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Abstract

Objectives: This study examined whether individuals who assijequal priority to physical

activity and an alternative activity exhibited lawevels of participation in physical activities
than individuals who assigned higher priority toygibal activity than an alternative activity.

In addition, we examined whether a measure of pigation derived from an algebraic

difference index provided a rigorous test of ptieation effects.

Design. We employed a two-wave prospective design thmaedito predict physical activity

participation.

Method. Prioritisation, intentions and perceptions oftcohwere measured at the first wave
of data collection. After five weeks, we administfollow-up measures of behavioural

conflict and physical activity participation.

Results. A hierarchical regression analysis showed thabalh the algebraic difference
index was positively associated with measures g$ighl activity participation, equal
prioritisation did not yield lower levels of physicactivity participation than high

prioritisation.

Conclusions. Findings suggest that equal prioritisation isat#ss optimal self-regulatory
strategy than high prioritisation in the domairpbiysical activity. Regression coefficients
associated with algebraic difference indexes shbalthterpreted with caution and consider
analyses that examine effects of component meastigggoritisation on physical activity

participation.

Keywords:. Prioritisation, algebraic difference index, behaval conflict, physical activity



Equal Prioritisation Does Not Yield Lower LevelsRdrticipation in Physical Activities than

Higher Prioritisation

Despite positive intentions and attitudes towargsptal activity, two-thirds of the
adult population do not meet recommended actieiels (Cavil, Kahimeier, & Racioppi,
2006). One reason for low levels of physical atyiis that other behaviours and roles that
individuals enact in their daily lives conflict \wiphysical activity participation (Presseau,
Sniehotta, Francis, & Gebhardt, 2010; Presseat, Jainston, & Sniehotta, 2013; Riediger,
& Freund, 2004). As a result, individuals continyaé-allocate personal resources such as
time, effort or energy from physical activity tcher activities to ensure that moving toward
one goal does not impede progress at another gaati & Vancouver, 1996). The process

of deciding how much to invest in which behavioisrgermed prioritisation.

By definition, the construct of prioritisation asses that individuals order a set of
behaviours according to their importance. As altethe process of prioritisation is assumed
to yield different prioritisation states that dematdividuals’ tendencies to allocate more
resources to one activity over another activityd&ts conducted in laboratory settings have
focused on two distinct prioritisation states (@&ar& Scheier, 1982; Powers, 1992). There is
a state of high prioritisation whereby individualkcate more resources to a target
behaviour than an alternative behaviour. Importamtote is that high prioritisation of a
target behaviour implies low prioritisation of takernative behaviour. There is also a state
of equal prioritisation where individuals decidealtncate large and equivalent amounts of
resources to a target behaviour and an alternbéfaviour (Austin & Bobko, 1985; Austin

& Vancouver, 1996).

To date, the experimental literature has documethigdwvhen individuals are asked

to pursue two conflicting goals or acts, equal qitigation yields lower levels of commitment



than high prioritisation of one behaviour over dteer (i.e., Fitzsimons & Fishbach, 2010;
Geers, Wellman, & Lassister, 2009; Louro & Zeelegh2007; Schmidt & DeShon, 2007).
For example, Locke, Smith and Erez (1994) demotestrthat participants instructed to pay
equal attention to both “product quality” and “pumtl quantity” produced products that were
of lower quality than participants who were instagtto pay more attention to product
quality than quantity. This evidence is consisteith models of self-regulation that assume
personal resources for time, effort or energy téirnged (Carver & Scheier, 1982; Powers,
1992). This is because it should be virtually ingdbke to successfully pursue two goals
because, under the assumption that self-regulagésurces are limited, resources expended
toward the alternative activity will “drain” or “gdete” resources that one can devote to

another activity.

Although laboratory studies have confirmed differ@reffects of equal prioritisation
and high prioritisation on behavioural measuregazl commitment, only a small number of
studies have examined an analogous hypothesig idamain of physical activity. Li and
Chan (2008) did not find main effects of indireatasures of prioritisation on physical
activity participation. Rather, their results sedn® suggest that goal conflict yielded higher
levels of physical activity participation when imdluals were in a state of prioritisation than
when they were not. However, it is important toentbtat Li and Chan (2008) employed an
indirect measure of prioritisation that indicatatention instability rather than a measure that
captured prioritisation states analogous to higaqural prioritisation. In a similar vein,
studies that targeted other health-related behevioave not been consistent in
demonstrating effects of prioritisation on measwfesehaviour (Abraham, Sheeran,
Norman, Conner, de Vries, & Otten, 1999; Masudaottigeix, 2012). Given these findings,
the purpose of the present study was to re-exatheknk between prioritisation and

physical activity participation.



