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Abstract

:

During school hours, children can sit for prolonged and unbroken periods of time. This study investigated the impact of an 8-month classroom-based intervention focusing on reducing and breaking-up sitting time on children’s cardio-metabolic risk factors (i.e., body mass index, waist circumference, blood pressure) and perceptions of musculoskeletal discomfort. Two Year-6 classes (24 students per class) in one primary school were assigned to either an intervention or control classroom. The intervention classroom was equipped with height-adjustable desks and the teacher was instructed in the delivery of pedagogical strategies to reduce and break-up sitting in class. The control classroom followed standard practice using traditional furniture. At baseline, and after 8-months, time spent sitting, standing, stepping, and sitting-bouts (occasions of continuous sitting) as well as the frequency of sit-to-stand transitions were obtained from activPAL inclinometers and the time spent in light-intensity physical activity was obtained from ActiGraph accelerometers. Demographics and musculoskeletal characteristics were obtained from a self-report survey. Hierarchical linear mixed models found that during class-time, children’s overall time spent sitting in long bouts (>10 min) were lower and the number of sit-to-stand transitions were higher in the intervention group compared to the control group, while no changes were observed for musculoskeletal pain/discomfort. No significant intervention effects were found for the anthropometrics measures and blood pressure. Height-adjustable desks and pedagogical strategies to reduce/break-up sitting can positively modify classroom sitting patterns in children. Longer interventions, larger and varied sample size may be needed to show health impacts; however, these desks did not increase musculoskeletal pain/discomfort.
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1. Introduction


Accumulating evidence suggests that prolonged time spent in sedentary behaviours (i.e., sitting/reclining pursuits that involve an energy expenditure ≤1.5 metabolic equivalent units of rest (METs) during waking hours [1]), may be a distinct risk factor for cardiovascular diseases in adulthood, even after accounting for leisure-time moderate-to-vigorous intensity physical activity [2,3,4]. This is also true for studies with adults that objectively measured sedentary time [5,6,7,8]. There is, however, limited evidence of such associations in younger populations [9,10,11]. Most evidence is observational (i.e., cross-sectional or longitudinal) and few have found adverse associations between total sedentary time and adiposity, cardio-metabolic health risk markers or musculoskeletal outcomes, among children and adolescents [3,11,12].



Emerging research also indicates that the manner in which sedentary time is accumulated (e.g., prolonged bouts of sitting >15 min) has deleterious health consequences in adults [7,13,14]. While this association has been largely unexplored in children, one cross-sectional study reported that the accumulation of 5–10 min sitting bouts (i.e., defined as occasions of continuous sitting) was negatively associated with inflammatory markers (i.e., C-reactive protein) [15]. Thus, it is possible that the manner in which sedentary time is accumulated, rather than the total volume of sedentary time, may better explain associations between sedentary time and health outcomes in children and adolescents [16].



Recent experimental evidence indicates that breaking-up prolonged sitting with light-intensity physical activity (LPA) breaks (e.g., standing and stepping) can be beneficial for adults’ cardio-metabolic risk markers [14,17,18]. While these findings suggest that frequently interrupting sitting with LPA has the potential to minimise deleterious health effects associated with prolonged sitting time [19], only a few cross-sectional studies have examined this effect among younger populations [19,20,21,22]. Although these studies support the notion that interrupting long sedentary bouts may contribute to improved cardio-metabolic health in children [19,23], it is apparent that further experimental evidence is needed to better elucidate such relationships.



During weekdays, children spend large amounts of their waking hours at school, where on average 50%–70% of this time is spent sitting [24,25,26]. In addition, during school hours, children have fewer breaks in sedentary time when compared with non-school time (e.g., 8.9 vs. 10.2 breaks per hour, respectively) [26,27]. However, whilst the length of classroom sitting-bouts remains unclear (e.g., from less than 5 min [15] to longer than 30 min [26]), and given the associations observed between bouts as short as 5–10 min and deleterious health outcomes [15], there is a need to identify strategies to both reduce total volume of sitting and the accumulation of prolonged sitting bouts during school hours.



Introducing height-adjustable desks into classroom settings has been suggested as a potential environmental strategy for reducing children’s sitting time and increasing their standing time during school hours [24,25,28,29,30]. This approach may also have a favourable impact on some health indicators such as energy expenditure [31,32], body mass index (BMI) [33] and musculoskeletal health [25,34]. However, a general consensus of the benefits of height-adjustable desks on health has not been reached [35]. Most studies have: typically involved short-term follow-ups (e.g., 18 weeks on average, with the exception of one study undertaken over 1.5 years [34]); had limited objective measurement of the entire physical activity spectrum (important for identifying what impact reducing sitting has on other intensities of physical activity); or just assessed adiposity-related outcomes (e.g., energy expenditure and BMI) or indices of musculoskeletal discomfort [36,37]. The potential impact of longer-term classroom sitting patterns (i.e., sitting bouts) on cardio-metabolic health (e.g., blood pressure (BP) and waist circumference (WC)) has not yet been studied in primary school students.



Furthermore, previous studies using height-adjustable desks in classrooms have not included professional development for teachers to encourage and support students to use the desks, which may have reduced intervention effects [36,37]. Teacher-guided pedagogical approaches encouraging students to use the desks may enhance the effectiveness of such interventions on reducing and breaking-up sitting time. Previous research has examined the impact of teacher professional development sessions with pedagogical approaches during lessons in the absence of height-adjustable desks and observed a 13 min per day reduction in classroom sitting time [38,39]. However, the combination of pedagogical approaches and height-adjustable desks has not been investigated.



The aim of the current study was to examine the impact of an 8-month intervention incorporating height-adjustable desks and pedagogical strategies on overall volume and pattern of sitting time in the classroom, cardio-metabolic risk factors (BMI, WC, and BP) and perceptions of musculoskeletal discomfort among primary school children.




2. Methods


The Make A Stand Kids (MASK) Study was a pilot non-randomised trial conducted in one government primary school in Melbourne. The intervention was conducted over an 8-month period from the beginning of Term One (March) to the beginning of Term Four (October) in 2014. The study protocol was approved by the Deakin University Research Ethics Committee (Project ID HEAG-H 93_2013) and The Department of Education and Early Childhood Development (Project ID 2013_002054). After the school principal provided written consent, two Year 6 classes (11–12 years old) at the school were selected and students in the classes were provided with an information pack for their parents/carers/guardians that included a plain language statement and a parental consent form for their child to participate in the evaluation component of the intervention. Parental consent to participate in the study was received from 48 students. Following this, one Year 6 class (24 students) was assigned as an intervention (IV) classroom and the other Year 6 class (24 students) as a control (CC) classroom.



Each participant in the intervention class was provided with a manually adjustable height-adjustable workstation (LearnFit Ergotron Pty Ltd., Sydney, Australia) that allowed them to complete classwork in either a seated or standing position. Original classroom chairs were replaced with stools (Furnwear Bodyfurn Lab stool, Melbourne, Australia) high enough to allow a comfortable seated position for all participants when the desk was lowered. Prior to commencement of the intervention, a professional development session was delivered to the teacher in the intervention classroom, adapted largely from the Transform-Us! program [38]. This session covered: pedagogical approaches to reducing and breaking up sitting in the classroom which aimed to progressively increase the number of standing lessons and breaks in sitting time; how to adapt the delivery of their usual curriculum; and the safe and appropriate use of the desks. The pedagogical strategies recommended that extended classroom teaching blocks (of at least 60 min) be interrupted every 30 min with a two-minute guided light-intensity active break from sitting (e.g., bean-bag throwing between students while spelling/counting in a standing position). The teacher also delivered 9 key messages in the curriculum about the importance of reducing sitting and increasing physical activity. In addition, the teacher was asked to deliver at least one 30-min standing lesson each day [38]. The control class followed standard pedagogical practice and retained traditional classroom furniture.



