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Abstract 

 

Aims: The aim of the present study was to identify the proportional distribution of a 

sample of adolescents in four different activity groups and to examine the effect of 

activity contexts (organized sport vs. unorganized physical activity contexts) on the 

adolescents’ motivation for participation. Methods: A total of 2,116 adolescents (1,020 

males and 1,085 females), mean age 15.3 years, completed a self-report questionnaire 

during school time. The Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS) was used to evaluate the 

adolescents’ situational motivation in the two different activity contexts. Results: 1- The 

relative number of adolescents who reported involvement in organized sport only and 

involvement in both organized sport and unorganized physical activity decreased with 

age, and the relative number of non-active adolescents and adolescents participating in 

unorganized physical activity only increased with age. 2- Adolescents involved in both 

types of activity contexts (Org&Unorg) expressed a more self-determined motivational 

profile when operating in organized contexts compared to unorganized physical activity 

contexts. 3- Adolescents who participated in the unorganized physical activity context 

only did not express a more self-determined motivational profile compared to 

adolescents who participated in the organized sport context only. 4- Adolescents 

reporting from lifestyle oriented unorganized contexts expressed a more self-determined 

motivational profile compared to adolescents who reported from health oriented or sport 

performance oriented unorganized contexts. Discussion: The contradiction between the 

high self-determination scores and the decrease in organized sport participation is 

discussed; and the paper concludes that comparing organized sport vs. unorganized 

physical activity contexts on motivation for participation in physical activity is an over 

simplification which could potentially lead to invalid results. The results give further 

rise to the importance of recognizing more lifestyle oriented unorganized physical 

activity contexts. 

 

Keywords: Adolescents, self-determination, physical activity, context, lifestyle sport 
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Introduction 

Habitual physical activity has been recognized as an important component of a 

“healthy” lifestyle as it is related to a variety of positive physiological (Cavil et al., 

2006) and psychological health outcomes (Calfas & Taylor, 1994; Callaghan, 2004; 

Saxena et al., 2005). This knowledge is frequently communicated to adolescents in 

Norway; yet despite this, Kolle et al. (2009) found that while four out of five children in 

Norway meet current physical activity guidelines only half of the adolescents do. Kolle 

et al.’s study corresponds with statistics from The Norwegian Sport Federation that 

shows that about 80% of all people in Norway have been a member of at least one sport 

club during their childhood, yet that the number of participants decreases significantly 

with age. Less than 60% of teenagers are active in sport clubs; and by the time young 

people turn 18, only about 40% are still members of the club (Krange & Strandbu, 

2004; Skille & Säfvenbom, 2011).   

Adolescence has been described as a critical period regarding a long lasting 

physically activity lifestyle (Mota & Esculucas, 2002). Adolescence is seen as the 

second decade of life; a period of biological, psychological, social and economic 

transitions; where self-determination and exploration of possible selves and redefinition 

of actual self are major projects (Steinberg, 2011). Prior research on youth development 

emphasize that adolescents interact and develop in context (Lerner & Steinberg, 2009) 

and that perceived quality of the contexts seems crucial for further action, and thus also 

for development and health. Meaningful everyday life interactions are seen as 

fundamental assumptions for the enjoyment of life (Baumeister, 1989, 1991; Frankl, 

1992) and the personal experience of a meaningful everyday life is often seen as the 

immediate precursor to behaviour, and a predictor for health for adolescents 

(Lewthwaite, 1990; Maehr & Braskamp, 1986). If a certain activity adds meaningfully 

to everyday life one probably wants more of it (Säfvenbom, 2000). Understanding the 

motivational factors associated with physical activity contexts in youth is therefore of 

huge importance; as research on motivation can promote a better understanding of 

adolescents decisions regarding their sport and physical activity behavior (Wang & 

Biddle, 2001). Self-determined Motivation is a most important variable in sport and 

represents one key element that facilitates performance, and maybe most important, 

positive experiences in the sport and the area of physical activity (Vallerand, 2004). 
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Age and gender are the two most studied biological covariates of participation in 

physical activity in youth. Research shows that males tend to be more active than girls 

in childhood and in adolescence (Sallis, Prochaska, & Taylor, 2000; Vilhjalmsson & 

Kristjansdottir, 2003; Mota & Esculcas, 2002) and as previously mentioned, physical 

activity participation tends to decline with age. However, in order to get a more 

comprehensive understanding of motivational regulation for physical activity 

participation, it would seem important to take into account contextual characteristics of 

the activity as each context might capture unique features of youth’s participation 

experiences (Denault, Poulin, & Pedersen, 2009). The influence of participation in 

organized (in this study, sport club contexts) or unorganized sport programs has not 

been well quantified throughout adolescence (Mota & Esculcas, 2002). Therefore the 

aim of the present study was to identify the proportional distribution of a sample of 

adolescents in four different activity groups and to examine the effect of activity 

contexts on the adolescents’ motivation for participation.  

 

Self-Determination Theory and the contribution of motivational regulators  

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) embrace both an organismic and a dialectical 

framework for the study of personality growth and development (Vallerand, 1997; 

Vallerand et al., 2008). Social contexts catalyse both within – and between – personal 

differences in motivation and personal growth; which results in people being more self-

motivated, energized, and integrated in some situations, domains, and cultures than in 

others (Ryan & Deci, 2000). However, it should be underscored that in SDT, it is 

postulated that it is not the environment, per se, that matters, rather, what it means 

functionally in terms of supporting peoples psychological needs. Thus, to the extent that 

the environment allows one to experience feelings of competence (the belief that one 

can efficaciously interact with the environment), autonomy (the belief that one is the 

origin and regulator of his or her actions), and relatedness (the seeking and development 

of secure and connected relationships with others in one’s social context), the persons 

motivation to a given task will be optimal (Vallerand et al., 2008). Contexts supportive 

of autonomy, competence, and relatedness have been found to foster greater 

internalization and integration than context that thwart satisfaction of these needs (Ryan 

& Deci, 2000). 
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According to SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1991), different types of motivation 

underlie human behaviour and are posited to differ in their inherent levels of self-

determination. Self-determination involves a true sense of choice: a sense of feeling free 

in doing what one has chosen to do. Listed on a continuum from high to low levels of 

self-determination, these motivations are intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and 

amotivation (Guay et al., 2000). Intrinsic motivated behaviours are those that are 

engaged in for their own sake, meaning the pleasure and satisfaction derived from 

performing them (Guay et al., 2000; Vallerand, 2007). Extrinsic motivation on the other 

hand applies to a wide variety of behaviours where the goals of action extend beyond 

those inherent in the activity itself. The different types of extrinsic motivations can also 

be ordered along the self-determination continuum. From high to lower levels of self-

determination and are referred to as identified and external regulation (Guay et al., 

2000). Identified regulation involves a conscious acceptance that the behaviour is 

important in order to achieve personally valued outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Guay et 

al., 2000) while external regulation occurs when behaviour is regulated by rewards, or 

in order to avoid punishment (e.g. “I play soccer because my parents force me to”) 

(Ryan & Deci, 2002). Finally, amotivated behaviours (the state of lacking the intention 

to act) are initiated and regulated by forces beyond the person’s intentional control 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

  

Outcomes of motivational regulation 

Because different motivational regulations fluctuate in their inherent levels of 

self-determination; and because motivation is an interactive relationship; motivational 

regulation affects both cognitive and emotional behavioral aspects of human life (Guay 

et al., 2000). In line with this, self-determination has been hypothesized to be associated 

with enhanced psychological functioning (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Guay et al., 2000), and 

that intrinsic motivation corresponds with more positive outcomes (e.g., persistence) 

followed by identified regulation (Guay et al., 2000). In contrast, amotivation has been 

expected to correspond with more negative outcomes (e.g., depressive states) followed 

by external regulation (Guay et al., 2000). These expected patterns of outcomes has 

been demonstrated in sport environments by examining dependent variables such as 

persistence, positive emotions, interest, and sport satisfaction (Pelletier et al., 1995; 
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Vlachopoulos et al, 2000; Craike, 2008; Tsorrbatzoudis et al., 2006; Thøgersen-

Ntoumani & Ntoumanis, 2006; Vallerand, 1997, 2007; Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002). 

