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Abstract

Background: COVID-19 pandemic highlighted the crucial role of community preventive behaviors
in controlling the virus’s spread. Studies show that people's risk perceptions and awareness
significantly contribute to containment and prevention of infections. However, limited studies
focused on the influence of risk communication on Public Health Emergency Responses during g
the peak of the COVID-19 pandemic in Kenya. This study aimed at assessing the role of risk
communication on Public Health Emergency Responses during COVID - 19 Pandemic during the
COVID-19 pandemic rural communities in Kenya.

Methods: A descriptive cross-sectional study was conducted using a quantitative research
approach, collecting data from 806 individuals across Kisumu, Vihiga, and Kakamega counties.
Descriptive statistics were used to detail the demographic characteristics of the study population,
while logistic regression analysis estimated the associations between risk communication and
demographic characteristics on COVID-19 vaccine acceptance, compliance with mitigation
behaviors, perceived severity, and perceived susceptibility.

Results: The results showed that 55% of participants were male, and 45% were female, with an
average moderate compliance with safety measures (Mean = 5.15). A significant portion of
participants wore face masks (85.3%), practiced hand hygiene (78.9%), and avoided close contact
behaviors (66.6%). Most respondents received information through mass media (86.1%) and
health workers (72.9%). Compliance with COVID-19 mitigation measures was highest among
those who trusted information from official institutions, health professionals, and mass media,
compared to social media, with increased odds of 2.7 times and 2.5 times, respectively. Higher
risk perception was significantly associated with older age groups (above 50 years), being male,
and working in the private sector. Risk communication significantly influenced risk perception,
compliance with COVID-19 measures, and vaccination.

Conclusion: The findings suggest that effective risk communication strategies are essential during
public health emergencies hence implications for future public health crises. The results
underscore the importance of targeted communication and tailored interventions to improve
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compliance and vaccine acceptance among different demographic groups, ensuring a more
robust public health response during outbreaks.

Key words; Risk communication, Perception, COVID-19, Vaccine acceptance, Emergency,
credibility, Public Health,

Background

The COVID-19 pandemic, which nearly halted global activities in 2020 and has claimed over 7
million lives worldwide [1], highlights the critical need for enhanced international cooperation,
preparedness, global security, surveillance, monitoring, and capacity building for public health
emergencies (PHEs) and risk communication [1,2]. The International Monetary Fund estimates
that the pandemic will cost the global economy approximately US$13.8 trillion by the end of 2024
[3], in addition to its significant socioeconomic and other broad societal impacts. It is widely
regarded as the most severe disaster in living memory by nearly any measure [4]. With the
increasing frequency of PHEs, the World Health Organization (WHO) emphasizes the importance
of risk communication as one of the major areas of focus for global investment, collaboration,

research, data sharing, and policy development [5-7].

In 2015, following the Ebola Virus Disease crisis in West Africa, WHO established a working group
to draft guidelines on building national capacities for communicating health risks during PHEs [8].
Risk communication has been identified as one of the eight core capacities under the
International Health Regulations (IHR of 2005) [9]. There is a global agenda to advance

breakthroughs in risk and crisis communication to support evidence-based campaigns in PHEs

[5].

Public health emergencies encompass many happenings which include disease outbreaks
(epidemics and pandemics), environmental disasters, humanitarian crises, and other man-made
disasters which may be in localized geographical locations or widespread in large areas or across
countries and the world in general [10]. Large-scale epidemics and pandemics cause widespread

death and suffering, disproportionately affecting vulnerable populations, and lead to extensive
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social, economic, health, and political disruptions, complicating recovery efforts [7]. Therefore,

timely and effective responses are critical but challenging.

During PHEs, it is essential for people to understand the health risks they face, the nature and
sources of these risks, their potential impact at individual and community levels, and the actions
they should take to protect their health and that of their communities [8]. Risk communication
(RC) involves the real-time exchange of information, advice, and opinions among experts,
community leaders, officials, and the public at risk [11]. Effective RC aims to promote health
behaviors, such as adherence to public health and social measures (PHSM), timely screening, and
seeking prompt treatment and other mitigation measures [12]. Before the widespread
availability of biomedical innovations like COVID-19 tests, vaccines, and treatments, PHSM were
crucial in limiting the virus's spread [13]. PHSM help frame risks and risk perception and are
integral to managing PHEs beyond just biomedical interventions [12]. Risk perceptions during
PHEs, and related actions and responses vary and evolve as the situation and circumstances

making imperative an iterative process for effective RC.

Effective RC influences how people perceive risks and prompts desired actions during
emergencies. It is a dynamic, interactive, and adaptive process [8, 11, 18]. However, risk
communication models developed in Western countries often fail to resonate with African
communities due to contextual differences in risk perception, stereotypes, and other factors like
wars, displacement, health literacy, negative colonial medical legacy and practices, and weak
health care infrastructure [4, 19]. Following WHO's pandemic declaration in March 2020, African
countries quickly implemented countermeasures to curb COVID-19's spread to mitigate adverse
impacts such as increasing global morbidity, mortality, and overwhelmed health systems [20, 21].
The WHO Regional Office for Africa’s risk communication and community engagement (RCCE)
framework guided many African countries' responses, with varied outcomes [23]. In May 2022,
the Africa Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (Africa CDC), in collaboration with WHO,
USAID, UNICEF, and other partners, established the Public Health Risk Communication and

Community Engagement of Practice for Africa (PH-RCCE-CoPA) [22]. Despite these efforts, some
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African countries faced challenges such as resource shortages, staff constraints, and weak

coordination strategies [23].

A study on RCCE strategies for COVID-19 in 13 African countries, including Kenya, identified key
RCCE strategies, including risk communication systems, community engagement, public
communication, and managing misinformation [24]. Challenges included government distrust,
cultural resistance, and misinformation. A case study of Kenya’s early COVID-19 response
(February 2020 — May 2021) found initial significant compliance with non-pharmaceutical
measures such as PHSMs due to strict governmental enforcement but that shifted to a significant
subsequent decline in compliance once lockdowns were eased, as the perceived risk in people
and communities diminished [25]. However, limited studies focused on the influence of risk
communication on risk perception and compliance with preventive behaviors during the peak of
the COVID-19 pandemic in Kenya. This study aimed at assessing the role of risk Communication
and public health emergency responses during COVID - 19 pandemic in rural communities in

Kenya.

Materials and Methods

Research Design

A cross-sectional design using quantitative research strategy was executed to assess the
role of risk Communication and factors influencing public health emergency responses during
COVID - 19 pandemic in selected rural communities in Kenya. The study was conducted in May-

August 2021, at the peak of COVID-19 globally.