2.1. Measurements


All measurements occurred at two time points. Baseline assessments were conducted before the desks were placed in the classroom and repeated after 8 months (follow-up), during which the desks remained on the classroom. The measurements were taken by trained research staff, however, the same person did not conduct both the baseline and follow-up assessments.



Children wore an activPAL inclinometer (PAL Technologies Ltd., Glasgow, UK) at the mid-point on the front of their right thigh during waking hours for eight consecutive days. This device (sampling at 10 Hz) detects limb position, and is a valid and reliable device for measuring sitting, standing and stepping time in primary school children [40,41]. In addition, participants wore an ActiGraph GT3X accelerometer (ActiGraph LLC, Pensacola, FL, USA) on a belt on their right hip for eight consecutive days. This device measures the acceleration and deceleration of human movement. Acceleration data can be used to identify the intensity of a given movement as well as its underlying pattern (i.e., frequency, duration) over predetermined epochs [41,42]. This device has demonstrated acceptable validity and reliability in children [43,44].



Systolic and diastolic BP measurements were taken three times on the participant’s right arm using an OMRON HEM-907 automatic digital blood pressure machine with a paediatric cuff. The first measure was performed after two minutes of seated rest with the remaining two measurements taken at 1-min intervals. The three BP measurements were averaged for a final value.



Children’s height was measured to the nearest 0.1 cm using portable stadiometers, and their body mass was measured to the nearest 0.1 kg using portable calibrated electronic scales. Waist circumference was measured using a flexible steel tape at the narrowest point between the bottom rib and the iliac crest, in the midaxillary plane. Two measurements were taken for height and waist circumference, respectively, for which the average of each was used; where a discrepancy of over 1 cm was apparent a third measurement was taken.



A brief questionnaire was administered in the classroom by research staff and supervised by the classroom teachers at baseline and at follow-up. Children were informed this was not a test and instructed to answer truthfully. The survey asked for socio-demographic characteristics (e.g., age, gender, cultural identity) and to assess location of any musculoskeletal pain/discomfort, based on the modified Nordic Musculoskeletal Questionnaire, which has been used in children previously [25,45,46]. Children were asked to report (yes/no) if they have at any time during last month had any trouble (ache/pain) in: shoulders, elbows, wrist/hands, hips/thigh, knees, ankles, neck, upper and low back.




2.2. Data Management


All activPAL and ActiGraph data were downloaded using manufacturer proprietary software (activPAL Professional v7.2.29 and ActiLife v6.11.8, respectively) in 15-s epochs and processed using a customised Microsoft Excel macro. Non-wear time was defined as 20 min of consecutive zero counts, for both devices [47]. In the activPAL this was determined from the accelerometer rather than postural data. Participants were instructed to wear both monitors during all waking hours except during water-based activities. Children were included in the analysis if they had: (a) worn the activPAL and ActiGraph for at least three week valid days, defined as ≥8 h of wear time (weekend days were excluded in this analysis); and (b) if they had worn the monitors for at least 50% of each school period. For both devices, three time periods were extracted based on school bell times: (a) classroom time (i.e., time when participants were in classroom lessons, 300 min/day); (b) school time (i.e., classroom time and recess and lunch breaks, 390 min/day); and (c) waking hours (i.e., 960 min/day).



The average minutes that children spent sitting, standing, stepping, and in sitting bouts (>5, >10, >20 min duration) as well as the frequency of sit-to-stand transitions were obtained from the activPAL. No interruptions in the definition of sitting bouts were permitted in the data. Average minutes spent in LPA were obtained from the ActiGraph, using the Freedson age-adjusted accelerometer cut-off points [48,49]. Prior to the analysis, all activPAL and ActiGraph-derived outcome variables were standardised according to total wear time during the period of interest as follow: ((duration of X within period/wear time within period) multiplied by length of period), where X is the intensity/activity (e.g., sitting, standing, LPA).



BMI (kg/m2) and WC z-scores were calculated from raw anthropometric data using Stata functions (based on Cole (1990) method) [50]. Children’s BMI was categorised according to the International Obesity TaskForce definition of healthy weight or overweight/obese [51].



Questions related to the perception of musculoskeletal pain/discomfort were categorised into three body sites: (1) upper limbs (shoulders, elbows and wrist/hands); (2) lower limbs (hips/thigh, knees and ankles); and (3) back/spine (neck, upper and low back). All the answers were coded as 1 (yes) or 0 (no).




2.3. Statistical Analyses


Analyses were conducted using Stata 13.0 (StataCorp LP., College Station, TX, USA). Statistical significance was set at p < 0.05. Independent t-tests and Pearson chi-square tests were used to assess between group comparisons at baseline. Hierarchical linear mixed models were used (where unit of the analysis (students) were nested within clusters (classrooms)) to examine intervention effects on time spent sitting, standing, stepping, sitting bouts, LPA, and on sit-to-stand transitions frequency, as well as on BMI, WC and BP. Multilevel mixed-effects logistic regression models were used to examine intervention effects on the presence of pain/discomfort in the upper limbs, back/spine and lower limbs. All models were adjusted for baseline values to avoid regression to mean [52]. An intervention effect refers to the within-group change from baseline in the intervention group minus the within-group change from baseline in the control group.





3. Results


3.1. Descriptive Characteristics


Valid activPAL data were obtained from 95% of the participants who wore the monitors in both groups at baseline, and 95% in the CC and 90% in the IV at follow-up. Additionally, valid ActiGraph data was obtained from 100% of the participants who wore the monitors in the CC and 95% in the IV at baseline, and 33% and 83% at follow-up, respectively. Anthropometric measures were obtained from 100% of participants at baseline and from 90% in the CC and 95% in the IV at follow-up. The musculoskeletal pain/discomfort questionnaire was answered by 95% in the CC and 100% in the IV at baseline and from all the participants at follow-up.



Overall, there were no significant between-group differences at baseline for any demographics characteristics of any of the outcome measures (Table 1). At baseline, on average, pooled data showed that participants spent 62% of their waking hours sitting and 69% of their classroom time sitting, and 33% of waking hours and 34% of classroom time in LPA.




3.2. Impact of the Intervention on Sitting and Activity Measures


The intervention effect and changes from baseline to follow-up in sitting and activity measures for both groups during classroom time, school time and waking-hours periods are shown in Table 2. A descriptive table, indicating the averages of time spent in all outcomes variables, is presented in Appendix (Table A1).



3.2.1. During Classroom Time


Compared to the CC group, the IV group spent significantly less time sitting in bouts of at least 10 min during classroom time, while there was a tendency (p = 0.06) for a greater frequency of sit-to-stand transitions in the IV relative to the CC. No significant intervention effects were found for the time spent sitting, standing, stepping or in LPA during classroom time (Table 2).




