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Abstract 

Objective: Key to slowing the spread of SARS-Cov-2 is adherence to preventive behaviours promoted through 

government policies, which may be influenced by policy awareness, attitudes and concerns about the virus and 

its impacts. This study assessed determinants of adherence to major coronavirus preventive behaviours, 

including demographics, attitudes and concerns, among Canadians during the first pandemic wave.  

Methods: As part of the iCARE study (www.iCAREstudy.com), we weighted data from two population-based, 

online surveys (April and June, 2020) of Canadian adults. Questions tapped into behaviour change constructs. 

Multivariate regression models identified determinants of adherence. 

Results:  Data from 6,008 respondents (51% female) were weighted for age, sex, and province. Awareness of 

government policies was high at both time points (80-99%), and adherence to prevention behaviours was high 

in April (87.5%-93.5%) but decreased over time, particularly for avoiding social gatherings (68.1%). Adherence 

was worse among men, those aged 25 and under, and those currently working. Aligned with the Health Beliefs 

Model, perceptions of the importance of prevention behaviours and the nature of people’s COVID-19-related 

concerns were highly predictive of adherence. Interestingly, health and social/economic concerns predicted 

better adherence, but having greater personal financial concerns predicted worse adherence at both time points. 

Conclusion: Adherence to COVID-19 prevention behaviours was worse among men, younger adults, and 

workers, and deteriorated over time. Perceived importance of prevention behaviours measures and health and 

social/economic concerns predicted better adherence, but personal financial concerns predicted worse 

adherence. Results have implications for tailoring policy and communication strategies during subsequent 

pandemic waves.   

 

N=249 words 
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Introduction 

  While we await the widespread dissemination of vaccines, the key to slowing the spread of COVID-19 

continues to be maintaining public adherence to the various behaviour-based government prevention 

measures, e.g., hand washing, physical distancing, avoiding social gatherings, mask wearing, self-isolation if 

symptomatic or COVID-19 positive, and quarantine after travel.1,2 However, adhering to government policies 

involves making significant personal, social, and economic sacrifices which may undermine people’s motivation 

to engage in these behaviours.3 For example, evidence indicates that adherence to policies that may come with 

high personal costs (e.g., social/physical distancing) has been less likely (54%) than for other ‘less costly’ 

preventive behaviours like hand washing (90%).4  

The extent to which people perceive government policies as important as well as the extent to which 

people are concerned about the negative consequences of COVID-19, may influence individual decisions to 

adhere to promoted behaviours. These factors can be summarised by two related but complementary 

behaviour prediction models: (1) The Capability, Opportunity, Motivation-Behaviour (COM-B) Model,2,5 which 

predicts that behaviour change depends on awareness of prevention measures (capability), the belief that 

measures are personally relevant and important (motivation), and having the resources required to adopt the 

behaviour (opportunity); and (2) The Health Beliefs Model,6,7 which posits that in the context of adopting 

disease prevention measures, a person's belief in the personal threat(s) posed by an illness or disease, together 

with a person's belief in the importance and effectiveness of recommended behaviours, will predict the 

likelihood a person will (or will not) adopt a particular behaviour.  

During this unprecedented health, social, and economic crisis, the global need for public adherence to 

behaviour-based government policies remains critical to curb the spread of the SARS-Cov-2 virus. 

Understanding the public’s awareness of and attitudes towards local prevention policies, their COVID-19-

related concerns (which reflect risk perceptions), and how these are associated with adherence to prevention 

behaviours, can be used to inform effective policy planning and communication. Using data that were weighted 

for age, sex, and province from two population-based samples of adults who completed cross-sectional online 

surveys designed to assess constructs presented in the COM-B and Health Beliefs models, the present study 

assessed associations between COVID-19 policy attitudes and pandemic-related concerns, and adherence to 

preventive behaviours among Canadians during the first pandemic wave (April – June 2020) using data from 

iCARE Study.8,9  

 

Methods 

Participants: 
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The international assessment of COVID-19-related Attitudes, concerns REsponses and impacts in relation to 

public health policies (iCARE) Study is an international, multi-wave, cross-sectional, observational study of 

public awareness, attitudes, concerns, and responses to public health government policies implemented to 

reduce the spread of COVID-19 (www.icarestudy.com).9  As part of this study, we conducted two population-

based online surveys of Canadians aged 18 years and over using a recognized polling firm that recruits 

participants through their proprietary online panel. This panel includes over 400,000 Canadians, the majority of 

which (60%) were recruited within the past 10 years. Two thirds of the panel were recruited randomly by 

telephone, with the remainder recruited via publicity and social media. Using data from Statistics Canada, 

results were weighted within each province according to the sex and age of the respondents in order to make 

their profiles representative of the current population within each Canadian province (excluding the 3 

territories). Then, the weight of each province was further adjusted to represent their actual weight within the 

ensemble of the 10 Canadian provinces. Data were collected between April 9th and 20th, 2020 (Survey 1) and 

June 4th and 17th, 2020 (Survey 2). This timeframe corresponded to the peak and the end of the 1st pandemic 

wave in Canada. The iCARE study is led by researchers from the Montreal Behavioural Medicine Centre 

(MBMC: www.mbmc-cmcm.ca) in collaboration with a team of over 200 international collaborators from more 

than 40 countries. The primary REB approval was obtained from the Comité d’éthique de recherche du Centre 

intégré universitaire de santé et de services sociaux du Nord-de-l’île-de-Montréal (CIUSSS-NIM), approval # : 

2020-2099 / 25-03-2020.  

 

Survey design:  

The surveys included 45 questions (Survey 1) and 57 questions and (Survey 2), respectively, assessing 

sociodemographic variables, physical/mental health, coronavirus infection status, general health behaviours, 

awareness of local government and municipal policies (validated by Oxford Policy Tracker information)10, 

perceptions and attitudes about policies, concerns about the virus and its impacts, and behavioural responses 

(adherence) to local government policies. Questions assessing awareness, attitudes (perceived importance), 

concerns, and behavioural responses were chosen to align with the constructs in both the COM-B5 and Health 

Belief Models.6,7 The survey questions can be found at: www.osf.io/nswcm. 