One reason for which previous studies have beemsistent in observing effects of
prioritisation on health behaviours may be reldtethe operation definition of prioritisation.
Specifically, in some studies the construct of giigation was measured through an
algebraic difference index (Abraham et al., 19@3lculation of the algebraic difference
index involves two steps. First, researchers aghcpzants to compare importance, attitudes
or intentions towards a target activity and anratiive activity (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1969;
Locke et al., 1994; Masuda & Sortheix, 2012). Se¢oesearchers calculate an algebraic
difference index by subtracting responses to coatpa measures of intentions toward the
alternative activity from responses to comparatneasures of intentions toward the target
activity (Abraham et al., 1999). However, a limibatt of the algebraic difference index is that
regression coefficients or correlations associatitgi this index are difficult to interpret

(Edwards, 1994, 2001; Griffin, Muray, & Gonzale299; Johns, 1981).

Formally, relations between the algebraic diffeeeimzlex and behaviour can be

described by the following regression equation Eéwards, 1994, 2001):

B = bo+by(CI-Al) + e (1)

where B represents a measure of behaviour suchyagpl activity, Cl represents
comparative measures of intentions towards phyaidality, Al is a comparative measure of
individuals’ intentions towards an alternative 4€il- Al) is the algebraic difference index,
by is the intercept of the regression equaterepresents residual variance dmds a
regression coefficient that describes effects efalgebraic difference index on physical

activity participation.

Intuitively, the algebraic difference index appere a good measure of
prioritisation. This is because it assigns highs(ppee) numerical values to high prioritisation

states that indicate stronger comparative inteattban alternative intentions. In addition,



subtraction locates states analogous to equaltmsairon on the middle of the scale. This is
because subtraction yields values around zermébviduals who exhibit similar
comparative intentions and alternative intentiggisen that this index assigns lower
numerical values to equal prioritisation than hpgioritisation, a positive regression
coefficient (in Equation 1) can be easily takemtgan that equal prioritisation yields lower
levels of physical activity participation than highoritisation. However, the effects
associated with the algebraic difference indexlmamisleading. Expanding Equation 2

yields (see Edwards, 1994, 2001):

B = by +by(CI)-by(Al) + e (2)

Equation 2 represents a class of statistical mdtatsare termed additive models
because it assumes that participation in physidatiies is function of physical activity
intentions and alternative intentions. The expamaiso shows that the effect of the algebraic
difference index (in Equation 1) is somehow linkedhe two main effects associated with
the two separate measures of intentions that maklkeualgebraic difference index (in
Equation 2). If the effects of physical activityentions are positive and statistically
significant and the effects of alternative inteniare negative and statistically significant
then the regression coefficient of the algebraifeddnce index will be positive. In this case,
the positive regression coefficient of the algebdifference index will indicate that equal
prioritisation yields lower levels of physical agty participation than high prioritisation.
However, the converse is not true. It is possibéeregression coefficient of the algebraic
difference index to be positive and statisticaigngicant (in Equation 1), but empirical data

to not support lower effects of equal prioritisati@s opposed to higher prioritisation) if in



Equation 2, the effects of alternative intentionsbehaviour are not statistically significant

(Edwards, 1994, 2001; Griffin et al., 1999)

Figures 1 and 2 present two hypothetical datateatshave been analysed by ways of
fitting an additive model (see also Griffin et d999 for similar examples). In both data sets,
the correlations between the algebraic differendex and behaviour are statistically
significant. However, in Figure 1, equal and higioptisation yield equivalent levels of
behaviour because intentions toward the alternaitvere not associated with behaviour. In
contrast, in Figure 2, equal prioritisation yieldaer performance levels because intentions
toward the alternative act are negatively assatiadéh behaviour. In other words, one has to
formally confirm that intentions toward the altetima act are negatively associated with
physical activity participation in order to verifpre findings observed in the experimental
literature that predict equal prioritisation conges a less optimal form of self-regulation

than high prioritisation.