3.2.2. During School Time


The IV group spent significantly less time sitting in bouts of at least 10 min during school time and exhibited a significant positive mean difference in the frequency of sit-to-stand transitions relative to the CC group. Reductions in time spent in sitting bouts of >5 min and >20 min during school time were greater in the IV relative to the CC group, although these differences only approached statistical significance (Table 2).




3.2.3. Waking Hours


There were no intervention effects across the whole day (waking hours) for any of the outcome variables (Table 2).





3.3. Impact of the Intervention on Health Outcomes


3.3.1. Anthropometric Measures and Blood Pressure


Intervention effects and changes from baseline in anthropometric and blood pressure measurements are shown in Table 3. No significant intervention effects were found for BMI, WC or blood pressure, after the 8-months intervention period.




3.3.2. Perceived Musculoskeletal Pain/Discomfort


No significant intervention effects were found in relation to musculoskeletal pain/discomfort, after the 8-month intervention period (Table 4).






4. Discussion


To our knowledge this is the first study to have assessed the impact of an environmental intervention combining height-adjustable desks with pedagogical strategies to break up sitting during classroom lessons across a school year on objectively-measured sedentary/sitting time and LPA, classroom sitting accumulation patterns, children’s cardio-metabolic markers (BMI, WC and BP) and musculoskeletal health [36]. Overall, the intervention had a small positive influence on the manner in which the participants accumulated their sitting time during school hours, including less time spent sitting in long bouts (e.g., >10 min) and more sit-to-stand transitions compared to the control group. Importantly, the introduction of the desk did not increase musculoskeletal pain/discomfort.



A novel finding of this study was the significant impact of the desks on children’s sitting patterns in the classroom (i.e., less time spent in long sitting bouts and higher frequency of sit-to-stand transitions compared to the controls) and a positive trend towards higher standing and stepping (i.e., LPA). This is despite no changes in total classroom sitting volume being observed. Just as it is possible to determine health benefits from breaking up sitting independent of the volume of sitting [13], some intervention studies using objective postural devices have also shown it is possible to change the pattern of sitting without seeing corresponding changes in the volume of sitting [53]. This is possibly because of the small changes in sit-to-stand transitions, but could also be a reflection of how long children stood after each transition. Findings from cross-sectional studies in children and adolescents have suggested that prolonged sedentary bouts (i.e., lasting for more than 5 min) are detrimentally related to cardio-metabolic risk markers, with higher C-reactive protein [15], lower HDL cholesterol [23], higher BMI z-score [54] and higher BMI and WC in boys [55]. While our findings did not show any significant effects on cardio-metabolic markers from the intervention in this small sample of children over an 8-month period (which included 6 weeks of school holidays where children were not exposed to the desks), they do provide initial evidence of potentially beneficial changes in sitting patterns that may positively influence longer-term metabolic health among children. For example, the greater frequency of sit-to-stand transitions observed during classroom time in the intervention compared to the control group, may have favourable health benefits if such patterns could be sustained, since frequent interruptions of sedentary time have been positively associated with cardio-metabolic risk markers in children, adolescents as well in adults [14,19,23,56]. In addition, when morning recesses and lunchtime periods were considered in the analysis (i.e., the whole school day), the intervention effect on decreasing long sitting bouts and increasing the frequency of transitions was maintained. This indicates that the children in our study did not compensate for lower levels of sitting in class by sitting more during recess and lunch time.



In contrast to our findings, two previous studies involving primary school-aged children reported that the frequency of classroom sit-to-stand transitions decreased with access to height-adjustable desks [25,28]. However, both of those previous studies employed different approaches to the present study, notably they employed standing-biased desks (i.e., the desks were not adjustable and only allowed standing) and “active sitting” was encouraged when students were tired (e.g., Swiss balls, beanbags). Thus the observed decrease in the frequency of transitions in those studies may have resulted from participants choosing to engage in more prolonged standing time, leading to an overall reduction in postural transitions. Our findings are in agreement with previously observed research in secondary (high) school participants, which trialled the same height-adjustable desks as the current study and found more frequent short sitting bouts and fewer longer sitting bouts after a short intervention with height-adjustable desks [29].



In the analyses focusing on the whole day (including before, during and after school), none of the intervention effects remained significant. However, there was a tendency in the IV group to have greater reductions in time spent sitting in long bouts, compared with the CC group. This suggests that the changes due to the intervention might be too small to have a meaningful impact on overall daily sitting and light-intensity activities, or may be due to compensatory changes during non-school time (e.g., the effects of increasing a specific activity in school hours result in decreased activity in subsequent periods) [57]. However, further research is needed to establish whether compensation explains these results.



No significant intervention effects were found for anthropometric (BMI and WC) or BP measures. Previously, a small study in primary school children (N = 8, mean age 11.3 ± 0.5 years) reported a similar, non-significant, small reduction in BMI after 8-months of standing desks use [33]. It is possible that intervention effects on anthropometric measures and blood pressure were non-significant due to the low intervention-related energy costs, inadequate length of exposure, and participants’ health profile. The use of height-adjustable desks has been associated with higher energy expenditure, compared to traditional classroom desks [32,58], suggesting a positive effect on adiposity markers (i.e., BMI and WC) and potential to influence childhood overweight and obesity. However, past research suggests that the energy cost of LPA (e.g., standing and stepping and used height-adjustable desks) may be too low [31,58,59] to expect short-term significant changes on total body mass and/or body fat distribution over this intervention period. Additionally, most of the participants (>80%) were categorised as having a healthy BMI and BP. Therefore, to better establish significant effects of height-adjustable desks on adiposity and cardio-metabolic markers in children, longer-term trials and more intensive breaks (e.g., moderate-intensity physical activity breaks) may be required, specifically amongst participants with more variable health profiles (e.g., higher BMI, WC and BP).



Previous studies have found that participants using height-adjustable desks reported more neck and back pain compared to control groups after the intervention [34], while others report less back and upper limb pain compared to baseline [25]. The current study found no significant intervention effects on the presence of pain/discomfort among participants, suggesting that using the height-adjustable desks for eight months did not increase musculoskeletal pain/discomfort after 8-months of intervention. Although previous studies also used self-reported data, it is important to note that various types of desks were employed (height appropriate standing workstation [25] and ergonomic furniture, including standing-biased desk [34]), and intervention durations also varied (from 2.1 to 18 months) which limits the comparability of results. Despite evidence suggesting that the prevalence of musculoskeletal problems in children can be reduced by increased standing time [34,60], inappropriate posture and long periods of standing can also lead to low back pain [61]. Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that the introduction of height-adjustable desks should be accompanied by instructions on: (a) how to correctly use the desks (e.g., standing and sitting postures); (b) how to progressively increase standing time; and (c) education on strategies to avoid musculoskeletal discomfort such as foot shifting, feet rests, and stretching while standing. The latter strategies may even increase the activities associated with sitting breaks.



This is the first study to examine the impact of height-adjustable desks in combination with pedagogical strategies in primary school classrooms on reducing and breaking up sitting time. In children, the Transform-Us! intervention used pedagogical strategies (e.g., 2-min standing breaks from sitting and daily 30-min standing lessons) in conjunction with standing easels and observed a 13 min/day reduction in classroom sitting time among Australian 8–9 year olds after 6 months [39]. In contrast, the European intervention, UP4FUN, used curriculum-based education strategies only (without changes to pedagogy or the classroom environment) that focused on teaching children the importance of reducing sitting and increasing physical activity. There were no significant intervention effects on classroom sitting time among the 10–12 year olds in that study [62]. This suggests that modifications to the environment in addition to pedagogical strategies may require to achieve greater magnitude of change [35] and that curriculum-based strategies alone are unlikely to be sufficient. Future research should examine which strategies or combination of strategies are most effective at reducing and breaking-up sitting.



