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Abstract 
In the absence of a vaccine, governments have focused on behaviour change (e.g. social distancing 
and enhanced hygiene procedures) to tackle the COVID-19 pandemic. Existing research on the 
predictors of compliance with pandemic measures has often produced discrepant results. One 
explanation for this may be that the determinants of compliance are context specific. Understanding 
whether this is the case is important for designing public health messaging and for evaluating the 
generalisability of existing research. We used data from the UCL COVID-19 Social Study; a large 
weekly panel of UK adults from first five months of lockdown in the UK (n = 21,000). We tested 
whether the extent to which demographic, socio-economic position, personality traits, pro-social 
motivations, and the living environment predict compliance changed across the pandemic. Low 
compliance was strongly related to younger age and also to risk attitudes, empathic concern, and high 
income, among other factors. But the size of some of these associations was larger in later months 
when less stringent lockdown and household mixing measures were in place, suggesting context-
specific effects. The results also showed that compliance fell faster across some groups, suggesting 
the importance that public health communications adopt a plurality of messages to maximize broad 
adherence. 
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Introduction 
Governments have implemented a range of measures to tackle the COVID-19 pandemic. In the 
absence of a vaccine, measures have focused on reducing transmission of the virus through isolating 
those with diagnosed or suspected COVID-19, increasing ‘social distancing’ (e.g. ‘shelter-at-home’ 
orders, restricting non-essential travel and limiting groups gathering in public venues), and enhancing 
hygiene procedures (such as the wearing of face masks). These measures has been shown to reduce 
infection and, consequently, lower overall mortality rates (Chu et al., 2020; Mongey et al., 2020). 
However, each of these measures requires citizens to make voluntary changes to their usual 
behaviour, sometimes at considerable personal cost (Adams-Prassl et al., 2020). Ensuring high levels 
of compliance has been a considerable challenge (Fancourt et al., 2020; Park et al., 2020; Wang et al., 
2020). Therefore, understanding the factors that determine compliance is vital for managing the 
pandemic. 

There is a sizeable literature on the determinants of compliance with social distancing, hygiene, and 
quarantine rules, both from the COVID-19 pandemic and from previous epidemics (for reviews, see 
Bish & Michie, 2010; Webster et al., 2020). The literature highlights the importance of socio-
economic and demographic characteristics (e.g. age, gender, education and working status), 
personality traits (e.g. Big-5 traits and self-efficacy), pro-social motivations (e.g. social capital and 
empathic concern), and the lived environment (such as household overcrowding and availability of 
green space), in predicting compliance levels. The results in this literature are not always consistent, 
however. For instance, younger people, males, and more extroverted individuals are typically found to 
have lower compliance than other individuals, but some studies show no effects (Bish & Michie, 
2010; Clark et al., 2020; Zajenkowski et al., 2020).  

One explanation for these discrepancies may be that the determinants of compliance are context-
specific. For instance, self-efficacy beliefs, old age, and risk-preferences may change in importance as 
cases rise or as external restrictions on behavior change. This is consistent with models of human 
behavior such as the “COM-B” framework, which posits that capabilities, opportunities and 
motivations combine to determine behavior (Michie et al., 2011). For example, low self-efficacy may 
undermine psychological capability and risk-preferences and age may factor into non-compliance 
motivations, but strict lockdown may limit opportunities for non-compliance. Strict lockdown may 
thus represent a “strong situation” where opportunities for non-compliance are restricted and the 
information regarding desired behavior is clear, making personality and other characteristics less 
important for compliance behaviour (Götz et al., 2020; Zajenkowski et al., 2020). 

This argument is supported by findings from the H1N1 pandemic that the predictors of compliance 
differed through time (van der Weerd et al., 2011). It is also supported by findings from the COVID-
19 pandemic that the Big-5 personality traits neuroticism and openness were more highly related to 
compliance with “shelter-at-home” guidelines in areas where less stringent measures were in place 
(Götz et al., 2020). Overall compliance levels do not remain stable across pandemics (Cowling et al., 
2010; YouGov, 2020), which also raises the possibility that the composition of non-complying groups 
varies through time. Together, this suggests that existing COVID-19 studies - which have typically 
used cross-sectional data from the early months of the pandemic (see, for instance, Clark et al., 2020; 
Harper et al., 2020; Painter & Qiu, 2020) - may not be generalisable across the full pandemic. 
Changes in the determinants of compliance may also have implications for the targeting and phrasing 
of public health messaging and design of measures to maintain or improve compliance as pandemics 
proceed. 

Therefore, in this study, we sought to test whether the association between factors relating to 
demographic and socio-economic characteristics, personality traits and pro-social motivations were 
more or less predictive of compliance with COVID-19 guidelines across five months of the pandemic 
in the UK. We used data from a large weekly panel study of over 21,000 adults across the period 01 
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April – 31 August 2020, during which time the stringency of lockdown measures in the devolved 
nations of the UK changed (Hale et al., 2020).  