Studies conducted in the physical activity domamenot employed the algebraic
difference index to examine effects of prioritisation physical activity participation.
Nonetheless, there is a growing body of literathe¢ examined effects of separate measures
of physical activity intentions and alternativeeintions on physical activity participation
(Chatzisarantis & Hagger, 2007; Hagger, Chatziser&Biddle, 2002; Rhodes &

Blanchard, 2008; Salmon, Owen, Crawford, Baumaadlis, 2003). However, in those
studies, measures of intentions were proxy measdiq@soritisation because participants
were not asked to rank or compare their multiplentions. Despite this, results from these

studies have been consistent in demonstratingipestfects of physical activity intentions

'The expansion also shows that the absolute valuegoéssion coefficients is identical in Equatiof Bis
constraint is not important in the context of pitisation research because the regression equettlbsupports
differential effects of equal prioritisation andjhiprioritisation on behaviour even if the absohaéues of
regression coefficients are not equal.



on physical activity behaviour (Hagger, Chatzistisai& Biddle, 2002). However, studies
have been less consistent in demonstrating efté@kernative intentions on physical
activity participation. For example, although Rhedad Blanchard (2008) documented that
intentions to watch TV were negatively associatéti whysical activity participation,
intentions to engage in other hobbies were notcatsal with physical activity participation.
Likewise, Chatzisarantis and Hagger (2007) didalserve a negative relationship between

intentions to consume alcohol and physical actipéyticipation.

Hypotheses

The purpose of the present study was to examiferéiftial effects of equal
prioritisation and high prioritisation on physicadtivity participation. In addition, we
examined the meaning of effects associated withalipebraic difference index in the context
of physical activity. To address these objectives measured prioritisation using an
instrument that prompted participants to compae& tphysical activity intentions with their
intentions toward an alternative act (or a setitefraatives) that participants deemed to
conflict with physical activity participation (Ajze& Fishbein, 1969; Sheppard, Hartwick &
Warshaw, 1988). Hence, our measures of alternatigations are expression of intentions
toward conflicting acts. We targeted conflictingeahatives in order to be consistent with
previous experimental studies that induced goallicoim testing effects of equal and high

prioritisation on goal commitment.

We addressed the objectives of the present studpihgucting an initial hierarchical
regression analysis that estimated effects of ltqebaaic difference index on physical
activity behaviour. In accordance with previousgesh (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1969; Abraham
& Sheeran, 2003), we expected the algebraic differéndex to be positively associated with

physical activity behaviour. However, because eff@associated with the algebraic



difference index may be misleading, we also coretlietsecond regression analysis that
predicted physical activity behaviour from companeeasures of prioritisation. We
reasoned that if equal prioritisation yielded lowearels of physical activity participation than
high prioritisation then effects of comparative m@&s of intentions towards physical
activity on measures of physical activity partigipa will be positive and statistically
significant whereas corresponding effects of inters toward conflicting acts would be
negative and statistically significarii{). Support of this hypothesis will also entail tktze
algebraic difference index provides a good testitbérential effects of equal prioritisation
and high prioritisation on physical activity paipiation provided that the algebraic difference

index is positively associated with physical at¢yiparticipation.

Alternatively, we reasoned that if equal prioritiea and high prioritisation yielded
equivalent levels of physical activity participatigdhen the effects of comparative measures
of intentions toward physical activity on measuséphysical activity participation will be
positive and statistically significant whereas esponding effects of intentions toward
conflicting acts would not be statistically sigodint {H,). Support for this second hypothesis
would provide evidence that the effects of the latge difference index do not provide a
rigorous test of differential effects of equal pitisation and high prioritization in the domain

of physical activity.

We also measured a number of additional variablesder to statistically control for
their effects on physical activity participationaarify prioritisation effects further. As we
previously mentioned, we target alternative acas plarticipants deemed to be conflicting
with physical activity participation in the currestudy. Hence, it is important to measure
goal conflict in order to examine whether intenidoward alternative acts are associated
with high levels of goal conflict. In addition, ostatistical analysis controlled for two

variables contained in Ajzen and Driver’s (1992)dty of planned behaviour, namely,



intentions and perceived behavioural control. Vé¢isically controlled for perceptions of
control because previous research has shown thablato be positively correlated with
prioritisation (Ajzen & Fisbbein, 1969; Sheppardrivick & Warshaw, 1988). We also
measured intentions from the theory of planned WWeha because prioritisation was assessed
through items that indicated intentions. Moreoaecording to Ajzen and Fishbein (1969)
both perceptions of control and comparative intergtiare antecedents of intentions from the
theory of planed behaviour. Hence, it may be prutiemclude a measure of intentions in
our analysis so that we control for effects tha& tariable exerts on physical activity
participation or common method variance. Howewuas important to note that intentions
that were measured at the level of prioritisati@revwcomparative in nature because
participants were asked to compare their physic@atity intentions against an alternative
intention. In contrast, intentions from the theofylanned behaviour were not comparative

in nature because participants were not askedrnpare them against alternative intentions.