As stated above, regulation of motivation influence aspects of health in both a 

direct and an indirect way through behavior, and Ryan and Deci (2000) claim that no 

single phenomenon reflects the positive potential of human nature as much as intrinsic 

motivation. They refer to developmentalists that acknowledge that from the time of 

birth, children, in their healthiest states, are active, inquisitive, curious, and playful; 

even in the absence of specific rewards. However, despite the fact that humans are born 

with intrinsic motivational tendencies, the evidence is clear that the maintenance and 

enhancement of intrinsic motivation requires supportive conditions as it can be easily 

disrupted by various non-supportive conditions (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Research has 

found that rewards, as well as threats, deadlines, directives, pressured evaluation, and 

imposed goals can all diminish intrinsic motivation because they contribute towards an 

external perceived locus of causality (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000). In 

contrast, choice, acknowledgement of feelings and opportunities for self-direction 

enhance intrinsic motivation because they allow people greater feelings of autonomy 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

However, much of what people do is not necessarily intrinsically motivated; 

especially after early childhood when the freedom to be intrinsically motivated is 

increasingly restricted by social pressures to do activities that are not interesting and to 

assume a variety of new responsibilities (Ryan & La Guardia, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 

2000). Ryan and Deci (2000) refer to studies that demonstrate more autonomous 

extrinsic motivation was associated with more engagement (Connell & Wellborn, 

1991), better performance (Miserandino, 1996), and lower dropout rates (Vallerand & 

Bissonnette, 1992) among other outcomes. In addition, Vallerand et al. (2008) show that 

Eudemonic well-being (well-being derived from ones self-growth or self-realization) 

that results from autonomous forms of motivation positively contributes to one’s 

physical health.  That means that mental health can contribute to physical health and 

that self-determined motivation triggers this positive interaction.  

 

 Do physical activity contexts matter?  

According to SDT, changes in motivational regulation during the life course rely 

on which contexts a person is involved in.  Persons who operate in autonomous contexts 
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develop, on average, an autonomous motivational style and freely choose to adopt 

suggested behavior because they find the behavior intrinsically rewarding or because 

they perceive that the suggested behavior is important and meaningful (Deci & Ryan, 

1985, 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Hence, Ryan and Deci (2008) propose that 

environment that supports ones autonomy facilitates change toward more self-

determined motivation. In contrast, individuals that operate in controlling contexts 

develop, on average, a controlling motivational style and tend to more often adopt 

suggested behavior because they feel pressured or coerced to do so by significant 

others; or because they feel that they should (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1991; Chatzisarantis 

& Hagger, 2009). Several studies have shown that contextual differences affect 

motivation. Säfvenbom & Samdal (1998) found that what adolescents do, with whom, 

and in which arenas, represent the contextual dimensions of adolescents’ daily free-time 

and that two different groups of adolescents responded differently to different types of 

activity depending on where-, and with whom, the activities were performed. Guay et 

al., (2008) found that while a true self-determined motivational profile was found within 

university students, this was not found within high school students who study in a more 

mandatory and “controlling” context with fewer choices.  In line with this, Säfvenbom 

et al., (2005) found that Norwegian soldiers reported significantly higher scores on 

intrinsic motivation; and significantly lower on extrinsic motivation and amotivation 

when they reported from physical activity contexts outside their service as compared to 

in service.  

 

Organized vs. unorganized physical activity context 

Organized youth sport is one of the most common leisure-time activities during 

adolescence in Norway (Kjønniksen et al., 2009). Norwegian organized sport is 

voluntarily conducted, and participation is based on individual memberships. Activities 

are provided in local sports clubs, which are organized within the national non-

governmental sports association (the Norwegian Olympic and Paralympic Committee 

and Confederation of Sports - NIF). A national representative study of youths in 

Norway between 1992 and 2002, showed stability in regards to exercise within sports 

clubs and exercise on an individual level, and a slight increase in exercise inside fitness 

centres (Krange & Strandbu, 2004). In addition, a study of youth in Oslo showed an 

increase in all the measured forms of exercise between 1996 and 2006; yet that the 
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strongest increase was seen in the use of fitness centres (Strandbu & Bakken, 2007). 

However, even if the popularity of these commercial arenas is increasing, the number of 

youths, and especially children, that take part in these activities is small when compared 

to the activities offered in sport organizations (Støckel et al., 2010). 

Research concludes that participation in organized leisure-time activities by 

young people is associated with positive developmental outcomes such as; healthier 

performance, academic achievement, educational attainment, and psychological 

adjustment (Mahoney et al., 2006). However, there is an inherent strain in organized 

sport – which is particularly present for children and youth. On one side sport is 

considered to be a social arena with integration and social and physical benefits from 

participation. On the other, the inherent logic of competition in sport potentially creates 

losers and dissatisfaction (Støckel et al., 2010). Organized youth sports vary 

considerably in terms of the requirements for physical skills (e.g., running vs. throwing 

the javelin), cooperation (e.g., team vs. individual sports), competition level (elite vs. 

moderate activity), and other factors. It is also characterized by several features, such as 

regular participation schedule, rule-guided engagement directed by one or more adult 

leaders, and high degree of social commitment (Kjønniksen et al., 2009). Further, the 

explicit goals of the majority of local sport clubs are recognized in terms of ability, 

performance, competence, and success (Skille & Säfvenbom, 2011). The competition 

one can find in the organized sport context that emphasizes the win at all costs mentality 

represents a situational factor that has been found to decrease intrinsic motivation. With 

the focus on winning, or beating someone else, which is extrinsic to the activity itself, 

individuals in competition adopt an external locus of causality, and thus leads to a 

decrease in thoughts of self-determination and consequently, a loss of intrinsic 

motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1991; Fortier et al., 1995).  

Little research has been conducted with respect to unorganized leisure-time 

activities from an intrinsic-extrinsic motivation perspective. Most people assume that 

these contexts are strongly linked to the development of intrinsic motivation, and 

internalized state of motivation (Vallerand, 1997; Watts & Caldwell, 2008), that in turn 

may be the reason for the neglect of studies on unorganized leisure activities (Vallerand, 

1997). The unorganized context may be seen as important for the experience of 

personally meaningful activity, enjoyment, autonomy, self-determination, development 

of competence and self-validation (Caldwell & Smith, 2006; Larson & Seepersad, 
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2003). In the physical activity domain the literature indicates severe contextual 

differences with regard to how they might affect motivational regulation. While 

physical fitness contexts to some extent are described as determined and controlling 

regarding the outcome (Dworkin & Wachs, 2009), life-style activities “are characterized 

by a relative lack of regulation and a customary refusal by participants to follow 

regulatory codes (Green 2010; 112). Lifestyle sport, also known as “alternative” sports 

represent a category of “new” or contemporary activities such as break dance, skate-

boarding, tricking, parkour, surfing and more advanced risk sports such as skydiving 

and white-water river paddling. Each lifestyle sport has its own history, identity and 

developmental patterns; yet there are also many similarities in their ethos and 

ideologies. They have characteristics that are different from the traditional rule-bound, 

competitive, “dominant” institutionalized, western “achievement” sport cultures 

(Wheaton, 2010). The body is used in non-aggressive ways, mostly without bodily 

contact and the focus is on personal challenges and goals without direct competition 

against others. In addition, the locations where these sports are practiced are often new 

or re-appropriated (urban and/or rural) spaces, without fixed or “controlled” boundaries 

(Wheaton, 2010). Many life style activities, and the characteristic styles associated with 

them, are closely related to youth identities and the emergence of these sporting 

activities, and the subcultures and lifestyles that develop around them, have been 

predicted as a new phase in the development of sport (Wheaton, 2010). 

 

Aims and hypotheses  

The aim of the present study was twofold: a) to identify the proportional 

distribution of a sample of adolescents in four different activity groups (1 - adolescents 

whom participate in both organized sport- and unorganized physical activity contexts 

[Org&Unorg], 2 - adolescents whom participate in organized sport contexts only 

[OrgOnly], 3 - adolescents whom participate in unorganized physical activity contexts 

only  [UnorgOnly], and 4 – adolescents whom report no activity [NonActive]) and b) to 

examine the effect of activity context (organized sport contexts vs. unorganized 

physical activity contexts) on the adolescents’ motivation for participation. It was 

hypothesized that a) the relative number of adolescents that participate in both 

organized and unorganized activities, and in organized sport only, decreases with age, 
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and thus that the relative number of non-active and the relative number of  adolescents 

that participate in unorganized activity only increases with age; b) when they report 

from unorganized physical activity contexts adolescents convey a more self-determined 

motivational profile compared to when they report from organized contexts; and c) 

adolescents that report from a lifestyle oriented unorganized contexts report a more self-

determined motivational profile compared to adolescents who report from health 

oriented or sport performance oriented unorganized contexts. 

Methods 

Participants 

This cross-sectional study was conducted as part of the “Goodness of fit in 

Norwegian Youth Sport” study. A total of 2,971 pupils from 38 different schools in 

Norway were invited and stratified in accordance to school level and geographical area. 

