highlighted a poor awareness of previous and
current PA interventions, other than those in which they
had personally been involved, suggesting a lack of interest
among community leaders for the effective promotion of
PA. Comments from both statutory and voluntary sector
leaders reflected this lack of awareness.

“There are schemes [interventions] happening, but
they’re not in east Belfast that I’m aware of and that’s
the sad thing” (IN5S).
“I don’t know ……..and that doesn’t mean to say that
it’s not happening I just don’t know about them”
(IN4V).

Their responses indicated that the nature of interven-
tions varied between sectors. Voluntary sector interven-
tions tended to focus on more general community
activities and to include PA as a subsidiary component,
thus potentially diluting the attention given to it. In con-
trast, statutory agencies’ relevant interventions focused
on PA specifically and targeted specific groups.

“… holistic health and wellbeing programmes but
would probably have an element of PA in them”
(IN1V).
“Healthwise Scheme….GP referral to the gym” [for
people who are obese or have high blood pressure]”
(IN5S).

Comments reflected little linkage or shared communica-
tion between or within statutory or voluntary sectors or
inclusion of local residents in the planning or delivery of
initiatives. Leaders of voluntary organisations reported
feeling “out of the loop” with statutory agencies, but also
reported an absence of collaborative working between
community groups.

“You’ve had this gap between the statutory and the
non-statutory sector…there is not a huge amount of
consultation with or community involvement. …
They’ve all got their own programmes and they sort of
guard them jealously, there’s very little in terms of
joined up thinking........or strategic thinking” (IN2V).

These perceptions were shared by FG participants who
were aware of poor co-ordination between organisers of
various interventions. Their comments also indicated
that residents failed to engage with interventions which
they perceived as being personally irrelevant.

“See if it doesn’t affect you and you don’t want to know,
… leaflets in the houses advertising activities that are
going on......, but people don’t want to know” (FG).

However, they were clear that if information, such as
public health messages relating to PA, was perceived as
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being relevant to individuals within their community,
then the strong socio-cultural influences which exist
currently would ensure its effective dissemination.

“..... no matter what..... we find it out round here if we
want to” (FG).

Theme 2: Factors contributing to intervention effectiveness
Community engagement
Interviewees perceived that there was value in involving
members of the community from the outset of planning
an intervention to ensure community “ownership” and
to guarantee that plans would be relevant and tailored to
the local context. Both voluntary and statutory sector
leaders considered that it was important to target the
‘right people’ and to offer options regarding details of the
intervention’s delivery, to help ensure that it would ad-
dress people’s needs.

“…initiatives that have been successful have ....... taken
into account where people are at and then have
developed a programme accordingly” (IN1V).

FGs also emphasised the importance of community
participation in developing acceptable plans and consid-
ering how to counter possible adverse influences for
their implementation and the maintenance of facilities.

“Local organisations and groups are key.... need to
involve....... give security to neighbourhood......respect
privacy.... antisocial behaviour knowledge” (FG).
“If you get somebody involved in something they’re more
likely to use it or they’re less inclined to break it” (FG).

Funding
Both interviewees and FG participants acknowledged
that securing funding is vital for the success of any inter-
vention. The FGs highlighted the lack of readily available
finance and identified that collaboration, rather than
competition, would increase the likelihood of applica-
tions for funding being successful and gaining resources.

“Money, it’s as simple as that, you can build anything,
you can make anything, you can run anything if you
have the money” (IN5V).
“ … individual groups but not too many of them are
working together and everybody’s trying to get their own
funding and they’re all competing with each other” (FG).

However, it was recognised that money alone would
not ensure success: several interviewees emphasised how
community engagement and volunteer support was
necessary for interventions to attract participants. They
also emphasised that community volunteers needed to
be “looked after”, to foster their continuing involvement.

“Making use of volunteers and their time; it’s key to
any of these initiatives” (IN1V).

Strategic planning
Interviewees recognised a need for strategic planning, and
better linkage between organisations and with the com-
munity. They perceived that it was important to have an
identified “exit strategy”, whereby interventions promoting
PA were not isolated short-term events but were planned
to support a sustained change of behaviour, with resources
that would be available in the longer term.

“An exit route….extremely important too, in that we
try as best possible to put in place and to target
activities where that input can be sustained” (INV5).