Study setting

The study was carried out in Kakamega, Vihiga, and Kisumu Counties in Western Kenya.
Kakamega County covers an area of approximately 3,050.3 km?. The county has twelve sub-
counties, eighty- three locations, two hundred and fifty sub-locations, one hundred eighty- seven

Village Units and four hundred Community Administrative Areas. There are 433,207 households

L'.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380; this version posted November 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

with an average size of 4.3 persons per household, a population of 1,867,579, and a population

density of 618 people per square.

Vihiga County lies in the Lake Victoria Basin and covers an area of 531.0 Km2. Vihiga
County is located around 80 km northwest of Eldoret, around 60 km north of Kisumu, and
approximately 350km west of Nairobi City, the capital city of Kenya. It has a population of
590,013 of which 51.9% are females while male constitutes 48.1%. Sixty-four-point four percent
(64.4%) of the total population are under the age of 30 [26]. The County has five administrative

Sub-Counties. The county is further subdivided into 38 locations, and 131 sub-locations.

Kisumu County is bordered to the north by Nandi County and to the north east by Kericho
County. The land area of Kisumu County totals 2085.9 km? [26]. It has a population of 1,155,574
of which women make up 50.1% of Kisumu’s population and men represent 49.9%. Sixty-four
percent of the total population are under the age of 25 [27]. The land area of Kisumu County
totals 2085.9 km? (administratively, the county is divided into 7 sub-counties, and these are

further divided into 35 wards [27].

Study population and participants

All community members aged 18 and above were eligible for participation in the study.

Sample size determination

An a priori power analysis was conducted using the G*Power calculator to determine the

required sample size for the study. The analysis was based on the following parameters:

o Effect size: 10% of the population,
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e Power: 80% (to detect meaningful differences),

o Significance level: 5% (o = 0.05).

The power analysis for a one-sample proportion test indicated that a minimum sample size of
779 participants was needed to detect statistically significant effects. To account for a 10% non-
response rate, an additional 78 participants were added, bringing the total sample size to 857.
This sample size is sufficient to address the research questions, detect statistical differences, and
enhance the generalizability of the findings. The large sample also helps minimize sampling error

and ensures the study has adequate statistical power (28).

Sampling procedure

The 3 counties in Western Kenya were selected using purposive sampling because they were
among those in the top 15 leading in highest COVID-19 prevalence in Kenya and the top three
leading in COVID -19 prevalence in Western region of Kenya [29]. Proportionate stratified
sampling method was used to select two sub -counties from each selected county based on
whether urban or rural and to select the study subjects from the six sub- counties. Two Wards
per sub-county were selected using simple random sampling from each selected sub county. A
list of households was generated based on administrative location headed by the Chief in the
selected sub-counties. Systematic random sampling was then used to select households in the
selected Wards. A representative of the eligible study subjects or house heads in the selected

households were randomly picked to participate in the study (see Table 1 below).

Table 1: Sampling frame.
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County Sampled sub- | Sub-county Wards(population) | Sample Total
county population Sampled
individuals
Kakamega | Kakamega 188,212 Butsotso  central | 149 219
Central (25744)
Mahiakalu (12067) | 70
Navakholo 137165, Bunyala 142 187

Central(38407)

Ingotse- 45
Matiha(12091)

Kisumu Kisumu 174,145 Kondele (48004) 93 130
Central

Milimani(18902) 37

Nyando 161,508 Ahero(31440) 60 121
Onjiko(30937) 51
Vihiga Emuhaya 69,250 North East | 36 64
Bunyore(35908)
Central 28
Bunyore(27316)
Hamisi 148 259 Banja (22535) 45 85
Tambua(18689) 40
Total 806
Variables

Dependent variables

The dependent variable for this study was public health emergency responses measured in
various ways such as adherence to the public health guidelines and mitigation measures, risk

perception and vaccine acceptance
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Compliance behaviors: hand washing, face mask wearing, sanitization, social distancing, cough
hygiene, not touching face, and compliance with other WHO guidelines (including lock down and
travel policies). Participants were asked for their compliance with these behaviors and their
responses were categorized as: not at all, rarely, frequently and always. The level of compliance

was classified as high and low.

Vaccine acceptance—defined as the degree to which individuals accept, question, or refuse
vaccination. It is one of the major determinants of vaccine uptake rate, vaccine hesitancy, and

consequently vaccine distribution success.

Risk perception- is the subjective judgement that people make about the characteristics and
severity of a risk- focused on risk severity and risk susceptibility. This was classified as either low

or high

Independent variables

Risk communication sources - mass media, social media (X, Facebook and others), various
institutions including official health institutions and agencies, and health professionals, and

various websites (WHO, CDC, government websites, and more).

Socio-demographic characteristics such age, gender, level of education, county of residence, area
of residence, occupation, income level and compliance behaviors of respondents. The study

focused on six.
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Data sources and instrument,

Data was gathered using a structured questionnaire. The questions were adopted and
modified from similar studies [30, 33]. In addition, the WHO’s and Kenyan Government Ministry
of Health guidelines on COVID-19 infection prevention and control (IPC) were reviewed and used
to refine the questionnaire [34, 36]. The instrument was designed in English and translated into
local languages (Luo and Luhya) and was back translated to check for consistency. The instrument
had four sections. The study's questionnaire was divided into three sections. The first section
collected sociodemographic data (age, sex, county, education, and income) and assessed
individual and community compliance with COVID-19 containment measures and sources of
communication and the trusted sources of communication. The second section focused on
COVID-19 vaccine acceptance and hesitancy, asking participants whether they or their family
members would receive the vaccine when available. Those answering "no" or "unsure" were
classified as hesitant. The third section, based on the Health Belief Model, explored predictors of
vaccine acceptance through questions on perceived susceptibility, severity, benefits, and cues to

action, using a four-point Likert scale.

A pilot study was carried out with 80 people who were chosen from the selected sub-
counties but were omitted from the actual study. This was to assess the consistency, clarity, and
accuracy, for making any necessary adjustments to refine the study instrument to reduce

information bias.
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Data collection Procedure

Ethical and administrative approval and permission were sought and obtained from the
administrative offices of the selected sub-counties in the study. The approval and permission to
conduct the study were obtained from the University of Eastern Africa, Baraton Institutional
Research Ethics Committee (IREC), and the National Commission for Science, Technology and
Innovation (NACOSTI) in Nairobi, respectively. Informed consent was sought and obtained from
the study participants. The informed consent ensured that the study adhered to ethical
considerations in how it was conducted. The study participants were asked about their
willingness to participate in the study after being given information on the purpose and
procedures involved in the study. The respondents were given all the relevant information about
the study to be undertaken to allow for voluntary consent without coercion, pressure, or undue
enticement. Those who accepted to participate signed an informed consent form. The
participants were also informed that their participation in the study was voluntary, and anyone
could withdraw from the study at any time without repercussions or any penalty. Six trained
research assistants collected the study data for a period of two months from July to August 2021
after the second COVID-19 wave in Kenya. The structured questionnaire was self-administered

but those who were unable to read and write were assisted by the research assistants.