 

Statistical analysis:  

Descriptive statistics (weighted means, SD, and proportions with 95% confidence intervals) were 

calculated to provide an overview of the study sample in terms of demographic characteristics. Questionnaire 

items that included an answer ‘I don’t know/I prefer not to answer/Not applicable’ were recoded as missing 
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values. In order to assess adherence to preventive behaviours and COVID-19-related concerns, we computed 

proportions of individuals that reported practicing behaviours ‘most of the time’ and expressing concerns ‘to a 

great extent’, vs. all other categories (“somewhat/very little/not at all”). The following behaviours were 

considered: handwashing, social distancing (i.e., staying at least 1-2 meters away from others), avoiding social 

gatherings, avoiding unnecessary travel, mask wearing, self-isolating if symptomatic or COVID-19 positive, and 

self-quarantining if returning from travel. T-tests and Pearson χ2 statistics (χ2) were used for the comparison of 

individuals across different strata.  

To cluster COVID-19-related concerns, we performed a principal component analysis (PCA) on a 

polychoric correlation matrix of the 14 (Survey 1) and 18 (Survey 2) variables in the COVID-19 concerns module 

(ordinal scale). An orthogonal (varimax) rotation was done in order to distribute the factor loadings. We 

identified concern patterns based on the Kaiser criterion (eigenvalue>1.0), scree plot, and components 

interpretability.11 Items with loadings higher than 0.4 were used to interpret each component of COVID-19 

concerns. We observed a three-component structure that included: ‘Health concerns’, ‘personal financial 

concerns’ and ‘social and economic concerns’ (see details in Supplement 1). Mean values (M) and standard 

deviations (SD) for each of the three components are reported as a score out of four, from 1= “not at all” to 4 = 

“to a great extent”. Internal consistency for the entire concerns module was excellent for both Survey 1 

(α=0.89) and 2 (α=0.91), and the internal consistency of the three factors was excellent (health concerns 

α=0.88-0.92), very good (personal financial concerns α=0.83-0.85) and satisfactory (social/economic concerns 

α=0.66-0.76).  

Multivariate logistic regression models were performed to assess associations between COVID-19-

related policy attitudes and pandemic concerns, and adherence to major preventive measures adjusting for 

age, sex, education, current employment and province. We classified province into two levels according to 

COVID-19 cumulative incidence rates as reported by Health Canada12 on April 20th and June 12th (final days of 

data collection for each survey). Specifically, we used the values of the interquartile range (IQR) of the 

cumulative incidence rates to classify provinces into provinces with rates above and below the national median 

case rate. Each variable was considered as a separate independent variable, whereas dependent variables 

included good adherence, defined as those reporting adherence to all three major public health measures 

(hand washing, social distancing, and avoiding social gatherings) ‘most of the time’ compared to all other 

responses (outcome 1), and adherence to self-isolation if you have or believe you have the virus, defined as 

those reporting adherence ‘most of the time’  compared to all other responses (outcome 2). All statistical tests 

were two-sided and a p-value < 0.05 was considered as statistically significant. Statistical analysis was 

performed in SAS, version 9.4.   
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Results:  

Participant characteristics:  

A summary of participant characteristics for Survey 1 and 2 can be found in table 1 and figure 1. A total 

of 16,349 and 17,722 invitations were sent out for Survey’s 1 and 2, and we received 3003 and 3005 completed 

surveys, respectively, yielding a cooperation rate of 19% (Survey 1) and 18% (Survey 2). The field report 

showed that the mean survey duration was 12 minutes. Respondents across both surveys were 51.6% female 

(range 18-95 years) with a mean age 47.2 [SD 17.3] years. Compared to census data available through Statistics 

Canada, participants in both surveys were well distributed across provinces, age groups, employment status 

(pre-pandemic) and income, and we had equal proportions of men and women. However, those with high 

school or less education and with incomes in the top third were marginally less represented.  

 

Awareness of public health measures:  

We assessed Canadians’ awareness of government policies by asking respondents what actions or 

behaviours their local government or health authority has recommended to reduce and slow the spread of 

COVID-19 (see Supplement table S1).  Overall, the vast majority of respondents (96.7%-98.1%) were aware of 

the major recommendations in April (e.g., hand washing, staying 1-2 metres away from others, self-isolation if 

COVID-19+ or symptomatic). Awareness levels remained high in June (96.5% to 98.4%) for all behaviours 

except avoiding social gatherings - which decreased to 68.1%.  

 

Adherence to preventions behaviours: 

We assessed Canadians’ adherence to the various recommended behaviours by asking respondents the 

frequency with which they had engaged in each preventive behaviour in the previous 7 days. A summary of the 

proportion of people reporting engaging in the different public health measures at least most of the time in 

April (Survey 1) and June (Survey 2) is presented in table 2. Overall, the majority of respondents reported being 

adherent to recommended behaviours in April, though this varied by behaviour. At least 87.5-93.5% of 

Canadians reported hand washing, social distancing, avoiding social gatherings, avoiding non-essential travel, 

self-isolating if symptomatic or infected by the coronavirus, and self-quarantining if returning from travel most 

of the time. By June, we observed a general decrease in adherence to most recommended behaviours, 

including hand washing (-7.7%), social distancing (-8.2%), avoiding non-essential travel (-8.9%), and avoiding 

social gatherings (-23.7%). The only behaviours that remained relatively stable over time were self-isolating if 
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you have or believe you have the virus (-0.6%), and quarantining after returning from a trip (-0.9). Though mask 

wearing was not formally recommended in April or June in most provinces, 22.5% of Canadians in April and 

67.7% in June reported wearing masks at least most of the time, and was the only preventive behaviour to 

increase over time. All proportions and 95% confidence intervals are presented in table 2. 