It was suggested that a multi-sectoral interdisciplinary
team, which worked collaboratively and shared informa-
tion would allow more informed planning in an ongoing
context with “very much reduced duplication” and more
effective use of resources.

Theme 3: Barriers to participation in PA interventions
Apathy
Apathy was identified as a barrier to PA promotion.
When communities were informed about proposed in-
terventions which were not implemented there was a
loss of interest in subsequent proposals.

“Bombarded with potential programmes….overworked
or jaded or maybe a wee bit burnt out” (IN1V).
“Over-saturation problem …” (IN9S).

Apathy was also linked to poor self-esteem among indi-
viduals within the community and leaders suggested that
there was a need for specific programmes to support the
development of personal skills. Residents felt they needed
“encouragement” to become involved in community inter-
ventions; their comments reflected disappointment, to
which they appeared resigned rather than surprised, at the
failure of community leaders to follow-up initial discus-
sions regarding a succession of suggested initiatives.

“… a lot of low self-esteem, personal development is
much needed” (IN4V).
“…you hear one story this week and then a few weeks
later another story appears in the press and then
another one .........” (FG).



Cleland et al. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 2014, 11:68 Page 6 of 9
http://www.ijbnpa.org/content/11/1/68
Lack of facilities
Interviewees from voluntary organisations reported that
it was difficult to access resources for interventions and
considered that having established facilities within the
locality would promote engagement in PA in the longer
term.

“.. like if you want something that is going to be
sustained and continued on, having a resource base in
place obviously helps” (IN9S).

FGs also identified difficulties relating to practical
facilities (toilets and seats), lack of services (child-mind-
ing and carer support) and fears for safety (due to poor
lighting and inadequate supervision/security), emphasis-
ing the importance of involving local residents to iden-
tify specific needs and appropriate plans to address these
in specific localities.

Information dissemination
Interviewees felt the community lacked knowledge of
the benefits of PA for health. They also felt there was a
need to have, based in the locality, someone who was
trained to support people who wished to become more
active. They appeared to recognise a communication gap
between themselves and the community in their current
approaches to promoting PA and to perceive inadequacy
in their own knowledge. However, they showed no rec-
ognition of individuals’ personal difficulties in becoming
physically active. No comments reflected any awareness
of personal, socio-cultural or physical barriers to PA or a
sense of understanding of the community’s perceptions
of the value of PA.

“There’s some sort of step we need to take to get into
people’s mind the importance of PA and how easy PA
can be” (IN4V).
“….some kind of local campaign linking in with like a
regional based campaign identifying the benefits of
PA” (IN8S).
“You’re going to start off telling people first, then you’re
going to remind them, then you’re going to re-remind
them” (IN5S).

FGs highlighted the importance of face-to-face con-
tacts and social-networking in communication. Personal
contacts, involving ‘word of mouth’, were perceived to be
the most frequent and effective method of disseminating
information. Residents also highlighted how they valued
being kept informed about the ongoing progress of
interventions and that this encouraged community
engagement.
“Keep people up-to-date with how it’s going” (FG).

Discussion
This study highlights the existence of poor intra- and
inter-sector communication, with ineffective sharing of
information regarding PA interventions in SED communi-
ties. It also shows a need for better recognition, by service
providers, of problems in people’s physical and socio-
cultural environments which hinder their active engage-
ment and participation in PA interventions.

Communication and partnership
Both leaders and residents revealed poor awareness of
current and past interventions and poor communication
and collaboration between and within organisations. The
WHO highlighted the importance of inter-sectoral working
and sharing knowledge, to reduce health inequalities [22].
Our findings suggest further work should be performed to
establish mechanisms for inter-sectoral collaboration in
policy making [23] and for promoting partnerships [13] in
policies and planning. Evaluation frameworks which assess
inter-sectoral working encourage its effective implementa-
tion at the level of countries [24]. The use of formal evalua-
tions of communication networks may be effective in
increasing the promotion and uptake of PA initiatives at a
community level.
In previous work Burgoyne et al. [25] reported low levels

of community awareness of PA interventions; residents in
that study admitted that information was available but con-
sidered that it was poorly disseminated. Our leaders’ ad-
missions of poor awareness of PA interventions may reflect
a failure of service providers to prioritise or recognise the
importance of PA for health. Residents expressed strong
views that if they wanted to find out more information
about PA interventions they could and would do so. Thus,
our findings emphasise the need to understand the socio-
cultural context of target groups and to tailor information
to capture their interest. When planning interventions,
consideration should be given to the multiple factors which
influence PA perceptions and behaviour: the use of a
systematic theoretical framework, such as the behaviour
change wheel [26], is recommended.