Data Analysis

The collected quantitative data were cleaned, coded, and entered in SPSS version 26
program. Data was cleaned and checked for any errors in data entry. Data analysis was performed

using the descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics were used to
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present the demographic characteristics of the study population and were presented as
frequencies, proportions, means and standard deviations. Logistic regression analysis was used
to estimate the association (crude odds ratio) between COVID-19 acceptances, compliance to
COVID-19 mitigation behaviors, perceived severity and perceived susceptibility and
demographics and the risk communication (p-value < 0.05). P-value < 5% is considered

statistically significant at 95% ClI.

All covariates were added to the model simultaneously. The significance level was set at

0.05. Data were presented in tables, narrative report and a graph.

RESULTS

Out of the 857 randomly selected participants, 806 (94.2%) consented and completed the
guestionnaire. In this analysis, the focus was on participants with data on all relevant study
variables related to risk perception and public health emergency responses and the sample size
was n=806 (100%) participants in the study. These participants had no missing information on
key demographic data communication, risk perception, compliance behaviors and vaccine

acceptance.

Demographic Characteristics of the respondents

As shown in Table 2 below, most study participants were males (55.0%), aged 18 to 30
years old (37.8%), and possessed secondary level of education (42.9%). More participants (57%)
lived in rural areas and slightly over half (50.5%) of the participants were employed. The mean

age of the participants was 35.9 (SD= 13.07) and about 70% of the participants were in the age
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range of 18 - 40 years, while the modal age group was 18-30 years. Slightly over half (52.6%) of
the participants resided in Kakamega County followed by 33.9% who resided in Kisumu County

while 13.4% of the participants were from Vihiga County.

Table 2: Demographic Characteristics of the respondents

Variable Frequency (No.) Percentage (%)
Gender
Male 442 55
Female 364 45
Age
18-30 305 37.8
31-40 264 32.8
41-50 96 11.9
51-60 76 9.4
61-70 45 5.5
>70 20 2.5

Education level

No Education 67 8.0

Primary 106 13.2
Secondary 335 42.9
University 298 36.9

County of residence

Kakamega 406 50.4
Kisumu 251 31.1
Vihiga 149 18.5

Area of residence

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380; this version posted November 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Rural 461 57.3
Urban 345 42.8
Occupation

Civil Servant 113 14
Private Sector 96 11.9
Self Employed 190 23.6
Non-Employed 407 50.5

Compliance with safety measures and vaccine acceptance

Compliance with WHO safety measures, on average, the participants complied with
safety measures (Mean = 5.15). Majority of the participants wore face mask (85.3%), practiced
hand hygiene (78.9%) avoided hand shaking, hugging and kissing (66.6%), and practiced cough
hygiene (66.0%). Compliance with other WHO COVID-19 guidelines consisting of travel and lock
down policies accounted for 62.7%. Social distancing was least adopted (60.2%). Overall, vaccine

acceptance rate was low at 40%.

Risk communication

Table 3 below shows that, on average, each respondent received COVID-19 information
from eight information and communication channels (Mean = 4.86). Many respondents received
information through mass media (86.1%) and health workers (72.9%). Further, 68.1% of the
respondents received information via social networks, mainly via Facebook and twitter (now
called X) while those who received information via government sources comprised 62.3%.

Political leaders were the least utilized and trusted source of COVID-19 information (38.7%).

Table 3: Risk communication

13
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Information source Yes No

Social media 549(68.1) 257(31.9)
Mass media 694(86.1) 112(13.9)
Relatives and friends 422(52.5) 382(47.5)
Health workers 638(72.9) 167(20.7)
The Internet 517(64.1) 289(35.9)
Government officials 502(62.3) 304(37.7)
Political leaders 312(38.7) 494(61.3)
Print media 505(62.7) 301(37.3)

Trusted source of information

Figure 1 below shows that trusted information sources were health care professionals
(86.7%) The World Health Organization (86.1%), The Center for Disease Control and prevention
(CDC — Africa regional Office) (85.5%), Newspapers (81.1%), Local radio and TV news stations
(77.3%), Governments websites (75.3%), and family and friends (63.9%), respectively. Facebook

(50.6%) and twitter (46.4%) were the least trusted sources of information.

Figure 1. Trusted information source

Risk communication by trusted source, its role on risk perception, compliance to COVID-19
mitigation measures and vaccination.

Table 4 below shows risk communication by trusted source, its role on risk perception,
compliance to COVID-19 mitigation measures and vaccination. Overall, there was significant
influence of risk communication on risk perception in terms of risk susceptibility and risk severity

(p=0.001), compliance to covid-19 mitigation measures (p= 0.001), and vaccination acceptance
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(p=0.001). Though risk susceptibility, and vaccination rate was low, the results shows that mass
media (OR = 1.8, Cl = 1.51, 2.18; P= 0.001) and official institutions and professionals (OR = 0.8, Cl
=0.75, 0.97; P= 0.001) as trusted sources of information resulted in increased influence on risk
susceptibility. Despite low risk susceptibility and vaccination rates, the results indicate that
trusted sources of information significantly influenced risk perception. Specifically, exposure to
mass media was associated with an increased risk susceptibility (OR = 1.8, Cl = 1.51-2.18; P =
0.001), while information from official institutions and professionals was linked to a decreased
perception of risk (OR = 0.8, Cl =0.75-0.97; P = 0.001).

Differences in perceived severity due to mass media and official institutions or
professional as trusted sources of communication were significant (P=0.001). The proportion of
participants who trusted mass media and official institution and professionals as a source of
communication had high perceived severity representing 82.3% and 82.2% respectively
compared to only 16.9% who trusted social media as a source of communication. Greater
proportions of lower perceived severity were found among participants who trusted social media

(79.6%).

Further data reveals that risk communication via official institutions and professionals and mass
media raised participants’ perception on risks and compliance to WHO COVID-19 mitigation
measures. The proportion of those who complied to the mitigation measures were highest
among those who received and trusted information via official institutions and professionals, and
mass media compared to social media (81.5% and 80.8% vs. 77.1%). Hence increased odds of 2.7
times and 2.5 times respectively for those who received and trusted information from official

institutions and professionals and mass media respectively.
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Table 4 : Risk communication and risk perception, compliance to COVID-19 mitigation measures
and intention to vaccinate against COVID-19

Perceived susceptibility

Trusted source High N (%) LowN OR (95% Cl) P value
(%)

Social media No 157(81.8) 492(80.1) 1.3(1.17,5.86) 0.09
Yes 35(18.2) 122(19.9) Ref

Mass media Yes 177(92.2) 562(91.5) 1.8(1.51,2.18) <0.001
No 15(7.80) 52(8.50)  Ref