We assessed adherence to all three major public health measures (i.e., the proportion of people 

reporting hand washing, social distancing, and avoiding social gatherings at least most of the time), referring to 

this as ‘good adherence’. Using this classification, a total of 83.1% (95% CI 81.8-84.7) of Canadians reported 

good adherence in April, but this decreased significantly to 55.7% (95% CI 54.6-58.3) by June. As detailed in 

figure 2a, fully adjusted analyses revealed men (compared to women) were 50% less likely to have good 

adherence compared to women in April (ORadj 0.50, 95% CI 0.41-0.61) and 22% less likely in June (ORadj 0.78, 

95% CI 0.67-0.91). Further, compared to those aged 51 years and over, those aged 25 and younger and aged 25 

to 50 years were 65% (ORadj 0.35, 95% CI 0.26-0.49) and 46% (ORadj 0.54, 95% CI 0.42-0.68) less likely to have 

good adherence respectively, in April and 70% (ORadj 0.30 95% CI 0.23-0.39) and 42% (ORadj 0.58, 95% CI 0.49-

0.70) less likely to have good adherence respectively, in June. Compared to those not currently working, those 

currently working were 26% less likely to have good adherence in April (ORadj 0.74, 95% CI 0.59-0.92) but not 

June (ORadj 0.91, 95% CI 0.77-1.08). Finally, those living in provinces above the median number of national 

cases were 38% less likely to have good adherence in April (ORadj 0.62, 95% CI 0.0.39-0.99) but not June (ORadj 

1.08, 95% CI 0.80-1.45). There was no effect for education.  

We repeated these analyses examining adherence to self-isolation if symptomatic or infected and 

found that 88.5% (95% CI 87.0-89.9) and 87.9% (95% CI 86.2-89.5) reported doing this ‘most of the time’ in 

April and June, respectively. We also repeated the fully adjusted analysis as a function of the same 

demographics and observed the same general pattern of results: in both April and June, men (April: ORadj 0.38, 

95% CI 0.0.67-0.91; June: ORadj 0.24, 95% CI 0.24-0.36) and those aged 25 and younger (April: ORadj 0.51, 95% CI 

0.31-0.84; June ORadj 0.24, 95% CI 0.15-0.38) were less likely to self-isolate compared to women and those aged 

25 and older. Further, those currently working in April (ORadj 0.65, 95% CI 0.46-0.90), but not June (ORadj 0.83, 

95% CI 0.58-1.19), were less likely to self-isolate compared to those not working (see figure 2b). 

 

Perceived importance of recommended behaviours and associations with adherence 

We assessed Canadians’ perceptions of the importance of recommended behaviours by asking 

respondents to what extent they believe that the measures asked of them by their government or local health 

authority are important for preventing or reducing the spread of the SARS-Cov-2 virus.  Though the majority 

(i.e., 87%, 95% CI 86.2-88.6) perceived recommended behaviours to be very important in April, this diminished 
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significantly by June (72%, 95% CI 70.8-74.1). Further, men and those aged 25 years or younger perceived 

recommended behaviours to be significantly less important than women and those over aged 25 at both time 

points (figure 3). As detailed in table 3, multivariate analyses adjusting for age, sex, education level, current 

employment status, and province revealed a 4.0-fold (ORadj 4.01 95% CI 3.12-5.14) and 3.3-fold (ORadj 3.34 95% 

CI 2.79-3.98) increased odds of good adherence ‘most of the time’ among those who perceived recommended 

behaviours to be ‘extremely important’ in April and June, respectively. The same pattern was observed for self-

isolation: a 3-fold (ORadj 3.38 95% CI 2.39-4.78) and 2.8-fold (ORadj 2.85 95% CI 2.04-3.99) increased odds of self-

isolating ‘most of the time’ was seen among those who perceived recommended behaviours to be ‘extremely 

important’ in April and June, respectively.  

 

COVID-19-related concerns and associations with adherence 

We assessed the nature and extent of Canadians’ COVID-19-related concerns. A summary of the 

proportion of people reporting having each concern “to a great extent” can be found in Supplement table S2. 

As detailed in table 4, our PCA analyses revealed that after adjustment for age, sex, education, current 

employment status, and province, the concern type with the highest mean score (out of 4) in April was 

social/economic concerns (M±SD =3.12±0.65), followed closely by health concerns (M±SD=3.02±0.73) and 

personal financial concerns (M±SD=2.62±0.88). By June, concern levels across all three types had decreased 

significantly, though the absolute magnitude of these decreases was nominal.  Women had significantly higher 

levels of concerns across all types, and those in the top third of annual household income had lower levels of 

health and personal financial concerns across both time points (p’s<.01). Those aged 51 years and above had 

significantly higher levels of health and significantly lower levels of personal financial concerns across both time 

points (p’s<.01). Those with a graduate/postgraduate degree had significantly higher levels of social/economic 

concerns at both time points, and had significantly higher health and personal financial concerns by June 

(p’s<.05). Finally, those who were employed had higher levels of all concerns types at both time points, with 

the exception of greater personal financial concerns in April. All means and variance measures are presented in 

table 4. 

We assessed the association between concern type and ‘good adherence’ to the three major 

preventive behaviours in multivariate analyses adjusting for age, sex, education level, current employment 

status, and province. As detailed in table 5, results revealed that both high health concerns (ORadj 1.81 95% CI 

1.53-2.12) and high social-economic concerns (ORadj 2.15 95% CI 1.89-2.46) were associated with significantly 

better adherence to the major prevention measures in April, but only high health concerns (ORadj 2.05 95% CI 

1.60-2.61) was associated with better adherence in June. Interestingly, high personal financial concerns (ORadj 
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0.82 95% CI 0.71-0.95) were associated with significantly worse adherence in April, but this was no longer 

significant by June (ORadj 0.92 95% CI 0.83-1.03). A similar and even more consistent pattern was seen for 

adherence to ‘self-isolation’ if symptomatic or coronavirus+. At both time points, both high health (April: ORadj 

2.05 95% CI 1.60-2.61; June: ORadj 2.46 95% CI 1.86-3.25)  and high social/economic concerns (April: ORadj 1.35 

95% CI 1.05-1.75; June: ORadj 1.37 95% CI 1.03-1.85)  were associated with significantly greater adherence to 

self-isolation, and having high personal financial concerns (April: ORadj 0.78 95% CI 0.63-0.98; June: ORadj 0.61 

95% CI 0.48-0.79) was associated with significantly worse adherence to self-isolation.  

 

Discussion: 

We identified determinants of adherence to major SARS-CoV-2 preventive behaviours, including 

demographics, attitudes, and concerns, among Canadians during the first pandemic wave (April – June 2020). 

