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Abstract:

COVID-19 lockdown introduced substantial barriers to physical activity, providing a unique ‘natural
experiment’ to understand the social factors associated with sustained physical activity. Longitudinal
data from the COVID-19 Social Study was used to identify a sample of participants who maintained
their physical activity despite lockdown. 16% were consistently active while 44% were completely
inactive. After adjustment for multiple confounders high social support was associated with a 39%
(95% CI, 12-74%) increased odds of sustaining physical activity. Association between physical
activity and loneliness and social isolation were not found. This study supports previous research
showing the importance of social support for the long-term maintenance of physical activity
behaviour but shows that such effects extend to contexts of social restrictions.
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Introduction

In response to COVID-19 countries across the world implemented quarantine strategies such as
lockdowns, curfews, restrictions on non-essential travel and social distancing in an attempt to
reduce spread of the virus (Füzéki, Groneberg and Banzer, 2020). The strategies put in place to
control the pandemic are likely to have impacted the level and patterns of physical activity (Ammar
et al., 2020; Chtourou et al., 2020; Constant et al., 2020), with potential harmful effects on physical

and mental health (Füzéki, Groneberg and Banzer, 2020). For example, in the UK, gyms, leisure
facilities and sports clubs were closed, affecting many usual exercise behaviours (UK Government,
2020). The pandemic also led to major changes in commuter patterns, with people working from
home, furloughed or losing work, reducing active commuting (Office for National Statistics, 2020).
Further, schools and childcare centres were closed, so home-based caring responsibilities increased
for many, again decreasing the need to walk or travel (UK Government, 2020). Results from a
systematic review of 66 articles looking at changes in physical activity during the COVID-19 pandemic
showed the impact of such policies, with the majority of studies reporting a decrease in physical
activity (Stockwell et al., 2021). However, despite these restrictions, time outside to exercise was
allowed. Although limited to once a day during the strictest lockdown, engaging in daily exercise was
encouraged and meeting recommended daily activity levels was possible. Yet not everybody
engaged in regular physical activity. The pandemic restrictions therefore provide a ‘natural
experiment’ to explore social determinants of physical activity behaviour. Identifying factors that are
associated with successfully sustaining sufficient levels of activity despite significant barriers could
help inform interventions and future pandemic responses.
To date, several studies have focused on individual predictors of decreases in physical activity. A UK
smartphone-based tracking study with 5395 participants found a larger drop in physical activity
during the lockdown amongst younger people and those who had been active prior to lockdown
(McCarthy, Potts and Fisher, 2021); a finding echoed in a study of 532 Australian students (Gallo et
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al., 2020). However, other studies have found contrary results. A cross sectional online study in

Belgium (n=13515) reported that those aged <55 years and were inactive prior to lockdown were
likely to exercise more and those who had been active previously reported a reduction in exercise
(Constandt et al., 2020). Of note, the mode of usual exercise appeared to be a key factor, with those
who usually exercised with friends/sports clubs and who did not engage with online exercise tools
reporting a reduction in exercise (Constandt et al., 2020). However, so far, the majority of studies
exploring predictors of changes in physical activity have been cross-sectional in nature and used a
limited number of variables as predictors.