Official Yes 181(94.3) 582(95.3) 0.8(0.75,0.97)  <0.001

institutions and No 11(5.7) 29(4.7) Ref

professionals
Perceived severity

Trusted source Low High OR (95% Cl) p value
N (%) N (%)

Social media No 539(81.2) 110(77.5) 1.6(1.06,2.45) 0.13
Yes 125(18.8) 32(22.5)  Ref

Mass media Yes 131 (92.3) 608 (91.6) 2.7(1.47,3.09) 0.01
No 11(7.7) 56 (8.4) Ref

Official Yes 136(95.9) 630(94.9) 0.6(0.39,0.87)  0.01

institutions  and No 6(4.2) 346(5.1) Ref

professionals

Compliance with COVID-19 mitigation measures

Trusted source Compliant N Noncompli OR (95% Cl) p value
(%) ant N (%)
Social media No 533(81.5) 116(76.3)  1.04(0.67,1.63) 0.86
Yes 121(18.5) 36(23.7) Ref
Mass media Yes 597 (91.3) 142 (93.4) 2.5(1.03,3.23) <0.001
No 57(8.7) 10(6.6) Ref
Official Yes 624(95.4) 142(93.4)  2.7(1.89,3.89) <0.001

institutions and
professionals

No 30(4.6) 10(6.6) Ref
Intention to vaccinate
Trusted source N (%) No No.(%) OR (95% Cl) P value
Social media No 156(76.8) 493(81.8) 1.6(1.15, 2.41) <0.001
Yes 47(23.2) 110(18.2) Ref
Mass media Yes 176(86.7) 563(93.4) 1.7(1.50,2.83)  0.001
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No 27(13.3) 40(6.6)
Official Yes 183(90.1) 583(96.7) 1.5(1.37,1.75)  <0.001
institutions and No 20(9.9) 20(3.3) Ref 0.00

professionals

Logistic regression analysis of the association between demographic characteristics and risk
perception, Compliance with WHO public health measures and Vaccination.

The study findings revealed that demographic factors played critical role in influencing
participants’ perception on risk and eventual public health action(s). Specifically, examination of
influence of different demographic factors on risk perception compared to respective reference
categories shows that the odds for higher risk perception were significantly increased with higher
age groups (50+) (OR=2.9; 95% Cl: 1.9, 3.9), being male (OR =2.9;95% Cl: 1.9, 3.9); private sector
workers (OR 2.9; 95% Cl; 2.9, 6.5. Further, the odds of significantly higher risk perception were
2.9 times each greater for those who had no education and those who had completed secondary
school (OR = 2.9, Cl = 2.2, 3.7), (OR =5.320, Cl = 2.9 1.9, 4.1) compared to participants who

completed tertiary education respectively.

Strikingly, there was also greater likelihood of participants who were aged between 61-
70 years and those who did not attain any level of education, those who completed primary
school and those who were working in private sector were more likely to comply to WHO public
health measures (OR=2.7, 95% Cl; 1.3, 4.9) and (OR = 1.2, Cl = (1.1, 4 .5), (OR=1.3, 95% Cl; 1.1,
6.2) and (OR=4.0, 95% Cl; 3.0-6.5) than those aged above 70 years, participants who completed
primary school, and those that were working in private sector respectively. Notably, participants

aged 61-70 years, those with no formal education, those who completed primary school, and
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private sector workers were more likely to comply with WHO public health measures. Specifically,
the odds ratios indicated that individuals aged 61-70 had an OR of 2.7 (95% Cl: 1.3-4.9), while
those with no formal education had an OR of 1.2 (95% ClI: 1.1-4.5). Participants who completed
primary school had an OR of 1.3 (95% Cl: 1.1-6.2), and private sector workers showed the highest
likelihood of compliance with an OR of 4.0 (95% Cl: 3.0-6.5). These findings suggest a greater
likelihood of compliance among these groups compared to individuals over 70 years, those with
higher educational attainment, and employees in sectors other than private. Furthermore males
(OR = 1.5; Cl= 1.0-2.1; p=0.03); motorcycle riders (OR = 5.22; Cl= 3.07-12.67; P=0.03), age
between 61-70 years (OR = 4.3; Cl= 1.4, 7.4); p=0.02); and participant who worked in private
sector (OR =0.6; Cl= (0.2, 0.8); p=0.02); had significant association and increased intention for
vaccination. Those aged below 60 years, civil servants were not associated with increased

intention for vaccination.

Table 5: Logistic regression analysis of the association between demographic characteristics
and risk perception, Compliance with WHO public health measures and vaccination.

Risk Compliance to Vaccination
perception WHO Public
health measures
OR (95% Cl) P-value | OR(95% Cl) P- OR (95% Cl) P-
value Value
Gender Male 2.9 (1.9, 3.9) | 0.05 1.0(0.65-1.7) 0.87 1.5(1.0-2.1) 0.03
Female
Age 18-30 2.6(1.6,4.1) | 0.001 2.0(0.3,13.1) 0.47 | 3.5(0.4,32.3) 0.27
31-40 2.8(2.1,3.8) | 0.001 2.4(0.2,6.7) 0.59 | 4.4(0.5,40.2) 0.19
41-50 2.8(2.0,3.7) | 0.001 1.9(0.3, 13.3) 0.42 | 3.4(0.36,32.1) | 0.28
51-60 2.9(1.9,3.9) | 0.001 1.9(1.6, 3.5) 0.05 | 2.6(0.26,25.9) | 0.40
61-70 2.9(2.3,3.7) | 0.001 2.7(1.3,4.9) 0.02 | 4.3(1.4,7.4) 0.02
Above 70 ref ref ref
Level of | None 2.9(2.2,3.7) | 0.001 1.2(1.1,4.5) 0.001 2.3(1.2,4.5) |0.02
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education . 0.05 0.08
Primary 2.8(2.2,3.7) 1.3(1.1,6.2) 0.002 1.7 (1.4, 8.3)
Secondary 4.1) 2.5(1.9, | 0.001 0.7(0.4, 4.4) 0.32 1.3(1.1,1.8) 0.01
Tertiary Ref ref ref

County Kakamega 2.9(2.4, 3.6) 0.001 0.4(0.2,0.7) 0.001 0.6(0.3,0.9) 0.02
Kisumu 2.6(2.3,3.9) | 0.001 0.2(0.1, 0.6) 0.43 0.9(0.2,4.8) | 0.28
Vihiga ref ref ref

Occupation Civil servant | 2.4(1.4, 4.3) 0.001 1.4(0.4, 4.3) 0.59 0.6(0.3, 3.4) 0.26
Private 2.9(2.9,65) | 2001 4.0(3.0-6.5) 005 | 060208 |20
sector
Self 2.8(1.9,3.9) 0.001 1.1(0.4, 2.5) 0.92 0.7 (0.3, 8.4) 0.29
employed
Unemployed | ref ref

Discussion

This study investigated the role of risk communication and demographic characteristics on risk
perception and compliance with WHO public health mitigation measures against COVID-19 in
selected rural communities in Western Kenya. Overall compliance with WHO public health
mitigation measures against COVID-19 was quite good with 85.3% wearing face mask, 78.9%
practiced hand hygiene while 66% avoided hand shaking, hugging and kissing and practiced

cough hygiene. These results were comparable to others recorded in the region [36].