Methods 
Participants 
We used data from the COVID-19 Social Study; a large panel study of the psychological and social 
experiences of over 50,000 adults (aged 18+) in the UK during the COVID-19 pandemic. The study 
commenced on 21 March 2020 and involved online weekly data collection across the pandemic in the 
UK. The study is not random and therefore is not representative of the UK population, but it does 
contain a heterogeneous sample. The sample was recruited using three primary approaches. First, 
snowballing was used, including promoting the study through existing networks and mailing lists 
(including large databases of adults who had previously consented to be involved in health research 
across the UK), print and digital media coverage, and social media. Second, more targeted recruitment 
was undertaken focusing on (i) individuals from a low-income background, (ii) individuals with no or 
few educational qualifications, and (iii) individuals who were unemployed. Third, the study was 
promoted via partnerships with third sector organisations to vulnerable groups, including adults with 
pre-existing mental health conditions, older adults, carers, and people experiencing domestic violence 
or abuse. The study was approved by the UCL Research Ethics Committee [12467/005] and all 
participants gave informed consent. The study protocol and user guide (which includes full details on 
recruitment, retention, data cleaning, weighting and sample demographics) are available at 
https://github.com/UCL-BSH/CSSUserGuide. 

For these analyses, we focused on participants interviewed at least once in each month between 01 
April – 31 August (n = 23,252, observations = 427,161). Recruitment into the study was ongoing 
across this period. This sample represents 38.8% of those who were interviewed by 30 April 2020. 
We excluded participants with missing data on key demographic data that we use to construct survey 
weights (n = 627, observations = 11,480). We used complete case analysis as (a) there was only a 
small amount of item missingness in the study and (b) item missingness was dictated by not being 
interviewed during limited periods in which particular questions were included in the survey, which 
suggests data are missing at random. 

Lockdown measures 
National lockdown was announced on 23 March 2020. Residents were required to stay at home unless 
purchasing essential items, exercising in nearby outdoor locations (at most once a day), or helping 
vulnerable individuals. Public venues were closed and businesses operated with strict social 
distancing guidelines or using remote working, where possible. Restrictions were gradually reduced 
from May 2020 with variation across the devolved nations in both the timing and extent of the 
reduction (Cameron-Blake et al., 2020). Domestic travel limits were removed from 13 May in 
England, but were relaxed later in Northern Ireland (26 June), Wales (6 July), and Scotland (7 July). 
Restrictions on indoor and outdoor household mixing were also gradually reduced (in June in England 
and Northern Ireland and July in Wales and Scotland), though local lockdowns were subsequently 
imposed in higher transmission areas of the UK from July. In the latter months, the UK government 
also began actively encouraging citizens to return to workplaces and to public venues – for instance, 
in August, running a subsidized meal scheme (“Eat Out to Help Out”) to support the restaurant sector. 
See Supplementary Figure 1. 

Measures 
Compliance with COVID-19 guidelines 
Compliance with guidelines was measured weekly using a single-item measure: “Are you following 
the recommendations from authorities to prevent spread of Covid-19?”. The item was measured on a 
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seven-point Likert scale (1 = “Not at all”, 7 = “Very much so”), and analysed as a continuous 
variable. 

Demographics and socio-economic position 
We included demographic variables for country of residence (England, Scotland, Wales, Northern 
Ireland), sex (male or female), ethnicity (White or Non-White) and age (grouped: 18-29, 30-45, 46-
59, 60+). We also included variables for socio-economic position (SEP): annual income (grouped: < 
£16k, £16k - £30k, £30k - £60k, £60k - £90k, £90k +), education level (higher education, further 
education, secondary education or below), employment status (employed, student, 
unemployed/inactive, retired), household overcrowding (< 1 person per room, 1+ persons per room), 
and living arrangement (alone, with adult but no child, with child). Each were measured at baseline 
interview.  

Personality traits 
Personality was measured at baseline interview using the Big Five Inventory (BFI-2; Soto & John, 
2017), which measures five domains and 15 facets: openness (intellectual curiosity, aesthetic 
sensitivity, and creative imagination), conscientiousness (organisation, productiveness, and 
responsibility),   extraversion (sociability, assertiveness, and energy level), agreeableness 
(compassion, respectfulness, and trust) and neuroticism (anxiety, depression, and emotional 
volatility). Each item was scored on a 5-point scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). 
We use the sum Likert score for each domain (range 3 - 15). As our interest is in the predictors of low 
compliance, in line with the results of previous studies (Brouard et al., 2020; Clark et al., 2020; 
Zajenkowski et al., 2020), we reverse coded items related to openness, conscientiousness, 
agreeableness and neuroticism so that high values indicate low levels of the trait. 

Resilience was assessed between 14 – 21 May with the 6-item Brief Resilience Scale (Smith et al., 
2008), a widely used measure of individuals’ ability to recover from stress. Items are rated on a five-
point scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). We used the sum Likert score, with items 
coded such that higher scores indicate lower resilience (range 6 - 30). 

Locus of control was measured between 04 – 11 June using the 6-item Locus of Control Scale 
developed by the University of Washington Beyond High School Project (Hirschman & Almgren, 
2012), and captures generalized expectancies about whether individuals can (internal) or cannot 
(external) control events and outcomes in their lives. Responses were rated on a four-point scale 
ranging from (1 = “strongly agree”, 4 = “strongly disagree”).  We used the sum score of responses, 
with internal worded items coded so higher values indicate more external locus of control. 

