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ABSTRACT  1 

PURPOSE: Physical activity (PA) is distinct from physical capacity (PC), even though they 2 

are correlated in old age. PC defines the limits for PA, while activities in daily life typically 3 

remain submaximal. Individuals whose intensity of daily activities is close to physical capacity 4 

may be better protected from future decline in physical function compared to those who do not, 5 

although prospective research to support this hypothesis is lacking. Therefore, this study 6 

compared changes in physical function over a four-year follow-up between community-7 

dwelling older adults categorized based on their combined baseline PC and PA. 8 

 9 

METHODS: This was a four-year longitudinal follow-up study of older adults aged 75-85 10 

years at baseline (N = 312, 60% women). Baseline PC was determined based on 5-second Mean 11 

Amplitude Deviation (MAD) epoch value during the maximal 10-meter walking test, and PA 12 

was determined based on the peak 75-minutes MAD intensity threshold from thigh-worn 13 

accelerometer monitoring over 3-7 days. Baseline values of PA and PC were categorized into 14 

lowPC-lowPA, lowPC-highPA, highPC-lowPA, and highPC-highPA profiles. Physical 15 

function was evaluated using the Short Physical Performance Battery (SPPB) at baseline and 16 

at the follow-up, with total score and 5 x Sit-To-Stand (5xSTS) test time as the primary 17 

outcomes. Nonparametric tests and generalized estimating equations were used for analyses.  18 

 19 

RESULTS:  From baseline to follow-up, statistically significant changes in the SPPB total 20 

score and 5xSTS test time were observed in all profiles (p<0.05) except the low PC-high PA 21 

profile. Over the follow-up period, the decrease was greater for low versus high PA profiles 22 

within both PC profiles for SPPB total score (high PC: B -0.61, SE 0.24, 95% CI -1.08, -0.15; 23 

low PC: B -0.96, SE 0.35, 95% CI -1.62, -0.32), but not for 5xSTS time. No statistically 24 

significant difference was observed in the change in 5xSTS test time between the low and high 25 

PA profiles for either PC profile. 26 

 27 

CONCLUSIONS: The findings suggest that engaging in demanding PA regardless of baseline 28 

PC may help to protect against a decline in physical functioning in old age. Consequently, older 29 

adults should be encouraged to engage in physically demanding activities that could potentially 30 

enhance their functional capacity. 31 

 32 

Keywords: device-based, mobility limitation, free-living activities, walking test 33 
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INTRODUCTION 34 

Physical functioning has been identified as an important factor that enables independent living 35 

among older adults [1]. The most effective way to maintain physical functioning is through 36 

diverse and sufficiently challenging physical activity and exercise, which should also include 37 

activities tailored to the individual's capabilities [2]. However, multiple internal and external 38 

factors, such as ability to walk and social support, affect physical behaviour resulting in 39 

considerable variation in daily physical activity between older adults [3,4]. 40 

 41 

Physical activity has been presented as a distinct construct from physical capacity [5–11]. 42 

Although physical capacity correlates with physical activity, both entail a distinct construct. 43 

Physical capacity primarily defines the limits of physical activity rather than ensuring that 44 

individuals use their full capacity in daily life [10,11]. Based on locomotory system 45 

mechanobiology (i.e., disuse causes locomotory system atrophy, increased use hypertrophy 46 

[12]) one would expect functional capacity to be lost if full capacity is seldom utilised, i.e., the 47 

use it or lose it - principle. This demarcation between activity and capacity and the associated 48 

use-dependent adaptations have been operationalized in the physical capacity-physical activity 49 

(PC-PA) concept proposed by Koolen et al. and Orme et al. which categorizes individuals into 50 

four profiles: low PC - low PA ("cannot do – does not do"), low PC - high PA (“cannot do, 51 

does do”), high PC - low PA (“can do, does not do”) and high PC - high PA (“can do, does 52 

do") [13,14].  53 

 54 

To our knowledge, no studies have focused on PC-PA profiles in older adults in a longitudinal 55 

setting, which allows prediction of future conditions based on the profiles. Additionally, the 56 

methods used to determine PC and PA have not been “apples-to-apples” comparisons. Rather, 57 

the operationalization has been, e.g., PC determined by walking distance or the Timed Up and 58 