Although Social distancing was the least adopted (60.2%) protocol in the current study,
the rate was strikingly similar to that reported in parts of Ethiopia (59.2%) suggesting a general
phenomenon in the region [37]. One review identified community-level psycho-social and
sociological influences (including fear of stigma, misconceptions, lack of trust in authorities, and
inconsistencies between personal experience, and information received); and shortcomings in
governmental action or communication (including lack of community engagement, poor

communication and lack of emotional, financial or material support) as the two leading barriers
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to adopting social distancing [37]. However, other studies conducted in other African countries
cited cultural norms as a leading barrier with some considering the measures anti-social [37, 38,

39].

As regards risk communication, majority of respondents received information through
mass media (86.1%) and health workers (72.9%). Furthermore, a large number (68.1%) of the
respondents received information via social networks, mainly via Facebook and X (twitter). These
results were comparable to those reported by Hailu and colleagues [37], although in their study
social media accounted for a higher proportion (80%). A study involving several sub-Saharan
Africa (SSA) countries reported similar results across regions, age-groups and gender [40].
Therefore, harnessing the power of social media to influence the quality of information shared
with the public on mitigating such severe PHEs is critical especially in defraying misinformation,
conspiracy theories and helping establish trust in credible information. This means understanding
people’s changing perceptions and attitudes, and the barriers and enablers influencing their
ability and motivation to adopt and/or sustain positive health behaviors are critical during and

after PHEs.

Additionally, we investigated respondents’ confidence regarding three main categories of
communication media comprising social media, mass media, official institutions, and
professionals. The findings showed that social media (including Facebook (50.6%) and X (twitter)
(46.4%)) were the least-trusted sources of information. These proportions were not surprisingly
quite high considering the infodemic around COVID-19. That half the respondents trusted COVID-

9 related information on social media put a large proportion at risk of misinformation [41,42].
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This study found that demographic factors influenced participants’ perception on risk.
The odds for risk perception were significantly increased with higher age groups (above 50) (OR
=2.9; 95% Cl: 1.9, 3.9) and being male (OR =2.9;95% Cl: 1.9, 3.9). Studies involving other sub-
Saharan Africa countries have reported similar results regarding relationship between age and
risk perception [31]. This observation is explained by public awareness regarding older individuals
having significantly higher COVID-19 related severe disease and deaths than young individuals.
Our findings regarding male participants having higher odds of risk perception, however, was
different from that observed in some other SSA countries where risk perception did not vary

significantly with sex [43].

Interestingly, the odds of risk perception were 2.9 times greater for participants with no
formal education (OR = 2.9, Cl = 2.2-3.7) and 5.32 times greater for those who completed
secondary school (OR =5.32, Cl = 2.9—4.1) compared to those with tertiary education. This finding
is unexpected, as higher educational attainment typically correlates with a better understanding
of COVID-19-related risks. However, our results align with a study conducted across seven sub-
Saharan African countries, which found that respondents with primary education had a higher
perception of risk than those with secondary and tertiary education [44]. Furthermore, this study
found greater likelihood of compliance with WHO public health mitigation measures among
participants who were older and with lower educational attainment. This observation could have
been as a result of their higher risk perception which mediated compliance. This was in
concurrence with the findings of Asnakew and colleagues [26] in the Federal Democratic Republic
of Ethiopia. However, our finding that there was no statistically significant difference in gender

as regards to compliance was contrary to the findings of Asnakew and others [36] who reported
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females were more likely to have better compliance with preventive behavior than their male

counterparts.

Moreover, this study found that risk communication particularly via trusted media such
as mass media increased the odds of both risk perception and preventive behaviors’ compliance.
The proportion of those who complied with COVID-19 mitigation measures were highest among
those who received and trusted information through mass media (80.8%) resulting in increased
odds of 2.5 times. Our findings concurred with the findings of a study conducted in parts of
Nigeria where 60% of respondents indicated they were persuaded by mass media messaging to
comply with COVID-19 public health measures including wearing facemasks [45]. Other studies
confirmed that exposure to risk communication through mass media improves public compliance
directly and indirectly through the mediating roles of public understanding and risk perception
[46, 47]. Therefore, vaccine education campaigns with accurate, credible, and transparent
information on the efficacy and safety of the vaccines, among other things, should be
communicated to the public in a timely manner to ensure effective all-inclusive immunization

[48].

The findings of this study bolster the evidence that mass media is one of the strategies that
provides powerful tools and platforms for risk communication that can greatly influence public
perceptions of the issues of societal concern and enhance compliance with public health
protocols and related measures. These can be harnessed for expanded reach and engagement,
targeted messages in public health campaigns, peer influence, and increased community

networks’ support and participation in driving desired behavior changes.
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Strengths and Limitations

Strengths: The present study benefits from a large and diverse sample, which is more
representative of the general population across different communities and counties in Kenya,
thereby enhancing the generalizability of the findings. The study employed a priori power
analysis to determine the sample size, ensuring sufficient statistical power to detect meaningful
effect sizes before the study began. This methodological rigor strengthens the reliability of the
results. Additionally, while Kenya's COVID-19 measures generally align with WHO
recommendations, variations in regional policies and public health campaigns may affect
compliance differently across areas. This diversity in policy implementation provides a rich

context for understanding the complexities of noncompliance and its regional variations.

Limitations: However, there are several limitations to consider. First, the sample was
predominantly drawn from western Kenya, with a younger age distribution and a slight male
predominance. This regional and demographic skew may limit the broader applicability of the
findings. Second, the cross-sectional design of the study presents a limitation, as it only captures
data at one point in time, preventing conclusions about causality or the evolution of behaviors
throughout the pandemic. The potential influence of unobserved confounding variables over
time means that the statistical associations observed may not reflect causal relationships. Finally,
the reliance on self-reported compliance behaviors introduces the risk of response bias, as
participants may underreport or overreport their behaviors. This introduces the possibility that
the self-reported data may not accurately reflect participants' actual actions, as social desirability

or memory recall biases could affect the honesty and precision of responses.
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While the study provides valuable insights into the role of risk communication and demographic
factors on public health emergency responses during the pandemic, caution is needed when
interpreting the results due to the limitations inherent in the sampling, design, and measurement

approaches used.