Optimism was collected between 04 – 11 June using the 10-item Life Orientation Test-Revised (LOT-
R; Scheier et al., 1994). Items are rated on a five-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to 
“strongly agree”. We used the sum Likert score, coding items such that higher scores indicate lower 
optimism (range 6 - 30). 

Risk-taking was measured between 23-30 July with one item from the Dohmen Risk Taking Scale 
(Dohmen et al., 2011). Respondents rated the extent to which they generally see themselves as a 
person who is fully prepared to take risks, rated on an 11-point scale (0 = “not at all willing to take 
risks” to  10 = “very willing to take risks”). 

Social and Prosocial Factors 
We included several measures of pro-social motivations: empathy and social capital. Neighbourhood 
social capital before COVID-19 was measured between 09-16 July by combining four items from the 
social cohesion subscale of the Neighbourhood Scales (Mujahid et al., 2007) and a further item, 
“Before COVID-19, this was a close-knit neighbourhood”. Items were rated on a five-point scale (1 = 
“strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”), with items reflecting beliefs about trust, shared values, and 
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willingness to help others. We reverse-coded items and used the sum score of items on social capital 
prior to COVID-19 (range 5 – 25). Higher values indicating lower social capital. 

Empathy was assessed between 11-18 July using subscales for empathic concern and perspective-
taking from the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1983). (Subscales for fantasy and personal 
distress were not administered.) Empathic concern (also known as emotional empathy) consists of 7 
items and captures feelings of warmth, concern, and compassion for others. Perspective-taking (also 
known as cognitive empathy) assesses efforts to adopt the perspectives of others (7 items). Items were 
rated on a five-point scale ranging (1 = “does not describe me well”, 5 = “describes me very well”). 
We used the sum Likert score for each domain, coding items such that higher scores indicate lower 
empathy (range 0 - 28). 

We also assessed four aspects of individuals’ neighbourhoods, each measured between 09-16 July. 
Neighbourhood attachment was assessed with three five-point Likert items on whether the participant 
feels their neighbourhood is their home (1 = “just a place to live”, 5 = “home”), their attachment to 
their neighbourhood (1 = “no attachment”, 5 = “strong attachment”) and feelings of belonging in their 
community (1 = “don’t belong at all”, 5 = “belong strongly”). We used the sum Likert score (range 3-
15). We reverse-code items so that higher scores indicate lower attachment. 

Neighbourhood satisfaction was assessed with a five-point Likert item (1 = “very dissatisfied”, 5 = 
“very satisfied”). We reverse code this so that higher scores indicate lower satisfaction. 
Neighbourhood space was measured using three items on satisfaction with neighbourhood 
walkability, usable green space, and presence of trees. Each was measure on a three-point scale (1 = 
“dissatisfied”, 2 = “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied”, 3 = “satisfied”), which we reverse coded and 
summed into a single score (range 3 – 9).  Neighbourhood crowding was measured using three items 
on satisfaction with neighbourhood traffic density, noise, and levels of crowding. Each was measured 
on a three-point scale (categories as above), which we reverse coded and summed into a single score 
(range 3 – 9).  

Statistical Analysis 
Our basic empirical strategy was to estimate multilevel models of the form: 

�������� � �� 	 �� · ������ 	 �� · ������ · ���������  	 �� · ������ · ���  	 �� 	 ��� 

Where � is an index of individuals and  is an index of time. ��  is a person-specific random error (i.e. a 
random intercept) and ���  is an observation-specific random error, both normally distributed. ������  
is a categorical indicator of the month the interview was recorded in, ���������  is a specific 
predictor under study, and ���  is a set of control variables (defined below). Our interest is therefore in 
the coefficient ��, which shows how the association between the predictor and compliance differs 
across time. 

For each predictor variable, we estimated two models: an unadjusted model with no control variables 
(except month), and an adjusted model that included (i) factors we identified as core confounders 
(including demographic and socio-economic variables as defined above, pre-existing psychiatric 
diagnosis, and Big-5 personality traits) and (ii) factors likely to account for differences in compliance 
behaviours (including self or family member “shielding” at any point due to pre-existing health 
conditions, whether the participant was remaining indoors for other pre-existing health reasons e.g. 
physical disability, and the number of long-term physical health conditions (categorical: 0, 1, 2+). We 
used complete case data and survey weights when estimating models. Derivation of the survey 
weights is described in further detail in the Supplementary Information. For comparability, we report 
standardized coefficients. 

An issue with restricting the analysis to individuals who were interviewed each month is that results 
may be biased by non-random attrition from the survey. In particular, individuals who report high 
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compliance with COVID-19 guidelines are less likely to drop out (see Supplementary Information 
Figure S2), which may bias towards finding smaller associations. Consequently, as a sensitivity 
analysis, we repeat models using data from balanced panels with fewer months of data. 