Results indicated high awareness of prevention behaviours at both time points. Adherence to prevention 

behaviours was also high at both time points except for avoiding social gatherings, which dropped from 91.8% 

in April to 67.9% in June. The fact that this sharp decline was observed before most provinces relaxed 

prevention measures indicates that policies that require making important social sacrifices, like avoiding social 

interaction with family and friends, may be particularly difficult for people and populations to sustain over 

time. This hypothesis is supported by previous research4 as well as iCARE data from Australia,13 which also 

showed steep declines in avoidance of social gatherings between May (81%) and July (48%) relative to other, 

less personally costly measures like hand washing (May = 78%; July = 72%).13 Supporting this hypothesis is the 

sharp increases in mask wearing (the only prevention behaviour to increase over time) observed between April 

and June, which went from 22.5% to 67.7%. This is impressive considering that mask wearing was not formally 

recommended in April or June in most provinces,10 and suggests that measures that either don’t involve 

making important social sacrifices, or those that may enable people to gather more safely, might be more 

readily adopted. Consistent with the COM-B model2,5, masks were also more readily available by June, which 

possibly enhanced people’s opportunity and capacity to engage in the behaviour.   

Interestingly, our data revealed that adherence to major preventive behaviours, including self-isolation 

if symptomatic or coronavirus+, was significantly worse among men compared to women.  This is consistent 

with other COVID-19 studies,14,15 prior pandemic studies,16 and iCARE data from Australia.13,17  There is also in 

line with a growing literature demonstrating sex-specific differences not only in the epidemiology of COVID-

19,18,19 but also in behavioural responses and impacts of the pandemic.20 Women have also been consistently 

shown to demonstrate better adherence to preventive behaviours compared to men.20-23 Of note, women in 

our study also perceived prevention measures to more important relative to men, and reported having 
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significantly higher COVID-19-related concerns across all concern types (health, personal financial, and 

social/economic). Consistent with the Health Beliefs Model, women may have been more adherent due to 

their heightened disease risk perception and beliefs about the importance of engaging in prevention measures, 

which are important determinants of behaviour and are typically lower among men.24,25 The higher COVID-19 

concerns observed among women may also be ascribed to gender roles, which traditionally have women 

assuming greater caregiving roles both within and outside the family.26 Women are also disproportionately 

represented in frontline healthcare occupations (e.g., nursing), which places them at increased risk of 

contracting the virus and transmitting it to others under both their formal and informal care.27,28 Finally, 

women have been shown to suffer greater social, economic, and mental health impacts as a result of the 

pandemic,26 so their higher level of concerns may reflect accurate risk perceptions and their desire to avoid 

experiencing these negative outcomes.  

Poorer adherence to prevention measures, including self-isolation, was also more likely to occur among 

those age 25 years and under at both time points. Younger age groups (i.e., those under age 30 years) have 

been consistently shown to demonstrate lower adherence to prevention behaviours compared to older age 

groups in similar COVID-19 studies,13-15,17 possibly due to reports that younger people are at much lower risk of 

severe disease, hospitalizations, and death.29-31 The fact that younger people do seem to experience milder 

disease and far fewer complications may indeed undermine their motivation to adhere to preventive 

behaviours, many of which may come at a high cost that may seem to exceed personal benefits. This 

hypothesis is supported by our findings showing that younger people perceived prevention behaviours to be 

less important, and had comparatively lower health concerns relative to older age groups. In contrast, younger 

people were most concerned about the social/economic impacts of the virus. This suggests that policy 

communication promoting adherence to preventive behaviours targeting young people may need to focus on 

the positive social and economic outcomes associated with adherence (e.g., greater adherence will reduce 

transmission and case rates, leading to relaxation of confinement measures and a re-opening of the economy) 

rather than those focusing on health outcomes that they may find less persuasive.  

Poorer adherence to prevention measures, including self-isolation, was also more likely to occur among 

those currently working in April, but not June. This suggests that those who were still employed at the peak of 

the first wave may have faced additional barriers to comply with preventive behaviours due to their 

employment status. We explored the extent to which non-adherence to self-isolation recommendations 

occurred more frequently among essential service workers, but found no evidence of this at either time point, 

with both essential and non-essential workers complying roughly 86% of the time (data not shown). 

Alternatively, it is possible that those who were fortunate enough to have a job during the peak of the first 
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wave may have felt more pressure to work, perhaps due to fears of the negative repercussions of missing work, 

including job loss and lost revenue.32 In support of this hypothesis was our finding linking higher personal 

financial concerns with less adherence to both major preventive behaviours and self-isolation at both time 

points. This suggests that poor adherence to self-isolation might represent a capability rather than a 

motivational problem as defined by the COM-B model, where individuals may have wanted to comply with self-

isolation recommendations, but felt unable to due to fears of financial losses and/or negative repercussions by 

employers.  Enabling Canadians to overcome financial barriers to adherence to self-isolation by implementing 

short-term emergency response benefits (e.g., Canada Recovery Sickness Benefit, CRSB) during the isolation 

period, as well as ensuring that employers will not penalize them with redundancy or other punitive measures 

may enhance adherence to these behaviours. However, the level of benefits and protection would need to be 

sufficient. These kinds of measures are also supported by research from other countries (e.g., Israel) indicating 

that financial compensation can significantly improve adherence to recommended COVID-19 isolation 

directives.33  

Of note, how important individuals perceived preventive behaviours to be for reducing the spread of 

the virus was associated with a 3 to 4-fold increased odds of adherence after adjustment for covariates. This 

was consistent with iCARE data from Australia, which found that 91% of respondents who reported high 

adherence to major prevention measures believed them to be ‘very important’, compared to only 22% of those 

with low adherence.17 This finding was also observed in iCARE data from Ireland, which found those who 

believed prevention measures to be ‘very important’ for reducing virus transmission were also those who 

exhibited the highest adherence to all prevention behaviours.34 These findings are all in line with the Health 

Beliefs Model,6,7 which posits that beliefs about the importance of disease prevention measures are powerful 

motivators of behaviours, and indicates that adherence levels may be particularly vulnerable to information 

that suggests prevention behaviours may lack efficacy for reducing virus transmission. This hypothesis is 

supported by iCARE global data obtained during the first wave (March 27-April 15, n=20,537), which showed 

that ‘demonstrating how adherence to prevention behaviours are helping to reduce the spread of virus’ 

emerged as one of the strongest motivators of adherence.35  This has implications for policy communication 

and emphasizes the importance of providing the public feedback on the real value of engaging in preventive 

behaviours.  