In particular, there is a lack of data to date exploring how individual social factors could have
affected changes in physical activity during the pandemic. Social support (defined as the extent to
which individuals perceive those around them are available to them and are attentive to their needs
(Zysberg and Zisberg, 2020)) has been associated with a positive effect on physical activity
participation (Scarapicchia et al., 2017) and sustained physical activity prior to the COVID-19
pandemic (Lindsay Smith et al., 2017). Social support may be particularly important during the
pandemic as it plays a key role in general well-being and is a strong predictor of resilience following
a disaster (Saltzman, Hansel and Bordnick, 2020) (Saltzman, Hansel and Bordnick, 2020). Specifically,
social support may serve as a ‘buffer’, providing emotional and psychological support, which is
considered a major factor in maintaining well-being and coping with health challenges (Zysberg and
Zisberg, 2020). Although the importance of social support has yet to be explored in relation to
physical activity during the pandemic, there is evidence that it might influence other health
behaviours. For example, a cross sectional study of changes in alcohol consumption in 1,958 US
university students after campus closed showed those with greater perceived social support
reported less alcohol consumption than those with lower social support (Lechner et al., 2020).
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Other social factors, including social isolation and loneliness, have also been related to physical
activity pre pandemic and levels may have increased as a result of lockdown restrictions. Social
isolation and loneliness are distinct from, although related to, social support. While social isolation
refers to a lack of social contact with others, loneliness refers to the perception that one’s social
contact is insufficient to meet one’s emotional needs (Smith et al., 2020). Social isolation has been
shown to have a negative effect on the amount of overall physical activity, with an increase in social
isolation directly related to reduced physical activity (Steptoe et al., 2013 Schrempft et al., 2019).
Loneliness has also been identified as an independent risk factor for a reduction in activity and
discontinuation of physical activity (Hawkley, Thisted and Cacioppo, 2009).

During the COVID-19 pandemic, social factors such as social isolation, loneliness and social support
have all been affected. Quarantine and social distancing have led to elevated levels of loneliness and
social isolation (Hwang et al., 2020). Cross sectional results from the UK based COVID-19
Psychological Wellbeing Study showed that rates of loneliness where high with a prevalence of 27%
during the initial phase of lockdown (Groarke et al., 2020), with the COVID-19 Social Study reporting
a prevalence of 14% for severe loneliness, which remained relatively stable throughout the
lockdown (Bu, Steptoe and Fancourt, 2020). There is some preliminary data to suggest that changes
in social restrictions may have affected physical activity. Available data from a longitudinal
smartphone-based tracking study found that Italy, which implemented strict lockdown measures,
saw a 48.7% decrease in mean daily step counts, while Sweden, which did not implement lockdown,
saw just a 6.9% decrease (Tison Geoffrey H, 2020). Further studies using techniques such as
international online surveys have also found self-reported decreases in all levels of activity (walking,
moderate and vigorous) following the instigation of lockdowns (Ammar et al., 2020). However,
whether changes in individual-level experiences of social factors such as isolation, loneliness and
social support have affected physical activity remains unknown. Therefore, the aims of this study
were to identify the proportion of people who successfully sustained physical activity during
5
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lockdown and to explore whether social support, loneliness and social isolation were associated with
maintenance of physical activity during COVID-19 lockdown. We hypothesized that high social
support would be favourably associated with physical activity, but loneliness and social isolation
would have a negative impact on sustained activity.

Methods
Study design and participants. Data was used from the COVID-19 Social Study, a large scale

longitudinal panel study of adults (aged ≥18 years) living in the United Kingdom during the COVID-19
pandemic (Fancourt, Steptoe and Bu, 2020). The study is not random and therefore not
representative of the UK population but contains a heterogeneous sample (Fancourt, Steptoe and
Bu, 2020). Recruitment was undertaken using three primary approaches. Firstly, the study was
promoted through existing networks (mailing lists, print/digital media coverage and social media),
including UCL BioResourse, HealthWise Wales and the UKRI Mental Health Research Network.
Second, targeted recruitment was undertaken using advertising and recruitment companies focusing
on a) low-income backgrounds b) no, or low qualifications c) unemployed. Third, promotion via
partnerships with third sector organisations to vulnerable groups e.g. older adults, carers, people
with mental health conditions or those experiencing domestic violence/abuse. The study
commenced on 21st March 2020, and 69,475 people completed at least one week of the 8 weeks
included in this study (see supplementary table 1). Data collection was via a weekly online
questionnaire, participation in the study required a valid email address and internet access. Baseline
data was collected at week 1/wave 1 (wave 1 = the week participants join the study), there were
repeated questions every week and one-off modules on a variety of topics. Due to online data
collection, the study required completion of every question on every page for participants to submit
their data. The study was approved by UCL Research Ethics Committee (12467/005), with all
participants giving informed consent.
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Full documentation of data collection protocol is available at www.covidsocialstudy.org/results