Results 
Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive statistics for the sample are displayed in Error! Reference source not found.. There was 
a significant decline in compliance with COVID-19 guidelines across the study period (Figure 1). 
When comparing descriptive statistics and compliance levels according to last month of interview in 
the study, participants who were included in the main analysis (i.e. interviewed in August 2020) had 
higher and less steep drops in compliance, were older, less likely to be employed, and differed on 
several personality traits, including higher optimism and resilience and lower neuroticism and 
openness to experience (Table S1 and Supplementary Figure S2). Repeated cross-sectional data from 
YouGov (2020) on the performance of specific preventative behaviours showed declines in avoiding 
crowds and social gatherings between April and August, while mask-wearing and hand-washing 
increased (Supplementary Figure S3).   

 

Figure 1: (Weighted) daily average compliance with COVID-19 guidelines, 01 April – 15 August. 

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

 Variable Unweighted Weighted 

Age (grouped) 

60+ 10,035 (44.35%) 10,096.93 (51.62%) 

46 - 59 7,144 (31.58%) 5,013.19 (25.63%) 

30 - 45 4,521 (19.98%) 3,139.94 (16.05%) 

18 - 29 925 (4.09%) 1,308.94 (6.69%) 

Gender 
Female 16,741 (73.99%) 9,605.59 (49.11%) 

Male 5,884 (26.01%) 9,953.42 (50.89%) 

Ethnicity 
White 21,882 (96.72%) 18,254.84 (93.33%) 

Non-White 743 (3.28%) 1,304.17 (6.67%) 
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 Variable Unweighted Weighted 

Country 

Scotland 1,441 (6.37%) 1,575.29 (8.05%) 

England 17,551 (77.57%) 16,100.84 (82.32%) 

Wales 3,413 (15.09%) 1,506.66 (7.7%) 

Northern Ireland 220 (0.97%) 376.21 (1.92%) 

Education 

GCSE or below 3,230 (14.28%) 6,478.88 (33.12%) 

A-Level 3,908 (17.27%) 6,285.87 (32.14%) 

Degree or above 15,487 (68.45%) 6,794.25 (34.74%) 

Household income 

< £16k 3,106 (15.27%) 3,543.97 (20.3%) 

£16k - £30k 5,417 (26.63%) 5,421.64 (31.06%) 

£30k - £60k 7,116 (34.98%) 5,527.71 (31.67%) 

£60k - £90k 2,823 (13.88%) 1,837.00 (10.52%) 

£90k+ 1,881 (9.25%) 1,124.10 (6.44%) 

Economic activity 

Retired 7,554 (33.39%) 7,450.34 (38.09%) 

Employed 12,417 (54.88%) 9,230.94 (47.2%) 

Student 477 (2.11%) 679.36 (3.47%) 

Unemployed/Inactive 2,177 (9.62%) 2,198.36 (11.24%) 

Living Arrangement 

Not alone, no child 13,299 (58.78%) 12,092.10 (61.82%) 

Not alone, with child 4,336 (19.16%) 3,132.31 (16.01%) 

Alone 4,990 (22.06%) 4,334.60 (22.16%) 

Overcrowding 
<1 persons per room 21,085 (93.19%) 17,822.44 (91.12%) 

1+ person per room 1,540 (6.81%) 1,736.57 (8.88%) 

 

Low openness 8.68 (3.24) 9.17 (3.25) 

Low conscientiousness 7.93 (2.89) 8.14 (2.94) 

Extraversion 12.79 (4.27) 12.59 (4.25) 

Low agreeableness 8.41 (3.01) 8.58 (3.09) 

Low neuroticism 13.05 (4.25) 13.2 (4.33) 

Low resilience 15.58 (5.15) 15.35 (5.24) 

Low optimism 16.14 (4.68) 16.62 (4.7) 

External locus of control 12.21 (2.63) 12.47 (2.69) 

Risk-taking 4.37 (2.34) 4.35 (2.42) 

Low cognitive empathy 9.28 (4.83) 10.01 (4.99) 

Low emotional empathy 7.27 (4.65) 8 (4.82) 

Low social capital 12.97 (3.46) 13.15 (3.59) 

Attachment to neighbourhood 7.09 (3.23) 7.24 (3.34) 

Low neighbourhood satisfaction 1.9 (0.92) 1.97 (0.94) 

Available space 3.58 (1.13) 3.65 (1.17) 

Neighbourhood crowding 4.96 (1.85) 5.01 (1.83) 

Shielding (pre-existing condition) No 15,434 (68.22%) 12,468.08 (63.75%) 
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 Variable Unweighted Weighted 

Yes 7,191 (31.78%) 7,090.92 (36.25%) 

Shielding (family member) 
No 14,653 (64.76%) 12,588.86 (64.36%) 

Yes 7,972 (35.24%) 6,970.15 (35.64%) 

Home for other reason 
No 20,608 (91.09%) 17,548.34 (89.72%) 

Yes 2,017 (8.91%) 2,010.66 (10.28%) 

Psychiatric condition 
No 19,156 (84.67%) 16,600.97 (84.88%) 

Yes 3,469 (15.33%) 2,958.04 (15.12%) 

Long-Term Conditions 

0 12,697 (56.12%) 10,080.75 (51.54%) 

1 6,342 (28.03%) 5,613.87 (28.7%) 

2+ 3,586 (15.85%) 3,864.38 (19.76%) 

 

Demographics and Socio-Economic Position 

 