Despite Canadians being most concerned about the social/economic impacts of the pandemic, the 

concern most strongly related to adherence to major preventive behaviours and self-isolation at both time 

points were health concerns, which were associated with a nearly 2 to 2.5-fold increased likelihood of 

adherence independent of age, sex, education, employment status, and province. This is consistent with the 
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Health Beliefs Model,6,7 which posits that higher concerns about the health consequences of a disease are 

powerful motivators of behaviours. The health concerns variable is a composite of concerns about personally 

becoming infected and infection among friends, family, and the community, and suggests that for those not 

concerned about negative health consequences of the virus, motivating adherence to prevention measures 

using health-focused messaging may be a tough sell.36 Indeed, most of the policy messaging in Canada (and 

elsewhere) has focused on preventing the negative health consequences of getting COVID-19 (i.e., “you could 

get sick or worse”) rather than the multitude of personal and collective gains associated with staying healthy, 

which include the resumption of social activities, better job prospects, and a stronger economy.37 As 

mentioned above, this may not have resonated among younger people in particular, who have likely been 

exposed to reports indicating that severe illness is much less probably among those in their age group.29-31 

Repeated exposure to messaging focused on avoidance of negative outcomes, rather than on the achievement 

of positive outcomes, has also been shown to reduce the efficacy of the message over time.38 In fact, more 

positive messaging has been shown to reinforce good adherence behaviour,38,39 by communicating that the 

measures you are taking are keeping you and your loved ones safe, but also increasing job opportunities, 

strengthening the economy, and will allow us to resume normal social activities sooner. The effects of positive, 

rather than negative messaging, has been seen with other complex behaviours like physical activity, 40 and may 

be important for informing policy communication during subsequent pandemic waves.  

 

Limitations and strengths 

This study should be interpreted in light of some methodological limitations. First, although we 

analysed and weighted large, representative samples of Canadians with representation across age, sex, and 

province, the absolute number of participants in certain provinces (e.g., Atlantic) was lower, making some 

inter-provincial comparisons unadvisable. Second, the survey was only available in English and French, which 

may have led to an underrepresentation of certain non-native English or French speaking groups. Further, our 

survey included a higher proportion of university-educated individuals, though relatively few assessed 

themselves to be in the top income tercile. As such, results might not generalize as well to less educated or 

those from the highest income group. Third, since the survey was voluntary, and participants were drawn from 

a polling firm’s subject pool, participation may have been subject to some degree of selection bias, though 

applying the National weightings accounts for some of this, it can never fully remove bias. Finally, data were 

self-reported, which may have been subject to social desirability bias,41 though this may have been mitigated 

by the fact that the survey was completely anonymous and did not collect any personal identifiable 

information. Despite some limitations, this study also had a number of important strengths. The survey was 

designed based on established theories of behaviour change (Health Beliefs Model and COM-B), which is 
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important in the context of identifying targets for intervention and policy implementation. The study collected 

data during peak lockdown (April) through to early deconfinement (June) in Canada, which allowed for the 

assessment of changes over time across two critical periods of first wave of the pandemic in Canada. Finally, 

we used robust statistical methods to determine the factor structure of our variables measuring concerns, 

which was found to have excellent internal consistency, which is important for ensuring the validity of our 

results linking concern types to behavioural adherence.  

 

Conclusions 

Awareness of and adherence to major COVID-19 prevention behaviours was high during the first 

pandemic wave, was worse among men and younger adults, and generally deteriorated over time. Perceived 

importance of prevention measures decreased over time, but was associated with 3-4-fold increased odd of 

adherence at both time points. While both health and social/economic concerns predicted better adherence to 

prevention behaviours, having greater personal financial concerns predicted worse adherence to prevention 

behaviours. Results suggest that policy communication promoting adherence to preventive behaviours may 

need to emphasize the positive health and social/economic outcomes associated with adherence, as well as 

provide feedback on the efficacy of engaging in preventive behaviours for reducing virus transmission to 

prevent reductions in adherence over time. 
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Table 1. Participant characteristics of Canadian respondents to iCARE study online Survey 1 and 

Survey 2 (April & June 2020). 

Descriptive characteristics  Survey 1 (N=3003) Survey 2 (N=3005) 

Variable 
Unweighted 

N (%) 

Weighted 

% 

95% CI Unweighted 

N (%) 

Weighted 

% 

95% CI 

Sex       

Man 1484 (49.5) 48.4 46.6 - 50.3 1439 (48.0) 48.4 46.5 - 50.2 

Woman 1514 (50.5) 51.6 49.7 - 53.4 1555 (51.9) 51.6 49.8 - 53.5 

Age     

Less than or equal to 25 years 288 (9.7) 11.9 10.6 - 13.3 353 (11.9) 12.4 11.1 - 13.7 

26-50 years 1374 (46.1) 42.1 40.3 - 43.9 1342 (45.2) 41.7 39.9 - 43.5 

51 years or more 1316 (44.2) 46.0 44.1 - 47.8 1273 (42.9) 45.9 44.1 - 47.8 

Education level      

High school or lower 946 (31.8) 32.2 30.5 - 34.0 951 (32.0) 33.1 31.3 - 34.9 

Graduate or Postgraduate 

degree 
2030 (68.2) 

67.8 
66.0 - 69.5 2025 (68.0) 

66.9 
65.1 - 68.7 

Region (Province)     