The major limitations of the present study are: (a) the small sample size; (b) the non-randomised study design; (c) loss of valid ActiGraph data and (d) lack of fidelity data (i.e., dose of exposure). (a) The small sample size reduced the statistical power and potential ability to identify differences in sitting and in the cardio-metabolic outcomes between groups over time; (b) The study was restricted to a comparison between two classrooms from a single school. As such, the magnitude of the intervention effect observed may be related to contamination of the intervention components (i.e., pedagogical strategies) from the intervention to the control classroom. For example, participants and staff shared common study and recreation areas during class time, which allowed for communication and experience exchanges between the participants and staff. Despite this, there were significant differences in sitting bouts of >10 min and in sit-to-stand transitions between the intervention and control classroom; (c) The results of this study may have been impacted by a disproportionate loss of ActiGraph data in the control group, whereby the control group provided considerably less valid data at follow-up, compared to the intervention group (i.e., 33% vs. 83% of the participants). However, more than 90% of participants provided valid activPAL data at both time points, which included stepping and standing time (i.e., LPA); (d) No observation data were collected regarding the fidelity of the intervention (e.g., how often the teacher implemented standing lessons), however, the information obtained from the activPAL inclinometers suggest that the desks were used by the children.



The present study included aspects not previously reported or considered in studies utilising similar interventions. These included: (a) a professional development session for the teacher of the children in the intervention classroom with pedagogical strategies to break-up sitting during lessons; (b) the impact of the intervention on the objectively measured sedentary/sitting time and LPA; (c) the analysis of sitting patterns accumulated during school hours (i.e., sitting bout lasted for 5, 10 and 20 min); and (d) the intervention impact on children’s WC and blood pressure.




5. Conclusions


This study suggests that interventions that combine height-adjustable desks and pedagogical strategies to reduce/break-up sitting can positively modify classroom sitting patterns in children. The introduction of the desk did not increase perceived musculoskeletal pain/discomfort. To better establish the impact of height-adjustable desks on cardio-metabolic risk factors, further research should incorporate larger samples and longer-term cluster randomised controlled trials with multiple schools, varied age groups and examination of what factors prompted students to reduce and break-up their sitting during classroom lessons.







Acknowledgments


This study was funded by a National Heart Foundation of Australia Vanguard Grant (Award ID100197). Ana María Contardo Ayala is supported by Deakin University Postgraduate Research Scholarship (DUPRS). Bronwyn Sudholz is supported by a National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC), Centre of Research Excellence (APP1057608) postdoctoral fellowship. Jo Salmon is supported by a NHMRC Principal Research Fellowship (APP1026216) and David W. Dunstan is supported by an NHMRC Senior Research Fellowship (APP1078360). Anna Timperio is supported by a National Heart Foundation of Australia Future Leader Fellowship (Award ID 100046). Jo Salmon, David W. Dunstan and Anna Timperio received funding support from a NHMRC Centre for Research Excellence Grant (APP1057608). The authors are grateful to the principal, teachers and children for their participation in this study. The authors also acknowledge Eoin O’Connell for the development of the customised Excel macro.




Author Contributions


David W. Dunstan and Jo Salmon conceived and designed the intervention. Ana María Contardo Ayala analysed and interpreted the data; and wrote the manuscript. Nicola D. Ridgers contributed with data preparation. Parneet Sethi assisted with statistical analysis interpretation. Anna Timperio and Bronwyn Sudholz assisted with data analysis and interpretation of the data. All authors commented on the conception of this manuscript and the data analysis plan, critically reviewed and revised the manuscript and approved the final manuscript as submitted.




Conflicts of Interest


Jo Salmon notes that she has a potential conflict of interest as her husband has recently established a business to manufacture height-adjustable desks for schools. The other authors declare no conflict of interest.




Abbreviations


The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:



	IV
	intervention group



	CC
	control group



	BMI
	Body mass index



	BP
	blood pressure



	WC
	waist circumference



	SIT
	sitting



	STS
	sit-to-stand



	LPA
	light intensity physical activity



	95% CI
	95% confident interval










Appendix A




[image: Table] 





Table A1. Average time spent in sitting time, sitting bouts of 5, 10 and 20 min duration, sit-to-stand transitions, standing, stepping and LPA for classroom time, school time and the whole day (waking hours) for the control and intervention group at baseline and follow-up.







Table A1. Average time spent in sitting time, sitting bouts of 5, 10 and 20 min duration, sit-to-stand transitions, standing, stepping and LPA for classroom time, school time and the whole day (waking hours) for the control and intervention group at baseline and follow-up.







	
Time Periods

	
Control

	
Intervention




	
Baseline

	
Follow-Up

	
Baseline

	
Follow-Up




	
Mean (SD)

	
Mean (SD)

	
Mean (SD)

	
Mean (SD)






	
Classroom time a,*

	

	

	

	




	
SIT (min)

	
207.29 (16.16)

	
191.24 (20.84)

	
204.99 (13.27)

	
181.80 (26.95)




	
SIT bouts >5 min

	
153.48 (17.99)

	
138.64 (20.41)

	
153.27 (18.10)

	
128.02 (28.11)




	
SIT bouts >10 min

	
122.03 ( 20.4)

	
107.71 (23.22)

	
123 (23.11)

	
95.9 (31.26)




	
SIT bouts >20 min

	
81.52 (24.57)

	
64.15 (24.35)

	
69.87 (29.6)

	
55.11 (30.87)




	
STS transitions (freq)

	
31.97 (6.8)

	
29.87 (6.33)

	
34.85 (7.32)

	
36.24 (10.22)




	
Standing (min)

	
49.63 (10.73)

	
64.14 (17.52)

	
49.93 (9.63)

	
66.49 (20.13)




	
Stepping (min)

	
43.19 (9.51)

	
44.71 (10.89)

	
45.19 (10.83)

	
51.83 (13.40)




	
LPA (min)

	
100.94 (22.5)

	
87.76 (21.1)

	
99.13 (17.2)

	
95.84 (19.77)




	
School time b,*

	

	

	

	




	
SIT (min)

	
236.03 (24.15)

	
219.25 (26.95)

	
232.54 (25.5)

	
206.21 (38.64)




	
SIT bouts >5 min

	
182.25 (29.71)

	
164.26 (33.24)

	
179.76 (30.05)

	
146.02 (37.16)




	
SIT bouts >10 min

	
143.14 (30.66)

	
126.93 (34.09)

	
142.9 (32.9)

	
106.68 (38.07)




	
SIT bouts >20 min

	
95.31 (30.14)

	
75.95 (30.5)

	
81.92 (34.31)

	
60.72 (36.4)




	
STS transitions (freq)

	
44.14 (7.14)

	
37.93 (6.25)

	
46.71 (8.63)

	
44.51 (12.14)




	
Standing (min)

	
72.11 (13.22)

	
94.85 (21)

	
71.89 (13.84)

	
97.18 (23.99)




	
Stepping (min)

	
82.02 (21.57)

	
76.03 (16.11)

	
85.72 (23.65)

	
86.76 (22.17)




	
LPA (min)