Figure 2: Association between socio-economic and demographic characteristics and compliance with COVID-19 guidelines 
by month, derived from mixed effects models. Models include adjustment for sex, age group, ethnicity, education, income 
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group, employment status, country of residence, living arrangement, household overcrowding, whether the participant is 
shielding, diagnosed psychiatric condition, long-term physical health conditions, and Big-5 personality traits 

Age-group, employment status, county of residence, income group, gender, living arrangement and 
household overcrowding were each related to compliance in multivariate models (Figure 2; bivariate 
results, which are substantively similar, are shown in Supplementary Figure S4.) Younger adults had 
lower levels of compliance than older adults in April and these age-related differences grew 
considerably as the pandemic continued. Females reported higher compliance than males, though 
there was little difference by month. There was little difference by ethnic group, but there was 
evidence that compliance was higher in Scotland than in England, to a somewhat greater extent in 
August than April/May. There was also an association between higher education and higher 
household income and lower compliance that grew across time. Students and individuals in 
employment had lower compliance levels than retired individuals. Comparing students and retirees, 
the difference was larger in later months. Adults living with a child or in overcrowded 
accommodation had lower compliance rates, with this increasing over the summer months. Effect 
sizes were generally small (< 0.25 SD), except for age in latter months: by August, 18-29 year olds 
had 0.72 SD (95% CI = 0.79, 0.66) lower compliance than participants aged 60+. 
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Personality traits 

 

Figure 3: Association between personality traits and compliance with COVID-19 guidelines by month, derived from mixed 
effects models. Left panel: bivariate association. Models include adjustment for sex, age group, ethnicity, education, income 
group, employment status, country of residence, living arrangement, household overcrowding, whether the participant is 
shielding, diagnosed psychiatric condition, long-term physical health conditions, and Big-5 personality traits. 

Each of the Big-5 traits, resilience, pessimism, locus of control, and risk tacking were related to 
compliance (Figure 3; note the different scale used for the x-axis). The strongest association was with 
risk taking, for which the association was almost twice as large in July/August than in April. 
Conscientiousness, openness to experience, and extraversion also become more highly related to 
compliance in later months, which pessimism became less strongly associated. Associations between 
compliance and agreeableness, resilience, locus of control and neuroticism were little changed. The 
bivariate results are substantively similar, except for extraversion, which was related to higher 
compliance (Supplementary Figure S5). Effect sizes were small (less than approximately 0.2 SD), in 
each case. 
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Social and Prosocial Factors 

 

Figure 4: Association between prosocial motivations, neighbourhood factors and compliance with COVID-19 guidelines by 
month, derived from mixed effects models. Models include adjustment for sex, age group, ethnicity, education, income group, 
employment status, country of residence, living arrangement, household overcrowding, whether the participant is shielding, 
diagnosed psychiatric condition, long-term physical health conditions, and Big-5 personality traits. 

Lower empathy, neighbourhood attachment and social capital were each related to lower compliance 
(Figure 4). People with higher levels of cognitive or emotional empathy were more likely to continue 
complying in later months, while there was little change in associations for the other factors. 
Dissatisfaction with neighbourhood, available space and neighbourhood crowding were each related 
to lower compliance. The association between neighbourhood characteristics and compliance was 
broadly stable across time. Bivariate results are substantively similar, with the exception that there 
was no clear increase in the size of the association between low empathy and compliance in later 
months (Supplementary Figure S6). Effect sizes were small in each instance. 

Sensitivity Analysis 
Results were qualitatively similar using balanced panels who dropped out before August 
(Supplementary Figures S7-S8). 
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Discussion 
This study explored changes in the between-person predictors of compliance with COVID-19 
guidelines in a longitudinal sample of UK adults across the first five months of social distancing and 
lockdown measures in the UK. Compliance was associated with major demographic and socio-
economic characteristics, personality traits, prosocial motivations and neighbourhood characteristics. 
In general, effect sizes were small, with the exception of a strong association in later months with age. 
Specifically, decreases in average compliance levels over the period examined were more pronounced 
among young people (see Supplementary Figure S9), individuals low in conscientiousness and 
empathic concern, and individuals with risk-seeking attitudes. However, associations with compliance 
did not differ over the study period for all characteristics, with some (including agreeableness, 
neighbourhood attachment and neighbourhood characteristics) not changing in strength as predictors 
of compliance over time. 