A total of 2,116 (71%) adolescents (1,020 boys and 1,085 girls) from the ages of 12 to 

19 (mean age 15.3 years) completed the self-report questionnaire during school time. 

Omitted data results in actual sample sizes in the analyses vary in relation to the 

variables included. The Norwegian Social Science Data Service (NSD) approved the 

study, and parents and children gave their written informed consent before their 

participation in the study.  

 

Measures 

Physical Activity. Participation in and the amount of physical activity was 

reported in two different contexts: organized sport and unorganized physical activity. 

The adolescents were asked a similar question in both contexts: How many hours per 

week do you play or exercise enough to make you sweat or breathe hard?; 0, 1-2, 3-4, 

5-7, 8-10 or 11 hours or more per week. The sum score of the two variables indicates 

the total amount of physical activity (TOTAMOUNT). This index is regarded as 

continuous data.  

 

Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS). The 16-item SIMS (see full scale in Guay 

et al., 2000) was used to evaluate the adolescents’ situational motivation in the 

organized sport context and unorganized physical activity context. The SIMS has been 

shown to be a valid and reliable tool for measuring self-determination index on many 
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accounts (factor validity, internal consistency, and multigroup invariance), and in many 

physical activity contexts (Stantage et al., 2003). 

The respective sub-dimensions of the measure were assessed as following based 

on the stem “why do you participate in this main activity within the organized sport 

context?” and on the stem “why do you participate in this main activity within the 

unorganized physical activity context?”: 1. Intrinsic motivation (e.g., because I think 

this activity is interesting, 2. Identified regulation (e.g., because I am doing it for my 

own good, 3. External regulation (e.g., because it is expected that I do so), and 4. 

Amotivation (e.g., I don’t know; I don’t see what this activity does for me). Responses 

were measured on a 7-point likert scale from (1) completely untrue to (7) completely 

true. Analyses showed satisfactory alpha values in all four dimensions in both the 

organized sport context (0.90/0.82/0.79/0.82) and the unorganized physical activity 

context (0.90/0.85/0.81/0.88). 

In order to use a single motivation score, a self-determined index (SDI) was 

constructed by a summation of specifically weighted scores from the different 

motivational subscales in accordance to their position on the self-determination 

continuum. Specifically, data were reduced as specified by Vallerand & Ratelle (2002)  

by first calculating each subscale score via the mean of its items and then further 

reduction by calculating the SDI-score via the following formula: [SDI=+2 (IM) + 1 

(IDR) – 1 (ER) – 2 (AM)], [see Vallerand & Ratelle 2002 for support for the validity of 

the index]. The SDI, representing the strength of one’s self-determination, is a 

straightforward weighting – the higher the number, the stronger the self-determination. 

The scores for the SDI can vary from +18 to -18.  

Statistical analyses 

All statistics were calculated using SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences) version 18.0. Mean and Standard Deviation are used when presenting central 

tendencies and dispersion. Independent-samples t-tests were used when testing potential 

gender differences (Table 1). One-way analysis of variance and Two-way between-

groups ANOVA with Bonferroni post hoc test were used when testing potential group 

differences in major study variables (Table 1 and 3). Paired-samples t-tests were used 

when testing potential within-group differences. In addition, Hierarchical multiple 
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regression analysis was conducted to test the effect of age, gender, amount of physical 

activity, and context affiliation on the Self- determination index (SDI) (Table 2).  

 
Results 

Descriptive analyses 

Descriptive analyses (Table 1) showed that 57.5% (n= 937) of the sample 

(n=1640) reported that they were physically active in both organized (sport club)- and 

unorganized physical activity contexts (Org&Unorg). A smaller group (20.3% / n= 335) 

reported involvement in unorganized physical activity contexts only (UnorgOnly), 

while a minor group of the sample (10.8% / n=180) reported involvement in organized 

sport contexts only (OrgOnly).  In addition, 11.3% (n= 188) of the adolescents did not 

participate in leisure-time physical activity. 

 

Figure 1: The relative distribution of adolescents in the four groups according to age 

differences.  
Note. Non-Active = adolescents who are not participating in any forms of physical activity, OrgOnly = 

adolescents participating in the organized context only, UnorgOnly = adolescents participating in the 

unorganized context only, Org&Unorg = adolescents participating in both contexts. 

 

The analyses showed that adolescents in the UnorgOnly group and the non-

active group are significantly older (m= 15.8) than the adolescents in the OrgOnly- (m= 

15.3/p˂.05) and the Org&Unorg group (m= 15.0/p˂.001) and that the adolescents in the 

OrgOnly group are also significantly older than the adolescents in the Org&Unorg 

group (p˂.05). The relative distribution of the adolescents in the four groups according 

to age is presented in Figure 1.  
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Adolescents in the Org&Unorg group reported a significantly higher total 

amount of physical activity (TOTAMOUNT) per week (m= 5.00) compared to the 

adolescents in the OrgOnly group (m= 2.60/p<.001), and the UnorgOnly group (m= 

2.14/p<.001). Additionally, the OrgOnly group reported significantly higher amount of 

physical activity compared to the UnorgOnly group (p<.05).  When we divided the 

AMOUNT variable into AMOUNT-ORGSport and AMOUNT-UNORGPA, the 

adolescents in the Org&Unorg group reported significantly higher amount of physical 

activity in organized sport contexts (m= 2.80) compared to unorganized physical 

activity contexts (m= 2.19/p˂.001). However, no difference was found in amount of 

physical activity in the organized sport context between the Org&Unorg group (m= 

2.80) and the OrgOnly group (m= 2.60).  

Of the adolescents who participate in both organized sport and unorganized 

physical activity contexts 57.8% perceived themselves as highly skilled, and 40.2% 

perceived themselves as average, while only 2% ranged themselves as poorly skilled. 

Similar results were seen within the OrgOnly group, here 52% of the adolescents 

perceived themselves as highly skilled, and 44.4% as average, while 3.5% perceived 

themselves as poorly skilled. Only 5.7% of adolescents who participate in both 

organized and unorganized sport contexts had considered leaving their main sport 

activity, 33.1% did sometimes think about it, while 61.2% had never thought about 

leaving. Within the OrgOnly group, 7.6% of the adolescents had thought about leaving 

their main sport activity, 38.8% did sometimes think about it, and 53.5% had never 

thought about leaving.  
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Table 1: Means and Standard Deviation for Major Study Variables According to 

Gender and Physical Activity Participation. 

  Males Females   Org&Unorg OrgOnly UnorgOnly Non-Active 

n (%) 995 1060  937 (57.5) 180 (10.8) 335 (20.3) 188 (11.3) 

% Male (Female)†  48.4 (51.6)  47 (53) 41 (59) 45 (55) 46 (54) 

TOTAMOUNT 4.42 (2.40)** 3.75 (2.05)  5.00 (2.08)a 2.60 (1.32)a 2.14 (1.15)a  

AMOUNT-ORGSport 

(AMOUNT-UNORGPA)    

2.80 (1.25)** 

(2.19 (1.22))    

Age 15.30 (1.51) 15.29 (1.51)  15.0 (1.5)bc 15.3 (1.4)bc 15.8 (1.5)b 15.8 (1.6)c 

SDI ORGSport 9.46 (6.59) 12.13 (5.50)**  11.00 (6.06)d 10.99 (6.26)h   

Intrinsic motivation 5.88 (1.42) 6.26 (1.09)**  6.13 (1.21)e 6.05 (1.31)   

Identified regulation 5.77 (1.30) 6.04 (1.12)**  5.96 (1.16)f 5.84 (1.22)   

Extrinsic motivation 3.12 (1.67)** 2.62 (1.44)  2.88 (1.58)g 2.59 (1.49)   

Amotivation 2.51 (1.57)** 1.91 (1.20)  2.18 (1.40) 2.17 (1.35)   

SDI UNORGPA 8.82 (6.56) 10.10 (6.22)**  9.57 (6.41)d  9.49 (6.39)h  

Intrinsic motivation 5.58 (1.52) 5.52 (1.48)  5.62 (1.48)e  5.37 (1.51)  

Identified regulation 5.73 (1.35) 5.98 (1.22)**  5.87 (1.30)f  5.90 (1.21)  
Extrinsic motivation 3.21 (1.68) 3.08 (1.66)  3.12 (1.70)g  3.15 (1.58)  

Amotivation 2.46 (1.62)** 1.92 (1.30)   2.20 (1.53)   2.02 (1.29)   

Note. TOTAMOUNT = total amount of physical activity per week, AMOUNT-ORGSport = amount of 

physical activity per week in the organized sport context, AMOUNT-UNORGPA = amount of physical 

activity per week in the unorganized physical activity context, SDI ORGSport = Self-determination index 

in the organized sport context, SDI UNORGPA = Self-determination index in the unorganized physical 

activity context, OrgOnly = adolescents participating in the organized context only, UnorgOnly = 

adolescents participating in the unorganized context only, Org&Unorg = adolescents participating in 

both contexts, Non-Active = adolescents who are not participating in any forms of physical activity. 