Method

Participants and Design

Participants were secondary-school students (N4 i2dle = 104, Female = 140,
Age = 14.83, SD = .95) recruited from a governnremtschool. The research protocol was
approved by the human research ethics committadJsfiversity. We employed a
prospective design that measured intentions armepgons of control from the theory of
planned behaviour and component measures of psadran at the first wave of data
collection. After five weeks, we measured goal onénd physical activity behaviour at the
second wave of data collection. Two hundred andytfive students voluntarily participated

in the second wave of data collection (Male =1Gdm&le = 135, Age = 14.89, SD = .96).
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The low attrition rate (3.69%) was due to the thett attendance of secondary school was

compulsory.

Procedure

Participants completed the first and second suriregsiiet classroom settings with
less than 25 students. The second survey wasambdimed to assess behavioural conflict
retrospectively and frequency of physical actiygyrticipation the previous five weeks. We
measured behavioural conflict retrospectively beederesseau et al. (2013) demonstrated
that retrospective measures of goal conflict thdidated time-spend in pursuing conflicting
acts were better predictors of physical activitytipgpation than measures of expected goal

conflict.

The first and second surveys defined physical ggtas participation in vigorous-
intensity physical activities for at least 4 days week and for at least 45-minutes each time,
during leisure-time. Participants were also infodniigat we were not interested in the
physical activities they engaged in during schookt(e.g., physical activity in physical
education classes and during recess or break ggtod only their physical activities outside
schools during their leisure-time. Participantsevaliso provided with examples of leisure-
time physical activity. In keeping with Ajzen andslkein’s (1980) principle of
correspondence, intentions and perceptions of aborresponded with measures of
physical activity behaviour in terms of “actionhsical activity), “target” toward which
action was directed (for at least 45 minutes, £$per week), “time” (over the next 5
weeks) and “context” (during leisure time). All paipants and their parents completed
consent forms after they had been provided witbrmftion sheets that described

characteristics of the current study.

M easur es
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Theory of planned behaviour constructs. We followed the procedures
recommended by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), AjzenMadden (1986), and Chatzisarantis
and Hagger (2005) in the development of items tagpperceptions of control and intentions
from the theory of planned behaviour. Intentionsen@easured through three items on a
seven-point scale anchored by “strongly agreetdq7¥trongly disagree” (1). An example
item was “l intend to engage in vigorous physicdlaties for at least 45 minutes, four days
per week, over the next five weeks, during my ledsime”. Perceived behavioural control
was assessed through three items. An example vy “‘much control do you believe you
have over engaging in vigorous physical activif@sat least 45 minutes, four days per week,
over the next five weeks, during your leisure-timéRis item was measured on a seven-
point scale ranging from “no control” to “complatentrol” (Ajzen & Madden, 1986). The
alpha coefficients for intentions € .89) and perceptions of contral € .70) were

satisfactory.

Prioritisation (compar ative intentions). We employed Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1969)
method to measure prioritisation (see also Shepgtaatl, 1988). Specifically, participants
were asked first to report a behaviour or a séebiaviours that they predicted to prevent
them from engaging in vigorous physical activitiesat least 45 minutes, four days per
week, over the next five weeks, during their legstime. Next, participants were asked to
report and compare their physical activity intensavith their intentions toward the self-
reported conflicting acts. Comparative intentiomsdrd physical activity and conflicting acts
were measured through three items each, and on-pewet scales ranging from “not at all”
(1) to “very much” (7). An example item for comptwva intentions toward the conflicting
acts was: “To what extent do you intend to engagle alternative behaviour over the next
five weeks, during your leisure-time?” An exampkm measuring comparative intentions

toward physical activity was: “Comparing to youtentions to engage in the alternative
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behaviour, by how much more or less do you intenehigage in vigorous physical activities
over the next five weeks, during your leisure tifn€fe alpha coefficients for comparative
measures of intentions € .90) and intentions toward conflicting acts{.92) were

satisfactory (see Appendix for complete descriptibitems).

Algebraic differenceindex. This index was calculated by subtracting respotses
comparative intentions toward conflicting acts froamparative intentions toward physical

activity.