British Columbia 401 (13.3) 13.6 12.3 - 14.8 402 (13.4) 13.6 12.3 - 14.8 

Alberta 351 (11.7) 11.2 10.1 - 12.3 351 (11.7) 11.2 10.1 - 12.3 

Saskatchewan 86 (2.9) 3.0 2.3 - 3.7 96 (3.2) 3.0 2.4 - 3.6 

Manitoba 115 (3.8) 3.5 2.9 - 4.2 104 (3.5) 3.5 2.8 - 4.2 

Ontario 1160 (38.6) 38.4 36.6 - 40.2 1160 (38.6) 38.4 36.6 - 40.2 

Quebec 690 (23.0) 23.5 21.9 - 25.1 692 (23.0) 23.5 21.9 - 25.0 

New Brunswick 71 (2.4) 2.2 1.6 - 2.7 57 (1.9) 2.2 1.6 - 2.8 

Nova Scotia 70 (2.3) 2.7 2.0 - 3.4 86 (2.9) 2.7 2.1 - 3.3 

Prince Edward Island 20 (0.7) 0.4 0.2 - 0.6 8 (0.3) 0.4 0.1 - 0.7 

Newfoundland 39 (1.3) 1.5 1.0 - 2.0 49 (1.6) 1.5 1.1 – 2.0 

Residential area      

Rural or Country area 10 (19.6) 19.0 7.3 - 30.8 9 (13.4) 14.0 5.0 - 23.0 

Suburban or Regional 18 (35.3) 37.5 22.8 - 52.1 22 (32.8) 38.9 25.4 - 52.5 

Urban or City 23 (45.1) 43.5 28.8 - 58.1 28 (11.9) 47.0 33.4 - 60.7 

Current employment status    

No 1451 (49.1) 50.3 48.5 - 52.2 1338 (45.3) 47.0 45.1 - 48.9 

Yes 1503 (50.9) 49.7 47.8 - 51.5 1617 (54.7) 53.0 51.1 - 54.9 

Employment status prior to the COVID-19 pandemic    

Unemployment 1038 (36.1) 37.67 35.8 - 39.5 944 (33.0) 35.6 33.7 - 37.4 

Employment 1690 (58.8) 59.2 57.3 - 61.1 1787 (62.6) 62.1 60.2 - 63.9 

Student 83 (2.9) 3.1 2.4 - 3.8 72 (2.5) 2.3 1.8 - 2.9 

Perceived average annual household income     

Bottom third 782 (28.5) 28.5 26.7 - 30.2 704 (25.7) 25.9 24.2 - 27.6 

Middle third 1568 (57.1) 57.3 55.4 - 59.2 1574 (57.5) 57.4 55.5 - 59.3 

Top third 397 (14.4) 14.2 12.9 - 15.6 461 (16.8) 16.7 15.2 -18.1 

Health condition at riska    

No 1590 (53.5) 53.7 51.8 - 55.5 1783 (59.9) 59.3 57.5 - 61.1 

Yes 1384 (46.5) 46.3 44.5 - 48.2 1195 (40.1) 40.7 38.9 - 42.5 

Presence of any depressive disorder (e.g., major depression)    

No 2433 (83.3) 83.6 82.2 - 85.0 2532 (86.4) 86.7 85.5 – 88.0 
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Yes 486 (16.6) 16.4 15.0- 17.8 398 (13.6) 13.2 12.0 - 14.5 

Presence of any anxiety disorder (e.g., panic disorder, generalized 

anxiety disorder, PTSD)   

 

No 2297 (78.4) 78.6 77.1 - 80.2 2370 (80.9) 81.3 79.8 - 82.7 

Yes 633 (21.6) 21.3 19.8 - 22.9 559 (19.1) 18.7 17.3 - 20.2 

Essential service workerb    

No 798 (54.7) 54.1 51.5 - 56.8 957 (60.6) 60.8 58.3 - 63.2 

Yes 662 (45.3) 45.9 43.2 - 48.5 622 (39.4) 39.2 36.7 - 41.7 

Health care worker   

No 479 (72.8) 73.3 69.8 - 76.8 458(73.7) 74.7 71.1 - 78.2 

Yes 179 (27.2) 26.7 23.2 - 30.2 163(26.2) 25.3 21.8 - 28.9 

Attempt for SARS-Cov-2 testing    

No 2802 (94.0) 94.1 93.3 - 95.0 2707 (90.8) 91.1 90.1 - 92.2 

Yes, and I got tested 118 (4.0) 3.8 3.1 - 4.6 197 (6.6) 6.3 5.4 - 7.1 

Yes, but I did not get tested 60 (2.0) 2.0 1.5 - 2.5 77 (2.6) 2.6 2.0 - 3.2 

SARS-Cov-2 test resultsc     

Positive 30 (26.3) 27.2 18.4 - 36.0 11 (5.7) 5.7 2.3 - 9.1 

Negative 68 (59.6) 59.6 50.1 – 70.0 178 (91.7) 91.6 87.5 - 95.7 

I am still waiting for my result 16 (14.0) 13.2 6.8 - 19.6 5 (2.6) 2.7 0.2 - 5.1 

 

 
a Health condition that increases COVID-19 risk: any heart disease or history of heart attack or stroke, any chronic lung disease (e.g., asthma, 

chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, emphysema/chronic bronchitis); active/current cancer; hypertension; diabetes; severe obesity; any 
autoimmune disease (e.g., lupus, multiple sclerosis, rheumatoid arthritis, psoriasis, Crohn's disease, inflammatory bowel disease; b responded only 

by the individuals who are currently working; c responded only by the individuals who got tested for COVID-19 

 

 

Table 2. Overall frequency and proportion of Canadian respondents to online surveys in the iCARE 

study indicating adherence to preventive behaviours ‘Most of the time’ in the past 7 days in April 

and June 2020.  

 

  Survey 1 (N=3003) Survey 2(N=3005) 

Behaviours 
Unweighted 

N (%) 

Weighted 

% 

95% CI Unweighted 

N (%) 

Weighted 

% 

 95% CI 

Hand washing with soap and 

water 
2784 (92.7) 93.5 92.6 – 94.5 2545 (85.6) 85.8 84.5 – 87.1 

Staying at least 6 feet or 1-2 

metres away from other people 
2690 (90.5) 90.5 89.5 – 91.7 2437 (81.9) 82.3 80.9 – 83.7 

Self-quarantining if you are 

returning from a trip 
1436 (87.1) 87.5 85.9 – 89.1 1169 (86.7) 86.6 84.7 – 88.5 

Self-isolating if you have or 

believe you have the virus  
1695 (88.3) 88.5 87.0 – 89.9 1396 (87.9) 87.9 86.2 – 89.5 

Avoiding any non-essential 

travel 
2601 (91.5) 91.5 90.4 – 92.6 2216 (82.4) 82.6 81.1 – 84.1 

Avoiding social gatherings 2686 (91.8) 91.8 90.8 – 92.9 1953 (67.5) 68.1 66.4 – 69.9 