†Gender reported in per cent. 

* Statistically significant higher values compared to opposite gender; Independent Samples t-test 

(*p˂.05, ** p˂.01). 

a-c
 Equal letters indicate significant differences, using One-Way Anova, Bonferroni post hoc test (p˂.05).  

d-g
 Equal letters indicate significant differences, using Pared samples t-test (p˂.05). 

h
 Equal letters indicate significant differences, using Independent samples t-test (p˂.05). 

 

Testing effects of organized vs. unorganized contexts on motivation  

To test the effect of activity contexts on adolescents’ regulation of motivation 

two different analyses were performed. To test the effect of participation in organized 

sport contexts vs. unorganized physical activity contexts within the group of adolescents 

who reported involvement in both types of activity contexts (Org&Unorg) a paired-

samples t-test was performed. Results showed a significant difference in SDI-scores 

between the two contexts (p˂.001). The highest SDI-score was found in the organized 

sport context (m= 11.00) compared to the unorganized context (m= 9.57).When looking 
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at the motivational profile (IM, IDM, EM, AM) beyond the SDI –scores the analyses 

showed that when operating in the organized sport context, the adolescents reported 

significantly higher levels of intrinsic motivation (t=6.13/ p<.001) and identified 

regulation (t=5.96/ p˂.05), and significantly lower levels of external regulation (t=2.88/ 

p<.001) compared to the unorganized context. No difference was found in amotivation 

(see table 1).  

Table 2: Testing Effects of Age, Gender, Amount of Physical Activity and Group 

Affiliation (OrgOnly vs. UnorgOnly) on the Self-determination Index (SDI). 

Independent(s) Dependent 

R 

Square 

R 

Square 

change 

Standardized 

Regression 

Coefficient P 

Step 1      

Age SDI  .004 .004 .064 n.s. 

Step 2      

Age  .026 .021 .074 n.s. 

Gender    .147 .001 

Step 3      

Age  .081 .055 .065 n.s. 

Gender    .163 .001 

TOTAMOUNT    .237 .001 

Step 4      

Age  .086 .005 .076 n.s. 

Gender    .163 .001 

TOTAMOUNT    .222 .001 

OrgOnlyvsUnorgOnly    -.075 n.s. 

Interaction effects      

gender x 
OrgOnlyvsUnorgOnly   .056 .017 -.566 .005 

Note. Self-determination index, TOTAMOUNT = total amount of physical activity per week, 

OrgOnlyvsUnorgOnly = adolescents participating in the organized context only versus adolescents 

participating in the unorganized context only, n.s. = not significant. 

 

To test the hypotheses that individuals in the UnorgOnly group exhibit a more 

self-determined motivational profile than individuals in the OrgOnly group, a 

hierarchical regression analyses with age, gender, and amount of physical activity per 

week as control variables was performed. The model explained 8,6%, 

(F=11.383/p˂.001) of the total variance in SDI. Two of the three control variables 

showed a significant impact on the dependent variable. Amount of physical activity 

(TOTAMOUNT) recorded the highest contribution (beta=.222/ p˂.001), followed by 

gender (beta=.163/p˂.001). No difference was found between the adolescents that 
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report from organized sport contexts vs. the adolescents that report from unorganized 

physical activity. However, an interaction effect (beta= -.566/p˂.01) was identified 

between gender and context participation that shows females in the OrgOnly group 

reported significantly higher SDI-scores (m= 12.65) compared to females in the 

UnorgOnly group (m= 9.75) while no differences were seen among the males (m= 8.53 

/ m= 9.21). The interaction effect is visualized in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2: The effect of context participation on motivation by gender. 
Note: SDI= Self-determination index, OrgOnly= adolescents participating in the organized context only, 

UnorgOnly= adolescents participating in the unorganized context only. 

 

Testing effects of different unorganized physical activity contexts on motivation 

Table 3: Means and Standard Deviation for Major Study Variables According to 

Physical Activity Participation in the Unorganized Physical Activity Context. 

  Team - Sport 
Endurance -

Training 

Strength -

Training 

Recreation 

Activities 

Lifestyle 

Sports 
Other Non-Sports 

% (n)  9 (115) 33.3 (424) 15 (191) 16.7 (213) 7.4 (94) 2.7 (34) 2 (26) 

% males (females) 73.7 (26.3) 39.6 (60.4) 50.8 (49.2) 35.8 (64.2) 37.2 (62.8) 52.9 (47.1) 57.7 (42.3) 

% Org&Unorg 
(UnorgOnly) 

84.3 (15.7) 76.2 (23.8) 60.7 (39.3) 73.2 (26.8) 69.1 (30.9) 70.6 (29.4) 73.1 (26.9) 

LOPUNORGSport 2.40 (1.35)a 1.95 (1.04)ab 2.40 (1.16)b 2.18 (1.17) 2.31 (1.37) 2.15 (1.41) 
 

Age 14.95 (1.53)a 14.95 (1.48)b 16.14 (1.22)abcde 15.03 (1.56)c 15.20 (1.58)d 15.47 (1.64) 14.96 (1.25)e 

SDI UNORGSport 9.69 (6.83)a 9,63 (5.69)b 10.48 (5.77)c 10.08 (6.46)d 13.18 (5.44)abcde 7.30 (6.64)e 9.93 (8.40) 

Intrinsic motivation 6.18 (1.19)abc 5.32 (1.45)ade 5.66 (1.40)f 5.61 (1.50)bg 6.45 (.86)efgh 5.15 (1.48)ch 6.28 (1.43)d 

Identified 

regulation 
5.88 (1.27)a 6.06 (1.05)be 6.33 (1.01)acf 5.68 (1.35)bcd 6.12 (1.10)d 5.40 (1.50)ef 5.95 (1.51) 

External regulation 2.26 (1.94)a 3.08 (1.54)b 3.29 (1.61)c 3.04 (1.71)d 2.20 (1.64)abcdef 3.53 (1.58)e 3.48 (2.04)f 

Amotivation 2.64 (1.81)abcd 1.97 (1.23)a 1.97 (1.47)b 1.88 (1.25)c 1.82 (1.51)d 2.44 (1.34) 2.56 (1.95) 

Note. SDI UNORGPA = Self-determination index in the unorganized physical activity context, Team-

Sport = Football, Handball, Volleyball, etc., Endurance Training = Running, Cycling, Spinning, Strength 

Training = Fitness, Aerobic, etc., Recreation Activities = Walking, Cross-Country Skiing, Swimming, 

Horse Back Riding, Outdoor-Activities, etc., Lifestyle Sport = Skating, Snowboard, Parkour, Dancing, 

etc., Other = undefined movement activities, Non-Sports = Acting, Music, Art, etc. 

Activities reported in per cent. 

Equal letters indicate significant differences, using Two-Way Anova, Bonferroni post hoc test (p˂.05) 

* Statistically significant higher values compared to opposite gender; independent samples t-test 

(**p˂.01, *p˂.05). 
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 To test the effect of different unorganized physical activity contexts on 

adolescents’ motivation, the reported unorganized contexts were categorized into seven 

different categories. The descriptive analyses (Table 3) showed that 33,3% of the 

adolescents reported involvement in different types of endurance training, 16,7% 

reported involvement in recreational activities, 15% reported involvement in strength 

training and 7,4 % reported that they were active in lifestyle sports.   

 To examine the effect of the seven unorganized activity contexts on motivation a 

two-way ANOVA was conducted, controlling for age, gender and amount of physical 

activity per week. The analysis showed that contexts variances (F=6.17 /p˂.001) and 

amount of physical activity per week (F=5.00 /p˂.001) had significant effects on the 

adolescents’ motivation. 

 Post-hoc comparison using the Bonferroni test showed that the group of 

adolescents who reported participation in unorganized lifestyle activities reported 

significantly higher SDI-scores (m=13.18) compared to all the other activity categories. 

When examining the respective sub-dimensions, adolescents in the lifestyle sport 

category expressed significantly higher levels of intrinsic motivation (m=6.45) 

compared to individuals who endurance train (m=5.32/ p˂.001), strength train (m=5.66/ 

p˂.001), partake in recreation activities (m=5.61/ p˂.001), and “undefined” movement 

activities (m=5.15/ p˂.001). They also expressed significantly lower levels of external 

regulation compared to all the other activity groups in the unorganized physical activity 

context (p˂.001). There was a significant difference in identified regulation between 

this group (m=6.12) and individuals in the recreation activities category 

(m=5.68/p˂.05). Additionally, individuals who choose lifestyle sport were significantly 

less amotivated (m=1.82) compared to individuals who reported that their main activity 

was team-sport (m=2.64/p˂.001). 