Behavioural conflict. This variable was measured using two items in tineey
administered at the second wave of data colle@tiovhich participants were asked to
indicate the frequency with which the conflictingt @revented physical activity
participation. Specifically, participants were agKest to report a behaviour or a set of
behaviours that actually prevented them from engpuji vigorous physical activities for at
least 45 minutes, four days per week, the lastigeks, during their leisure-time. Next,
participants were instructed to report frequencywihich the alternative act interfered with
physical activity participation (see Ajzen & Maddém®85). The first item for behavioural
conflict was: “In a typical week, how often did thkernative behaviour prevent you from
engaging in vigorous physical activities for atdied5 minutes, the last five weeks, during
your leisure-time?” This item was measured on @&isgwoint scale ranging from “not at all”
(1) to “most days of the week” (7). The second ifembehavioural conflict read: “In a
typical week, to what extent did the alternativédaour prevent you from engaging in
vigorous physical activities for at least 45 mirsjtihe last five weeks, during your leisure-
time?” This item was measured on a seven-poiné saaging from “not at all” (1) to “very
much” (7). The correlation between the two itemsasuing goal conflict was satisfactory (

= 71).
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Physical activity. We used an item from Godin and Shephard’s (1988)re-time
exercise questionnaire to measure vigorous-intepsiysical activity at follow-up (see also
Li & Wang, 2008). Independent evaluations of thugstionnaire found it to be valid,
reliable, easy to administer, and to display corenirvalidity with objective activity, and
fitness indexes (Jacobs, Ainsworth, Hartman, & Le€d®@93). The questionnaire asked
participants to think of a typical week from theyious five weeks and then report how often
they engaged in vigorous-intensity physical agfifar at least 45 minutes during their
leisure time over previous five weeks with respensaging from zero to seven days

Results

Preliminary Analysis

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics and cdroels between psychological
variables. Correlations revealed statistically gigant and positive relationships between
measures of physical activity behaviour with thexponent measures of prioritisation,
perceptions of control or intentions from the theof planned behaviour. Further, in
accordance with our expectations, there were pesitarge, and statistically significant
correlations between component measures of pgatitin and intentions or perceptions of
control. These correlations support our decisiocotatrol for effects of intentions and

perceptions of control in estimating effects obpitisation on physical activity behaviour.

Correlations also indicated a positive relationdiepveen the algebraic difference
index and physical activity behaviour. Given tha tlgebraic difference index yields lower
scores when individuals’ response patterns reflestate of equal prioritisation than when

their response patterns reflect a favourable pisation, this correlation could be easily

’In the current study, we also measured past pHyatizity behaviour and other variables contaiirethe
theory of planned behaviour such as attitudes ahjstive norms. We decided to not include thesm@bkes in
the analysis because they did not change resulteaftudy. However, for completion we have repbrasults
from a full model that controlled for variables finche theory of planned behaviour and past behavioan
Appendix
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interpreted as indicating that equal prioritisatyeelded lower levels of physical activity
participation than high prioritisation. Howeverglaser look at the correlation matrix does
not support this conclusion. This is because theetadion between intentions toward
conflicting alternatives and physical activity wassitive rather than negative. Further, the
correlation between intentions toward conflictimssand behavioural conflict was negative
rather than positive — a finding that suggestsgtiatentions toward conflicting acts do not
yield high levels of behavioural conflict. This fgh of findings, therefore, provides
preliminary support for our second hypothesis #watal prioritisation does not yield lower

levels of physical activity participation than highoritisation.

Main Analysis

Tables 2 and 3 present results from the two sepaegtression analyses that
examined effects of the algebraic difference indegomponent measures of prioritisation on
physical activity behaviour. Consistent with ouelpninary analysis, the algebraic difference
index explained 2% of variance in physical actiyagyticipation after controlling for
behavioural conflict, perceived behavioural contnodl intentions (see Table 2). However,
analysis of physical activity participation on th&sis of component measures of
prioritisation did not support differential effeci§equal prioritisation and high prioritisation
on physical activity participation (see Table 3)isTconclusion is based on the fact that
although the second step of analysis indicateddbiparative intentions improved the
predictive validity of the model by 6%, the betaffwient describing effects of intentions
toward conflicting acts was not statistically siggant in the third step of the analysis. In

addition, the third step of the regression anajysisvhich we included intentions toward
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conflicting acts, did not add to the predictiorpbiysical activity over and above a model that

included comparative measures of intentions (sger&i3y.
Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to test ffereintial effects of equal
prioritisation and high prioritisation on physicativity participation. In addition, we
examined the meaning of effects associated withalipebraic difference index in the domain
of physical activity. In accordance with expectatipthe regression analysis demonstrated
positive effects of the algebraic difference indexphysical activity behaviour. However,
these positive effects observed for the algebridierdnce index did not reflect lower effects
of equal prioritisation (as opposed to high prisdtion) on physical activity participation.
This is because the second hierarchical regressialysis did not support negative effects of
alternative intentions on physical activity paip@iion. Hence, the current study suggests that
caution should be exercised in using and intenpgetorrelations between difference score

indexes and physical activity participation.