Community engagement
Our findings provide examples of the value of involving
residents and they support recent recommendations to
engage target communities from the outset in PA initia-
tives [13,23]. They also show how public engagement
which identifies local problems and illuminates commu-
nity perceptions could inform research development [27]
and the design of interventions which target disadvan-
taged groups [13].
Unsatisfactory experiences of engagement in previous

initiatives had a negative impact on residents’ readiness
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to engage in future interventions; actively involving them
in planning and delivery should facilitate communica-
tions with service providers and support their long-term
engagement in projects. A recent review [28] suggests
that building meaningful partnerships of diverse com-
munities can improve health outcomes. Social support
and self-efficacy have been identified as key mediators of
PA participation in disadvantaged areas [14] and our
qualitative findings illustrate their relevance.
Needs and resources to support PA interventions
Multiple factors contribute to individuals’ capability,
opportunity, and motivation to change their PA [26].
Giving communities a sense of ownership should em-
power individuals and increase their capabilities. Multi-
level interventions [14] and multidisciplinary teamwork
are needed, in order to allow strategic planning and
avoid unnecessary duplication of effort and resources.
There is also a need to revise the content and delivery of
PA public health messages, to assure disadvantaged
communities of their personal relevance for them. PA
information delivered to SED groups should be ‘clear
and consistent’, enhancing confidence and beliefs [6].
Sharing community leaders’ and lay residents’ knowledge
with those who plan PA interventions should optimise
opportunities, ensure safety and provide appropriate
facilities for all. Leaders identified a need for a skilled
community resource, to provide residents with PA
advice. Increasing residents’ awareness of the relevance
of PA for health may promote collaboration between
community groups, and success in their applications for
funding [29].
Strengths and limitations
This study provides a rich resource of perceptions of PA
initiatives in a SED community. Its focus is on informing
the development of successful interventions to address a
major public health problem for a population sub-group,
rather than on exploring personal barriers and facilitators
to the uptake of PA opportunities. Researchers determined
independently that data saturation was achieved and find-
ings were corroborated in FGs. This study provides re-
cruitment details and participant demographics, which set
our findings in context and inform their interpretation.
All leaders who were invited and all groups which were
invited agreed to collaborate.
We recognise that our findings may not represent the

views of non-participants and that those who took part in
the interviews and FGs may have been leaders and resi-
dents with a particular interest in PA. We used a snowball
sampling technique to recruit leaders, so that it is possible
that only those with a similar interest in PA were identi-
fied for invitation. However, we were careful to gather
information regarding both successful and unsuccessful
interventions, in order to ensure that we heard about as
wide a variety of experiences as possible. We did not have
ethical permission to gather background data regarding
residents who were invited and did not participate but our
FG data included participants’ reports of views expressed
by others in the wider community and of how they had
engaged in previous interventions. In comparison with the
background community (Table 1), FGs included similar
proportions of males and females, people whose ages
ranged from teenage to over 80 years, and people who
were employed, unemployed, retired and ‘long-term sick’
but did not include those who reported significant caring
responsibilities. We acknowledge that our evidence may
not be directly transferable to other settings or groups.

Conclusions
This study supports a social-ecological approach to the
development and delivery of PA interventions and high-
lights how PA promotion is complex, influenced by a
multitude of factors. It adds to existing knowledge regard-
ing sources of complexity within multi-component PA
interventions and adds depth to our understanding of
how different components may interact [16,17]. It identi-
fies “active” intervention “ingredients” which may be ap-
plied to future PA intervention design and development
[16,17] (Additional file 2).
In relation to the specific context of the current study,

the researchers have actively engaged with local commu-
nity partnerships, city council, health practitioners and
government departments and have planned an evaluation
framework for the regeneration project [18]. Leaders have
recognised their need to forge links with colleagues, other
groups and residents and to plan coordinated approaches
to promote behaviour change, following theory-based
intervention mapping [30].
SED populations may have difficulties in developing

self-efficacy and acquiring attitudes, skills and access to
facilities that enable PA participation. With community
involvement from the outset, interventions and public
health messages can be tailored to ensure their under-
standing, relevance and accessibility for people living
within that community. However, more work is needed
to inform the best approach for effective knowledge
transfer regarding the importance of PA for health and
well-being and to effect behaviour change in increasing
PA in SED communities.