Measures
Dependent variable
Physical activity. Physical activity was self-reported on a weekly basis. Self-report questionnaires are

the most commonly method of physical activity assessment: they are easy and accurate at
measuring intense activity although less robust at measuring light to moderate activity. They are
more reliable at reporting population rather than individual level activity. (Sylvia et al., 2014).
Participants were asked to focus on the last weekday (e.g. Monday to Friday) and report time spent
doing three different levels of physical activity. The three categories were; gentle physical activity
(e.g. walking), moderate or high intensity activity (e.g. running, cycling, swimming) or exercise inside
your home or garden (e.g. yoga, weights, indoor exercise). Time spent doing the different activities
was reported as; none, <30 mins, 30mins-2 hours, 3-5 hours and 6+ hours. Current WHO and UK
guidance recommend adults should aim to be active daily and achieve 150minutes of moderate
activity per week. (www.nhs.uk/live-well/exercise/).
Taking the description of moderate activity into account, the moderate/high intensity and in-home
activity categories were combined to identify all those who would have achieved moderate activity
levels. Those who reported <30mins the previous working day were felt unlikely to achieve the
recommended 150mins/week and were designated as ‘inactive’, those who reported >30mins were
‘active’. A description of long-term physical activity engagement was generated using a Physical
Activity Pattern Index which consists of three ordered categories; inactive, intermittently active and
active. This approach was similar to the one used by Janssen at al (2014); a longitudinal study that
categorised physical activity levels of middle aged women over 15 years and explored autonomous
motivation and self-efficacy with long-term patterns of physical activity behaviour (Janssen et al.,
2014). In this study participants were categorized as active or inactive at each of the 8 timepoints.
Those who did not report active behaviour at any time point were classified as ‘inactive, those
7
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categorised as ‘active’ 1-5 out of the 8 weeks were classified as ‘intermittently active’. As
maintenance of physical activity isn’t a continuous behaviour, but a level that is significantly in the
intended direction (Kwasnicka et al., 2016) those categorised as ‘active’ 6-8 out of the 8 weeks
(≥75%) were classified as ‘active’. For statistical analysis the inactive and intermittent group were
combined and called ‘inactive’ and compared with the ‘active’ group.

Independent variables
Social support. Social support was measured using the Perceived Social Support Questionnaire (F-

SozU K-6) adapted for use in COVID-19 and reported weekly (see supplemental table 2). This is a 6item questionnaire with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1=not at all, to, 5=very true. The scores
for each measure were then summed to give a total ranging from 6 to 30, where the higher the
score, indicates higher levels of social support. The questionnaire had excellent validity and
reliability for perceived social support (Kliem et al., 2015) with an internal consistency of 0.89 (Lin,
Hirschfeld and Margraf, 2018) and a Cronbach's alpha of 0.86 (Labrague and De los Santos, 2020)
reported in previous studies. Recent research (Labrague and De los Santos, 2020) looking at COVID19 have grouped people into three levels of support, scores of 6-17 = low social support, 18-25 =
normal social support and 26-30 = high social support. Categorisation into three levels of support is
easier to interpret than a continuous scale of support. This categorisation was adopted in this study.
Loneliness. Loneliness was measured using the UCLA-3 loneliness scale, a short form of the Revised

UCLA Loneliness Scale (UCLA-R) and reported weekly. It is designed to measure subjective feelings
of loneliness as well as feelings of social isolation, it is reliable and has strong validity (Tull et al.,
2020). This is a 3-item scale, respondents were asked how often they felt (1) they lack
companionship (2) left out (3) isolated from others. Frequencies ranged from hardly ever (assigned
a score of 1), some of the time (assigned a score of 2) and often (assigned a score of 3). The scores
of each scale were summed to give a score ranging from 3 to 9 where higher scores indicated higher
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levels of loneliness. Researchers in the past have grouped people into categories (Steptoe et al.,
2013), score of 3-5 = not lonely and scores of 6-9 = lonely.
Social isolation. Social isolation was measured weekly from week 4. Participants were asked what

their current isolation status was in line with Government guidelines. Only those who selected that
they were in full isolation, not leaving their home were categorised as socially isolated. Those leaving
their home for any reason were not fully socially isolated due to potential interaction with others
during essential activity permitted by the government.