A reason for which the algebraic difference indersinot provide a rigorous test of
differential effects associated with different pitisation states is that it masks main effects
of physical activity intentions and alternativeantions — a problem that is commonly known
as the “confounding of difference scores with tlwenstituents” (Edwards, 1994, 2001,

Griffin et al. 1999). Using and interpreting difégrce score correlations alone is analogous to

interpreting an overak-statistic in a one-way ANOVA and neglecting to swler the levels

*It can be argued that effects of equal prioritimattan be modelled through hierarchical regresaiwtysis that
examines effects of interaction (product term) lestavalternative intentions and comparative intestio
(comparative intentions x alternative intentiodjhough some researchers have argued againshtisod
(Edwards, 2001), we tested these interactionsepthsent study for completion. Results did nota¢v
statistically significant effectsdfE = .01, p = .96). In addition, regression analysis did ngiport statistically
significant interactions between comparative iriterg and behavioural conflict (comparative intensiox goal
conflict; 4F = .15, p = .70) or between alternative intentions and behaal conflict (alternative intentions x
behavioural conflictdF = .49,p = .48) after controlling for main effects of intems, perceptions of control,
behavioural conflict, alternative intentions andnparative intentions.
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of physical activity participation that are asstethwith intentions towards physical activity
and intentions towards conflicting acts. The préstumdy demonstrated that this problem can
be overcome by conducting regression analyses ichvthe main effects of component

measures of prioritisation on physical activitytmapation are estimated.

Specifically, in the present study the effectshaf algebraic difference index were
positive because high prioritisation yielded higlesels of physical activity than low
prioritisation — a state that combined weak intamgitoward physical activity and strong
intentions toward the alternative acts. This caedmly seen in Figure 2 in which the
average levels of physical activity participatioares much higher for individuals who
assigned high priority to physical activity (M =38) than individuals who assigned low
priority to physical activity (M = .62). Howevet,is important to emphasise that a positive
relationship between the algebraic difference inaieck outcome measures should not always
be taken to mean that it reflects differential effeof high versus low prioritisation states. It
is possible that, in other behavioural domainspsitive relationship between the algebraic
difference index and measures of behaviour to lvelby other prioritisations states such as
states that indicate equal prioritisation. Hence recommend that researchers using
difference score correlations should test additoelels that estimate main effects of
component measures of prioritisation on physicaVvigy participation. With this information
at hand, researchers can then determine whetherrtegpretations of statistical coefficients

associated with the algebraic difference indexvatigl.

Our findings invite consideration of effectiveneg®other models and measures of
prioritisation that have been used in the litemt@pecifically, a number of researchers have
proposed that measures of temporal stability @hntibns indicate prioritisation because, by
definition, prioritisation processes involve chasgeintentions or behaviour (Abraham &

Sheeran, 2003; Li & Chan, 2008). In other wordsstfhations in intentions over time that
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reflect imperfect temporal stability indicate chasgf priorities whereas perfect stability
(inertia) of intentions indicates no change of pties. In addition, it has been proposed that
the temporal stability of intentions can be caltediaby taking the sum of absolute
differences between intention items at two pointsme. High scores on this absolute
difference index reflect changes of priorities wéeer low scores indicate no-change of

priorities.

There are a number of issues that researchersoeedsider in interpreting absolute
difference indexes. First, the absolute differeincex is a ‘directionless’ measure of
prioritisation as it “returns” the same positivéuas to response patterns that indicate an
equivalent amount of increase and decrease intiatenover time. This property of the
absolute difference index is not trivial becauseédoes not hold, or is not statistically
controlled for in regression analyses, then itficdlt to “gauge” whether main or
moderating effects of the absolute difference inalexdue to instability, or an increase or
decline in intentions over time (Edwards, 1994, D00eally, researchers using absolute
difference scores should statistically controldoection of temporal change in regression
analyses by estimating main effects of dummy-cogedhbles that indicate increases or

decreases in intentions over time (Edwards, 1994).