Wearing a face mask* 646 (22.2) 22.5 20.9 – 24.1 926 (31.6) 67.7 65.9 – 69.4 

* Not formally recommended in most provinces 
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Table 3. Adjusted odd ratios for adherence to preventive behaviours 'most of the time' as a function of high perceived importance of 

government prevention measures among Canadian respondents to online surveys in the iCARE study in April and June 2020 

 Survey 1(N=3003) Survey 2(N=3005) Survey 1(N=3003) Survey 2 (N=3005) 

Behaviour 
Composite: Good adherence to major prevention 

behaviours* 

Self-isolating if you have or believe you have the 

virus 

Variable OR 95% CIs OR 95% CIs OR 95% CIs OR 95% CIs 

High perceived importance of 

government prevention 

measures 

4.01 3.13 5.14 3.34 2.79 3.98 3.38 2.39 4.78 2.85 2.04 3.99 

*Defined as: Hand washing with soap and water and staying at least 6 feet or 1-2 metres away from other people and avoiding social gatherings;  

CI: Confidence Interval; OR: Odds Ratio; Adjusted for: age, sex, education, current employment, province. 

 

 

 

 

Table 4. Means and standard deviations for COVID-19-related concerns of as function of sociodemographic characteristic among 

Canadian respondents to online surveys in the iCARE study in April and June 2020 

 

  
Health concerns 

 Personal financial 

concerns 

 Social/ economic  

concerns 

 

 

 

Survey 1 

 

Survey 2 

Time 

Effect 

P-value 

Survey 1 

 

Survey 2 

Time 

Effect 

P-value 

Survey 1 

 

Survey 2 

Time 

Effect 

P-value 

All Mean  SD 3.02  0.73 2.94 ± 0.75 <0.0001 2.62  0.88 2.41 ± 0.90 <0.0001 3.13  0.65 2.94 ± 0.68 <0.0001 

Sex    

2.94  0.75 

  

2.54  0.89 

  

3.06  0.67 

  

Men  2.33 ± 0.89  2.86 ± 0.70  3.11 ± 0.88  

Women  3.10  0.71 2.48 ± 0.90  2.70  0.87 3.02 ± 0.90  3.20  0.63 3.15 ± 0.81  

P-value <0.0001 <0.0001  <0.0001 <0.0001  <0.0001 <0.0001  

Age    

2.90  0.72 

  

2.77  0.81 

  

3.16  0.66 

  

Less than or equal to 25 years 2.93 ± 0.72  2.59 ± 0.85  3.02 ± 0.67  

26-50 years 3.00  0.73 2.91 ± 0.74  2.79  0.85 2.49 ± 0.89  3.13  0.67 2.92 ± 0.70  

51 years or more 3.06  0.74 2.98 ± 0.77  2.40  0.89 2.27 ± 0.89  3.11  0.64 2.95 ± 0.67  

P-value 0.001 0.015  <0.0001 <0.0001  0.280 0.041  

Education level    

3.01  0.75 

  

2.58  0.91 

  

3.07  0.68 

  

High school or lower 2.88 ± 0.78  2.35 ± 0.89  2.88 ± 0.69  

Graduate or Postgraduate 

degree 
3.02  0.72 2.96 ± 0.74 

 
2.63  0.87 2.43 ± 0.89 

 
3.15  0.64 2.97 ± 0.68 

 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 13, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.09.21258634doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.09.21258634
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


P-value 0.659 0.009  0.174 0.021  0.002 0.001  

Current employment    

2.61  0.91 

  

3.16  0.66 

  

Unemployed 3.05  0.73 2.99 ± 0.76  2.46 ± 0.92  2.97 ± 0.68  

Employed  3.00  0.72 2.89 ± 0.74  2.62  0.85 2.35 ± 0.87  3.10  0.65 2.92 ± 0.69  

P-value 0.033 0.001  0.871 0.001  0.008 0.014  

Perceived average annual household income    

Bottom third  3.04  0.76 3.00 ± 0.77  2.88  0.87 2.75 ± 0.91  3.14  0.71 2.96 ± 0.71  

Middle third  3.03  0.71 2.93 ± 0.74  2.56  0.86 2.33 ± 0.84  3.13  0.64 2.93 ± 0.66  

Top third  2.92  0.71 2.82 ± 0.71  2.23  0.85 2.00 ± 0.81  3.05  0.62 2.88 ± 0.69  

P-value 0.002 <0.0001  <0.0001 <0.0001  0.009 0.107  

 

 

 

 

Table 5. Adjusted odd ratios for adherence to preventive behaviours 'most of the time' as a function of different sets of concern among 

Canadian respondents to online surveys in the iCARE study in April and June 2020 

 Survey 1(N=3003) Survey 2(N=3005) Survey 1(N=3003) Survey 2(N=3005) 

Behaviour 
Composite: Good adherence to major prevention 

behaviours* 

Self-isolating if you have or believe you have the 

virus 

Variable OR 95% CIs OR 95% CIs OR 95% CIs OR 95% CIs 

Health concern 1.81 1.53 2.12 2.15 1.89 2.46 2.05 1.60 2.61 2.46 1.86 3.25 

Personal financial 0.82 0.71 0.95 0.92 0.83 1.03 0.78 0.63 0.98 0.61 0.48 0.79 

Social-economic 1.23 1.03 1.47 0.93 0.81 1.07 1.35 1.05 1.75 1.37 1.03 1.85 
*Defined as: Hand washing with soap and water and staying at least 6 feet or 1-2 metres away from other people and avoiding social gatherings;  

CI: Confidence Interval; OR: Odds Ratio; Adjusted for: age, sex, education, current employment, province. 
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Figure 1. Selected sociodemographic characteristics of 6008 Canadian participants in two online surveys in the iCARE study in April and 

June 2020  
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Figure 2a. Forest plot of adjusted odd ratio of adherence to preventive behaviours ‘Most of the time’ as a function of sociodemographic 

characteristics among Canadian participants in two online surveys in the iCARE study in April and June 2020 

 

 

Figure 2b. Forest plot of adjusted odd ratio of adherence to self-isolation  ‘Most of the time’ time’ as a function of sociodemographic 

among Canadian participants in two online surveys in the iCARE study in April and June 2020 
 