Covariates

We included data on various demographics, including: gender (male/female), age (18-29, 30-45, 4659, 60+), ethnicity (white vs Black, Asian, Minority Ethnic [BAME]), a household income of >£30,000
p/a (yes/no), university education (yes/no), employment (full-time, part-time employment or selfemployed vs in education, unable to work, unemployed, homemaker or retired). Data were also
collected on living alone (yes/no), urban living (living in a city or town vs living in a village or hamlet),
physical health condition such as high blood pressure, diabetes, heart disease, lung disease, cancer
(yes/no), having a diagnosed mental health condition including depression, anxiety or any other
mental health problem (yes/no), carer status (yes/no), key worker (yes/no), active prior to lockdown
(undertaking moderate to vigorous physical activity for ≥15 minutes on 5-7 days in the week prior to
lockdown vs on just 0-4 days in the week prior to lockdown).

Statistical Analysis

Analysis were carried out using Stata 14.0 (StataCorp, College Station, TX). Participants that
completed weeks 1 to 8 were included in our analysis.
We examined baseline characteristics of the total population and the two subsamples of active and
inactive participants. Chi-squared test was used to identify differences between those that
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completed the full 1-8 weeks data collection and those that completed only weeks 1-4. Levels of
social support, loneliness and social isolation were examined in relation to physical activity status.
For the purpose of analysis, physical activity and covariables were each dichotomized. Physical
activity was categorised as inactive and active after review of the Physical Activity Index. The
original inactive and intermittent groups were merged into the inactive group due to the high
number of participants (23%) in the ‘intermittent’ category who were active for 1-2 weeks and were
therefore mostly inactive. Logistic regressions were performed in which physical activity was
regressed individually onto all covariables; demographic (gender, age, ethnicity, income, education
level & employment status), health (physical health condition, mental health condition, active prior
to lockdown), living condition (lives alone, urban living) and other (carer or key worker). Logistic
regression was performed in which physical activity with loneliness, physical activity with social
support, and physical activity with social isolation were regressed on 4 models to identify if they
influenced physical activity behavior. Model 1 adjusting for age and gender, model 2 additionally
adjusting ethnicity, employment, income and education, model 3 additionally adjusting for physical
and mental health conditions, model 4 additionally adjusting for active prior to lockdown.

Results
Descriptive analysis 14485 participants completed the first 4 weeks (weeks 1-4) and 6906 (48%)

participants completed the full 8 weeks of lockdown data collection and comprised the sample for
analysis in the current study. Participant characteristics are presented in table 1. 74% were female,
mean age was 52.7 years (95% CI 52.4 – 53.1) and 96% were white. The sample were well educated
with 70% achieving degree level or above education, 60% were employed, and 60% reported a
higher income above £30k threshold. Key workers accounted for 20% of the participants and 15%
were carers. 52% reported a chronic long-term health condition, 42% stating a physical health
condition and 17% a mental health condition, 25% reported being active prior to lockdown. Gender,
education, and carer responsibility did not have an effect on study response rate. Significant
10
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determinants of non-response were found to be, younger age, BAME ethnicity, being a high earner,
living in an urban environment, being employed or a key worker, living with others, having any
chronic health condition (less likely to complete with mental health condition and more likely to
complete having a physical health condition), and being less active prior to lockdown.
Table 1: Baseline characteristics of participants (n=6906) who completed data collection weeks 1-8
Variable

Gender
Female
Male
Age category
18-29
30-45
46-59
60+
Ethnicity
White
BAME
Income
>£30K/year
<£30K/year
Education level
Degree or above
None/ high school
Employed
Yes
No
Key worker
Yes
No
Carer
Yes
No
Lives alone
Yes
No
Urban living
Yes
No
Chronic health condition
Yes
No
Physical health condition
Yes