 

Discussion 

The main purpose of this study was to identify the proportional distribution of a 

sample of Norwegian adolescents in four different activity groups, and to examine the 

effect of activity context (organized sport contexts vs. unorganized physical activity 

contexts) on the adolescents’ motivation for participation.  

The study shows that the relative number of adolescents who reported involvement 

in organized sport only and involvement in both organized sport and unorganized 
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physical activity decreased with age, and thus that the relative number of non-active 

adolescents and adolescents who participate in unorganized physical activity only 

increased with age. These discoveries are in line with national surveys on physical 

activity among adolescents in Norway (Krange & Strandbu, 2004; Kolle et al., 2009), 

yet they do also correspond with theories on how adolescence act and react throughout 

this period of life (Lerner & Steinberg, 2009).  

Even though the relative number of adolescents that participate in both organized 

and unorganized contexts decreases from approximately 70% to less than 40% over five 

years, the adolescents in this group report to be the most qualified and most dedicated to 

what they do: they report to be significantly more active compared to rest of the 

adolescents in the sample, and they rate themselves as highly skilled or average skilled 

in terms of sport skills/athletic competence, and they never, or rarely, think about 

leaving their main sport activity.  

Further analyses that examines the different activity contexts’ effects on motivation 

support the indication that the group of adolescents that participate in organized sport 

club activities is highly dedicated and that organized sport contexts itself reinforce their 

positive relationship to their sport. The results showed that: 

1) Adolescents who reported involvement in both types of activity contexts 

(Org&Unorg) expressed a more self-determined motivational profile when they 

operated in organized contexts compared to unorganized physical activity 

contexts. They reported higher levels of intrinsic motivation and identified 

regulation, and lower levels of extrinsic motivation when they reported from the 

organized context compared to when they reported from unorganized contexts. 

 

2) Adolescents who participated in the unorganized physical activity context only 

did not express a more self-determined motivational profile compared to 

adolescents who participated in the organized sport context only. On the 

contrary, interaction effects showed that females who participated in the 

organized sport context only reported a more self-determined profile compared 

to females who participated in the unorganized physical activity context only. 
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Our results seem at the first glance to contradict previous research showing that 

competitions may harm intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985; 1991), that 

adolescents involved in organized or more competitive sport structures demonstrates 

less intrinsic motivation compared to adolescents involved in unorganized or 

recreational sport structures (Fortier et al., 1995), and that perceived freedom from 

constraining forces and freedom to become involved on one’s own premises is the most 

important predictors for the experience of meaningful leisure activities (Säfvenbom, 

2002).   

 The diversity of Unorganized Physical Activity 

The final analysis in the study contributes to explain the contradiction between a 

dedicative attitude and self-determined motivational profile for continuous participation 

in organized sport, and the decrease in organized sport involvement in favour of an 

increase in unorganized activity involvement and inactivity. The analysis revealed 

significant differences between unorganized activity contexts in regards to their effect 

on motivational regulation and thus that it is most likely incorrect to expect that all 

unorganized physical activity contexts are linked to the development of intrinsic 

motivation and other forms of internalized states of motivation, as stated by Vallerand 

(1997). The results presented above appear to show that some unorganized physical 

activity contexts offer autonomy supportive environments and thus do facilitate 

development of intrinsic motivation and a more self-determined motivational profile, 

and conversely, some don’t.  

In light of the fact that adolescents do leave organized sport, our results give 

reason to argue that to be able to perform better in their organized sport activity highly 

dedicated and ambitious youth athletes perform additional unorganized extra-club 

training. This activity might be more extrinsically motivated as the goals of action 

extend beyond those inherent in the activity itself and it is reasonable to think that if the 

adolescents could choose, they would prefer to practice in the organized setting with 

their team- or club mates- instead of performing self-organized preparation; and that it 

is the demand of the self-organized preparation that might cause the withdraw from the 

organized sport context, 
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The role of Lifestyle sports  

In line with our hypothesis, the results revealed that adolescents who report from 

lifestyle oriented unorganized physical activity contexts reported a more self-

determined motivational profile compared to adolescents who reported from health 

oriented or sport performance oriented unorganized contexts. This result is in line with 

prior research that shows lifestyle sports have experienced growth in their increased 

visibility worldwide, and is even outpacing the expansion of most traditional sports in 

many western countries (Wheaton, 2010). Lifestyle sport, also called alternative sport, 

represents an opposition to the dominant sport culture (Breivik, 2010):  The peak 

outcome seems to be more related to experience than the outcome (Christensen, 2001), 

the activity is removed from traditional and designated sport fields to public streets 

(Kural, 2010) and the learning environment is based more on online or off line peer- to 

peer tutorials than on traditional coaching (Säfvenbom & Keinänen, 2011).  

However, it should be noted that in spite of more external motivational profiles 

most adolescents were involved in health oriented, or sport performance oriented, 

contexts; and that only a minor group of adolescents reported from lifestyle activities. 

This might be due to the strong political position of organized sport in Norway (Skille 

& Säfvenbom, 2011; Skirstad, Säfvenbom & Waddington, 2011) and that the movement 

culture in Norway may be considered rather conservative (Säfvenbom, 2011). Thus, 

adolescents participate in extra-club unorganized activities as a mean to perform better 

in their organized sport activity. It is also reason to believe that lifestyle sports like 

skateboarding, parkour, and a diversity of dances and combination activities, such as 

tricking and down-hill biking, are not present outside the social media that adolescents 

interact with; this could mean that most adolescents are not encouraged to involve in 

these types of activity through e.g. physical education at school (Corneliussen Rustad, 

2010; Säfvenbom 2010). In addition, there has also been a negative public perception of 

lifestyle sport – for example, that they involve high-risk and deviant behaviour 

(Weathon, 2010). 

Conclusions and implications  

This study shows that comparisons between organized sport and unorganized 

physical activity contexts on motivation for participation in physical activity is clearly a 

simplification that might lead to invalid results. The study demonstrates that all 
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unorganized activities, or contexts, are not linked to the development of merely 

internalized states of motivation as hypothesised by Vallerand (1997), and that all 

organized sport activities/contexts are not linked to the development of extrinsic forms 

of motivation or amotivation. However, after a more thorough examination into the 

unorganized physical activity context, it appears that these contexts, and especially 

lifestyle oriented activity contexts, most likely offers the most autonomy supportive 

environment and facilitate the development of intrinsic motivation and a more self-

determined motivational profile. In line with previous research that found that intrinsic 

motivation corresponds with more positive outcomes (e.g., persistence) (Guy et al, 

2000; Pelletier et al., 1995; Vlachopoulos et al, 2000; Craike, 2008; Tsorrbatzoudis et 

al., 2006; Thøgersen-Ntoumani & Ntoumanis, 2006; Vallerand, 1997, 2007; Vallerand 

& Ratelle, 2002), our results show that it is involvement in these contexts that increase 

with age. However, it is important to emphasize that adolescents who participate in 

extra-club unorganized activities as a mean to perform better in their organized sport 

activity are the adolescents with the biggest drop-out rate; as the results show that the 

Org&Unorg group decrease with age, while the Non-Active group increase with age.  

The growth seen in many western countries, in lifestyle sport involvement, are 

likely to have significant implications for health promotion strategies aimed towards the 

increase of an active leisurely involvement. So far there is little evidence that previous 

approaches to advocate traditional sports will effectively encourage an active lifestyle 

among adolescents (Tomlinson, Ravenscroft, Wheaton, & Gilchrist, 2005; Dumas & 

Laforest, 2009; Säfvenbom , 2011). Dumas and Laforest (2009) argue, that in the 

present context, the implementation of these strategies will be difficult, even though 

public health institutions are engaged in unprecedented efforts to counter the 

sedentariness of youth; the promotion of lifestyle sports has been and remains tempered 

by the view of them as having high-risk injuries. However, it seems unlikely that the 

growth in sport participation required to reach the ambitious targets set out by many 

western governments can be reached without recognizing, or understanding, the 

importance of non-traditional informal sports (Wheaton, 2010). Our results give further 

rise to the importance of the recognition of more lifestyle oriented unorganized physical 

activity contexts, as adolescents who report from these contexts express a more positive 

self-determined motivational profile than adolescents that perform in other unorganized 

sport activities. 
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2. Theory and Methods 

 
2.1 Introduction 

As already explained in the article, adolescence has been described as a critical period 

regarding a long lasting physically activity lifestyle (Mota & Esculucas, 2002). Prior 

research on youth development emphasize that adolescents interact and develop in 

context (Lerner & Steinberg, 2009)  and that perceived quality of the contexts seems 

crucial for further action, and thus also for development and health. Meaningful 

everyday-life interactions are seen as fundamental assumptions for the enjoyment of life 

(Baumeister, 1989, 1991; Frankl, 1992) and the personal experience of a meaningful 

everyday life is often seen as the immediate precursor to behaviour, and a predictor for 

health for adolescents (Lewthwaite, 1990; Maehr & Braskamp, 1986). Further, 

Säfvenbom (2011, Paper in progress) argues that adolescents developmental processes 

relies on a goodness of fit, between the person and the environment. This match or 

mismatch, will affect the interaction and the outcome of the interaction. 