Some of the predictors of compliance identified in this study have been identified in previous studies, 
including low empathy, age, gender, and social capital (Bish & Michie, 2010; Jørgensen et al., 2020; 
Zajenkowski et al., 2020). The finding that demographic characteristics (besides age) are not strongly 
related to compliance is also consistent with previous studies in the literature, which generally show 
that major individual demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and personality traits do not 
explain much of the between-person variation in compliance levels (see, for instance, Brouard et al., 
2020; Clark et al., 2020; Zajenkowski et al., 2020). However, previous literature has been cross-
sectional and marred with inconsistencies in findings, and the results from this study help to explain 
why. Instead of being constant predictors of compliance over time, the differential strength of so 
many predictors of compliance over the five months of the study suggests that the determinants of 
compliance are context-specific. One explanation for these contextual differences is “situational 
strength”, whereby behaviour is less determined by personal characteristics in contexts where options 
are constrained and/or normative behaviour is clearly prescribed (Cooper & Withey, 2009; Götz et al., 
2020; Zajenkowski et al., 2020). In support of this theory, decreases in average compliance coincided 
with lockdown and social distancing restrictions becoming less stringent. Indeed, we found that 
compliance decreased fastest in England and Wales (where restrictions were eased fastest) compared 
to Scotland (where restrictions were kept more stringent for longer) (Cameron-Blake et al., 2020).  A 
further potential explanation for the differential strength of predictors is that as restrictions continued 
for longer, boredom increased and self-control depleted, meant that individuals’ abilities to over-ride 
their own individual traits and adhere to restrictive rules decreased and the true predictive power of 
these predictors became more evident (Bieleke et al., 2020; Martarelli & Wolff, 2020). Therefore, this 
study highlights the importance of considering individual traits as evolving predictors of compliance 
and, in particular, considering the role of context as a moderator of the relationship between traits and 
compliance.  

The results have a number of policy implications. First, the findings suggest that compliance with 
pandemic control measures decreases as the stringency of measures is reduced. This highlights the 
importance of reinforcing messaging on compliance as measures are eased to avoid perceptions that 
remaining measures are somehow unnecessary. Second, the results suggest some individuals may not 
be responsive to specific types of communications. For example, individuals with high risk-taking 
propensities may be less responsive to messages about personal risk but more responsive to prosocial 
messages about the impact of their risk-taking on others. Therefore, in seeking to maximize 
compliance amongst different groups, a plurality of communication approaches is required. It also 
highlights why punitive measures for non-compliance may not be especially effective (Kooistra et al., 
2020; Murphy et al., 2020). For example, in September 2020, the UK government increased fines for 
those caught violating household mixing rules. Whilst such measures have the potential to reduce 
non-compliance among those for whom personal risk of infection or protecting others is not sufficient 
motivation, it risks reducing pro-social motivations (Gneezy & Rustichini, 2000) and highlighting the 

 . CC-BY 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)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 13, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.10.20228403doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.10.20228403
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


13 
 

extent of norm violations, which, for some, could reduce compliance. Third, the finding that 
individuals living in overcrowded accommodation and neighbourhoods with little space had lower 
and faster decreasing compliance suggests that poor quality housing and crowded lived environments 
could exacerbate challenges for governments in tackling public health emergencies, over and above 
the greater risk of interpersonal transmission due to higher proximity (Rader et al., 2020). As such, 
tackling social inequalities has consequences not only for general public health but also for 
behavioural management during pandemics. 

That said, we also found that individuals with higher incomes had higher initial compliance but faster 
decreases over time. It is possible that these individuals were able to maintain a strict compliance 
initially due to not facing any financial barriers such as an inability to pay bills that may have driven 
to rules being broken in a search for work. However, as the pandemic continued, greater wealth and a 
sense of privilege or a lack of financial fear over fines may have driven a more relaxed approach to 
compliance. Given research showing that the non-compliance of people in positions of power has a 
negative impact on societal trust and others’ compliance (Fancourt et al., 2020), this highlights the 
importance of the consistent application of pandemic rules amongst all groups. 

This study had a number of limitations. Although we included a wide array of demographic and 
personality variables in our models, results may still have been explained by unobserved confounding. 
However, given that the strength of some of the factors studied here differed across the pandemic (e.g. 
risk taking), it is questionable how confounding factors could have generated these temporal patterns. 
Second, participants self-reported their compliance with measures. Results may, therefore, have been 
biased due to social desirability concerns and due to differences in knowledge. People’s 
understanding of compliance may also have differed over time, particular as rules changed. We also 
lack detail on the specific rules – such as mask-wearing, social distancing or hand-washing – that 
individuals were breaking when reporting lower compliance. Some of the factors studied here may be 
important for some behaviours rather than others – for instance, extraversion is more plausibly related 
to violating social distancing rules than non-mask wearing. So future studies are encouraged that 
explore specific compliance behaviours in more detail. A final issue is the use of a non-random 
sample. While the sample was heterogeneous and we included population weights in models, the data 
were from a study set-up explicitly to research COVID-19. It is likely that individuals who 
participated (and continued to participate) in the study had a higher interest in helping tackle the 
pandemic than the general population at large. This interest may manifest as a higher propensity to 
comply with guidelines. Further, selection biases are likely to have arisen due to different modes of 
recruitment into the survey. Therefore, the relationships identified here may be biased estimates of the 
actual predictive effects of some of these factors. 