Total Sample
(n = 6906)
n
%

Active
(n = 1115)
n
%

Inactive
(n = 5791)
n
%

5,116
1758

74.1
25.5

849
262

76.1
23.9

4267
1466

74.7
25.3

438
1,762
2,206
2,500

6.3
25.5
31.9
36.2

77
312
367
359

6.9
28
32.9
32.2

361
1450
1839
2141

6.2
24
31.8
37

6,652
254

96.3
3.7

1058
57

94.9
5.1

5594
96.6

197
5.1

3726
2,493

59.9
40.1

701
292

70.6
29.4

3025
2201

57.9
42.1

4804
2,102

69.6
30.4

872
243

78.2
21.8

3932
1859

67.9
32.1

4,109
2,797

59.5
40.5

723
392

64.8
35.2

3386
2405

58.5
41.5

1,359
5,547

19.7
80.3

200
915

17.9
82.1

1159
4632

20
80

1,065
5,841

15.4
84.6

164
951

14.7
85.3

901
4890

15.6
84.4

1,546
5,360

22.4
77.6

219
896

19.6
80.4

1327
4464

22.9
77.1

5,333
1,573

77.2
22.8

894
221

80.2
19.8

4439
1352

76.7
23.3

3,591
3,315

52
48

410
705

36.8
63.3

2905
2886

50.2
49.8

2,924

42.3

344

30.9

2580

44.6
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No
Mental health condition
Yes
No
Active prior to lockdown
Yes
No

3,982

57.7

771

69.1

3211

55.4

1,152
5,754

16.7
83.3

129
986

11.6
88.4

1023
4768

17.7
82.3

1746
5,160

25.3
74.7

531
584

47.6
52.3

1215
4576

21
79

Table 2. Number of active weeks and Physical Activity Index
Number of active
weeks

0
1
2
3
4
5

Total

6
7
8

Number of participants

Inactive N=3043 (44.1%)
3043
Intermittently active N=2748 (39.8%)
964
629
398
436
321
Consistently active N=1115 (16.1%)
348
375
392
6906

Total group %

Within category %

44.1%

100%

14%
9.1%
5.8%
6.3%
4.6%

36%
23%
14%
15%
12%

5%
5.4%
5.7%
100

31%
34%
35%

The physical activity index, see table 2, shows that 44% of participants were inactive, 40% were
intermittently active and 16% were consistently active. Within the intermittently active group, the
majority (59%) were active for only 1 or 2 weeks. Fewest of the intermittent group (12%) were
active for 5 weeks. Within the active group, there was a fairly even split of those active for 6, 7 or 8
weeks. Table 2 provides full details of physical activity index and within category results.
Association with persistent physical activity behaviour, with no adjustment for covariates, was found
with social support, being BAME, higher income, being employed, having a university level
education. Factors that were adversely associated with physical activity included loneliness, social
isolation, living alone, having a physical or mental health condition, being active prior to lockdown
and being aged 60+ (table 3).
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Social support

There was an association between physical activity and social support. Of those who were active,
14% had low social support, 41% had medium support and 45% had high support. Those who were
inactive, 20% had low support, 44% had medium and 36% had high support. Logistic regression
demonstrated an increase in likelihood of being active amongst individuals with both medium and
high support (table 3). High social support continued to be positively associated with physical activity
OR 1.39 (95% CI 1.12 – 1.74) p=0.003 even when accounting for all demographic, health-related
factors and other covariates. Medium social support was only associated when accounting for age
and gender OR 1.71 (95% CI 1.41 – 2.08) p=0.009 and then lost with the addition of further
covariates.
Loneliness

There was a reduction in likelihood of being active amongst people who were lonely, OR 0.82 (95%
CI 0.71 – 0.95) p=0.007. Loneliness remained associated with physical activity after accounting for
age and gender, OR 0.79 (95% CI 0.69 – 0.92) p=0.002, although the association was attenuated after
further covariate adjustments (table 4).
Social isolation

In unadjusted models there was an association between isolation and lower odds of regular physical
activity OR 0.72 (95% CI 0.02 – 0.55) p=0.017. This association was retained after accounting for age
and gender, 0.76 (95% CI 0.58 – 0.99) p=0.041, although attenuated in further models (table 4).
Table 3. Results from Logistic regression of individual covariates and sustained physical activity
Physical Activity
Variable