Go (TUG) compared with PA estimated by daily step counts [13,15]. Orme and colleagues 59 

introduced in their technical note that PC-PA profiles can be created by instrumenting a 60 

walking test and free-living PA with an accelerometer [14], thereby ensuring a direct “apples-61 

to-apples” comparison of the intensity of PC and PA using acceleration. We propose addressing 62 

PA and PC intensities from free-living and standardized testing, respectively, using 5-second 63 

Mean Amplitude Deviation (MAD) epochs [16]. This approach allows for the examination of 64 

the PA intensity distribution, which can be used to determine the vigorous MAD intensity 65 

threshold - the MAD value that corresponds to the 75 minutes per week of  physical activity 66 

recommended by the World Health Organization (WHO) [17]. As such, it is well-suited for 67 
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defining 'does do, does not do' in PA. This is meaningfully comparable to PC, which was 68 

defined as the MAD during a 10-meter walking test [18]. 69 

 70 

So far, there are no prospective studies shedding light on whether older people who approach 71 

their capacity in free-living activities are better protected against future decline in physical 72 

function. Therefore, the aim of this study was to compare changes in physical function over 73 

four years between community-dwelling older adults categorized on the basis of their baseline 74 

PC and PA. We hypothesized that those older adults who were physically active close to their 75 

physical capacity would experience a slower decline in physical function.  76 

 77 

METHODS 78 

Participants and design 79 

The data for this observational study were drawn from data collected in the AGNES study 80 

(Active Aging - Resilience and external support as modifiers of the disablement outcome; 81 

n = 1 021), which was conducted at the Gerontology Research Center, University of Jyväskylä 82 

[19]. The AGNES study comprises three age cohorts (75, 80, and 85 years of age) of people 83 

living independently in the city of Jyväskylä, in Central Finland. The baseline data were 84 

collected in 2017-2018 and the 4-year follow-up measurements were carried out in 2021-2022. 85 

The Ethical Committee of the Central Finland Health Care District provided an ethical 86 

statement on the research plan and protocol of the AGNES baseline (August 23, 2017) and 87 

follow-up study (September 8, 2021). The study was executed in accordance with the principles 88 

of the Declaration of Helsinki and all participants gave written informed consent. 89 

 90 

Baseline recruitment was drawn as a random sample from postcode areas in Jyväskylä, Finland, 91 

using the registers of the Digital and Population Data Services Agency in Finland. Baseline 92 

inclusion criteria were age and residence in the study area, willingness to participate and the 93 

ability to communicate [19]. After exclusions, 1021 individuals participated in the study, of 94 

whom 432 wore a tri-axial accelerometer for 3 to 7 consecutive days and participated in the 95 

10-meter walking test with an accelerometer, forming a baseline sample for this study. Of the 96 

older adults included in the baseline sample, 26 were deceased, 6 could not be reached, 77 were 97 

not interested or not applicable, and 11 had not completed the Short Physical Performance 98 

Battery (SPPB) at the time of the follow-up, resulting in a final follow-up sample of 312 99 

participants. All of these participants had at least 3 days of successful accelerometer recording 100 
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and completed the maximal 10-meter walking test at baseline, and also participated in the 4-101 

year follow-up home interview with the SPPB test. 102 

 103 

Determination of PC-PA profiles 104 

At baseline, a research assistant visited the participant's home, conducted a face-to-face 105 

interview, and placed an accelerometer on the participant’s thigh using a waterproof film. 106 

Participants wore the accelerometer continuously (24 hours a day) for 3 to 7 consecutive days 107 

(Figure 1). Subsequently, participants arrived in the laboratory and participated in a 108 

comprehensive health and physical function assessment protocol, which included a maximal 109 

10-meter walking test.  110 

 111 

The study employed a UKK RM42 tri-axial accelerometer (13-bit analog-to-digital conversion, 112 

acceleration range ±16 g, UKK Terveyspalvelut Oy, Tampere, Finland). The accelerometer 113 

sampling rate was set at 100 samples per second, with acceleration recorded in gravity units. 114 