Apart from clarifying the conceptual meaning offeiénce score correlations, the
present study raises important questions relatgenerality of experimental findings to
physical activity settings. As we mentioned presgiguthe experimental literature shows that
equal prioritisation yields lower levels of commént than high prioritisation (Fitzsimons &
Fishbach, 2010; Geers, Wellman, & Lassister, 2008y0 & Zeelenberg, 2007; Schmidt &
Deshon, 2007). Contrary to these findings, thegrestudy demonstrates that in the domain
of physical activity equal prioritisation cannot t@nsidered as being a non-optimal self-

regulatory strategy because it yields the samddefehysical activity participation as high
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prioritisation. This conclusion is also reinfordayl other studies that did not use an algebraic
index in evaluating effects of multiple intentioms physical activity participation.
Specifically, as we have already mentioned in titeduction, whereas Rhodes and
Blanchard (2008) documented effects of intentiamglaysical activity participation,
intentions to engage in other hobbies were notcatsal with physical activity participation.
Results such as those are a step forward in cutreatising and raise a number of questions

related to generality of experimental findingshe physical activity domain.

One possible reason why current results do nobborate experimental findings is
that experimental settings do not closely resembigsical activity settings. Specifically, in
experimental settings researchers have a tendersst goal conflict at a very high level. For
example in a study conducted by Schmidt and De&2@®i7), only 14% of participants could
successfully meet their goals. In contrast, in plajsactivity settings, experienced goal
conflict should be much lower and more variableisThay be particularly germane for
adolescents whose responsibilities and roleseralieé considerably fewer than
responsibilities and role of adults. Analogouslierative acts may also facilitate physical
activity participation. In accordance with this position, Presseau et al. (2013) found that
individuals spend a considerable amount of timesyag alternative acts that facilitate and
impede physical activity participation — a finditigat corroborates the view that physical
activity settings resemble resource-rich environtm@nwhich alternative acts may also

assist physical activity participation.

In addition, participants acting in laboratory s&js are seldom provided with the
opportunity to engage in preparatory actions, f&planning, that enable them to manage
goal conflict or enact multiple intentions (Abrah&sheeran, 2003; Abraham, Sheeran,
Norman, Conner, de Vries & Otten, 1999; Hagger &zarynska, 2014). This is because

experimental settings demand participants pursuépteugoals immediately after they have
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been instructed to prioritise goals. In contragidence suggests that in physical activity
settings, young people can and often do engagkmmimg or other preparatory actions that
enable them to pursue multiple goal intentions thiatl measures of spontaneous planning
predict physical activity participation over ancbab physical activity intentions (Brickell,
Chatzisarantis, & Pretty, 2006; Chatzisarantis,dé¢ag& Wang, 2010; Rhodes, Blanchard,

Matheson, & Coble, 2006; Trinh, Plotnikoff, RhodB®rth, & Courneya, 2012).

Finally, it will be remiss of us to not mention setmitations of the present study.
The sample of the present study comprised yourdgsts. In addition, our measure of
physical activity was not objective but self-repdtence, it may be important to replicate
current findings in a different population and smng more objective measures of physical
activity participation. Further, alternative intemts might have not predicted physical
activity participation because the items measucmmparative intentions might have been
difficult to respond to. Hence, it may be importémteplicate current findings by using other
measures of prioritisation. In addition, we did egamine why participants chose to assign
equal priority to physical activity and conflictiragts. A possible reason is that young people
chose to do so when they believe that conflictictg also facilitate physical activity
behaviour. Hence, it may be prudent to evaluatecesfof goal facilitation and prioritisation

on physical activity in the future.

Overall, results of the present study suggestithéite domain of physical activity, a
positive relationship between the algebraic diffieeindex and physical activity
participation does not mean that equal prioritwatields lower levels of physical activity
participation than high prioritisation. As a congence, it is proposed that researchers should
interpret correlations between algebraic differeincexes and physical activity participation
with caution and in light of component measurepradritisation. The theoretical implication

of the present study is that tendencies to asgjgaleriority to physical activity and
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conflicting alternatives do not yield lower levelsphysical activity participation than

tendencies to prioritise physical activity over flimting alternatives.
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Table 1

Descriptive Satistics and Correlations Between Psychol ogical Measures

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1.Physical activity behaviour 4.01.51 1.0

2.Intentions 4.751.63 .56 1.0

3.Perceptions of control 45192 43* 41* 1.0
4.Behavioural conflict 3.021.75 -06 .01 .14 10
5.Comparative intentions 4.8a.46 .59* 59* 42* -11 1.0

6.Intentions toward conflicting 4.93 1.63 .38* .49* .28* -16 59* 1.0
acts

7.Algebraic difference index -08 1.4020* .06 .12 -08 .37* -54* 1.0

Note. Parameters with an asterisk are statisticallgiBggnt at p < .05 level. Measures of physicahaigt ranged from 0 to 7. All other

measures ranged from 1 to 7.
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Table 2