	
141.59 (24.86)

	
128.94 (24.82)

	
140.27 (20.1)

	
136.23 ( 24.75)




	
Waking hours c,*

	

	

	

	




	
SIT (min)

	
609.5 (52.31)

	
558.72 (52.12)

	
588.59 (46.28)

	
565.53 (90.67)




	
SIT bouts >5 min

	
485.39 (50.77)

	
455.47 (61.22)

	
476.91 (45.94)

	
436.85 (89.04)




	
SIT bouts >10 min

	
392.29 (52.22)

	
368.81 (65.05)

	
384.73 (52.15)

	
340.28 (84.51)




	
SIT bouts >20 min

	
262.14 (50.37)

	
234.54 (60.71)

	
225.42 (58.96)

	
209.47 (83.28)




	
STS transitions (freq)

	
101.66 (14.19)

	
90.1 (13.9)

	
103.72 (16.63)

	
101.59 (23.91)




	
Standing (min)

	
173.57 (28.26)

	
217.93 (35.58)

	
187.69 (33.06)

	
213.13 (53.20)




	
Stepping (min)

	
177.27 (41.61)

	
183.64 (32.79)

	
184.06 (45.26)

	
181.65 (55.81)




	
LPA (min)

	
317.74 (46.74)

	
301.76 (47.92)

	
321.72 (34.9)

	
299.71 (46.32)








All values were standardized according to total wear time during the period of interest. a Classroom time: 300 min per day; b School time: 390 min per day; c Waking hours: 960 min per day. * Data obtained from activPAL inclinometers except for LPA that was obtained from ActiGraph accelerometers. SIT, sitting; STS, sit-to-stand transitions; LPA, light-intensity physical activity; min, minutes; SD, standard deviation.









References


	



Sedentary Behaviour Research Network. Letter to the editor: Standardized use of the terms “sedentary” and “sedentary behaviours”. Appl. Physiol. Nutr. Metab. 2012, 37, 540–542. [Google Scholar]

	



Salmon, J.; Tremblay, M.S.; Marshall, S.J.; Hume, C. Health risks, correlates, and interventions to reduce sedentary behavior in young people. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2011, 41, 197–206. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Saunders, T.J.; Chaput, J.P.; Tremblay, M.S. Sedentary behaviour as an emerging risk factor for cardiometabolic diseases in children and youth. Can. J. Diabetes 2014, 38, 53–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hamilton, M.T.; Healy, G.N.; Dunstan, D.W.; Zderic, T.W.; Owen, N. Too little exercise and too much sitting: Inactivity physiology and the need for new recommendations on sedentary behavior. Curr. Cardiovasc. Risk Rep. 2008, 2, 292–298. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Tremblay, M.S.; Colley, R.C.; Saunders, T.J.; Healy, G.N.; Owen, N. Physiological and health implications of a sedentary lifestyle. Appl. Physiol. Nutr. Metab. 2010, 35, 725–740. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



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: The australian diabetes, obesity and lifestyle study (AusDiab). Diabetes Care 2008, 31, 369–371. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Healy, G.N.; Matthews, C.E.; Dunstan, D.W.; Winkler, E.A.; Owen, N. Sedentary time and cardio-metabolic biomarkers in US adults: Nhanes 2003–2006. Eur. Heart J. 2011, 32, 590–597. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Wilmot, E.G.; Edwardson, C.L.; Achana, F.A.; Davies, M.J.; Gorely, T.; Gray, L.J.; Khunti, K.; Yates, T.; Biddle, S.J. Sedentary time in adults and the association with diabetes, cardiovascular disease and death: Systematic review and meta-analysis. Diabetologia 2012, 55, 2895–2905. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Chinapaw, M.J.; Proper, K.I.; Brug, J.; van Mechelen, W.; Singh, A.S. Relationship between young peoples’ sedentary behaviour and biomedical health indicators: A systematic review of prospective studies. Obes. Rev. 2011, 12, e621–632. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Tremblay, M.S.; LeBlanc, A.G.; Kho, M.E.; Saunders, T.J.; Larouche, R.; Colley, R.C.; Goldfield, G.; Connor Gorber, S. Systematic review of sedentary behaviour and health indicators in school-aged children and youth. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2011. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Cliff, D.P.; Hesketh, K.D.; Vella, S.A.; Hinkley, T.; Tsiros, M.D.; Ridgers, N.D.; Carver, A.; Veitch, J.; Parrish, A.M.; Hardy, L.L.; et al. Objectively measured sedentary behaviour and health and development in children and adolescents: Systematic review and meta-analysis. Obes. Rev. 2016, 17, 330–344. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Froberg, A.; Raustorp, A. Objectively measured sedentary behaviour and cardio-metabolic risk in youth: A review of evidence. Eur. J. Pediatr. 2014, 173, 845–860. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Healy, G.N.; Dunstan, D.W.; Salmon, J.; Cerin, E.; Shaw, J.E.; Zimmet, P.Z.; Owen, N. Breaks in sedentary time: Beneficial associations with metabolic risk. Diabetes Care 2008, 31, 661–666. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Dunstan, D.W.; Kingwell, B.A.; Larsen, R.; Healy, G.N.; Cerin, E.; Hamilton, M.T.; Shaw, J.E.; Bertovic, D.A.; Zimmet, P.Z.; Salmon, J.; et al. Breaking up prolonged sitting reduces postprandial glucose and insulin responses. Diabetes Care 2012, 35, 976–983. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gabel, L.; Ridgers, N.D.; Della Gatta, P.A.; Arundell, L.; Cerin, E.; Robinson, S.; Daly, R.M.; Dunstan, D.W.; Salmon, J. Associations of sedentary time patterns and tv viewing time with inflammatory and endothelial function biomarkers in children. Pediatr. Obes. 2015, 11, 194–201. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Belcher, B.R.; Berrigan, D.; Papachristopoulou, A.; Brady, S.M.; Bernstein, S.B.; Brychta, R.J.; Hattenbach, J.D.; Tigner, I.L., Jr.; Courville, A.B.; Drinkard, B.E.; et al. Effects of interrupting children’s sedentary behaviors with activity on metabolic function: A randomized trial. J. Clin. Endocrinol. Metab. 2015, 100, 3735–3743. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Healy, G.N.; Owen, N. Sedentary behaviour and biomarkers of cardiometabolic health risk in adolescents: An emerging scientific and public health issue. Rev. Esp. Cardiol. 2010, 63, 261–264. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gupta, N.; Heiden, M.; Aadahl, M.; Korshoj, M.; Jorgensen, M.B.; Holtermann, A. What is the effect on obesity indicators from replacing prolonged sedentary time with brief sedentary bouts, standing and different types of physical activity during working days? A cross-sectional accelerometer-based study among blue-collar workers. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0154935. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Carson, V.; Ridgers, N.D.; Howard, B.J.; Winkler, E.A.; Healy, G.N.; Owen, N.; Dunstan, D.W.; Salmon, J. Light-intensity physical activity and cardiometabolic biomarkers in US adolescents. PLoS ONE 2014, 8, e71417. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Dowd, K.P.; Harrington, D.M.; Hannigan, A.; Donnelly, A.E. Light-intensity physical activity is associated with adiposity in adolescent females. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2014, 46, 2295–2300. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Carson, V.; Janssen, I. Volume, patterns, and types of sedentary behavior and cardio-metabolic health in children and adolescents: A cross-sectional study. BMC Public Health 2011, 11, 274. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