Odds ratio (95% CI)

Social support
Low
medium

Reference
1.31 (1.08 – 1.59)**
13
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high
Loneliness
low
high
Social isolation (>wk 4)
No
Yes
Gender
Male
female
Age
18-29
30-45
46-59
60+
Ethnicity
White
BAME
High income
No
Yes
Employed
No
Yes
University education
No
Yes
Lives alone
No
Yes
Urban environment
No
Yes
Physical health condition
No
Yes
Mental health condition
No
Yes
Carer
No
Yes
Key worker
No
Yes
Active prior to lockdown
No
Yes
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001

1.74 (1.44 – 2.11)***
Reference
0.82 (0.71 – 0.95)**
Reference
0.72 (0.02 – 0.55)*
Reference
1.14 (0.98 – 1.32)
0.99 (0.75 – 1.3)
Reference
0.93 (0.79 – 1.09)
0.77 (0.19 – 0.92)**
Reference
1.53 (1.13 – 2.07)**
Reference
1.75 (1.51 – 2.02)***
Reference
1.31 (1.14 – 1.5)***
Reference
1.7 (1.46 –1.98)***
Reference
0.82 (0.7 – 0.96)*
Reference
1.23 (1.05 – 1.44)*
Reference
0.56 (0.48 – 0.64)***
Reference
0.61 (0.5 – 0.74)***
Reference
0.94 (0.78 – 1.12)
Reference
0.87 (0.74 – 1.03)
Reference
3.42 (3-3.91)***
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Table 4. Results from logistic regression analyses of sustained physical activity and loneliness, social
support, social isolation. N=6906.
Physical Activity
Variable

Odds ratio (95% CI)

Social support
Model 1
medium
1.29 (1.07 – 1.57)**
high
1.71 (1.41 – 2.08)***
Model 2
medium
1.18 (0.96 – 1.46)
high
1.54 (1.24 – 1.9)***
Model 3
medium
1.12 (0.91 – 1.38)
high
1.42 (1.15 – 1.76)**
Model 4
medium
1.14 (0.92 – 1.42)
high
1.39 (1.12 – 1.74)**
Loneliness
Model 1
low
Reference
high
0.79 (0.69 – 0.92)**
Model 2
low
Reference
0.86 (0.74 – 1.00)
high
Model 3
Reference
low
0.93 (0.8 – 1.09)
high
Model 4
Reference
low
0.95 (0.81- 1.12)
high
Social isolation
Model 1
No
Reference
Yes
0.76 (0.58 – 0.99)*
Model 2
No
Reference
Yes
0.84 (0.62 – 1.13)
Model 3
No
Reference
Yes
1.01 (0.74 – 1.37)
Model 4
No
Reference
Yes
1.24 (0.91 – 1.69)
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001 Model 1: adjusted for age and gender. Model 2: additionally
adjusted for ethnicity, employment status, income and education. Model 3: additionally adjusted
for chronic physical and mental health conditions. Model 4: additionally adjusted for active prior to
lockdown
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Discussion