Additional files

Additional file 1: Interview schedule.

Additional file 2: Checklist for the design and development of
physical activity interventions in socio-economically disadvantaged
communities.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1479-5868-11-68-S1.docx
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1479-5868-11-68-S2.docx


Cleland et al. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 2014, 11:68 Page 8 of 9
http://www.ijbnpa.org/content/11/1/68
Abbreviations
CC: Claire Cleland; CCG: Connswater Community Greenway; DS: David Scott;
EBCDA: East Belfast Community Development Agency; FG: Focus Group;
FK: Frank Kee; HSC: Health and Social Care; IN: Interviewee; LP: Lindsay Prior;
MC: Margaret Cupples; MD: Michael Donnelly; MDM: Multiple Deprivation
Measure; MT: Mark Tully; NFA: No Fixed Abode; NICE: National Institute for
Health and Care Excellence; NIMDM: Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation
Measure; NISRA: Northern Ireland Statistical Research Agency; PA: Physical
Activity; PARC: Physical Activity and the Rejuvenation of Connswater;
R&D: Research & Development; RH: Ruth Hunter; S: Statutory; SED: Socio-
economically disadvantaged; UKCRC: United Kingdom Clinical Research
Collaboration; V: Voluntary; WHO: World Health Organisation; Yrs: Years.

Competing interests
The authors declare that there are no conflicts of or competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
CC made a substantial contribution to the design of the study, conducted
the interviews, analysed the data and drafted the manuscript. RH contributed to
the design, data collection and analysis. DS made a substantial contribution to
the design of the focus group arm of the study, conducted the focus groups
and analysed the data. FK, MT, MC, LP and MD conceived and contributed to
the design of the study and data analysis. MT also contributed to the data
collection. MC also led the revision process for the manuscript. All authors have
contributed to the revision of successive drafts of the paper and approved the
final manuscript and have agreed to be accountable for all aspects of the work
in ensuring that questions related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the
work are appropriately investigated and resolved.

Acknowledgements
This work was carried out as part of a PhD funded by the Department of
Employment and Learning, Northern Ireland. We also acknowledge funding
from the UKCRC Centre of Excellence for Public Health (Northern Ireland).
The PARC study is supported by a grant from the National Prevention Research
Initiative (http://www.mrc.ac.uk/Ourresearch/ResearchInitiatives/NPRI/index.htm).
The Funding Partners are (in alphabetical order): Alzheimer’s Research Trust;
Alzheimer’s Society; Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council;
British Heart Foundation; Cancer Research UK; Chief Scientist Office, Scottish
Government Health Directorate; Department of Health; Diabetes UK; Economic
and Social Research Council; Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council;
Health and Social Care Research and Development Division of the Public Health
Agency (HSC R&D Division); Medical Research Council; The Stroke Association;
Welsh Assembly Government and World Cancer Research Fund.

Author details
1UKCRC Centre of Excellence for Public Health (Northern Ireland), School of
Medicine, Dentistry and Biomedical Sciences, Queen’s University Belfast,
Clinical Sciences Block B, Royal Victoria Hospital, Grosvenor Road, Belfast
BT12 6BJ, UK. 2MRC/CSO Social and Public Health Sciences, University of
Glasgow, Top floor, 200, Renfield Street, Glasgow G2 3QB, UK. 3The School of
Sociology, Social Policy and Social Work, Queen's University of Belfast, 6
College Park, Belfast, Northern Ireland BT7 1LP, UK. 4Department of General
Practice and Primary Care, Queen’s University Belfast, 1 Dunluce Avenue,
Belfast BT9 7HR, UK.

Received: 15 November 2013 Accepted: 14 May 2014
Published: 23 May 2014

References
1. Lee IM, Skerrett PJ: Physical activity and all-cause mortality: what is the

dose-response relation? Med Sci Sports Exerc 2001, 33:459–471.
2. Lee IM, Shiroma EJ, Lobelo F, Puska P, Blair SN, Katzmarzyk PT: Effect of

physical inactivity on major non-communicable diseases worldwide: an
analysis of burden of disease and life expectancy. Lancet 2012,
380:219–229.