McManus, A.M.; Ainslie, P.N.; Green, D.J.; Simair, R.G.; Smith, K.; Lewis, N. Impact of prolonged sitting on vascular function in young girls. Exp. Physiol. 2015, 100, 1379–1387. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Cliff, D.P.; Jones, R.A.; Burrows, T.L.; Morgan, P.J.; Collins, C.E.; Baur, L.A.; Okely, A.D. Volumes and bouts of sedentary behavior and physical activity: Associations with cardiometabolic health in obese children. Obesity 2014, 22, E112–E118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Clemes, S.A.; Barber, S.E.; Bingham, D.D.; Ridgers, N.D.; Fletcher, E.; Pearson, N.; Salmon, J.; Dunstan, D.W. Reducing children’s classroom sitting time using sit-to-stand desks: Findings from pilot studies in UK and Australian primary schools. J. Public Health 2015. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aminian, S.; Hinckson, E.A.; Stewart, T. Modifying the classroom environment to increase standing and reduce sitting. Build. Res. Inf. 2015, 43, 631–645. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Abbott, R.A.; Straker, L.M.; Mathiassen, S.E. Patterning of children’s sedentary time at and away from school. Obesity 2013, 21, E131–E133. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kwon, S.; Burns, T.L.; Levy, S.M.; Janz, K.F. Breaks in sedentary time during childhood and adolescence: Iowa bone development study. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2012, 44, 1075–1080. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hinckson, E.A.; Aminian, S.; Ikeda, E.; Stewart, T.; Oliver, M.; Duncan, S.; Schofield, G. Acceptability of standing workstations in elementary schools: A pilot study. Prev. Med. 2013, 56, 82–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Sudholz, B.; Timperio, A.; Ridgers, N.D.; Dunstan, D.W.; Baldock, R.; Holland, B.; Salmon, J. The impact and feasibility of introducing height-adjustable desks on adolescents’ sitting in a secondary school classroom. AIMS Public Health 2016, 3, 274–287. [Google Scholar]

	



Altenburg, T.M.; Kist-van Holthe, J.; Chinapaw, M.J. Effectiveness of intervention strategies exclusively targeting reductions in children’s sedentary time: A systematic review of the literature. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2016. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Benden, M.E.; Blake, J.J.; Wendel, M.L.; Huber, J.C., Jr. The impact of stand-biased desks in classrooms on calorie expenditure in children. Am. J. Public Health 2011, 101, 1433–1436. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Benden, M.E.; Zhao, H.; Jeffrey, C.E.; Wendel, M.L.; Blake, J.J. The evaluation of the impact of a stand-biased desk on energy expenditure and physical activity for elementary school students. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2014, 11, 9361–9375. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Koepp, G.A.; Snedden, B.J.; Flynn, L.; Puccinelli, D.; Huntsman, B.; Levine, J.A. Feasibility analysis of standing desks for sixth graders. ICAN 2012, 4, 89–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cardon, G.; De Clercq, D.; De Bourdeaudhuij, I.; Breithecker, D. Sitting habits in elementary schoolchildren: A traditional versus a “moving school”. Patient Educ. Couns. 2004, 54, 133–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hinckson, E.; Salmon, J.; Benden, M.; Clemes, S.A.; Sudholz, B.; Barber, S.E.; Aminian, S.; Ridgers, N.D. Standing classrooms: Research and lessons learned from around the world. Sports Med. 2016, 46, 977–987. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Minges, K.E.; Chao, A.M.; Irwin, M.L.; Owen, N.; Park, C.; Whittemore, R.; Salmon, J. Classroom standing desks and sedentary behavior: A systematic review. Pediatrics 2016, 137, e20153087. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Sherry, A.P.; Pearson, N.; Clemes, S.A. The effects of standing desks within the school classroom: A systematic review. Prev. Med. Rep. 2016, 3, 338–347. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Salmon, J.; Arundell, L.; Hume, C.; Brown, H.; Hesketh, K.; Dunstan, D.W.; Daly, R.M.; Pearson, N.; Cerin, E.; Moodie, M.; et al. A cluster-randomized controlled trial to reduce sedentary behavior and promote physical activity and health of 8–9 year olds: The Transform-Us! Study. BMC Public Health 2011. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Carson, V.; Salmon, J.; Arundell, L.; Ridgers, N.D.; Cerin, E.; Brown, H.; Hesketh, K.D.; Ball, K.; Chinapaw, M.; Yildirim, M.; et al. Examination of mid-intervention mediating effects on objectively assessed sedentary time among children in the Transform-Us! Cluster-randomized controlled trial. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2013. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Aminian, S.; Hinckson, E.A. Examining the validity of the ActivPAL monitor in measuring posture and ambulatory movement in children. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2012. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Ridgers, N.D.; Salmon, J.; Ridley, K.; O’Connell, E.; Arundell, L.; Timperio, A. Agreement between activpal and actigraph for assessing children’s sedentary time. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2012. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Plasqui, G.; Bonomi, A.G.; Westerterp, K.R. Daily physical activity assessment with accelerometers: New insights and validation studies. Obes. Rev. 2013, 14, 451–462. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hinckson, E.A.; Hopkins, W.G.; Aminian, S.; Ross, K. Week-to-week differences of children’s habitual activity and postural allocation as measured by the activpal monitor. Gait Posture 2013, 38, 663–667. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Steeves, J.A.; Bowles, H.R.; McClain, J.J.; Dodd, K.W.; Brychta, R.J.; Wang, J.; Chen, K.Y. Ability of thigh-worn actigraph and activpal monitors to classify posture and motion. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2015, 47, 952–959. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Murphy, S.; Buckle, P.; Stubbs, D. Classroom posture and self-reported back and neck pain in schoolchildren. Appl. Ergon. 2004, 35, 113–120. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Azuan, M.K.; Zailina, H.; Shamsul, B.M.T.; Nurul Asyiqin, M.A.; Mohd Azhar, M.N.; Syazwan, A. Neck, upper back and lower back pain and associated risk factors among primary school children. J. Appl. Sci. 2010, 10, 431–435. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Janssen, X.; Basterfield, L.; Parkinson, K.N.; Pearce, M.S.; Reilly, J.K.; Adamson, A.J.; Reilly, J.J.; Gateshead Millennium Study Core Team. Objective measurement of sedentary behavior: Impact of non-wear time rules on changes in sedentary time. BMC Public Health 2015. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Trost, S.G.; Loprinzi, P.D.; Moore, R.; Pfeiffer, K.A. Comparison of accelerometer cut points for predicting activity intensity in youth. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2011, 43, 1360–1368. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Freedson, P.; Pober, D.; Janz, K.F. Calibration of accelerometer output for children. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2005, 37, S523–S530. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Vidmar, S.I.; Cole, T.J.; Pan, H. Standardizing anthropometric measures in children and adolescents with functions for egen: Update. Stata. J. 2013, 13, 366–378. [Google Scholar]

	