 

Understanding the motivational factors associated with physical activity contexts in 

youth is therefore of huge importance; as research on motivation can promote a better 

understanding of adolescents decisions regarding their sport and physical activity 

behavior (Wang & Biddle, 2001). “A widely accepted definition of motivation is that it 

represents the hypothetical construct used to describe the internal and/or external forces 

that lead to the initiation, direction, intensity, and persistence of behaviour” (Vallerand, 

2004, p. 428). Self-determined Motivation is a most important variable in sport and 

represents one key element that facilitates performance, and maybe most important, 

positive experiences in sport and the area of physical activity (Vallerand, 2004). 

However, in order to get a more comprehensive understanding of motivational 

regulation for physical activity participation we wanted to take into account contextual 

characteristics of the activity as each context might capture unique features of youth’s 

participation experiences as the influence of participation in organized or unorganized 

sport programs has not been well quantified throughout adolescence (Mota & Esculcas, 

2002). I hope this research will add meaningful value to the field of sport psychology 

and to the research on sport and physical activity behavior within adolescents.  
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Since my master’s thesis is written in the form of a scientific article, an additional 

theory and methods section is required. Up to this date there are almost no guidelines to 

what this section should contain, except that it should explain theory and methods used 

in the study in greater detail than was possible in the article. I have chosen to write an 

overview of Self-Determination Theory, as my hypotheses are based on this theory 

alone. 

 

2.2 Self-Determination Theory (SDT) 

SDT is a meta-theory comprising of different sub-theories that seek to explain human 

motivation and behaviour based on individual differences in motivational orientations, 

contextual influences on motivation, and the distinction between self-determined forms 

of motivation and non-self-determined forms of motivation (Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 

2008).  

 

The sub-theories all share organismic and dialectical assumptions and they all involve 

the concept of basic psychological needs. When coordinated, they cover all types of 

human behaviour in all domains (Ryan & Deci, 2002): Cognitive Evaluation Theory 

specifies factors that explain variability in intrinsic motivation. Hence, it explains 

environmental factors that facilitate versus undermine intrinsic motivation (Ryan & 

Deci, 2002). It addresses the effects of social contexts, or how factors such as rewards, 

interpersonal controls, and ego involvement impact intrinsic motivation and interest. 

The sub-theory describes contextual elements as autonomy supportive, controlling, and 

amotivating, and it links these types of contextual elements to the different motivations 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2002). Organismic Integration Theory concerns 

internalization of values and regulations, and was formulated to explain the 

development and dynamics of extrinsic motivation in its various forms. The more 

internalized the extrinsic motivation is the more autonomous the person will be (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2002). Causality Orientations Theory describes individual 

differences in people’s tendencies to orient toward the social environment in ways that 

support their own autonomy, control their behaviour, or are amotivating (Deci & Ryan, 

1985; Ryan & Deci, 2002). Finally, Basic Needs Theory explains the relation of 

motivation and goals to health and well-being. This theory argues that psychological 
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well-being and optimal functioning is predicted by autonomy, competence and 

relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2002).  

 

2.3 Global, contextual, and situational effects on motivation  

Vallerand (1997) argues that it is not sufficient to talk about motivation in general to 

describe a person, rather, one should refer to a collection of motivations that vary in 

types and levels of generality (Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand & Perreault, 1999). Research 

and theories on the self, have over the past few decades represented self-regulation 

processes at different levels of a hierarchy. Thus, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic 

motivation, and amotivation are represented within the individual at three hierarchical 

levels of generality: the global, the contextual, and the situational levels (Vallerand, 

1997; Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002). 

 

The model posits that one must consider motivation from a multidimensional 

perspective (Vallerand, 2001), and if we are to understand a particular individual, we 

need to take into consideration the different motivations that describe him or her. The 

model claims that motivation results from an ongoing transaction between the person 

and the environment. Furthermore, the model also integrates the personality and social 

psychological traditions of motivation (Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand & Perreault, 1999). 

 

Figure 3: The Hierarchical Model of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation (Standage, 

Treasure, Duda, & Prusak, 2003).  
Note. IM = Intrinsic motivation, EM = Extrinsic motivation, AM = Amotivation.  
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2.3.1 The different motivational regulations 

A major focus of SDT (Deci & Ryan 1985, 1991) has been to supply a more 

differentiated approach to motivation, by asking what kind of motivation is being 

exhibited at any given time. SDT has identified several types of motivation and each of 

them have consequences for learning, performance, personal experience, and well-being 

(Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand & Perreault, 1999).  

 

As already mentioned, a complete analysis of motivation must deal with three concepts, 

namely intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotivation: “Intrinsic 

motivation refers to performing an activity for itself and the pleasure and satisfaction 

derived from participation” (Vallerand, 2007, p. 60). Vallerand et al. (Vallerand, 

Pelletier, Blais, Brière, Senécal, & Vallières, 1992, 1993; Vallerand, 2007) claims that 

three types of intrinsic motivation exist: intrinsic motivation to know, intrinsic 

motivation to accomplish things, and intrinsic motivation to experience stimulation.  

“Extrinsic motivation refers to engaging in an activity as a means to an end and not for 

its own sake” (Vallerand, 2007, p. 60). This doesn’t mean that extrinsic motivated 

behaviours are only performed in the absence of self-determination. Deci and Ryan 

(1985) proposed that different types of extrinsic motivation exist, some of them are 

even self-determined and may be performed through choice: Integrated regulation is 

quite similar to intrinsic motivation, however, this form of internalization is not truly 

self-determined because it is limited to the internalization of past external situations 

(e.g. “I play soccer because I would feel guilty if I didn’t”) (Vallerand & Perreault, 

1999). Identified regulation is also an autonomous form of regulation, involving a 

conscious acceptance that the behaviour is important in order to achieve personally 

valued outcomes (Ryan & Deci, 2002). Introjected regulation is when external 

regulation have been internalized but not truly accepted as one’s own. It is within the 

person but is not considered part of the integrated self (Ryan & Deci, 2002). External 

regulation is the least autonomous form of extrinsic motivation and occurs when 

behaviour is regulated by rewards or in order to avoid punishment (e.g. “I play soccer 

because my parents force me to”) (Ryan & Deci, 2002).  

 

Deci and Ryan (1985) also propose a third motivational concept, namely Amotivation 
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(the state of lacking the intention to act), to fully understand human nature. Amotivated 

behaviours are initiated and regulated by forces beyond the person’s intentional control. 

Behaviours are neither intrinsically nor extrinsically motivated in the sense that they are 

not intentional (Deci & Ryan 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2002). Thus, there is a relative 

absence of motivation (Vallerand, 2007). 

 

SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1991) propose that these different types of motivation 

represent different levels of self-determination listed on a self-determination continuum. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 

Figure 4: The Self-determination Continuum, with types of motivation and types of 

regulation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

 

2.3.2 The three levels of generality 

The global level represents the first and the most stable level in the hierarchy and it is 

proposed that the individual has developed a global and general motivation orientation 

to interact with the environment in an intrinsic, extrinsic, or amotivated way (Vallerand, 

2007; Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002). Certain individuals may have a global external 

regulation orientation, leading them to have an external regulation toward several life 

contexts, including sport (Vallerand, 2004). At the second level, the contextual level, 

motivation is expected to be moderately stable (Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002). Here, 

context refers to a distinct sphere of human activity (Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand, & 

Perreault, 1999). Research has shown that the three most important contexts for young 

adults are education, interpersonal relationships, and leisure (Vallerand, 1997; 

Vallerand, & Perreault, 1999). Thus, individuals come to develop motivational 

orientations with respect to intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and amotivation in 

different contexts. A given contextual motivation always refers to one specific life 
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domain. However, a person’s contextual motivational orientation may vary from 

context to context (e.g., an athlete may have a high level of contextual intrinsic 

motivation toward sport but a low level of contextual intrinsic motivation toward 

education) (Vallerand, 2004). Finally, the situational level represents the third and last 

level in the hierarchy. Motivation at this level refers to a motivational state. It is the 

motivation that people experience toward a given activity at a specific point in time 

(Vallerand, 2004). Motivation at this level is assumed to be unstable because of its 

responsiveness to the environment (Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002). 