3. World Health Organization: World Health Organization Steps to Health: A
European Framework to Promote Physical Activity for Health. [http://
www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/101684/E90191.pdf].

4. Hallal PC, Andersen LB, Bull FC, Guthold R, Haskell W, Ekelund U: Global
physical activity levels: surveillance progress, pitfalls, and prospects.
Lancet 2012, 380:247–257.
5. Kohl HW, Craig CL, Lambert EV, Inoue S, Alkandari JR, Leetongin G,
Kahlmeier S: The pandemic of physical inactivity: global action for public
health. Lancet 2012, 380:294–305.

6. Everson-Hock ES, Johnson M, Jones R, Woods HB, Goyder E, Payne N,
Chilcott J: Community-based dietary and physical activity interventions
in low socioeconomic groups in the UK: A mixed methods systematic
review. Prev Med 2013, 56:265–272.

7. Heath GW, Parra DC, Sarmiento OL, Andersen LB, Owen N, Goenka S,
Mantes F, Brownson RC: Evidence-based intervention in physical activity:
lessons from around the world. Lancet 2012, 380:272–281.

8. Bauman AE, Reis RS, Sallis JF, Wells JC, Loos RJF, Martin BW: Correlates of
physical activity: why are some people physically active and others not?
Lancet 2012, 380:258–271.

9. Hillsdon M, Foster C, Cavill N, Crombie H, Naidoo B: A Review of the Evidence on
the Effectiveness of Public Health Interventions for Increasing Physical Activity
amongst Adults: A Review of Reviews. London: Health Development Agency; 2005.

10. Marcus BH, Williams DM, Dubbert PM, Sallis JF, King AC, Yancey AK, Franklin
BA, Buchner D, Daniels SR, Clayton RP: Physical activity intervention
studies: what we know and what we need to know: a scientific
statement from the American Heart Association Council on Nutrition,
Physical Activity, and Metabolism (subcommittee on Physical Activity);
Council on Cardiovascular Disease in the Young; and the
Interdisciplinary Working Group on Quality of Care and Outcomes
Research. Circulation 2006, 114:2739–2752.

11. Cleland CL, Tully MA, Kee F, Cupples ME: The effectiveness of physical
activity interventions in socio-economically disadvantaged communities:
a systematic review. Prev Med 2012, 54:371–380.

12. Foster CE, Brennan G, Matthews A, McAdam C, Fitzsimons C, Mutrie N:
Recruiting participants to walking intervention studies: a systematic
review. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 2011, 8:137.

13. World Health Organization: Physical activity promotion in socially
disadvantaged groups: principles for action. PHAN Work Package 4 Final
Report. [http://www.euro.who.int/_data/assets/pdf_file/0005/185954/
E96817eng.pdf].

14. Cerin E, Leslie E: How socio-economic status contributes to participation
in leisure-time physical activity. Soc Sci Med 2008, 66:2596–2609.

15. Leischow SJ, Best A, Trochim WM, Clark PI, Gallagher RS, Marcus SE,
Matthews E: Systems thinking to improve the public’s health. Am J Prev
Med 2008, 2:S196–S203.

16. Petticrew M, Anderson L, Elder R, Grimshaw J, Hopkins D, Hahn R, Krause L,
Kristjansson E, Mercer S, Sipe T, Tugwell P, Ueffing E, Waters E, Welch V:
Complex interventions and their implications for systematic reviews: a
pragmatic approach. J Clin Epidemiol 2013, 66:1209–1214.

17. Petticrew M, Rehfuess E, Noyes J, Higgins JPT, Mayhew A, Pantoja T, Shemilt
I, Sowden A: Synthesizing evidence on complex interventions: how
meta-analytical, qualitative, and mixed-method approaches can
contribute. J Clin Epidemiol 2013, 66:1230–1243.

18. Tully MA, Hunter R, McAneney H, Cupples ME, Donnelly M, Ellis G,
Hutchinson G, Prior L, Stevenson M, Kee F: Physical activity and the
rejuvenation of Connswater (PARC study): protocol for a natural
experiment investigating the impact of urban regeneration on public
health. BMC Public Health 2013, 13:774.

19. Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency: Northern Ireland Multiple
Deprivation Measure 2010. [http://www.nisra.gov.uk/deprivation/
nimdm_2010.htm]

20. Braun V, Clarke V: Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol
2006, 3:77–101.

21. Taylor GW, Ussher JM: Making sense of S&M: a discourse analytic account.
Sexualities 2001, 4:293–314.

22. Irwin A, Scali E: Action on the social determinants of health: learning
from previous experiences. Discussion Paper 1 Social Determinants of
Health (Debates). [http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/44488/1/
9789241500876_eng.pdf]

23. NICE Public Health Co-ordinating Centre: Physical Activity and Children: Re-
view 3. The views of children on barriers and facilitators to physical activity:
a review of qualitative studies. Version 4. [http://www.nice.org.uk/media/
C7D/AB/PromotingPhysicalActivityChildrenReview3QualitativeCorrelates.pdf]

24. Loewensen R: Evaluating intersectoral processes for action on the social
determinants of health: learning from key informants. Social
Determinants of Health Discussion Paper 5: policy and practice. [http://
apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/84373/1/9789241505369_eng.pdf]

http://www.mrc.ac.uk/Ourresearch/ResearchInitiatives/NPRI/index.htm
http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/101684/E90191.pdf
http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/101684/E90191.pdf
http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/185954/E96817eng.pdf
http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/185954/E96817eng.pdf
http://www.nisra.gov.uk/deprivation/nimdm_2010.htm
http://www.nisra.gov.uk/deprivation/nimdm_2010.htm
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/44488/1/9789241500876_eng.pdf
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/44488/1/9789241500876_eng.pdf
http://www.nice.org.uk/media/C7D/AB/PromotingPhysicalActivityChildrenReview3QualitativeCorrelates.pdf
http://www.nice.org.uk/media/C7D/AB/PromotingPhysicalActivityChildrenReview3QualitativeCorrelates.pdf
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/84373/1/9789241505369_eng.pdf
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/84373/1/9789241505369_eng.pdf


Cleland et al. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 2014, 11:68 Page 9 of 9
http://www.ijbnpa.org/content/11/1/68
25. Burgoyne L, Woods C, Coleman R, Perry IJ: Neighbourhood perceptions of
physical activity: a qualitative study. BMC Public Health 2008, 8:101.

26. Michie S, van Stralen MM, West R: The behaviour change wheel: A new
method for characterising and designing behaviour change
interventions. Implement Sci 2011, 6:42.

27. Simons L: Diversity and inclusion: what’s it about and why is it important
for public health research? [http://www.invo.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/
2012/10/INVOLVEDiversityandInclusionOct2012.pdf].

28. Krishnaswami J, Martinson M, Wakimoto P, Anglemeyer A: Community-
engaged interventions on diet, activity, and weight outcomes in U.S.
schools: a systematic review. Am J Prev Med 2012, 43:81–91.

29. Mummery WK, Brown WJ: Whole of community physical activity
interventions: easier said than done. Br J Sports Med 2009, 43:39–43.

30. Kok G, Schaalma H, Ruiter RA, Van Empelen P, Brug J: Intervention
mapping: protocol for applying health psychology theory to prevention
programmes. J Health Psychol 2004, 9:85–98.

doi:10.1186/1479-5868-11-68
Cite this article as: Cleland et al.: Identifying solutions to increase
participation in physical activity interventions within a socio-economically
disadvantaged community: a qualitative study. International Journal of
Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 2014 11:68.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

http://www.invo.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/INVOLVEDiversityandInclusionOct2012.pdf
http://www.invo.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/INVOLVEDiversityandInclusionOct2012.pdf

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Study context and setting
	Sample selection and recruitment
	Interview schedule
	Data collection
	Data management and analysis

	Results
	Theme 1: Awareness of PA interventions
	Theme 2: Factors contributing to intervention effectiveness
	Community engagement
	Funding
	Strategic planning

	Theme 3: Barriers to participation in PA interventions
	Apathy
	Lack of facilities
	Information dissemination


	Discussion
	Communication and partnership
	Community engagement
	Needs and resources to support PA interventions
	Strengths and limitations

	Conclusions
	Additional files
	Abbreviations
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References