 
*Defined as: Hand washing with soap and water and staying at least 6 feet or 1-2 metres away from other people and avoiding social gatherings;  
CI: Confidence Interval; OR: Odds Ratio; Adjusted for: age, sex, education, current employment, province. 
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High school vs Post Grad S1

High school vs Post Grad S2

-0.97 ± 0.16*

-1.41 ± 0.20*

-0.76 ± 0.18*

-0.95 ± 0.22*

-0.67 ± 0.25*

-1.43 ± 0.24*

-0.44 ± 0.17*

-0.19 ± 0.19

-0.02 ± 0.31

-0.09 ± 0.37

0.19 ± 0.17

-0.01 ± 0.18

-2.5 -2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1

OR of adherence to Self-isolation if you have or believe you have the virus - 'most of the time'

Survey 1 Survey 2
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26-50  vs 51 + S1

26-50 vs 51 + S2

25 and under vs 51 + S1

25 and under vs 51 + S2

Working vs Not S1

Working vs Not S2

Province above  vs Below median S1

Province above vs Below median S2

High school vs Post Grad S1

High school vs Post Grad S2

-0.70 ± 0.11*

-0.25 ± 0.08*

-0.62 ± 0.12*

-0.54 ± 0.09*

-1.05 ± 0.16*

-1.19 ± 0.13*

-0.31 ± 0.11*

-0.09 ± 0.08

-0.48 ± 0.24*

-0.08 ± 0.15

-0.07 ± 0.11

-0.08 ± 0.08

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5

OR of adherence to Hand washing with soap and water, staying at least 6 feet or 1-2 metres away from other people and 
Avoiding all social gatherings (large and small)  - 'most of the time'

Survey 1 Survey 2
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Figure 3. Proportions (95% CIs) perceiving public health measures ‘very important’ as a function of sex and age among Canadian 

participants to two online surveys in the iCARE study in April and June 2020 
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Supplement 1 - methods 

 

Component structure of the iCARE concerns module: 

To cluster COVID-19-related concerns, we performed a principal component analysis (PCA) on a polychoric correlation 

matrix of the 14 (Survey 1) and 18 (Survey 2) variables in the COVID-19 concerns module (ordinal scale). An orthogonal (varimax) 

rotation was done in order to distribute the factor loadings. We identified concern patterns based on the Kaiser criterion 

(eigenvalue>1.0), scree plot, and components interpretability.11 Items with loadings higher than 0.4 were used to interpret each 

component of COVID-19 concerns. We observed a three-factor structure that included: ‘Health concerns’ (items: being infected 

myself; the impact of being infected on my health, including dying; infecting other people I live with; a person with whom I live with 

being infected; a family member with whom I do not share my home being infected; a friend with whom I do not share my home being 

infected; infecting other people in the community), ‘Personal financial concerns’ (items: losing my job / family income; losing my / 

family savings; not having enough money for food and/or rent; there not being enough food left on shelves for people to eat), 

‘Social/economic concerns’ (items: being isolated from other people; my country going into an economic recession/depression; how 

long it will take for things to go back to normal).  
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Supplement 2 – Table S1. Overall frequency of awareness of the recommended preventive behaviours (presenting frequency and 

percentage of individuals that responded yes) by survey 

  
Survey 1- April, 2020 

(N=3003) 

Survey 2- June 2020 

(N=3005) 

Awareness 
Unweighted 

N (%) 

Weighted 

% 

Unweighted 

N (%) 

Weighted 

% 

Hand washing with soap and water 2917 (97.9) 98.1 2920 (98.2) 98.1 

Staying at least 6 feet or 1-2 metres away from other 

people 
2903 (97.6) 97.6 2932 (98.5) 98.4 

Self-quarantining if you are returning from a trip 2870 (97.2) 97.3 2873 (97.8) 97.6 

Self-isolating if you have or believe you have the 

virus  
2887 (97.4) 97.5 2890 (97.9) 97.8 

Avoiding any non-essential travel 2908 (97.8) 97.8 2863 (96.7) 96.5 

Avoiding social gatherings  2847 (96.6) 96.7 1979 (67.9) 68.1 

 

 

 

 

 

Supplement 2 – Table S2. Overall frequency of COVID-19 related concerns (presenting frequency and percentage of individuals 

concerned To a great extent) by survey 

  
Survey 1- April, 2020 

(N=3003) 

Survey 2- June 2020 

(N=3005) 

Concern 
Unweighted 

N (%) 

Weighted 

% 

Unweighted N 

(%) 

Weighted 

% 

Being infected myself 1072 (36.1) 36.3 862 (29.2) 29.7 

The impact of being infected on my health, including dying 1136 (38.3) 38.4 942 (31.9) 32.6 

Being isolated from other people 729 (24.6) 24.6 678 (23.1) 23.1 

Losing my job / family income 826 (31.8) 31.9 648 (26.6) 26.7 

Losing my / family savings 945 (32.7) 32.4 761 (26.7) 26.8 

Not having enough money for food and/or rent 724 (24.9) 25.0 571 (19.8) 19.9 

Infecting other people I live with 1084 (40.5) 40.7 931 (35.2) 35.6 

A person with whom I live with being infected 1155 (43.6) 43.7 1038 (39.3) 39.2 

A family member with whom I do not share my home being infected 1367 (47.1) 47.1 1210 (41.9) 42.0 

Infecting other people in the community 942 (32.2) 32.2 852 (29.2) 29.5 
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There not being enough food left on shelves for people to eat 592 (20) 20.2 407 (13.8) 13.8 

My country going into an economic recession/depression 1414 (47.7) 47.6 1123 (38.1) 38.3 

How long it will take for things to go back to normal 1512 (50.9) 50.7 1260 (42.8) 43.0 

A friend with whom I do not share my home being infected 803 (28) 28.3 NA NA 

Not being able to see my friends, socialise NA NA 688 (23.9) 23.2 

A family member I don’t live with being socially isolated NA NA 785(27.7) 27.8 

The healthcare system becoming overloaded/not being able to care for the sick NA NA 1073 (36.3) 36.5 

There being a second wave of COVID-19 infections in the future NA NA 1399 (47.2) 47.7 

NA = not measured 
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