Cole, T.J.; Flegal, K.M.; Nicholls, D.; Jackson, A.A. Body mass index cut offs to define thinness in children and adolescents: International survey. BMJ 2007, 335, 194. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Barnett, A.G.; van der Pols, J.C.; Dobson, A.J. Regression to the mean: What it is and how to deal with it. Int. J. Epidemiol. 2005, 34, 215–220. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Evans, R.E.; Fawole, H.O.; Sheriff, S.A.; Dall, P.M.; Grant, P.M.; Ryan, C.G. Point-of-choice prompts to reduce sitting time at work: A randomized trial. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2012, 43, 293–297. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Carson, V.; Stone, M.; Faulkner, G. Patterns of sedentary behavior and weight status among children. Pediatr. Exerc. Sci. 2014, 26, 95–102. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Colley, R.C.; Garriguet, D.; Janssen, I.; Wong, S.L.; Saunders, T.J.; Carson, V.; Tremblay, M.S. The association between accelerometer-measured patterns of sedentary time and health risk in children and youth: Results from the canadian health measures survey. BMC Public Health 2013. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Saunders, T.J.; Tremblay, M.S.; Mathieu, M.E.; Henderson, M.; O’Loughlin, J.; Tremblay, A.; Chaput, J.P.; The Quality Cohort Research Group. Associations of sedentary behavior, sedentary bouts and breaks in sedentary time with cardiometabolic risk in children with a family history of obesity. PLoS ONE 2013, 8, e79143. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ridgers, N.D.; Timperio, A.; Cerin, E.; Salmon, J. Compensation of physical activity and sedentary time in primary school children. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 2014, 46, 1564–1569. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Benden, M.E.; Wendel, M.L.; Jeffrey, C.E.; Hongwei, Z.; Morales, M.L. Within-subjects analysis of the effects of a stand-biased classroom intervention on energy expenditure. J. Exerc. Physiol. Online 2012, 15, 9–19. [Google Scholar]

	



Mansoubi, M.; Pearson, N.; Clemes, S.A.; Biddle, S.J.; Bodicoat, D.H.; Tolfrey, K.; Edwardson, C.L.; Yates, T. Energy expenditure during common sitting and standing tasks: Examining the 1.5 met definition of sedentary behaviour. BMC Public Health 2015, 15, 516. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Geldhof, E.; De Clercq, D.; De Bourdeaudhuij, I.; Cardon, G. Classroom postures of 8–12 year old children. Ergonomics 2007, 50, 1571–1581. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gallagher, K.M.; Campbell, T.; Callaghan, J.P. The influence of a seated break on prolonged standing induced low back pain development. Ergonomics 2014, 57, 555–562. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Vik, F.N.; Lien, N.; Berntsen, S.; De Bourdeaudhuij, I.; Grillenberger, M.; Manios, Y.; Kovacs, E.; Chinapaw, M.J.; Brug, J.; Bere, E. Evaluation of the UP4FUN intervention: A cluster randomized trial to reduce and break up sitting time in european 10–12-year-old children. PLoS ONE 2015, 10, e0122612. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]








[image: Table] 





Table 1. Participant characteristics at baseline in control and intervention groups (mean ± standard deviation (SD), or percentages).







Table 1. Participant characteristics at baseline in control and intervention groups (mean ± standard deviation (SD), or percentages).







	
Descriptives

	
Control Mean (SD)

	
Intervention Mean (SD)

	
p-Value *






	
N

	
21

	
20

	




	
Age (years)

	
11.7 (0.29)

	
11.5 (0.34)

	
0.10




	
Boys (%)

	
41.7

	
41.7

	
1.00




	
Cultural identity (%)

	

	

	




	
Australian

	
78.3

	
90.5

	
0.37




	
BMI z-score (kg/m2)

	
0.09 (0.53)

	
0.33 (0.66)

	
0.18




	
BMI categories (%)

	

	

	
0.249




	
Normal weight

	
89

	
76.2

	




	
Overweight

	
18

	
14.3

	




	
Obese

	
0

	
9.5

	




	
WC z-score (cm)

	
0.81 (0.89)

	
1.14 (0.88)

	
0.23




	
Systolic BP (mmHg)

	
108.8 (7.37)

	
110.9 (9.87)

	
0.46




	
Diastolic BP (mmHg)

	
61.7 (5.43)

	
60. 1 (6.30)

	
0.38




	
Sitting (min/day) (†)

	
609.5 (52.31)

	
588.5 (46.28)

	
0.18




	
LPA (min/day) (‡)

	
317.7 (46.74)

	
321.7 (34.9)

	
0.75




	
Presence of musculoskeletal pain (%) a

	

	

	




	
Upper limbs b

	
29.1

	
45.8

	
0.21




	
Back/spine c

	
33.3

	
25

	
0.51




	
Lower limbs d

	
62.5

	
58.3

	
0.73








(†) Data obtained from activPAL inclinometers; (‡) Data obtained from ActiGraph accelerometers. a Percentage of participants that reported (i.e., yes) to musculoskeletal pain/discomfort in b Upper limbs (shoulders, elbows and wrist/hands); c lower limbs (hips/thigh, knees and ankles) and d back/spine (neck, upper and low back); * p-values are obtained using Pearson chi-square tests or two-sample T-tests as appropriate. BMI, body mass index; BP, blood pressure; min, minutes; mmHg, millimetre of mercury; N, number; LPA, light-intensity physical activity; WC, waist circumference. 
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Table 2. Intervention effects on children’s sitting time, sitting bouts of 5, 10 and 20 min duration, sit-to-stand transitions, standing, stepping and LPA for classroom time, school time and the whole day (waking hours).







Table 2. Intervention effects on children’s sitting time, sitting bouts of 5, 10 and 20 min duration, sit-to-stand transitions, standing, stepping and LPA for classroom time, school time and the whole day (waking hours).







	
Time Periods

	
Change between Baseline and Follow-Up

	
Intervention Effects (†)




	
Control

	
Intervention




	
Mean Change

	
95% CI

	
p

	
Mean Change

	
95% CI

	
p

	
Mean Difference

	
95% CI

	
p






	
Classroom time a,*

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
SIT (min)

	
−12.64

	
(−22.85, −2.44)

	
0.015

	
−21.34

	
(−31.55, −11.13)

	
<0.001

	
−8.69

	
(−23.13, 5.74)

	
0.238




	
SIT bouts >5 min

	
−13.57

	
(−24.43, −2.72)

	
0.014

	
−23.97

	
(−34.83, −13.12)

	
<0.001

	
−10.4

	
(−25.76, 4.96)

	
0.185




	
SIT bouts >10 min

	
−11.16

	
(−22.22, −0.11)

	
0.048

	
−28.83

	
(−40.56, −17.11)

	
<0.001

	
−17.67

	
(−33.78, −1.56)

	
0.032




	
SIT bouts >20 min

	
−10.64

	
(−21.76, 0.47)

	
0.060

	
−20.85

	
(−32.66, −9.04)

	
0.001

	
−10.21

	
(−26.72, 6.31)

	
0.226




	
STS transitions (freq)

	
−2.86

	
(−6.66, 0.94)

	
0.140

	
2.34

	
(−1.46, 6.15)

	
0.227

	
5.21

	
(−0.28, 10.7)

	
0.063




	
Standing (min)

	
11.56

	
(3.66, 19.46)

	
0.004

	
15.53

	
(7.63, 23.43)

	
<0.001

	
3.97

	
(−7.24, 15.19)

	
0.488




	
Stepping (min)

	
1.13

	
(−3.15, 5.4)

	
0.606

	
5.75

	
(1.47, 10.02)

	
0.008

	
4.62

	
(−1.46, 10.70)

	
0.136




	
LPA (min)