Conclusions

The study reveals that a majority of the participants effectively adhered to one or more WHO
preventive measures to avoid COVID-19 infection. The primary source of trusted information for
participants was television, followed by newspapers. Risk communication through official
institutions, professionals, and mass media enhanced participants’ risk perception and
compliance with COVID-19 mitigation measures. Demographic factors significantly influenced
participants’ risk perception and subsequent public health actions. Higher risk perception was
notably associated with older age groups (above 50 years), male private sector workers, and
individuals with higher education levels. In contrast, younger individuals and those with lower

education levels exhibited lower adoption of preventive measures.

Evidence suggests that increased risk perception correlates with heightened preventive behavior
among the general population. Therefore, targeted risk communication and awareness
campaigns are essential to bolster desired public health practices, particularly among
demographic segments with lower adoption rates. Focusing on younger individuals and those

with less education could improve overall adherence to preventive measures and ensure
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sustained public health practices throughout the COVID-19 pandemic while supporting those
who were compliant to sustain the behaviors. Governments and health organizations ought to
prioritize investment in rural communication infrastructure, through continuous engagement
with communities to build trust and ensure consistent and accurate dissemination of
information, and monitoring and evaluation of communication strategies to identify and address
gaps in real time. This means understanding people’s changing perceptions and attitudes, and
the barriers and enablers influencing their ability and motivation to adopt and/or sustain positive
health behaviors are critical during and after PHEs. Effective coordinated risk communication in
rural communities is a dynamic, iterative process, requiring multi-sectoral and multi-dimensional

approaches considerate of contextual factors and active community engagement.

Acknowledgments

We are grateful to all the research assistants and field coordinators who helped with the study.
We acknowledge participation of those who accepted to be interviewed for their time and
shared experiences with us.

Funding Statement
This research received no external funding.
Author Contributions

W.C.—conceptualized the study, methods, data analysis, and reporting and manuscript revision; F.J.N.—
conceptualized the study and significantly worked on the manuscript, revised and provided approval for
submission. C.K.N.—conceptualized the study, data collection, manuscript preparation and revisions.
W.A. — manuscript preparation and revisions. All authors have read and agreed to the published version
of the manuscript.

Institutional Review Board Statement

The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki and
approved by the Ethics Committee of University of Eastern Africa, Baraton. Approval Code:
(UEAB/REC/50/03/2021).

25


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380; this version posted November 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Informed Consent Statement

Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study by signing a consent
form which included an explanation about voluntary participation and the purpose of the study.

Data Availability Statement

The datasets used and/or analyzed during the current study are contained within this article.
Any additional data or clarification available upon reasonable request.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1). World Health Organization. COVID-19 Epidemiological Update. Accessed June 15, 2024 at:
COVID-19 epidemiological update — 12 April 2024 (who.int)

2). Burwell SM, Townsend FF, Bollyky TJ, Patrick SM. Improving Pandemic Preparedness:
Lessons From COVID-19. Independent Task Force Report No. 78. Council on Foreign Relations;
2020. Accessed May 20", 2024 at : https://www.cfr.org/report/pandemic-preparedness-
lessons-COVID.

3). Gopinath G. A Disrupted Global Recovery. IMF Blog, 25 January 2022. Accessed June 15t at:
https://www.imf.org/en/Blogs/%20Articles/2022/01/25/blog-a-disrupted-global-recovery.

4). International Federation Red Cross [IFRC] (2022). Trust, Equity, and Local Action: Lessons
from COVID-19 Pandemic to Avert the next global crisis. World Disasters Report, 2022.
Accessed February 20t, 2024 : Available from:https://www.ifrc.org/sites/default/files/2023-
03/2022 IFRC-WDR_EN.OQ.pdf.pdf.

5). Bourrier, M. Risk Communication 101: A Few Benchmarks. In Bourrier, M., & Bieder, C.,
Editors. Risk Communication for the Future: Towards Smart Risk Governance and Safety
Management. Springer Briefs in Safety Management, 2018, 1-12. DOI: 10.1007/978-3-319-
74098-0_1.

6). WHO. 10 proposals to build a safer world together Strengthening the Global Architecture for
Health Emergency Preparedness, Response and Resilience . Accessed March 30", 2024 at:
Available from:https://www.who.int/publications/m/item/10-proposals-to-build-a-safer-world-

26


https://www.who.int/publications/m/item/covid-19-epidemiological-update-edition-166
https://www.cfr.org/report/pandemic-preparedness-lessons-COVID
https://www.cfr.org/report/pandemic-preparedness-lessons-COVID
https://www.imf.org/en/Blogs/%20Articles/2022/01/25/blog-a-disrupted-global-recovery
https://www.ifrc.org/sites/default/files/2023-03/2022_IFRC-WDR_EN.0.pdf.pdf
https://www.ifrc.org/sites/default/files/2023-03/2022_IFRC-WDR_EN.0.pdf.pdf
https://www.who.int/publications/m/item/10-proposals-to-build-a-safer-world-together---strengthening-the-global-architecture-for-health-emergency-preparedness--response-andresilience--white-paper-for-consultation--june-2022
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380; this version posted November 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

together---strengthening-the-global-architecture-for-health-emergency-preparedness--
response-andresilience--white-paper-for-consultation--june-2022.

7). World Health Organization (n.d.). Health Emergency Prevention. Accessed May 27t, 2024,
at: https://www.who.int/our-work/health-emergencies.

8). WHO, (2017). Communicating Risk in Public Health Emergencies: A WHO Guide for
Emergency Communication (ERC) Policy and Practice. Accessed on March 15t, 2024, at Available
from:https://www.who.int/activities/communicating-risk-in-public-health-emergencies.

9). Malley, P. O, Rainford, J., & Thompson, A. (2009). Transparency during public health
emergencies: From rhetoric to reality. Bulletin of the World Health Organization, 87, 614-618.

10). Wilder-Smith A, Osman S. Public health emergencies of international concern: a historic
overview. J Travel Med. 2020 Dec 23;27(8): taaa227. doi: 10.1093/jtm/taaa227. PMID:
33284964; PMCID: PMC7798963.

11). Centers for Disease Control - CERC, (2018). Crisis and Emergency Risk Communication
(CERC): Introduction. Accessed February 20t, 2024.
https://emergency.cdc.gov/cerc/ppt/CERC Introduction.pdf.

12).Ludolph, R., Takahashi, R., Shroff, Z. C, Kosinska, M., Schmidt, T., Anan, H. H., et al., (2023).
A global research agenda on public health and social measures during emergencies. Bull World
Health Organ 2023; 101:717-722| doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.2471/BLT.23.289959.

13). UNICEF, (2022). Lessons Learned from the RCCE Response to COVID-19 in the Eastern and
Southern Africa Region. Accessed April 5t, 2024.
https://www.unicef.org/esa/media/12306/file/RCCE-Lessons-Learned-2022.pdf.

14). Dodoo, A., Hugman, B. (2012). Risk Perception and Communication in Sub-Saharan
Africa. Drug Saf 35, 1041-1052 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03261990

15). Glik, D.C. (2007). Risk Communication for Public Health Emergencies. Annual Review of
Public Health, 28, 33-54. doi: 10.1146/annurev.publhealth.28.021406.144123.