Nevertheless, this study demonstrated that the importance of many factors in predicting compliance 
has differed across the pandemic and is therefore context specific. Further, the results are in line with 
theories of “situational strength” where individual characteristics are more important where behaviour 
is less constrained. This highlights the need to account for context when studying compliance and to 
study predictors of compliance as evolving factors. For policy makers and public health professionals, 
the results suggest that if we want to maintain good compliance or increase compliance, two key 
things are needed. First, multiple messages are required to target different groups given capabilities 
and motivations will vary substantially between different demographic groups. Second, these 
messages will need to evolve across pandemics as the context and behavioural opportunities for 
individuals change. 
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Supplementary Material 
Figures 

 

Figure S1: Stringency of UK government COVID-19 related measure, 02 January – 31 July. Source: Oxford COVID-19 
Government Response Tracker (Hale et al., 2020). 
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Figure S2: (Weighted) weekly average compliance by month of last interview. Participants with last interview in August 
were included in the main analysis.  
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Figure S3: (Weighted) weekly average compliance with recommended preventative behaviours in the UK, 01 April – 31 
August. Source: YouGov COVID-19 Public Monitor (YouGov, 2020). 
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Figure S4: Association between demographic and socio-economic characteristics and compliance with COVID-19 
guidelines by month, derived from mixed effects models. Bivariate associations. 
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Figure S5: Association between personality traits and compliance with COVID-19 guidelines by month, derived from mixed 
effects models. Bivariate associations. 
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Figure S6: Association between social and pro-social factors and compliance with COVID-19 guidelines by month, derived 
from mixed effects models. Bivariate associations. 
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Figure S7: Association between demographic and socio-economic characteristics, personality traits and social and pro-social factors and compliance with COVID-19 guidelines by month, 
derived from mixed effects models. Each panel represents a difference balance panel of individuals interviewed up to a particular month. Models include adjustment for sex, age group, 
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education, income group, employment status, country of residence, living arrangement, household overcrowding, whether the participant is shielding, diagnosed psychiatric condition, and Big-
5 personality traits.
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Figure S8: Association between demographic and socio-economic characteristics, personality traits and social and pro-social factors and compliance with COVID-19 guidelines by month, 
derived from mixed effects models. Each panel represents a difference balance panel of individuals interviewed up to a particular month. Bivariate associations. 
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Figure S9: (Weighted) weekly average compliance by age group. 
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Tables 
Table S1: (Weighted) descriptive statistics by last month of interview. Participants interviewed in July are included in the main analysis. Participants last interviewed in earlier months are 
excluded. 

 Variable April May June July August 

Age (grouped) 

60+ 3,162.59 (17.58%)* 1,371.98 (22.49%)* 693.04 (23.67%)* 586.62 (29.86%)* 10,096.93 (51.62%) 

46 - 59 3,972.49 (22.09%) 1,576.90 (25.85%) 840.77 (28.72%) 565.25 (28.78%) 5,013.19 (25.63%) 

30 - 45 5,768.59 (32.07%) 1,849.99 (30.32%) 885.48 (30.24%) 528.49 (26.91%) 3,139.94 (16.05%) 

18 - 29 5,083.10 (28.26%) 1,302.44 (21.35%) 508.57 (17.37%) 283.89 (14.45%) 1,308.94 (6.69%) 

Gender 
Female 8,992.13 (49.99%) 3,205.32 (52.54%)* 1,617.49 (55.24%)* 1,020.74 (51.97%)* 9,605.59 (49.11%) 

Male 8,994.63 (50.01%) 2,895.98 (47.46%) 1,310.38 (44.76%) 943.50 (48.03%) 9,953.42 (50.89%) 

Ethnicity 
White 15,120.39 (84.06%)* 5,300.48 (86.87%)* 2,545.84 (86.95%)* 1,769.89 (90.11%)* 18,254.84 (93.33%) 

Non-White 2,866.37 (15.94%) 800.82 (13.13%) 382.02 (13.05%) 194.35 (9.89%) 1,304.17 (6.67%) 

Country 

Scotland 1,752.16 (9.74%)* 555.97 (9.11%)* 269.02 (9.19%)* 177.78 (9.05%)* 1,575.29 (8.05%) 

England 14,780.48 (82.17%) 5,045.50 (82.7%) 2,458.57 (83.97%) 1,638.29 (83.41%) 16,100.84 (82.32%) 

Wales 788.67 (4.38%) 335.11 (5.49%) 143.57 (4.9%) 113.67 (5.79%) 1,506.66 (7.7%) 

Northern Ireland 665.44 (3.7%) 164.72 (2.7%) 56.71 (1.94%) 34.49 (1.76%) 376.21 (1.92%) 

Education 

GCSE or below 6,140.40 (34.14%)* 1,732.51 (28.4%)* 701.73 (23.97%)* 540.03 (27.49%)* 6,478.88 (33.12%) 

A-Level 6,492.53 (36.1%) 2,130.57 (34.92%) 1,002.51 (34.24%) 592.97 (30.19%) 6,285.87 (32.14%) 

Degree or above 5,353.82 (29.77%) 2,238.22 (36.68%) 1,223.63 (41.79%) 831.24 (42.32%) 6,794.25 (34.74%) 

Household income 

< £16k 3,600.42 (22.23%)* 1,194.65 (21.72%)* 460.04 (17.25%)* 337.02 (18.99%)* 3,543.97 (20.3%) 

£16k - £30k 4,396.68 (27.15%) 1,280.84 (23.28%) 623.15 (23.37%) 447.16 (25.19%) 5,421.64 (31.06%) 

£30k - £60k 4,889.74 (30.2%) 1,800.68 (32.73%) 920.00 (34.5%) 591.38 (33.32%) 5,527.71 (31.67%) 