From the data collected by the accelerometer, the mean amplitude deviation (MAD = 1/n *∑ 115 

|rk –r|) of each 24-hour period was calculated based on the vector magnitude (Euclidian norm) 116 

of the resultant acceleration (√x2+y2+z2) in non-overlapping 5-second epochs, following the 117 

methodology outlined in previous reports [16,20]. 118 

 119 

 120 
Figure 1. Timeline of study protocol and typical occurrence of 5-second MAD epochs. 121 

 122 

Laboratory-based assessment of physical capacity (PC) and determination of 'Can do' and 123 

'Cannot do' groups. Physical capacity (PC) was determined based on the mean amplitude 124 

deviation (MAD) epoch during the maximal 10-meter walking test [21,22] (Figure 2A). The 125 

test was conducted in a research laboratory walking track, with a total distance of 20 meters 126 

reserved for the test. The test area consisted of a 5-meter acceleration phase, a 10-meter test 127 

distance and a 5-meter deceleration phase. During the maximal 10-meter walking test, 128 

participants were instructed to walk safely from the starting point to the end point at their 129 

maximum walking speed. The MAD value during the test was manually extracted from the 130 

data by visually following the test protocol in the data. The MAD value during 10-meter 131 
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walking test was strongly correlated with maximum walking speed of same test in this dataset 132 

(n = 432, r = 0.72, p < .001).  133 

 134 

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, there are no thresholds for the MAD value during the 135 

maximal 10-meter walking test for this age group (75-85 years), based on which capacity can 136 

be classified as non-limited and limited physical functioning [23]. Therefore, in this study, the 137 

thresholds for the MAD value during 10-meter walking test were determined separately for 138 

men and women using Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC) in classifying the dataset into 139 

high (SPPB ≥ 10) and low (SPPB < 10) physical functioning [24]. For men, a cut-point of 0.73 140 

G was determined with moderate accuracy (specificity 70%, sensitivity 66%, AUC 0.76), and 141 

similarly, for women, the cut-point was 0.59 G (specificity 68%, sensitivity 76%, AUC 0.73). 142 

More detailed analysis can be found in Supplementary File 1. 143 

 144 

Physical activity (PA) assessment and the determination of 'Does do' and 'Does not do' groups. 145 

The 'Does do' and 'Does not do' groups were defined throughout the entire free-living 146 

monitoring period (aggregating full 24-hour measurement days) using the 5-second MAD 147 

epoch distribution (intensity profile), which describes the dispersion of activity intensities. The 148 

highest part of the distribution represents the highest attained intensity [25] (Figure 2A). The 149 

peak 75-min MAD intensity threshold of the 5-second MAD epoch distribution was determined 150 

to represent the threshold for 75 minutes per week (10.7 minutes per day). This threshold 151 

represents the 99.3rd percentile of the activity intensity distribution. It indicates that the activity 152 

intensity exceeds this level only 0.7% of the time each day, which equates to 10.7 minutes out 153 

of the total 1440 minutes in a day. The 'Does do' and 'Does not do' groups were defined via a 154 

data-driven approach by dividing the vigorous MAD intensity threshold into two equally sized 155 

groups separately for men and women (Figure 2B). 156 

 157 

Generation of PC-PA profiles. Finally, the PC and PA categories were combined to create four 158 

profiles: LL = low PC – low PA (“cannot do – does not do”); LH = low PC – high PA (“cannot 159 

do, does do”); HL = high PC – low PA (“can do, does not do”); and HH = high PC – high PA 160 

(“can do, does do”) following the approach presented by Koolen et al. and Orme et al. [13,14] 161 

(Figure 2B). 162 

 163 
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 164 
Figure 2. A. Specification of the variables used for PC-PA profiling. B. Generating PC-PA 165 

profiles using the MAD value during the 10-meter walking test and the peak 75-minutes MAD 166 

intensity threshold. 167 

 168 

Lower extremity functioning as a follow-up outcome 169 

For the longitudinal analyses, lower extremity functioning was assessed at baseline and follow-170 

up in the participants’ homes using the Short Physical Performance Battery (SPPB). The SPPB 171 

comprised tests of standing balance, walking speed over a 3-meter distance, and the five-times-172 

sit-to-stand (5xSTS) test [26,27]. In this study, we used the SPPB total score (maximum of 12 173 

points, with higher scores indicating better lower extremity functioning) and the time in 174 

seconds of the 5xSTS test as outcomes.  175 
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Descriptive Characteristics and Other Measurements 176 