Management of COVID-19 has created barriers for how people interact and maintain physical
activity. In this large UK-wide study of adults we identified a sub-sample of participants that were
able to maintain their physical activity despite restrictions. Those with high social support had a 39%
increased odds of sustaining physical activity during lockdown. However, although associations
between loneliness and social isolation and decreased odds of sustaining physical activity during
lockdown were observed in minimally-adjusted models, this association was lost after adjusting for
wider covariates.
When looking cross-sectionally at the data, levels of self-reported physical activity in our study are
similar to those from other UK sources. For example, Sport England (2020) reported that 32% of
adults were meeting the guidelines of 150mins/week of moderate to vigorous physical activity in the
last week of April 2020, whilst our study reported 26% active for the same week. Such levels are
concerning in themselves as they are lower than the estimated 63-66% of adults who met aerobic
guidelines prior to COVID-19 (Sport England, 2020). However, our study built on previously-reported
cross-sectional data by showing that just 16% of adults analysed maintained recommended levels of
physical activity throughout lockdown, 44% were inactive and a further 23% were active for 1-2
weeks. This demonstrates the difference in those meeting the guidance when looking crosssectionally compared to longitudinally and suggests that the number of people who were
consistently active during the first UK lockdown was substantially lower than the cross-sectional
reports. It is well known that not achieving the recommended levels of aerobic exercise is associated
with poor physical health, poor mental health and premature mortality (Füzéki, Groneberg and
Banzer, 2020). So this finding alone suggests that more work needs to be done on supporting people
during COVID-19 and potential future pandemics to meet physical activity guidelines on a regular
basis in order to get maximum benefit from the activity.
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Our study also explored what predicted the likelihood of an individual engaging in sustained physical
activity across lockdown. Being white, well educated, a high earner, urban living and good health
status are all well-known predictors of physical activity (Bauman et al., 2012; Smith et al., 2015). Any
form of health condition, physical or mental health and older age, are associated with a lower
likelihood of being active (Smith et al., 2015). Our findings were broadly in line with these pre
COVID-19 predictors. However, although female gender would normally have a negative impact on
physical activity (Smith et al., 2015), this was not been seen in our data, with more women (17%)
remaining active then men (15%).
We also focused specifically on social predictors of sustained physical activity. Social support was
found to be a consistent predictor but loneliness and isolation were only associated in less-adjusted
statistical models. The reasons for this may have been both direct and indirect. Directly, theories
that are commonly used in physical activity interventions e.g. Social Cognitive Theory, Theory of
Planned Behaviour, Socio Ecological Model, and Health Belief all contain social support as a key
factor in affecting behaviours (Lindsay Smith et al., 2017). The findings reported here suggest that
even during social restrictions when such support may be disrupted from usual patterns (e.g. offered
virtually rather than face-to-face), social support remains a key influencer of physical activity
behaviours. Indirectly, it is also possible that social support may have played a role in buffering
against the negative effects of poor mental health on physical activity during the pandemic. There is
a large literature showing how mental health was adversely affected during the first UK lockdown
(Fancourt, Steptoe and Bu, 2021). Poor mental health is associated with lower physical activity
engagement (Shor and Shalev, 2016). But research during the pandemic suggested that social
interactions helped to reduce the experience of depressive symptoms, supporting the findings
presented here (Sommerlad et al., 2020). While the pandemic may have led to rises in loneliness
and social isolation, this was situational due to lockdown. Chronic or prolonged social isolation and
loneliness has a known negative impact on health and wellbeing (Groarke et al., 2020), but it is
possible that short-term loneliness and isolation do not have the same effect. Should there be
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multiple lockdowns there is potential for the increased rates of loneliness to become chronic leading
to it having an impact on physical activity.

The strengths of the study include its longitudinal design. It allows for multiple data points and for
us to identify those participants who maintained their physical activity throughout lockdown. The
sample provided information on a range of demographic factors, health conditions and social factors
in addition to physical activity behaviours which has given us a unique opportunity to look at social
isolation along with social support and loneliness. Limitations of the study include non-random
sampling approach leading to a less representative sample of the UK population. As with many
studies, participants were highly educated, white and female. The study used self-reported measure
of physical activity leaving it open to reporting bias e.g. imprecise recall. Attempts were made to
minimise this by providing examples of common types of exercise with corresponding intensities.
This study looks at those who have remained active throughout lockdown, we are not aware of
similar data published anywhere else looking at sustained activity.
The potential for multiple lockdowns over extended periods of time could cause prolonged periods
of low physical activity for a substantial proportion of the population leading to increased risk of
issues with physical and mental health. This study supports previous research showing the
importance of social support for the long-term maintenance of physical activity behaviour but shows
that such effects extend to contexts of social restrictions, with much more consistent results than for
other types of social factors including loneliness and social isolation. The development of
interventions and programs to support physical activity both during and outside of pandemic
situations should ensure that social support is built in using theories that have shown to promote
regular physical activity participation.
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