£60k - £90k 1,998.76 (12.34%) 714.70 (12.99%) 392.37 (14.72%) 232.40 (13.09%) 1,837.00 (10.52%) 

£90k+ 1,307.20 (8.07%) 510.20 (9.27%) 270.77 (10.16%) 167.02 (9.41%) 1,124.10 (6.44%) 

Economic activity Retired 1,857.08 (10.32%)* 845.49 (13.86%)* 430.51 (14.7%)* 391.94 (19.95%)* 7,450.34 (38.09%) 
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 Variable April May June July August 

Employed 11,337.27 (63.03%) 3,797.46 (62.24%) 1,860.62 (63.55%) 1,164.17 (59.27%) 9,230.94 (47.2%) 

Student 1,858.53 (10.33%) 544.44 (8.92%) 242.90 (8.3%) 143.32 (7.3%) 679.36 (3.47%) 

Unemployed/Inactive 2,933.88 (16.31%) 913.90 (14.98%) 393.84 (13.45%) 264.81 (13.48%) 2,198.36 (11.24%) 

Living Arrangement 

Not alone, no child 9,145.41 (50.85%)* 3,169.70 (51.95%)* 1,558.80 (53.24%)* 1,107.74 (56.4%)* 12,092.10 (61.82%) 

Not alone, with child 6,195.63 (34.45%) 1,856.18 (30.42%) 869.52 (29.7%) 499.26 (25.42%) 3,132.31 (16.01%) 

Alone 2,645.71 (14.71%) 1,075.42 (17.63%) 499.54 (17.06%) 357.24 (18.19%) 4,334.60 (22.16%) 

Overcrowding 
<1 persons per room 12,980.47 (72.17%)* 4,911.76 (80.5%)* 2,475.79 (84.56%)* 1,710.07 (87.06%)* 17,822.44 (91.12%) 

1+ person per room 5,006.29 (27.83%) 1,189.54 (19.5%) 452.07 (15.44%) 254.17 (12.94%) 1,736.57 (8.88%) 

 

Low Openness 9.02 (3.51)* 8.96 (3.43)* 8.93 (3.35)* 8.9 (3.3)* 9.17 (3.25) 

Low Conscientiousness 8.82 (3.32)* 8.58 (3.15)* 8.54 (3.16)* 8.34 (3.14)* 8.14 (2.94) 

Extraversion 12.92 (4.23)* 12.58 (4.36) 12.67 (4.37) 12.74 (4.2) 12.59 (4.25) 

Low Agreeableness 8.65 (3.23)* 8.71 (3.2)* 8.69 (3.16) 8.7 (3.14) 8.58 (3.09) 

Low Neuroticism 12.01 (4.54)* 12.11 (4.55)* 12.49 (4.42)* 12.66 (4.38)* 13.2 (4.33) 

Low Resilience - 16.62 (5.43)* 16.17 (5.28)* 16.11 (5.34)* 15.35 (5.24) 

Pessimism - - 17.02 (4.69)* 17.11 (4.77)* 16.62 (4.7) 

External Locus of Control - - 12.56 (2.78) 12.67 (2.81)* 12.47 (2.69) 

Shielding (pre-existing 
condition) 

No 14,239.41 (79.17%)* 4,480.71 (73.44%)* 2,128.46 (72.7%)* 1,344.83 (68.47%)* 12,468.08 (63.75%) 

Yes 3,747.35 (20.83%) 1,620.59 (26.56%) 799.40 (27.3%) 619.42 (31.53%) 7,090.92 (36.25%) 

Shielding (family 
member) 

No 13,561.29 (75.4%)* 3,839.19 (62.92%)* 1,838.03 (62.78%) 1,245.49 (63.41%) 12,588.86 (64.36%) 

Yes 4,425.47 (24.6%) 2,262.11 (37.08%) 1,089.83 (37.22%) 718.76 (36.59%) 6,970.15 (35.64%) 

Home for other reason 
No 17,117.16 (95.17%)* 5,574.29 (91.36%)* 2,628.76 (89.78%) 1,733.41 (88.25%)* 17,548.34 (89.72%) 

Yes 869.60 (4.83%) 527.01 (8.64%) 299.10 (10.22%) 230.84 (11.75%) 2,010.66 (10.28%) 

Psychiatric condition 
No 13,781.72 (76.62%)* 4,690.84 (76.88%)* 2,340.35 (79.93%)* 1,544.39 (78.63%)* 16,600.97 (84.88%) 

Yes 4,205.04 (23.38%) 1,410.46 (23.12%) 587.52 (20.07%) 419.86 (21.37%) 2,958.04 (15.12%) 
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 Variable April May June July August 

Long-Term Conditions 

0 11,369.14 (63.21%)* 3,747.15 (61.42%)* 1,843.33 (62.96%)* 1,170.76 (59.6%)* 10,080.75 (51.54%) 

1 4,225.66 (23.49%) 1,488.54 (24.4%) 664.64 (22.7%) 446.35 (22.72%) 5,613.87 (28.7%) 

2+ 2,391.96 (13.3%) 865.60 (14.19%) 419.90 (14.34%) 347.13 (17.67%) 3,864.38 (19.76%) 
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