Age and sex were obtained from the population register and cognitive function was assessed 177 

using standardized procedures (Mini-Mental State Examination, MMSE [28]).  178 

Walking difficulties over distances of 500 meters and 2 kilometres were 179 

investigated by asking the participants, "Do you have difficulty walking 2 kilometres / 500 180 

meters?" The response options included: 1) able to manage without difficulty, 2) able to 181 

manage with some difficulty, 3) able to manage with a great deal of difficulty, 4) able to 182 

manage only with the help of another person, and 5) unable to manage even with help. In this 183 

study, response options 2-5 were grouped into the category "I have walking difficulties," with 184 

response option 1 indicating "I do not have walking difficulties" [29,30]. 185 

Self-reported health status was assessed with the question: “How would you rate 186 

your current overall health?" The response options were: "1. excellent", "2. good", "3. fair", "4. 187 

poor", "5. very poor". For the analysis, response options 1 and 2 were categorized as "good 188 

perceived health" and response options 3-5 were combined into the category "limited perceived 189 

health". The perceived ability to perform desired activities from the perspective of health was 190 

assessed with the question: "To what extent has your health or physical ability prevented you 191 

from doing the things you wanted to do in the past 4 weeks?" The response options were: "1. 192 

not at all", "2. a little", "3. somewhat", "4. a lot", "5. extremely." For the analysis, response 193 

option 1 was categorized as "my health does not prevent me from doing things I want" and 194 

response options 2-5 were combined into the category "my health prevents me from doing 195 

things I want" [31]. 196 

Maximal isometric knee extension strength was assessed in the laboratory (at a 197 

knee angle of 60 degrees from the fully extended leg to flexion) of the dominant leg in a seated 198 

position using an adjustable dynamometer chair (Metitur LTD, Jyväskylä, Finland). At least 199 

three attempts were required, and the highest force (N) was chosen for the analysis [32]. 200 

Maximal isometric handgrip strength was measured on the dominant side with a hand-held 201 

adjustable dynamometer (Jamar Plus digital hand dynamometer, Patterson Medical, 6 202 

Cedarburg, WI, USA) and expressed in kg [33]. 203 

 204 

Statistical analyses 205 

Baseline comparisons between the different profiles were made across the entire sample of 432 206 

older adults. Baseline descriptive data are presented as means and standard deviations (SD) for 207 

continuous variables and relative frequencies (%) for dichotomous variables. Differences in 208 

baseline characteristics between PC-PA profiles were tested by independent samples Kruskal-209 
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Wallis test for continuous variables and by Chi-square test for dichotomous variables. Pairwise 210 

comparisons between profiles were Bonferroni-corrected.  211 

 212 

Changes over four years in SPPB scores and 5xSTS test time were examined for a longitudinal 213 

sample (n = 312) who had data from both baseline and follow-up measurements. The Wilcoxon 214 

signed rank test for related samples was used to analyze changes within the different PC-PA 215 

profiles in the total SPPB score and in the 5xSTS test time. Generalized estimating equations 216 

(GEE) [34] with a linear link function and unstructured working correlation matrix were used 217 

to determine whether the SPPB total score and the 5xSTS test time (group effect) and their 218 

change over time (group by time interaction) differed between low and high PA profiles. 219 

Analyses were performed separately for low PC and high PC profiles. All GEE models were 220 

adjusted for sex, age cohort, perceived health status, days included in the accelerometry 221 

analysis and 10m MAD. Population-averaged coefficients (B), standard errors (SE), and 95% 222 

confidence intervals are reported. Statistical significance was set at p < 0.05, and statistical 223 

analyses were performed using the SPSS statistical software package (IBM Corp. Released 224 

2021. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, version 28.0. Armonk, NY: IBM Corp.) [35]. Figures 225 

were generated in the “R” statistical environment (version 4.3.1) [36]. 226 

 227 

RESULTS 228 

Baseline characteristics of the generated PC-PA profiles. 229 

The descriptive baseline characteristics of the PC-PA profiles for the entire sample of 432 older 230 

adults are presented in Table 1. According to the baseline characteristics, the low PC profiles 231 

differed from each other in terms of 10-meter walking speed, SPPB total score, self-reported 232 

walking difficulty at 500 m and 2 km distances, self-reported health status and self-reported 233 

limited ability to perform desired activities. The high PC profiles differed from each other in 234 

terms of age and self-reported walking difficulty in 500 m and 2 km distances (Table 1). 235 