 

2.3.3 Social Factors and Basic Psychological Needs 

Social factors refers both to human and nonhuman factors found in our social 

environment such as comments from others (human) or instructions on a sign 

(nonhuman) (Vallerand, 2001; Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002). These factors can also be 

distinguished according to their level of generality: Global factors refer to social factors 

that are present in most aspects of the person’s life (e.g., housing of elite athletes in one 

location. Being in such an environment for an extended period of time may have 

important consequences on an athlete’s global motivation) (Vallerand, 2001; Vallerand 

& Perreault, 1999; Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002). Contextual factors represent variables 

that are generally present in one specific life context (e.g., having a controlling 

swimming coach) but not in another (e.g., the coach is part of the sport context, but not 

of the educational context). Finally, Situational factors refer to variables that are present 

at a given point in time but not on a permanent basis (e.g. receiving positive feedback at 

3:45 in the second half of a soccer game). When distinguishing among the three types of 

social factors it becomes possible to make clearer hypotheses regarding which type of 

factor should influence motivation at the different levels of the hierarchy (Vallerand & 

Perreault, 1999; Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002). 

 

Further, the impact of social factors on motivation is mediated by perceptions of 

competence, autonomy, and relatedness. This means that motivation is not directly 

influenced by social factors, but by the way individuals interpret those factors in terms 

of facilitating their needs for competence, autonomy and relatedness (Vallerand, 2007). 

According to the SDT definition, “basic needs are universal – that is, they represent 
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innate requirements rather than acquired motives” (Ryan & Deci, 2002, p. 7). They are 

therefore expected to be evident in all cultures and in all developmental periods. This is 

a very restricted definition, which is why the list of psychological needs within SDT is 

so short, including only three components (Ryan & Deci, 2002): Competence: The need 

for competence implies that individuals wants to interact effectively with the 

environment in order to experience a sense of competence in producing desired 

outcomes and preventing undesired events (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Vallerand & Perreault, 

1999). It leads people to seek challenges that are optimal for their capacities. However, 

it is not an attained skill or capability, but rather a felt sense of confidence and 

effectiveness in action (Ryan & Deci, 2002). Autonomy: The need for autonomy implies 

that individuals want to feel free from pressures and have the possibility to make 

choices among several courses of action (Guay et al., 2000). When autonomous, 

individuals experience their behaviour as an expression of the self, such that, even when 

actions are influenced by outside sources, the individual still feels both initiative and 

value with regard to them (Ryan & Deci, 2002). Relatedness: Finally, the need for 

relatedness refers to interpersonal attachments and bonds developed between 

individuals, and is based on a fundamental striving for contact with others (Guay et al., 

2000).  

 

From a motivational perspective, needs represent the energy underlying people’s 

behaviour, meaning people engage in certain activities in order to satisfy their needs. 

Needs also represent the process through which changes in motivation takes place. The 

fulfilment of our psychological needs is important because it orients us toward certain 

types of behaviours and activities in the hope that they will fulfil our needs. Thus, the 

social environment is both an opponent and an ally, at times leading us to activities that 

satisfy our needs and at other times leading us in directions that counter to the 

development of the self and the experience of positive outcomes (Vallerand, 2007). 

 

2.3.4 Contextual and situational motivation can influence each other 
through top-down and recursive effects 

In addition to the influence of psychological mediators, motivation at a given level also 

results from top-down effects from motivation higher up in the hierarchy (Vallerand & 
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Perreault, 1999; Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002). It is proposed that motivation should have 

stronger effects top-down on motivation at the next lower level than on motivation at 

the distal level. Thus, contextual motivation should have stronger impact on situational 

motivation than global motivation, and global motivation should have a stronger impact 

on contextual motivation (Vallerand & Perreault, 1999). It is also proposed that self-

determination motivation at the higher level will facilitate self-determined levels of 

motivation at the next level down in the hierarchy (e.g., athletes who display a self-

determined motivational profile in contextual motivation toward their sport are likely to 

display a similar motivational profile at the situational level while playing) (Vallerand 

& Perreault, 1999). The top-down hypotheses is important because it suggests how 

motivation at different levels of generality can be integrated and it explains the 

mechanics behind how intrinsic and extrinsic motivation can be influenced. Vallerand 

(2001) refers to the study by Chantal, Guay, and Vallerand (2000), which showed that 

contextual motivation towards leisure activities predicted situational motivation toward 

a specific leisure activity three months later. As hypothesized, individuals who had the 

most self-determined contextual motivation toward leisure displayed the most self-

determined situational motivation toward their leisure activity (Vallerand, 2001). 

 

Another type of motivational dynamics involves a recursive relationship or bottom-up 

effect. Hence, motivation at the lower level in the hierarchy can over time have some 

feedback effect on motivation at the next higher level (Vallerand, 2000, 2001). A real 

life example can be a soccer player who did not deliver a great performance in a 

quarter-final of a soccer tournament that the team lost. These represent two crucial 

situational factors that had a negative impact on the soccer player’s situational 

motivation. These factors were much stronger than the impact of the player’s intrinsic 

contextual motivation on the player’s situational motivation and led him/her to 

experience low levels of intrinsic motivation and a high levels of amotivation at the 

situational level (near the end of the game). This low self-determined situational 

motivation had in turn a recursive negative effect on the player’s contextual motivation 

towards soccer. This can also be applied in the next level. For example, if an individual 

display repeated high levels of intrinsic motivation toward sports, eventually such 

changes could lead to changes in intrinsic motivation at the global level (Vallerand & 

Perreault, 1999). 
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A final type of motivational dynamics refers to the interplay among the different types 

of contextual motivation and this may lead to compensation effects (Vallerand, 2000, 

2001). From the model`s perspective, losses in self-determined motivation in one 

context (e.g., education) can lead a person to compensate in another context (e.g., 

leisure) by becoming more intrinsically motivated there. It is hypothesized that such a 

phenomenon allows individuals to restore (or keep) their global motivation at a certain 

self-determined level (Vallerand, 2000, 2001). This runs contrary to SDT that posits that 

a loss in need satisfaction and motivation is compensated by engaging in activities that 

promote non-self-determined needs and outcomes.  However, Vallerand (2000, 2001) 

claims, the compensation effect are only likely to take place in life domains in which 

people feel competent and that it therefore is possible that both positions are correct. 

Perhaps the first response to “need thwarting” is to try to restore the balance in the self 

and to enhance self-determined motivation in some other important contexts as 

proposed by the Hierarchical Model. However, if after a while this proves impossible, it 

is possible that people turn towards less optimal ways of functioning (e.g., external 

regulation and amotivation with subsequent negative outcomes), as proposed by SDT 

(Vallerand, 2000, 2001). 

 

2.3.5 Motivation leads to important consequences   

Motivation has been a central and long lasting issue in the field of psychology as it is 

the core of biological, cognitive, and social regulation. However, perhaps more 

important, motivation is highly valued because of the consequences or outcomes it 

produces (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Vallerand (1997) proposes that we have at least three 

types of consequences: affective, cognitive, and behavioural. Affective consequences 

include interest, satisfaction, positive emotions, mood, and anxiety. Memory and 

conceptual learning, as well as concentration (or attention) are representative of 

cognitive consequences. Finally, persistence at the task, choice of behaviour, 

complexity, intensity, behavioural intentions, and performance are all examples of 

behavioural consequences (Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand & Losier, 1999).  
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In line with the hierarchical model, it is proposed that motivational consequences exist 

at the three levels of the hierarchy. The level of generality of the various consequences 

depends on the level of generality of the motivation that produce them (Vallerand & 

Perreault, 1999).  Meaning, situational types of consequences, such as feeling 

momentarily disappointed and not wanting to play any more at that point in time, 

originate from situational motivation. More contextually generalized thoughts, feelings, 

and behaviours that goes beyond the moment and belongs to a specific area. Finally, 

broad level types of consequences, such as depression and apathy experienced across 

life domains, are typically a result of global motivation (Vallerand, 2004). 

 

Consequences are decreasingly positive from intrinsic motivation to amotivation. The 

self-determined continuum proposed by Deci and Ryan (1985) is very useful in making 

predictions about motivational consequences. Because the different motivational 

regulations are hypothesized to be on a continuum from high to low self-determination 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985), and because self-determination is associated with enhanced 

psychological function (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Guay et al., 2000; Vallerand & Perreault, 

1999), one would expect a corresponding pattern of consequences, expecting intrinsic 

motivation to have the most positive consequences, followed by identification. On the 

other hand, one might also expect external regulation and especially amotivation to be 

associated with negative consequences. Introjection should lead to consequences in 

between those produced by identification and external regulation (Guay et al., 2000; 

Vallerand & Perreault, 1999). 