16). Malecki KMC, Keating JA, Safdar N. Crisis Communication and Public Perception of COVID-
19 Risk in the Era of Social Media. Clin Infect Dis. 2021 Feb 16;72(4):697-702. doi:
10.1093/cid/ciaa758.

17). Xiao, H., Zhang, L., Li, H., Chen, K., & Zhang, L., (2020). Effective Risk Communication for
Public Health Emergency: Reflection on the COVID-19 (2019-nCoV) Outbreak in Wuhan, China.
Healthcare, 8(1), 64. doi: 10.3390/healthcare8010064.

18). Salwa et al., (2022. Assessment of risk perception and risk communication regarding
COVID-19 among healthcare providers: An explanatory sequential mixed-method study in
Bangladesh. F1000Res. 2022 Jan 6; 9:1335. doi: 10.12688/f1000research.27129.2.

19). Lois Bastide (2018). Crisis communication during the Ebola outbreak in West Africa: the
paradoxes of decontextualized contextualization. In Mathilde Bourrier; Corinne Bieder. Risk

27


https://www.who.int/publications/m/item/10-proposals-to-build-a-safer-world-together---strengthening-the-global-architecture-for-health-emergency-preparedness--response-andresilience--white-paper-for-consultation--june-2022
https://www.who.int/publications/m/item/10-proposals-to-build-a-safer-world-together---strengthening-the-global-architecture-for-health-emergency-preparedness--response-andresilience--white-paper-for-consultation--june-2022
https://www.who.int/our-work/health-emergencies
https://www.who.int/activities/communicating-risk-in-public-health-emergencies
https://emergency.cdc.gov/cerc/ppt/CERC_Introduction.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.2471/BLT.23.289959
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380; this version posted November 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Communication for the Future: Towards Smart Risk Governance and Safety Management,
Springer, pp.95-108, 2018. ffhal-02123235f.

20). Otaye, E., & Awuor, E. Q. . (2024). The Influence of the Covid-19 Risk Communication and
Community Engagement Strategy on Non-State Actors Communication Activities: A Case Study
of Shining Hope for Communities (Shofco) Kenya. African Multidisciplinary Journal of
Research, 1(1), 313-327. Accessed May 29,2024 at:
https://journalsl.spu.ac.ke/index.php/amijr/article/view/280

21). Wangari EN, Gichuki P, Abuor AA, Wambui J, Okeyo SO, Oyatsi HTN, Odikara S, Kulohoma
BW. Kenya's response to the COVID-19 pandemic: a balance between minimising morbidity and
adverse economic impact. AAS Open Res. 2021 Mar 29;4:3. doi: 10.12688/aasopenres.13156.2.

22). Africa Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (2023). Preparing Communities for the
Next Pandemic through Risk Communication. Accessed February 20, 2024, at:
https://africacdc.org/news-item/preparing-communities-for-the-next-pandemic-through-risk-

communication/

23). Adebisi YA, Rabe A, Lucero-Prisno lii DE. Risk communication and community engagement
strategies for COVID-19 in 13 African countries. Health Promot Perspect. 2021 May
19;,11(2):137-147. doi: 10.34172/hpp.2021.18

24 World Health Organization. Risk Communication and Community Engagement (RCCE) Action
Plan Guidance COVID-19 Preparedness and Response. (2021). Available at:
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/risk-communication-and-community-engagement-

(rcce)-action-plan-guidance. Accessed February 28, 2024.

25). Mwakisha J, Adika B, Nyawade S, Phori PM, Nidjergou NN, Silouakadila C, Fawcett S.
Kenya's Experience: Factors Enabling and Impeding the COVID-19 Response. Health Promot
Pract. 2024 Mar;25(2):220-226. doi: 10.1177/15248399221117566. Epub 2023 Feb 3.

26). Independent Electoral and Boundaries Commission. The Interim Independent Boundaries
Review Commission of Kenya. 2010. Available at:
https://www.klrc.go.ke/index.php/constitution-of-kenya/171-chapter-seven-representation-of-
the-people/part-2-independent-electoral-and-boundaries-commission-and-delimitation-of-
electoral-units/255-88-independent-electoral-and-boundaries-commission. Accessed February
28t 2024,

27). County government of Kisumu. Kisumu’s County Integrated Development Plan 2013-2017.
2013. https://repository.kippra.or.ke/handle/123456789/1243. Accessed February 28t, 2024.

28). Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS). 2020 Kenya Population and Housing Census.
Volume 1: Population by County and Sub-County. KNBS. 2020. Available

28


https://journals1.spu.ac.ke/index.php/amjr/article/view/280
https://africacdc.org/news-item/preparing-communities-for-the-next-pandemic-through-risk-communication/
https://africacdc.org/news-item/preparing-communities-for-the-next-pandemic-through-risk-communication/
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/risk-communication-and-community-engagement-(rcce)-action-plan-guidance
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/risk-communication-and-community-engagement-(rcce)-action-plan-guidance
https://www.klrc.go.ke/index.php/constitution-of-kenya/171-chapter-seven-representation-of-the-people/part-2-independent-electoral-and-boundaries-commission-and-delimitation-of-electoral-units/255-88-independent-electoral-and-boundaries-commission
https://www.klrc.go.ke/index.php/constitution-of-kenya/171-chapter-seven-representation-of-the-people/part-2-independent-electoral-and-boundaries-commission-and-delimitation-of-electoral-units/255-88-independent-electoral-and-boundaries-commission
https://www.klrc.go.ke/index.php/constitution-of-kenya/171-chapter-seven-representation-of-the-people/part-2-independent-electoral-and-boundaries-commission-and-delimitation-of-electoral-units/255-88-independent-electoral-and-boundaries-commission
https://repository.kippra.or.ke/handle/123456789/1243
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380; this version posted November 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

online: https://www.knbs.or.ke/?wpdmpro=2019-kenya-population-and-housing-census-
volume-i-population-by-county-and-sub-county. Accessed on 19 December 2022.

29). Bredenkamp, J. (1969). The application of significance tests in theory-testing
experiments. Psychologische Beitrage, 11(3), 275-285.

30). Thanh, P.T. and Tung, L.T. (2021), “Can risk communication in mass media improve
compliance behavior in the COVID-19 pandemic? Evidence from Vietnam”, International Journal
of Sociology and Social Policy, Vol. 42 Nos 11/12, pp. 909-925, Doi: 10.1108/1JSSP-05-2021-
0122.

31). Suphunnika Termmee & Bing Wang. "The Role of Risk Communication in Shaping Health-
Protective Behavior Amid the COVID-19 Pandemic in Thailand," Social Sciences, MDPI, 2023;
12(10), 1-15.