 236 

Table 1. Baseline characteristics according to the PC-PA profiles (n = 432) 237 

Group 

LL 
low PC- 
low PA 

(n = 108) 

LH 
low PC- 
high PA 
(n = 53) 

HL 
high PC- 
low PA 

(n = 108) 

HH 
high PC- 
high PA 
(n = 163) 

p-value  

Women 58 %  49 % 61 % 63 % .321 ^ 

Age 79.1 (3.9) 77.6 (3.2) 78.9 (3.3) 77.6 (3.1) .001 * LL-HH, HL-HH  

MMSE 27.2 (2.6) 26.9 (2.6) 27.4 (2.2) 28.0 (1.9) .005 * LH-HH  

Leg strength [N] 302 (109) 345 (110) 348 (108) 372 (110) <.001 * LL-HL, LL-HH  
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Grip strenght [kg] 30.3 (10.7) 34.2 (12.4) 32.4 (10.5) 33.3 (10.7) .076 * 

10-meter maximal walking 
speed [m/s] 

1.44 (0.29) 1.75 (0.26) 1.90 (0.33) 2.00 (0.32) <.001 * LL-LH, LL-HL, LL-HH, LH-HH 

5xSTS time [s] 14.3 (4.3) 12.8 (3.6) 11.4 (3.2) 11.7 (2.9) <.001 * LL-HL, LL-HH 

SPPB total score 9.4 (2.1) 10.2 (1.8) 10.9 (1.3) 11.0 (1.2) <.001 * LL-LH, LL-HL, LL-HH 

SR walk difficulty 500 m  36 % 9 % 16 % 3 % <.001^ LL-LH, LL-HL, LL-HH, HL-HH 

SR walk difficulty 2 km 54 % 15 % 27 % 7 % <.001^ LL-LH, LL-HL, LL-HH 

SR health status is weak 71 % 40 %  42 % 37 % <.001^ LL-LH, LL-HL, LL-HH 

SR limited ability to perform 
desired activities  

61 % 25 % 37 % 23 % <.001^ LL-LH, LL-HL, LL-HH 

Note. MMSE = Mini-Mental State Examination, STS = sit-to-stand transitions, SPPB= Short Physical 238 
Performance Battery, SR = self-reported/rated, ^ Chi-square test and pairwise comparison with Bonferroni 239 
correction, * Independent-samples Kruskal-Wallis test and pairwise comparison with Bonferroni correction. 240 
 241 

Figure 3 shows the baseline intensity distribution of PC-PA profiles together with their MAD 242 

values during the laboratory-based 10-meter maximal walking test (highlighted in orange) and 243 

the distribution of MAD values, including their vigorous MAD intensity threshold (shown in 244 

black), for free-living 5-second MAD epochs. According to the figure, the capacity of the HL 245 

(high PC-low PA) and HH (high PC-high PA) groups does not differ statistically (confidence 246 

intervals do not overlap), whereas the physical activity differs significantly between these 247 

groups. 248 

 249 

Figure 3. Distribution of the different PC-PA profiles according to the MAD value during the 250 

10-meter walking test (highlighted in orange) and the peak 75-minutes MAD intensity 251 

threshold (99.3rd percentile) (shown in black). 252 

 253 
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Changes in the SPPB total score and the 5xSTS time in a four-year follow-up  254 

A longitudinal sample (n = 312) of those who participated in both baseline and follow-up 255 

measurements was used to examine the difference in change in the SPPB total score and the 256 

5xSTS time within and between the different profiles over four years of follow-up. During 257 

follow-up, the total SPPB score decreased by at least 2 points in 43% of participants in the low 258 