	
−9.3

	
(−20.28, 1.67)

	
0.096

	
−3.53

	
(−10.35, 3.29)

	
0.310

	
5.78

	
(−7.18, 18.73)

	
0.382




	
School time b,*

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
SIT (min)

	
−14.43

	
(−27.71, −1.16)

	
0.033

	
−23.87

	
(−37.15, −10.60)

	
<0.001

	
−9.44

	
(−28.25, 9.37)

	
0.325




	
SIT bouts >5 min

	
−13.9

	
(−28.9, 1.1)

	
0.069

	
−31.87

	
(−46.86, −16.87)

	
<0.001

	
−17.97

	
(−39.18, 3.25)

	
0.097




	
SIT bouts >10 min

	
−10.56

	
(−24.82, 3.71)

	
0.147

	
−38.3

	
(−53.43, −23.17)

	
<0.001

	
−27.75

	
(−48.54, −6.95)

	
0.009




	
SIT bouts >20 min

	
−10.84

	
(−24.31, 2.62)

	
0.115

	
−28.37

	
(−42.67, −14.07)

	
<0.001

	
−17.52

	
(−37.39, 2.34)

	
0.084




	
STS transitions (freq)

	
−7.9

	
(−12.16, −3.64)

	
<0.001

	
−0.64

	
(−4.90, 3.62)

	
0.768

	
7.26

	
(1.2, 13.32)

	
0.019




	
Standing (min)

	
20.97

	
(11.68, 30.25)

	
<0.001

	
24.63

	
(15.35, 33.91)

	
<0.001

	
3.66

	
(−9.49, 16.81)

	
0.586




	
Stepping (min)

	
−6.79

	
(−13.45, −0.12)

	
0.046

	
−0.55

	
(−7.21, 6.11)

	
0.871

	
6.24

	
(−3.26, 15.73)

	
0.198




	
LPA (min)

	
−9.24

	
(−22.57, 4.07)

	
0.174

	
−4.4

	
(−12.68, 3.89)

	
0.298

	
4.85

	
(−10.87, 20.57)

	
0.546




	
Waking hours c,*

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
SIT (min)

	
−42.98

	
(−74.73, −11.23)

	
0.008

	
−23.83

	
(−56.56, 8.92)

	
0.154

	
19.15

	
(−26.8, 65.1)

	
0.414




	
SIT bouts >5 min

	
−22.55

	
(−56.33, 11.23)

	
0.191

	
−41.15

	
(−75.97, −6.33)

	
0.021

	
−18.6

	
(−67.13, 29.92)

	
0.452




	
SIT bouts >10 min

	
−14.48

	
(−44.99, 16.02)

	
0.352

	
−51.98

	
(−85.41, −18.55)

	
0.002

	
−37.5

	
(−82.84, 7.83)

	
0.105




	
SIT bouts >20 min

	
−19.03

	
(−49.4, 11.33)

	
0.219

	
−31.62

	
(−65.12, 1.88)

	
0.064

	
−12.58

	
(−59.51, 34.35)

	
0.599




	
STS transitions (freq)

	
−12.22

	
(−12.22, −4.46)

	
0.002

	
−2.35

	
(−10.35, 5.65)

	
0.564

	
9.87

	
(−1.31, 21.05)

	
0.084




	
Standing (min)

	
37.25

	
(20.77, 53.73)

	
<0.001

	
26.75

	
(9.75, 43.74)

	
0.002

	
−10.5

	
(−34.25, 13.24)

	
0.386




	
Stepping (min)

	
5.6

	
(−12.41, 23.6)

	
0.542

	
−2.87

	
(−21.43, 15.69)

	
0.762

	
−8.47

	
(−34.42, 17.48)

	
0.522




	
LPA (min)

	
−15.28

	
(−39.75, 9.18)

	
0.221

	
−19.16

	
(−35.32, −3.00)

	
0.020

	
−3.88

	
(−33.24, 25.48)

	
0.796








(†) Intervention effect refers to the within group change from baseline in the intervention group minus the within group change from baseline in the control group based on hierarchical linear mixed models. All models were standardized according to total wear time during the period of interest, were adjusted for baseline values to avoid regression to mean and no-adjusted by sex (no differences by sex were detected). Significant differences (p < 0.05) are highlighted in bold. a Classroom time: 300 min per day; b School time: 390 min per day; c Waking hours: 960 min per day; * Data obtained from activPAL inclinometers except for LPA that was obtained from ActiGraph accelerometers. SIT, sitting; STS, sit-to-stand transitions; LPA, light-intensity physical activity; min, minutes; freq, frequency; 95% CI: 95% confident interval.
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Table 3. Intervention effects on anthropometrics and blood pressure measurements.
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Health Outcomes

	
Changes between Baseline and Follow-Up

	
Intervention Effects (†)




	
Control Group

	
Intervention Group




	
Mean Change

	
95% CI

	
p

	
Mean Change

	
95% CI

	
p

	
Mean Difference

	
95% CI

	
p






	
Anthropometry

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
BMI z-score (kg/m2)

	
−0.23

	
(−0.44, −0.2)

	
0.03

	
−0.16

	
(−0.37, 0.06)

	
0.152

	
0.07

	
(−0.23, 0.38)

	
0.624




	
WC z-score (cm) a

	
0.08

	
(−0.10, 0.29)

	
0.391

	
0.29

	
(0.10, 0.48)

	
0.002

	
0.21

	
(−0.05, 0.48)

	
0.118




	
Blood pressure

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Systolic BP (mmHg) b

	
1.29

	
(−1.47, 4.06)

	
0.358

	
2.45

	
(−0.23, 5.15)

	
0.073

	
1.16

	
(−2.7, 5.02)

	
0.555




	
Diastolic BP (mmHg) c

	
−2.1

	
(−4.55, 0.34)

	
0.091

	
−4.24

	
(−6.62, −1.86)

	
<0.001

	
−2.13

	
(−5.56, 1.29)

	
0.223








(†) Intervention effect refers to the within group change from baseline in the intervention group minus the within group change from baseline in the control group based on hierarchical linear mixed models. Significant differences (p < 0.05) are highlighted in bold. Technical error of measurements, for baseline and follow-up respectively are: a WC = 0.4 and 0.32 cm; b Systolic BP = 4.5 and 4.11 mmHg; c Diastolic BP = 4.02 and 4.49 mmHg. BMI, body mass index; BP, blood pressure; WC, waist circumference; mmHg, millimetre of mercury; 95% CI: 95% confident interval.
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Table 4. The odds ratios (95% confidence internal (95% CI)) of reporting musculoskeletal pain/discomfort from the intervention.
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Body Section

	
Odds Ratio *

	
95% CI

	
p






	
Upper limbs a

	
0.79

	
(0.18, 3.47)

	
0.758




	
Back b

	
1.48

	
(0.38, 5.72)

	
0.567




	
Lower limbs c

	
1.24

	
(0.3, 5.1)

	
0.765








* Odd ratios obtained from multilevel mixed-effects logistic regression models, adjusted for baseline values to avoid regression to the mean. Self-report of aches/pain during last month in: a upper limbs (shoulders, elbows and wrist/hands); b lower limbs (hips/thigh, knees and ankles) and c back/spine (neck, upper and low back).








© 2016 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/).







nav.xhtml


  ijerph-13-01227


  
    		
      ijerph-13-01227
    


  




  