Effects of Algebraic Difference Index on Physical Activity Behaviour

Beta
Steps Variables entered Model 1  Model 2
1 Intentions A5* A45*
Perceptions of .26%* .24*
control
Goal conflict -.10 -.08
3 Algebraic 12+

difference index
R .36 .38

AF 44 .54~ 5.22*

Note. Parameters with an asterisk are statisticallgifa@ant at p < .05 level
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Table 3

Effects of Component Measures of Prioritisation on Physical Activity Behaviour

Beta

Steps Variables entered Modell Model2 Model 3

1 Intentions A45* .32* 22
Perceptions of .26* 19* 19*
control
Goal conflict -.10 -.12* -.12*

3 Comparative .30* .30*
intentions

4 Intentions toward .01

conflicting act
R .36 42 42

AF 44.54* 23.20* .01

Note. Parameters with an asterisk are statisticallgifa@ant at p < .05 level
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Figure captions

Figure 1. A regression model that supports effects of thelaigic difference index but not

effects of alternative intentions.

Note. The correlation between the algebraic differandex and behaviour is .40. Strong
intentions towards the target act combined witbrgjralternative intentions reflect equal
prioritisation. Strong intentions towards the taraget combined with weak alternative
intentions reflect high prioritisation. The dashieg that connects the two parallel lines
represents main effects of alternative intentions differential effects of equal versus high
prioritisation. The longer the dashed line thersger the main effect for alternative

intentions. The data are simulated and used onlyidistrative purposed\ = 121).

Figure 2. A regression model that supports effects of thelaigic difference index and

effects of alternative intentions.

Note. The correlations between the algebraic differendex and the outcome measure is
.59. Strong intentions towards the alternativecactbined with strong alternative intentions
reflect equal prioritisation. Strong intentions ands the target act combined with weak
alternative intentions reflect high prioritisatiorhe dashed line that connects the two parallel
lines represents main effects of alternative inb@stand differential effects of equal versus
high prioritisation. The longer the dashed line shhenger the main effect for alternative

intentions. The data are simulated and used onljidstrative purposed\ = 121).

Figure 3. Main effects of component measures of prioritisatiorpbysical activity

participation.

Note. Strong physical activity intentions combined wsthong alternative intentions reflect
equal prioritisation. Strong physical activity inteans combined with weak alternative

intentions reflect high prioritisation.
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Appendix

M easur es of alter native intentions

To what extent do you intend to engage in the réitere behaviour over the next five weeks,

during your leisure-time?

To what extent are you determined to engage imlteenative behaviour over the next five

weeks, during your leisure-time?

To what extent are you willing to engage in themative behaviour over the next five

weeks, during your leisure-time?

M easur es of compar ative intentions

Comparing to your intentions to engage in the aéigve behaviour, by how much more or
less do you intend to engage in vigorous physicaviies over the next five weeks, during

your leisure time?

Comparing to your determination to engage in theradtive behaviour, by how much more
or less are you determined to engage in vigoroysipal activities over the next five weeks,

during your leisure time?

Comparing to your willingness to engage in theraliéve behaviour, by how much more or
less are you determined to engage in vigorous palyactivities over the next five weeks,

during your leisure time?
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Effects of Algebraic Difference Index on Physical Activity Behaviour

Beta

Steps Variables entered Model1 Model2 Model3 &lad

1 Intentions A4 A3 A3 A3
Perceptions of 24* .15* .16* 15*
control

2 Attitudes A3* A13* A3*
Subjective norms .15* 14* 13*
Past behaviour .50* .50* .50*

3 Goal conflict -.06 -.05

4 Algebraic A1*

difference index
R 34 .59 59 61

AF 62.39* 49.06* 2.05* 6.42*

Note. Parameters with an asterisk are statisticallgiBggant at p < .05 level
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Effects of Component Measures of Prioritisation on Physical Activity Behaviour

Beta

Steps Variables entered Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 oddl 5

1 Intentions A4* A3 A3 .03 .03
Perceptions of 24* 15% .16* A1* A1*
control

2 Attitudes A3* A13* .09* 10*
Subjective norms 15* 14* A13* 12*
Past behaviour .50* .50* .50* .50*

3 Goal conflict -.06 -.08* -.08*

4 Comparative .26* 27*
intentions

5 Intentions toward -.01

conflicting act
R 34 59 .59 .64 64

AF 62.39* 49.06* 2.05 31.22* .05

Note. Parameters with an asterisk are statisticallgiBggnt at p < .05 level



Highlights
Equal prioritisation does not yield lower levels of participation than high prioritisation
Correlations with agebraic difference indexes should be interpreted with caution

Researchers should use additive models of prioritisation