PC - low PA profile, 18% of participants in the low PC - high PA profile, 29% of participants 259 

in the high PC - low PA profile, and 15% of participants in the high PC – high PA profile. The 260 

change in the SPPB total score and the 5xSTS test time within the different PC-PA profiles is 261 

shown in Table 2. From baseline to follow-up, statistically significant changes in SPPB total 262 

score and 5xSTS test time were observed in all other profile than in the low PC – high PA 263 

profile.  264 

 265 

Table 2. Changes within the different PC-PA profiles in SPPB total score and 5xSTS test 266 

time over four years of follow-up (n = 312)  267 

  LL 
low PC- 
low PA 
(n = 65) 

LH 
low PC- 
high PA 
(n = 39) 

HL 
high PC- 
low PA 
(n = 86) 

HH 
high PC- 
high PA 
(n = 122) 

 Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
BL SPPB total score 9.7 (2.0) 10.5 (1.7) 11.0 (1.3) 10.9 (1.2) 

FU SPPB total score 8.3 (2.7) 10.1 (1.7) 10.1 (2.2) 10.6 (1.5) 

SPPB total score difference -1.4 (2.0) -0.4 (1.6) -0.9 (1.9) -0.3 (1.4) 

*p-value <.001 .059 <.001 .013 

 Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

BL 5xSTS test time [s] 13.6 (3.8) 12.3 (3.3) 11.2 (2.8) 11.7 (3.0) 

FU 5xSTS test time [s] 15.7 (4.8) 13.1 (3.3) 12.8 (4.3) 12.3 (3.4) 

5xSTS test time difference [s] +2.0 (5.0) +0.7 (3.2) +1.6 (4.1) +0.6 (3.2) 

*p-value .002 .137 .005 .033 

Note. BL = baseline 2017-2018; FU = follow-up 2021-2022; SPPB = Short Physical Performance Battery; 268 
5xSTS = five-times-sit-to-stand test. * Wilcoxon signed rank test for related samples 269 
 270 

 The results of the covariate-adjusted GEE models between high and low PA profiles, 271 

separately for low and high PC profiles, are presented in Table 3. Baseline level of the SPPB 272 

total score or 5xSTS test time did not differ between low and high PA profiles in either PC 273 

profile. Over the follow-up, the decrease in SPPB total score was greater for low PA profiles 274 

compared to high PA profiles in both PC profiles (high PC: p = 0.010, low PC: p = 0.006). For 275 

the 5xSTS test, the difference in change in test time between the low and high PA profiles did 276 

not reach statistical significance for either PC profile (high PC: p = 0.058, low PC: p = 0.107). 277 

 278 
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Table 3. GEE model estimates for group effect and group-by-time interactions for SBBP total 279 

score and 5xSTS test time (n = 312). 280 

  SPPB total score   5xSTS test time 

  
Group effect Group * Time   Group effect Group * Time 

B (SE) 95% CI B (SE) 95% CI  B (SE) 95% CI B (SE) 95 % CI 

HH  Ref.     Ref.    

HL  -0.07 (0.17) -0.41, 0.27 -0.61 (0.24) -1.08, -0.15  -0.30 (0.38) -1.03, 0.43 1.0 (0.53) -0.04, 2.03 

 Group effect Group * Time  Group effect Group * Time 

 B (SE) 95% CI B (SE) 95% CI  B (SE) 95% CI B (SE) 95 % CI 

LH  Ref.          

LL -0.17 (0.35) -0.87, 0.52 -0.96 (0.35) -1.62, -0.32  0.10 (0.65) -1.18, 1.38 1.30 (0.81) -0.28, 2.88 

Note. SPPB = Short Physical Performance Battery; 5xSTS test = five-times-sit-to-stand test; B = the population-281 
averaged coefficient; SE = standard error; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval; HH = high PC - high PA; HL = 282 
high PC - low PA; LH = low PC - high PA; LL = low PC - low PA. All GEE models are adjusted for sex, age, 283 
self-reported health status, 10m MAD and days included in accelerometer analysis. Bold font indicates statistical 284 
significance (p < 0.05). 285 
 286 

DISCUSSION 287 

To increase our understanding of the effects of challenging one's abilities for maintaining 288 

physical functioning in old age, this study compared changes in physical function over 4-year 289 

follow-up among community-dwelling older adults categorized based on their baseline 290 

physical capacity and physical activity. The changes observed from the baseline to the follow-291 

up within the different profiles demonstrated a statistically significant change in the SPPB total 292 

score and 5xSTS test time in all profiles, with the exception of the low PC-high PA profile. 293 