32). Ataguba OA, Ataguba JE. Social determinants of health: the role of effective communication
in the COVID-19 pandemic in developing countries. Glob Health Action. (2020);13(1):1788263.
doi: 10.1080/16549716.2020.1788263. PMID: 32657669; PMCID: PMC7480618.

33). Atterns M., Thaler T., Snel K., Davids P., Hartmann T., Fuchs S. The influence of tailored risk
communication on individual adaptive behavior.Int. J. Disaster Risk Reduc. (2020).
doi: 10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101618.

34). Center for Policy Impact in Global Health. Kenya's Policy Response to COVID-19 policy
report. 2020. https://centerforpolicyimpact.org/our-work/the-4ds/kenya-policy-response-to-

covid-19/.

35). World Health Organization. Statement on the second meeting of the International Health
Regulations (2005) Emergency Committee regarding the outbreak of novel coronavirus (2019-
nCoV) [Internet]. [cited 2020 Aug 7]

36. Asnakew, Z., Asrese, K., & Andualem, M. Community Risk Perception and Compliance with
Preventive Measures for COVID-19 Pandemic in Ethiopia. Risk Management and Healthcare
Policy, (2020). 13, 2887-2897. https://doi.org/10.2147/RMHP.5279907

37. Hailu, W., Derseh, L., Hunegnaw, M. T., Tesfaye, T., & Angaw, D. A. Compliance, Barriers,
and Facilitators to Social Distancing Measures for Prevention of Coronavirus Disease 2019 in
Northwest Ethiopia, 2020. Current Therapeutic Research, (2021). 94, 100632.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.curtheres.2021.100632

38. Sadjadi, M., Morschel, K. S., & Petticrew, M. Social distancing measures: Barriers to their
implementation and how they can be overcome — a systematic review. The European Journal of
Public Health, (2021)ckab103. Availabe from: https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckab103

29



https://www.knbs.or.ke/?wpdmpro=2019-kenya-population-and-housing-census-volume-i-population-by-county-and-sub-county
https://www.knbs.or.ke/?wpdmpro=2019-kenya-population-and-housing-census-volume-i-population-by-county-and-sub-county
https://ideas.repec.org/a/gam/jscscx/v12y2023i10p551-d1252388.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/gam/jscscx/v12y2023i10p551-d1252388.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/gam/jscscx.html
https://centerforpolicyimpact.org/our-work/the-4ds/kenya-policy-response-to-covid-19/
https://centerforpolicyimpact.org/our-work/the-4ds/kenya-policy-response-to-covid-19/
https://doi.org/10.2147/RMHP.S279907
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.curtheres.2021.100632
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckab103
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380; this version posted November 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

39. Ehigie, B. O., Ehigie, R. I., Sholarin, A. M., Elizabeth, O., & Agoha, B. African Perspective of
Social Distancing in Pandemics: Adoption Challenges. Psychological Studies, (2021).66(3), 259—
269. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s12646-021-00607-w

40. Tibbels, N. J., Dosso, A., Kra, K. W., Gbeke, K. D., Coffi, G., Ngoran, A. R., Niamke, J. L., Nana,
M., Benié, W., Hendrickson, Z. M., & Naugle, D. A. “In our culture, if you quarantine someone,
you stigmatize them”: Qualitative insights on barriers to observing COVID-19 prevention
behaviors in Cote d’lvoire. PLOS Global Public Health, (2022). 2(8), e0000489.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journ

41. Osuagwu, U. L., Mashige, K. P., Ovenseri-Ogbomo, G., Envuladu, E. A., Abu, E. K., Miner, C.
A., Timothy, C. G., Ekpenyong, B. N., Langsi, R., Amiebenomo, O. M., Oloruntoba, R., Goson, P.
C., Charwe, D. D, Ishaya, T., & Agho, K. E. The impact of information sources on COVID-19
vaccine hesitancy and resistance in sub-Saharan Africa. BMC Public Health, (2023). 23(1), 38.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-14972-2

42. Okereke, M., Ukor, N. A,, Ngaruiya, L. M., Mwansa, C., Alhaj, S. M., Ogunkola, I. O., Jaber, H.
M., Isa, M. A., Ekpenyong, A., & Lucero-Prisno, D. E. COVID-19 Misinformation and Infodemic in
Rural Africa. The American Journal of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene, (2021):104(2), 453—456.
https://doi.org/10.4269/ajtmh.20-1488

43. Olatuniji, 0. S., Ayandele, O., Ashirudeen, D., & Olaniru, O. S. “Infodemic” in a Pandemic:
COVID-19 Conspiracy Theories in an African Country. Asian Journal of Social Health and
Behavior, (2020):3(4), 152. https://doi.org/10.4103/SHB.SHB 43 20

44, Eboreime, E., lyamu, I., Afirima, B., Okechukwu, E. F., Kibombwe, G. I., Oladele, T., Tafuma,
T., Badejo, 0.-0., Ashiono, E., Mpofu, M., & Oladele, E. A. COVID-19 risk perception among
residents of seven sub-Saharan African countries: Socio-demographic correlates and predicted
probabilities. The Pan African Medical Journal, (2021):39, 227. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.11604/pamj.2021.39.227.28193

45. Olawunmi, B., & Oluwafemi, B. Impact of mass media messaging on compliance with covid-
19 safety protocols among residents of Osogbo, Osun State, Nigeria. Caleb International Journal
of Development Studies, (2022): 05(01), 70-95. Available from:https://doi.org/10.26772/cijds-
2022-05-01-05

46. Mevorach, T., Cohen, J., & Apter, A. Keep Calm and Stay Safe: The Relationship between
Anxiety and Other Psychological Factors, Media Exposure and Compliance with COVID-19
Regulations. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, (2021):18(6),
Article 6. Available from. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18062852

30


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12646-021-00607-w
https://doi.org/10.4269/ajtmh.20-1488
https://doi.org/10.4103/SHB.SHB_43_20
https://doi.org/10.11604/pamj.2021.39.227.28193
https://doi.org/10.26772/cijds-2022-05-01-05
https://doi.org/10.26772/cijds-2022-05-01-05
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18062852
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380; this version posted November 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

47. Thanh, P. T., & Tung, L. T. Can risk communication in mass media improve compliance
behavior in the COVID-19 pandemic? Evidence from Vietnam. International Journal of Sociology
and Social Policy, (2021) 42(11/12), 909-925. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JSSP-05-2021-0122

48. Njororai, F.; Nyaranga, K.C.; Cholo, W.; Amulla, W.; Ndetan, H. Correlates of COVID-19
Vaccine Acceptance and Hesitancy in Rural Communities in Western
Kenya. Vaccines, (2023):11, 1516. https://doi.org/10.3390/vaccines11101516

31


https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-05-2021-0122
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380; this version posted November 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Figure 1. Trusted information source

Figure


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.15.24317380
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