 

In sum, the Hierarchical Model shows that it is useful to study motivation at three 

different levels of generality and distinguishing among the different levels becomes 

important, especially when specifying determinants and consequences (Vallerand & 

Ratelle, 2002). Deci and Ryan (1985) propose that objective events may affect 

motivation and psychological outcomes or consequences, but they do not explicitly 

propose the nature of the causal sequence on how the environment affect outcomes, as 

well as the role of need satisfaction in the process. The Hierarchical Model posits the 

following causal sequence: the environment (social factors) influences perceived 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness (need satisfaction) that in turn influences 

motivation that in turn leads to outcomes. Thus, according to the Hierarchical Model, 
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need satisfaction plays an indirect role in the sequence, whereas motivation is 

hypothesized to play a much more direct role in the experience of psychological 

outcomes or consequences (Vallerand, 1997, 2000, 2001). 

 

2.4 Methods 

The following section describes the methods used in this study in greater detail than was 

possible in the article, with discussion of our choice of methods when appropriate. Data 

was already collected when I started writing my master’s thesis and have therefore not 

explained recruitment and data collection procedures as I was not part of this process.  

  

2.4.1 Literature search 

The theoretical basis of this project was gathered primarily through searches of the 

SportDiscus database, although in some cases the search engine “Google Scholar” was 

also used. Initial searches included combinations of the terms “Self-determination”, 

“adolescents”, “organized sport”, unorganized physical activity”, “structured and 

unstructured physical activity”, “lifestyle sport”, “motivational regulation”, 

“motivational profile”, “outcome”, “consequences”.  Extensive hand searches of article 

reference lists were also a major means of identifying relevant literature.  

 

2.4.2 Study design 

This cross-sectional study was conducted as part of the “Goodness of fit in Norwegian 

Youth Sport” study initiated by the Faculty of Health and Sport at the University of 

Agder, and developed and conducted in collaboration with the Norwegian School of 

Sport Sciences.  

 

The major distinction between the two basic approaches in developmental studies is 

whether researchers follow the same participants over time (longitudinal design) or 

whether they select different participants at each age level (cross-sectional design). 

Longitudinal studies are powerful because changes in behaviour across the time span of 

interest are seen in the same people. However, longitudinal studies are time-consuming 

while cross-sectional studies on the other hand are usually less time-consuming to carry 
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out (Thomas, Nelson, & Silberman, 2005). Cross-sectional designs test several age 

groups at the same point in time and although cross-sectional studies are more time 

efficient than longitudinal studies, a limitation called the cohort problem exists: are all 

the age groups really from the same population? Asked differently, are the 

environmental circumstances that affect motivational regulation for 13-year-olds the 

same today as when the 18-year-olds were 13, or have the sport programmes improved 

over this 5-year span so that the 13-year-olds experience the organized sport context as 

more autonomy supportive than the 18-year-olds did when they were 13? (Thomas et 

al., 2005). 

 

Another limitation is that we have used a questionnaire to obtain information by asking 

participants to respond to questions rather than by observing their behavior. Hence, the 

results consist simply of what people say they do or what they say they believe or 

dislike. However, certain information can only be obtained this way, so planning the 

questionnaire carefully to ensure the most valid results is of huge importance (Thomas 

et al., 2005).  

 

2.4.3 Participants 

A total of 2,971 pupils from 38 different schools in Norway were invited and stratified 

in accordance to school level and geographical area. A total of 2,116 (71%) adolescents 

(1,020 boys and 1,085 girls) from the ages of 12 to 19 (mean age 15.3 years) completed 

the self-report questionnaire during school time. Omitted data results in actual sample 

sizes in the analyses vary in relation to the variables included.  

 

2.4.4 Measures 

The questionnaire 

The questionnaire consists of five sections with the total of 76 questions. In the first 

section, participants were asked about themselves and their family, grades, and how 

they perceive school and physical education. In the second section they were asked 

questions of a more personal characteristic. They were asked questions about how they 

think about themselves and their existence (e.g. psychological distress, loneliness, 

shyness). The third section had questions about their activity habits, amount of physical 

activity per week, and motivation for physical activity both in the organized sport 
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context and in the unorganized leisure-time physical activity context. In section four, 

the participants were asked about how they perceive the local sports club and their 

relationship towards physical activity, sports and play. In the last section, section five, 

the participants were asked questions about what they think is important if they were to 

be involved in some form of physical activity, exercise or sports. They were also asked 

if they were considering military duty, and what profession they could see themselves in 

later on.  

 

Other measured variables: Age, gender, were also collected in the questionnaire. 

 

The sections included in this master’s thesis are section one (question 1 and 2) and 

section three (questions 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 55, 56, and 57). 

 

Physical Activity  

Participation in and the amount of physical activity was reported in two different 

contexts: organized sport and unorganized physical activity. The adolescents were asked 

a similar question in both contexts: How many hours per week do you play or exercise 

enough to make you sweat or breathe hard?; 0, 1-2, 3-4, 5-7, 8-10 or 11 hours or more 

per week. The sum score of the two variables indicates the total amount of physical 

activity (TOTAMOUNT). This index is regarded as continuous data.  

 

The Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS) 

The 16-item SIMS (see full scale in Guay et al., 2000) was used to evaluate the 

adolescents’ situational motivation in the organized sport context and unorganized 

physical activity context. The SIMS was developed by Guay et al. (Guay & Vallerand, 

1995; Guay et al., 2000) to assess participants’ immediate or current reactions toward a 

specific activity in which they were engaged.  

 

To develop and validate the SIMS, Guay et al. (2000), conducted five studies. Overall, 

results showed that the SIMS was composed of four internally consistent factors. 

Standage et al. (2003), argues that no published research has examined the factor 

structure of the SIMS in the physical activity domain. In their research, they assessed 
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the reliability, presence of a proposed simplex pattern (construct validity), factorial 

validity, and multisample invariance of the SIMS. Their findings supported the findings 

of Guay et al. (2000), that the SIMS represents a very useful tool for studying 

situational motivation in laboratory and field settings (Standage et al., 2003).  

 

The respective sub-dimensions of the measure were assessed as following based on the 

stem “why do you participate in this main activity within the organized sport context?” 

and on the stem “why do you participate in this main activity within the unorganized 

physical activity context?”: 1. Intrinsic motivation (e.g., because I think this activity is 

interesting, 2. Identified regulation (e.g., because I am doing it for my own good, 3. 

External regulation (e.g., because it is expected that I do so), and 4. Amotivation (e.g., I 

don’t know; I don’t see what this activity does for me). Responses were measured on a 

7-point likert scale from (1) completely untrue to (7) completely true. Analyses showed 

satisfactory alpha values in all four dimensions in both the organized sport context 

(0.90/0.82/0.79/0.82) and the unorganized physical activity context 

(0.90/0.85/0.81/0.88). 

 

In order to use a single motivation score, a self-determined index (SDI) was constructed 

by a summation of specifically weighted scores from the different motivational 

subscales in accordance to their position on the self-determination continuum. 

Specifically, data were reduced as specified by Vallerand & Ratelle (2002) by first 

calculating each subscale score via the mean of its items and then further reduction by 

calculating the SDI-score via the following formula: [SDI=+2 (IM) + 1 (IDR) – 1 (ER) 

– 2 (AM)], [see Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002 for support for the validity of the index]. The 

SDI, representing the strength of one’s self-determination, is a straightforward 

weighting – the higher the number, the stronger the self-determination. The scores for 

the SDI can vary from +18 to -18. 

2.4.5 Treatment of sensitive personal information 

The Norwegian Social Science Data Service (NSD) approved the study, and parents and 

children gave their written informed consent before their participation in the study. 
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2.4.6 Statistical Analyses 

All statistics were calculated using SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) 

version 18.0. Mean and Standard Deviation are used when presenting central tendencies 

and dispersion. Independent-samples t-tests were used when testing potential gender 

differences (Table 1, see Article). One-way analysis of variance and Two-way between-

groups ANOVA with Bonferroni post hoc test were used when testing potential group 

differences in major study variables (Table 1 and 3, see Article). Paired-samples t-tests 

were used when testing potential within-group differences. In addition, Hierarchical 

multiple regression analysis was conducted to test the effect of age, gender, amount of 

physical activity, and context affiliation on the Self- determination index (SDI) (Table 

2, see Article).  
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