Over the follow-up period, the decrease in the SPPB total score was deeper for low compared 294 

to high PA profiles in both PC profiles. However, no statistically significant difference was 295 

observed in the change in 5xSTS test time between the low and high PA profiles for either PC 296 

profile. Based on the changes within the profiles, our results suggest that ageing reduces lower 297 

extremity function in older adults regardless of their physical capacity or intensity of physical 298 

activity, but by challenging themselves to be active close to their capacity, it is possible to slow 299 

the decline in lower extremity function. Our results also suggest that older adults who already 300 

have limitations in physical function can maintain their level of functioning through physical 301 

activity. 302 

 303 

In this study, the groups were formed based on the profiling presented by Koolen and 304 

colleagues [13]. The lower capacity groups showed statistically significant differences in terms 305 

of walking speed, 5xSTS test time, and maximum knee extension strength in the descriptive 306 
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data. However, in the two higher capacity groups, no statistical differences were observed in 307 

functional ability and capacity variables. The descriptive profiles are consistent with the 308 

findings of Adams and colleagues [15], where the timed “up and go” (TUG) test, used as a 309 

basis for capacity assessment, showed differences among the lower capacity groups, unlike in 310 

the higher capacity groups. To better understand the decline in functional capacity from the 311 

perspective of the "use it or lose it" principle [37], this study focused particularly on the 312 

intensity profile of daily activities  The 5-second MAD epochs provided a valuable method for 313 

capturing wide variety of intensities intensity, although the epoch length may not fully account 314 

for the most intense activities, such as jumps. Nonetheless, they offer sufficient representation, 315 

and compared to 1-second epochs, they avoid capturing brief impacts that do not reflect actual 316 

activity patterns. Significant changes in detecting higher intensities are observed with epochs 317 

of 10 seconds or longer [38,39]. 318 

 319 

This study was not specifically designed to investigate why some individuals utilize their 320 

capacity while others do not. However, previous research suggests that walking is one of the 321 

most popular forms of physical activity among older adults [40].  Brisk walking and other 322 

hobbies including high-intensity activities (ball games, jogging, aerobic exercise), may help 323 

explain why participants in the high physical activity (PA) profiles accumulated more activity 324 

closer to their capacity compared to those in the low PA profiles. It can therefore be assumed 325 

that sports activities play a significant role in explaining why some people consistently engage 326 

in activities that approach in terms of intensity their physical capacity. However, this is 327 

undoubtedly related to psychological and environmental factors and personal preferences [41–328 

44]. Investigating these factors in the future is crucial for targeting interventions to increase 329 

physical activity. Additionally, based on this study, it can be inferred that even if physical 330 

capacity is already reduced, it is important to approach it habitually in order to maintain or at 331 

least slow down the decline in physical function. Obviously, safety should be considered to 332 

prevent adverse events, such as falls, or other medical emergencies potentially associated with 333 

vigorous activity. 334 

 335 

When evaluating the results of the study, several limitations and strengths need to be 336 

considered. In this study, PC-PA profiles were constructed based on previously proposed 337 

categorization methods using a data-driven approach. A weakness of this approach is the 338 

potential loss of information due to grouping, as grouping inherently involves some loss of 339 

detail. However, characterizing the data within PC-PA classes can offer useful insights for 340 
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more tailored and individualized physical activity promotion within this population. This study 341 

aims to address the well-known limitation that accelerometers cannot detect activities like 342 

swimming, cycling, carrying a child, walking uphill, or carrying a load [45] by examining the 343 

intensity distribution across all 5-second MAD bouts (Figure 2), which provides a broader 344 

understanding of activity patterns. The strength of the study lies in sufficient sample size of 345 

independently living older adults and its longitudinal design. Furthermore, the study benefits 346 

from the continuous device-based measurement of physical behaviour for multiple days [46,47] 347 

and employing a like-for-like capacity and free-living physical behaviour assessment.  348 

 349 

CONCLUSIONS 350 

The findings suggest that engaging in PA close to one’s PC may help to protect against decline 351 

in physical functioning in older adults. Therefore, older adults should be encouraged to 352 

participate in physically demanding activities that could potentially maintain physical function.353 
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